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Yes Political Capital

Obama has lots of political capital- now it is time to use it. 

Mitchell, Assistance Professor of International Politics, 2009. [Jason Mitchell, "Time for Obama to Start Spending Political Capital", June 18, 2009, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lincoln-mitchell/time-for-obama-to-start-s_b_217235.html]

Throughout his presidential campaign, but more notably, during his presidency, President Obama has shown himself to have an impressive ability to accumulate political capital. During his tenure in the White House, Obama has done this by reaching out to a range of constituencies, moderating some of his programs, pursuing middle of the road approaches on key foreign policy questions and, not insignificantly, working to ensure that his approval rating remains quite high. Political capital is not, however, like money, it cannot be saved up interminably while its owner waits for the right moment to spend it. Political capital has a shelf life, and often not a very long one. If it is not used relatively quickly, it dissipates and becomes useless to its owner. This is the moment in which Obama, who has spent the first few months of his presidency diligently accumulating political capital, now finds himself. The next few months will be a key time for Obama. If Obama does not spend this political capital during the next months, it will likely be gone by the New Year anyway. Much of what President Obama has done in his first six months or so in office has been designed to build political capital, interestingly he has sought to build this capital from both domestic and foreign sources. He has done this by traveling extensively, reintroducing to America to foreign audiences and by a governance style that has very cleverly succeeded in pushing his political opponents to the fringes. This tactic was displayed during the effort to pass the stimulus package as Republican opposition was relegated to a loud and annoying, but largely irrelevant, distraction. Building political capital was, or should have been, a major goal of Obama's recent speech in Cairo as well. Significantly, Obama has yet to spend any of his political capital by meaningfully taking on any powerful interests. He declined to take Wall Street on regarding the financial crisis, has prepared to, but not yet fully, challenged the power of the AMA or the insurance companies, nor has he really confronted any important Democratic Party groups such as organized labor. This strategy, however, will not be fruitful for much longer. There are now some very clear issues where Obama should be spending political capital. The most obvious of these is health care. The battle for health care reform will be a major defining issue, not just for the Obama presidency, but for American society over the next decades. It is imperative that Obama push for the best and most comprehensive health care reform possible. This will likely mean not just a bruising legislative battle, but one that will pit powerful interests, not just angry Republican ideologues, against the President. The legislative struggle will also pull many Democrats between the President and powerful interest groups. Obama must make it clear that there will be an enormous political cost which Democrats who vote against the bill will have to pay. Before any bill is voted upon, however, is perhaps an even more critical time as pressure from insurance groups, business groups and doctors organizations will be brought to bear both on congress, but also on the administration as it works with congress to craft the legislation. This is not the time when the administration must focus on making friends and being liked, but on standing their ground and getting a strong and inclusive health care reform bill. Obama will have to take a similar approach to any other major domestic legislation as well. This is, of course, the way the presidency has worked for decades. Obama is in an unusual situation because a similar dynamic is at work at the international level. A major part of Obama's first six months in office have involved pursuing a foreign policy that implicitly has sought to rebuild both the image of the US abroad, but also American political capital. It is less clear how Obama can use this capital, but now is the time to use it. A cynical interpretation of the choice facing Obama is that he can remain popular or he can have legislative and other policy accomplishments, but this interpretation would be wrong. By early 2010, Obama, and his party will, fairly or not, be increasingly judged by what they have accomplished in office, not by how deftly they have handled political challenges. Therefore, the only way he can remain popular and get new political capital is through converting his current political capital into concrete legislative accomplishments. Health care will be the first and very likely most important, test.

No Political Capital

Obama has no political capital- It was spent on healthcare. 

Hill, Writer for Uncoverage, 2010.

[Dell Hill, "Obama's Political Capital Tank Running On Empty",  May 2, 2010,  http://www.uncoverage.net/2010/05/obama-political-capital-tank-running-on-empty/]

Understanding the American political process doesn’t require a PhD., but it does require a basic understanding of what it takes to present, move and enact legislation to become law.  It’s called “political capital”. Basically, political capital is the currency of politics.  It’s what one politician uses to convince another politician to support a particular piece of legislation.  Some would call it “one hand washing the other” and that’s a fair analogy. For the President to advance a political agenda, political capital is his fuel tank to get things done.  He wheels and deals – all the while using that political fuel tank to get what he ultimately wants, and some agendas consume incredible amounts of that fuel.  ObamaCare, for instance, required an enormous amount of political capital to get enacted.  It has become the centerpiece of the Obama administration and is, quite frankly, about the only real victory the President can claim, but it came at a tremendous cost, literally and figuratively. Washington Post columnist, Dana Milbank, writing in the Sunday, May 2, 2010 edition, discusses the President’s “fatal flinch on immigration reform”; a piece that seems to scold and defend the President’s actions all in one fell swoop. You can read the entire piece here http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/30/AR2010043001389_pf.html   Milbank dances all around the fact that Barack Obama has just about run out of political capital and is in no position to jump out of the frying pan into the fire by attempting to advance immigration reform legislation during this legislative session.  The cost – in political capital – would be much too great and that fuel tank is already running on empty.  Even though we’ve only scratched the surface on the “who promised whom, what” to get ObamaCare passed, suffice to say it required every imaginable political trick and Chicago-style political skull-duggery.  To Obama, it was worth it, even if nearly 60% of the country still doesn’t like it, at least it’s something he can call a political victory. When you throw in the obvious problem of potential massive losses in the mid-term elections, now just a few months away, you get a much better understanding of how the system does, or doesn’t work.  From all indications, Democrats will take it on the chin in November and for Obama to alienate about 60% of the country by supporting another amnesty-for-illegals proposal….Well, you get the picture. Right now, Obama is in damage control mode.  He has to be.  The political capital tank is running on fumes, so candidates who have made “guaranteed promises”, like Harry Reid of Nevada, will get thrown under the bus.  Reid already determined his own political fate when he declared the war in Iraq “is lost”; his failure to deliver on his campaign promise to pass immigration reform “just like we passed health care” relegates him to the trash heap and a prominent position under that bus.  Obama will rename a post office in his honor and that will be the last we’ll see from Mr. Reid. Obama didn’t “flinch on immigration reform”.  He’s in constant contact with David Axelrod and Rahm Emanuel and I’m sure they’ve informed him that he has no more political capital in the tank to take on another blockbuster issue that may very well touch off even larger demonstrations than the health care legislation triggered. Besides, it would be much smarter for him to pull in his skirts, learn to deal with a Republican controlled House of Representatives, and let THEM have to deal with financing his spending spree, right along with immigration reform. By doing so, he refills that “political capital” fuel tank and lives to fight another day. 
***Midterms

GOP Winning

GOP will gain control of Congress—pre-polls prove

Roff, 07/12/10 [Peter, contributing editor at U.S. News & World Report. A former senior political writer for United Press International, he is currently a senior fellow at the Institute for Liberty and at Let Freedom Ring, a non-partisan public policy organization. His writing has also appeared on Fox News' Fox Forum, Polls Show Why Republicans Could Win Big in November,
http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/peter-roff/2010/07/12/Polls-Show-Why-Republicans-Could-Win-Big-in-November]

Things continue to look bad for the Democrats. Appearing Sunday on NBC’s Meet the Press, White House spokesman Robert Gibbs conceded there are enough congressional seats in play to deny the Democrats another turn as the majority party in the U.S. House of Representatives.

The outcome, he suggested, hinges on whether or not President Barack Obama can convince enough people that the way he and his party have led the nation over the last two years is still preferable to the way the Republicans would govern.

Gibbs has likely been reading the polls, which on the surface show the contest for control of the House is at least competitive. Looking further down, however, it appears that the Democrats are in a deep hole.

The latest Gallup poll, taken among more than 1,300 randomly selected registered U.S. voters, has the Republicans with a 2 point edge over the Democrats. The GOP’s 46 percent to 44 percent lead is inside the plus or minus 3 point error margin, meaning the race looks like it is a statistical dead heat--but there’s more to it than that.

Polls of registered voters, while useful, measure opinion against status--not behavior. A person who is registered to vote is, it should be obvious, not as certain to turn out and cast a ballot as someone who is a likely voter, either because they say they are almost certain to vote in the next election or because their voting history suggests it is highly probable they will. Probing further into the new data Gallup found that “Republicans continue to hold a significant edge on this potentially important indicator of voter turnout rates” by 13 points--which is down from the average 17-point lead the GOP has held since March but is still part of a consistent trend.

“Each month that Republican parity with the Democrats is maintained reduces the likelihood that the Democrats will move into a substantial lead before November,” the polling firm said. “Prior Gallup analysis has found that the party preferences for Congress seen in the first quarter of a midterm election year generally carry through to Election Day. The only recent example of a major change as late as the summer or fall came in 2002, when Democratic support surged in July and August, but diminished by Election Day.”

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.

In its analysis of the data Gallup concludes that “historical trends suggest that a slight Republican lead on the generic ballot among registered voters--or even a statistical tie--would translate into sizable Republican seat gains in Congress on Election Day, given their typical advantage in voter turnout.” That does not mean, however, that the GOP has sealed the deal with the American electorate. To do that they need to offer, in contrast to what Obama has done, what former House Speaker Newt Gingrich used to call “An agenda worth voting for.”

GOP Winning

Polls show Republicans will gain in midterms

Fox News 7/18/10 (“Democrats Tamp Down Prediction of November 'Demise,' GOP Struts,” July 18, Fox News - http://www.foxnews.com/ politics/2010/07/18/democrats-tamp-prediction-november-demise-gop-struts/)

Democrats like Gibbs have reason to be concerned. The economy is still on shaky ground, and poll after poll shows President Obama's approval ratings down and voters increasingly looking for a Republican alternative in Congress come November.  An ABC/Washington Post poll last week showed registered voters would rather see Republicans take control of Congress by an 8-point margin. A Fox News/Opinion Dynamics poll released Friday showed 33 percent of registered voters say their 2010 vote for Congress will express support for Obama - with 41 percent saying their vote will reflect opposition to Obama.  A key House Republican, speaking on "Fox News Sunday," countered Biden's fall prediction.  

GOP Winning

DEMOCRATS WILL LOSE HOUSE IN MIDTERMS--WHITE HOUSE AGREES

POLITICO 7-11 (Josh Gernstein, “Robert Gibbs Warns of Republican House”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39574.html)
(White House Press Secretary) Robert Gibbs says he merely “stated the obvious” in predicting Republicans could win control of the House in November. But Democratic strategists are privately grumbling that the White House press secretary gift-wrapped a bludgeon and handed it to the GOP. “It was the dumbest thing in the world to do,” one major Democratic money-bundler told POLITICO. “Barack Obama doesn’t understand this [election] is a referendum on his agenda.” Gibbs’ perhaps too-candid remarks about losing the House has exacerbated Democratic anxieties about the prospect of fighting a political war on two fronts, against Republicans and their own White House. And they privately express concern that President Barack Obama and his aides are willing to sacrifice Democratic seats — and perhaps the majority — to protect Obama's brand heading into the 2012 election. Gibbs's remarks are particularly galling, several Democrats say, because they feel that the White House is focused on Senate races and has done too little to help keep the speaker's gavel in Nancy Pelosi's hands. “It’s the difference between stating the obvious and disheartening Democrats and stating the obvious and emboldening Democrats,” said a strategist who is working on 2010 elections. “Guess which he did?” But even as they criticize his remarks, Democrats aren’t challenging the accuracy of Gibbs’s assertion – they’re just questioning the political wisdom behind his forthcoming answer. White House spokesman Bill Burton, a former DCCC aide, said there’s a natural tension between the White House, which has to balance the president’s time and energy, and the campaign arms of the House and Senate Democratic caucuses. “There's never going to be a situation where a party committee feels that a president of their party is doing enough," Burton said. “That's why the DCCC is so successful. They’ve got such an aggressive committee and they're always asking us to do as much as possible.” Indeed, White House aides say Gibbs’s remarks have been overplayed. One aide said the media is reporting on "a piece of what he said" rather than "the arc" of his argument. House Democrats have been trying to strike the delicate balance of motivating their troops to work hard in November without arming the GOP by saying they may lose the House. Perhaps Gibbs was simply trying to match that balance. But his remarks sounded off the mark to some Democrats. Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee Chairman Chris Van Hollen (D-Md.) recalibrated Gibbs's words a bit, framing them as a concession of the "mathematical" possibility that Republicans could win the House rather than the more charged observation that there are "enough seats in play that could cause Republicans to gain control." “What [Gibbs’] comments highlight is the choice people will be making,” Van Hollen said. “To the extent it got people to focus on the choice, it crystallized what’s at stake.” But strategists insisted privately that Gibbs’s initial remarks, made on Meet the Press Sunday, rubbed salt in their wounds. And on Monday, he poured in the rest of the shaker, standing by what he’d said even as Republicans rushed to let candidates, donors, voters and the media know that the White House thinks the GOP’s got a good shot of taking over the chamber come January. “I did what is maybe uncommon in this town, and yesterday I opened my mouth and stated the obvious. I do not believe that you are all now scurrying around to cover this election markedly different based on my having said that there are a number of seats that are in play,” Gibbs said Monday from the White House podium in response to a question about his Sunday remarks. Political handicappers say Gibbs was actually on the mark in terms of his prognostication – that control of the House is up for grabs in November. “Right now our projection is Republican gains of 25 to 30 [seats] but there is certainly potential” for a flip in control, said Nathan Gonzales, political editor of the Rothenberg Report, where analysts are working this week to develop a new overview of House races. “The number is only likely to get better for Republicans. There is no sign that the trajectory of the election is changing.” Republicans would need a net gain of 39 seats to win control of the House, as Democrats currently hold a 255 to 178 advantage with a vacancy on each side of the aisle. David Wasserman, who calls House races for the Cook Political Report, said “the House is on a knife’s edge today.” “There was a long time last year, spilling into this year, when privately Democrats were alarmed or expressed outrage that anyone thought the House was in play. Now Democrats have come around to that privately, and they’re beginning to publicly,” he said. But that doesn’t mean Gibbs’s messaging sits well with fellow Democrats on Capitol Hill, where there's a standing frustration with the White House's political efforts on behalf of House Democrats. “You give the Republicans a huge fundraising boost and a momentum boost coming back into session” after the July 4th recess, said one Democratic campaign strategist. The bundler said he’d try to raise money for House Democrats with this simple message to other donors: “The White House just threw us under the bus. Please send money.” Republicans were happy to blast out Gibbs comments on Monday. “The fact that the White House is acknowledging that there is even a possibility they could lose their majority in the House confirms that this election has turned into a national referendum,” said Ken Spain, communications director for the National Republican Congressional Committee. “Republican challengers are singing from the same song sheet and talking about the three issues that are plaguing this administration: jobs, deficits and debt." Spain had slung a copy of Gibbs’ Monday remarks at the White House briefing into reporters’ inboxes by mid-afternoon. Here’s the full Gibbs quote from Meet the Press: “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. This will depend on strong campaigns by Democrats. And again, I think we've got to take the issues to them. You know, are--do you want to put in, in to the speakership of the House a guy who thinks that the, the financial calamity is, is tantamount to an ant? The guy who's the ranking member of the Energy and Commerce Committee, Joe Barton, started his congressional testimony of the CEO of BP by apologizing, not to the people in the gulf, but to the CEO.” Democrats want to play up the part about Boehner being a ruinous House speaker, but the message that the House is in play and that it is up to House Democrats to defend their own majority landed like a punch to the gut on Capitol Hill. The tensions between House Democrats and the White House will likely bounce between the political and legislative arenas. The situation grew so combustible just before the July 4th recess that Appropriations Chairman Dave Obey insisted a White House threat to veto his education spending package backfired. "We got more votes tonight because of that than we would have had otherwise," Obey told POLITICO after accusing Education Secretary Arne Duncan of "whining" over the plan to cut $800 million in "Race to the Top" funds to help offset the $10 billion to avoid teacher layoffs around the country. Whether House Democrats' anger actually translated into voting against President Barack Obama, Obey's willingness to publicly castigate the administration -- and to suggest it has lost its juice on the Hill -- is emblematic of a House Democratic Caucus that is furious with its partners on the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue. "I've never seen our members more angry at the White House than they are right now," a senior House Democratic aide told POLITICO over the recess. In a scene first reported by POLITICO and later in the New York Times magazine, Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) and several of her colleagues in the House Democratic leadership fumed to White House political guru David Axelrod at a private meeting in April about the president's penchant for beating up on "Washington" but not differentiating between Democrats and Republicans. More recently, Democratic strategists have begun pointing to Obama’s frequent campaign trips to help Senate candidates – like his stops in Missouri for Robin Carnahan and in Nevada for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid last week. As three separate Democratic strategists ruefully noted in interviews Monday, Obama hasn’t done an event for an individual House Democrat yet.

GOP Winning --- Senate

Democrats will lose senate seats – Polls show 75% of Americans disapprove of the job Congress is doing. 

