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Midterms 1nc

GoP win now – more engaged, higher enthusiasm and higher percentage of certain voters
The Bulletin 7-12

Americans Eager To Vote ... Republican, DA 7-12-2010, http://thebulletin.us/articles/2010/07/12/top_stories/doc4c3b33b282148748344038.txt

With four months to go before Election Day, voting intentions for the House remain closely divided, and neither party has gained or lost much ground over the course of 2010. However, Republicans are much more engaged in the coming election and more inclined to say they are certain to vote than are Democrats. This could translate into a sizable turnout advantage for the GOP in November that could transform an even race among registered voters into a solid victory for the Republicans.  Fully 56 percent of Republican voters say they are more enthusiastic about voting this year than in previous elections – the highest percentage of GOP voters expressing increased enthusiasm about voting in midterms dating back to 1994. While enthusiasm among Democratic voters overall is on par with levels in 2006, fewer liberal Democrats say they are more enthusiastic about voting than did so four years ago (52 percent then, 37 percent today).  The Republican Party now holds about the same advantage in enthusiasm among its party’s voters that the Democratic Party held in June 2006 and the GOP had late in the 1994 campaign. Moreover, more Republicans than Democrats are now paying close attention to election news (64 percent vs. 50 percent). At this stage in previous midterms, news attentiveness was about the same for voters in both parties.  The latest national survey by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press, conducted June 16-20 among 1,802 adults and 1,496 registered voters reached on cell phones and landlines, finds that the Republicans also continue to hold a substantial advantage in the proportion of their party’s voters who say they are “absolutely certain” to vote. Currently, 77 percent of Republican voters say they are absolutely certain to vote compared with 65 percent of Democratic voters.  The new survey finds that 45 percent of registered voters say they support the Republican in their district while the same percentage favors the Democrat. While Democrats have a substantial advantage among the least engaged group of voters – young people – Republicans have a large advantage among the age groups that are most committed to voting – those ages 50 and older.
Plan gets the public on board for democrats

Tago, Professor of Int’l Politics, 9

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

The Democratic Political Cycle  The democratic political cycle is closely related to the reliability of commitment. During national elections, it is very important for a democratic political leader to secure the support of a majority of voters and hold on to power (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003; Mayhew, 2004). Therefore, to maximize her/his chances of winning the election, a leader may terminate unpopular policies during the election campaign, including costly international commitments.  
Even small changes can swing the election

Cillizza 6-21

Chris, Are liberals falling out of love with Obama?, Washington Post, Proquest

If there is further evidence of unhappiness among liberals -- and, to be clear, there isn't much in the data just yet -- it could have some influence on this fall as midterm elections tend to be battles between the two party bases and even the slightest downturn in enthusiasm among liberals could lead to major seat gains for Republicans.
Midterms 1nc

GoP win creates a perception of gridlock – key to the economy

Panteli 10
Chris, 3-15, Wirtz eyes US capital market rally after mid-term elections, Investment Week, DA 7-16-2010, http://www.investmentweek.co.uk/investment-week/news/1596324/wirtz-eyes-us-capital-market-rally-mid-term-elections

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

Economic growth is key to avoid global conflict

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

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

Dems will lose the house now – new policies can swing voters towards the Dems

Sabato, Professor of Politics @ Virginia, 6-17

Larry, Citing Professor @ Emory, Can Republicans Take Back the House?, Center for Politics

Editor’s Note: These days the best D.C. parlor game is guessing November’s House results. We’verecently made our own contribution, with a district-by-district analysis that projects—as of early June—a Republican net gain of 32 seats. But the Crystal Ball has always done House projections in two ways. The second method requires advanced statistical modeling of the sort Professor Alan Abramowitz provides in this week’s Crystal Ball. Prof. Abramowitz’s record has been superb in election prognostication, and his analysis shows a GOP gain of 39 House seats—precisely the number needed to take control. There is not much difference between 32 and 39 in a June forecast. Both methods will be tweaked as we enter late summer and early fall. There are two reasonable conclusions to draw from these numbers. First, whether they gain 25 or 32 or 39 or 50 seats on November 2, Republicans are headed for a good midterm year, though it is very unlikely to match the over-the-top prognostications of some GOP leaders (who have gone as far as +70 to 100 or more seats). Second, Republican control of the House is on the bubble. Events over the next four months, reflected in President Obama’s approval rating in good part, will determine whether Republicans fall over or under the all-important number of 39.
Top political analysts agree

Rudin, citing a PhD @ UConn, 7-7

Ken, citing Rothenberg – PhD @ UConn, Rothenberg: With 4 Months To Go, House Could Turn, Senate Probably Not, NPR, DA 7-16-2010, http://www.npr.org/blogs/politicaljunkie/2010/07/07/128364575/rothenberg-house-could-turn-senate-probably-not

There's less than four months to go before the November midterm elections, and by the looks of things now, Republicans have a legitimate shot at capturing control of the House.  That's the sense of Stuart Rothenberg, the widely respected political analyst who publishes the conveniently-titled "Rothenberg Political Report."  Stu sat down and talked politics with All Things Considered host Robert Siegel for an interview that will air this evening.  Of the 435 seats in the House, Democrats currently hold 255, Republicans 178, and there are two vacancies — the Republican seat in Indiana where Mark Souder resigned and the Democratic seat in New York where Eric Massa quit.  There are no plans to hold a special election to replace Massa — Gov.David Paterson (D) says the state can't afford it, though Republicans are convinced that he doesn't want to give the GOP a shot at picking up the seat in a special, which it probably would.  The Indiana seat is likely to stay in Republican hands in a special election.  So, if we're assuming 179 GOP seats going into November, that means they would need a net gain of 39 to take control of the House and make John Boehner speaker.  Doable?  Absolutely, says Rothenberg.  He sees a whopping 80 seats in play this year, all but a dozen or so held by the Democrats.  "There are enough seats on the table that the Republicans could net the 39" needed for control, he said.  "Substantial Republican gains," but it's "premature" to say whether they win a majority.
GoP control of house coming now

Bedard, 6-7

Paul, Republicans Worry They Could Squander 2010 Opportunity,”US News & World Report, DA 7-16-2010, http://politics.usnews.com/news/blogs/washington-whispers/2010/06/07/republicans-worry-they-could-squander-2010-opportunity.html
The political grass can hardly get greener for Republicans. President Obama's approval rating continues its downward spiral; Americans are angry about government spending and debt; fears of job losses and foreclosures continue to dominate the headlines; Democratic congressional leaders like House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid are overwhelmingly unpopular; and GOP voter intensity is sky high. Picking up the 40 seats needed to take the majority in the House in the upcoming midterm elections should be a breeze. But Republicans aren't so relaxed. Many of them feel this is a do-or-die election year. "We need to do great," says Alabama Sen. Jeff Sessions. The reason, he adds, is that the politics favoring the Republicans are "not likely to be like this in two years."
Uniqueness – Dems Lose Senate Now

Strong wave ensures Dems lose the Senate now

Barnes 6-2

Fred Barnes (executive editor of The Weekly Standard) June 2, 2010 “Can Republicans Win the Senate in 2010?” DA 7-2010, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/can-gop-win-senate-2010?page=2 

Republicans may have a better chance of winning the Senate than the House in the midterm election in November.  And their prospects for taking over the Senate appear to be getting better by the day.  At least that’s what polls indicate.  But politics can be fickle and poll numbers fleeting.  So nothing is guaranteed. The good news for Republicans comes in two parts. First, they’re ahead in four of the six open Republican seats and tied in two. That’s a great improvement from, say, late last year.  Second, in the 11 Democratic seats in play, they’re ahead in five, tied in four, and within easy striking distance in the other two. Not bad for a party that was crushed in the past two national elections. Republicans trail Democrats 59-41 in the Senate today.  They need 10 pickups to take control.  Nine won’t suffice, since Vice President Joe Biden would break the 50-50 tie by voting for Democratic control.  To capture the House, Republicans would have to gain 40 seats, which is not out of the question but is still a steep climb. Let’s start with the Republican Senate seats that once were viewed as highly vulnerable.   For the record, I consider any race where the candidates are three percentage points or fewer apart in the latest poll as being essentially tied.  In states where nominees haven’t been chosen, I apply the poll result for the leading candidates. In Missouri, a swing state that went narrowly for McCain over Obama in 2008, Representative Roy Blunt, the former House Republican whip, is eight points ahead of Democrat Robin Carnahan, Missouri’s secretary of state, in a Rasmussen poll of likely voters.  (Rasmussen, PPP, and Daily Kos polls always use likely voters.) In Kentucky, Republican Rand Paul leads Democrat Jack Conway by six points in a Survey USA poll of likely voters, this despite Paul’s gaffe about the Civil Rights Act.  Conway is state attorney general, Paul the son of Ron Paul, the Republican House member and 2008 presidential aspirant. In New Hampshire, Republican Kelly Ayotte leads Democrat Paul Hodes by 12 points (Rasmussen).  She’s the state attorney general.  He’s a House member. In Kansas, likely to be one of the strongest Republican states in November, Republican Jerry Moran is 35 points (Rasmussen) up on Democrat David Haley.  Moran is a House member, Haley a state senator. In Ohio, the Senate contest is tight, with Democrat Lee Fisher a single point ahead of Republican Rob Portman in a University of Cincinnati survey.  Portman was budget director in the George W. Bush White House.  Fisher is Ohio's lieutenant governor. In Florida, Republican Marco Rubio is three points behind Charlie Crist, running as an independent, in the St. Petersburg Times poll of registered voters.  Rubio is the former speaker of the state house of representatives. Now, the Democratic seats.  In Washington and Wisconsin, Republicans are in contention on the strength of candidates who only recently decided to run.  Republican Dino Rossi, twice an unsuccessful candidate for governor, trails Democratic Senator Patty Murray by a single point (Rasmussen) in Washington.  And Republican businessman Ron Johnson is two points behind (Rasmussen) Democratic Senator Russ Feingold.  The tightness of these contests is especially worrisome to Democrats because once seemingly safe incumbents are now in deep trouble. Two Democratic seats are all but conceded to Republicans – in North Dakota, where Republican Governor John Hoeven is miles ahead for the seat of retiring Democrat Byron Dorgan, and in Delaware, where Republican Congressman Mike Castle is far ahead of any Democrat. Indiana and Arkansas also look like Republican pickups.  In Indiana, former senator Dan Coats leads Democrat Brad Ellsworth, currently a House member, by 15 points (Rasmussen).  And in Arkansas, Republican House member John Boozman is 20 points in front of Democratic Senator Blanche Lincoln in a Daily Kos poll and 11 points up on her Democratic primary challenger, Lt. Gov. Bill Halter. In Illinois, Republican Mark Kirk has a 3-point lead (Daily Kos) over Democrat Alexi Giannoulias, the state treasurer.  Kirk is a House member.  The opposite is true in Pennsylvania, where Democrat Joe Sestak is three points ahead (Daily Kos) of Republican Pat Toomey.  Sestak is a House member, Toomey a former member. Colorado, Nevada, and California are more complicated.  In Colorado, the two leading Republicans, Jane Norton and Ken Buck, lag three to six points behind Democratic Senator Michael Bennet and two to three behind Bennet’s primary challenger Andrew Romanoff in PPP polls. In Nevada, three Republican candidates – Sue Lowden, Danny Tarkanian, and Sharron Angle – are tightly clustered.  They are either ahead of or behind Democrat Harry Reid, the Senate minority leader, by three points or fewer, according to a Mason-Dixon poll of likely voters. Finally, in California, Democratic Senator Barbara Boxer trails Republican Tom Campbell by seven points but leads Republican Carly Fiorina by six in an LA Times poll of registered voters.  Campbell is a former House member, Fiorina the ex-CEO of Hewlett-Packard. That’s it.  All Republicans need to sweep these races and grab control of Senate after four years of Democratic rule are two things.  One, voter turnout in which enthusiastic Republicans show up in disproportionate numbers.  Two, a political wave across the country that lifts Republican candidates everywhere.  Either is quite possible, neither are givens.  But the new Gallup generic ballot poll, giving Republicans a record six-point lead, suggests there’s a better chance than ever before that both will occur on election day in November.

Uniqueness – AT: Dems Win Now

Prefer our evidence:

a) Don’t need to win GoP get 51 – Pantelli indicates the GoP winning enough seats to become obstructionist will provide an immediate economic boost

b) One house is sufficient – even if Democrats will inevitably hold the Senate, if the GoP takes the house they will use their advantage to obstruct Obama’s agenda

c) Momentum – even if the snapshot favors the Dems, voter enthusiasm is growing for the GoP

Muskal 6-21

Michael, Growing GOP voter enthusiasm is a problem for Democratic electoral hopes, LA Times, Lexis

Enthusiasm among Republicans and their allies has hit the highest level for a midterm election year since pollsters began tracking this measurement, Gallup announced on Monday. The finding that an average of 59% of the Republicans and those independents leaning to them are enthusiastic about this year’s election spells trouble for Democrats. Traditionally, the GOP counts on the enthusiasm of its voters to offset Democrats’ edge in registered voters. The findings also mean that Democrats can be expected to spend much of the summer appealing to independents, likely using the danger of a conservative takeover of Congress as a whip to get out their voters. "Tea party" favorites such as Rand Paul, the Senate candidate in Kentucky, and Sharron Angle, the Senate candidate in Nevada, will be the likely targets. Also expect Democrats to continue their attack on Texas Rep. Joe Barton, who apologized to BP at a House hearing last week, calling a $20-billion escrow fund to help victims of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill a "slush fund" that was created as part of a White House "shakedown" of the company. Under pressure from Republican congressional leaders, Barton retracted the language of his comments, then fully retracted his apology. Still, that retraction will carry little political meaning for Democrats who have used Barton as the face of what a GOP victory in November could mean. Democrats have sent out contribution solicitations arguing that Barton’s pro-BP position is ingrained in the Republicans’ conservative political psyche. The Gallup findings were taken before Barton’s comments and last week’s effort by the Obama administration to shift the agenda on the oil spill, which has hurt the Democrats politically. Polls show that Obama’s favorability rating has steadily fallen as the magnitude of the disaster has grown. The Gallup findings are based on four measures of the enthusiasm question since February, the last taken June 11-13 in the USA Today/Gallup poll. In that poll, 53% of Republicans said they were more enthusiastic than usual about voting and 39% were less enthusiastic, while 35% of Democrats said they were more enthusiastic about voting and 56% were less enthusiastic. The prior high was 50% more enthusiastic for Democrats in 2006, which is the only one of the last five midterm election years in which Democrats have had an enthusiasm advantage. In that election, Democrats won back control of the House of Representatives for the first time since 1994. 

This momentum is directly correlated with disdain for Obama’s move to the center

Roff 7-12

Peter, Polls Show Why Republicans Could Win Big in November, US News and World Report, Lexis

The momentum away from the Democrats is almost certainly fueled by a case of buyers’ remorse among Independents who bought a package when they voted for Obama only to find they did not get what they were expecting. But it is still momentum away from the Democrats, not toward the Republicans--a qualitative difference that will be increasingly important in the weeks and months ahead.

Generic Link – Public Popularity

Isolationist foreign policy is publicly popular – recent Pew polls

Kull, PhD in Public Policy, 5-14

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

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

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

Kull, PhD in Public Policy, 5-14

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

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

Krepinevich, PhD @ Harvard, 5-14

Andrew, President of the Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments, 5-14, National Security Strategy in an Era of Growing Challenges and Resource Constraints, Scholar

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

Generic Link – Base

The plan is wildly popular with the base
Dufour, Professor of Geography, 7

Jules Dufour, Professor of Geography, 7/1/2007, “The Worldwide Network of US Military Bases,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5564
The network of US military bases is strategic, located in proximity of traditional strategic resources including nonrenewable sources of energy. This military presence has brought about political opposition and resistance from progressive movements and antiwar activists.  Demonstrations directed against US military presence has developed in Spain, Ecuador, Italy, Paraguay, Uzbekistan, Bulgaria and in many other countries. Moreover, other long-termer resistance movements directed against US military presence have continued in South Korea, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Philippines, Cuba, Europe, Japan and other locations.
These anti-war activists are extremely influential

Heaney and Rojas, Both Professors at Research-1 Universities, 7

Michael, Professor of Organizational Studies, Fabio, Professor of Sociology, Partisans, Nonpartisans, and the Antiwar Movement in the United States, American Politics Research, Scholar
The antiwar movement’s first lobby day did not lead Congress to vote to bring the troops home. However, activists did report measurable success in achieving their objectives. For example, one of the objectives of the day was to convince members of Congress to join the Out of Iraq Caucus. Two new members joined the caucus immediately as a result of meetings with grassroots lobbyists (Lois Caps and Brad Miller), whereas caucus leaders reported a “surge of interest” as a result of the day (Udry, 2005). Other legislative initiatives, such as No Permanent Bases in Iraq (H.Con.Res. 197), received new cosponsors (Udry, 2005). The movement held addi- tional lobby days on May 22, 2006, and January 29, 2007 (shown in Figure 3), in part with the assistance of a newly hired, paid professional staff member. Thus, lobbying has become a regularized part of the movement’s repertoire that applies a moderate amount of pressure to members of Congress.
Obama campaigned on the peace platform, proves it can successfully motivate the base
Eddlem 8

Thomas Eddlem, freelance writer and educator, 12/3/2008, “Obama’s Choice of Hillary Clinton Signals He’s Not Anti-War,” The New American, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/culture/family/566
But during the campaign, Obama remained the comparative peace candidate (by outward appearances, anyway), and Hillary Clinton stood as the candidate who called for another four years of the disastrous Bush administration foreign policy. Clinton didn't explain it in so many words, of course, but that's essentially what it was.   The November election contest was likewise one between a candidate who advocated a Republican big-government domestic policy (borrow and spend) and a Bush-style war policy versus a Democratic big-government domestic policy (tax and spend) and a peace platform.   Voters chose the person they perceived to be the peace candidate in both the primary and general elections. But Obama's cabinet picks on December 1 signaled that Americans are getting a war president. Obama stated that he had said during the campaign that he would remove "combat" troops from Iraq within 16 months but that it is "likely to be necessary — to maintain a residual force." He added that "it's also critical that we recognize that the situation in Afghanistan has been worsening" — a theater where he wants to send more troops.

Generic Link – Base

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

Black 9

Conrad, A New Isolationism?, National Review, DA 7-11-2010,  http://article.nationalreview.com/412047/a-new-isolationism/conrad-black

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

Harrison, former diplomat in the foreign service, 9 
Edward, Banking and finance specialist at the economic consultancy Global Macro Advisors, Edward Harrison, Former diplomat in the foreign service.), Obama: knowing when to be an asshole,” Credit Writedowns, DA 7-11-2010, http://www.creditwritedowns. com/2009/08/obama-knowing- when-to-be-an-asshole.html 

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

Generic Link – Millennials

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

Madland, PhD in Government, and Teixeira, Senior Fellow @ TCF 9

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

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

Generic Link – Millennials

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

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

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

The plan would be perceived as reigning in wasteful spending

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

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

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

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

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

Dems adopting tea party policies is key to their support

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

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

Generic Link – Limiting Spending

Limiting Congressional spending is key to democrats in the midterm

Kellman 10

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

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

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

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

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

Generic Link – Reframing – Executive Action

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

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

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

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

White 10

Richard, founding principal of the Alpine Group, 2010 outlook grim for Democrats, The Daily Caller, http://dailycaller.com/2010/02/08/2010-outlook-grim-for-democrats/

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

Generic Link – Obama Strength

New initiatives are the only way for Dems to win in November

Washington Monthly 10
February, Dems, Stop Freaking Out About the Midterm Elections and Pass Some Policy, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/

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

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

Weigant 10
Chris, Friday Talking Points [111] -- Use It Or Lose It, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/friday-talking-points-111_b_461086.html

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

The plan changes the perception of Obama’s failure – key to success
Halperin 10
Mark, February, Can Obama Fend Off the 'Failure' Attacks?,  http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1967030,00.html

The only way for Obama to turn his presidency around is to change this perception. And the only way to change this perception is to rack up some wins. After November's losses in the New Jersey and Virginia gubernatorial races, Scott Brown's stunning capture of Ted Kennedy's Massachusetts Senate seat, a spate of Democratic congressional retirements, the stalling of health care, consistently nerve-wracking economic news and steadily falling national and state presidential poll numbers, finding some political or policy victories to sweep aside the clammy shroud of failure is not going to be easy.

Link – Afghanistan

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

Chaddock 6-12

Gail Russell, ABC News Staff, Congress Faces Vote on Obama's Afghanistan War Budget as Midterms Loom, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/democrats-face-vote-obamas-afghanistan-war-budget-midterm/story?id=10890930&page=1

Congress faces a formidable summer agenda on issues ranging from an overhaul of financial regulation to oversight of the Gulf oil spill. But nothing is as wrenching for the Democratic majority as upcoming votes to fund the surge of US forces in Afghanistan.  Most of the more than $1 trillion to fund the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan passed the Congress as "emergency" spending – that is, funded off-budget. In the Bush years, these were typically big, bipartisan votes, with Republican votes a given. But this year, House Democrats may again have to find the votes for Afghanistan war spending in their own ranks – and in the shadow of highly volatile midterm elections. "Some two-thirds of Democrats who supported the president in 2008 now oppose the president's Afghan policy," says former Rep. Tom Andrews (D) of Maine, national director of the Win Without War Coalition. "The base that was so important to victories in 2008 and 2006 [is] going to be critically needed in 2010 and may not be there." 

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

Quinn 10

Justin, award-winning journalist, Most Important 2010 Midterm Election Issues, http://usconservatives.about.com/od/2010midtermelections/tp/2010-midterm-election-issues.htm

With the deaths of Coalition forces on the rise, and American troop casualties encompassing the broadest percentage of those deaths, President Obama's strategy on the war in Afghanistan could have reverberating repercussions on Election Day in 2010. Expect conservatives to remind voters that during the two months President Obama weighed the pros and cons of NATO Commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal's request in 2009 to send up to 40,000 more troops into the region, 102 members of Coalition forces were killed, 75 of which were Americans. Oddly, both Democrats and the media ignored this. Apparently, troop deaths only matter if there is a Republican in office. Either way, Afghanistan will be an issue for both Republicans and Democrats on Nov. 2.
Progress in Afghanistan leads to democrat success in the midterms

Whitelaw 9

Kevin, Deputy Assistant Managing Editor, Nation & World, For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?f=1001&ft=1&storyId=121609152

The U.S. will be looking for clear signs that Afghan President Hamid Karzai is serious about tackling corruption, training competent security forces and building capable ministries. Without real improvements, Obama could be in a tough place.  "If Karzai and the Afghans aren't picking up their share of the responsibility, I don't think it's automatic that we'll stay longer or send over more troops," says Thomas Fingar, who served as the deputy director of national intelligence for analysis from 2005 to 2008.  More broadly, Obama has tried to buy some time by saying that he plans to begin a drawdown in July 2010, but he will still have to demonstrate to voters back home that he is making some real progress there by next fall — ahead of the U.S. midterm elections in November.

Link – Afghanistan

Limiting casualties in Afghanistan gets the Muslim community on board for democrats – they are a key voting block

Abu-Ali 6-16

Mariam, Area Leaders Discuss Approaches to 2010 Elections, The Muslim Link, http://www.muslimlinkpaper.com/index.php/community-news/community-news/2204-area-leaders-discuss-approaches-to-2010-elections.html

Community leaders are working to educate their members on civic engagement, encouraging Muslims to be active and to unite as a community in order to increase their chances of being heard and making a difference. The American Muslim Taskforce on Civil Rights and Elections, a nonpartisan umbrella organization headed by Muhammad Salim Akhtar, scheduled a town hall meeting on Sunday June 13. A panel comprised of well-known Muslim leaders addressed the Political Landscape and Role of Muslim Community in the Elections of 2010.  Held at the Dar Al Hijrah Islamic Center, it provided the community with the opportunity to discuss important political matters such as civil liberties and American foreign policy.  Muslim leaders are also working to rally the community for heavy involvement in the coming midterm election, in which the entire House of Representatives as well as one third of the senate will be up for reelection.  Dr. Esam Omeish, who ran for the 35th District of Virginia House of Delegates in 2009, stressed the importance of civic engagement. Dr. Omeish made it clear that the 2010 elections are critical, especially in light of the historic election of president Obama. “His presidency represents a shift in a lot of the policies and there had been unprecedented challenges. When this midterm election comes in, an election which is generally against the party that is in power, people who are disenfranchised will vote against the current party. If the president doesn’t have the backing of congress, we will find ourselves in a very difficult place.” He recognized that there will always be frustrations, and that we may not see the tail end of good policies and their effectiveness, but he predicted positive outcomes. “[Obama] inherited an economic meltdown, but we are on the path of recovery. The unemployment will hopefully come down…inshallah our future and our children’s future is being addressed.” He also noted the fact that Obama addressed healthcare “no one has a perfect solution to the problem, but we have to put this in context, the healthcare reform says something about our leadership. Significant foundational issues have been addressed. We had vision and leadership that drove this.” Irrespective of party, he urged the community to look at the future of America and the type of policies we want America espousing. “The vote that you cast gives you the right to decide what you want for America.”  Corey Saylor, legislative director for the Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR), highlighted the tone change in the president’s speeches and his attitude towards Muslims from that of his predecessor. President Obama appointed several Muslims including Dalia Mogahed as an advisor on the White House Office of Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnerships and Rashad Hussain as the special envoy to the Organization of the Islamic Conference. When they were attacked by those opposed to their appointments, the White House stood behind them.  Despite the positive rhetoric, he recognized that “changing words does not change the reality on the ground. The extremists use legitimate concerns in the Muslim world, particularly the Palestinian issue, to pull people to their side. If the government starts addressing these issues we will take away that excuse from the extremists. We don’t think the government has taken strong steps to do that.” Saylor acknowledged that the Israeli raid on the Flotilla headed towards Gaza required a stronger response from the Obama administration.  As for our civil rights and liberties, “the initial hope is now being replaced by questioning: When is the White House going to deliver on those promises?” said Saylor. Attorney General Eric Holder suggested creating an exception to Miranda rights for terror suspects. Saylor expressed concern over talk about targeting American citizens for extra-judicial assassination. “When civil liberties are abused we tend to be the victims,” he said.  Nihad Awad, the Executive Director of CAIR, expressed his discontent with the current political reality.  “Although we are hearing a different and positive tone, and hopefully this will translate into less interference and less death, we still see more death, more escalation in fighting, particularly in Afghanistan. That is not the change I was looking for.” While on the domestic level, there has been an effort to engage the Muslim community, for Awad “this is not enough. People must speak up their minds; they must not settle and accept the status quo.”

Link – Afghanistan

Progressive action on Afghanistan motivates voter turnout

Shaw 10

Randy, author of Beyond the Fields: Cesar Chavez, the UFW and the Struggle for Justice in the 21st Century, 6-22, Progressive Critics Help Obama and Democrats, http://www.beyondchron.org/news/index.php?itemid=8245

The flip side of the benefits of progressive criticism is that Obama has avoided “change” on issues where activists have been silent. Three obvious examples:  Afghanistan  Our military mission in Afghanistan appears more pointless if not counterproductive with each status report, and it drains funds that could be used to create jobs or bail out suffering states. But key progressive constituencies fighting over budget issues are not publicly pressuring Obama over Afghanistan, so nothing will change.  Immigration Reform  Immigrant rights activists allowed Obama to delay progress through much of 2009, and by the time they publicly criticized his inaction the political climate for comprehensive reform had worsened. Whether activists could have gotten a bill introduced and passed had they demanded action earlier will never be known, but its clear that delaying public criticism of Obama for not moving on an issue where he made unambiguous campaign commitments to Latinos and unions brought no tangible benefits to either constituency.  Public Transit  Cutbacks in public transit are daily news stories across the United States, all while the President and environmental groups argue that the BP spill shows that Americans must be less car-dependent. But how can people not drive cars everywhere if there are no alternatives? Enviros have rightfully praised Obama’s commitment to high- speed rail, but the failure to pressure Obama to ensure that funding cuts at the state and local level does not eviscerate public transit has enabled these devastating cutbacks to (quietly) proceed.  If anyone has examples of Obama moving against progressives in response to their criticisms, send them over. In the meantime, a President and Democratic Congress pressured to satisfy their base increases the prospects for a large voter turnout and progressive victories in November.

Increasing turnout is key to limiting GoP gains

Lane 10

Moe, RCP: November continues to loom for Democrats., 6-22, http://www.redstate.com/moe_lane/2010/06/22/rcp-november-continues-to-loom-for-democrats/

My analysis of the NPR survey was… minimalist, but essentially accurate, so let us move on to the generic ballot polls.  Since Sean wrote his article both Gallup and Rasmussen have put up new weekly snapshots; the former has gone back to tied after being R+5, and the latter is down to R+8 from R+10.  Most people will get that the shift in Rasmussen doesn’t actually mean all that much; but what is not immediately clear is that the short-term shift in Gallup merely masks the Democrats’ larger problem.  Historically, Democrats have almost always led on the generic ballot among all registered voters. But the size of that lead usually shrinks once turnout is factored in (something Gallup typically does in the fall of a midterm election year), given usual Republican advantages in voter turnout.

Afghanistan is a key issue

Harrington 9

Catherine, 2010’s Midterm Elections Will Greatly Impact Obama’s Presidency, Watching America, http://watchingamerica.com/News/41619/2010s-midterm-elections-will-greatly-impact-obamas-presidency/

Usually some elected representatives are averse to taking risks, but currently the entire House of Representatives and a third of the Senate are seeking re-election in November 2010. Mr. Obama’s leeway during the second part of his term in office will depend on these elections.   The coming months are therefore going to be crucial for a president whose popularity has dropped to less than 50%. Although the unemployment rate has apparently stabilized, it still remains at 10%- unheard of in the last 25 years. Also, the budget deficit has exceeded 1.4 trillion dollars, thus questioning the strength of the dollar.   Despite a change of tone on the international scene, greeted by an unexpected and, for some, premature Nobel Peace Prize, Mr. Obama also finds himself balancing on a tightrope abroad after taking the gamble of military escalation in Afghanistan.

Link – Afghanistan
Decreasing presence in Afghanistan is key to dems in the midterm – limits spending and decreases human toll of conflict

Mulrine 10

Anna, Will Cost of Afghanistan War Become a 2010 Campaign Issue?, US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/2010/06/11/will-cost-of-afghanistan-war-become-a-2010-campaign-issue.html

While Afghanistan has faded from the public consciousness in the wake of economic collapse and healthcare reform, this summer promises to put it back on the front pages. As the last of Obama's surge troops arrive on the ground in Afghanistan, most in the volatile south, the Pentagon has made no secret of the fact that it is planning a major offensive. The target will be Kandahar, the spiritual heartland of the Taliban, and senior U.S. military officials have already told members of Congress to brace their constituents for a tough period of fighting, with more casualties.  As troops surge, of course, so too does the cost of the war. The price tag for Afghanistan alone is more than $300 billion to date, with another $100 billion expected to be spent in 2010, according to the Obama administration'ssupplemental budget request. The president has promised to begin withdrawing U.S. troops by July 2011, conditions permitting. But U.S. military officials currently engaged in a brutal war against a committed network of Taliban insurgents warn that, indeed, conditions may not permit.  As the midterm elections approach, the fiscal cost of war in Afghanistan may draw the ire of a public increasingly mobilized against government spending—and of those, too, weary of the human toll of war.
Turn—Dems are sitting home now because of Afghanistan policy—Plan makes Obama look like a Dove

Walsh 6/24

Kenneth T. Walsh, US News and World Report, 6/24/10,

http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/24/obamas-big-problems-oil-spill-afghanistan-and-unemployment.html
President Obama spent last week focusing on the massive BP oil leak, but two other big issues are creeping up on him—Afghanistan and unemployment. Each one could easily have a greater impact on his long-term success or failure than the gusher in the Gulf of Mexico. By most accounts, the war in Afghanistan isn't going well. American and Afghan casualties are on the rise this spring, and the U.S. effort to subdue insurgents in the key region around Kandahar has run into severe difficulty. American military officials now say their original timetable for a relatively quick offensive there was too optimistic, and it will be a long, tough slog. The problem is the same one that critics of U.S. escalation have always cited: Afghanistan is known as the graveyard of empires. Suspicion of outsiders runs deep and the United States is widely seen as an occupying power, like Russia and Great Britain in the past. Each was eventually forced to withdraw. [See photos of U.S. troops in Afghanistan.]  The Afghan war is particularly unpopular among Democratic liberals who thought Obama was going to be a dovish president when they backed him in the 2008 primaries. Many liberals are so upset with Obama and majority Democrats in Congress that they may sit out the November elections, which would guarantee Republicans gains. "Afghanistan is pretty close to a deal breaker for many," says a prominent Democratic strategist. 

Link – Iraq

Obama faces a referendum on his Iraq pledges – the plan is key to success in the midterms

Whitelaw 9

Kevin, Deputy Assistant Managing Editor, Nation & World, For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?f=1001&ft=1&storyId=121609152

Heading into a new year, President Obama is juggling two unpredictable wars, a pair of rulers eager to realize their nuclear ambitions, a rising China and a scarred global economy, among other international challenges. He also faces an early referendum on his presidency with the 2010 midterm congressional elections.  Obama, who campaigned on ending the Iraq war, wants to be seen as ending at least one major conflict. Next year will be pivotal in determining whether or not he will be able to follow through on that pledge. U.S. combat troops are supposed to withdraw from the country by the end of 2011, but the schedule agreed upon by the U.S. and Iraq calls for significant departures next year.  It won't be easy to stay on schedule. Already, a key national election, originally planned for January, has been pushed back to March after a drawn-out battle in the Iraqi Parliament over the rules for the vote.

2006 proves Iraq is a salient issue

Eichenberg 10

Richard, Professor of Political Science @ Tufts, Foreign Policy in the Electoral and Governing Coalitions of Barack Obama, Google Scholar

Having secured re-election, President Bush famously declared: "I earned capital in this campaign, political capital, and now I intend to spend it"(Schneider 2005). That capital was soon depleted, and most of the erosion was due to the deterioration of the situation in Iraq. Especially in 2006, American casualties remained high as Iraq descended into civil war following the destruction of the Samarra mosque in February. The war in Afghanistan also continued to simmer. Not surprisingly, Bush’s approval rating also plummeted, falling to 38 percent in November 2006, when midterm elections to Congress took place. The losses suffered by Republican candidates in 2006 have been widely attributed to the President’s unpopularity and to the unpopularity of the war in Iraq –indeed, the war and the Bush Presidency had become near-synonymous at this point in time (Eichenberg and Stoll 2006). In Jacobson’s view, the 2006 midterms were in effect a referendum on Bush and Iraq. Indeed, by Jacobson’s estimate, had the economy been the only factor weighing on voters, the Republicans might have lost no seats at all (Jacobson 2007).

Democrats will run on the plan – the anti-war stance in Iraq is key

Schake 10

Kori, PhD from Maryland, Fellow @ The Hoover Institute, February, Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/26/odiernos_request

The U.S. Embassy and Multinational Force Iraq (it reorganized into U.S. Forces Iraq in January) have long insisted their joint campaign plan for the drawdown was "conditions-based." That always seemed a dubious supposition, given the political value to the president of being able to send anti-war Democrats into the 2010 midterm elections armed with some milestone about ending the war in Iraq as an achievement. 

Link – Iraq

Continued commitment to presence in Iraq will cost the democrats in the midterms now

Laurenti 8

Jeffrey, Iraq goals without illusions, Taking Note, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2008/06/iraq-goals-with.html

Obama, for one, has won his party's nomination based in large part on his antiwar commitment.  He can hardly disillusion his enthusiastic base, pry continued war appropriations from an antiwar Congress, or win renewal of his party's majorities there if the United States is still militarily engaged in Iraq at the 2010 midterm elections. 

Drawdown in Iraq is key to building liberal support in the midterms

Bernstein 10

Jonathan, Professor of Political Science @ Depauw, Iraq Drawdown, http://plainblogaboutpolitics.blogspot.com/2010/04/iraq-draw-down.html

The significant developments scheduled between now and the 2010 midterm elections are the planned removal of combat troops from Iraq by August, and the planned assault on Kandahar in Afghanistan.  If the latter results in a relatively low spike in American casualties, and the former goes off as planned, I suspect the combination will go a long way towards building trust for Obama among liberals.  One way to look at this is that Obama has had roughly four areas in which he's probably disappointed anti-war liberals: moving too slowly out of Iraq, not yet closing Gitmo, not prosecuting Bush-era torturers, and ramping up the war in Afghanistan (the latter of which is in keeping with his campaign promises, but still not something many on the left want).  Of these, the easiest one for Obama to rectify sure seems to be keeping to the schedule on troop withdrawals from Iraq.  A lot of people (Andrew Sullivan for one) have been skeptical about getting out of Iraq, correctly noting that whenever Americans leave, the president will be subject to Cheneyite attacks that everything was going perfectly well before the sudden cowardly surrender, and Friedmanish helpful suggestions that if withdrawal is only delayed for a few more months that it would make all the difference.  So far, it looks as if Obama is going to ignore those concerns: it's going to take a while, but the war in Iraq is finally ending.

Troop drawdown is key to democrats in the midterm

Cooper and Lander 10

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

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

Japanese oppose US military basing
Daily Mail Reporter 10

Daily Mail Reporter, 1-30-2010, “Thousands protest in Tokyo against U.S. military presence in Japan,” Daily Mail Online, pg. np

Thousands of protesters from across Japan marched today in Tokyo to protest against U.S. military presence on Okinawa, while a Cabinet minister said she would fight to get rid of a marine base Washington considers crucial.  Some 47,000 U.S. troops are stationed in Japan, with more than half on the southern island of Okinawa.  Residents have complained for years about noise, pollution and crime around the bases.  Japan and the U.S. signed a pact in 2006 that called for the realignment of American troops in the country and for a Marine base on the island to be moved to a less populated area.

A new mayoral poll proves the Japanese public opposes US basing
BBC News 10

BBC News 1-25-2010, “Japan 'may rethink' US Futenma air base after poll,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8478070.stm
Japan's Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has said the result of a weekend mayoral poll could fuel a major rethink about US military bases in Japan.  Residents of the Japanese city of Nago, on Okinawa, chose a candidate opposed to the hosting of an American air base.  The Futenma base was originally scheduled to move to Nago from a more crowded part of Okinawa.  Talk of moving the base out of Japan altogether has threatened the long-standing US-Japan security alliance.  Mr Hatoyama said the results of Sunday's election reflected the will of the people, and that Japan will continue to re-examine its commitment to relocate the air base.

Diaspora groups in the US are widely influential
Newland 95

Kathleen Newland, co-founder of the Migration Policy Institute, 1995, “The Impact of U.S. Refugee Policies on U.S. Foreign Policy: A Case of the Tail Wagging the Dog?” in Threatened Peoples, Threatened Borders: World Migration and U.S. Policy, pg. np

The impact of refugee policy on broader US foreign policy objectives is often magnified -- and in some cases virtually created -- by concerted political action on the part of refugee communities resident in the United States. A number of diaspora groups have developed sophisticated political lobbyists, with strong influence on politics and policies in the countries where they or their forebears found refuge.  The word "refugee" invokes visions of despair, displacement, powerlessness. The political vitality of refugee communities is often overlooked, and their political activism discounted, because of this passive image -- and because new refugees lack the power to vote. But many refugees have acquired that status precisely because of their political activity, and are likely to continue their political activism in exile. Among them, foreign policy has a high priority, since it has defined their current exile and is likely to be shaping the lives of family and friends left behind in the home country.  Many refugee groups focus their political energies on developments in the country of origin or within the expatriate community. They may support parties, candidates, or clandestine organizations at home. Some devote themselves to preparing for return, or to establishing support for political movements in exile -- the Ayatollah Khomeini in Paris and Benito Aquino in Boston being two prominent examples. Refugees often have a strong impact on political events in their home countries, whether through direct action or through "political remittances" -- the transmission of values, experiences with democratic institutions, habits of loyal opposition and appreciation of a free press.
Link – Japan

US public opinion is turning against presence in Japan

Stokes 9

Bruce, international economics columnist for the “National Journal,” a weekly Washington public-policy magazine, US Opinion Turns Against the Globalism of its President, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/us-opinion-turns-against-globalism-their-president

Americans are now more isolationist and more unilateralist than at any time in recent history. For the first time in more than four decades of polling, a plurality of Americans now says that the US should “mind its own business internationally” and let other countries get along the best they can on their own, according to the recent America’s Place in the World survey conducted by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. This isolationist sentiment surpasses that at the end of the Vietnam War. Complicating matters further for a Democratic administration, a majority of the president’s own party now holds isolationist attitudes.  In addition, more than four-in-five of those surveyed think the US should go its own way on the international stage, not worrying too much about whether other countries agree or not. That is by far the greatest degree of unilateralist sentiment since the question was first asked in 1964.  This unprecedented isolationism and support for unilateralism runs at cross purposes to Obama’s avowed goal of international engagement. The president talks the talk of internationalism, but he has yet to convince the American public to walk that walk. In fact, some would argue that he sought to please the labor unions by imposing tariffs on some Chinese imports while pledging to uphold free trade. Nowhere is this friction between US foreign policy objectives and American attitudes more evident than with regard to Afghanistan. Only one-in-three Americans backed president Obama’s troop surge, before his announcement, including just one-in-five Democrats.  If American casualties mount in the months ahead, as they undoubtedly will, if there is new evidence of the Afghan government’s corruption or ineffectiveness and if the US is drawn even deeper into Pakistan to fight the Taliban, the Obama administration has no reservoir of public good will to draw upon to ride out the storms that are bound to rise. Maintaining the military initiative could then prove difficult, especially as public dissatisfaction makes Congress restive in the run up to the 2010 election.  Isolationism and unilateralism may also complicate future US defense relations with Japan. The new government in Tokyo has called into question American military bases on Okinawa and has expressed a desire for closer ties with other Asian nations, effectively beginning to distance itself somewhat from Washington. Such actions could spark resentment among Americans who are already turning their backs on the world. And, with the Obama administration focusing most of its Asian energies on China, the US-Japan alliance, the bulwark of Asian security for the last two generations, could erode out of neglect and disinterest on both sides.

Link – TNW’s in Turkey

Military lobby supports the plan – no risk of a turn

Larsen, PhD and Senior Policy Analyst, 6 

Jeffrey A. Larsen,The Future of U.S. Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons and Implications for NATO: Drifting Toward the Foreseeable Future, October 31, 2006, DA 7-15-2010, http://www.bits.de/NRANEU/docs/311006.pdf

The U.S. Air Force and its major regional command supporting NATO, U.S. Air Forces Europe (and possibly the joint command to which it reports, U.S. European Command), would like to end its NATO DCA commitment. Nonetheless, the Air Force and Navy both continue to train for and support nuclear missions involving tactical weapons. Neither service sees these missions as core to their organizational essence. As a result, there is little desire to continue carrying these responsibilities. The U.S. Navy does not like its remaining NSNW mission, and reports in early 2006 indicated that it may be planning to retire its TLAM-N cruise missile and associated W80 warhead.126 (There are no extended deterrence responsibilities requiring the Navy to keep its TLAMs, as is the situation with the Air Force and its DCA mission. If the Navy were to eliminate TLAMs, in other words, nobody would miss them.) The military services are not the only ones tired of the mission. Nuclear weapons and nuclear policies have very few advocates in government circles any longer. U.S. Strategic Command, historically one of the strongest advocates for these weapons, has multiple new missions, only one of which involves nuclear weapons and strategic deterrence. The Joint Chiefs of Staff no longer has much interest in nuclear weapons, except as a secondary residual responsibility, and in mid-2006 the office that deals with nuclear matters under the Secretary of Defense was downgraded organizationally. It is now very difficult even identifying the responsible authority for nuclear matters in the Department of Defense. The most senior advocate of nuclear weapons in the U.S. government appears to be the head of the National Nuclear Security Administration, which is supposed to be concerned with stockpile and infrastructure issues, rather than policy.127
Overwhelming public support for the plan
Lamond and Ingram 9 

Claudine and Paule, 23 January, Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states, BASIC Getting to Zero Papers, No. 11

There has been for some time a growing inclination within the Pentagon to scale back or end the stationing of US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, and rationalizing, as a mid-term move, warheads to one or two bases. Despite its Nuclear Posture Review of 2001 that appeared to expand the roles for nuclear weapons, the Bush Administration has actually been looking to replace roles by more flexible conventional weapons. However, the United States does not want to be seen as acting unilaterally and reneging on its commitments to NATO.29 The Obama Administration is as committed as any NATO member to moving on this issue with a unified Alliance and will look to test opinion across the Alliance beyond only the host states before making any significant changes. Nevertheless, the new Administration is also committed to producing a new Nuclear Posture Review in late 2009 or early 2010, and will be looking at revisions to its own nuclear strategy and arsenals. This is likely to include a reduced role for nuclear weapons, possibly restricting the doctrine only to deterring the use of nuclear weapons by hostile states against the United States and its allies. This would be an ideal time for NATO to conduct its review alongside the United States. Recent polls suggest 87% of the US population believe the government should negotiate an agreement to eliminate nuclear weapons.30 Over half also believe that the government’s practice of sharing its tactical nuclear weapons with NATO members could be a violation of the NPT and should cease.

Plan will be public – no risk of secrecy
Susiluoto, Fellow @ UN, 2

Taina. visiting fellow at the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. September 2002. http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art1752.pdf. 

Media reports in January 2001about the possible movement of TNWs to Kaliningrad came as a shock. It was an exciting story for the media: secret weapons and uncertain motives, revealed to the public by unidentified secret service sources in the United States and denied by the highest authorities in the Russian Federation. The international media covered the Kaliningrad story for several days until the outbreak of foot and mouth disease in Europe shifted focus elsewhere. However, the news reporting served as an alarm bell and a wake up call for policy makers about an issue that for long had been lacking attention.  
Link – South Korea

Isolationists are demanding a retreat from South Korea

Halloran 3

Richard, Japan Times, U.S. Options in South Korea, Japan Times, Proquest

Among other conservatives, Doug Bandow of the Cato Institute has renewed his five-year old call that the U.S. get out of South Korea. Patrick Buchanan and other isolationists have demanded that the U.S. break its alliance with South Korea.   The U.S. has 37,000 troops in South Korea. Most military observers agree that U.S. ground forces are not needed militarily as the South Korean Army can defend the nation. Rather, the mission of the U.S. forces is political, to guarantee that the U.S. will fulfill treaty obligations to South Korea if North Korea attacks. 

US presence in Asia is no longer supported – strong isolationism persists against democracy promotion

Hanson 8

Victor Davis, Former Classics Professor, That Old Isolationist Tug, http://www.american.com/archive/2008/march-april-magazine-contents/that-old-isolationist-tug

Meanwhile, by the 20th century the American left increasingly bought into isolationism—but for quite different reasons. They made the argument, especially after Vietnam, that the United States was hardly a moral state, and thus had no business spreading its pathologies abroad. Moreover, government could do better by diverting its military expenditures to entitlements and social programs here at home. No wonder a Noam Chomsky now often sounds like a Ron Paul or The Nation sometimes apes The American Conservative.   Since World War II, mainstream Democrats and Republicans have resisted these fringes and insisted on engagement abroad—at first to repair the devastation of the war and to combat global communism, and later to bring states in Asia, Latin America, and Africa into the Western sphere of consumer capitalism and consensual government.   But there are new dangers to this internationalism, and they don’t just come from the far left and right. The mainstream of the Democratic Party sees political advantage in damning George W. Bush for his post-9/11 commitment to spreading democracy.  Republican realists agree, and want to deal with the world as it is, rather than what it might become. 

The public massively favors the plan

JPRI 3

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

Internal Link – Obama Key

Public perception of Obama is key

Rusling 10
Matthew, February, Public ire could hurt U.S. Democrats -- but how much?, Xinhua, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-02/14/c_13174868.htm

Stephen Weber, chief operating officer at the Program on International Policy Attitudes, said much depends on how Obama is viewed by the public come election time.  "What Obama's image is will probably be more important than the generic congressional ratings," he said. "I would suggest that Obama's ratings in November will be a better predictor of the Congressional outcomes than the Congressional generic ballot."

Obama’s popularity key

Kohut 10
Andrew, director, Pew Research Center, Public Anger on the Rise as Focus Turns to Midterm Race, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/politics/jan-june10/politics_02-12.html

One of the real issues here is Barack Obama. His approval ratings are still reasonably high, given all of the frustration with him. We have had him at about 50 percent for a very long time, even though most people now say they don't think he's trying hard enough on the economy. The number who say he is doing -- making things better is equal to the number who say he is making things worse.  As long as his numbers stay up, the Democrats have a chance of avoiding a major calamity.
The link outweighs – presidential popularity matters more than unemployment numbers

Continetti 10
Matthew, associate editor of the Weekly Standard, It’s a Long Road to November, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/mar/03/opinion/la-oe-continetti3-2010mar03?pg=2

When you look at midterm results over the years, you find that presidential job approval matters more than the unemployment rate. Unemployment was low in both 1994 and 2006, but Congress changed hands because at those times Clinton and Bush were unpopular. At the moment, Obama's job approval is about 48%. That's not bad, and as long as Obama retains the assent of a supermajority of Democrats, his approval rating won't drop much lower.

Obama’s popularity key to democratic majorities
New York Times 9

11/24, Lexis

Still, there is cause for the White House to be concerned, and for Republicans to sense an opportunity. The poll numbers worry Democratic strategists preparing for the already tough Congressional elections. They are well aware that presidential approval ratings can be a predictor of the outcome of midterm contests, especially when those ratings fall below 50 percent in the two months before the election.

Internal Link – Obama Key

Obama’s ratings directly correlate to democrat seats

Bai 10

Matt, national political columnist for The Times and a regular contributor to the magazine, 6-7, Democrat in Chief?, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/13/magazine/13midterms-t.html?pagewanted=9

There is a corollary to this theorem, which Rahm Emanuel explained to me when we talked in April. For every point that Obama’s approval rating dips below 50 percent, Emanuel said, there are probably four or five more House districts that will swing into the Republican column, and vice versa. Emanuel reeled off a series of polls from that week — some that had the president just under 50 percent but one, from The Washington Post and ABC News, that put the number at 54 — in a way that made it clear that he was, if not obsessed with these numbers, then clearly transfixed by them. “It does matter where he is,” Emanuel told me. “For the midterms, if you’re at 50, that’s a different scenario for the president then if you’re at 47.”
Obama’s popularity is key to democratic success in the midterms

Cook 10

Charlie, writes weekly columns for National Journal and CongressDaily AM, published by the National Journal Group. He is a political analyst for NBC News as well as editor and publisher of the Cook Political Report, April, Washington Quarterly, Proquest

Second, there is a very strong relation- ship between a president’s job approval rating and how that president’s party will fare in the midterm elections. Obama’s approval ratings, which averaged 50 percent for December 2009 and January 2010, put him considerably lower than where Dwight Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Richard Nixon, Jimmy Carter, George H.W. Bush, and George W. Bush were at this point, four points lower than where Bill Clinton was at the end of his first year, and one point above where Reagan was. Positioned on this ranking between Clinton and Reagan, Obama is in the company of the two presidents whose parties suffered the greatest first-term, midterm election losses in the post—World War II era, having lost 52 and 26 House seats respectively, compared to the average of 16 seats.