Burnett, Bob 3-28-2010, ( 3-28-2010, “ Forecasting the 2010 Mid-term Elections” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bob-burnett/forecasting-the-2010-mid_b_593177.html)


Less than six months out from the November 2nd US midterm elections, pundits continue to predict that Republicans will reduce Democratic majorities in the House and Senate, perhaps take control of the House. Seven factors will determine the final outcome. First, the economy will play an important role. While most Americans feel the economy has stabilized, there remains a great deal of apprehension. Although 55 percent of recent poll respondents feel the US is headed in the wrong direction, most trust Democrats more than Republicans to address jobs and the economy. Nonetheless, if US unemployment remains in the nine percent range, this will hurt Democratic candidates. And, that's probably going to be the case; economic recovery is not going to be rapid, due to the fact that small businesses aren't hiring - a situation the Obama Administration 

HYPERLINK "http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7018798836"is trying to get Congress to address. Second, many pundits believe the election will be a referendum on President Obama. At this point, Obama is like Ronald Reagan in that voters like him personally more than they like his specific policies. The President's favorability ratings exceed his unfavorable scores by a twelve-point margin; however, his job approval ratings show an even split. Third, Congress is much more unpopular than is the President. The latest polls indicate that 65-75 percent of Americans disapprove of the job Congress is doing. But there is dissatisfaction with both Parties; in voters' eyes Democrats and Republicans share the blame and voters split on whether to support a generic Democrat or Republican on November 2nd. There is an anti-incumbent mood in the country. A recent Pew Research Poll found that 27 percent of respondents were unlikely to vote for an incumbent candidate. And there is continuing anger over the bailouts. The same poll found that 49 percent of respondents were less likely to vote for a candidate if they had voted for "providing major loans to banks during the 2008 financial crisis" Fourth, the Tea Party Movement is impacting the Republican Party. An ABC News/Washington Post poll indicated that 27 percent of respondents supported the Tea Party movement - although opinions differed about what this movement represented. In the past several weeks we've seen Tea Party activists play a major role in Republican primaries in Utah and Kentucky. Some of the Tea Party candidates represent radical positions, such as getting rid of Social Security and Medicare, and it remains to be seen how well this will play in a general election. 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. Nonetheless, as November 2nd draws closer, it seems more likely that how well Democrats and Republicans do will depend less on exogenous factors such as how voters feel about President Obama or the Tea Party movement, and more on endogenous considerations such as the relative financial strength of the Democratic and Republican Parties and the quality of their candidates. Sixth, Democrats have raised more money than Republicans. For example, at the end of April, DCCC (Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee) had $27.3M cash on hand compared to the NRCC's $11.4M. However, ROLLING STONE recently reported that Bush villains Karl Rove and Ed Gillespie are leading an independent fundraising effort to benefit Republican candidates. In some races the financial hand of Rove could prove to be decisive. Finally, even in a tumultuous year, what will be decisive is the quality of the Democratic and Republican candidates. For example, Democrats are prepared to cede a Senate seat in North Dakota, where Democratic Senator Byron Dorgan is retiring, because they don't have a compelling candidate to compete with Republican John Hoeven. On the other hand, Oregon incumbent Democratic Senator Ron Wyden is expected to easily win reelection in November, because Republicans don't have an effective candidate. But in Missouri, where Republican Senator Kit Bond is retiring, the competition is expected to be very close; the prospective opponents will likely be Democratic Secretary of State Robin Carnahan and archconservative Republican Congressman Roy Blunt. On November 2nd it's probable that Democrats will lose seats in the House and Senate but still retain control of both bodies. Voters are angry, but their anger is diffuse, directed at incumbents in both Parties. There's unlikely to be a strong tide that will carry sweep Republicans into power across the country. The wild card is the economy and, more generally, unforeseen catastrophic events. In a strange year, there's an unusual amount of uncertainty in the election.

Empirically proven, the Democrats will lose seats in the house and Senate- Governing parties tend to lose seats in mid-term elections

Abramowitz 2009

(Alan I. is an American political scientist and author, known for his research and writings on American politics, elections, and political parties in political science. 9-3.“Forecasting the Midterm Elections Forecasting An Early Look at What to Expect in 2010” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/aia2009090301/)
We already know that 2010 will be a midterm election year. That means that there is a very high probability that Democrats will lose seats in the House of Representatives and a better than even chance that they will lose seats in the Senate as well. The tendency of the president’s party to lose seats in Congress, especially in the House of Representatives, is one of the best known regularities in American politics. Table 1 presents data on the results of 16 midterm elections that have taken place since the end of World War II. The president’s party has lost House seats in 14 of these 16 elections and Senate seats in 12 of 16 with an average loss of just over 24 seats in the House and between 3 and 4 seats in the Senate.

GOP Winning

Dems will lose midterms – Will hurt Obama’s chance of getting his second term

CNN 7/14/10 (Jonathan Mann, staff writer, “Jobs at stake as midterms loom for Democrats,” July 14, CNN - http://www.cnn.com/2010 /POLITICS/07/14/mann.obama.unemployment/)
Those 'midterms' are coming up on November 2 and they will be a preoccupation for American politics for the next four months. That is why Obama has been out looking for support in two western states and he has more campaign travel coming. Usually, the party that controls the White House and Congress expects a protest vote to push back against it in the midterms. Many Democrats fear serious losses this year, because polls suggest voters are so angry. The most recent CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll found that 73 percent of respondents think things are going badly in America -- nearly three times as many as respondents who said things are going well. Democrats believe the country's 9.5 percent unemployment rate is partly to blame. If Obama could lower that number, a lot of Democrats think it would help.

Republicans see a much darker picture of the national mood. They believe that the economy, the oil spill disaster off the U.S. coast and a host of other concerns as well have convinced Americans that their government is failing."Americans don't see an economy in recovery," said Republican Congressman Kevin Brady of Texas. "They see a White House seemingly incapable of protecting our beaches or getting people back to work." President Obama has a just a few months left to spur job creation in time to have an impact on the midterms. Once they're past, candidates for the presidency will begin organizing their campaigns for the election in 2012. It will be Obama's own job that will be at stake

Republicans will gain majority-Domestic problems affect polls

Newsweek 2k10

[Newsweek, “Pelosi Keeps the House,” 2010, 

http://2010.newsweek.com/top-10/politics-predictions/pelosi-keeps-the-house.html]

Electoral guru Charlie Cook reminds us that in the postwar era, it’s normal for a president to lose about 16 seats in his first midterm election. But the 2010 circumstances are far from normal. The economy is slowly clawing it’s way back from the worst recession in half a century, the country is embroiled in two unpopular wars, and domestic legislation on health care and climate change are making a fractious political system even more rambunctious than usual. Democrats face two distinct but related threats. First they hold 48 seats that went for both Bush and McCain in the last two elections. Second, the minority and youth turnout that helped propel Obama to victory is unlikely to be replicated in midterms, which tend to draw an older, whiter crowd. That spells potential disaster for Democrats, who are likely to lose between 20 and 30 seats. Fortunately for them though, Republicans aren’t that popular either, and there are several contests like NY-23 where battles between ultraconservatives and moderate Republicans could hand the seat to a Dem. To the chagrin of the right, House Speaker Nancy Pelosi will still own the House; she’ll just have a few less folks to kick around.

GOP Winning

Democrats will lose majority for different reasons-More issues face the Democrats 

Maskett & Sides 5-28-10

[Seth & John, “Dems will lose seats -- but not why you think,” http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/05/28/2010-05-28_dems_will_lose_seats__but_not_why_you_think.html]
With the 2010 midterm elections looming, many Democrats are nervous that double-digit unemployment and weak economic growth will cost them seats in Congress. They are right to be concerned: economic conditions influence how many seats the President's party gains or loses.
But the reigning prescription for Democratic success - more jobs - is off the mark. And while robust economic growth would surely help Obama's party, the Democrats are likely to lose seats regardless. In the post-war era, midterm election outcomes are much more strongly related to economic growth than the unemployment rate.  Based on our analysis of midterm elections from 1950-2006, every 1% increase in real disposable income in the year before the election saves the President's party an average of four to five seats. By contrast, there is almost no relationship between unemployment and the number of seats that the President's party gains or loses. Some are dubious that economic growth matters as much in the midst of a severe recession. However, the effect of changes in disposable income on past midterm elections is virtually the same regardless of how bad or good the economy is overall. To voters, growth is growth. The 1982 midterm elections provide a revealing illustration. Unemployment stood at almost 10%, roughly where it is now, and Republicans lost 26 House seats that year. But that is a typical number. The post-war average is 22 seats. The 1934 midterm election also occurred amid very high unemployment, and the President's party actually gained seats that year. Despite an unemployment rate twice as high as today's, voters rewarded the Democrats for the 10% increase in real disposable income in the months before the election. One thing works in the Democrats' favor: When voters use the economy to guide their decisions on Election Day, they are myopic. They rely heavily on economic trends occurring in the months just prior to the election. Voters do not, it seems, ask themselves if they're better off than they were four years ago; they ask if they're better off than they were last year. The Democrats will suffer because the President's party almost always loses seats in midterm elections. For one, the President's party cannot take advantage of his coattails at the midterm. Obama will not be on the ballot, and thus many of the newly mobilized voters who supported him in 2008 will stay home in 2010. Second, voters' assessments of the President also matter at the midterm, and those assessments are almost always more negative than they were at inauguration. This has been true for nearly every President since Truman, and Obama seems likely to be no different. If Obama were as popular now as he was in January 2009, we estimate that the Democrats would lose 27 fewer seats. Finally, parties tend to lose more seats when they have larger majorities simply because more seats are vulnerable. In this sense, the Democrats will be victims of their own historic successes in 2006 and 2008.


Dems Winning

Dems will win seats in midterms – lesser of two evils

AP 7/18 (Alex Ogle, 7/18/10, "Biden says Democrats will 'shock' everyone in midterms", AP -  http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ ALeqM5jB2FhVbAaGzdHa1PofeVW0DadAOg) Luke
Vice President Joe Biden brushed aside suggestions on Sunday that Democrats will suffer big losses in November midterm elections, vowing that Barack Obama's governing party will "shock the heck out of everybody." Speaking on the ABC News program "This Week," Biden dismissed prevailing wisdom that Democrats, 17 months into Obama's transformative residency in the White House, would suffer a drubbing at the hands of salivating Republicans. "I don't think the losses are going to be bad at all," Biden said. "I think we're going to shock the heck out of everybody." Biden said he was "confident when people take a look at what has happened since we've taken office in November and comparing it to the alternative, we're going to be in great shape." The vice president said he believes the Obama administration will get credit from voters for helping guide the economy out of recession and passing key legislation on health care and financial reform. "It's just going to take time," Biden said. "The election is not until November. And I think we're going to have to firmly make our case." Obama has launched into campaign mode in recent weeks, hoping to transform the spectacular grassroots support from Democrats and independent voters which propelled him to the presidency in 2008 into a full-bodied platform for his party in the upcoming congressional races. In a swing through western states earlier this month, Obama sought to brand Republicans as extreme and incompetent, reminding voters the party were in charge when the economy pitched into the deepest recession since the 1930s. "I think we can make it and especially in the context of who's going to be opposing us," Biden said Sunday. "Compared to the alternative, I think we're going to get a fair amount of credit by November and I think we're going to do fine."

Immigration Reform --- N/U

Immigration reform stalled in Congress—GOP not on board with Dems. 

KUSI News, 07/12/10 [No resolution in sight for immigration reform, http://www.kusi.com/news/local/No-resolution-in-sight-for-immigration-reform-98250799.html] 

The White House is talking again about being ready to strike a deal on immigration reform, but Democrats and Republicans simply don’t see eye-to-eye on the issue. This is something that will likely not be resolved in an election year.

President Obama says it’s time to get a comprehensive reform bill fast, but he needs Republican help. It would be tough for the White House to get help from the other side of the aisle at this time. New Mexico governor Bill Richardson, a Democrat who served in Congress himself says, “They don’t want to deal with it before the election.” With the midterm elections looming and fears of a voter revolt, political observers are skeptical a deal can get done this year.

Meanwhile the Obama Administration is talking tough about its lawsuit against the state of Arizona over its controversial new immigration law. It is the federal government’s responsibility and that’s the problem say those who support the measure. Protestors sprung up against the law, which gives police the authority to request ID from people the suspect of being in the country illegally, but only in the course of enforcing other laws. Officials in Arizona say they are taking steps to make sure police do not engage in racial profiling.

Congressman Luis Gutierrez, who chairs the Congressional Hispanic Caucasus Immigration Task Force, says border security needs to differentiate between criminals crossing the border and those who just want a job. Congressman Brian Bilbray countered saying its those illegal jobs that are driving the demand for illegal immigration.

Immigration Impact --- Illegal Immigration ( Terrorism

Illegal immigration opens the door for terrorism
WorldNetDaily 5-20-2010 (Chelsea Schilling, staff writer for WorldNetCaily “Foreign ‘terrorists’ breach U.S. border: Illegals coming from Afghanistan, Iran, Egypt, Pakistan, Sudan, Syria, Yemen”, http://www.wnd.com/?pageId=156441)

Almost nine years after terrorists murdered 2,751 people on Sept. 11, 2001, the U.S. is still facing a major threat as hundreds of illegal aliens from countries known to support and sponsor terrorism sneak across the U.S.-Mexico border. 'Special-interest countries' and 'sponsors of terror' Thousands of illegal aliens apprehended along the 2,000 mile border stretching through California, Arizona, New Mexico and Texas aren't even from Mexico. The U.S. Border Patrol calls them "Other Than Mexicans," or OTMs, and many are citizens of countries that are sponsors of terrorism.A 2006 congressional report on border threats, titled "A Line in the Sand: Confronting the Threat at the Southwest Border" and prepared by the House Committee on Homeland Security Subcommittee on Investigations, indicated that 1.2 million illegal aliens were apprehended in 2005 alone, and 165,000 of those were from countries other than Mexico. Approximately 650 were from "special interest countries," or nations the Border Patrol defines as "designated by the intelligence community as countries that could export individuals that could bring harm to our country in the way of terrorism." Atlanta's WSB-TV2 aired a segment on U.S. border security after it obtained records from a federal detention center near Phoenix, Ariz., and found current listings for illegal aliens from Afghanistan, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Pakistan, Sudan and Yemen. "We have left the back door to the United States open," former Rep. J.D. Hayworth told the station. "We have to understand that there are definitely people who mean to do us harm who have crossed that border." 

Energy Bill --- IL:   Political Capital Key
Political capital key for bill—Obama petitions for congress votes

AFP, 06/02/10 [Association of Fundraising Professionals, After oil spill, Obama vows to find votes for energy bill, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jnzj1M1iionvV-5UTL0V299cX-IQ]

 PITTSBURGH, Pennsylvania — President Barack Obama Wednesday vowed to find the votes to pass a stalled energy bill, saying the Gulf of Mexico oil catastrophe showed the need to "aggressively" seek a clean energy future.
Obama signaled a political effort to pivot from the disastrous impact of the Deepwater Horizon disaster to future climate change and energy policy, in an advance copy of remarks he was due to deliver in Pittsburgh later in the day.
"The only way the transition to clean energy will succeed is if the private sector is fully invested in this future -- if capital comes off the sidelines and the ingenuity of our entrepreneurs is unleashed," he said.

"The only way to do that is by finally putting a price on carbon pollution," Obama said, noting that the House of Representatives had already passed a climate change bill, which had become stalled in the Senate.

"The votes may not be there right now, but I intend to find them in the coming months," said Obama, who is increasingly under political siege over his handling of the BP oil spill.

"I will make the case for a clean energy future whenever and wherever I can, and I will work with anyone to get this done. And we will get it done," the president added.

"The next generation will not be held hostage to energy sources from the last century."

Prospects for the energy bill in the Senate remain uncertain, following the collapse of a bipartisan effort to pilot it through the chamber in the runup to crucial mid-term elections in November.

Some experts question whether the year-long battle to enact health care reform drained the kind of political capital Obama will need to get the bill through the Senate in a highly polarized political environment.

The bill essentially puts a price on carbon in an effort to discourage global warming emissions, in a phased process designed to head off criticism that the scheme will cripple the recovering US economy.

Conceptually, the bill also seeks to develop alternative energy sources and to wean the United States off foreign oil from volatile regions of the world.

Veteran Republican Senator Dick Lugar said he would formally introduce a separate energy and climate bill on Monday, billing it as "a main alternative" to the "divisive" Democratic cap-and-trade approach. 

Energy Bill --- Good --- Economy

Energy Bill Key to US Economy—It Creates Jobs and Boosts GDP

Kerry 10 (John, US senator & Chairman of Foreign Relations Committee, “U.S. Must Lead on Climate Change,” 

http://www.rollcall.com/features/Energy-Environment_2010/energy_environment/44979-1.html)
It has been three months since President Barack Obama and the United States took an important step toward leading the world in developing the Copenhagen Accord, a breakthrough new global agreement among almost 120 nations, including China and the developing world, to reduce emissions, increase transparency and support international climate change investments. At its foundation is a(n) new economic reality that the leaders of the 21st century will be those committed to clean energy economies. The United States, with our innovative spirit and entrepreneurial vitality, is positioned to lead the way — if we seize the opportunity staring us in the face. In the coming weeks the Senate will have a historic opportunity to debate legislation that will make our way easier. Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) and Obama are committed to make this the year that the United States finally passes comprehensive clean energy and climate legislation. Further delay would only exacerbate the risk of falling behind in the emerging global competition for clean energy jobs, manufacturing and markets. The bipartisan legislation that Sens. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Joe Lieberman (ID-Conn.) and I have been working to complete presents an opportunity that we cannot afford to miss. We begin not just by curbing man-made carbon emissions that are contributing to climate change at an alarming rate but by also establishing incentives for private investment in clean energy technology industries. Over the next 10 years, those investments can create as many as 1.9 million jobs, increase household incomes by up to $1,175 a year and boost the gross domestic product as much as $111 billion. This is a national security imperative. And, as we make the transition to a clean energy economy, we will reduce our dependence on foreign energy sources, a dependence that now takes almost $500 billion a year out of our economy — about $1,400 a year for every man, woman and child in America — and ships it to too many countries that don’t share our values. In the long run, it imposes an onerous and unsustainable burden on the men and women of our armed forces who are deployed to protect our national security. As a bedrock global economic issue, the alarm bells are just as compelling: Other countries are rushing ahead while policymakers in the United States try to reach a consensus on how to proceed forward to an economy fueled by clean and sustainable energy sources. China, in particular, is moving rapidly to become the leader of the global clean energy economy. The Chinese just raised auto efficiency standards to 36.7 miles per gallon, higher than our new target for 2016. Today its renewable capacity is only 2 percent less than the United States, and it is set to grow rapidly from almost 10 percent of its energy use to 15 percent by 2020. And last year, for the first time, Chinese investment in renewable energy exceeded ours, skyrocketing 50 percent. The clean energy industry is still in its infancy in the United States and yet already relatively substantial in its size — with 770,000 jobs (and growing three times faster than jobs in general), venture capital exceeding $12 billion and public investments of $85 billion in direct spending and tax credits. A comprehensive national strategy for a clean energy future would produce explosive economic growth — at a time when America needs it most. And just as importantly, it will put our country on the path to sustainable long-term economic growth. We have not lost our ability to take on big challenges. We have acted boldly in every crisis that we have faced as a nation. The New Deal helped lift America from the depths of the Great Depression in the 1930s. The Marshall Plan helped restore stability in Europe in the 1940s and ’50s. The Apollo Project put a man on the moon in the 1960s. And the Pentagon’s ARPANET program formed the backbone of the Internet that spawned the information and technology boom of the ’90s. For nearly half a century, we were willing to pay any price and bear any burden to win the Cold War. The threat from Soviet nuclear warheads was a clear and present danger in our lives. Just as clear and present is the danger climate change poses to our economy and national security. We cannot drill and burn our way out of danger. But we can invent and invest our way out of it by leveraging a shift to a clean energy economy that will allow America to do what America always does best — lead the way into the future.
Energy Bill --- Good --- Oil Dependence

Energy Bill Key to US Security— Reduces Dependence on Hostile Nations

Kerry 10 (John, US senator & Chairman of Foreign Relations Committee, “U.S. Must Lead on Climate Change,” 

http://www.rollcall.com/features/Energy-Environment_2010/energy_environment/44979-1.html)
This is a national security imperative. And, as we make the transition to a clean energy economy, we will reduce our dependence on foreign energy sources, a dependence that now takes almost $500 billion a year out of our economy — about $1,400 a year for every man, woman and child in America — and ships it to too many countries that don’t share our values. In the long run, it imposes an onerous and unsustainable burden on the men and women of our armed forces who are deployed to protect our national security.