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

Harwood 10

John, 6-13, Criticism Flowing Like Oil, but Obama’s Rating Is Steady, NYT, http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/06/13/criticism-flowing-like-oil-but-obamas-rating-is-steady/

Indeed, the stickiness of Mr. Obama’s standing cuts both ways. If BP has not eroded it, the administration’s signal achievement — passage of health care legislation — has not enhanced it much, either, as joblessness hovers near 10 percent.  And one thing Democratic strategists agree on: they need Mr. Obama’s approval rating to move higher to ease their Election Day pain.
Presidential popularity matters more than unemployment numbers

Matthew Continetti, associate editor of the Weekly Standard, 3/3/2010, “It’s a Long Road to November,” http://articles.latimes.com/2010/mar/03/opinion/la-oe-continetti3-2010mar03?pg=2

When you look at midterm results over the years, you find that presidential job approval matters more than the unemployment rate. Unemployment was low in both 1994 and 2006, but Congress changed hands because at those times Clinton and Bush were unpopular. At the moment, Obama's job approval is about 48%. That's not bad, and as long as Obama retains the assent of a supermajority of Democrats, his approval rating won't drop much lower.
Internal Link – Foreign Policy Key

Despite other factors, foreign policy is key
McCarthy 10

McCarthy senior fellow at the National Review Institute 1/25/10 Andrew First Page Magazine “Brown’s National Security Victory” Retrieved 06/25/2010 from http://frontpagemag.com/2010/01/25/brown’s-national-security-victory/ 

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

Internal Link – Foreign Policy Key

Foreign policy outweighs – even single issues can sway voters

Geiger 10

Matt, BA in physics and psychology, Evaluating presidential candidates, http://m.www.helium.com/items/1841031-2012-election-president-presidential-election-candidates-understanding-the-issues-campaign?page=2

Since our world has grown ever more connected while, with most of our threats coming from non-state based terrorist networks, the capacity to buildup relationships with other nations through foreign policy and action is essential to a President's resume, so foreign policy is our first frame.    Next, the economy drives our way of life from jobs to education, from health care to environment, from investments to groceries, and housing to vacation, so the ability to understand and work within the economic frame is paramount.  Last, our government has a responsibility to balance our rights and freedoms with our national security interests, thus we must frame military, police, and civil rights issues in one group.  Obviously, these frames must contain many, many subcategories, which I have failed to mention in this article, in order to address every political issue out there, but all issues can fit into one or more of these categories.    If a candidate's views adequately address these broadly framed groups of issues, it is more likely that the candidate will be able to effectively deal with these issues.  In addition, it means the candidates and the voters will more likely understand the issues and there solutions from the same perspective.   Of course, there are many instances where a candidate's views on a single issue conflict with a voter's opinion.  As such, framing enables a voter to better assess the sum of the candidates’ views to more accurately determine which individual would make a better President. 

Despite conventional wisdom, foreign policy will determine key races

Politico 9

Terror trials may affect midterms, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1109/29645.html

Once-potent national security issues, which have taken a back seat to economic and health care concerns in the run-up to the 2010 midterm elections, have suddenly resurfaced to unsettle some of the most closely watched congressional races in the nation.
Internal Link – Base Key

The base is angry now – low turnout will devastate democrats in the midterm

Montpoli 9

Brian, Liberal Base "Worried" About Obama Agenda, CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5603617-503544.html

Jane Hamsher, the founder of liberal blog FireDogLake.com, said in an interview Tuesday that the liberal base is "worried" about the Obama administration and may "stay home" in the 2010 midterm elections.   Hamsher compared the current situation to the 1994 elections, when, she said, the Democratic base (including union members) was demoralized and disengaged following the passage of The North American Free Trade Agreement. Republicans took control of both the House and Senate in that contest.  She argued that the Obama administration is paying little attention to its base even as the opposition gins up support among the Republican base with events like the Tea Party protests.   "If you're suppressing your base, and the other side is revving up theirs, and midterm elections are all about turning out the base, I sort of question what their strategy is here," she said. 

Obama must motivate the base post-health-care for success in the midterms

Balz 10

Dan, 3/22After the votes, a battle to frame health-care bill for the midterms, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2010/03/after-the-votes-a-battle-to-fr.html
Obama and party leaders face two challenges as they begin to sell the new health-care system. First, they must motivate a Democratic base that for months has been demoralized, lethargic and divided over whether the heath-care legislation lived up to their expectations for change.  Second, they need to win back many of the independent voters who backed them in 2006 and 2008 but who shifted sharply to the GOP in the off-year gubernatorial elections in Virginia and New Jersey and the special Senate election in Massachusetts two months ago.  Pollster Peter Hart argued that the most important priority will be invigorating the Democratic base, in large part because midterm elections are often dominated by activists on one side or the other and for months Republicans have been far more energized than Democrats.  "Unless they get Democrats interested in this election, they're going to get smoked," he said. "The most important things for them is to develop interest. I think a 'yes' vote and a Democratic victory helps to change that dynamic."

Our link is historically true – base is key

Washington Post 10

How Democrats Can Avoid A Midterm Rout In 2010 [Columnist Becomes DNC Advisor], Lexis

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

Internal Link – Military Key

Military voters are a key block

Corbett and Davidson 10

Steve, Professor of History, Michael, Army War College Grad. & Lieutenant Colonel, The Role of the Military in Presidential Politics, Parameters, Winter

Despite being officially politically neutral, however, military members vote, and these votes are actively courted by political parties. Indeed, votes from Union soldiers and sailors are widely believed to have been decisive in Lincoln’s victory over McClellan in 1864.23   Further, despite the military’s official position, there has been a growing concern that the officer corps is becoming increasingly politicized.24  The current officer corps regularly votes and “identif[ies] with a political philosophy and party,” usually Republican.25  Indeed, military voting patterns indicate that members of the armed forces vote “in greater percentages than that of the general population.”26 The long-term pro-Republican trend may have tapered off during the most recent election, however.27  No definitive explanation exists for the military’s increasing politicization.  The politicization of the military since WWII has been a gradual process, with a number of factors contributing to its present problematic state. Despite Marshall’s counsel, General Eisenhower did successfully pursue the presidency, striking a very visible blow to the career military’s wall of political neutrality.
Military-Industrial lobbies have pull in nearly every district – they will aggressively donate to campaigns
CSM 9

Christian Science Monitor 4/09/09, Lexis


The secretary is actually up against a vast industrial-congressional complex, with intertwined and entrenched interests. Over the decades, the defense industry has spread into so many congressional districts that it's virtually impossible to shut anything down without a Hooah! battle cry from key lawmakers. The targeted F-22 fighter jet, for instance, is assembled with components built in 44 states.  No matter what one thinks of the Gates budget, the military-industrial-congressional network actually undermines national security. It encourages waste, as federal funds feed military lobbies that in turn feed politicians who keep the funds flowing - regardless. Federal campaign contributions from defense-related donors have nearly doubled since 2000.

Armed forces are extremely politically powerful
Dunlap 94

Charles J. Dunlap, Colonel in the Military, 1994, Wake Forest Law Review, pg. np

In addition, the military undermines the fiscal check because it is a particularly effective lobbyist. Like other agencies of government, the armed forces are technically proscribed from lobbying, although they may "communicate" with Congress.   Nevertheless, the military services employ a number of imaginative techniques to influence legislation. According to Hedrick Smith, they "unabashedly lobby senators and House members" by flattering them "with courtesies and perquisites" such as domestic and foreign trips.  More disturbing, the military often will ensure support by spreading the procurement of expensive weapons systems over scores of congressional districts.   Smith also insisted that the "military can turn off the faucet" when displeased with a legislator.   Even the most vociferous military critic is subject to pressure when the economic livelihood of constituents is at stake. Armed Forces Journal alleged that Congressman Ron Dellums "was probably right" when the military critic charged that the closing of four military bases in his district was politically motivated.  The magazine blamed the Pentagon, claiming its "temptation to deal poetic justice was likely more than it could resist." 

Internal Link – Dems Win Key to the Agenda
GoP success limits the agenda – this evidence is reverse causal

Clift 7-2

Eleanor, Contributing Editor to Newsweek, Waiting for Barack, http://www.newsweek-interactive.org/2010/07/02/waiting-for-barack.html?from=rss

The stakes are nothing less than the rest of his presidency. If the Republicans regain control of the House—which Hughes said is likely, citing 35 competitive races where the Republican is 9 points ahead of the Democrat, and another 35 where the Republican has a 1- or 2-point edge—and the GOP shaves five seats off the Democratic majority in the Senate, the outlook for Obama’s agenda would be poor to none.  If the House falls to the GOP, Penn predicted “subpoena city,” with the Republicans revving up their investigative machinery to hound Democrats and force gridlock for two years until the next presidential election. The era of bipartisan compromise that followed the ’94 GOP takeover is unlikely to repeat itself, said Penn, who advised President Clinton on working with Republicans to pass welfare reform and a balanced budget. Partisan intensity then was more about Clinton personally than his policies. Republican leaders recognized they would not benefit from years of gridlock, and they made deals to get what they wanted legislatively. This time around, the GOP is so vested in Obama’s failure that the prospect of productive compromise looks like a pipe dream.  However, should the GOP fall short of the 39-seat pickup needed to take back the majority in the House, that would be seen as a victory for Obama, and he could credibly claim that the voters have given him more time to make good on his promise of change.

GoP can win and it will paralyze Obama’s agenda

Curtis 7-11

John, writes politically neutral commentary analyzing spin in national and global news, Obama’s Midterm Doldrums, http://www.examiner.com/x-45268-LA-City-Buzz-Examiner~y2010m7d11-Obamas-Midterm-Doldrums

Given the sluggish economy, high unemployment, low tax receipts, exploding federal budget deficits and national debt, the advisability of pushing through health care must be questioned. While it’s true Obama had to strike fast or potentially lose the opportunity, it’s also true that the final health reform package was disliked by both Democrats and Republicans: Democrats because it didn’t go far enough toward a single-payer system like Medicare and Republicans because it’s a budget buster. Heading into November, Obama faces the growing possibility of losing both the House and Senate. Significant losses in the Senate would paralyze Barack’s legislative agenda. “I think there’s no doubt there are enough seats in play that could cause Republicans to gain control. There’s no doubt about that,” White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs admitted on NBC’s “Meet the Press.”

GOP takeover in the House kills Obama’s agenda
Goldring 9

Randy Goldring, MA in International Political Economy at USC, 8-13-2009, “Deja Vu All Over Again?,” http://www.randygoldring.com/2009/08/13/will-it-be-deja-vu-all-over-again/

However the bigger parallel I see concerns the mid-term elections.  In 1994, after forty years as the minority party in the House of Representatives, Republicans surprisingly regained majority status in the lower branch of Congress.  Many believe that when Clinton was freed from the extremer demands of his own party’s dominance, his presidency was “saved” from implosion.  Today, in the midst of massive economic uncertainty, it seems the key “independent” voters now focusing more on slowing down dramatic government activism and wanting the country’s budget managed responsibly. I see Republicans making tremendous gains in the 2010 Congressional mid-term elections.  They might even retake the House.  A Republican party that many said was on life support just six months ago, would then become the incremental brakes on the steamroller that is Obama’s agenda. 
Internal Link – Dems Win Key to the Agenda
Obama needs to maintain a House majority to get his agenda
Bussey 9
John Bussey, Washington Bureau Chief for the Wall Street Journal. 9/21/09. Money for Breakfast, “President Obama's Media Blitz; Curing Health Care, Pez Museum in a Bitter Court Battle; Global Green Summit; Dow Approaches 10,000; Three Arrests in Terror Probe; Twittering to the Top; Getting the Big Picture; Fox 50” Lexis.

GLICK: What's at stake John? BUSSEY: 2010, not just health care which is the most ambitious part of his domestic agenda, a huge issue for this administration to show that it has the ability to make all the other changes and do all the other programs: climate change, financial regulatory overhaul that the administration wants to do.  But critically, right off in the horizon, the 2010 midterm elections. What they don't want to have happen is for Democrats to lose seriously such that they lose majorities which would prevent them from pursuing the rest of their agenda.  GLICK: What did you make about the intervention, the White House perhaps intervening in the New York Governor race; they're suggesting today that Paterson that he step away? I thought that was really surprising.  BUSSEY: Well, the White House has kind of backed off of that, and said, "We didn't do that." One doesn't know what is going on behind the scenes. But this all once again about positioning, if it were to have happened, it's all about positioning for the upcoming midterm elections. The concern being that a tremendous advantage that the Democrats have now to pass bills in the House and Senate, it has diminished seriously just as it did in 1994.
It makes progress on all parts of the agenda impossible
Benen 9
Steve Benen, Washington Monthly, 9-22-2009, “BIDEN WARNS OF 'THE END OF THE ROAD' FOR AGENDA,” http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/archives/individual/2009_09/020051.php

Vice President Biden was in Delaware yesterday, and raised a few eyebrows with a warning about next year's midterm elections. Vice President Joe Biden said today that if Democrats were to lose 35 House seats they currently hold in traditionally Republican districts, it would mean doomsday for President Obama's agenda.      Biden said Republicans are pinning their political strategy on flipping these seats.      "If they take them back, this the end of the road for what Barack and I are trying to do," the vice president said at a fundraiser for Rep. Gabrielle Giffords (D-AZ) today in Greenville, Delaware.  Republicans would need to win 41 House seats to reclaim the majority they lost in 2006, and the GOP has its eyes on 49 districts represented by Democrats, which McCain/Palin won last year.  Biden added that a poor GOP showing next November would produce a more functional political process. "All the hidden Republicans that don't have the courage to vote the way they want to vote because of pressure from the party," Biden said, "it will break the dam and you will see bipartisanship."  The RNC and a variety of conservative bloggers seemed delighted to hear about Biden's comments, because it suggests the White House is at least aware of the possibility that the GOP could make significant gains next year. If the vice president is talking about it, that means Democrats are worried about it.  But is it really that surprising? Of course Democratic leaders are concerned about Republicans reclaiming power. The White House and its allies have a lot of work to do, cleaning up messes left from GOP rule during the Bush era, and a shift in congressional leadership would make progress impossible.
GoP gains significantly limit Obama’s agenda

NPR, October, 2009, “The Pulse of the Nation,” http://kosu.org/2009/10/series-overview-the-pulse-of-the-nation/

The new chief executive came to power with an ambitious agenda in health care, climate, financial regulation and other policy realms. He promised to refashion the American image around the world. One year later, the new administration is engaged on many fronts, and finding the going difficult on all of them. The health care bill is on the brink of floor debate in the House and Senate. But other systemic changes are still in the committee stage, and big subjects such as immigration are still on the horizon. With the passing of the one-year milestone, however, the focus for many lawmakers will begin to change from the mandate of 2008 to the challenge of 2010. One year from now, the midterm elections will repopulate Congress and elect governors in 36 states. The results will inevitably serve as a referendum on the Obama administration and its works. And they will set limits on what the administration can achieve in the 112th Congress.
***Gridlock Impact***

GoP Win ( Gridlock

Gridlock coming now

AEI 6-17

American Enterprise Institute, AEI Election Watch 2010: The Political and Polling Landscape (Session 1), http://www.aei.org/EMStaticPage/100255?page=Summary

AEI's Election Watch team of Karlyn Bowman, Michael Barone, John C. Fortier, Henry Olsen, and Norman J. Ornstein gathered to discuss emerging trends and issues for the 2010 elections. Bowman summarized the national mood, which is particularly sour. Citing polling data from major pollsters, she indicated that the current financial difficulties people feel are depressing attitudes on multiple issues. Fortier discussed significant races in the Senate and the potential impact the tea party movement will have on upcoming primaries. Olsen discussed what needs to go right, and what could go wrong, in the Republicans' attempt to take the majority in the House. Barone reviewed major trends in recent and upcoming races, including the expansion of government and the growing culture of dependency. Ornstein discussed the impact the election is likely to have on governing, arguing that a more partisan and gridlocked Capitol Hill is a likely result.

GoP win leads to gridlock

Witt, Professor of Government and Politics, 10

Ryan, Professor of Government and Politics, Taking back the House, an analysis of the Republicans' chances in the 2010 ... , http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner%7Ey2010m5d10-Taking-back-the-House-an-analysis-of-the-Republicans-chances-in-the-2010-midterm-elections

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

Impact – Economy

Legislative gridlock is key to the economy
Fitzgerald 8

Keith Fitzgerald, Chief Investment Strategist, 7/24/2008, When Gridlock is Good: Why a Contentious Election and Legislative Bottlenecks Pack a Profit Punch for Investors, http://moneymorning.com/2008/07/24/legislative-gridlock/

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

GoP win key to the economy – empirical evidence proves

Luskin 8

Donald Luskin, chief investment officer at Trend Macrolytics LLC, 9/12/2008, “Divide Government is Best for the Market,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np 

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

Gop Congress with Obama as president is key to the economy
Kadlec 2k

Daniel Kadlec, Journalist for TIME and MONEY magazine, 2000, “Vote for Gridlock,” TIME, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,997813,00.html

Gridlock, in fact, is one candidate investors should vote for. The Dow has fared best when one party has controlled the White House and the other has controlled Congress, the optimum formula being a Democratic President and a Republican-controlled Congress. That combo has produced Dow gains, excluding dividends, of 10.7% a year. The hands-down loser: Republicans with a mandate. When the g.o.p. has run both branches, the Dow has limped at less than 1% a year.

A GoP win would immediately boost the stock market
Luskin, chief investment officer @ TM LLC, 8

Donald Luskin, chief investment officer at Trend Macrolytics LLC, 9/12/2008, “Divide Government is Best for the Market,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np 

If the electorate were really smart, it would elect a Democratic president and a Republican Congress. Under that deal, stocks have averaged a 20.2% total return, and real GDP averaged 4%. That tells us that economic and stock market success isn't really about partisan politics at all. Sadly, nobody has a political incentive to conduct a study about that.

Impact – Economy – Divided Government Good
Significant economic decline is coming

Bremmer, PhD from Stanford, Roubini, Professor of Economics @ NYU, 7-12

Ian, PhD in Political Science from Stanford, Nouriel, Professor of Economics @ NYU, FT: Sagging global growth requires us to act, CFR, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22625/ft.html

The most realistic scenario for global growth is painful, even if we avoid a double dip. US growth in the second half of this year and into 2011 will feel like a recession, write Ian Bremmer and Nouriel Roubini.  It looks as if the global economy is heading for a serious slowdown this year. Emergency austerity programmes in some countries will put a drag on growth. Inventory adjustments will run their course. The effects of tax policies that steal demand from the future – such as the US “cash for clunkers” scheme, tax credits for home buyers or cash for green appliances – will fizzle out. Labour market conditions will remain weak. The slow and painful deleveraging of balance sheets and income-challenged households, financial institutions and governments will continue.

Divided government is key to the economy 

Finance Blog 10
2-18, Snow Day Gridlock, Online

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

More evidence

Fitzgerald 8

Keith, Chief Investment Strategist, When Gridlock is Good: Why a Contentious Election and Legislative Bottlenecks Pack a Profit Punch for Investors, http://moneymorning.com/2008/07/24/legislative-gridlock/

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

Divided government key to decrease the budget deficit

Silvinski 6
Stephen @ CATO Institute, Would Divided Government Be Better?, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6650

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

Divide government is the most effective way to limit government growth

Silvinski, MA in economics from George Mason, 6
Stephen @ CATO Institute, Would Divided Government Be Better?, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6650

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

Solves budget deficit

Healy 9
Gene, vice president at the Cato Institute and the author ofThe Cult of the Presidency, Washington Examiner, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Three-cheers-for-divided-fovernment-8474258-68685107.html

Why shouldn't we, given the horrors of one-party government? Whenever one faction controls both elected branches, checks and balances disappear.   My colleague Bill Niskanen, former chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisors, points out that since the start of the Cold War, we've had only a dozen years of real fiscal restraint: Six under Eisenhower and a Democratic Congress, and six under Clinton and a GOP majority.   Per Niskanen's calculations, since FDR, unified governments have spent roughly three times as fast as divided ones, and they've been much more likely to waste blood and treasure abroad.   
Impact – Budget Deficit

The impact is economic leadership – collapses hegemony

Ferguson, Professor of History @ Harvard, 10
Nial, Professor of History at Harvard University, a Fellow at Jesus College, Oxford, and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, Complexity and Collapse, Foreign Affairs, Proquest

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

Impact – Democracy – Judicial Review

Divided government is key to judicial review

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

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

Key to emerging democratic liberalism

CJA 4
Center for Justice and Accountability, Amici Brief, Al Odah v US, 2003 U.S. Briefs 334, January 14, http://www.jenner.com/files/tbl_s69NewsDocumentOrder/FileUpload500/82/AmiciCuriae_Center_for_Justice_Int_League_Human_Rights_Adv_For_Indep_Judiciary2.PDF
Many of the newly independent governments that have proliferated over the past five decades have adopted these ideals. They have emerged from a variety of less-than-free contexts, including the end of European colonial rule in the 1950's and 1960's, the end of the Cold War and the breakup of the former Soviet Union in the late 1980's and 1990's, the disintegration of Yugoslavia, and the continuing turmoil in parts of Africa, Latin America and southern Asia. Some countries have successfully transitioned to stable and democratic forms of government that protect individual freedoms and human rights by means of judicial review by a strong and independent judiciary. Others have suffered the rise of tyrannical and oppressive rulers who consolidated their hold on power in part by diminishing or abolishing the role of the judiciary. And still others hang in the balance, struggling against the onslaught of tyrants to establish stable, democratic governments. In their attempts to shed their tyrannical pasts and to ensure the protection of individual rights, emerging democracies have consistently looked to the United States and its Constitution in fashioning frameworks that safeguard the independence of their judiciaries. See Ran Hirschl, The Political Origins of Judicial
Empowerment
through
Constitutionalization: Lessons from Four Constitutional Revolutions, 25 Law & Soc. Inquiry 91, 92 (2000) (stating that of the “[m]any countries . . . [that] have engaged in fundamental constitutional reform over the past three decades,” nearly all adopted “a bill of rights and establishe[d] some form of active judicial review”).19 Establishing judicial review by a strong and independent judiciary is a critical step in stabilizing and protecting these new democracies. See Christopher M. Larkins, Judicial Independence and Democratization: A Theoretical and Conceptual Analysis, 44 Am. J. Comp. L. 605, 605-06 (1996) (describing the judicial branch as having "a uniquely important role" in transitional countries, not only to "mediate conflicts between political actors but also [to] prevent the arbitrary exercise of government power; see also Daniel C. Prefontaine and Joanne Lee, The Rule of Law and the Independence of the Judiciary, International Centre for Criminal Law Reform and Criminal Justice Policy (1998) ("There is increasing acknowledgment that an independent judiciary is the key to upholding the rule of law in a free society . . . . Most countries in transition from dictatorships and/or statist economies recognize the need to create a more stable system of governance, based on the rule of law."), available
at http://www.icclr.law.ubc.ca/Publications/Reports/RuleofLaw. pdf (last visited Jan. 8, 2004).
Although the precise form of government differs among countries, “they ultimately constitute variations within, not from, the American model of constitutionalism . . . [a] specific set of fundamental rights and liberties has the status of supreme law, is entrenched against amendment or repeal . . . and is enforced by an independent court . . . .”
Stephen Gardbaum, The New Commonwealth Model of Constitutionalism, 49 Am. J. Comp. L. 707, 718 (2001). This phenomenon became most notable worldwide after World War II when certain countries, such as Germany, Italy, and Japan, embraced independent judiciaries following their bitter experiences under totalitarian regimes. See id. at 714- 15; see also United States v. Then, 56 F.3d 464, 469 (2d Cir. 1995) (Calabresi, J., concurring) (“Since World War II, many countries have adopted forms of judicial review, which — though different from ours in many particulars — unmistakably draw their origin and inspiration from American constitutional theory and practice. See generally Mauro Cappelletti, The Judicial Process in Comparative Perspective (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989).”). It is a trend that continues to this day. 20 It bears mention that the United States has consistently affirmed and encouraged the establishment of independent judiciaries in emerging democracies. In September 2000, President Clinton observed that "[w]ithout the rule of law, elections simply offer a choice of dictators. . . . America's experience should be put to use to advance the rule of law, where democracy's roots are looking for room and strength to grow." Remarks at Georgetown University Law School, 36 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 2218 (September 26, 2000), available
at
http://clinton6.nara.gov/2000/09/2000-09-26- remarks-by-president-at-georgetown-international-law- center.html. The United States acts on these principles in part through the assistance it provides to developing nations. For example, the United States requires that any country seeking assistance through the Millenium Challenge Account, a development assistance program instituted in 2002, must demonstrate, among other criteria, an "adherence to the rule of law." The White House noted that the rule of law is one of the "essential conditions for successful development" of these countries.
See http://www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/developingnations
(last visited Jan. 8, 2004).12 A few examples illustrate the influence of the United States model. On November 28, 1998, Albania adopted a new constitution, representing the culmination of eight years of democratic reform after the communist rule collapsed. In addition to protecting fundamental individual rights, the Albanian Constitution provides for an independent judiciary 12 The United States encourages other countries to develop independent judiciaries through other aspects of American foreign policy as well. It has, for example, conditioned the continuation of trade benefits to certain countries where the protection of human rights has come into doubt, such as Swaziland, on their maintenance of the rule of law and the independence of the judiciary. See, e.g., "Employers lash out at Swazi government, demand return to rule of law," Agence France Presse, available at 2002 WL 23671087, December 13, 2002. Similarly, in June 2002, President Bush declared that United States support for a Palestinian state depends in part on Palestinian adoption of an independent judiciary. White House Press
Release,
June
24,
2002,
available
at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/06/20020624-3.html (last visited Jan. 8, 2004). 21 consisting of a Constitutional Court with final authority to determine the constitutional rights of individuals. Albanian Constitution, Article 125, Item 1 and Article 128; see also Darian Pavli, "A Brief 'Constitutional History' of Albania" available
at
http://www.ipls.org/services/others/chist.html (last visited Janaury 8, 2004); Jean-Marie Henckaerts & Stefaan Van der Jeught, Human Rights Protection Under the New Constitutions of Central Europe, 20 Loy. L.A. Int’l & Comp. L.J. 475 (Mar. 1998). In South Africa, the new constitutional judiciary plays a similarly important role, following generations of an oppressive apartheid regime. South Africa adopted a new constitution in 1996. Constitution of the Republic of South Africa,
Explanatory
Memorandum.
It
establishes
a Constitutional Court which “makes the final decision whether an Act of Parliament, a provincial Act or conduct of the President is constitutional.” Id. at Chapter 8, Section 167, Item
(5),
available
at http://www.polity.org.za/html/govdocs/constitution/saconst.html?r ebookmark=1 (last visited January 8, 2004); see also Justice Tholakele H. Madala, Rule Under Apartheid and the Fledgling Democracy in Post-Apartheid South Africa: The Role of the Judiciary, 26 N.C. J. Int’l L. & Com. Reg. 743 (Summer 2001). Afghanistan is perhaps the most recent example of a country struggling to develop a more democratic form of government. Adoption by the Loya Jirga of Afghanistan's new constitution on January 4, 2004 has been hailed as a milestone.
See http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2004/01/02/world/main59111 6.shtml (Jan 7, 2004). The proposed constitution creates a judiciary that, at least on paper, is "an independent organ of the state," with a Supreme Court empowered to review the constitutionality of laws at the request of the Government and/or the Courts. Afghan Const. Art. 116, 121 (unofficial English
translation),
available
at http://www.hazara.net/jirga/AfghanConstitution-Final.pdf (last visited January 8, 2004). See also Ron Synowitz, Afghanistan: Constitutional Commission Chairman Presents Karzai with Long-Delayed Draft Constitution (November 3, 2003),
available
at 22 http://www.rferl.org/nca/features/2003/11/03112003164239.as p (last visited Jan. 8, 2004). B.
Other Nations Have Curtailed Judicial Review During Times Of Crisis, Often Citing the United States' Example, And Individual Freedoms Have Diminished As A Result. While much of the world is moving to adopt the institutions necessary to secure individual rights, many still regularly abuse these rights. One of the hallmarks of tyranny is the lack of a strong and independent judiciary. Not surprisingly, where countries make the sad transition to tyranny, one of the first victims is the judiciary. Many of the rulers that go down that road justify their actions on the basis of national security and the fight against terrorism, and, disturbingly, many claim to be modeling their actions on the United States. Again, a few examples illustrate this trend. In Peru, one of former President Alberto Fujimori’s first acts in seizing control was to assume direct executive control of the judiciary, claiming that it was justified by the threat of domestic terrorism. He then imprisoned thousands, refusing the right of the judiciary to intervene. International Commission of Jurists, Attacks on Justice 2000-Peru, August 13,
2001,
available
at http://www.icj.org/news.php3?id_article=2587&lang=en (last visited Jan. 8, 2004). In Zimbabwe, President Mugabe’s rise to dictatorship has been punctuated by threats of violence to and the co-opting of the judiciary. He now enjoys virtually total control over Zimbabweans' individual rights and the entire political system. R.W. Johnson, Mugabe’s Agents in Plot to Kill Opposition Chief, Sunday Times (London), June 10, 2001; International Commission of Jurists, Attacks on Justice 2002— Zimbabwe,
August
27,
2002,
available
at http://www.icj.org/news.php3?id_article=2695&lang=en (last visited Jan. 8, 2004). While Peru and Zimbabwe represent an extreme, the independence of the judiciary is under assault in less brazen ways in a variety of countries today. A highly troubling aspect of this trend is the fact that in many of these instances 23 those perpetuating the assaults on the judiciary have pointed to the United States’ model to justify their actions. Indeed, many have specifically referenced the United States’ actions in detaining persons in Guantánamo Bay. For example, Rais Yatim, Malaysia's "de facto law minister" explicitly relied on the detentions at Guantánamo to justify Malaysia's detention of more than 70 suspected Islamic militants for over two years. Rais stated that Malyasia's detentions were "just like the process in Guantánamo," adding, "I put the equation with Guantánamo just to make it graphic to you that this is not simply a Malaysian style of doing things." Sean Yoong, "Malaysia Slams Criticism of Security Law Allowing Detention Without Trial," Associated Press, September 9, 2003 (available from Westlaw at 9/9/03 APWIRES 09:34:00). Similarly, when responding to a United States Government human rights report that listed rights violations in Namibia, Namibia's Information Permanent Secretary Mocks Shivute cited the Guantánamo Bay detentions, claiming that "the US government was the worst human rights violator in the world." BBC Monitoring, March 8, 2002, available at 2002 WL 15938703. Nor is this disturbing trend limited to these specific examples. At a recent conference held at the Carter Center in Atlanta, President Carter, specifically citing the Guantánamo Bay detentions, noted that the erosion of civil liberties in the United States has "given a blank check to nations who are inclined to violate human rights already." Doug Gross, "Carter: U.S. human rights missteps embolden foreign dictators," Associated Press Newswires, November 12, 2003 (available from Westlaw at 11/12/03 APWIRES 00:30:26). At the same conference, Professor Saad Ibrahim of the American University in Cairo (who was jailed for seven years after exposing fraud in the Egyptian election process) said, "Every dictator in the world is using what the United States has done under the Patriot Act . . . to justify their past violations of human rights and to declare a license to continue to violate human rights." Id. Likewise, Shehu Sani, president of the Kaduna, Nigeria- based Civil Rights Congress, wrote in the International 24 Herald Tribune on September 15, 2003 that "[t]he insistence by the Bush administration on keeping Taliban and Al Quaeda captives in indefinite detention in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, instead of in jails in the United States — and the White House's preference for military tribunals over regular courts — helps create a free license for tyranny in Africa. It helps justify Egypt's move to detain human rights campaigners as threats to national security, and does the same for similar measures by the governments of Ivory Coast, Cameroon and Burkina
Faso."
Available
at http://www.iht.com/ihtsearch.php?id=109927&owner=(IHT)&dat e=20030121123259. In our uni-polar world, the United States obviously sets an important example on these issues. As reflected in the foundational documents of the United Nations and many other such agreements, the international community has consistently affirmed the value of an independent judiciary to the defense of universally recognized human rights. In the crucible of actual practice within nations, many have looked to the United States model when developing independent judiciaries with the ability to check executive power in the defense of individual rights. Yet others have justified abuses by reference to the conduct of the United States. Far more influential than the words of Montesquieu and Madison are the actions of the United States. This case starkly presents the question of which model this Court will set for the world.
Global democratic consolidation prevents many scenarios for war and extinction

Diamond, Professor of Sociology @ Stanford and Political Science, 95

Larry Diamond, 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.
Impact – Democracy – Interest Groups

Divided government necessary to limit interest group lobbying

Thompson 9
Mark, Is Divided Government More Responsive?, http://www.ordinary-gentlemen.com/2009/07/is-divided-government-more-responsive/

Beyond that, unified government may also invite more, rather than less, influence from narrow interest groups on the legislative process.  This is simply because in a unified government, interest groups need only focus on lobbying a small group of people.  They can mostly ignore the party out of power because that party is, for the most part, going to vote “no” on just about anything and will thus have little input on the wording of the legislation itself; similarly, they may in some instances be able to focus almost entirely on only one branch of government where the other branch of government is likely to just rubber stamp the other’s proposals.

Key to democracy

Yuksel, JD, 98
Edip, JD, LOTTERY ELECTIONS:  DISINFECTING DEMOCRACY FROM LOBBIES, http://www.yuksel.org/e/law/lottery.htm

We might still consider American government "by the people," but we are becoming less sure whether it is "for the people" and "of the people." (FN72). It is incumbent on us to protect our republic and democracy from the hegemony of interest-groups and money. Otherwise, the name of our political system should be officially changed from democracy to lobbyocracy or cashocracy, if we want to avoid hypocrisy.  
Impact – Wars

Gridlock prevents US intervention in wars which mitigates the impact of all of their impacts
Niskanen, former chairman of Reagan’s Economic Advisors, 3

William Niskanen, chairman of the Cato Institute and former acting chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisers, 2003, “A Case for Divided Government,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3088

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

Divided government checks military expansionism and war
Healy, JD from U Chicago, 9

Gene Healy, vice president at the Cato Institute and the author of The Cult of the Presidency, 2009, Washington Examiner, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Three-cheers-for-divided-fovernment-8474258-68685107.html

Why shouldn't we, given the horrors of one-party government? Whenever one faction controls both elected branches, checks and balances disappear.   My colleague Bill Niskanen, former chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisors, points out that since the start of the Cold War, we've had only a dozen years of real fiscal restraint: Six under Eisenhower and a Democratic Congress, and six under Clinton and a GOP majority.   Per Niskanen's calculations, since FDR, unified governments have spent roughly three times as fast as divided ones, and they've been much more likely to waste blood and treasure abroad.   The Framers tried to craft a constitution that gave politicians proper incentives to check each other. "Ambition [would] counteract ambition," as James Madison saw it, with congressmen keeping presidents honest and vice-versa.   Things haven't worked out as planned. Too often, party loyalty trumps constitutional fidelity, as evidenced by former House speaker Denny Hastert's self-image as a "lieutenant" of George Bush rather than a guardian of congressional prerogatives.   But when different parties hold the legislature and the executive, the Madisonian system works better. Divided government leads to many more congressional investigations into presidential misconduct, and, as two University of Chicago scholars demonstrated recently, "the White House's propensity to exercise military force steadily declines as members of the opposition party pick up seats in Congress." 

Legislative gridlock prevents US intervention in global conflicts
Healy, JD from U Chicago, 9

Gene Healy, vice president at the Cato Institute and the author of The Cult of the Presidency, 2009, Washington Examiner, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Three-cheers-for-divided-fovernment-8474258-68685107.html

Why shouldn't we, given the horrors of one-party government? Whenever one faction controls both elected branches, checks and balances disappear.   My colleague Bill Niskanen, former chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisors, points out that since the start of the Cold War, we've had only a dozen years of real fiscal restraint: Six under Eisenhower and a Democratic Congress, and six under Clinton and a GOP majority.   Per Niskanen's calculations, since FDR, unified governments have spent roughly three times as fast as divided ones, and they've been much more likely to waste blood and treasure abroad.   

Economy Impact – War

Collapse causes extinction
Bearden 2k
Thomas. (Lt. Col in US Army), “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis”, Free Republic, June 24, p. online 

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China-whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States-attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.

Collapse causes global wars

Lopez 98

Bernado v. Lopez, September 10 1998, Business World pg. 12, Accessed lexis-nexis

What would it be like if global recession becomes full bloom? The results will be catastrophic. Certainly, global recession will spawn wars of all kinds. Ethnic wars can easily escalate in the grapple for dwindling food stocks as in India-Pakistan-Afghanistan, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia-Eritrea, Indonesia. Regional conflicts in key flashpoints can easily erupt such as in the Middle East, Korea, and Taiwan.

Economic decline breeds wars

Mead, Senior Fellow @ CFR, 9
2/4, Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, Only Makes You Stronger: Why the recession bolstered America, The New Republic

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. 

Economy Impact – Environment

Econ decline leads to environmental collapse

Richard 8
Michael Graham, Tree Hugger, http://www.treehugger.com/files/2008/02/4_reasons_recession_bad_environment.php

As a counter-point to Lloyd's tongue-in-cheek post about 10 Ways the Recession Can Help the Environment, here are some eco-reasons why we should wish a speedy recovery (we won't get into non-green reasons here): Firstly, when squeezed, companies will reduce their investments into research & development and green programs. These are usually not short-term profit centers, so that is what's axed first. Some progress has been made in the past few years, it would be sad to lose ground now. Secondly, average people, when money is tight, will look for less expensive products (duh). Right now, that usually means that greener products won't make it. Maybe someday if we start taxing "bads" instead of "goods" (pollution, carbon, toxins instead of labor, income, capital gains) the least expensive products will also be the greenest, but right now that's not the case. Thirdly, there's less money going into the stock markets and bank loans are harder to get, which means that many small firms and startups working on the breakthrough green technologies of tomorrow can have trouble getting funds or can even go bankrupt, especially if their clients or backers decide to make cuts. Fourthly, during economic crises, voters want the government to appear to be doing something about the economy (even if it's government that screwed things up in the first place). They'll accept all kinds of measures and laws, including those that aren't good for the environment. Massive corn subsidies anyone? Don't even think about progress on global warming...

Growth key to the environment – shifts priorities and new technology 

Jones, Director of Environmental Studies @ Fraser Institute, 1
Laura. Director of Environmental Studies at The Fraser Institute. 8/13/1, http://www.environmentprobe.org/EnviroProbe/index.cfm?DSP=content&ContentID=2395
First, the increased income that is generated when more goods and services are produced drives a demand for more environmental quality. Once per-capita incomes cover basic food and shelter requirements, cleaner air and water become priorities. That explains why some of the richest countries in the world, such as Canada and the United States, are also the cleanest. Second, economic growth stimulates innovation. Since newer technology tends to be both more efficient and cleaner, it improves environmental quality. Strong evidence supports the idea that those two factors – the impact of income and technological progress – actually dominate the "produce-more-pollute-more" effect. According to the World Bank, pollution rates from particulate matter and sulphur dioxide begin to fall at per-capita incomes of US$3,280 and US$3,670 respectively. Access to safe drinking water and the availability of sanitation improve almost immediately as incomes rise. Another study by economists Gene Grossman and Alan Krueger, finds that most indicators of pollution start to fall before a country reaches a per capita income of US$8,000. That explains why North Americans enjoy the luxury of worrying about infinitesimal levels of pesticide residues on our vegetables while in poor countries many people do not have access to safe drinking water and have no option but to use extremely polluting charcoal or cow dung for cooking and heating fuel. 

AT: Immigration Reform Impact Turn

Bills won’t include a worker visa – means it can’t solve the economy

Griswold, MA from London School of Economics, 9
Senior Fellow @ CATO, Disappointing Start for Immigration Reform, CATO Institute, 12-16, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/12/16/disappointing-start-for-immigration-reform/

The good news is that a bill has been introduced in the House this week under the broad heading of immigration reform. Even during a recession, Congress should be working to change our immigration system to reflect the longer-term needs of our economy for foreign-born workers.  The bad news is that the actual bill put in the hopper by Rep. Luis Gutierrez, D-IL, on Tuesday would do nothing to solve the related problems of illegal immigration and the long-term needs of our economy.  As I argued in a recent blog post and a Washington Times op-ed, immigration reform must include expanded opportunities for legal immigration in the future through a temporary worker visa.  Any so-called reform that is missing this third leg will be doomed to fail. We will simply be repeating the mistakes of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act, which granted amnesty to 2.7 million illegal workers and ramped up enforcement, but made no provision for future workers. Rep. Jeff Flake, R-AZ, agrees.  

Reform won’t solve the race to the bottom – guest workers just won’t be given labor rights

Chen 9
Michelle, Reevaluating Immigration Reform: What’s it Worth?, 12-1, http://inthesetimes.com/working/entry/5251/immigration_reform_whats_it_worth/

It’s an ostensibly rational policy with deeply troubling antecedents: the government has often dealt with cyclical labor shortages by funneling migrants into a transient underclass stripped of labor protections and political rights. Citing the slave-like conditions of farm guestworker programs, the Drum Major Institute warned in a recent report:  Even when workers are offered a path to permanent legal status, the very existence of a guestworker program ensures that they will be replaced with another influx of disempowered temporary laborers. It is unlikely that each successive cohort of guest workers would feel sufficiently knowledgeable and empowered to exercise their workplace rights, even when they are guaranteed the same formal protections that apply to U.S. workers. And with no permanent status, guest workers have little incentive to take risks—like trying to organize a union—that are often necessary to improve wages and working conditions.

***Warming Regulations Impact***

GoP Win Tanks EPA Regulations

Republican control tanks EPA warming regulations

Environmental Leader 9
As Congress Drags Feet on CO2 Regulations, EPA Moves Forward, http://www.environmentalleader.com/2009/11/11/as-congress-drags-feet-on-co2-regulations-epa-moves-forward/

The Environmental Protection Agency, as it promised it would do, is moving ahead to regulate carbon dioxide emissions in the absence of Congressional action, Reuters reports.  When the EPA came out with its endangerment finding on CO2 and the Clean Air Act, the Obama Administration signaled to Congress that it should adopt emissions-limiting legislation, in order to keep the EPA from moving ahead with its proposal.  Now, the EPA has sent has its final proposal to the White House, reports the Examiner.  If the White House approves the proposal, the EPA will have the authority to regulate and cut CO2 emissions, in spite of slow action on Congress’ part.  Adoption of some sort of CO2 cut target is seen as a critical step in the forthcoming Copenhagen global climate talks. This end-around by EPA would help show the world that the U.S. means business in cutting emissions.  At least one columnist speculates that if Republicans regain control of Congress, they will be able to derail the EPA’s efforts by using legislative riders to prevent EPA from regulating CO2.

GoP win prevents EPA warming regulations – empirically true with CAFÉ standards

Roberts 9
David, Can EPA regulations on CO2 be blocked?, http://www.grist.org/article/2009-11-09-can-epa-regulations-on-co2-be-blocked/

It’s widely assumed that if Congress fails to pass a clean energy bill, the EPA will step in with regulations on CO2 under the Clean Air Act. The Supreme Court ruled in 2007’s Mass. v EPA that it must do so if it finds CO2 to be a dangerous air pollutant—and sure enough, the agency sent the White House its final endangerment finding Monday. EPA regulations now appear inevitable and unstoppable. But don’t be so sure. The threat of EPA CO2 regs is a thorn in the side of fossil-fueled legislators and one of the few points of leverage green Dems have. It has hovered over congressional climate negotiations, bringing recalcitrant lawmakers to the table. It’s generally agreed by both sides that regulatory emission restrictions would be worse for power companies than legislative restrictions; a recent Wall Street Journal story covered several utilities lobbying for legislation on that basis.  EPA regs would be “more arbitrary, more expensive, and more uncertain for investors and the industry than a reasonable, market-based legislative solution like cap and trade,” said Exelon head John Rowe. Some enviros have gone so far as to claim that it would be preferable for the weak legislation in Congress to fail so that tougher EPA regs could take its place. (Adangerously wrong notion, IMO.) Is it true, though, that EPA regulations are inevitable and unstoppable?  It might seem so, given the stark clarity of the Supreme Court’s ruling. But never underestimate the plasticity of congressional procedure or the willingness of conservatives to use any means necessary to protect their corporate constituents. I put the question to a senior Senate legislative aide a while back: Is there really nothing Republicans and conservative Dems can do to stop the EPA? He smiled ruefully and told me to look into what happened to CAFE standards in the mid-‘90s. This Congressional briefing paper (PDF) tells the story: In October 1993, less than one year after taking office, the Clinton administration issued its Climate Change Action Plan, and this included a process that was to be co-chaired by the White House National Economic Council, Office of Science and Technology Policy and the Office of Environmental Policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles. In April 1994, it published an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking to develop fuel economy standards for light trucks for model years 1998-2006. Seven months later, Republicans won control of Congress and promptly began to attach “riders” on annual appropriations bills to prevent funding for administration activity to develop or implement new fuel economy rules for light trucks. These riders blocking progress on fuel economy improvements remained in place until President Bush took office. 

Regs Bad – Economy

More evidence – GoP win tanks climate change regulations

Leonard 9
Andrew, Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency, http://www.salon.com/tech/htww/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/index.html

Mickey Kaus says everything is falling into place for a successful Obama presidency. Except that, in the best Mickey Kaus tradition, his thesis is so drenched with contrarian posing that the definition of a "successful" Obama presidency means the abandonment of most of the policy goals Democrats have for his term.  The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.

EPA regulations have a quick and huge effect on long-term growth

WSJ 9
Wall Street Journal, Business Fumes Over Carbon Dioxide Rule, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB126013960013179181.html

Officials gather in Copenhagen this week for an international climate summit, but business leaders are focusing even more on Washington, where the Obama administration is expected as early as Monday to formally declare carbon dioxide a dangerous pollutant.  An "endangerment" finding by the Environmental Protection Agency could pave the way for the government to require businesses that emit carbon dioxide and five other greenhouse gases to make costly changes in machinery to reduce emissions -- even if Congress doesn't pass pending climate-change legislation. EPA action to regulate emissions could affect the U.S. economy more directly, and more quickly, than any global deal inked in the Danish capital, where no binding agreement is expected.  Many business groups are opposed to EPA efforts to curb a gas as ubiquitous as carbon dioxide.  An EPA endangerment finding "could result in a top-down command-and-control regime that will choke off growth by adding new mandates to virtually every major construction and renovation project," U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas Donohue said in a statement. "The devil will be in the details, and we look forward to working with the government to ensure we don't stifle our economic recovery," he said, noting that the group supports federal legislation.  EPA action won't do much to combat climate change, and "is certain to come at a huge cost to the economy," said the National Association of Manufacturers, a trade group that stands as a proxy for U.S. industry.

Regs Bad – Economy

The impact is global economic collapse

Caruba, Public Relations Counselor @ American Society of Journalists, 9
Alan, Public Relations Counselor and member of the Society of Professional Journalists, American Society of Journalists and Authors and the National Association of Science Writers, How to Destroy the U.S. Economy: Regulate Carbon Dioxide, Canada Free Press, Factiva

In the course of the first year of the Obama administration, it has become clear to many close observers that it is intent on destroying the U.S. economy and, with it, the Republic. It has virtually shut down all exploration for energy resources such as oil and natural gas despite the bonus of thousands of jobs and billions in tax revenue that this would generate. It has declared war on the mining and use of coal even though coal provides just over half of all the electricity generated nationwide. Its “Stimulus” bill, at this point, has largely distributed funds to state governments to help them pay for Medicare and other entitlement programs. The program has claimed new jobs in congressional districts that don’t even exist.  All the while unemployment has risen and there is no evidence of any actual new jobs because, sensibly, large businesses and small are waiting to see if Obamacare will take over one-sixth of the nation’s economy, slashing billions from Medicare, and raising the cost of health insurance. The other major legislative initiative, Cap-and-Trade is a huge tax on energy use, raising the cost of doing business in America. “Business Fumes Over Dioxide Rule” was a headline in the December 7 edition of The Wall Street Journal. Considering that one major corporation after another has gone out of its way to demonstrate how “Green” they are, it is a little late in the day for corporate America to wake up to discover that the entire agenda of Green organizations has been to strangle the economy in general and their ability to operate in particular. Two Obama appointments signaled the Obama administration’s intent. One was the appointment of Carol Browner, a former EPA director in the Clinton years and an avowed socialist, as its climate czar, and the appointment of Lisa Jackson as the new Director of the Environmental Protection Agency. Others include the Secretary of the Interior and of Energy, all global warming scare mongers. The EPA is momentarily expected to announce an “endangerment” finding that carbon dioxide (CO2) is a “pollutant” and thereby subject to EPA regulation under the Clean Air Act. If that is true than everyone exhaling in the nation is, by definition, a polluter. Humans exhale about six pounds of CO2 every day. In January, I wrote a commentary, “Glorious Carbon Dioxide”, that was a look at the science of CO2. It can be found here. One simple fact invalidates the EPA’s claim. All life on Earth is dependent on two gases, oxygen and carbon dioxide. A reduction of CO2 would be a reduction of the gas that all vegetation relies upon for its existence, but the EPA claims that a rise in CO2 is responsible for a rise in the overall temperature of the Earth. The EPA is doing this as a completely natural cooling cycle has been occurring since 1998. It is doing this despite ample scientific data that demonstrates that CO2 does not play any role in the increase of the Earth’s average temperature, but in fact increases many decades, even centuries, after such an increase. It is the Sun that determines the climate of the Earth, not CO2, and the Sun is in a natural cycle called a solar minimum, producing less radiation to warm the Earth. At times in the Earth’s 4.5 billion year history, the amount of CO2 has been much higher than its present concentration of a mere 3.618% of the atmosphere. Estimates of how much man-made CO2 contributes to this tiny amount are set at 0.117%. Despite this, the EPA is intent on regulating man-made CO2 emissions as if this would make any difference in light of the fact that many other nations also emit CO2 in the process of developing their economies. China and India come to mind and it is no accident that both were exempted from the UN Kyoto Protocols to limit CO2 emissions. The entire purpose of the current Climate Change Conference taking place is Copenhagen is a treaty to limit CO2 emissions that the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change asserts is necessary to avoid a “global warming” that is NOT happening. The conference, however, must ignore revelations that one of its primary providers of climate data, the Climate Research Unit of the University of East Anglia, has been deliberately fudging the data, falsifying it to justify the treaty. Another major source of such data has been NASA’s climate program, both of which have fought efforts under the Freedom of Information Acts of both the UK and the USA, to require them to make their data available for scientific peer review. As the Wall Street Journal article points out, “An ‘endangerment’ finding by the Environmental Protection Agency could pave the way for the government to require businesses that emit carbon dioxide and five other greenhouse gases to make costly changes in machinery to reduce emissions—even if Congress doesn’t pass pending climate-change legislation.” If either the EPA or the climate change legislation called Cap-and-Trade are put in place or enacted, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is on record warning that it would “choke off growth by adding new mandates to virtually every major construction and renovation project.” It would add to the cost of all electricity by industry, business, and all consumers. As the Wall Street Journal article notes, “Electricity generation, transportation and industry represent the three largest sources of U.S. greenhouse-gas emission.” What it doesn’t say is that such emissions play no role in climate change. Other nations, however, would not be subject to such costs and the result would be a mad rush to move as many U.S. industries as possible to foreign shores. Other businesses would have to shut down or raise the price of everything they produce. The current Recession would escalate into a full-blown Depression as millions of jobs would disappear or never return. 