Energy Bill --- Good --- Security/Terrorism

Energy Bill Key to National Security and fighting terrorism—Military Community Agrees

ASES 10 (American Solar Energy Society, “Senior Military Leaders Announce Support For Climate Bill,” April 29, 2010, http://ases.org/index.php?option=com_myblog&show=Senior-Military-Leaders-Announce-Support-for-Climate-Bill.html&Itemid=27)
An unprecedented thirty-three retired US military Generals and Admirals today announced their support for comprehensive climate and energy legislation in a letter addressed to Senators Harry Reid and Mitch McConnell. It was the largest such announcement of support ever, reflecting the consensus of the national security community that climate change and oil dependence pose a threat American security. The letter appeared this morning as a full page advertisement in Politico and Roll Call. Next week it will appear in all four Military Times publications. The announcement comes as comprehensive climate change and energy legislation awaits announcement in the US Senate. Participating in the announcement event were: General Stephen Cheney, General John G. Castellaw, General Norman R. Seip, General Roger R. Blunt, General Paul Monroe, General Paul Eaton, and General Keith Kerr See the ad: http://www.flickr.com/photos/operationfree/4561702982/sizes/o/ The nation's military and security community have been leaders in addressing the threats to America's national security posed by oil dependence, highlighting the flow of money from oil-rich nations to terrorist organizations. In addition, the Pentagon's strategic plan, released in February, note that climate change destabilizes weak nations. Failed states, destabilized by drought, flood, famine, and crop failure, are often the breeding ground and safe haven of terrorist organizations. Full text of the letter signed by these senior military leaders: Dear Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, Climate change is threatening America's security. The Pentagon and security leaders of both parties consider climate disruption to be a "threat multiplier" - it exacerbates existing problems by decreasing stability, increasing conflict, and incubating the socioeconomic conditions that foster terrorist recruitment. The State Department, the National Intelligence Council and the CIA all agree, and all are planning for future climate-based threats. America's billion-dollar-a-day dependence on oil makes us vulnerable to unstable and unfriendly regimes. A substantial amount of that oil money ends up in the hands of terrorists. Consequently, our military is forced to operate in hostile territory, and our troops are attacked by terrorists funded by U.S. oil dollars, while rogue regimes profit off of our dependence. As long as the American public is beholden to global energy prices, we will be at the mercy of these rogue regimes. Taking control of our energy future means preventing future conflicts around the world and protecting Americas here at home. It is time to secure America with clean energy. We can create millions of jobs in a clean energy economy while mitigating the effects of climate change across the globe. We call on Congress and the administration to enact strong, comprehensive climate and energy legislation to reduce carbon pollution and lead the world in clean energy technology. Signatories to the letter: Lieutenant General Joseph Ballard, US Army (Ret.) Lieutenant General John Castellaw, USMC (Ret.) Lieutenant General Robert Gard, Jr., Army (Ret.) Lieutenant General Claudia Kennedy, US Army (Ret.) Lieutenant General Don Kerrick, US Army (Ret.) Lieutenant General Frank Petersen, USMC (Ret.) Lieutenant General Norman Seip, USAF (Ret.) Vice Admiral Donald Arthur, US Navy (Ret.) Vice Admiral Kevin Green, US Navy (Ret.) Vice Admiral Lee Gunn, US Navy (Ret.) Major General Roger Blunt, US Army (Ret.) Major General George Buskirk, US Army (Ret.) Major General Paul Eaton, US Army (Ret.) Major General Donald Edwards, US Army (Ret.) Major General Paul Monroe, US Army (Ret.) Major General Tony Taguba, US Army (Ret.) Rear Admiral John Hutson, JAGC, US Navy (Ret.) Rear Admiral Stuart Platt, US Navy (Ret.) Rear Admiral Alan Steinman, US Coast Guard (Ret.) Brigadier General John Adams, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Stephen Cheney, USMC (Ret.) Brigadier General John Douglass, US Air Force (Ret.) Brigadier General Michael Dunn, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Pat Foote, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Larry Gillespie, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Keith Kerr, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Phil Leventis, USAF (Ret.) Brigadier General George Patrick, III, USAF (Ret.) Brigadier General Virgil Richard, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Murray Sagsveen, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Ted Vander Els, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General John Watkins, US Army (Ret.) Brigadier General Steve Xenakis, US Army (Ret.) Earlier this week, veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan delivered an "Iran Oil Profits Counter" to the office of Senator John Kerry. The counter tallies the $100 million dollars a day that America would deprive Iran of if we passed strong carbon cap legislation. • Learn more:  The Veterans for American Power Bus Tour, currently in its fifth month, has traveled more than 25,000 miles and held hundreds of events to highlight the connection between security and climate. • Learn more: Recent polling showed strong support for climate legislation among veterans. A significant majority of Iraq and Afghanistan vets support climate change legislation and a believe oil dependence is a security threat. • Learn more:  Operation Free is a coalition of veterans and national security organizations dedicated to securing America with clean energy. Operation Free sponsors the Veterans for American Power National Tour, a 29 state tour by Iraq and Afghanistan veterans making the connection between energy policy and national security. More at www.OperationFree.net. Operation Free is an advocacy campaign of the Truman National Security Project. The Truman National Security Project is a national security leadership institute, the nation's only organization that recruits, trains, and positions a new generation of progressives across America to lead on national security. More at www.TrumanProject.org

Energy Bill --- Bad --- AT: Solves Oil Dependence

The Energy Bill Won’t break America’s foreign oil addiction —we’ll still be spending hundreds of billions annually

Hybridcarblog 5-21 (“Energy Bill Shows Longevity of Foreign Oil Dependency,” http://www.hybridcarblog.com/energy-bill-shows-longevity-of-foreign-oil-dependency/)
If legislation is going to help America wean itself off foreign oil while significantly reducing CO2 emissions, then the American Power Act probably represents one of the most likely scenarios. Unfortunately, even if the bill makes it to the President’s desk, America will still be very dependent upon foreign oil for decades to come. If analysis of the bill proves correct, America could reduce spending on foreign oil by $51 billion per year by 2030. Of course, we’d still be spending almost $100 billion per year on foreign oil nonetheless. Even worse, history indicates that Congress will leave many loopholes in the final package, while watering down the bill, if it can even pass such legislation in an extremely cantankerous, bipartisan Congress ramping up for midyear elections amidst declining support for CO2-capping legislation. Over the last few decades, many significant problems have spawned from US dependence upon foreign oil – with ever-increasing severity and danger. Based upon this history, is not the worst probably yet to come? Ultimately, if this issue cannot bring the people together, can any?

Energy Bill --- Bad --- Economy

The Energy Bill is Terrible for the economy—There’s a laundry list of reasons

Heritage 7-14 (“Circumventing Cap and Trade With Another Bad Energy Bill,” http://blog.heritage.org/?p=38667)
In the midst of a crisis in the Gulf, some Senators are making a final push to pass energy and climate legislation this year. Senators John Kerry (D–MA) and Joe Lieberman (I–CT) areintroducing a scaled-back version of their original cap-and-trade billbut still want to maintain a carbon cap. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D–NV) wants to bring an energy bill up for debate the week of July 26 that addresses the oil spill response and a greenhouse gas reduction plan for utilities only. A draft leaked from Senator Jeff Bingaman (D–NM) would go after utilities and aim to “cut emissions from the electric utility industry by 17 percent in 2020 and 43 percent by 2030.” When asked if the bill would contain a cap-and-trade program, Senator Reid responded, “I don’t use that. Those words are not in my vocabulary. We’re going to work on pollution.” But this is not about pollution. Carbon dioxide is a naturally occurring component of the air and is also the ubiquitous and unavoidable result of fossil fuel production and other naturally occurring events. Any bill drafted by Congress that aims to reduce carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions translates into rising energy prices for energy consumers, lost jobs, and a slower economy. Even calls for significant increased renewable energy generation are being met with strong resistance. If electricity created by wind and other renewables were cost competitive, a federal law to force consumption would not be necessary. Though the source of wind and solar energy is free, power delivered from these sources is very expensive. Why? The flow of wind is erratic and uncertain, which means that the power generated from wind is as well. Further, location choices for fossil and nuclear-fueled power plants have much greater latitude than those for wind turbines, which like hydropower plants, must be located where the natural resource is best suited—not necessarily close to where the power is used. This feature adds additional transmission costs to wind energy. Just yesterday, 11 northeastern governors sent a letter to Senator Reid warning of the exorbitantly high costs associated with building new transmission lines, which was pegged at $160 billion when analyzing the American Clean Energy Security Act passed out of the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee last June. The governors warned, In its current form, this legislation would harm regional efforts to promote local renewable energy generation, require our ratepayers to bear an unfair economic burden, unnecessarily usurp states’ current authority on resource planning and transmission line certification and siting, and hamper efforts to create clean energy jobs in our states. Ian A. Bowles, Massachusetts Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs, said, more forwardly, “This is a radical Soviet-style approach to transmission planning. If the market needs those resources, the market will create a way to get those resources.” Whatever Reid has planned for the week of July 26, you can be sure it won’t be good for consumers.

Cap and Trade – Bad - Economy

Cap and Trade Is Bad For The Economy—It Kills Jobs, Raises Taxes, and Lowers Incomes

Laffer et al 7-16 (Arthur Laffer: Chairman of Laffer Associates, Wayne Winegarden: Senior VP Laffer Associates, Colin Hanna: President of Let Freedom Ring “Gulf Oil Spill ‘Crisis’ May Revive Growth-Killing Cap-and-Trade Bill,” http://www.investors.com/NewsAndAnalysis/Article.aspx?id=540628&p=2) 

As White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel expressed in the midst of the financial crisis, this administration follows the rule "Never allow a crisis to go to waste." And following President Obama's Oval Office address, it is apparent that many in Washington are doing their best not to let the oil spill crisis in the Gulf "go to waste." Prior to the Gulf disaster, the American Power Act (the Senate version of cap-and- trade) seemed all but dead. This is as it should be. But with the Senate back from the July 4 recess, either the American Power Act will be explicitly taken up or another clean energy bill will be proffered to which the key provisions of the American Power Act will be attached. The problem is that there is no real link between cap-and-trade regulations and the crisis in the Gulf. As President Obama himself admitted in a speech at Andrews Air Force Base in March of this year: "The bottom line is this: Given our energy needs, in order to sustain economic growth, produce jobs, and keep our businesses competitive, we're going to need to harness traditional sources of fuel even as we ramp up production of new sources of renewable, homegrown energy (emphasis added)." Therefore, even if cap-and-trade legislation were passed, we will still need to drill for oil and natural gas. Furthermore, cap- and-trade regulations do not fix the problems that led to the Gulf crisis in the first place, so we will still need to fix these problems. All that would change if cap-and-trade legislation were passed is that President Obama and Congress would have chosen the worst possible time to impose job-killing legislation on the economy. The U.S. economy has been growing thus far in 2010, but not at the robust pace one would expect at this phase of an economic recovery, and the joblessness rate remains unacceptably high. Additionally, the looming tax boundary and other policy mistakes the administration has already made have set the economy up for a major economic downturn in 2011. Piling cap-and-trade regulations on top of all of this will only make a terrible economic situation even worse. There have been many economic studies that have assessed the economic damage created by cap-and-trade regulations, including an analysis performed by two of the authors. Depending on how the regulations are implemented, most studies find cap-and-trade regulations will cause a significant reduction in our rate of economic growth. Relying on the results from a 2007 Energy Information Administration (EIA) study, the present value in the reduction in our economic growth from implementing cap-and- trade regulations would be between -1.6% and -3.2% depending upon how the bill is implemented. The adverse economic impacts will not be felt equally across industries. Some industries — such as manufacturing, farming and transportation — will suffer more than others. The economic harm created by cap-and-trade regulations will be felt across the country, however, and will be manifested in many different ways. First, the wealth of individuals across the country will fall. The value of the stock market closely tracks changes in the economy. Therefore cap-and-trade regulations will have a significant and negative impact on the stock market. Reductions in economic growth of the magnitudes estimated by the EIA imply that growth in the S&P 500 will be -3.1% to -6.1% less than otherwise. For perspective, based on the current values of the S&P 500, 3.1% to 6.1% represents between $340 billion and $670 billion in market wealth, or between $1,100 and $2,200 in lost wealth per person in the U.S. as a result of cap-and-trade regulations. State pension funds will suffer too. States currently do not have enough assets to meet their current pension obligations, health obligations and other retirement obligations. Consequently, state funds will be significantly strained in the coming years. Current estimates place this deficit at around $1 trillion — though it is likely even higher. By reducing the financial wealth of the nation, cap-and-trade regulations will only make the unfunded state liabilities worse, not better. Based on data from a 2010 Wilshire report on the condition of state pension funds, we estimate that these investments would be worth $17.1 billion to $34.1 billion less if the American Power Act were implemented than otherwise. As a result, the funding level of the pension, health and other state obligations will fall from their current 79.0% to between 77.4% and 78.2%. That gap will need to be closed sooner or later by raising taxes or reducing pension benefits. Either solution will be wrenching to many Americans. Energy taxes, such as gasoline taxes, are generally viewed to be regressive because the dollar value of the tax imposes a larger proportionate burden on poorer individuals than on wealthier individuals. The same holds true for cap-and-trade regulations. When energy prices increase, the increases will impose a higher "tax" on lower income people. As a consequence, it is likely that the costs of the cap-and-trade regulations will be felt most acutely by those least able to afford these costs. The costs of reducing carbon emissions are not trivial. If implemented, cap-and- trade regulations would add significant costs to production and have a devastatingly negative impact on the long-term growth of many segments of the U.S. economy. The negative impacts would be felt across the country and impact people through higher costs, reduced job prospects, lower incomes, lower wealth and a reduced standard of living. Linking cap-and-trade regulations to the current environmental crisis in the Gulf does not change this fundamental reality.

Global Warming --- Impact --- Causes War

Climate Change causes Global War 

Africa News 07 (Africa News. “Africa; Continent Cannot Turn a Blind Eye to Climate Change” 8-1)  

African governments need to be more proactive in dealing with the negative consequences of climate change on the continent. Almost every published report on the issue identifies Africa as one of the most vulnerable regions to climate change because of its high dependency on rain-fed agriculture and its low adaptive capacity. Reduced rainfall associated with climate change could leave between 350 and 600 million Africans facing water shortages by the middle of this century, with knock-on effects on agricultural yields and access to shared natural resources. Already, climate change has created environmental conflict hotspots on the continent -- the current violence in Darfur, for example, has been partly blamed on climate-induced resource scarcity (see 'Darfur needs technical solutions'). And climate change is a pressing poverty issue that will not only hinder achievement of the Millennium Development Goals, but could even undo the modest gains in economic growth the continent has recorded in the past few years.                                                        

Global Warming --- Impact --- Warming = Anthropogenic

Global Warming is Anthropogenic – we must change our ways 

USA Today 7-16

[Wendy Koch, “Scientists: Climate Change launches geologic epoch”, 7-16-10, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/greenhouse/post/2010/07/climate-new-geological-epoch/1?csp=outbrain&csp=obnetwork]

The world has entered a new geologic epoch, in which human activities will largely determine the planet's evolution, reports the United States' chief scientific body, the National Academy of Sciences. Rising carbon dioxide emissions from the burning of fossil fuels have triggered this epoch, which could include profound changes in rainfall, crop yields, wildfires and sea levels, according to the sobering report, released Friday. It says: The world is entering a new geologic epoch, sometimes called the Anthropocene, in which human activities will largely control the evolution of Earth's environment. Carbon emissions during this century will essentially determine the magnitude of eventual impacts and whether the Anthropocene is a short-term, relatively minor change from the current climate or an extreme deviation that lasts thousands of years.The scientists say atmospheric concentration of CO2 has risen about 35% since 1750 and is now at about 390 parts per million, the highest level in at least 800,000 years. Depending on emission rates, they estimate those levels could double or nearly triple by the end of the century. The report, requested by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, does not make specific policy recommendations but suggests major action is needed, adding: Emissions reductions larger than about 80%, relative to whatever peak global emissions rate may be reached, are required to approximately stabilize carbon dioxide concentrations for a century or so at any chosen target level. President Obama is prodding the Senate to pass a climate bill, similar to one the House of Representatives approved last year that would reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Global Warming Impact --- Warming = Brink

GHG is at the Brink of Disaster – changes need to be made now 

The Gazette (Montréal) , 6-18

[Margaret Monroe, “Carbon emissions harming the oceans; Reports find the burning of fossil fuels creates risk of irreversible transformation”,6-18-10, http://www.montrealgazette.com/technology/Carbon+emissions+harming+oceans/3168965/story.html ]

The oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico is a disaster, but it may pale compared to what scientists say is brewing in the world's oceans because of everyday consumption of fossil fuels. The billions of tonnes of carbon dioxide sent wafting into the atmosphere each year through the burning of oil, gas and coal are profoundly affecting the oceans, says a series of reports published yesterday in the journal Science. One says there is mounting evidence that "rapidly rising greenhouse gas concentrations are driving ocean systems toward conditions not seen for millions of years, with an associated risk of fundamental and irreversible ecological transformation."