Regs Bad – Economy

This will affect all sectors

Kreutzer and Campbell, both PhDs, 8
David W. Kreutzer, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Energy Economics and Climate Change, and Karen A. Campbell, Ph.D., is Policy Analyst in Macroeconom ics, in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, CO2-Emission Cuts: The Economic Costs of the EPA's ANPR Regulations, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/cda08-10.cfm

In addition to increasing the costs of energy use, regulating GHGs through the Clean Air Act will expand the EPA's authority to unprecedented levels. The ANPR will likely: Trigger the Prevention of Signifi cant Deterioration (PSD) program, which could require permits for large office and residential build ings, hotels, retail stores, and other similarly sized projects;  Regulate the design of manufac turing plants; Regulate the design of airplanes; Lower speed limits below current levels; Impose speed restrictions on ocean-going freighters and tankers; Export economic activity to less-regulated coun tries, thereby compromising the U.S.'s ability to compete in the global economy; and Transform the EPA into a de facto zoning author ity, granting the agency control over thousands of previously local or private decisions, affecting the construction of schools, hospitals, and com mercial and residential development. These regulations are just a small sample of the areas into which the ANPR would expand the EPA's authority.

Tanks the economy

-GDP hit

-short and long-term unemployment

Kreutzer and Campbell, both PhDs, 8

David W. Kreutzer, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Energy Economics and Climate Change, and Karen A. Campbell, Ph.D., is Policy Analyst in Macroeconom ics, in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, CO2-Emission Cuts: The Economic Costs of the EPA's ANPR Regulations, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/cda08-10.cfm

The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) foreshadows new regulations of unprecedented scope, magnitude, and detail. This notice is not just bureaucratic rumination, but could very well become the law of the land. Jason Grumet, a senior environmental advisor to Barack Obama, has promised that a President Obama would "initiate those rulings." These rulings offer the possibility of regulating everything from lawn-mower efficiency to the cruising speed of supertankers. Regardless of the chosen regulatory mechanisms, the overall eco nomic impact of enforced cuts in carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions as outlined in the ANPR will be equivalent to an energy tax.  By expanding the scope of the 1990 amendment to the Clean Air Act (CAA), the EPA will severely restrict CO2 emissions, thereby severely restrict ing energy use.[1] Specifically, the EPA would use the CAA to regulate emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) from a vast array of sources, including motor vehicles, boats and ships, aircraft, and rebuilt heavy-duty highway engines.[2] The regulations will lead to significant increases in energy costs. Fur thermore, because the economic effect of the pro posed regulations will resemble the economic effect of an energy tax, the increase in costs creates a correspondingly large loss of national income.  Using the CAA to regulate greenhouse gases will be very costly, even given the most generous assumptions. To make the best case for GHG regula tion, we assume that all of the problems of meeting currently enacted federal, state, and local legislation have been overcome.[3]Even assuming these unlikely goals are met, restricting CO2 emissions by 70 per cent will damage the U.S. economy severely:  Cumulative gross domestic product (GDP) losses are nearly $7 trillion by 2029 (in infla tion-adjusted 2008 dollars), according to The Heritage Foundation/Global Insight model (described in Appendix A).  Single-year GDP losses exceed $600 billion (in inflation-adjusted 2008 dollars). Annual job losses exceed 800,000 for several years.  Some industries will see job losses that exceed 50 percent.

Regs Bad – Economy – Unemployment

EPA regulations lead to massive unemployment

Kreutzer and Campbell, both PhDs, 8
David W. Kreutzer, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Energy Economics and Climate Change, and Karen A. Campbell, Ph.D., is Policy Analyst in Macroeconom ics, in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, CO2-Emission Cuts: The Economic Costs of the EPA's ANPR Regulations, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/cda08-10.cfm

Number of Jobs Declines. The loss of economic output is the proverbial tip of the economic iceberg. Below the surface are economic reactions to the leg islation that led up to the drop in output. Employ​ment growth slows sharply following the boomlet of the first few years. Potential employment (or the job growth that would be implied by the demand for goods and services and the relevant cost of capital used in production) slumps sharply. In 2015, regu lation-induced employment losses exceed 500,000; and they exceed that level for the remainder of the investigated period. Non-farm job losses peak at more than 800,000. Indeed, in no year after the boomlet does employment under the ANPR outperform the base line economy where these proposed regulations never become law.  For manufacturing workers, the news is grim indeed. Employment will already be in decline due to increased labor-saving productivity: Our baseline shows that even with out additional job-killing regula tions, manufacturing employment will drop by more than 980,000 jobs. The ANPR accelerates this decrease substantially: Employ ment in manufacturing declines by an additional 22.6 percent or 2,880,000 jobs beyond the baseline losses. By 2029, several specific areas of the manufacturing industry will experience particularly harsh employment losses: Durable-manufacturing employ ment will decrease by 28 percent; Machinery-manufacturing job losses will exceed 57 percent; Textile-mills employment will decrease by 27.6 percent; Electrical-equipment and -appli ance employment will decrease by 22 percent; Paper and paper-product jobs will decrease by 36 percent; and Plastic and rubber products employment drops 54 percent. All employment declines described are in addi tion to those that occur in the baseline projections.

Lead to millions more unemployed

Lieberman, JD from George Washington, 8
Ben, Senior Policy Analyst in Energy and the Environment in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, The True Costs of EPA Global Warming Regulation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2213.cfm

Legislation designed to address global warming failed in Congress this year, largely due to concerns about its high costs and adverse impact on an already weakening economy. The congressional debate will likely resume in 2009, as legislators try again to bal ance the environmental and economic considerations on this complex issue. Meanwhile, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), pursuant to a 2007 Supreme Court decision, has initiated steps toward bypassing the legislative process and regulating greenhouse gas emissions under the Clean Air Act.  The EPA's Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) is nothing less than the most costly, compli cated, and unworkable regulatory scheme ever pro posed. Under ANPR, nearly every product, business, and building that uses fossil fuels could face require ments that border on the impossible. The overall cost of this agenda would likely exceed that of the legisla tion rejected by Congress, reaching well into the tril​lions of dollars while destroying millions of jobs in the manufacturing sector.[1] The ANPR is clearly not in the best interests of Americans, and the EPA should not proceed to a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and final rule based upon it.

Regs Bad – Economy – Manufacturing

Regulations collapse the manufacturing sector

Kreutzer and Campbell, both PhDs, 8
David W. Kreutzer, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Energy Economics and Climate Change, and Karen A. Campbell, Ph.D., is Policy Analyst in Macroeconom ics, in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, CO2-Emission Cuts: The Economic Costs of the EPA's ANPR Regulations, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/cda08-10.cfm

Nevertheless, the net impact on a CO2-con strained economy is negative, since GDP is never higher than in the baseline scenario. Higher energy costs decrease the use of carbon-based energy in the production of goods, incomes fall, and demand for goods subsides. GDP declines in 2020 by $332 billion, in 2025 by $528 billion, and in 2029 by $632 billion. The aggregate income loss for the 20-year period is $6.8 trillion. All figures have been adjusted for inflation to reflect 2008 prices.  This slowdown in GDP is seen more dramatically in the slump in manufacturing output. Again, the manufacturing industry benefits from the initial investment in new energy production and energy-efficient capital, but the manufacturing sector's declines are sharp thereafter.  Indeed, by 2029, manufacturing output in this energy-sensitive sector will be 27 percent below what it would be if the ANPR proposals are never applied. In 2029, the manufacturing output is $1.48 trillion less than the baseline output; that is, when compared to the economic world without the CAA regulation of CO2. This is equivalent to losing more than 80,000 manufacturing firms. Aggregate manufacturing loss from 2010 to 2029 is $10.9 trillion.

The impact is economic collapse

Vargo 3
Franklin, National Association of Manufacturers, Federal News Service, 10-1, Lexis

I would like to begin my statement with a review of why manufacturing is vital to the U.S. economy. Since manufacturing only represents about 16 percent of the nation's output, who cares? Isn't the United States a post-manufacturing services economy? Who needs manufacturing? The answer in brief is that the United States economy would collapse without manufacturing, as would our national security and our role in the world. That is because manufacturing is really the foundation of our economy, both in terms of innovation and production and in terms of supporting the rest of the economy. For example, many individuals point out that only about 3 percent of the U.S. workforce is on the farm, but they manage to feed the nation and export to the rest of the world. But how did this agricultural productivity come to be? It is because of the tractors and combines and satellite systems and fertilizers and advanced seeds, etc. that came from the genius and productivity of the manufacturing sector.   Similarly, in services -- can you envision an airline without airplanes? Fast food outlets without griddles and freezers? Insurance companies or banks without computers? Certainly not. The manufacturing industry is truly the innovation industry, without which the rest of the economy could not prosper. Manufacturing performs over 60 percent of the nation's research and development. Additionally, it also underlies the technological ability of the United States to maintain its national security and its global leadership. Manufacturing makes a disproportionately large contribution to productivity, more than twice the rate of the overall economy, and pays wages that are about 20 percent higher than in other sectors. But its most fundamental importance lies in the fact that a healthy manufacturing sector truly underlies the entire U.S. standard of living -because it is the principal way by which the United States pays its way in the world.  Manufacturing accounts for over 80 percent of all U.S. exports of goods. America's farmers will export somewhat over $50 billion this year, but America's manufacturers export almost that much event month! Even when services are included, manufacturing accounts for two-thirds of all U.S. exports of goods and services.  If the U.S. manufacturing sector were to become seriously impaired, what combination of farm products together with architectural, travel, insurance, engineering and other services could make up for the missing two-thirds of our exports represented by manufactures? The answer is "none." What would happen instead is the dollar would collapse, falling precipitously -- not to the reasonable level of 1997, but far below it -and with this collapse would come high U.S. inflation, a wrenching economic downturn and a collapse in the U.S. standard of living and the U.S. leadership role in the world. That, most basically, is why the United States cannot become a "nation of shopkeepers."

Regs Bad – Economy – AT: Green Jobs

Our impact outweighs any benefit from green jobs

Kreutzer and Campbell, both PhDs, 8
David W. Kreutzer, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Energy Economics and Climate Change, and Karen A. Campbell, Ph.D., is Policy Analyst in Macroeconom ics, in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, CO2-Emission Cuts: The Economic Costs of the EPA's ANPR Regulations, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/cda08-10.cfm

The new ANPR regulations will force consumers to pay more for energy as well as for other goods. Furthermore, the increased regula tions and subsequent high energy prices throw a monkey wrench into the production side of the economy. Contrary to claims of an economic boost from "green invest ment" and "green collar" job creation, more EPA reg ulation reduces economic growth, GDP, and employment opportunities.  While there are some initial years in the period of our analysis during which CAA regulation of GHG could spur additional investment, this investment was completely undermined by the higher energy prices. Investment contributes to the economy when it increases future productivity and income. The greater and more effective the investment, the greater the increase in future income. Since income (as measured by GDP) drops as a result of new reg ulation, it is clear that more capital is destroyed than created. The cumulative GDP losses for 2010 to 2029 approach $7 trillion with single-year losses of nearly $650 billion.  The anticipated "green-collar" jobs meet a similar fate. It may well be that some businesses will experi ence an increase in employment. But, overall, com panies are saddled with significantly higher energy costs, as well as increased administrative costs, that will be reflected in their product prices. The higher prices make their products less attractive to consum ers and thus less competitive. As a result, total employment drops along with the drop in sales.

More evidence – green jobs impact is minimal

Kreutzer and Campbell, both PhDs, 8
David W. Kreutzer, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Energy Economics and Climate Change, and Karen A. Campbell, Ph.D., is Policy Analyst in Macroeconom ics, in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, CO2-Emission Cuts: The Economic Costs of the EPA's ANPR Regulations, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/cda08-10.cfm

With increased regulation through the CAA, there is a small initial increase in employment as businesses build and purchase the newer, more CO2-friendly plants and equipment. However, any "green-collar" jobs created are more than offset by the hundreds of thousands of lost jobs in later years. Chart 2 illustrates the projections of overall employment losses from these restrictions on CO2 emissions.

Regs Bad – Steel Industry

EPA regs collapse the domestic steel industry

Gibson 10
Thomas, President & CEO American Iron and Steel Institute, 3-8, Manufacturing Industry at Risk, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/03/whats-the-upshot-of-blocking-e.php

It is imperative that Congress delay EPA’s efforts to regulate GHG emissions from stationary sources. Most American manufacturing facilities, including steel mills, will be impacted if Congress does not delay EPA’s regulation of greenhouse gases (GHGs) from stationary sources. This will impose additional economic burdens and regulatory delays that will impede new business investment and slow efforts to get the economy moving again. Legislative action to stop EPA regulation of stationary sources is essential to preserving jobs and promoting economic growth while Congress considers comprehensive legislation to address climate change.  Furthermore, EPA regulation will only exacerbate the competitiveness problems facing energy-intensive, trade-exposed industries by increasing their costs while their overseas competitors continue to avoid regulation. Only a comprehensive legislative approach to climate change can address the important international competitiveness and carbon leakage issues that are critical to energy-intensive, trade-exposed industries like steel. We have already lost 11.7 million manufacturing jobs over the last decade, 2.1 million alone since the start of the recession. The steel industry has already voluntarily stepped up to the plate by reducing its greenhouse gas emissions by 31% since 1990. Especially in light of the tepid economic recovery and the rampant expansion of steelmaking capacity that has occurred in non-regulated economies like China, the risks and uncertainties of unilateral regulation under the Clean Air Act are simply too great for the EPA to control.

Weak steel industry collapses the U.S. economy and military readiness

Shaiken, Professor of Global Economy @ Cal, 2

Harley, Prof of Global Economy, Cal-Berkeley, Detroit News, 3-22, http://www.detnews.com/2002/editorial/0203/25/a11-446451.htm

But because an advanced industrial economy needs a vibrant steel industry, not just a source of steel products, the U.S. steel industry needs some temporary resuscitation and long-term structural support to survive.   More than 30 firms have gone bankrupt since 1998 -- and far more would likely have fallen over the edge without President George W. Bush's recent modest measures. The hard lesson of this debacle might well have been that it's easier to see an industry like steel implode than to rebuild it when it's needed.   Why does America need a steel industry? Steel executives want to keep their companies afloat and the steelworkers union wants to preserve members' jobs. But beyond their immediate concerns, an important, long-term public interest is involved.   First, steel provides critical linkages throughout manufacturing. A healthy steel industry can spur innovations in downstream industries such as autos. These industries would enjoy earlier access to new processes and products. U.S. steel firms, for example, are spearheading an international consortium on advanced vehicle concepts. It doesn't help that three of the largest U.S. firms involved are in bankruptcy.   Second, steel remains an important source of well-paid, middle-class jobs. While more than 70,000 jobs are threatened at bankrupt steel producers, an additional 250,000 jobs at suppliers and firms dependent on steelworker spending are impacted, according to Professor Robert Blecker at American University. A collapsing steel industry cuts a wide swath of destruction through communities.   Finally, a domestic industry provides more stable sources of supply, which is pivotal in a national security crisis. Steel is genuinely a strategic industry unless we are thinking about aluminum aircraft carriers and mahogany tanks.
Regs Bad – Steel Industry

The impact deters all conflict

Spencer, MA from Limerick, 2k
Jack, Policy Analyst @ Heritage Foundation, The Facts About Military Readiness, 9-15, http://www.heritage.org/Research/MissileDefense/BG1394.cfm

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

Waller, PhD @ Institute for Study of Conflict, Ideology and Policy, 1

J. Michael Waller Insight on the News, Lexis

 That's also the argument of many U.S. steel producers, who find it unprofitable to upgrade their own blast furnaces but profitable to roll out finished products using imported semifinished steel. Those closest to the mining sector agree, but hope to persuade decisionmakers in Washington that they perform a unique national-security function.  Part of that function is assured production of steel during protracted conflict. Another part concerns U.S. power projection. "It is a tenet of U.S. policy that the national, economic and military security of the United States depends on its position as a maritime power and the strength of its national maritime infrastructure," says George J. Ryan, president of the Lake Carriers Association, which represents 12 U.S. companies operating ships on the Great Lakes.
Domestic steel key to merchant marines

Waller, PhD @ Institute for Study of Conflict, Ideology and Policy, 1

J. Michael Waller Insight on the News, Lexis
 Indeed, decisionmakers in Washington seem to have abdicated the country's maritime role completely. Apart from the shrinking Navy, the Pentagon has watched as the Merchant Marine -- the force of experienced civilian sailors called into active duty to man the Navy's cargo fleet during wartime -- dwindle almost beyond repair. The Navy needs more than 3,500 merchant sailors in wartime, but there simply aren't enough any more to operate military sealift while keeping the civilian shipping systems going.   Vice President Dick Cheney learned a decade ago as secretary of defense during Operation Desert Shield how severely handicapped the Navy's sealift capacity had become with the erosion of the Merchant Marine. Many of the merchant sailors called up for the Persian Gulf War were in their 70s. The problem only has become worse in the decade since. As the Baltimore Sun recently discovered in a lengthy investigation, the fleet, with some 3,500 sailors, no longer is capable of servicing a modest conflict the size of the Persian Gulf War. New government regulations are causing the pool of qualified retirees to disappear and lose their certifications. That is, if the Pentagon can even find the sailors it needs during a crisis, since no database exists to locate qualified merchant seamen The shippers of the Great Lakes say that their endangered industry makes an important contribution to the active-duty pool of merchant sailors. They have benefited from the Jones Act, a law passed after World War I that requires ships transporting cargo and passengers between U.S. ports to be owned by U.S. citizens, built in U.S. shipyards and manned by U.S. citizen crews. "Without the critical mass represented by the domestic fleet, the United States would be unable to sustain the maritime infrastructure essential to national defense," says Ryan. "In a crisis, nearly 95 percent of arms and materiel is moved by ship. In the Bosnian conflict, 70 percent of the U.S. seafarers activated for military service had served on Jones Act vessels, including those operating on the Great Lakes. This is not surprising since 87 percent of all U.S.-flag shipboard-employment opportunities are in the Jones Act fleets."   Kill the last U.S. iron mines on which Great Lakes shipping depends, advocates say, and the United States is killing off an important part of the Merchant Marine -- another point in favor of rescuing U.S. steel.

Regs Bad – Agriculture

EPA regulations collapse US agriculture

Lieberman, JD from George Washington, 10

Ben, Senior Policy Analyst in Energy and the Environment in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, EPA's Global Warming Regulations: A Threat to American Agriculture, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/EPAs-Global-Warming-Regulations-A-Threat-to-American-Agriculture

There is little doubt that legislative measures designed to address global warming would greatly burden the agricultural sector. Farming is energy intensive, and cap-and-trade bills--namely the House Waxman-Markey bill, which passed in June, and the Boxer-Kerry bill pending in the Senate--are essentially a massive tax on energy.  Indeed, opposition from farm organizations and agricultural state legislators is one reason that the Senate bill has stalled. However, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is seeking to achieve similar goals through global warming regulations. Such regulations also pose a substantial threat to American agriculture, and bills to rein in the EPA deserve serious consideration.  Cap and Trade: Bad for Farmers  Cap-and-trade measures would drive up fossil energy prices, and the results for agriculture would be severe.  An analysis conducted by The Heritage Foundation found that the Waxman-Markey bill would reduce farm profits by an estimated 28 percent starting in 2012, the first year the bill's provisions take effect, and average 57 percent lower through 2035.[1] A study of a several Missouri farms ranging from 800 to 1,900 acres of corn, soybeans, and wheat estimated annual cost increases of $4,903 to $11,649 by 2020, mostly from higher costs of natural-gas-derived fertilizer as well as overall increased energy costs.[2]  Moreover, provisions in the Senate Boxer-Kerry bill purporting to provide agriculture with profit opportunities--such as earning valuable emissions credits by planting trees or engaging in emissions-reducing farming practices--are very limited and are unlikely to compensate for the higher costs imposed on farmers.[3]  EPA Regulations: Even More Problematic for Farmers  Although global warming legislation looks less likely for the foreseeable future (though the President and some Senators are trying to revive it), there is an ongoing attempt to impose this agenda via regulations. The EPA regulations that would apply to stationary sources pose a threat to American agriculture.

US ag production key to econ, hegemony, and solves global hunger

National Defense University 3

Agribusiness Group Paper, Roundtable with 16 military leaders, http://www.ndu.edu/icaf/industry/reports/2003/pdf/2003_AGRIBUSINESS.pdf

“Agribusiness is to the United States what oil is to the Middle East.” This single statement encapsulates the criticality of agribusiness to the United States - to our economy, our way of life, and our national Power, No other industry crosses such a broad and diverse constituency . everyone living in the US is touched by and benefits from agribusiness. 
Historydemonstrates that a nation able to feed its own citizens is inherently stronger and thus able to provide a safer and more secure socicty. Convcrscly, a nation dcpendcnt on other nations for food isinherently more vulnerable and subject to the whims of external forces. Agribusiness is a key component of our national power, and is one of the few industries that produces net exports each year. Further, the abundance of American agriculture provides food for much of the world through our foreign aid and humanitarian assistance programs. Agribusiness is a source of great strength for our nation.   
Regs Bad – Tyranny

EPA regulations ensure loss of liberty

Szydlowski 10

Julie, 6-18, Guest column: Global warming agenda pursued without oversight, http://www.sourcenewspapers.com/articles/2010/06/18/opinion/doc4c1bb77a84b0c041489432.txt

The resolution's defeat was a huge victory for the EPA and President Obama, who essentially got the green light to pursue an economy-crippling global warming agenda without oversight. Once again, the losers are the American citizens who are at the mercy of a power-hungry administration disinterested in the U.S. Constitution, the will of the people, or the truth.  Basically the proposed regulations include higher fuel efficiency and lower greenhouse gas emissions in vehicles, and force large stationary sources of greenhouse gases to obtain permits that specify what technologies they will purchase to curb these emissions. Smaller emitters, such as small businesses, are exempt from the rules until 2016.  The complex regulations cast a strangling net over every sector of an already choking economy, including commercial buildings, schools, hospitals and farms (e.g., farmers could be subject to hefty permit fees for animals emitting 100 tons of greenhouse gasses annually, affecting most of the nation's livestock operations). Many business groups and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce note the new regulations foist costly, burdensome rules on millions of additional businesses, compared with the few thousand that are now subject to Clean Air Act regulations.  Beyond economic effects, though, even more worrisome is the disregard of our U.S. Constitution. Our three-branch government system empowers the legislative branch - Congress - with the authority to enact policy. Policies that broadly impact our economy -- such as global warming policies do - should especially be left to Congress, not members of the EPA or other regulatory agencies that are unaccountable to American voters.

The impact is widespread loss of tyranny

Hamilton, Professor of Law, 99

Marci A. Hamilton, Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, January, 1999, 20 Cardozo L. Rev. 807 p. lexis

A different, though equally compelling justification for application of the nondelegation doctrine can be found when Congress delegates its lawmaking power to administrative agencies. The dangers posed by the administrative state are not only that it may act arbitrarily and capriciously, but also that such officials are less accountable to the voters. 78 The President is checked to some degree by the voting booth and public opinion, but the administrative agency suffers little deterrence from either. There is no constitutional structure that ensures deliberation or accountability, and the agencies are not constitutionally required to report their activities.  These agencies comprise a bureaucracy, which makes them less likely to take decisive action - the advantage offered by the President on certain issues. Yet, they are so removed from accountability that the branch's size does not generate the deliberative advantages provided by the structure of the legislature. Agencies are prone to be arbitrary and unaccountable as they spin in their self-executed bureaucratic orbits. The nondelegation doctrine in this scenario is crucial to liberty, because it prohibits general lawmaking from occurring in a structure both capable of arbitrary action and removed from the national scrutiny to which both Congress and the President are exposed by the constitutional structure. From a constitutional, structural perspective, delegation to agencies is even worse than delegation to the President. 79

There is a side-constraint against violations of liberty

Petro, Professor of Law, 74

Sylvester Petro, Professor of Law at Wake Forest University, TOLEDO LAW REVIEW, 1974, p. 480 

It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once. Thus it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhensyn. Ask Milovan Dijilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with an undying spirit.

AT: Warming Impact Turn

The impact on overall warming is negligible

Lieberman, JD from GW, 8
Ben, Senior Policy Analyst in Energy and the Environment in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, The True Costs of EPA Global Warming Regulation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2213.cfm

Last June, America's Climate Security Act was withdrawn by its Senate supporters after only three days of debate. A Heritage Foundation analysis de tailed the costs of the bill, which included a 29 per cent increase in the price of gasoline, net job losses well into the hundreds of thousands, and an overall reduction in gross domestic product of $1.7 to $4.8 trillion by 2030.[2] At the time of the debate, gasoline was approaching $4 per gallon for the first time in history, and signs of a slowing economy were begin ning to emerge. Economically speaking, the bill was one of the last items on the agenda that Americans wanted, and its Senate sponsors recognized that. Beyond the costs, the bill would have--even assum ing the worst case scenarios of future warming-- likely reduced the earth's future temperature by an amount too small to verify.[3]
Other nations won’t model EPA regulations

Lieberman, JD from GW 8

Ben, Senior Policy Analyst in Energy and the Environment in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, The True Costs of EPA Global Warming Regulation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2213.cfm

The impact on the overall econ omy, as measured by gross domestic product (GDP), is substantial. The cumulative GDP losses for 2010 to 2029 approach $7 trillion. Single-year losses exceed $600 billion in 2029, more than $5,000 per house hold. (See Chart 1.) Job losses are expected to exceed 800,000 in some years, and exceed at least 500,000 from 2015 through 2026. (See Chart 2). Note that these are net job losses, after any jobs created by compliance with the regulations--so-called green jobs--are taken into account. Hardest-hit are man ufacturing jobs, with losses approaching 3 million. (See Chart 3). Particularly vulnerable are jobs in durable manufacturing (28 percent job losses), machinery manufacturing (57 percent), textiles (27.6 percent), electrical equipment and appli ances (22 percent), paper (36 percent), and plastics and rubber products (54 percent). It should be noted that since the EPA rule is unilateral and few other nations are likely to follow the U.S. lead, many of these manufacturing jobs will be out sourced overseas.

Warming doesn’t lead to war

Lee, PhD, 9

James, PhD, runs American University's Inventory of Conflict and Environment project, Climate Change and Armed Conflict

The complex of human experiences embeds adaptation within a whole range of social experiences that contain a wide variety of intervening variables. Adap​tation becomes part of the political system, religious customs and rituals, pat​terns of demography and economic subsistence, types of social structures, locations of settlements, and modes of habitation, to name a few. Jon Barnett describes these multiple impacts:   It has not been shown that environmental factors are the only, or even important factors leading to conflict. Other factors such as poverty and inequities between groups, the availability of weapons, ethnic tension, exter​nal indebtedness, institutional resilience, state legitimacy and its capacity and willingness to intervene, seem to matter as much if not more than envir​onmental change per se.   (Barnet 200 I: 6) 

AT: Warming Impact Turn

War prevents global solutions to solve warming

Dyer, PhD in Middle Eastern History, 9

Gwynne, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, Climate Wars

It is absolutely clear that global cooperation on dealing with this most global of problems will only be possible in a rela​tively peaceful and non-confrontational environment. We have enjoyed such an international environment for a full twenty years now, since the end of the old Cold War: no great power seriously fears an attack by any other. These are not just the ideal conditions in which to try to negotiate a global deal on containing climate change; they are the indispensable condi​tions. If the great powers get into a desperate race to nail down dwindling oil supplies, if famine drives a wedge between those countries that can feed their people and those that cannot, or if the U.S. and China tumble into a new Cold War, there will be no global deal.   We really need this relatively fortunate time, when only minor issues like terrorism disturb international peace and order, to continue for at least another twenty years while we all work to get global warming under control. Whether we will actually be granted the extra time, unfortunately, is impossible to say. There are many unknowns in the field of climate change, though the sheer weight of scientific effort now being brought to bear on them is rapidly shrinking the areas of uncer​tainty. ("Twenty years ago we were in the Stone Age of climate change research," as Hans-Ioachim Schellnhuber, director of the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research, put it.) But the political, economic and strategic variables are even harder to calculate, and it is they that will decide whether human beings manage to contain the problem. The proposed remedies are numerous, but they don't all match up, and they almost all require that scarcest of commodities-political will. 

30-year time gap prevents solving warming – any effect takes decades

Walker, PhD, and King, Professor @ Oxford, 8
Gabrielle, PhD in Chemistry, Sir David, Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford, and a senior scientific adviser to UBS, The Hot Topic, pg. 47
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AT: Warming Impact Turn

Even with co2 cuts, can’t prevent warming

Times Online 8
5/23, Copenhagen Consensus: global warming, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article3992368.ece DA 7-11-2010
There is unequivocal evidence that humans are changing the planet’s climate. We are already committed to average temperature increases of about 0.6°C, even without further rises in atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration.  The world has focused on mitigation — reducing carbon emissions — a close look at the costs and benefits suggests that relying on this alone is a poor approach.  Option One: Continuing focus on mitigation  Even if mitigation — economic measures like taxes or trading systems — succeeded in capping emissions at 2010 levels, then the world would pump out 55 billion tonnes of carbon emissions in 2100, instead of 67 billion tonnes.  It is a difference of 18 per cent: the benefits would remain smaller than 0.5 per cent of the world’s GDP for more than 200 years. These benefits simply are not large enough to make the investment worthwhile.

Too much co2 has already been released – can’t prevent warming

Longley 8
Robert, Global Warming Inevitable This Century, NSF Study Finds, http://usgovinfo.about.com/od/technologyandresearch/a/climatetochange.htm DA 7-11-2010
Despite efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, global warming and a greater increase in sea level are inevitable during this century, according to a new study performed by a team of climate modelers at the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colo.  Indeed, say the researchers, whose work was funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF), globally averaged surface air temperatures would still rise one degree Fahrenheit (about a half degree Celsius) by the year 2100, even if no more greenhouse gases were added to the atmosphere. And the resulting transfer of heat into the oceans would cause global sea levels to rise another 4 inches (11 centimeters) from thermal expansion alone.  The team's findings are published in this week's issue of the journal "Science."  “This study is another in a series that employs increasingly sophisticated simulation techniques to understand the complex interactions of the Earth,” says Cliff Jacobs of NSF’s atmospheric sciences division.

***Mechanics***

AT: “Weak on Foreign Policy” Link Turn

Non-unique – the GoP is spinning Obama’s Iran and North Korea policy as weak

Politico, 5/9/2009, Mitt Romney: Obama 'weak' on Iran, North Korea, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0509/22361.html DA 7-12-2010
Former Gov. Mitt Romney (R-Mass.) criticized President Barack Obama on Monday for looking “weak” over his administration’s handling of Iran and North Korea.  “Recently, Iranian President [Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad announced that his nation has successfully mastered every step necessary to enrich uranium, violating the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty it has signed,” Romney wrote in an e-mail to supporters. “And North Korea's Kim Jong Il launched a long-range missile on the very day President Obama addressed the world about the peril of nuclear proliferation.”  “In both instances, the world's equation for peace and security was altered, and the Obama administration chose inaction.”

Obama perceived as weak on foreign policy and security now

Cal Thomsas, America’s most widely syndicated op-ed columnist, 7/15/2009, “Obama's Foreign Policy Weakness, Real Clear Politics,” DA 7-13-2010, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/07/15/obamas_foreign_policy_weakness.html

In the most important arenas -- foreign policy and domestic security -- nations and terrorists who mean America harm have a right to think Mr. Obama is weak and can be challenged with few consequences. While the response to the Somali pirates offered an initial sign that the president was prepared to use force against bad people with evil intent, subsequent statements and inaction to other threats are not encouraging. Islamic insurgents in Somalia purportedly tied to al Qaeda recently carried out a series of killings, bombings and other attacks against Westerners and African security forces without even a rhetorical response from the president. After his initial reluctance to say much about the fraudulent election in Iran and the huge demonstrations that led the government to bloody and kill unarmed civilians, the president denounced the violence but said nothing about what might happen if it continued. And so it continued. The G-8 said little and did nothing but will meet again in September to consider a stronger statement. Honduras? The president is on the wrong side of that one, too. As Hondurans have demanded adherence to their constitution, the Obama administration has sided with a protege of Hugo Chavez's and the Castro brothers' who tried to obliterate it. Terrorists-in-waiting mostly remained in the shadows during the George W. Bush administration but now think they can meet openly to plot the downfall of the United States. Hizb ut-Tahrir, an international movement that wants to re-establish a caliphate and indoctrinate Muslims into supporting jihad, will step up its recruitment efforts at a planned meeting Sunday in a Chicago suburb, reports the Investigative Project on Terrorism: "The group, whose alumni include 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and suicide bombers, will hold a conference entitled 'The Fall of Capitalism and the Rise of Islam.' " Why should they fear a president who still wants to negotiate with the Iranian nuclear bomb builder Mahmoud Ahmadinejad? There is nothing worse for the world than to have a U.S. president who is perceived as weak. Weakness can result in the deaths of innocent people, a wrecked economy (again) and new attacks on American allies and interests around the world. This perception of weakness may be contributing to the drop in Mr. Obama's approval ratings at home.

Obama perceived as weak on foreign policy now

ABC News, 2009, 2012 Republicans Paint Obama as 'Weak', DA 7-15-2010, http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2009/04/2012-republican.html

Republicans with an eye on the White House in 2012 are stepping up efforts to portray President Obama as "weak" on foreign policy.   First there was Nevada Sen. John Ensign, who has a political speech planned for June 1 in Sioux City, Iowa, telling CNN that Obama's recent meeting with Hugo Chavez at the Summit of the Americas was "irresponsible".  “When you're talking about the prestige of the United States and the presidency of the United States, you have to be careful who you're seeing joking around with,” Ensign told CNN on Sunday.“And I think it was irresponsible for the president to be seen kind of laughing and joking with Hugo Chavez."  Former House Speaker Newt Gingrich, who said recently that he will decide next year on whether to run for president in 2012, criticized Obama on Monday for what he called a "weakness" in his emerging foreign policy.
AT: Israeli Dispute Outweighs

Israel lobby is only a small percentage and Dems can outweigh with other issues 

Berman 7-10

Russell, Obama's Israel policy could loom large as midterm election issue in key races, The Hill, DA 7-15-2010, http://thehill.com/homenews/campaign/108007-israel-policy-could-loom-large-in-midterm-elections

Israel policy could also be a factor in the competitive House race to replace Kirk in Illinois’s 10th district, one of the few that Democrats hope to pick up this year. Both the Democrat, Dan Seals, and the GOP candidate, Bob Dold, have pledged support for the Jewish state.  J Street officials boast that their political action committee has distributed more money to candidates for the 2010 elections – some $680,000 – than during the entire 2008 campaign. But J Street also argues that Israel policy is not a top priority for most Jewish voters. The group’s president, Jeremy Ben-Ami, said a recent poll it commissioned found that less than 10 percent of American Jews cited Israel as one of their top two voting issues.  “It’s really a small percentage for whom this is a top-tier issue,” Ben-Ami said.  Democrats have tried to win over Jewish voters by pushing other issues. The Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee spent days highlighting a report that a prominent GOP fundraiser, Fred Malek, had provided a list of Jews working in the Bureau of Labor Statistics to President Richard Nixon, upon Nixon’s request.

Tensions over Israel won’t escalate

Washington Times 10

3-24, Lexis
At the same time, Mr. Obama is unlikely to escalate his dispute with the Israeli leader and "distract public attention from this week's story line of success on social domestic legislation," said Daniel Levy, co-director of the Middle East Task Force at the New America Foundation.

Jewish voters won’t base their vote on the Obama spat
Washington Times 10

3-24, Lexis
Mr. Levy, who was a special adviser to Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak - the current defense minister - in the late 1990s, said that a "vocal, mobilized minority" of Jewish Americans most likely will try to make the dispute an election issue, but they will not be successful.  "The vast majority of American Jewish voters in November won't be basing their vote on this spat," he said. "A small minority of Jewish Democrats will raise it, and part of the Republican base will use it as one of many mobilizing vehicles, but those voters will be mobilized anyway - though, on margins, it could raise money for certain candidates.

It won’t have a significant impact

Washington Times 10

3-24, Lexis
According to polls, President Obama is seen by many Americans as being tougher on Israel than his predecessors, but that is unlikely to become a major issue in this year's midterm elections, said John R. Bolton, U.S. ambassador to the United Nations in the George W. Bush administration.
AT: Tea Party Inevitably GoP

Tea party is split now between dems and GoP

Kreighbaum 10
Andrew, Daily Texan Columnist, Who can harness the ‘Tea Party’ rage?, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.dailytexanonline.com/opinion/who-can-harness-the-tea-party-rage-1.2155241

Supporters of Tea Party candidates have embraced grassroots politics at a level both Democrats and Republicans can admire. But as the difficulties of organizing a national conference show, the movement faces major challenges.  The most salient aspect of the Tea Party movement so far has been its ground-up organization. Its appeal hasn’t lain in any charismatic personality, like Barack Obama, but in the enthusiasm and person-to-person involvement of its members. The virtue of the movement, the thinking goes, comes from the fact that it quite literally reflects the views of “average” Americans. But the grassroots leadership of the Tea Partiers looks like its greatest weakness — if we can take anything away from the ugly internal bickering outside the national Tea Party convention in Nashville earlier this month.   The Republicans, though out of power, have managed to identify, by default, national leaders like Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell and House Minority Leader John Boehner. Meanwhile, outside of D.C., figures like Palin and Perry have taken the helm.  The latter two hold considerable appeal for Tea Partiers. In fact, Perry led one of the first Tea Party-inspired protests last spring against the federal government’s fiscal policies. He marched at the head of a crowd from the Capitol to Lady Bird Lake, where they exercised their First Amendment rights by littering the water — to be symbolically appropriate — with tea bags.   Yet there is still enough discontent with Perry’s policies, even among likely Republican primary voters, that Medina was polling around 24 percent in some polls as of last week.  Both Democratic and Republican incumbent politicians are facing a slate of spoilers who espouse little philosophically, aside from a commitment to low taxes and a deep suspicion of the federal government. Even libertarian Rep. Ron Paul, the man who many say created the movement with his rogue presidential campaign, is facing a slew of primary opponents hoping to ride the wave of “throw the bums out” sentiment.

Tea party willing to switch – they are interested in policy

Washington Post 10
Citing Armey, Fmr. House Majority Leader (R-Tex.), Chairman of Freedom Works and Leader in Tea Party Movement, DA 7-15-2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/discussion/2010/02/05/DI2010020503095.html

Most of the activists I meet in the tea party movement are independent voters. They may have once been Republicans, but are more interested in policy. By definition political parties are interested in politics. Republicans often pay lip service to limited government values, so they are closer to the tea party movement. At the end of the day you either get elected as a republican or democrat with a few exceptions. I back Doug Hoffman in NY 23 as an independent. This movement will influence both republicans and democrats, but has the greatest chance of success is in taking over the GOP.

AT: Health Care Outweighs

Health care is too divisive to influence the midterm either way
Cook, Political Analyst, 10

Charlie Cook, Political Analyst Specializing in Election forecasting, 2/27/2010, “What Can Save The Dems?,” National Journal, DA 7-16-2010, http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/cr_20100227_1772.php

What could change the current trajectory, preventing the Republicans from gaining more than the 40 seats they need to take control of the House and from winning more than six or seven seats in the Senate? Some observers argue that if the Democrats pass some kind of health care reform bill, scaled down or not, they would appear less ineffectual and would change the current thinking that they have wasted the better part of the past year and come up empty-handed. That sounds plausible, but only if the public's perception of the Democrats' health care plan changes significantly. Democrats have not exactly been winning many perception battles lately. And in the end, would they really help themselves by enacting something that most voters say they don't like and don't want?  So what if pollsters can pick apart the Democrats' health care reform legislation and find considerable public support for many of its pieces. If people don't like the total package, those exercises are purely academic. In short, it's hard to see how passing health care is the way for Democrats to get out of this mess.

Health Care won’t influence the election because the GoP won’t run on it
Douthat 9

Ross Douthat, 2009, “Off the Chart,” New York Times, pg. np

If there’s any comfort for Democratic legislators in this landscape, it’s the possibility that the angst-ridden health care debate may matter less to their re-election prospects than anyone expects. Amid the town-hall tumult in August, Obamacare looked like 2010’s defining issue. But when you talk to Republicans on Capitol Hill today, it sounds as if health care will play a relatively modest role in the campaign they plan to run.

Democrats cannot spin health care as a win
Mascaro 10

Lisa Mascaro, Washington Correspondent, “House holds key to unlocking health care reform bill,” 3/3/2010, http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2010/mar/03/house-holds-key-unlock-reform-bill/

Still, as November’s midterm elections approach, House Democrats are faced with two unsavory options: pass a bill they may not like or pass nothing at all.  “People feel like you’ve got to get something done,” Titus said last week as she and other Democrats gathered to celebrate passage of one small piece of health care reform — a bill that revokes the insurance companies’ antitrust exemption. “I feel that way.”  Republicans are capitalizing on this scenario, gearing up for campaign slogans to match either outcome — Democrats are do-nothings who, with control of the House, Senate and White House, failed to accomplish their goals, or they must answer for passing a health care bill the public has not yet embraced.
Health care won’t swing the election

Abramowitz, Professor of Political Science @ Emory, 10

Alan, Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 5-6, Health Care as an Issue in the Midterm Election, http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/aia2010050601/

These results indicate that only a small minority of voters are cross-pressured on the issue of health care reform and that the numbers of cross-pressured Democrats and Republicans are about equal. Moreover, among undecided voters, there is a fairly even split between those saying they would be more likely to vote for a candidate who supports the law and those saying they would be more likely to vote for a candidate who opposes the law. Based on these results, there appears to be little potential for this issue to produce a shift in voter preferences. The main effect of health care as an issue would probably be to reinforce voters’ partisan preferences.

AT: Unemployment Outweighs

Unemployment rates aren’t key

Charlie Cook, Political Analyst Specializing in Election forecasting, 2/27/2010, “What Can Save The Dems?,” National Journal, http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/cr_20100227_1772.php

What about unemployment? The February Blue Chip Economic Indicators survey of 52 top economists estimates that unemployment for this year will average 10 percent, the same level that President Obama's Council of Economic Advisers forecast earlier this month. Some political scientists have said that there isn't a strong a correlation between high unemployment rates and midterm election losses by the president's party. In the post-World War II era, however, unemployment has never been over 8 percent during an election year except when the two parties shared control in Washington. The only midterm election held when unemployment topped 8 percent was in 1982, when Democrats controlled the House and Republicans had the Senate and the White House. Even in that year, unemployment crossed into double digits only two months before the election.
Unemployment statistics won’t affect the election

John Harwood, American journalist who is currently the Chief Washington Correspondent for CNBC and a writer for The New York Times, 11/30/2009, “Unemployment and Midterms,” New York Times, pg. np

So both parties expect the Democrats’ House majority, now 258 seats, to shrink. Less clear is whether the highest unemployment in a generation will expand the loss to well beyond the average, 22 seats in each midterm election since 1950.  After matching data on joblessness and elections, Seth Masket, a political scientist at the University of Denver, asserted in a recent blog post, “There’s not much evidence unemployment has any effect at all.”  Reagan-era Republicans lost 26 House seats amid the high joblessness of the 1982recession. Yet Democrats lost a comparable number under Mr. Truman in 1950, as did Republicans under Mr. Bush in 2006, when unemployment remained low.

There is no statistically significant correlation between unemployment and incumbent success

Seth Masket, Professor of Political Science @ Denver, 11/2009, “Yet More on Unemployment and Midterm Elections,” http://enikrising.blogspot.com/2009/11/yet-more-on-unemployment-and-midterm.html

The odd implication is that an increase in unemployment is associated with improved fortunes for the president's party. However, the R-squared of .02 suggests that there's probably not much going on here. I'm guessing that slope isn't close to statistically significant. And again, there's not much here to suggest that high unemployment will lead to a particularly bad year for Democrats in 2010.  Meanwhile, over at Real Clear Politics, Sean Trende offers a bit of a critique on my trying to draw lessons from so few observations: We have only had 15 midterm elections since 1950. This is barely data; it’s more of a good collection of anecdotes.  This statement struck me as a bit anti-quantitative at first, but the rest of the article makes it clear that Trende is serious about looking for appropriate hard data to address this question. He goes back a lot further in time than I do. The point that he was making above is that you can come up with a story to explain why the president's party did or did not lose a bunch of seats in any given year:  Is your President pursuing an unpopular war and controversial policies at home (1966, 2006)? Then it probably doesn’t matter that the economy is blazing ahead. Is the President kicking some al Qaeda arse a year after they attacked us, and getting ready to take out a longtime nemesis (2002)? The public is going to be more forgiving of the sluggish growth in real disposable income and rising unemployment. The end result of this is that every election becomes something of an explainable, unique event – in other words, they’re almost all outliers.  There's certainly some truth to this, although this is true of pretty much any dataset. When you're dealing with a small number of observations, everything looks like an outlier. Yet there's nothing particularly wrong with drawing inferences from only 15 observations, or even fewer. There is, for example, a broad acceptance that economic performance affects presidential elections, and those data are only drawn from post-WWII presidential elections. The relationship between economic performance and voting behavior is a bit stronger for presidential elections than it is for midterms, but it either case we shouldn't lose the forest for the trees.

AT: Other Issues In the Interim

Other issues can’t affect the midterm, Congress won’t do anything
Lind 10

Michael Lind, Salon analyst, 3/1/2010, “Why Republicans want gridlock, Salon,” http://www.salon.com/opinion/feature/2010/03/01/gridlock/

Why is the Republican Party insisting on gridlock in Washington? Why is the Republican minority in California blocking necessary change? The Beltway pundits who attribute everything to electoral cycle gamesmanship do not understand the deeper cause of this scorched-earth policy: demographic decline.  Having lost much of the white professional class to the Democrats (perhaps temporarily), the Republican Party is increasingly the party of the declining white working class. Non-Hispanic whites are shrinking as a percentage of the U.S. population. Meanwhile, the traditional skilled working class and lower middle class are shrinking as a proportion of the workforce, while the service sector proletariat and college-educated professionals increase their share.  To add insult to injury, the Democrats, instead of reaching out to white working-class voters, often have snobbishly dismissed them, as Obama did with his patronizing discussion of the "bitter" people.  In these circumstances, the American white working class quite naturally is experiencing "demographic panic." Declining groups experiencing such anxieties generally focus on blocking adverse change, using the political institutions they still control. Apart from hanging on to their power as long as they can, they usually do not have programs for governing the country, something they do not expect to be able to do in the long run.

There can’t be any issues in the interim, Congress is won’t purue legislation
Hornick 10

Ed Hornick, CNN political analyst, 2/22/2010, “Is Congress gridlocked and broken?,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/02/22/broken.government.congress/index.html

Two months into the new year, Congress is at a standstill, stuck in party-line votes, heated debates and electoral politics.  And there's no indication that will change before mid-term elections in November, political observers say: Democrats are afraid to take chances on anything that might alienate voters, and Republicans can stand pat and hope the anti-incumbent mood brewing in the country will help weaken Democrats' control of Congress.  "The problem is the combination of highly ideologically polarizing political parties operating at sort of near parity," said Thomas Mann, a congressional scholar at the nonpartisan Brookings Institution.

There won’t be action close to the election
Paxton, Press Secretary for the DNC, 10

Stacie Paxton, Press Secretary for the Democratic National Committee, 3/16/2010, “Working with an unpredictable Congress,” The Hill, http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/k-street-insiders/k-street-insiders/87235-working-with-an-unpredictable-congress

The only thing people seem to agree on is that it will be extremely difficult to get much of anything accomplished during the time left. A senior House Democratic leadership aide told me that with so many Democrats feeling vulnerable right now, unless legislation is bipartisan or viewed as virtually risk-free, you won’t see it this year. And, given the midterm elections, Congress will likely grind to a halt by the summer, so the next few months may be the only window.

AT: Uniqueness Overwhelms Link

Democrats will lose now – new trajectory can swing the election in their favor

Cook 10

Charlie, writes weekly columns for National Journal and CongressDaily AM, published by the National Journal Group. He is a political analyst for NBC News as well as editor and publisher of the Cook Political Report, April, Washington Quarterly, Proquest

Democrats can generally be counted upon to support Obama and Democratic candidates this year, to the extent that Democratic voters will turn out. Similarly, Republican voters can be expected to toe the line for GOP candidates this year, assuming they are not siphoned off by Tea Party candidates. But just as they were in Massachusetts, independents are nationally the largest bloc of voters. Independents showed in Massachusetts that they had little patience left for Democrats, despite their long history of supporting them. There is little reason to believe that independents nationally, who are even more fickle than their counterparts in Massachusetts, will feel any differently. This is a very turbulent time, and Democrats have to worry that the same wave of independent voters that swept the GOP out of Congress in 2006 by an 18-point margin will do the same to Democrats, at least in the House, on November 2. Unless some significant event changes the trajectory of this midterm election, Democrats will suffer House losses of the magnitude they suffered in 1994 and Republicans experienced in 2006 and will wind up with a very narrow majority in the senate.

Uniqueness is not set in stone – opinion-shifting now can change donation patterns and swing the election

Kingsbury 10

6-21, Money Race Could Decide the Midterm Elections, US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/2010/06/21/money-race-could-decide-the-midterm-elections---.html

The election is still several months away, of course, and the vote could yet end either in landslide or photo finish. Still, the so-called money race has often been a strong indicator of which candidate will eventually triumph at theballot box. Individual donations will be key, but so too will funding from political action committees and other outside sources. One potentially key though as-yet-unknown variable will be the recent Supreme Court decision giving corporations the right to spend money to support or oppose candidates. [See which industries donate the most.]
Anti-incumbency doesn’t guarantee a dems loss – may even be an advantage

Kingsbury 10

6-21, Money Race Could Decide the Midterm Elections, US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/2010/06/21/money-race-could-decide-the-midterm-elections---.html

The Democrats, for their part, are looking to hold the line at the polls and have one big advantage, incumbency. Incumbents are becoming harder and harder to oust from office, election statistics show, a fact of which big campaign donors, often looking to back a winner, are all too aware. Over the past four decades, the average re-election rate for a sitting congressional representative has been north of 94 percent. Sitting senators also enjoy a large advantage over challengers, though by less substantial average margins than in the House, according to statistics compiled by the Center for Responsive Politics.
***Affirmative***

Economy Outweighs

The status of the economy outweighs the link

Quinn 10

Justin, award-winning journalist, Most Important 2010 Midterm Election Issues, http://usconservatives.about.com/od/2010midtermelections/tp/2010-midterm-election-issues.htm

The most important 2010 midterm election issues are almost all related in some way to the welfare of the US economy. Even if it improves significantly between January and November of 2010, Americans will be so traumatized by the events leading up to the collapse of the economy, as well as the collapse itself and its aftermath, that ensuring such a calamity never happens again will be foremost on the minds of voters come Election Day. The election also will serve as a report card on how voters feel about President Barack Obama's preoccupation with smashing as much of the liberal agenda through Congress as possible.