Another says that the effects are already rippling through the food web in Antarctica. And a third says humans, and their ever-increasing carbon emissions, are acidifying the ocean in a "grand planetary experiment" that could have devastating impacts. Marine scientists Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, at the University of Queensland in Australia, and John Bruno, at the University of North Carolina, describe how the oceans act as a "heat sink" and are slowly heating up along with the atmosphere as greenhouse gas emissions climb. The warming, they say, is "likely to have profound influences on the strength, direction and behaviour" of major ocean currents and far-reaching impacts on sea life. The oceans also soak up close to a third of the carbon dioxide that humans put into the atmosphere, and it reacts with sea water to form acidic ions. The rising acidity "represents a major departure from the geochemical conditions that have prevailed in the global ocean for hundreds of thousands, if not millions of years," the scientists report. Add it all up and they say there is there is "overwhelming" evidence human activities are driving changes on a scale similar to volcanic eruptions or meteorite strikes, which have driven ecosystems to collapse in the past. "The impacts of anthropogenic (human) climate change so far include decreased ocean productivity, altered food web dynamics, reduced abundance of habitat-forming species, shifting species distributions and a greater incidence of disease," they say. In a second report, Oscar Schofield at Rutgers University and his colleagues describe how rising temperatures over the last 30 years have coincided with a shift in the food web along the West Antarctic Peninsula -most notably to a shrinking of marine algae cells. Organisms known as tunicates are so efficient at feeding on the smaller algae they appear to be displacing krill, a mainstay of many creatures up the food web. Fish, seals, whales, penguins and other seabirds could all be affected, they say. A news report accompanying the Science papers on the oceans says by increasing the ocean's acidity, "humans are caught up in a grand planetary experiment" that could take a "potentially devastating toll on marine life." The rising acidity could erode the calcium carbonate shells and skeletons of corals, mollusks and some algae and plankton -and there is evidence it is already starting to occur. "The physics and chemistry of adding an acid to the ocean are so well understood, so inexorable, that there cannot be an iota of doubt -gigatons of acid are lowering the pHof theworldocean, humans are totally responsible, and the more carbon dioxide we emit, the worse it's going to get," it says.

It goes on to quote a recent issue of the journal Oceanography that said unconstrained growth of emissions is likely to leave the current era of human planetary dominance "as one of the most notable, if not cataclysmic, events in the history of our planet."

Global Warming Impact --- Destroys Biodiversity
Global warming leads to a massive loss of biodiversity
Roach, 7-12-04 (John, John Roach is a freelance science journalist based in Ketchum, Idaho,

National Geographic News “By 2050 Warming to Doom Million species, Study Says”, http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2004/01/0107_040107_extinction.html)

By 2050, rising temperatures exacerbated by human-induced belches of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases could send more than a million of Earth's land-dwelling plants and animals down the road to extinction, according to a recent study. "Climate change now represents at least as great a threat to the number of species surviving on Earth as habitat-destruction and modification," said Chris Thomas, a conservation biologist at the University of Leeds in the United Kingdom. Thomas is the lead author of the study published earlier this year in the science journal Nature. His co-authors included 18 scientists from around the world, making this the largest collaboration of its type. Townsend Peterson, an evolutionary biologist at the University of Kansas in Lawrence and one of the study's co-authors, said the paper allows scientists for the first time to "get a grip" on the impact of climate change as far as natural systems are concerned. "A lot of us are in this to start to get a handle on what we are talking about," he said. "When we talk about the difference between half a percent and one percent of carbon dioxide emissions what does that mean?" The researchers worked independently in six biodiversity-rich regions around the world, from Australia to South Africa, plugging field data on species distribution and regional climate into computer models that simulated the ways species' ranges are expected to move in response to temperature and climate changes. "We later met and decided to pool results to produce a more globally relevant look at the issue," said Lee Hannah, a climate change biologist with Conservation International's Center for Applied Biodiversity Science in Washington, D.C. Study Results According to the researchers' collective results, the predicted range of climate change by 2050 will place 15 to 35 percent of the 1,103 species studied at risk of extinction. The numbers are expected to hold up when extrapolated globally, potentially dooming more than a million species. "These are first-pass estimates, but they put the problem in the right ballpark … I expect more detailed studies to refine these numbers and to add data for additional regions, but not to change the general import of these findings," said Hannah. Writing in an accompanying commentary to the study in Nature, J. Alan Pounds of the Monteverde Cloud Forest Reserve in Costa Rica, and Robert Puschendorf, a biologist at the University of Costa Rica, say these estimates "might be optimistic." As global warming interacts with other factors such as habitat-destruction, invasive species, and the build up of carbon dioxide in the landscape, the risk of extinction increases even further, they say. In agreement with the study authors, Pounds and Puschendorf say taking immediate steps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions is imperative to constrain global warming to the minimum predicted levels and thus prevent many of the extinctions from occurring. "The threat to life on Earth is not just a problem for the future. It is part of the here and now," they write. Climate Scenarios The researchers based their study on minimum, mid-range, and maximum future climate scenarios based on information released by the United Nation's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in 2001. According to the IPCC, temperatures are expected to rise from somewhere between 1.5 and more than 4 degrees Fahrenheit (0.8 and more than 2 degrees Celsius) by the year 2050. 
Empirically proven, climate change destroys biodiversity
Butler 3-21-07 (Rhett A., Mongabay is the world’s most popular environmental science and conservation news site, “Global warming may cause biodiversity extinction”, http://news.mongabay.com/2007/0322-extinction.html)


There is little doubt that climate has played a critical role in past fluctuations of biodiversity levels. Among the five recognized mass extinction events -- the Ordovician, the Devonian, the Permian, the Triassic and the Cretaceous -- at least four are believed to have some correlation to climate change. Peter Ward, a paleontologist at the University of Washington in Seattle, says there is evidence that most mass extinctions were caused by gradual climate change. Specifically he cites the Triassic and Permian extinctions of 200 million and 251 million years ago, respectively. "The Triassic event isn't something that happened overnight," said Ward, noting that carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere then were up to 100 times what they are today. In the case of the Permian, rising temperatures may have caused the greatest mass extinction on record, according to a study published in the September 2005 issue of Geology. Global warming, which may have produced temperatures 10 to 30 degrees Celsius (18-54 degrees F) higher than today, is believed to have wiped out 95% of life forms in the world's oceans and almost 75% of terrestrial species. "As the climate changes, protected areas will not be able to shift due to surrounding urban areas and agricultural zones," he told mongabay.com via telephone. "This makes them all the more susceptible to the impact of climate change, whether it is rising sea levels, a dip in precipitation levels, or warmer temperatures." "Habitat loss will interact with climate change too," added Dr. Thomas. "It is hard enough to conserve enough land to protect the world's biodiversity if it stays still - how much harder if it is moving around, as species shift their distributions into new areas where the climate becomes suitable for them. One needs to protect where species are now, where they will have to get to in future, and land in between that they must traverse on the way. Thus, the first response to maintain biodiversity in the context of climate change is to renew efforts to protect large areas of natural and semi-natural habitats, particularly in mountain ranges and other environmentally diverse regions - where species may be able to survive by moving relatively short distances from lower to higher elevations, from drier to moister soils (and vice versa), and so on." If so many species are expected to die out, then where are all the extinctions? Earth's biodiversity is still poorly known. Dr. Raven estimates that less than one-sixth of species have even been named, let alone assessed for their risk to climate change. As such, most extinction will occur among species that are small and poorly known. Further, species extinction is expected to accelerate significantly around mid-century should climate forecasts prove accurate, says Dr. Thomas. 

Global Warming Impact --- Biodiversity

Global warming will lead to a massive loss of biodiversity

Butler 3-21-07 (Rhett A., Mongabay is the world’s most popular environmental science and conservation news site, “Global warming may cause biodiversity extinction”, http://news.mongabay.com/2007/0322-extinction.html)


Similarly, climate modeling of the tropical forests of Northern South America, Dr. Paul A. T. Higgins expects a regional decline in biodiversity due to lower levels of rainfall. He says habitat destruction will make it more difficult for species to persist in shifting forests. Meanwhile, research on birds indicated that up to 72 percent of bird species in northeastern Australia and more than a third in Europe could go extinct due to global warming. The WWF report, which reviewed more than 200 scientific articles on birds found that species most at risk included migratory, mountain, island, wetland, Arctic, Antarctic and seabirds. Last year, Britain's environmental protection agency (DEFRA) warned that climate change will disrupt breeding, hamper migrations, and increase disease transmission in migratory birds and animals. Finally, a series of studies published over the past few years have expressed dire concern for coral reefs. Among the most alarming was one by WWF and the Queensland government that said Australia's Great Barrier Reef could lose 95 percent of its living coral by 2050 should ocean temperatures increase by the 1.5 degrees Celsius projected by climate scientists. Ocean acidification, resulting from higher concentrations of dissolved carbon dioxide, is a further threat to corals and plankton that form the basis of the marine food chain. 

Global Warming Destroys Biodiversity 

National Geographic 04 (John Roach “By 2050 Warming to Doom Million Species, Study Says” July 12 http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2004/01/0107_040107_extinction.html) 

According to the researchers' collective results, the predicted range of climate change by 2050 will place 15 to 35 percent of the 1,103 species studied at risk of extinction. The numbers are expected to hold up when extrapolated globally, potentially dooming more than a million species.  "These are first-pass estimates, but they put the problem in the right ballpark … I expect more detailed studies to refine these numbers and to add data for additional regions, but not to change the general import of these findings," said Hannah.  Writing in an accompanying commentary to the study in Nature, J. Alan Pounds of the Monteverde Cloud Forest Reserve in Costa Rica, and Robert Puschendorf, a biologist at the University of Costa Rica, say these estimates "might be optimistic."  As global warming interacts with other factors such as habitat-destruction, invasive species, and the build up of carbon dioxide in the landscape, the risk of extinction increases even further, they say.                                                      

Global Warming Impact 

Global Warming causes Laundry list of Problems

Reuters 07(Jeremy Lovell “Global warming impact like "nuclear war": report” Sep 12,  http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL1234809620070912)

Climate change could have global security implications on a par with nuclear war unless urgent action is taken, a report said on Wednesday. The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) security think-tank said global warming would hit crop yields and water availability everywhere, causing great human suffering and leading to regional strife. While everyone had now started to recognize the threat posed by climate change, no one was taking effective leadership to tackle it and no one could tell precisely when and where it would hit hardest, it added. “The most recent international moves towards combating global warming represent a recognition … that if the emission of greenhouse gases … is allowed to continue unchecked, the effects will be catastrophic — on the level of nuclear war,” the IISS report said. “Even if the international community succeeds in adopting comprehensive and effective measures to mitigate climate change, there will still be unavoidable impacts from global warming on the environment, economies and human security,” it added. Scientists say global average temperatures will rise by between 1.8 and 4.0 degrees Celsius this century due to burning fossil fuels for power and transport. The IISS report said the effects would cause a host of problems including rising sea levels, forced migration, freak storms, droughts, floods, extinctions, wildfires, disease epidemics, crop failures and famines. The impact was already being felt — particularly in conflicts in Kenya and Sudan — and more was expected in places from Asia to Latin America as dwindling resources led to competition between haves and have nots. “We can all see that climate change is a threat to global security, and you can judge some of the more obvious causes and areas,” said IISS transnational threat specialist Nigel Inkster. “What is much harder to do is see how to cope with them.” The report, an annual survey of the impact of world events on global security, said conflicts and state collapses due to climate change would reduce the world’s ability to tackle the causes and to reduce the effects of global warming. State failures would increase the gap between rich and poor and heighten racial and ethnic tensions which in turn would produce fertile breeding grounds for more conflict. Urban areas would not be exempt from the fallout as falling crop yields due to reduced water and rising temperatures would push food prices higher, IISS said. Overall, it said 65 countries were likely to lose over 15 percent of their agricultural output by 2100 at a time when the world’s population was expected to head from six billion now to nine billion people. “Fundamental environmental issues of food, water and energy security ultimately lie behind many present security concerns, and climate change will magnify all three,” it added.                                        

Global Warming causes Laundry List of Problem

MSNBC 07(MSNBC “Climate report maps out ‘highway to extinction’” 4-1. http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/17889856/)

WASHINGTON — A key element of the second major report on climate change being released Friday in Belgium is a chart that maps out the effects of global warming with every degree of temperature rise, most of them bad.  There’s one bright spot: A minimal heat rise means more food production in northern regions of the world. However, the number of species going extinct rises with the heat, as does the number of people who may starve, or face water shortages, or floods, according to the projections in the draft report obtained by The Associated Press Some scientists are calling this degree-by-degree projection a “highway to extinction.” It’s likely to be the source of sharp closed-door debate, some scientists say, along with a multitude of other issues in the 20-chapter draft report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. While the wording in the draft is almost guaranteed to change at this week’s meeting in Brussels, several scientists say the focus won’t. The final document will be the product of a United Nations network of 2,000 scientists as authors and reviewers, along with representatives of more than 120 governments as last-minute editors. It will be the second of a four-volume authoritative assessment of Earth’s climate released this year. The last such effort was in 2001. University of Victoria climate scientist Andrew Weaver said the chart of results from various temperature levels is “a highway to extinction, but on this highway there are many turnoffs. This is showing you where the road is heading. The road is heading toward extinction.” Weaver is one of the lead authors of the first report, issued in February. While humanity will survive, hundreds of millions, maybe billions of people may not, according to the chart—if the worst scenarios happens. ‘Major extinctions around the globe’  The report says global warming has already degraded conditions for many species, coastal areas and poor people. With a more than 90 percent level of confidence, the scientists in the draft report say man-made global warming “over the last three decades has had a discernible influence on many physical and biological systems.” But as the world’s average temperature warms from 1990 levels, the projections get more dire. Add 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit -- 1 degree Celsius is the calculation scientists use—and between 400 million and 1.7 billion extra people can’t get enough water, some infectious diseases and allergenic pollens rise, and some amphibians go extinct. But the world’s food supply, especially in northern areas, could increase. That’s the likely outcome around 2020, according to the draft. Add another 1.8 degrees and as many as 2 billion people could be without water and about 20 percent to 30 percent of the world’s species near extinction. Also, more people start dying because of malnutrition, disease, heat waves, floods and droughts—all caused by global warming. That would happen around 2050, depending on the level of greenhouse gases from the burning of fossil fuels. At the extreme end of the projections, a 7- to 9-degree average temperature increase, the chart predicts: “Up to one-fifth of the world population affected by increased flood events ... “1.1 to 3.2 billion people with increased water scarcity” ...”major extinctions around the globe.” Despite that dire outlook, several scientists involved in the process say they are optimistic that such a drastic temperature rise won’t happen because people will reduce carbon dioxide emissions that cause global warming.                          
Global Warming Impact
Global Warming causes laundry list of problems 

Sawin 2005

 (Janet L. is a Senior Fellow at the Worldwatch Institute. She has advised policymakers from the United States and  China on renewable energy policies and policy design and has provided guidance on drafts of China's renewable energy law and U.S. Congressional legislation. “Global Security Brief #3: Climate Change Poses Greater Security Threat than Terrorism” April 1. http://www.worldwatch.org/node/77)  

Climate change will likely trigger severe disruptions with ever-widening consequences for local, regional, and global security. Droughts, famines, and weather-related disasters could claim thousands or even millions of lives and exacerbate existing tensions within and among nations, fomenting diplomatic and trade disputes. In the worst case, further warming will reduce the capacities of Earth's natural systems and elevate already-rising sea levels, which could threaten the very survival of low-lying island nations, destabilize the global economy and geopolitical balance, and incite violent conflict.  Already, there is growing evidence that climate change is affecting the life-support systems on which humans and other species depend. And these impacts are arriving faster than many climate scientists predicted. Recent studies have revealed changes in the breeding and migratory patterns of animals worldwide, from sea turtles to polar bears. Mountain glaciers are shrinking at ever-faster rates, threatening water supplies for millions of people and plant and animal species. Average global sea level has risen 20-25 centimeters (8-10 inches) since 1901, due mainly to thermal expansion; more than 2.5 centimeters (one inch) of this rise occurred over the past decade.  A recent report by the International Climate Change Taskforce, co-chaired by Republican U.S. Senator Olympia Snowe, concludes that climate change is the "single most important long term issue that the planet faces." It warns that if average global temperatures increase more than two degrees Celsius—which will likely occur in a matter of decades if we continue with business-as-usual—the world will reach the "point of no return," where societies may be unable to cope with the accelerating rates of change.  Existing threats to security will be amplified as climate change has increasing impacts on regional water supplies, agricultural productivity, human and ecosystem health, infrastructure, financial flows and economies, and patterns of international migration. Specific threats to human welfare and global security include:  ► Climate change will undermine efforts to mitigate world poverty, directly threatening people's homes and livelihoods through increased storms, droughts, disease, and other stressors. Not only could this impede development, it might also increase national and regional instability and intensify income disparities between rich and poor. This, in turn, could lead to military confrontations over distribution of the world's wealth, or could feed terrorism or transnational crime.  ► Rising temperatures, droughts, and floods, and the increasing acidity of ocean waters, coupled with an expanding human population, could further stress an already limited global food supply, dramatically increasing food prices and potentially triggering internal unrest or the use of food as a weapon. Even the modest warming experienced to date has affected fisheries and agricultural productivity, with a 10 percent decrease in corn yields across the U.S. Midwest seen per degree of warming.  ► Altered rainfall patterns could heighten tensions over the use of shared water bodies and increase the likelihood of violent conflict over water resources. It is estimated that about 1.4 billion people already live in areas that are water-stressed. Up to 5 billion people (most of the world's current population) could be living in such regions by 2025.  ► Widespread impacts of climate change could lead to waves of migration, threatening international stability. One study estimates that by 2050, as many as 150 million people may have fled coastlines vulnerable to rising sea levels, storms or floods, or agricultural land too arid to cultivate. Historically, migration to urban areas has stressed limited services and infrastructure, inciting crime or insurgency movements, while migration across borders has frequently led to violent clashes over land and resources.  The parallels with terrorism are compelling. Traditional responses to security threats cannot address the root of such problems, and related impacts could persist even if global emissions are cut dramatically over coming decades because of the significant lag time between cause and effect. As with terrorism, we know that changes will occur, but not when or where they will strike, nor how damaging and costly they will be. Climate change already claims more lives than does terrorism: according to the World Health Organization, global climate change now accounts for more than 160,000 deaths annually. By the time the world experiences the climate equivalent of September 11th, or the 2004 Madrid €bombings, it could be too late to respond.        