Jobs comparatively outweighs all links

Quinn 10

Justin, award-winning journalist, Most Important 2010 Midterm Election Issues, http://usconservatives.about.com/od/2010midtermelections/tp/2010-midterm-election-issues.htm

Of all the issues related to the 2010 midterm election, none will have more of an impact on its outcome than job losses. In early 2009, President Barack Obama suggested unemployment was one of the many problems his stimulus package would fix if Congress were to pass it. Congress obliged, but instead of seeing decreases in job cuts, the unemployment rate actually increased. Suggestions offered by conservative Republicans were ignored, and both the president and his Democratic allies continued to scapegoat the Bush Administration. Unfortunately, by the end of 2009, the president's oft-repeated disparagement of "the last eight years," now included one year of his own. Look for voters to remind him and other Democrats of this on Election Day.

Policy doesn’t matter – it’s all about the economy

Kornacki 7-14

Steve, Yes, it really is the economy, stupid, Salon, http://www.salon.com/news/politics/barack_obama/?story=/politics/war_room/2010/07/14/economy_democrats_polls

First, please forgive the "It’s the economy, stupid" construction in the headline. I remember feeling all the way back in December 1992 that it was played out, and yet here I am employing it 18 years later. The reason: Sean Trende of Real Clear Politics has a post up that I can’t resist responding to -- and he used it in his headline. So blame him.  Trende’s subject is one I’ve written about extensively here: the source of Barack Obama’s middling second year approval ratings. He claims that the president’s struggles (and his party’s poor midterm election prospects) reflect a broad rejection of his governing style and the agenda he’s pursued -- particularly on healthcare. I believe that, strictly from a polling standpoint, it’s never really mattered what Obama does or doesn't do in his first two years: His approval rating in 2010 was always going to be lousy and his party was always going to fare badly in the midterms, thanks to the economy.

Uniqueness – Dems Win now

Will retain the Senate – 55 seats most likely

Silver, most widely respected election predictor, 6-28

Nate, widely accepted as the best independent election forecaster, Named TIME’s 100 most influential people, Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/search?updated-max=2010-07-01T21:29:00-04:00&max-results=10

Nationally, the trends are very flat. We are now using generic ballot polling, rather than the polling from individual Senate races, to create our trendline adjustment, a feature that was imported from our Presidential model. (Trust me, it's better this way.) However, we may as well not have bothered; we show essentially zero change in the national environment over the past several months, and only a net gain of one or two points for Republicans since the start of 2010. In contrast, Democrats lost about 12 points on the generic ballot over the course of 2009. They are not really climbing out of the hole the dug themselves, but on the other hand, it does not appear to be getting worse.  Locally, Democrats helped themselves in the primaries. Democratic fortunes were improved by the primaries in Nevada and Pennsylvania, California, North Carolina, and Kentucky, and worsened probably only in Arkansas (and South Carolina, which they had almost no chance of winning anyway.) This accounts for most of the movement in the rankings. Whereas, as of our last update, or simulations were projecting an average of 54.0 Democratic and 46.0 Republican seats, we now show 55.2 Democrats, 44.2 Republicans, and 0.6 Charlie Crists.
And the House

Cook, former CQ analyst, 6-24

Rhodes, MA from Penn State, For House Democrats: More Favorable Terrain Than ‘94, Center for Politics, http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/

In short, the playing field looks much friendlier for House Democrats in 2010 than it did 16 years ago. The number of “Blue” districts they hold has risen by 43, from 128 in 1994 to 171 today, while the number of “Purple” districts they must defend has dropped by 39 (from 77 to 38). Meanwhile, the total of “Red” districts occupied by House Democrats is down this year by four from 1994 (from 51 to 47).  Arguably, the political landscape is more favorable for the Democrats this time because they are a more cohesive, top-down party than they were in 1994. Then, they were coming off a series of weak presidential showings in the 1970s and 1980s in which their standard-bearer only once could carry more than 138 of the nation’s 435 congressional districts (the exception being Jimmy Carter in 1976).
***Continued with text and graphics removed***

Much more noteworthy have been the special elections held over the last year in a trio of “Purple” districts. Republicans were unable to win any of them. Two were in upstate New York, the other Murtha’s seat in southwest Pennsylvania.  A GOP victory in the latter contest on May 18 would have been a loud reminder of 1974 – rekindling memories of how Murtha’s special election victory served as a harbinger of his party’s great success that fall.  That the vote last month was a loss for the Republicans, though, underscored the opposite – that winning a House majority this year might not be nearly as easy for the GOP as many political observers have predicted. To be sure, there are plenty of targets for the Republicans this fall. But there are not as many ripe ones as was the case in 1994.

Health Care Outweighs

Health care will heavily influence the Midterm

Gibson 10
Ginger, Vote's fallout may linger into November elections, 3-23, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.delawareonline.com/article/20100323/NEWS02/3230334

Sunday night's health care vote could heavily influence November's critical midterm elections.  Democrats are touting President Barack Obama's historic victory and hope to ride the momentum through November.  Republicans have vowed to carry what they say is rising public opposition to retake one or both chambers of Congress.  Which party benefits most will take months to play out.  Democrats will tout the benefits of the package: an end to private insurance coverage denials because of pre-existing conditions, extension of coverage for children under parental policies until age 26 and expansion of coverage to more than 30 million people.  Republicans will counter with $409.2 billion in additional taxes by 2019, the $940 billion cost of reform over a decade and lingering questions about the use of federal funds to pay for abortion.  The stakes are high. Democrats are defending relatively slim majorities in the House and Senate, and historically, the party of the president loses seats in a midterm election, Delaware State University professor Sam Hoff said.

Will shape the election

Fitzgerald 10
Thomas, Congress braced for Nov. 2 repercussions, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.philly.com/philly/news/homepage/88796912.html

Health care is bound to shape the midterm election, with Republicans already vowing repeal and Democrats hoping that the farthest-reaching domestic legislation in nearly 50 years would provide a jolt of energy to their dispirited base voters.  It remains to be seen, analysts say, whether the historic passage will cause more harm to the Democrats - or help them turn around their fortunes before November. Already, the nasty 14-month debate over the legislation has damaged President Obama and his party, inspiring the grassroots "tea party" movement and allegations that Obama is seeking a "government takeover" of health care.  As the process dragged on, Obama's approval rating in some recent polls slid below 50 percent. With their majorities in the House and Senate hanging in the balance, Democrats fear substantial losses in the fall. After all, the party in control of the White House almost always loses congressional seats in the midterm election, and the issue has fired up Republican voters.

Voters will get benefits days before the mid-term – doesn’t matter who it helps, it means voters will forget the plan

Brown 10
Carrie, 3-23, Timing right for Democrats' midterm election hopes, Politico, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0310/34836.html

Voters will get their first taste of the benefits of health care reform only a few short weeks before the November midterm elections.  They won’t have to swallow most of the bitter pills until much later — well after President Barack Obama faces voters again in 2012.  Match the effective dates of key reform provisions against the election calendar, and it becomes clear that Democrats were as focused on writing a legislative overhaul of the health care system as they were on devising a political road map for selling it to voters.  The landmark health legislation the president will sign into law Tuesday, and an accompanying package of fixes still moving through the Senate, go further than previous incarnations of the bill to front-load the gain and push back the pain.  “Clearly, there has been an effort to address an expectations gap,” said Drew Altman, president of the Kaiser Family Foundation, which conducted polling last year that found a gulf between what Americans expected to see immediately and what the bill would actually offer.  By providing immediate benefits, Democrats can inoculate themselves from the Republican push for repeal, he said

Foreign Policy Not Key

Foreign policy won’t influence the 2010 midterm – the economy comparatively outweighs

Financial Express 10

Obama to tackle jobs as priority ahead of 2010 midterms, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.thefinancialexpress-bd.com/more.php?news_id=87821

But political analysts say the focus in midterm election years is not on the foreign policy front, instead it is always closer to home.  Lichtman notes that even when presidents have cited foreign policy successes -- as former President George H.W. Bush did after a swift and successful Gulf War in the early 1990s -- economic stagnation prevented his reelection.  ''If you look at the recent history of elections, foreign policy either hasn't helped or has hurt,'' Lichtman said. ''Obama would be very happy if it was neutral.''  With all eyes on the economy, the White House will be eager to report resumed GDP growth in the U.S. economy. So far, that growth is at a sluggish pace and unemployment continues to hover in double digits.  In an effort to better connect with individual Americans, the White House has begun to shift the focus on jobs as a top priority. Obama is expected to emphasize fresh efforts for job creation in his State of the Union address, which is not yet scheduled but expected to be delivered before Congress in late January or early February.  Bruce Buchanan, professor of presidential politics at the University of Texas, said he approves of Obama's apparent shift toward jobs, but anticipates that the president will struggle to keep that message at the forefront amid other issues.

Domestic issues outweigh

White 10

Keith, held positions at the Center for American Progress, the Parents Television Center, the Hillary Clinton presidential campaign in Iowa and the Bob Roggio 2008 congressional campaign, Blog-on-Blog: Will Obama’s START Treaty Pass the Senate?, Proliferation Press, 4-17, DA 7-14-201-, http://proliferationpress.com/2010/04/07/blog-on-blog-can-obamas-start-pass-the-senate/

First, I think it’s unlikely the 2010 midterms will be dominated by this foreign policy question.  If anything, Afghanistan may be the foreign policy weakness dominating the air-waves—a topic unlikely to help either side.  Second, domestic issues dominate the 2010 landscape.  Why would  Republicans throw out a messaging campaign that works (jobs, debt and incumbent dissatisfaction) by getting into the wonky world of non-proliferation—especially when both the NPR and New Start Treaty preserve America’s nuclear deterrent?
Even if foreign policy matters, only a huge conflict will trigger public opposition

Cruseturner 10

Ashley, History News Network, Instructor in history at McLennan Community College, Why It's Unlikely Obama Will Suffer Carter's Fate, DA 7-14-2010, http://hnn.us/articles/121831.html

Currently, of course, conservatives harbor a pervasive sense of alarm that the Obama worldview parallels Carter in his blissful naiveté.  From the outset of his presidency, this sense of dread has served as a conservative drumbeat: the consequences of Mr. Obama’s lack of discernment combined with his arrogance will yield an American misfortune of immense proportion (see the many utterances of Dick Cheney for example).  In fact, foreign policy is where the wobbly Carter analogy stands strongest.  This ubiquitous sense of foreboding leaves the Obama administration most at risk, as a major international stumble will fit neatly into the pre-formed template just below the surface of the political debate.  However, without a concrete incident comparable to the Iranian fiasco to crystallize public opinion and rally the masses, the rhetorical possibility of an American catastrophe fails to rise above the realm of political noise. 

Policy Not Key

The political environment isn’t key – normal swings and incumbency will cost the dems

Andrew Sullivan, 2-25-2010, Political Columnist, The Democrats Will Lose Seats, The Daily Dish, DA 7-14-2010, http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2010/02/the-democrats-will-lose-seats.html

The current political environment only appears unfavorable for Democrats compared with the extraordinarily favorable environment that the Party enjoyed in both 2006 and 2008. The two structural variables in the model—previous Republican seats and the midterm dummy variable—predict a Republican gain of 38 seats, half due to the small number of Republican seats prior to the election and half due to the fact that 2010 is a Democratic midterm year.  According to this model, the main reasons that Democrats are likely to experience significant losses in 2010 are the normal tendency of voters to turn against the president’s party in midterm elections regardless of the national political environment and the fact that after gaining more than 50 seats in the past two elections, they are defending a large number of seats, many in Republican-leaning districts.

Dems will lose inevitably – incumbency trends

Matthew Rusling, 2-14-2010, Public ire could hurt U.S. Democrats -- but how much?, Xinhua, 7-14-2010, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-02/14/c_13174868.htm

U.S. Congressional Democrats could be in trouble. Polls indicate that public feeling toward Congressional incumbents -- read Democrats, who control both houses of Congress and the White House -- is unusually negative, and that could bode ill for Democrats in the November Congressional elections. But the question is how much will current opinion hurt Democrats -- and could things change come election time? "Winning a majority (for Republicans) is not impossible given the current climate, but it is a long shot," said John Fortier, fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. He predicts Republicans will make significant gains, but may not win a majority because Democrats currently have a large advantage -- Republicans would have to win 40 House seats or ten Senate seats to gain a majority, he said. While a gain of, for example, 20-30 House seats or five to seven Senate seats would be substantial, it would merely lessen the Democratic majority, he said. Still, if nothing changes by summer and the United States is still trying to claw itself out of the pit of recession, Democrats could feel the sting of public dissatisfaction. A drop in unemployment by summer could mildly help Democrats, but the natural tendency to vote against the party in power, plus the probability that the economy will remain sluggish for some time, is likely to lead to significant losses for Democrats. Still, the election is nine months away, and things may turn around for the beleaguered party, he said. Darrell West, director of Governance Studies from the Brookings Institution, said: "It is a very difficult public opinion climate for incumbents. Voters are angry. They are upset about high unemployment and there will be fewer incumbents elected than in past years." "The first mid term election is always difficult for a president, but when you have double digit unemployment on top of that, it makes for a toxic environment," he said. 

Politics don’t matter – the Dems can win their way out of trouble with their financial lead

Rothenberg 10
Stuart, 2-4, author of the Rothenberg Political Report, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=news-000003289752&cpage=

In fact, GOP political consultants and strategists aren’t popping champagne corks yet. Instead, they worry about the euphoria on the right and believe that the party has a long way to go before it can nail down a big win in the midterm elections. Some Republican operatives are openly concerned about the party’s tactical disadvantages, most notably its financial position. Others fear that circumstances could change, robbing the GOP of its strategic advantage.  The National Republican Congressional Committee ended 2009 with $2.6 million in the bank, far behind the $16.7 million that the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee had. While the DCCC raised $55.7 million for the cycle, the NRCC brought in about $20 million less.  “I don’t care how great the political environment is,” one smart Republican asserted, “if you don’t have the cash, you are going to get smacked. [Democrats] can buy their way out of trouble if they have that kind of financial advantage in the fall, just the way that we used to do.”

AT: Limiting Spending Link

Tea party not key to the midterm

Dunn, dean of the school of government @ Rutgers, 10
Charles, dean of the School of Government at Regent University in Virginia Beach, Va, History, time run out on The Tea Party, w2-25, DA 7-14-2010, ww.bemidjipioneer.com/event/article/id/100016251/group/Opinion/

If history is the best predictor of the future, and it usually is, “The Tea Party” will have a short shelf life. Beginning well before the Civil War, such movements have come and gone, including the Locofocos, Barnburners, Free Soil, Anti-Masonic, Know-Nothing, Populist, Progressive and a host of others. In 1948 it was Strom Thurmond’s Dixiecrats; in 1968, George Wallace’s American Independent Party; and in 1992, Ross Perot’s Reform Party. History says that like all of those movements “The Tea Party” will have “one day in the sun.” These movements have lacked staying power, because America has a large, broad-based two-party system that absorbs them by adapting to their demands. For example, the Republicans and Richard Nixon captured George Wallace’s movement by adopting a “Southern Strategy.” So the key to the success of “The Tea Party” rests not in its continuous existence, but in convincing one or both of the major parties to adopt most, if not all, of its policy objectives. George Wallace’s movement contributed significantly to the rightward move of the Republican Party, strengthening the hand of Republican conservatives against liberal Eastern Establishment Republicans. Time, too, may run out on “The Tea Party.” Coming into existence on the advent of the 2010 mid-term elections, “The Tea Party” must rally its troops now. In political time, the 2012 presidential election is a long way off. “The Tea Party” may lack the staying power to remain a significant force in 2012. But rallying an independent movement and developing a possible third-party during the midterm presents numerous problems. To illustrate, already in many states Democrats and Republicans have selected their candidates for various offices, so that “The Tea Party” is left with supporting a major party candidate rather than developing its own candidates either inside or outside “The Tea Party.” Moreover, during the midterm the public lacks the intensity of focus on campaigns and elections that it otherwise has during a presidential election year. It’s that intensity of public focus that greatly helps such movements as “The Tea Party.”

The tea party will have no effect on the midterm

Scher 7-11

Bill, The Tea Party Will Remain as Long as We Keep Discussing It, DA 7-16-2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bill-scher/will-the-tea-party-die-ou_b_642117.html

The Tea Party is not large. Poll after poll has shown the Tea Party to be nothing more than a far-right faction of the Republican Party. They do not represent anything close to a majority of the country (a mere 18 percent in the April New York Times poll). And the more other Americans hear about the Tea Party's conservative ideas, the less they like it.  And the Tea Party is not effective. After its main salvo to kill healthcare reform - spreading the "death panel" smear - was flatly debunked in the September 2009 presidential address, dubious Tea Party claims ceased to be an obstacle to passage. (Reluctant "centrist" Democrats, peddling their own false information about the cost of reform, were the ones who dragged out the process.) The Tea Party's follow-up attack,twisting the Wall Street reform bill into a "permanent bailout" bill, barely registered at all.  Yes, some of the Tea Party's favorite congressional candidates have won Republican primaries. But others have been complete flameouts. Moreover, a conservative candidate winning a Republican primary is a minor achievement at best, and a Pyrrhic victory at worst if these far-right candidates blow it in November and ruin Republican chances to make big gains.  Perhaps a fresh moniker will marginally help to invigorate a conservative base that was rattled by Barack Obama's solid election victory, which may boost Republican candidates in the November midterm elections. But midterm elections often feature an energized opposition while the party in power suffers a conflicted grassroots base in the aftermath of tough governing choices. There's little evidence the Tea Party is playing a unique role.

Non-political events will swing the midterm

Burnett 10

Bob, Executive Founder of CISCO, Forecasting the 2010 Midterm Election, 5-29, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.opednews.com/articles/Forecasting-the-2010-Midte-by-Bob-Burnett-100529-71.html

Fifth, non-political events could affect the November 2nd outcome. 2010 has already seen a failed attempt to ignite a massive bomb in Times Square, the disruption of transatlantic air traffic by ashes from the Eyjafjallajökull volcano, depression of the international economy by economic turmoil in Greece, and a massive oil leak in the Gulf of Mexico. Another event - the capture of Osama bin Laden or the collapse of the global economy - could prove decisive.
AT: Millennials Link

Millennials aren’t key to the election

Egan 10

Timothy, Save Us, Millennials, NYT, Proquest

When an electorate is red-faced and fist-clenched, when the collective national blood pressure is 160 over 100, when the big issues of the day are mired in tired minds, it’s time to turn to the great, renewable resource of any vibrant democracy: the kids.  The millennials, that echo boomer generation born after 1982, have not been heard from of late, ever since proving that they could pull away from their Facebook pages long enough to help elect a president.  The young were Barack Obama’s strongest supporters, and still are, though there’s been some slippage. They were wise beyond their years and ahead of every other generation on the major issues — from offshore oil drilling (not so fast), to gays in the military (duh), to tolerance of the new American ethnic stew (you mean that’s still a problem?).  But having done their part for history, and now facing a job market that is forcing many of them to become reacquainted with their childhood bedrooms, the generation born to all those baby boomers has become somewhat invisible.

Dems already have control of the Millennial vote – this evidence accounts for recent trends

Freeman 10

Sarah, Support for Obama falls among Millennial voters, Feb 22, Austin Capital Times, Lexis

With the 2010 midterm elections looming, Millennials still indicated support overall for Democrats in the new Pew Poll by a margin of 57% to 31%. However, even that could change by November. The poll shows the percentage of Millennials who said they “lean” Republican now has nearly doubled from 8% in 2008 to 15% by December, 2009.  Despite the 2009 erosion of the Millennials’ identification with Democrats, the poll still shows a “substantial pro-Democratic tilt” among Millennial voters due to their tendencies toward more liberal outlooks on political and social issues. America’s youngest voters tend to be more racially diverse and less religious than the older voter generations.

Economic concerns outweigh for the youth

Johnson 10

Jenna, Millennials freaked out by economy, bad job market, Washington Post, 3-16, Proquest
Millennials are worried about finishing college, being able to afford health care, paying the rent and keeping their job these days. A new poll by Harvard's Institute of Politics found that six in 10 young adults, ages 18 to 29, are worried about paying all of their bills and almost half were concerned about losing their job. Among undergraduates, about half are worried that the poor economy might force them to drop out of school and only 14 percent said it would be "easy" to find jobs after graduation.  This economic anxiety could translate into political action: The poll found that young Republicans plan to vote in higher numbers then Democrats and are showing more enthusiasm for the upcoming midterm election.  

AT: Liberals / Obama Key Link

Liberals on board with Obama now – despite foreign policy disagreements

Cook 10

Charlie, writes weekly columns for National Journal and CongressDaily AM, published by the National Journal Group. He is a political analyst for NBC News as well as editor and publisher of the Cook Political Report, April, Washington Quarterly, Proquest

While some have suggested that Obama is a liability, the situation seems more complicated than that. After all, views of him are hardly monolithic. For the fourth quarter of 2009, 38 percent of Americans considered themselves independents, 33 percent Democrats, and 27 percent Republicans. Each of these groups sees Obama and the Democratic majority in Congress very differently.  Among Democrats, Obama’s Gallup approval ratings are strong and have ranged between 84 and 86 percent in December and early January. The number is strong among self-identified liberals as well, between 77 and 80 percent. Conversely, among Republicans, Obama’s approval ratings ran between 15 and 18 percent, and between 28 and 31 percent among conservatives. The key, however, is to see where he stands among the critical swing groups of independents and moderates. Among independents, Obama’s approval ratings have ranged from 45 to 48 percent, having started out in the high fifties to mid-sixties early last year. Among moderates, Obama’s approval ratings ran mostly in the seventies until early July, and have hovered around 60 percent since early September, running between 57 and 63 percent at year’s end.  Based on polls, focus groups, and interviews with pollsters as well as campaign consultants, each group is more nuanced in their views than often portrayed. While some Democrats and liberals strongly disagree with the Obama administration’s policy in Afghanistan, and its lack of forcefulness in supporting a public option in healthcare reform, they seem thoroughly invested in and strongly supportive of Obama. Beyond the normal family squabbles, there are no meaningful fractures between Obama and the liberal branch of his party.

Tons of alternate causes anger the base

Elliott 10

Philip, 6-7, Progressives criticize White House, Democrats, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hMjSU9cnyZ6Or5f-S2maCq15HaeQD9G6PVTO0

Progressive activists who helped elect Barack Obama president complained on Monday that the administration and congressional Democrats have been too timid and too willing to compromise.  Even though Obama's major first-term achievement — an overhaul of the nation's health care system — passed without a single Republican vote, progressive leaders who gathered in Washington criticized the president for failing to create a government-run insurance option to compete with private industry.  They faulted Obama for the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the slow pace in repealing the ban on gays serving in the military and last year's economic stimulus package, which they described as inadequate at $787 billion. They also criticized his handling of the Gulf oil spill.  "The White House has been an uncertain trumpet," said Robert Borosage, a co-director of the Campaign for America's Future, a progressive organization. "The administration's reforms were too often too timid from the start and too readily compromised along the way."  Although leaders still spoke with admiration for Obama, it was clear he's not as popular with unions, bloggers and other progressives.  Democrats already face an angry electorate this November. The frustration among the party's liberal base could make the midterm elections even more difficult for Democrats and Obama's own re-election bid.
AT: Public Popularity / Base Link

Turn – the public is on board for military presence, adventurism and expenditure

Betts, Professor of War and Peace Studies @ Columbia, 5-14

Richard, Domestic Constraints and American Strategy, Center for International Security Studies, Scholar

Iraq and Afghanistan may be pushing attitudes in that direction, but not yet decisively. So far, economic problems have posed no constraint whatever on defense spending in the 21st century. The most general reason is that since the 1960s neither of the national parties has elected to match principle with practice and impose fiscal discipline. In the first half of the Cold War government avoided huge deficits. Rhetoric aside, Republicans have not been serious about fiscal restraint since Nixon famously said, “We are all Keynesians now,” Reagan preferred tax cuts to balancing the budget, and Bush the Younger not only did the same but embraced new commitments like prescription drug coverage. (The one brief exception was Bush the Elder’s reneging on his promise not to raise taxes, which set the stage for the later brief set of annual budget surpluses at the end of the 20th century.) Democrats, in turn, have never been as committed in principle to spending restraint, and after being repeatedly burned for their perceived weakness on national security policy, they long ago stopped daring to oppose hefty defense budgets. With the polarization of recent times – indeed, ever since Reagan – the two parties have been in a game of chicken, both claiming to want lower deficits but refusing to propose the necessary equation: Republicans insist on cutting taxes but without owning up to how services would have to be slashed, and Democrats insist on minimizing domestic spending cuts without forthrightly asking for much higher taxes. Even after the financial crisis of 2008 there is no sign of either party’s readiness to swerve first.  In contrast to the Cold War, when defense spending never increased for more than three years in a row, military expenditures have grown steadily since September 11th, even when war costs are excluded from the totals. Despite burgeoning support for shrinking government -- and despite the fact that the USA spends almost as much as the whole rest of the world on military power, and more than five times more than all potential enemies combined (and does so with the military support of rich allies) -- there is still no potent political constituency for reducing military effort. The biggest deficit hawks are Republicans who oppose domestic social programs but see national defense as one of the two legitimate functions of government (the other being provision of infrastructure such as roads and bridges). Democrats still see no reason to bear the political costs of appearing militarily irresolute. As of the last presidential election almost a third of the public supported higher defense spending and almost half supported the existing level --- only 28 percent favored a cut.
Economic problems aren’t pushing the public towards military restraint

Betts, Professor of War and Peace Studies @ Columbia, 5-14

Richard, Domestic Constraints and American Strategy, Center for International Security Studies, Scholar

Experience of the last 70 years suggests that absent costly failures in national security policy, American economic problems are less likely to encourage restraint and accommodation than to prompt government activism. While the public lacks enthusiasm for activist globalism, activism is the default option; the public permits the elite to pursue its ambitious project as long as the price seems low. But of course the price never stays low for long. Whether all this amounts to a forecast of activism or restraint depends on whether we see the glass half full or half empty, and whether the Klingberg cycle appears to be a pattern of wide swings or modest variations from a baseline.  This estimate of rough continuity assumes a scenario of only gradually mounting economic pressure. Yet it is said that unsustainable trends will not be sustained. the financial crisis of 2008 proved an insufficient shock to trigger a reckoning in the competition between the costs of empire and expanding social entitlement costs. It will probably take a bigger shock – an American Suez crisis, comparable to what the British and French empires faced in 1956, or an American “Greek” crisis – to force a showdown.