Global Warming Impact --- Terrorism

Global Warming Causes Terrorism 

CNN 2008 (CNN “Global warming could increase terrorism, official says” 6-25

http://www.cnn.com/2008/POLITICS/06/25/climate.change.security/index.html)

WASHINGTON (CNN) -- Global warming could destabilize "struggling and poor" countries around the world, prompting mass migrations and creating breeding grounds for terrorists, the chairman of the National Intelligence Council told Congress on Wednesday. Climate change could increase flooding in coastal areas, like the flooding that hit the Philippines. [image: image1] Climate change "will aggravate existing problems such as poverty, social tensions, environmental degradation, ineffectual leadership and weak political institutions," Thomas Fingar said. "All of this threatens the domestic stability of a number of African, Asian, Central American and Central Asian countries." People are likely to flee destabilized countries, and some may turn to terrorism, he said. "The conditions exacerbated by the effects of climate change could increase the pool of potential recruits into terrorist activity," he said.                                                     

Global Warming causes Terrorism 

Inside Energy with Federal Lands 07(Inside Energy with Federal Lands “Pelosi-inspired panel examines ties between oil, global warming, terrorism” 4-23)
The panel, dubbed Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, used its inaugural Tuesday session to examine how the United States' growing dependence on oil is fostering climate change as well as political instability ? including terrorism ? around the world. The panel's chairman, Representative Edward Markey employed his characteristically colorful language to illustrate the links he sees between oil dependency, global warming and political extremism. "It is a double threat, like Orthus, the monstrous two-headed hound of Greek mythology, with one head facing backwards and the other forwards," said the Massachusetts Democrat. "Our ever-rising oil dependence is directly attributable to a backwards-facing energy policy, while looking forward we can see the threat of rising temperatures and the subsequent increasing risk of natural and humanitarian disasters." Several former high-ranking military officers testified at the hearing and stressed that global warming and oil dependence pose security risks for the United States. "Climate change acts as a threat multiplier in some of the most volatile regions of the world," said Gordon Sullivan, a retired general who served as chief of staff of the U.S. Army from 1991 to 1995. Global warming could cause widespread drought, famine and poverty in Africa and elsewhere, which could make it easier for terrorist groups such as Al Qaeda to recruit disaffected youth, Sullivan said, reiterating points made during an unprecedented United Nations climate debate the same day (story p.4).   

                                       

Global Warming Impact --- Coral Reefs
Global Warming causes destruction of Coral Reef which causes laundry list of problems  

USA Today 2010 

(Brian Skoloff “Death of world's coral reefs could wreak global chaos” 3/26 http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/environment/2010-03-26-coral-reefs_N.htm)  

WEST PALM BEACH, Fla. -- Coral reefs are dying, and scientists and governments around the world are contemplating what will happen if they disappear altogether. The idea positively scares them. Coral reefs are part of the foundation of the ocean food chain. Nearly half the fish the world eats make their homes around them. Hundreds of millions of people worldwide -- by some estimates, 1 billion across Asia alone -- depend on them for their food and their livelihoods. If the reefs vanished, experts say, hunger, poverty and political instability could ensue. "Whole nations will be threatened in terms of their existence," said Carl Gustaf Lundin of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature. Numerous studies predict coral reefs are headed for extinction worldwide, largely because of global warming, pollution and coastal development, but also because of damage from bottom-dragging fishing boats and the international trade in jewelry and souvenirs made of coral. At least 19 percent of the world's coral reefs are already gone, including some 50 percent of those in the Caribbean. An additional 15 percent could be dead within 20 years, according to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Old Dominion University professor Kent Carpenter, director of a worldwide census of marine species, warned that if global warming continues unchecked, all corals could be extinct within 100 years. "You could argue that a complete collapse of the marine ecosystem would be one of the consequences of losing corals," Carpenter said. "You're going to have a tremendous cascade effect for all life in the oceans." Exotic and colorful, coral reefs aren't lifeless rocks; they are made up of living creatures that excrete a hard calcium carbonate exoskeleton. Once the animals die, the rocky structures erode, depriving fish of vital spawning and feeding grounds. Experts say cutting back on carbon emissions to arrest rising sea temperatures and acidification of the water, declaring some reefs off limits to fishing and diving, and controlling coastal development and pollution could help reverse, or at least stall, the tide. Florida, for instance, has the largest unbroken "no-take" zone in the continental U.S. -- about 140 square miles off limits to fishing in and around Dry Tortugas National Park, a cluster of islands and reefs teeming with marine life about 70 miles off Key West. Many fishermen oppose such restrictions. And other environmental measures have run into resistance at the state, local, national and international level. On Sunday, during a gathering of the Convention on the International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, restrictions proposed by the U.S. and Sweden on the trade of some coral species were rejected. If reefs were to disappear, commonly consumed species of grouper and snapper could become just memories. Oysters, clams and other creatures that are vital to many people's diets would also suffer. And experts say commercial fisheries would fail miserably at meeting demand for seafood. "Fish will become a luxury good," said Cassandra deYoung of the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization. "You already have a billion people who are facing hunger, and this is just going to aggravate the situation," she added. "We will not be able to maintain food security around the world." The economic damage could be enormous. Ocean fisheries provide direct employment to at least 38 million people worldwide, with an additional 162 million people indirectly involved in the industry, according to the U.N. Coral reefs draw scuba divers, snorkelers and other tourists to seaside resorts in Florida, Hawaii, Southeast Asia and the Caribbean and help maintain some of the world's finest sandy beaches by absorbing energy from waves. Without the reefs, hotels, restaurants and other businesses that cater to tourists could suffer financially. Many Caribbean countries get nearly half their gross national product from visitors seeking tropical underwater experiences. People all over the world could pay the price if reefs were to disappear, since some types of coral and marine species that rely on reefs are being used by the pharmaceutical industry to develop possible cures for cancer, arthritis and viruses. "A world without coral reefs is unimaginable," said Jane Lubchenco, a marine biologist who heads NOAA. "Reefs are precious sources of food, medicine and livelihoods for hundreds of thousands around the world. They are also special places of renewal and recreation for thousands more. Their exotic beauty and diverse bounty are global treasures."    January 7, 2010 “Unemployment must end in order to eradicate terrorism: Clinton” 

Global Warming Impact --- Ptarmigan

Global Warming is bringing the ptarmigan close to extinction

Scotsman 7-1-10

[Kurt Bayer, “Spotlight falls on rare mountain bird feared to be at risk from global warming,” http://news.scotsman.com/news/Spotlight-falls-on-rare-mountain.6393637.jp]

SCIENTISTS have launched the largest ever study into the future of the ptarmigan, one of Scotland's most iconic birds, amid fears that it could be wiped out by rising temperatures. 

The rare mountain gamebirds thrive in the snow-capped Scottish Highlands but researchers are worried that climate change is limiting its habitat and savaging population numbers. Now, they have launched a year-long study into ptarmigan and have appealed to the Scottish public to help with the study and report any sightings or unusual patterns they see emerging. The plump birds, slightly larger than a grey partridge, are usually only seen on mountainsides and ridges above 700 metres. In winter, the bird turns white except for its tail and eye-patch, which remain black, to help its camouflage and protect itself from predators like foxes, stoats, and larger birds of preys. Dr Kathy Fletcher, a senior upland scientist with the Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust (GWCT), will launch the project this weekend at the annual Scottish Game Fair at Scone Palace. "This is a very important study for the future of the ptarmigan and the biggest ever research project into this very important, iconic species," she said. "The ptarmigan lives in the rocky areas at the top of mountains, and live off low-growing vegetation there. But that means that they are really hard to survey. "Everyone assumes that they are going to struggle with the affects of climate change but we need to get a handle on how their numbers are now so that we can help them deal with climate change. "We suspect it could be in trouble, but unless we get a handle on what is happening with its numbers, we can't take action."Latest figures from the RSPB claim that there are approximately 10,000 breeding pairs of ptarmigan.But Dr Fletcher says that since there has never been a national survey, the estimates could be out of date. "We are trying to find all the people who live, work, and visit these high areas and ask them to help us with the survey," she said. Funding for the study, which is earmarked for 12 months, will be confirmed in the next fortnight. Dr Fletcher added: "If we do find a trend of birds declining, as we suspect we might do, then we are going to have to put together a much bigger project, or make a biodiversity action plan, to see exactly how we can help them. "We need to safeguard its future so that everyone can enjoy this remarkable species, which is only found in Scotland within the UK, and is quite a tourist draw, in the future."

Biodiversity Impact
Biodiversity key to economy and preventing extinction

Good 2-9-10 (Michael, Director of the Queensland Institute of Medical Research, the past President of the Association of Australian Medical Research Institutes, and the past Director of the Cooperative Research Centre for Vaccine Technology. In 2006 he was appointed as Chair of the National Health and Medical Research Council of Australia. He graduated MD PhD DSc from the University of Queensland and the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research in Melbourne. He undertook postdoctoral training as a Visiting Scientist at the National Institutes of Health in Bethesda, Maryland,  “Global economy will follow biodiversity’s decline”, http://www.climateactionprogramme.org/news/biodiversitys_rapid_decline_will_be_felt_throughout_the_economy_if_unchecke/)


Since the Arctic acts to reflect heat, if ice disappears, weather patterns around the world will experience a significant impact: intensified cold and heat spells.  Compounding the effect, if the permafrost melts, unprecedented amounts of methane would be released into the atmosphere, contributing twice as much as the entire United States’ current CO2 emissions to global warming. Scientists project that the Arctic ice-melt could cost the global economy $2.4 trillion; the sea-ice melting is easily comparable to the destruction of rainforests both in terms of biodiversity and climate change. What’s missing from most biodiversity coverage is an understanding that human life is inextricably linked and dependent upon biodiversity.  A statement from a UN-backed 90 Nation conference in Oslo, Norway last week concluded,  "Many more economic sectors than we realize depend on biodiversity."  Food production might be the most obvious, but what might not be understood is how many industries lie under the ‘food production’ blanket.  The fishing industry relies on the health of our oceans and freshwater lakes in which conditions in rapid decline.  Agriculture relies on arable soil and fertile weather conditions, while sustainable livestock depends on reliable agriculture.  And that’s just the beginning: Tourism, medicines and biofuel energy production all rely on nature and species diversity.  Tourists flock to areas high in biodiversity.  But as the areas surrounding biodiverse ‘hotspots’ (the Caribbean, Pacific coasts, Australia, etc.) expand development and building areas to accommodate tourists, wetlands dry up, and energy consumption and waste production rises—ecotourism’s exploitation of the environment will lead to its own demise.  And, many customers no longer want to support companies that degrade the environment.  The coral reefs are failing because when water temperatures increase, the coral becomes stressed and the organism that provides it with photosynthetic energy.  This is called ‘coral bleaching.’ In addition, untold potential for the medical industry lies in the genomic maps and enzymes produced in little-studied or still-undiscovered species—species that may already be on the verge of extinction.  Biofuel production, an important industry in developing renewable energy also depends sustainable environment  with arable land and stable. "There is an economic opportunity here," said Finn Kateraas, co-chair of the conference from Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management, “Protecting species can help safeguard long-term economic growth.”  Investing in the environment’s safety isn’t just investing for the sake of the dying polar bears and tigers; it is investing in the safety of human-life and livelihood.

Humanity’s fate is directly linked to that of the biosphere
World Resources Institute 8-19-08 (The World Resources Institute (WRI) is an environmental think tank that goes beyond research to find practical ways to protect the earth and improve people's lives, “Ecosystems and Human Well-being: Biodiversity Synthesis: Key Questions on Biodiversity in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment”, This article has been reviewed and approved by the following Topic Editor: Leszek A. Bledzki, http://www.eoearth.org/article/Ecosystems_and_Human_Well-being:_Biodiversity_Synthesis:_Key_Questions_on_Biodiversity_in_the_Millennium_Ecosystem_Assessment)

Biodiversity is the foundation of ecosystem services to which human well-being is intimately linked. No feature of Earth is more complex, dynamic, and varied than the layer of living organisms that occupy its surfaces and its seas, and no feature is experiencing more dramatic change at the hands of humans than this extraordinary, singularly unique feature of Earth. This layer of living organisms—the biosphere—through the collective meta​bolic activities of its innumerable plants, animals, and microbes physically and chemically unites the atmosphere, geosphere, and hydrosphere into one environmental system within which millions of species, including humans, have thrived. Breathable air, potable water, fertile soils, productive lands, bountiful seas, the equitable climate of Earth’s recent history, and other ecosystem services (see Box 1.1 and Key Question 2) are manifes​tations of the workings of life. It follows that large-scale human influences over this biota have tremendous impacts on human well-being. It also follows that the nature of these impacts, good or bad, is within the power of humans to influence (CF2). 

***POLITICS LINKS

Afghanistan --- Plan Popular

War in Afghanistan takes toll on Obama’s pol cap—Obama struggles to hold party and backlash from Dems.

Mascaro, 07/09/10 [Lisa, Tribune Washington Bureau, Obama may have worn out his welcome on Capitol Hill, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jnzj1M1iionvV-5UTL0V299cX-IQ] 
Washington —

The moment has been long in coming, but it may finally have arrived.

For the last year and a half, on issues including healthcare, financial regulation and climate change, Democrats in Congress have bent for President Obama. Liberals swallowed hard to accept compromises that fell short of their long-sought goals, and moderates cast tough votes that now threaten their reelection prospects as voters revolt against government overreach.

Then, last week, the president asked them to bend yet again — this time to approve more money for his troop buildup in an Afghanistan war that many Democrats oppose.

And once again, lawmakers went to work. On the eve of the vote last week, Democratic leaders compiled a complicated $82-billion package of war funding, disaster aid and domestic spending that achieved the seemingly impossible — meeting the president's request while accommodating the needs of its politically diverse members.

Obama responded with a one-word message that sent shudders through his party on the Hill: veto.

In that exchange, the tension between the White House and the president's Democratic allies spilled over.

Obama has led what historians have called the most productive Congress since President Lyndon Johnson, but he may have a much harder time extracting difficult compromises in the future.

"You've got a lot of people doing a lot of heavy lifting here," said freshman Rep. Gerald E. Connolly (D-Va.).  "I don't know that we expected flowers and chocolates," he said. But the president's response "was an unwelcome message."

In recent weeks, the president has expressed growing interest in the remaining items on his legislative agenda, including energy and immigration policy. Both are initiatives whose only hope at passage would require another legislative squeeze from the lawmakers who have already yielded to some of the president's toughest requests.

Yet compromise appears difficult as lawmakers approach the midterm election when they, not the president, must fight for their political lives in a tough electoral climate.

"There's no question we've taken on big policy issues," said Rep. Allyson Y. Schwartz (D-Pa.). "Each time we reach a heavy lift we think, 'How are we going to do more?' We do."

Perhaps no issue illustrates the divide between the president and his party as the troop increase in the Afghanistan war, an escalated military campaign that many Democrats opposed.

Liberals fought President George W. Bush on the war in Iraq. Some Democrats won their seats in the 2006 and 2008 elections doing so. But while many Democrats believe Afghanistan is the right war to fight, Obama's decision to add 30,000 more troops last winter gave the worried pause.

Because of deepening economic distress at home combined with political and military setbacks in Afghanistan, some Democrats see the war as one without end and one they cannot philosophically or economically support.

"I would rather do a little bit more nation-building here at home," said Rep. Jim McGovern (D-Mass.). The $37 billion approved for the war could pay for proposals to extend jobless benefits for the unemployed.

Pragmatic liberal lawmakers, for their part, wanted to use the emergency spending bill as a way to win approval for recession aid that would be difficult to pass otherwise as voters grow increasingly concerned about the national debt.

Rep. David R. Obey (D-Wis.), the flinty antiwar lawmaker and powerful chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, seized on the administration's interest in saving 140,000 teachers' jobs nationwide as a way to tack onto the war bill a legislative accomplishment that hews more closely to his caucus' agenda.

Obey has shepherded one war-spending bill after another through Congress for Bush and Obama. As the administration's support for the teachers' aid waned, Obey — in what may be the final war bill before he retires at year's end — made a passionate stand for the measure.

"There is nothing as expensive as ignorance, and ignorance is fed when you have an inadequate number of quality teachers," Obey argued during the floor debate.

Obey devised a complicated legislative strategy that appeased liberal lawmakers by allowing antiwar amendments and pleased moderates by paying for the $10-billion teachers' initiative without adding to the national debt.

But the White House was not pleased with the arrangement, threatening late Thursday to veto the package if it contained any antiwar provisions or cut programs favored by Obama to pay for the teachers' salaries.

The antiwar provisions failed — though one measure to halt the troop buildup won 100 votes. But the House pressed forward to save the teachers' jobs even in the face of the White House's objections, ensuring funding for not just guns, but butter too.

The bill now heads to the Senate, and House Democrats were furious at an administration that many see as tone deaf to the political realities facing lawmakers in a November electoral climate that is not expected to be friendly to incumbents.

"The White House needs to be more engaged with the House's agenda," said Rep. Steve Cohen, an antiwar Democrat from Tennessee. "The House is where its friends are."

As Obama turns to these friends in the weeks ahead, he may find it increasingly difficult to persuade them to yield to his remaining legislative priorities.

"I don't give a rip about the administration," said Rep. Dennis Cardoza (D-Atwater), whose Merced-area district in Central California faces one of the highest unemployment rates in the nation. "The administration can decide to be with us or not. I'm all about jobs for my district."

Then again, Obama has had a historically successful legislative run, signing into law the economic stimulus package, healthcare restructuring and, perhaps soon, the Wall Street overhaul, along with a long list of lesser known bills on credit card changes, tobacco regulation and fair pay. So the uneasy mood on Capitol Hill may not matter.

"It is the end of the road," said Matthew Bennett, a vice president at Third Way, a think tank in Washington. "But they're at the end of the list."

Afghanistan --- Obama Withdrawal Plan = Popular

Obama’s timetable has overwhelming public support

Jones, editor of Gallup Ph. D, 6/29/10 [Jeffrey Jones, Majority of Americans Favor Obama's Afghanistan Timetable, Gallup, http://www.gallup.com/poll/141068/Majority-Americans-Favor-Obama-Afghanistan-Timetable.aspx?utm_source=alert&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=syndication&utm_content=morelink&utm_term=Foreign+Affairs+-+Politics+-+Terrorism+-+USA+-+War]

PRINCETON, NJ -- A majority of Americans (58%) favor President Barack Obama's timetable that calls for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011. Most of the 38% of Americans who are opposed reject the idea of setting any timetable rather than setting one with an earlier or later date. These results are based on a June 25-26 USA Today/Gallup poll, conducted in the days after the president announced he was relieving Gen. Stanley McChrystal of his command of U.S. forces in Afghanistan and replacing him with Gen. David Petraeus. A majority of Americans approve of Obama's decision to remove McChrystal.  Obama said the change in command would not signal a change in U.S. policy in Afghanistan. On Sunday at the G-20 summit, Obama reiterated that the July 2011 date would mark the beginning of withdrawal but that it would not mark the end of the U.S. military presence there, adding that the U.S. would be assisting the people of Afghanistan for "a long time to come."  Most Democrats, and the majority of independents, favor the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops beginning in July of next year. Republicans, on the other hand, oppose it by a better than 2-to-1 margin. More generally, Americans are somewhat divided in their views of Obama's handling of the situation in Afghanistan. The poll finds 50% saying Obama is doing a "very good" or "good" job, while 44% believe he is doing a "very poor" or "poor" job. Democrats give Obama high marks on Afghanistan, while Republicans mostly say he is doing a poor job. Americans generally support the timetable Obama has laid out for withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan. Most of the opposition stems from philosophical disagreements as to whether any timetable should be set as opposed to the specifics of the July 2011 date Obama has set. At the G-20 summit Obama decried "the obsession" with the timetable, saying he was more focused on the mission's success, and refused to say whether the five-year exit strategy put forth at the summit was a reasonable timeline for getting all troops out of Afghanistan.

Afghanistan --- Obama Withdrawal Plan = Unpopular

Even Senate Democrats are opposed to Obama’s timetable-McChrystal’s COIN must remain

Reuters 5/27/10 [Susan Cornwell, journalist, U.S. Senate Rejects Exit Timetable for Afghanistan, Reuters, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/05/27-7]

WASHINGTON - The Senate rejected a proposal on Thursday to require President Barack Obama to submit a timetable for pulling U.S. forces out of Afghanistan, despite unease among some members of his party over the nine-year-old war.  The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate. (REUTERS/Yannis Behrakis)The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate.  But most members of the Democratic-majority Senate proved unwilling to dictate to the president, with a buildup of 30,000 additional troops still underway that Obama ordered to Afghanistan and a new military push in the Kandahar area.  Adopting Feingold's plan would "reinforce the fear ... that the United States will abandon the region," Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, a Democrat, said.  Levin said this was unwise as the Taliban is "doing everything it can" to convince Afghans that U.S., NATO and Afghan forces cannot protect them.  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat, also voted against Feingold's proposal. "I've felt no impatience about Afghanistan in my caucus," he said on Wednesday.  But several Democratic senators are increasingly anxious now that U.S. combat deaths have passed the 1,000 mark in Afghanistan and the cost of the war topped $300 billion.  The war in Iraq has cost over $700 billion, with 4,400 U.S. military dead since 2003.  "I'm impatient. Time to start thinking about a different approach, I think," Senator Tom Harkin said earlier this week.  Senator Jeff Bingaman, another Democrat, said: "I think there's a high level of impatience, but exactly what should be done legislatively about that issue, I don't know." He voted against Feingold's proposal; Harkin voted for it.  END DATE SOUGHT  Feingold acknowledged Obama had set July 2011 as a starting date for removing U.S. troops, but said there should also be an end date. "The president should convey to the American and Afghan people how long he anticipates it will take to complete his military objectives," he said.  There were no Republican votes for his plan.  "Thanks to the McChrystal strategy, American forces have already brought pressure on the Taliban in Afghanistan. We need to keep that pressure up if this counterinsurgency strategy is to succeed, and it must," Republican leader Mitch McConnell said. General Stanley McChrystal is in charge of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan.  The Senate also shelved a Republican proposal to find ways to pay for the new war spending with cuts to other programs. Reid scoffed at this idea, saying Republicans "never raised a fuss about paying for the war under President Bush."  Reid wants the Senate to finish the war spending bill this week. The money must also be approved by the House, where Speaker Nancy Pelosi calls it a "heavy lift" among Democrats wary of spending more on the battlefield.  The House Appropriations Committee was expected to vote on its version later on Thursday.  Obama requested $33 billion in February to pay for his Afghan surge, but Congress has been busy with domestic priorities and worried about scarce budget resources. The money comes on top of about $130 billion that Congress already approved for Afghanistan and Iraq through Sept. 30.  The Senate version includes around $4 billion for a "civilian surge" of economic aid for Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Afghanistan --- Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular - Congress voted down two Afghan withdrawal proposals

Speakers Lobby 7/1/10 (Chad Pergram, staff writer, “House Passes War Funding Bill, Votes Against Withdrawal from Afghanistan, Striking $$,” July 1, The Speakers Lobby - http://congress.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/07/01/house-passes-war-funding-bill-votes-against-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-striking/)
The House of Representatives okayed a $60 billion bill Thursday to pay for wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and fund a variety of other programs like education, Pell Grants, natural disaster relief and relief efforts following the earthquake in Haiti.

Many Democrats opposed the bill, concerned about the length of the conflict in Afghanistan. And President Obama even threatened to veto the package if House liberals tried to tie his hands with an amendment to withdraw troops from Afghanistan.“If the final bill presented to the president contains provisions that would undermine his ability as commander in chief to conduct military operations in Afghanistan, the president’s senior advisers would recommend a veto,” said a statement issued by the White House Thursday evening. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Congress needed to pass the bill by July 4. But the entire package isn’t complete. The Senate approved its version of the bill in May. And the House legislation is different. That means the issue must return to the Senate. And the Senate isn’t going to take up the bill any time soon. The Senate is out of session Friday so lawmakers may travel to West Virginia for the funeral of the late-Sen. Robert Byrd,D-W.Va. The Senate next meets July 12. The House voted down a proposal to strike all funding for the war, 376-26. Twenty-two lawmakers voted "present." The House also voted against a plan authored by Rep. Barbara Lee, D-Calif., to order a withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan. That idea failed 321-100. In addition, the House defeated an amendment to require the president to present a withdrawal strategy to Congress next year. The tally there was 260 nays to 162.

Japan --- Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular – US wants sustained presence in Japan to ensure good relations

Xinhua 7/10 (“U.S. military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts,” July 10, Xinhua - http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm) Luke

Ichiro Fujisaki, Japanese Ambassador to the United States, said in a speech from Washington on Thursday that "we have to lessen the burden" on the people of Okinawa, but that the U.S.-Japan alliance "will be honored." Richard Bush, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, said Japan's leadership deemed the former prime minister's approach a political loser. "They needed to cut their losses, they did so and that brought about an immediate improvement in U.S.-Japan relations," he said. While the party will continue to deal with expectations raised by former Prime Minister Hatoyama, Kan is deflating those expectations, he said. While Kan will feel Washington's pull on one side and Okinawa's tug on the other, he will respond more to the former, Bush said. For now, both Washington and Tokyo are downplaying the military issue and Japan's leadership is focusing on the economy in the face of an ongoing global recession. Baker said Japan understands its inability to provide fully for its defense, and a number of what Washington perceives as regional security concerns will cause the United States to keep a sharp eye on the region, he said. The occasional need for humanitarian intervention and the threat of piracy are also reasons the United States wants to maintain a presence in Japan, he said. 

Plan unpopular – US sees Japan as dependent on US presence for protection – foreign minister agrees

NPR 6/21/10 (Mike Shuster, staff writer, “Japan's PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa,” NPR - 
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447) Luke

Last month, 17,000 Okinawans formed a human chain around the base in protest. Part of the problem is the feeling on Okinawa that its people bear a disproportionate burden of the continued American military presence in Japan. The small island represents less than 1 percent of Japan's population, but it maintains some three-quarters of the U.S. military forces in Japan. Last year the Democratic Party of Japan overturned decades of political control by the Liberal Democratic Party, in part by pledging to seek a new, more equal relationship with the United States. But when Hatoyama became prime minister, the U.S. treated him arrogantly, Nakano says. "Initially, the American government came across as very high-handed and, in fact, even contemptuous of the change of government that took place in Japan, the historical alternation in power," he says. "So it came across as if it [the US] was neglecting the democratic will of the Japanese, and treating it as basically a dependency of the United States." The U.S. has maintained bases on Okinawa since the World War II battle there in the spring of 1945. It was the bloodiest land battle of the war in the Pacific. The U.S. kept military control of Okinawa until 1972, 20 years after the rest of Japan regained its sovereignty. That history has a lot to do with the sensitivity of all sides in the current controversy. The Futenma affair has sparked a debate in Japan about the ongoing presence of U.S. forces. 

In a recent interview with the BBC, the current Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, speaking through an interpreter, pointed out that Japan's constitution limits how its self-defense forces can be used, and how the continued presence of U.S. forces acts as a deterrent to potential conflicts with North Korea or China. "For Japan's own security and to maintain peace and stability in Asia as well, we do need U.S. forces in Japan, and that position is not going to change, even with the change in government," Okada said. 

Japan --- Plan Unpopular

Plan Unpopular – US opposed to any movement of forces from Japan

WSJ 7/12 (DAISUKE WAKABAYASHI, 7/12/10, "Weakened Kan Faces Deadlines on Okinawa", WSJ - http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1000142405274 8703580104575360660021162180.html) Luke
The base wasn't a prominent factor in the campaign, but Sunday's results could make it harder for the weakened Mr. Kan to keep the promises the Japanese government made to the Obama administration. The prime minister told the U.S. he would move forward with the plan, aimed at keeping a large Marine presence on the southern island. The first test comes at the end of August: The previous prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, had promised Washington an agreement with the U.S. on details of the controversial base location plan, including configuration and construction methods, by then. Mr. Kan has pledged to follow Mr. Hatoyama's commitments on Okinawa. In the months following that deadline, local elections in Okinawa could further lock local politicians into opposing Tokyo's attempts to move the American base to a new community. The Pentagon declined immediate comment on the vote. The tensions revolve around a 2006 agreement between the two countries to shuffle U.S. troops in Okinawa to make them more politically acceptable to the local population. The agreement calls for the U.S. to move 8,000 Marines to Guam by 2014 and to shift part of an existing Okinawa helicopter facility to a rural part of the island from a densely populated area. The aim is to diminish local hostility to the Marine presence, which has been stoked by a rape case and a helicopter crash. While the deal reduces the number of Marines on Okinawa, it leaves thousands there, and it doesn't go far enough for many Okinawans, who want the base moved off the island entirely. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan had endorsed that view last year and promised base opponents it would support their cause. But Mr. Hatoyama changed his position under pressure from the U.S.
Plan Unpopular – US working out conflicts in Japan rather than undesirably leaving their strategic base

AsiaTimes 5/26/10 (Eli Clifton, staff writer, “US base reversal draws ire on Okinawa,” AsiaTimes -http://www.atimes.com /atimes/Japan/LE26Dh01.html) Luke
Prior to taking office in September 2009, Hatoyama's election platform included a call for re-examining Japan's ties with the US, with a particular focus on the 50,000 US military personnel based in Japan.  After taking office, Hatoyama was faced with the difficult task of negotiating a mutually agreeable basing arrangement with Washington while maintaining the support of a constituency who threw their backing behind his promises to renegotiate the relocation of the Marine base. 
"I want to commend Prime Minister Hatoyama for making the difficult, but nevertheless correct, decision to relocate the Futenma facility inside Okinawa. We are working with the Japanese government to ensure that our agreement adopts Japanese proposals that will lighten the impact on the people of Okinawa," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told reporters in Beijing on Monday. "We are confident that the relocation plan that Japan and the United States are working to conclude will help establish the basis for future alliance cooperation," she continued. The disagreement over where or how to move the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma to a less populated area had become a major point of disagreement between the Barack Obama White House and Hatoyama's Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) government. With Monday's announcement, Hatoyama brought a steady stream of criticism from members of his own governing coalition and an angry reception in Okinawa as residents heard reports that Hatoyama was likely to concede on the rebasing negotiations. "[The announcement is] pretty distressing. It seems as though [Hatoyama's] own personal feelings about the matter, reflected by the campaign pledge and after being elected, have given way to pressure from both within Japan and outside of Japan," John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, told IPS. "He clearly felt the need to come to a decision by the end of the month with elections coming up. The Okinawans represent almost 1% of the Japanese population. Political calculations would suggest that they're dispensable," Feffer said.  The negotiations over Futenma had become the sticking point in relations with the Obama administration as Hatoyama sought to form a "more equal" relationship with the US while the White House pushed Hatoyama to honor the rebasing agreement from 2006. The plan will move the existing helicopter base from the center of Ginowan city in the south to the Henoko area in the north. Okinawa residents have raised concerns over the environmental impact of the rebasing and the size of the US military's footprint on the island. The US military presence on Okinawa holds a strategic interest for Washington since the island's southern location offers easy access to the Taiwan Strait. 
Recent security concerns in Northeast Asia after the sinking of the Cheonan - a South Korean warship which appears to have been sunk by a North Korean torpedo - have put new pressures on the Hatoyama government to reaffirm the Japan-US alliance. 
Japan --- Plan Unpopular
Plan unpopular – US just decided to relocate more troops to Okinawa instead of withdrawing

Japan Times 6/24/10 (“Kan apologizes for U.S. base burden,” June 24, Japan Times - http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100624a2.html) Luke

Okinawa has called for reducing the heavy U.S. military presence, saying local people have been suffering from noise at military bases and crimes involving U.S. service members. At the ceremony, Nakaima said the obligation of hosting the U.S. bases in Japan must be equally shared among the Japanese people. "I would like the burden (on Okinawa) to be visibly reduced," he said. Kan said he will respect the Japan-U.S. accord announced May 28 to move U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from a crowded residential area to a less populated coastal area in Okinawa, despite calls from local residents to move the base outside the prefecture.  Japan and the United States announced a new agreement on May 28 for the relocation of the Futenma base from crowded Ginowan to the Henoko coast of Camp Schwab in Nago. The two countries are scheduled to decide by late August on the details of the relocation plan, including a specific location and construction methods for the replacement facility. Kan denied that the government would implement the plan after bilateral studies without seeking acceptance from the people in Okinawa. "I would like to sincerely talk" with them, he told reporters after attending the ceremony. Wednesday also marked the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty entering into force. This year, 80 more names were engraved on the park's cenotaph, bringing the list of people who perished during the battle to 240,931. Some 94,000 civilians died during the three-month battle between Japanese and U.S. troops in 1945. Okinawa remained under U.S. control until 1972. WASHINGTON (Kyodo) Lawmakers submitted a resolution Tuesday to the U.S. House of Representatives to express gratitude to the Japanese people, especially to the people of Okinawa, for hosting the U.S. military. The House could take a vote on the resolution Wednesday, the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty entering into force, legislative sources said. The resolution said the "robust forward presence" of the U.S. forces in Japan "provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of Asia-Pacific peace, prosperity and regional stability." The resolution "recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing" of the U.S. military in Japan and "expresses its appreciation to the people of Japan, and especially on Okinawa, for their continued hosting" of the U.S. forces. 
The text also touched on a joint statement released by the Japanese and U.S. governments in May that reconfirmed their commitment to a 2006 bilateral accord on the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, which includes a plan to relocate U.S. Marines Corps Air Station Futenma within Okinawa. 

Plan Unpopular – Obama avoiding withdrawal of troops from Japan

Asahi 6/30/10 (“Kan-Obama meeting – English,” June 30, Asahi - http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201006290378.html) Luke
Japan's relations with the United States were "reset" Sunday, so to speak, with Prime Minister Naoto Kan's first summit with President Barack Obama in Toronto. The two leaders reconfirmed the bilateral alliance as "a cornerstone" of peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. Kan told Obama of his intention to visit the United States in September while the United Nations General Assembly is in session. The issue of relocating the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma triggered the collapse of the Cabinet of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama born of last year's historic regime change. Hatoyama's mishandling of this issue was largely to blame for this sorry outcome. Seen from the larger picture of Japan-U.S. relations, it was unfortunate for both partners that it took just one base-related issue to sour their relationship, not to mention that it also resulted in the replacement of Japan's top leader. Because of this background, both Kan and Obama must have positioned their meeting in Toronto as the first step toward rebuilding a relationship of trust. Kan promised to honor the Japan-U.S. agreement made by his predecessor. Obama responded that he appreciates the difficulty this matter poses for Tokyo, and that he will strive to make the U.S. military presence more acceptable to the region. 
Japan --- Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular - US pushing Japan to continue building places for new troops

Freedman 9 (Michael Freedman, a senior editor at Newsweek,“U.S. and Japan Disagree Over Okinawa,” October 27, Newsweek - http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/wealth-of-nations/2009/10/27/u-s-and-japan-disagree-over-okinawa.html)

Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama swept into power in August promising voters a "more equal" relationship with the U.S., raising concerns in Washington that its erstwhile Pacific ally would drift away. Now it looks as if the Obama administration is doing what it can to push Japan away. Hato​yama's campaign promised to reduce the footprint of the 47,000 U.S. troops on Okinawa--a message intended for the home audience that hardly represented an imminent threat to U.S. strategic interests in Asia. Yet last week U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates bluntly demanded that Tokyo live up to an agreement to relocate forces to a new U.S. air base on the island. Gates's "openly hostile" message, says Asia Society associate fellow Ayako Doi, was that "you better deliver something when the time comes." 