Link Turn – Weak on Foreign Policy

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

Drennen 10

Kyle, CBS's Smith: Is Cheney Criticism of Obama 'Theater' or 'Real'?, DA 7-14-2010, http://newsbusters.org/issues/foreign-policy?page=2

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

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

Fly, Exec Director of Foreign Policy @ CFR, 10

James, Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, DA 7-14-2010, 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.

Link Turn – Weak on Foreign Policy

The plan makes Obama look weak on national security – hurts them in the midterm
Rove, former senior advisor to Bush 9
Karl Rove, former senior advisor and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, 11/11/2009, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, Proquest
Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats.  Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002."  I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate.  But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor.  At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it.
Negative reaction to the plan fuels turnout and vote choices in midterm elections – popular support for the plan doesn’t
Abramowitz, Professor of Political Science @ Emory, 9
Alan Abramowtiz, Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 9-3-2009, “Forecasting the Midterm Elections,” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=AIA2009090301
There are several theories that attempt to explain why the president’s party almost always loses seats in midterm elections. Surge and decline theory argues that midterm elections represent a return to normal voting patterns following presidential elections in which short-term forces can produce unusual gains for the winning candidate’s party. Negative voting theory argues that those who are dissatisfied with the status quo are more motivated to turn out and express their discontent in midterm elections than those who are satisfied. And balancing theory argues that, knowing that the president will be in office for the next two years, some voters seek to provide greater balance in government by electing members of the opposition party to Congress. All of these theories may be partially correct. Whatever the explanation, midterm elections are generally not kind to the president’s party.
1ar Link Turn – Weak on Foreign Policy

The GoP will use this weakness as a wedge issue

Lake 10

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


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

Rothenberg 9

Stuart Rothenberg, Editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper, 3-20-2009, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,”http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html
Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change.  The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously.
Link Turn – Domestic Focus

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

IISS 10

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

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

The plan’s addition to the agenda makes democrats lose

Bhowmrick 10
Sourav Bhowmick, Staff writer, 1/6, DA 7-14-2010, , “How the democrats can saver their midterm election hopes,”

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

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

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

Kosu News 9

For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, December, DA 7-14-2010, http://kosu.org/2009/12/for-obama-a-foreign-policy-to-do-list-for-2010/

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

Plan angers key political constituencies – only a risk of a link turn

Logan, MA in IR from U Chicago, 10

Justin, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, 3-23, DA 7-14-2010, The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606

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

No risk of the plan helping the dems – the public won’t perceive even great policies as victories

Zelizer 10

Julian, 6-14, For Obama, crisis may outweigh record, CNN, DA 7-15-2010, http://edition.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/06/14/zelizer.crisis.leadership/

Democrats should thus be a bit cautious in banking too much just on the record, and they should be concerned about how the public perceives President Obama as he tries to resolve the oil spill and jobless rate. Growing doubts about his capacity as a leader as a result of these issues can become harder to shake over time.  As Brookings Institution expert Thomas Mann said in an interview with the Associated Press, "The public has come to believe the stimulus and financial bailout were of no use in helping the economy, contrary to evidence suggesting otherwise. Health care reform remains a controversial measure. The bottom line is that the public is scared, they're angry, they're in a foul mood and not inclined to see great victories or achievements."

There is no risk of a link, issue changes can’t help Obama
Victor 10

Kirk Victor, Political analyst @ the National Journal, 1/9/2010, National Journal, Proquest
What can Obama do to get his mojo back before the midterm elections? Not much, according to scholars of the presidency. After a big celebration at the White House whenever Democrats pass massive health care legislation -- a step that eluded seven other presidents -- there is little else on the horizon to give reason for cheer. Even after Obama signs the measure, questions abound about how big a political boost it will provide to Democrats. Many of its benefits will not be felt immediately.  "There is not much more he can do after having made his domestic and foreign-policy decisions, with the economic stimulus first, and then his decisions on Iraq and Afghanistan," said Gary Jacobson, a political scientist at the University of California (San Diego). "He has to be patient and hope that [his initiatives] work. There is never any guarantee that they will." Obama is in a "state of dependence on events and broad trends and whether they break [his] way," added George Edwards, a presidential scholar at Texas A&M Univsersity.

Obama’s popularity can’t help the democrats

Babington 9

Charles Babington, AP Journalist, 12/14/2009, 2009 Was Trying for Obama, DA 7-14-2010, http://www.statesmanjournal.com/article/20091214/OPINION/912140304/1049/OPINION

Obama's overall approval rating is 54 percent, down from the heady 67 percent he scored in February, according to the AP-GfK poll. Many people seem to like Obama personally while taking a dimmer view of his approach to top issues. The November AP-GfK poll found more people disapproving than approving of his handling of unemployment, taxes, the deficit, immigration and Afghanistan. Even if Obama's personal popularity extends into next year, many Democratic candidates fear it will do them little good in the November elections. They saw troubling hints in 2009. This year's handful of elections — including those in which Democrats failed to hold the governor's offices in New Jersey and Virginia — showed that legions of young, liberal and minority voters who swarmed to the polls to help elect Obama are far less motivated when he's not on the ballot.
Impact Turn – EPA Regulations Good – Solve Warming

EPA regulations solve global warming

Bill Snape, Senior Counsel, Center For Biological Diversity, 3/8/2010, DA 7-15-2010, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/03/whats-the-upshot-of-blocking-e.php

Global warming and associated climate change is the most serious current threat to our planet. Our addiction to fossil fuels, furthermore, catalyzed a now seemingly endless war that has had disastrous consequences for the U.S. budget, the ability of the developed world to focus on meaningful economic challenges, and the countless number of innocent global citizens who have perished for no good reason.  Atmospheric heating has already started and will likely accelerate rapidly over the coming years. EPA and other federal agencies already possess the tools under the Clean Air Act and other statutes to begin addressing the problem. There is no reason to wait. If Congress wants to add some progressive mechanisms, such as tax and dividend, into the mix, then so be it. But the federal and state agencies with legal authority must make their move, transparently and objectively, without delay.

The impact is overall climate leadership

Terry Chapin, Professor of Ecology, Institute of Arctic Biology, University of Alaska Fairbanks, 3/8/2010, “It's time for U.S. leadership,” DA 7-15-2010,  http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/03/whats-the-upshot-of-blocking-e.php

It is time for the United States to provide international leadership in reducing rates of climate change rather than to continue being a major international contributor to the problem. The current role assigned to EPA to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from stationary sources will keep the pressure on Congress to consider alternative solutions. Without this pressure, I fear that climate change will continue to be a political football and that the United States will never take the strong actions that are needed.
Regs are inevitable – should act sooner rather than later

Adler, Professor of Law, 10
Jonathan, Professor of Law and Director of the Center for Business Law & Regulation, Case Western Reserve University School of Law, A Fix, Not A Band-Aid, CATO, Scholar
While few negative political consequences will come from delaying EPA regulation, such legislation only delays the inevitable -- and Congress will have to revisit the issue again. EPA is already doing everything it can to avoid imposing GHG regulations on the one-million-plus sources that must be regulated under the Act. This is because GHG regulation under the Act is unweildy, not because it is being done too fast. Instead of kicking the climate can past the next election, Congress should fix the underlying problem and replace Clean Air Act regulation of GHGs with a more sensible climate policy. Anythign else is a band-aid -- a temporary fix that doesn't really fix anything at all.

Impact Turn – EPA Regulations Good – Solve Warming
EPA regulations limit industrial pollution – solve warming

Smith et al 7

Brian, Earth Justice, EPA Petitioned to Reduce Global Warming Pollution from Ships, DA 7-15-2010, http://www.earthjustice.org/news/press/007/epa-petitioned-to-reduce-global-warming-pollution-from-ships.html

The April 2007 decision by the U.S. Supreme Court clearly established that the Clean Air Act gives the EPA authority to address global warming. The EPA must act immediately and issue regulations to limit pollution that contributes to global warming. The petitions filed today begin the process of imposing mandatory regulations on the marine transportation sector. The petitioners asked the EPA to respond within 180 days.  The Climate Change Problem  The science is unequivocal. Global climate change is real, occurring at an alarming rate with catastrophic consequences, and is caused primarily by human activity. Ships are major sources of greenhouse gas emissions. The global fleet of marine vessels releases almost three percent of the world's carbon dioxide, an amount comparable to the emissions of Canada. Because of their huge number and inefficient operating practices, marine vessels release a large volume of global warming pollutants, particularly carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide and black carbon (or soot).  Despite their impact on the global climate, greenhouse gas emissions from ships are not currently regulated by the United States government.  In addition, these emissions are not limited under the Kyoto Protocol or other international treaties that address global warming.  Ships' Contribution to the Climate Change Problem  Global shipping activity has increased by three percent per year for the last three decades and this rate of growth is projected to increase. If fuel use remains unchanged, shipping pollution will increase substantially, potentially doubling from 2002 levels by 2020 and tripling by 2030.  "Global warming pollution from ships is a substantial problem. But fortunately, it's one that can be solved," said Danielle Fugere of Friends of the Earth. "Slower speeds, cleaner fuels, better ships -- the steps that the shipping industry must take are clear. It's up to the EPA to ensure these steps are taken."  Why We Should Care  Climate change is already causing widespread melting of Arctic glaciers and sea ice, shortening the snow season and raising global temperatures.    The resulting sea level rise could eliminate up to 22 percent of the worlds coastal wetlands and as much as 43 percent of U.S. wetlands. Wetlands provide habitat, protect against floods and storm surges and contribute to local economies.  Our oceans and freshwater environments, including organisms at the bottom of the aquatic food chain, are already under stress from climate change. Ranges of algae, plankton and fish have shifted in response to changes in water temperature, ice cover, oxygen content, salinity and circulation. If they die off, entire aquatic ecosystems will follow.  Among the species that are struggling to adapt to rapidly changing habitats are cold-water fish, such as salmon and cod, polar bears, walruses, seals, whales, caribou, reindeer, corals, turtles and countless species of migrating sea birds.  "If we're going to slow the Arctic melt-down and save Arctic species, we must control global warming pollution from ships," said Kassie Siegel, Climate Program Director for the Center for Biological Diversity. "Implementing the solutions in the petition is the first step toward slowing warming and protecting these species' future."  Human health is also impacted by climate change caused by global warming pollution. Climate-related illnesses include air-quality related heart and lung disease, heat-stroke, malnutrition, and casualties from fires, storms and floods.  "Climate change is threatening ocean life from the Arctic to the tropics. Shipping pollution has been given a free pass so far and it's way past time to fix that," said Dr. Michael Hirshfield, Oceana's Senior Vice President for North America and Chief Scientist.  
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Global warming leads to extinction

Oliver Tickell, Climate Researcher, 8/11/2008, On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction, The Guardian, Proquest
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson 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, 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. 

Global warming leads to nuclear war

Dyer, PhD in Middle Eastern History, 9

Gwynne, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, Climate Wars

THIS BOOK IS AN ATTEMPT, peering through a glass darkly, to understand the politics and the strategies of the potentially apocalyptic crisis that looks set to occupy most of the twenty​first century. There are now many books available that deal with the science of climate change and some that suggest pos​sible approaches to getting the problem under control, but there are few that venture very far into the grim detail of how real countries experiencing very different and, in some cases, overwhelming pressures as global warming proceeds, are likely to respond to the changes. Yet we all know that it's mostly politics, national and international, that will decide the outcomes.   Two things in particular persuaded me that it was time to write this book. One was the realization that the first and most important impact of climate change on human civiliza​tion will bean acute and permanent crisis of food supply. Eating regularly is a non-negotiable activity, and countries  that cannot feed their people are unlikely to be "reasonable" about it. Not all of them will be in what we used to call the "Third World" -the developing countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America.   The other thing that finally got the donkey's attention was a dawning awareness that, in a number of the great pow​ers, climate change scenarios are already playing a large and increasing role in the military planning process. Rationally, you would expect this to be the case, because each country pays its professional military establishment to identify and counter "threats" to its security, but the implications of their scenarios are still alarming. There is a probability of wars, including even nuclear wars, if temperatures rise two to three degrees Celsius. Once that happens, all hope of international cooperation to curb emissions and stop the warming goes out the window. 
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Warming collapses the economy and free trade

Dyer, PhD in Middle Eastern History, 9

Gwynne, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, Climate Wars

Among the non-linear political events Fuerth foresees in the event of severe climate change are class warfare "as the wealthiest members of every society pull away from the rest of the population;" an end to globalization and the onset of rapid economic decline owing to the collapse of financial and pro- . duction systems that depend on integrated worldwide systems; and the collapse of alliance systems and multilateral institu​tions, including the United Nations. He suggests that massive social upheavals will be accompanied by intense religious and ideological turmoil, in which the principal winners will be authoritarian ideologies and brands of religion that reject scien​tific rationalism. Even more disturbing (and persuasive) is his observation that "governments with resources will be forced to engage in long, nightmarish episodes of triage: deciding what and who can be salvaged from engulfment by a disordered envi​ronment. The choices will need to be made primarily among the poorest, not just abroad but at home. We have already pre​viewed the images, in the course of the organizational and spir​itual unravelling that was Hurricane Katrina. At progressively more extreme levels, the decisions will be increasingly harsh: morally agonizing to those who must make and execute them​but in the end, morally deadening." 

Warming collapses agricultural production

Dyer, PhD in Middle Eastern History, 9

Gwynne, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, Climate Wars

All the other impacts of climate change-rising sea levels,  bigger hurricanes and storm surges, the migration towards the poles of diseases now confined to the tropics-will arrive on schedule or before, but nothing matters as much to human beings as the food supply. Stop eating, and you will reduce your carbon footprint to zero in a matter of months. A higher con​centration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere probably has minimal positive effect on grain yields even in the temperate parts of the world, and all the other impacts of global warming on food production are bad.  Higher temperatures will have a disastrous impact on food crops in parts of the world where the average temperature during the growing season is already close to the maximum at which the plants can germinate. We have selected and cross​bred those plants over ten thousand years to be the best possible  organizational resourtbs at their command-and the ability to acquire nuclear weapons in fairly short order if they do not already possess them - it is the possible conflicts between them that pose the greatest threat.  In developed countries very far away from the' equator, most farming areas will continue to receive adequate rainfall, and may even be a net beneficiary of the warmer tempera- . tures. In particular, countries where the current northerly limit for agriculture is largely determined by the length of the growing season may find that the farming frontier has moved several hundred kilometres northwards as the number of con​secutive frost-free days per year in those regions reaches the threshold needed for grain growing: as few as ninety days are enough in the really high northerly regions, where you can easily have sixteen hours of sunshine per day in the high​latitude summer. The big winners in this geographical lottery will probably be Canada, Scandinavia and, above all, Russia. (There are no comparable land masses at these latitudes in the Southern Hemisphere.)  In the other countries in the mid-latitudes of the Northern Hemisphere, it is a more complicated picture, but it generally resolves itself along a north-south axis. The more northerly tier of these countries, including the British Isles, most of France, the Low Countries, Germany, Scandinavia, Poland, Russia, Korea and Japan, and the densely populated parts of Canada, will continue to receive adequate rainfall, and these countries will generally be able to feed themselves. The more southerly countries, however, are likely to suffer severe declines in annual rainfall thanks to the expansion of the Hadley cells, resulting, in many cases, in recurrent or per​manent drought. The affected regions would include Mexico, the Central American and Caribbean states, both sides of the Mediterranean, the entire Middle East, and the main grain​growing regions of Pakistan and India. Their main export, a generation hence, may be refugees. 

AT: Gridlock Impact – Economy Turn

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

Thompson 9
Mark, Is Divided Government More Responsive?, DA 7-15-2010, http://www.ordinary-gentlemen.com/2009/07/is-divided-government-more-responsive/

Conversely, unified government makes it more likely that: 1. There will be more legislation where only one side of the political spectrum sees the existence of a problem; 2. There will be less legislation where there is a consensus on the existence of a problem since solutions to that problem will, in some instances, be politically inconvenient to the party in power, while the party out of power will have little incentive to push meaningful reform for which the party in power will be able to take credit; and 3. Legislation that becomes law will be significantly undermined, possibly to the point of being counter-productive, by intra-party horse trading and more concentrated interest group influence.

AT: Gridlock Impact – Immigration Reform Turn

A poor showing for democrats in the midterm will tank immigration reform
Leonard 9

Andrew Leonard, Political Analyst, 10/16/2009, “Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency,” DA 7-15-2010, http://www.salon.com/tech/htww/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/index.html

Mickey Kaus says everything is falling into place for a successful Obama presidency. Except that, in the best Mickey Kaus tradition, his thesis is so drenched with contrarian posing that the definition of a "successful" Obama presidency means the abandonment of most of the policy goals Democrats have for his term.  The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.

Immigration reform is key to the economy

Griswold, Masters from the London School of Economics, 2

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

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

Immigration reform solves terrorism
Griswold, Masters from the London School of Economics, 2

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

Members of Congress rightly understood, when crafting the legislation, that Mexican migration is not a threat to national security. Indeed, legalizing and regularizing the movement of workers across the U.S.-Mexican border could enhance our national security by bringing much of the underground labor market into the open, encouraging newly documented workers to cooperate fully with law enforcement officials, and freeing resources for border security and the war on terrorism. Legalization of Mexican migration would drain a large part of the underground swamp that facilitates illegal immigration. It would reduce the demand for fraudulent documents, which in turn would reduce the supply available for terrorists trying to operate surreptitiously inside the United States. It would encourage millions of currently undocumented workers to make themselves known to authorities by registering with the government, reducing cover for terrorists who manage to enter the country and overstay their visas. Legalization would allow the government to devote more of its resources to keeping terrorists out of the country. Before September 11, the U.S. government had stationed more than four times as many border enforcement agents on the Mexican border as along the Canadian border, even though the Canadian border is more than twice as long and has been the preferred border of entry for Middle Easterners trying to enter the United States illegally.74 A system that allows Mexican workers to enter the United States legally would free up thousands of government personnel and save an estimated $3 billion a year75—resources that would then be available to fight terrorism. The ongoing effort to stop Mexican migration only diverts attention and resources from the war on terrorism. Yet some anti-immigration groups continue to demand that even more effort be devoted to stopping Mexican migration. According to Steven Camarota of the Center for Immigration Studies, “A real effort to control the border with Mexico would require perhaps 20,000 agents and the development of a system of formidable fences and other barriers along those parts of the border used for illegal crossings.”76 Such a policy would be a waste of resources and personnel and would do nothing to make America more secure against terrorists.
AT: Gridlock Impact – GoP =/= Gridlock

Even if the democrats lose, there will be no gridlock
Douthat 10

Ross Douthat, Senior editor at The Atlantic, 3/1/2010, “The Future of the Obama Era,” DA 7-15-2010, http://douthat.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/03/01/the-future-of-the-obama-era/
The lesson here, I think, is that a president doesn’t have to pass all the sweeping legislation that his supporters dream about to have a transformational effect on the nation’s politics. Reagan didn’t abolish cabinet agencies, meaningfully restrain entitlements, or cut government to 10 percent of G.D.P. Likewise, it’s increasingly clear that whatever happens with health care, Barack Obama isn’t going to pass all the big-ticket bills (from cap-and-trade to card check to immigration reform) that liberals were hoping would become law in his first four years in office. But presidents have other ways to put their stamp on our country’s government, and the political culture that surrounds it. They can rewrite regulations, and redefine regulatory agencies’ missions. They can appoint judges, and more judges, and then more judges still. They can run foreign policy the way they see fit, for the most part. They can use the bully pulpit to define the terms of the national debate. And even if they fail at passing comprehensive legislation, they can still take small steps on a host of issues, setting trajectories, at least, if not the final destination.  All of this will still be possible for Barack Obama, even if (or when, as seems more likely) his party takes a drubbing in the midterms. Right now, it looks like his presidency is teetering on the brink of failure — and so it might be. But it’s still entirely possible that what future generations will remember as the Age of Obama is only just beginning.

Obama will just use executive orders if Congress doesn’t comply
Jacobine 10

Kenn Jacobine, 2/17/2010, teaches internationally, “Executive Orders, Nullification, and Recess Appointments,” DA 7-10-2010, http://www.breakthematrix.com/node/42624

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

Cliton proves that there won’t be a gridlock
Newsweek 10

Newsweek, 2/19/2010, “The Barack-Bill Parallels,” DA 7-10-2010, http://www.newsweek.com/id/233847

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

AT: Gridlock Impact – No Economy Impact

Escalation empirically denied – past crises haven’t resulted in global war – Peso collapse, Asian financial crisis, 2007 US financial crisis and 9-11

No causality – economic decline doesn’t cause war

Ferguson, Professor of History @ Harvard, 6

Niall, Professor of History @ Harvard, The Next War of the World, Foreign Affairs 85.5, Proquest

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

Empirical studies show no causal relationship between economic decline and war

Miller, Professor of Economics, 1

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

Democratic peace theory is a farce

Layne, Professor of Government and Public Policy, 7

Christopher, Professor @ TX A&M, American Empire: A Debate, pg. 94

Wilsonian ideology drives the American Empire because its proponents posit that the United States must use its military power to extend democracy abroad. Here, the ideology of Empire rests on assumptions that are not supported by the facts. One reason the architects of Empire champion democracy promotion is because they believe in the so-called democratic peace theory, which holds that democratic states do not fight other democracies. Or as President George W. Bush put it with his customary eloquence, "democracies don't war; democracies are peaceful."136 The democratic peace theory is the probably the most overhyped and undersupported "theory" ever to be concocted by American academics. In fact, it is not a theory at all. Rather it is a theology that suits the conceits of Wilsonian true believers-especially the neoconservatives who have been advocating American Empire since the early 1990s. As serious scholars have shown, however, the historical record does not support the democratic peace theory.131 On the contrary, it shows that democracies do not act differently toward other democracies than they do toward nondemocratic states. When important national interests are at stake, democracies not only have threatened to use force against other democracies, but, in fact, democracies have gone to war with other democracies.

Current studies on democratic peace are flawed and have no explanatory power

Brock Geis and Muller, both Professors of IR, 6

Lothar, Professor @ Frankfurt, Anna, Research Fellow @ Frankfurt, Professor of IR @ Frankfurt, Democratic Wars, pg. 4-5

The present volume is motivated by unease about the prevalence of  quantitative studies on democratic peace. Most of the research efforts  over the last 15 years have been focused on hypothesis-testing within  one of the established approaches, but we still have no coherent theory.  Statistical tests do not inquire into causal mechanisms, they establish  correlations that can plausibly be interpreted as causation. They do not  trace the cause-effect chains that lead from the independent variable  (democracy) to the dependent variable (external [nonjvlolent behaviour).  Quantitative studies have produced a rich store of statistical data which  spell out regularities in the behaviour of democracies; their pay-off,  however, is limited when it comes to explaining war. The regularities are  derived from correlations, and in order to proceed from correlation to  causation, quantitative studies produce more correlations. The respective  findings produce hypotheses which formulate a supposed fixed cause/  effect relationship. The statistics, however, confirm the hypotheses only  in a probabilistic way.)  If we look at single cases, probabilistic hypotheses are of little help.  Countries do not initiate a 7S per cent military dispute, and they do not  go to war 81 per cent. They either go to war or they do not. Thus, two  questions arise:  • How can democracies decide for and against military dispute initiation  or war, and which intrinsic capabilities or attributes enable them to choose one or the other option (though with different relative  frequency)?  • What are the conditions under which one or the other option is  chosen?  Probabilistic formulations which rely on statistical findings have a  propensityto self-immunization. Counter-examples can be disposed of  with the 'anecdotal evidence' argument. This is quite problematic - if  the theory has any validity, it should stand the test of 'salient cases' as  wellas random evidence. Salient cases, in our understanding, are those  major events involving the use of military force that have a decisive  impacton the course of history.