Plan Unpopular – Pentagon pushing on with Okinawa base even after Hatoyama’s resignation

Telegraph 6/2 (“Pentagon expects Okinawa military base to stay even if Japanese prime minister quits,” June 2, Telegraph - http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/japan/7795471/Pentagon-expects-Okinawa-military-base-to-stay-even-if-Japanese-prime-minister-quits.html) 
The US Pentagon said it expects a recent accord that keeps a controversial US military base on Okinawa to be honoured even if Japan's unpopular Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama resigns. Approval ratings for Mr Hatoyama, the centre-left leader who took power in a landslide election last August, have plunged to below 20 per cent after he approved an agreement to keep the Futenma airbase on Okinawa despite his election promise to move it off the island. Japanese media, said the premier and Ichiro Ozawa, the ruling party's powerful chief election strategist, would discuss whether Mr Hatoyama should resign ahead of an election for the upper house of parliament slated for July 11."This is an agreement between governments, not between politicians," Pentagon press secretary Geoff Morrell said. "We expect agreements to be respected ... that whoever is in power will respect the agreements that have been forged by previous administrations," he added. The base accord calls for shifting Futenma from a densely populated section of Okinawa to the more remote Camp Schwab, and not off the southern island as envisaged by the base's critics. A senior US defence official meanwhile said construction had begun at Camp Schwab with the aim of completing the relocation and building one or more new runways at the site by 2014. As part of the deal, Tokyo and Washington confirmed that 8,000 Marines would be moved to the US territory of Guam as previously agreed. The official, while stressing the US need to "lighten the footprint" of its military presence on Okinawa, acknowledged there was an uphill battle in convincing the island's residents to support relocation rather than moving the base entirely off the island. "It is clear to us as it has been from the outset ... that there is a lot of work that we have to do, that the government of Japan has to do, to sell this agreement, sell this understanding, sell this runway construction project and to address the legitimate concerns that the people of Okinawa have," said the official, who spoke on condition of anonymity. An Asahi Shimbun poll released Monday showed 57 per cent of Japanese voters disapproved of the government's decision to keep the base on Okinawa, with 27 per cent supporting it. Okinawa has had a heavy US military presence since World War II. Hatoyama stressed last Friday that US military bases are "necessary for Japan's security," and cited rising tensions in East Asia following the sinking of a South Korean naval vessel in March that Seoul blamed on North Korea. 
Japan --- Plan Unpopular

Plan Unpopular – US doesn’t want to close a single base in Japan – Key to US-Japan relations  

Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/6 (Mark Feffer, “Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” March 6, Asia Times - http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html) 
For a country with a pacifist constitution, Japan is bristling with weaponry. Indeed, that Asian land has long functioned as a huge aircraft carrier and naval base for United States military power. We couldn't have fought wars in Korea (1950-1953) and Vietnam (1959-1975) without the nearly 90 military bases scattered around the islands of our major Pacific ally. Even today, Japan remains the anchor of what's left of America's Cold War containment policy when it comes to China and North Korea. From the Yokota and Kadena air bases, the United States can dispatch troops and bombers across Asia, while the Yokosuka base near Tokyo is the largest American naval installation outside the United States. You'd think that, with so many Japanese bases, the United States wouldn't make a big fuss about closing one of them. Think again. The current battle over the US Marine Corps air base at Futenma on Okinawa - an island prefecture almost 1,600 kilometers south of Tokyo that hosts about three dozen US bases and 75% of American forces in Japan - is just revving up. In fact, Washington seems ready to stake its reputation and its relationship with a new Japanese government on the fate of that base alone, which reveals much about US anxieties in the age of President Barack Obama. What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the George W Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the US was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa. 

Plan Unpopular with Pentagon – They enjoy their violent haven

Ross 9 (Sherwood Ross, award-winning reporter. He served in the U.S Air Force where he contributed to his base newspaper. He later worked for The Miami Herald and Chicago Daily News, “Time to Set Okinawa Free,” Jan 31, Veterans Today - http://www.veteranstoday.com/2009/01/31/time-to-set-okinawa-free/)

It’s way past time for the U.S. to get the hell out of Okinawa—and, for that matter, to take its Tokyo good buddies with it.  Before Japanese warlords annexed the Ryuku islands in 1879, Okinawans enjoyed more freedom than they do today. Every liberty-loving American ought to be shouting: “Okinawa for the Okinawans!” Right now, this Los Angeles-sized Pacific gem of 454-sq.-miles is Pentagon Tropical Paradise No. 1. It’s a land of martinis-and-honey where our 25,000 military personnel and their 23,000 dependents can live in high-rise splendor with housing allowances approaching $1,000 or more a month (plus cost-of-living perks), enjoy PX shopping as good as it gets, and tan on the exotic beaches as Kin Red and Kin Blue. This comes at a price, though—paid for by U.S. taxpayers and 1.3 million long-suffering Okinawans. The Pentagon has studded their island paradise with airfields, barracks, artillery and bombing ranges, ammunition depots, toxic chemical, depleted uranium (and nuclear bomb) storage dumps—everything a demented mind could wish for to threaten modern civilization. These lethal chazzerei take up 20 percent of Okinawa’s acreage, swindled from its hapless owners by Uncle Sam without benefit of cash payment the same way Joe Stalin collectivized Soviet Russia’s farms.
Japan --- Plan Unpopular
Plan Unpopular – US avoiding Japanese military withdraw discussion

Stewart 10 (Phil Stewart, writer for Reuters, covered U.S. politics out of Washington D.C. for States News Service, earned his BS in international relations from Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service, “U.S. 'respects' Japan's request on Okinawa airbase: Pentagon,” March 31, The China Post - http://www.chinapost.com.tw /print/250536.htm)
The comments by a Pentagon spokesman came as U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates met Japan's foreign minister at the Pentagon, talks that touched on the future of Futenma Air Station, which is home to about 2,000 Marines. “We respect Japan's request to explore alternatives," Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said. "But with respect to any discussions or details, we'll conduct those discussions through diplomatic channels." The dispute, which is eroding Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's ratings before a mid-year election, centers on a 2006 accord that included shifting the Marines' base to a less crowded spot on Okinawa. During the campaign that swept his party to power last year, Hatoyama raised hopes Futenma could be moved entirely off the island, which plays reluctant host to most of the roughly 49,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. But there was still no sign of a feasible alternative before Hatoyama's self-imposed May deadline to resolve the matter. Washington wants to go ahead with the accord, as-is. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton discussed the matter later on Monday with Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada in Ottawa, but U.S. officials gave no indication Washington was ready to change its mind. "Basically there was no change here from previous conversations," a U.S. official said after the meeting, adding that the Japanese did not provide details of their new ideas for Futenma during the conversation with Clinton.

Plan Unpopular – Congress and Government of Japan in favor of military presence

Mainichi Daily News 6/25/10 (“U.S. House offers thanks to Okinawa for hosting U.S. forces,” June 25, The Mainichi Daily News - http://mdn.mainichi.jp/md nnews/news/20100625p2g00m0in018000c.html)
WASHINGTON (Kyodo) -- The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region. The House passed the resolution in the day's plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960. It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. Congress also hopes to enhance ties with the Japanese government of new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, who succeeded Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. The House "recognizes Japan as an indispensable security partner of the United States in providing peace, prosperity, and stability to the Asia-Pacific region," the resolution says.

Japan --- Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular – US not withdrawing from Japan – House favors overseas forces

Allen 7/9/10 (David Allen, began his newspaper career in 1974 in Virgina, with the weekly Fauquier Democrat and later helped  start the weekly Culpeper News before switching to the daily Petersburg Progress-Index and Newport News Daily Press. He covered a variety of beats, including courts and cops. He moved on to the Fort Wayne, IN, News-Sentinel in 1984 and was the paper’s police reporter for almost eight years. In December 1991 he became the Guam Bureau Chief for Stars and Stripes. In January 1994 he moved to the Okinawa News Bureau. In 1999 David received the Clarion Award for Hard News, a national  award presented by the Association of Women in Communications, for his  story about the unearthing of the remains of several American Marines in a cave near Nago some 54 years after the Battle of Okinaw, “Okinawa Assembly Chides U.S. on Base Relocation,” July 9, Stars and Stripes - http://www.stripes.com/news/okinawa-assembly-chides-u-s-on-base-relocation-1.110480)

NAHA, Okinawa — Okinawa’s lawmakers Friday urged the United States to rethink plans to build a new Marine Corps air station on the island. On the last day of its current session, the Okinawa Prefectural Assembly passed a resolution calling on the U.S. and Japan to reconsider a recent decision to go forward with closing Marine Corps Air Station Futenma, located in urban Ginowan, and moving Marine air units to the island’s rural northeast shore. Addressed to President Barack Obama, the leaders of the House and Senate, the U.S. Ambassador to Japan and the commander of U.S. Forces Japan, the resolution states that the plan — established in a 2006 U.S.-Japan agreement — “ignores the full will of the people of Okinawa, who wish to move the operations out of Okinawa.” “The bilateral decision was made over the head of Okinawa without giving any consideration to the consensus of Okinawa,” the resolution states. “Such an act, grossly negligent of the spirit of democracy and disdainful of the people of Okinawa, is absolutely unacceptable.” A similar letter was sent to Japanese officials. It’s the second time this year the 48-member assembly unanimously passed a resolution against the relocation plan. It also addresses resolutions from the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in June that expressed gratitude for Okinawa hosting U.S. bases, which cover a fifth of the island.

Plan unpopular – Congress highly supportive of Japanese military presence

NHK 10 (“US Congress Thanks Okinawa,” June 25, NHK - http://two--plus--two.blogspot.com/2010/06/us-congress-thanks-okinawa.html)
The US Congress has adopted a resolution expressing gratitude to the Japanese people, especially the people of Okinawa, for hosting the US military. The House of Representatives voted overwhelmingly to support the resolution on Thursday, one day after the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-US security treaty. The resolution says Japan is an indispensable partner to the United States in maintaining peace, prosperity and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. It also says the US military in Japan is at the core of bilateral security arrangements protecting both Japan and the Asia-Pacific region from external threats and instability. The resolution says the Japanese people's broad support and understanding are indispensable to the stationing of the US military, and expresses appreciation for Japan's continued hosting. NHK's Washington correspondent says with the resolution, the US apparently hopes to improve relations with Japan, following the cooling of ties under the previous Hatoyama administration over the relocation of the US Futenma air station in Okinawa.

Japan --- Plan Popular
Plan Popular – Democratic support

WSJ 7/12 (“Okinawa? Marines Out, Says Barney Frank,” July 12, WSJ - http://blogs.wsj.com/japanrealtime/2010/07/12/okinawa-marines-out-says-barney-frank/tab/print/)
Okinawans seeking to oust the U.S. Marines from their midst have a prominent new advocate in Washington: Veteran Democratic Congressman Barney Frank.  It’s not about John Wayne: the redoubtable Barney Frank, chairman of the House Financial Services Committee, waits to start a conference in Washington, D.C., last month. The aptly named Mr. Frank, one of the most quotable politicians from either of America’s big two political parties, has been hitting the talk show circuit over the past week with memorable one-liners on the matter. “Most people, I think, that I talk to, thought the Marines left Okinawa when John Wayne died,” he said on MSNBC’s “Morning Joe” show on July 8, referring to the long-gone Hollywood star’s World War II movies. “It’s unclear to me what they’re doing there.” He went on: “I don’t want to see China given a free hand over there vis-à-vis Taiwan, but 15,000 Marines aren’t going to land on the Chinese mainland and confront millions of Chinese soldiers. You need some air power and sea power.”The liberal Massachusetts Democrat was given the microphone in recent days after penning a widely-cited odd-couple op-ed with libertarian Texas Republican Rep. Ron Paul on July 6 calling for sharp cuts in the Pentagon budget, particularly on spending abroad. While the piece itself doesn’t mention Okinawa, Mr. Frank cites Japan’s southern island repeatedly in interviews as a prime exhibit of what he considers wasteful World War II legacy spending that has become irrelevant in the 21st century.“We don’t need 15,000 Marines in Okinawa,” Mr. Frank told National Public Radio July 10. “They’re hanged-over (sic) from a war that ended 65 years ago.” Many American policymakers would beg to differ, as would the Marines. Lt. Gen Keith J. Stalder, Commander of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific told The Wall Street Journal in February that the Marine presence in Okinawa was a crucial part of American force projection in Asia, a factor preserving broader regional stability. “There is nothing that happens in the region that will not affect Japan in a very negative way if it’s not contained quickly or prevented,” he said.
It’s unclear just how far Mr. Frank can go with his crusade. While he is influential within his party, his clout is greatest in the House Financial Services Committee, which he chairs — not military policy. But at a time of economic angst, and growing pressure to cut spending, Mr. Frank’s rhetoric could gain traction, especially as leaders in Okinawa make clear they don’t want the bases there either. “We don’t get any jobs out of Marines in Okinawa…,” Mr. Frank asserted to MSNBC host Keith Olbermann.
South Korea --- Plan Unpopular
PLAN UNPOPULAR—GATES SUPPORTS MILITARY PRESENCE IN SOUTH KOREA

Bloomberg 09 [Viola Gienger, Staff Writer, 10/21/09, Gates Pledges ‘Enduring’ U.S. Troop Presence in South Korea, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=arz7hYEpZMZY] 

Oct. 22 (Bloomberg) -- Defense Secretary Robert Gates pledged an “enduring” U.S. military presence in South Korea amid concerns the Asian nation isn’t ready to take control of their joint forces as planned within three years.
In opening comments at the start of annual joint security talks in Seoul today, Gates and his South Korean counterpart, Defense Minister Kim Tae Young, vowed to strengthen their alliance to confront threats from North Korea.
“The United States will continue to provide extended deterrence using the full range of military capabilities, including the nuclear umbrella to ensure” the security of South Korea, Gates said. “Key to that deterrent capability is our commitment to an enduring United States force presence on the Korean Peninsula as part of the combined defense posture.”
The U.S. keeps about 28,500 troops in South Korea, down from about 37,000 five years ago, having agreed last year to amend a previous decision to reduce the level even more. Some former military officials have criticized an agreement by President Lee Myung Bak’s predecessor for the U.S. to hand over wartime operational control of joint forces by 2012.

“I hope the conference is an opportunity through which we can reconfirm the strength of America’s commitment to the mutual defense treaty,” Kim said in his opening remarks today.

‘Combined Defense’

Gates yesterday told U.S. and South Korean soldiers in Seoul that he is confident the country would be well- prepared to “take the lead in the combined defense of this country.” The U.S. would retain ultimate control over its own forces even while they would operate jointly under South Korean command.
“North Korea continues to pose a threat to the Republic of Korea, to the region and to others,” Gates said today. “As such, I want to reaffirm the unwavering commitment of the United States to the alliance and to the defense of the Republic of Korea.”
Kim agreed that North Korea poses a daunting threat, even as it takes steps toward reopening talks with the U.S., South Korea, Japan, China and Russia on ending its nuclear weapons program.

South Korea—Plan Unpopular

PLAN UNPOPULAR—WASHINGTON DOES NOT WANT TO WITHDRAW TROOPS FROM ANY REGION

Engelhardt 10 [Tom, fellow at the Nation Institute, a Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley, 4/24/10, Yes, We Could... Get Out!  Why We Won’t Leave Afghanistan or Iraq, http://www.tomdispatch.com/archive/175238/] 
Of course, there's a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn't want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That's hardly surprising since we're talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet's strategic oil lands.

And then there's another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.
Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we're still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it's never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It's not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.

A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of "people power" (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay. 

Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It's evidently written into Washington's DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere. 

South Korea—Plan Popular

PLAN POPULAR—CONGRESS SUPPORTS “BURDEN SHARING”—LOOKING TO REDUCE MILITARY FOOTPRINT IN SOUTH KOREA
Printz 06 [Scott, Lieutenant Colonel in US Army, A U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN A POST-UNIFIED KOREA:  IS IT REQUIRED?, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448748&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf] 

While the U.S. remains committed to Korea, there exists some serious challenges to U.S.-Korean relations.  First, U.S. attempts to selectively engage North Korea tend to erode relations with the ROK.  An example of this was manifest during the six party talks.  Ideally, the North Koreans would like the U.S. to sign their proposed 1974 bilateral peace treaty which would replace the 1953 UN Armistice and then another pact ending U.S. sanctions.  Both proposals exclude South Korea as a participant.  Recently North Korea refused to continue the six party talks unless the U.S. first addresses the economic sanctions currently imposed. 

A second factor that could adversely impact the future stationing of U.S. troops in Korea is rising nationalism.  Nationalism in South Korea is increasing especially among the youth, and along with a corresponding anti-American sentiment.  A recent RAND study poll found that young, educated South Koreans see the U.S. as a greater threat than North Korea.39  A similar occurrence in Okinawa has put pressure on U.S. and Japanese officials.   While some demonstrate against American “imperialist presence” others protest the adverse moral influence. Several outright vicious crimes have been committed against the indigenous population by U.S. troops. Officially the South Korean government remains committed to the U.S.-ROK Mutual Defense Treaty of 1953 and supports continued U.S. presence.  A combination of forces are at work to undermine this resolve.  Reunification eliminates a major threat on the peninsula.  With a combined military force of 1.8 million active and 10.5 million reservist (North/South), it is doubtful Korea would require allied forces in light of the reduced threat.40 

Other driving forces for reduced U.S. presence are environmental issues and economics. Urbanization has bought business and residences right up to the exterior wall of U.S. bases. Living in such close proximity, residents soon grow weary of the noise and disruptions of military training.  Some of these bases are located on prime real estate that is eyed enviously by those dwelling in the suffocating urban sprawl.  In heavily populated Seoul, a chunk of land used for recreation by U.S. forces was released back to the government to build a family park.  Under a Land Partnership plan signed in 2002, U.S. Forces Korea will move all troops south of Seoul by 2007, reduce the number of bases from 41 to 23, and return nearly 135 million square meters to South Korea.41 Economics are a major consideration in the U.S. as well.  Privately U.S. officials concede that growing anti-American sentiment in combination with increased budgetary pressure is eroding support in Congress.  Congress continues to look for ways to increase “burden sharing” among allies and to reduce the military footprint by emphasizing continental United States (CONUS) based power projection and expeditionary forces.  Faced with the reality that projected defense budgets won’t support the desired level of forces, some tough decisions need to be made.  One analyst’s view is that forces may be reduced overseas not only because of technology, but because the U.S. will rely more on the capabilities of allies.
South Korea --- Plan Popular

PLAN POPULAR—MILITARY LEADER AND CONGRESSMAN SUPPORT US WITHDRAW FROM SOUTH KOREA

Parker 03 [Randall, , 2/23/03, The Problem of North Korea, http://www.parapundit.com/archives/000987.html] 
Some in the Bush Administration, the US military, and the US Congress argue for US military withdrawal away from the DMZ that separates North and South Korea followed eventually by a withdrawal from South Korea entirely.

"It's a no-lose proposition," noted one conservative congressional staffer. "If we get our troops out of range of the North's guns, our freedom of action for acting against the North is greater. And if Roh gets worried about being left to the tender mercies of [North Korean leader] Kim Jong-il, that gives us more influence."

Such a withdrawal would fulfill a long-term ambition of North Korea to get the United States out of South Korea. The North Korean regime thinks it could then finally invade and unite the Korean Peninsula under Northern rule thus assuring the survival of the Northern regime. While the regime probably would lose in a conventional war against the South it might be able to win if it has nuclear weapons or if it can first convince the South to reduce the size of its military. The North Korean regime believes the existence of two separate governments on the Peninsula is not sustainable. Its view is basically that it has to win the unification struggle or the regime will cease to exist.

Just because North Korea would welcome US withdrawal that is not necessarily a reason to rule it out. If the US withdrew and the North then attacked this would provide the opportunity for the US to finally unleash its full military might against the North. One risk of that approach is that the North might by then have ICBMs with nuclear warheads capable of striking the US. Hence North Korea might be able to deter the US from coming to the aid of the South. The decision to withdraw has uncertain benefits and uncertain costs.

First, senior South Korean intelligence officials and close advisers to President Kim Dae-jung have repeatedly told UPI Analysis that former North Korean leader Kim Il Sung and his innermost circle are truly ignorant of the nature of democratic societies in the wider world. Even worse, these top South Korean officials say, North Korea's Kim and his advisers are also still in a very much of a state of paranoid fear about everyone outside their own tightly policed borders.

That is why South Korea's Kim made his "Sunshine" policy of very cautious détente with North Korea the centerpiece of his nation's national security policies.

Consider the logic of the South Korean policy. KDJ thinks North Korea is so incredibly dangerous that it is essential to develop warmer relations with it. Because the North Korean regime is so dangerous the South Korean government works to convince the South Korean people that the North Korean regime is not that dangerous. Essentially, in order to build support for the "Sunshine" policy the South Korean government decided that South Korean people have to be deceived for their own good. This seems like folly to me.

The advocates of the "Sunshine" policy claim that George W. Bush's rhetoric is undermining what would otherwise be a successful policy. The problem with this point of view is that it is now clear that North Korea never stopped working on nuclear weapons development after the 1994 agreement. From an American perspective of wanting to stop WMD proliferation and the sale of WMD technology by North Korea to others the "Sunshine" policy is useless. Also, North Korean possession of a large arsenal of nuclear wewapons would lead to bolder North Korean attempts to blackmail South Korea, Japan and the United States.

In spite of the failure of the "Sunshine" policy to change the nature of the North Korean regime Kim Dae Jung's strategy has been so successful in changing domestic South Korean public opinion that it is causing the South Korean people to underestimate the size of the threat that North Korea poses. North Korea is escalating its threats against the US and it is moving to manufacture many nuclear weapons and yet the United States is being blamed for the behavior of the North Korean regime. The problem this poses for the United States is that the changes in South Korean popular opinion lessen South Korean popular support for policies that would apply pressure on North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons program.

The real flaw of the "Sunshine" policy is that it misses the reason for the paranoia of the top North Korean leadership. Yes, they are isolated and ignorant about some aspects of the rest of the world. But their paranoia is motivated by an entirely rational understanding that outside influences, if allowed to reach the North Korean populace, would undermine the support that their populace gives to their continued rule. The North Korean leadership understands that increasing exposure of North Koreans to conditions and ideas from South Korea and elsewhere will eventually lead to the overthrow of the North Korean regime. Quite simply, the North Korean leadership is going to work very hard to prevent the sorts of influences from seeping in that Kim Dae Jung hopes the "Sunshine" policy will bring.
Decreased South Korean support for a tough position against North Korea has a number of consequences for the United States. First off, it increases the need for the United States to try to convnce China to pressure the North Korean regime. It makes US strategists consider total US troop withdrawal from South Korea for a number of reasons. One reason is the argument that the US shouldn't have troops where they are not wanted. Another is that the US is unlikely to use South Korea as a base from which to attack North Korea. Hence US withdrawal from South Korea would put the US in a position to argue that what it says and does via other means can't be used to blame the US if the North Korean regime attacks South Korea.
Winners Win
Spending Political capital gives more Political Capital- Great Presidents in the past are empirical proof 

Heineman Jr., has held top positions in government, law and business. He is the author of High Performance with High Integrity (Harvard Business Press, 2008).  Mar 23 2010 Ben W. Heineman JR., “No Presidential Greatness without spending Political Capital,” http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/03/no-presidential-greatness-without-spending-political-capital/37865/ 

Only in recent months, when he was willing to make it his personal issue and to spend significantly from his store of political capital, was President Obama able to achieve victory in the bitter congressional battle over health care reform.   Presidential greatness is combining policy and politics to win significant victories that have a major impact on the trajectory of national life.  Such victories--which upset the status quo--only occur when a president takes political risks and is willing to incur short-term unpopularity with significant segments of the electorate.   There have been two great Democrat presidents since FDR--Harry Truman and LBJ.  Both came to office through the death of a president; both could have run for a second elected term; both declined to do so because they were extremely unpopular; but, part of their unpopularity was due to courageous decisions which required large expenditure of personal capital and which changed the course of history.   Truman, now considered by historians as one of our most momentous presidents, has an astounding list of major decisions by his name: the dropping of the atomic bomb; the formation of the UN and NATO; the adoption of the Marshall Plan; the formulation of the Truman Doctrine and the strategy of "containing" the Soviet Union; a willingness to oppose Communist aggression in North Korea (and to fire General Douglas MacArthur); the issuance of executive orders desegregating the Armed Forces, the civil service and government contracting; recognition of the state of Israel; and promotion of the Fair Deal (which was only a mixed success but which expanded social security, the minimum wage and federal housing support).   To be sure, Truman's unpopularity was also due to scandals, a war weary nation and vicious debates about who lost China.  But his historical standing today is owed, in no small part, to his political courage and willingness to use up the political capital of the presidency on issues of major import.   Similarly, LBJ was one of our greatest domestic presidents.  Under his leadership from 1964-66, Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights Act of 1965, Medicare, Medicaid, the War on Poverty and a path-breaking elementary and secondary education act.  Johnson had the courage to spend political capital on great tasks even though he, of all people, knew that his initiatives, especially on race, would split the Roosevelt coalition, drive away Southern whites, weaken the Democratic Party and put his own reelection in jeopardy.  After Lincoln, Johnson is considered the president who did the most to overcome the nation's shameful history of slavery and racial discrimination and to advance the ideal of racial justice.   To be sure, Johnson's unpopularity also stemmed, in important part, from his prosecution of an increasingly divisive war in South Vietnam and from a complex, domineering personality that his oleaginous rhetoric could not conceal. Yet, his place in history is secure because of courageous domestic decisions which weakened him politically.   By contrast, Jimmy Carter and Bill Clinton, the other two Democratic presidents prior to President Obama, are unlikely (even in light of more even-handed views of historians a generation from now) to enter the pantheon of greatness.   President Carter's fundamental problem, oddly enough,  was that he recklessly spent presidential capital in his first year in office--on reforming water projects, energy reform, welfare reform and numerous other initiatives--with limited or no success. By the end of 1977, his apolitical approach, and his serial failures, had dramatically diminished his reputation in Washington and seriously eroded his popularity in the nation.  And he could never recover from his naive policy profligacy as the nation's economy began to suffer from the lethal combination of high inflation and high interest rates.   By contrast, President Clinton tried one major domestic initiative early in his administration--health care--and, after being defeated on that, was either on the defensive or advanced a minimalist, safe agenda.  With the Republican take-over of Congress in 1994, Clinton had to fight a rear guard action until the 1996 election.  Then the Lewinski scandal and impeachment  consumed much of the administration's energy, and Dick Morris's "triangulation" meant that Clinton took few significant political risks.  Never has there been a president with as much political and policy talent, who presided over a booming economy (due, only in small part, to public policy) but whose major accomplishments were so slender.  I always felt that it was a badge of dishonor for Clinton to leave office with a high approval rating for the reasons I have tried to develop here: no great deeds are possible for a president without a willingness to risk  political standing.   The saga of President Obama is but 14 months old.  It is too soon to tell whether health care  reform will be a policy success in implementation and a long-term political success (like Medicare) as it changes a health care system bristling with problems.  And,  of course, it is far, far too soon to make any meaningful judgments about his tenure.   But, after a first year of aloofness from the political fray of health care, Obama's willingness,  since the Massachusetts senatorial election to push his chips on the table, take a huge political gamble, and win a major legislative victory (with uncertain short-term political consequences) echoes decisions of his great Democratic predecessors, Harry Truman and Lyndon Johnson. 

***MISC

South Korea Neg

Withdrawing troops from South Korea would increase the likelihood of a war – a nuclear North Korea lessens the chances of war on the peninsula 
Christina Y. Lin 2010 (Lin, Christina Y. Dr. Christina Y. Lin is currently a Visiting Fellow at AICGS and Researcher for Jane's Information Group. Previously she served in the U.S. government with tours at the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the National Security Council, State Department, U.S. Eximbank, and at the federally funded Institute for Defense Analyses. Prior to entering government service she worked in the private sector at Lehman Brothers and Goldman Sachs in London.She is a graduate of University of California, Irvine (B.A.), SAIS-Johns Hopkins University (M.A.), and London School of Economics (M.Sc., Ph.D.) with a thesis focusing on U.S. defense industrial policy. She speaks Taiwanese, Mandarin Chinese, and some French..CHINA, IRAN, AND NORTH KOREA: A TRIANGULAR STRATEGIC ALLIANCE By Christina Y. Lin. 59-60. http://www.gloria-center.org/files/2010040754323.pdf.)

A 2006 article by Shen Dingli, executive director of both the International Studies Institute and the Center for American Studies at Fudan University, laid out the strategic significance of DPRK in China’s policy towards the United States. China’s main goals are economic development and national reunification. To the latter end, he argued that

DPRK is a key buffer zone between China and U.S. troops stationed in South Korea, and it is also tied to China’s Taiwan contingency.71 With a shared border of 1,400 kilometers, DPRK acts as a guard post for China against U.S. troops in South Korea, thereby allowing China to redeploy military assets away from northeast Asia towards Taiwan. He further argues that a nuclear DPRK is an asset to China’s security because a nuclear DPRK could pin down U.S. forces in a Taiwan contingency and deter U.S. consideration of possible military intervention.72 In this case, a nuclear DPRK makes war on the peninsula less likely, since the United States would be wary of risking its troops in South Korea and Japan. He conceded that DPRK used the six-party talks to buy time to develop nuclear weapons. Chances are slim for denuclearization because DPRK’s end goal is to possess nuclear weapons due to its perceived threat by the United States.73 Indeed, China’s actions have supported this line of thought, as it has persistently watered down UNSC sanctions against DPRK and supported DPRK economically so that sanctions were not very effective. China recently announced it would invest $10 billion in DPRK, which is about 70 percent of DPRK’s total GDP of some $15 billion.74 Given China’s de facto support of a nuclear DPRK and de jure economic support to prop up the regime, it seems unlikely DPRK would take the path of denuclearization similar to the one taken by Libya. Indeed, DPRK does not see itself as a Libya in eventual denuclearization but rather conveyed to U.S. officials that it aspired to be the “Israel of East Asia.”75

Japan Rearm Impact

A nuclearized Japan would be a larger threat than North Korea
Christopher Preble. October 22, 2006 (Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and author of Two Normal Countries: Rethinking the US-Japan Strategic Relationship. Japan's Next Move by Christopher Preble. October 22, 2006. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6738.)

If Mr. Abe – or a successor – reneges on this pledge, however, and Japan decides to develop its own nuclear deterrent, it will be only the last in a series of steps in which the Japanese have enhanced their defensive posture. This rearmament has been driven primarily by fears of North Korea. While China and South Korea worry about the ramifications of a collapse of Mr. Kim's regime, they are even more fearful of a nuclear-armed Japan. Accordingly, the best way to forestall such an eventuality is to cooperate with Tokyo in eliminating the North Korean threat.
Japan Neg

Japanese military presence key to advanced US military capabilities, natural disaster support and regional hegemony 

Flournoy 7/16/10 (Michele Flournoy, under Secretary of Defense for Policy of the United States, appointed President of the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), Prior to co-founding CNAS, she was a Senior Adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Previously, she was a distinguished research professor at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University (NDU), “POINT OF VIEW/ Michele Flournoy: U.S.-Japan alliance a cornerstone in a complex world,” July 16, asahi - http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html) Luke
As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region. The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region. The continued U.S. presence provides deterrence against acts of aggression and reassures other nations in the region. This presence, and the benefits it provides, is supported by significant Japanese financial contributions. This financial support is essential to the ability of the United States to maintain some of the most advanced military capabilities in the world in Japan. Japan's contribution also supports the U.S. service members prepared to risk their lives in defense of Japan and peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. In addition to providing deterrence in a still uncertain region, the presence of U.S. forces allows the United States and Japan to respond to humanitarian and natural disasters and to save lives.  With close logistics and operational support from Japan, U.S. forces quickly responded to crises such as the 2009 typhoons in the Philippines, the 2008 Cyclone Nargis in Burma (Myanmar) and the 2007 Cyclone Sidra in Bangladesh. Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) are increasingly deploying alongside their American partners to address humanitarian challenges in the region, as they did in responding to the 2004 tsunami. For example, earlier this year, Japan deployed the SDF via U.S. mainland bases to provide critical relief to Haiti following that devastating earthquake. The U.S. Navy and Japan's Maritime Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) have conducted humanitarian civil assistance activities in Cambodia and Vietnam as part of the PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP 2010 operation. Going forward, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief cooperation will provide countless opportunities for the U.S.-Japan alliance to contribute to the welfare of the region and the world. The United States and Japan also cooperate closely to ensure that every nation has the right to freedom of navigation and access to open sea lanes, thereby providing for the safety of mariners and the security of trade in and out of the region. The JMSDF and the U.S. Navy work hand-in-hand to respond to the recent proliferation of pirate attacks on shipping in and around vital sea lanes, especially off the Horn of Africa. Japan and the United States are partnering to contribute significant resources to building peace and stability in some of the most war-torn places in the world. For example, in Afghanistan and Pakistan, we are cooperating to implement reconstruction and stabilization measures. Over the next 50 years, the United States and Japan look forward to deepening our level of cooperation on other issues as well, particularly in the area of regional missile defense. 


Iraq Neg --- AT: Iraqi Forces Solve Stability

Iraqi forces alone cannot stand against insurgencies
Alissa J. Rubin, NYT. June 30, 2009. (Iraq marks Withdrawal of U.S. Troops from Cities. Alissa J. Rubin. New York Times. June 30, 2009.  http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/01/world/middleeast/01iraq.html.)

The excitement, however, has rung hollow for many Iraqis, who fear that their country’s security forces are not ready to stand alone and who see the government’s claims of independence as overblown. From Basra in the south to Mosul in the north, Iraqis expressed skepticism about the proclamation of “independence.” “They will not withdraw to their homes; they will stay here and there so that they can return in emergencies,” said Samir Alwan, 28, the owner of a mini-market in Basra. “So it is not sovereignty, according to my point of view, and I think that the Iraqi Army is only able to secure the south of the country and unable to secure Baghdad and Mosul.” In a national address, Mr. Maliki focused his praise on Iraqi troops and security forces for their role in fighting the insurgency. “The national united government succeeded in putting down the sectarian war that was threatening the unity and the sovereignty of Iraq,” he said, as if the United States had played no role. President Obama, who ran for office on a pledge to end the war, marked the occasion with minimal fanfare, declaring it “an important milestone” even as he warned of “difficult days ahead.” “The Iraqi people are rightly treating this day as cause for celebration,” he said. The withdrawal did not command its own presidential appearance — Mr. Obama’s brief remarks were delivered at a ceremony honoring entrepreneurs — a contrast with his predecessor, who rarely missed an opportunity to celebrate milestones in Iraq. Underscoring the insecurity, a suicide bombing in a market in a Kurdish neighborhood of the volatile northern city of Kirkuk killed 33 people, according to the police there. In Baghdad, the American military reported that four United States soldiers were killed in an attack on Monday, evidence of the vulnerability of the troops as they withdraw. Military experts anticipate more violence in the days ahead. Mr. Maliki’s effort to capitalize on Iraq’s latent anti-Americanism and to extol the abilities of his troops is a risky strategy. If it turns out that Iraqi troops cannot control the violence, Mr. Maliki will be vulnerable to criticism from rivals — not only if he has to ask the Americans to return but also if he fails to enforce security without them.

Afghanistan --- Nation-Building Failure = Inevitable

Empirically proven: Attempts by U.S. to build nations in Afghanistan will fail

Ted Galen Carpenter. November 2, 2001 (Flirting With Nation-Building in Afghanistan. Ted Galen Carpenter. November 2, 2001. Ted Galen Carpenter is Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5997.)

Behind the scenes, U.S. diplomatic efforts are underway to influence the composition of a post-Taliban government. There are reports that U.S. leaders have slowed the pace of the U.S. military campaign lest the Taliban collapse before an alternative regime is ready to take power. Such a flirtation with nation-building is both unwise and unnecessary. One might hope that U.S. officials had learned from the disastrous experiments in nation-building in Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia. In all three cases, the United States led international campaigns to foster national unity and help create stable, functioning governments. Despite years of work and billions of dollars, the efforts failed big-time in all three cases. Somalia is as politically fractured and chaotic today as when the first U.S. troops went ashore in December 1992. The U.S. intervention in Haiti ousted a corrupt, violent military dictatorship. But today Haiti is ruled by an equally corrupt, violent dictatorship run by the dominant Lavalas Party. Despite an ongoing occupation by thousands of NATO troops to implement the Dayton peace agreement, Bosnia is still divided among three ethnic factions. It is no closer to being a viable country today than it was when Dayton was signed in November 1995. Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia all have woeful economies that barely function. Afghanistan is no more promising as a candidate for nation-building than those other three countries. For more than 20 years it has been plagued by civil war. The fighting has created millions of refugees and destroyed what modest economy the country had before. Afghanistan can hardly be called a "nation" at all. The three most prominent ethnic factions--the Pashtuns in the south and the Tajiks and Uzbeks in the north-- barely tolerated each other during the best of times. Not surprisingly, they are on opposite sides in the current civil war. The Taliban draws the bulk of its support from the Pashtuns (the largest bloc) while the rival Northern Alliance gets most of its strength from the Tajiks and Uzbeks.

Afghanistan --- AT: Withdrawal Hurts Heg

US withdrawal won’t hurt heg – other superpowers won’t try to become leading hegemon

Phillips, researched Arab identity to Syria and Jordan, writes regularly for the Guardian, and has spent several years in the Middle East, 6/10/10 [Chris Phillips, The end of american hegemony in the Middle East, The Press Network, http://www.thepressnet.org/354/the-end-of-american-hegemony-in-the-middle-east]

The U.S. power in the Middle East are declining, however, discuss the possibility of a new cold war in the region is incorrect; powers such as Russia and Turkey are simply taking advantage of the power vacuum in the Middle East – English analyst writes Chris Phillips  A recent agreement to purchase weapons, signed between Russia and Syria, has dangled the prospect of a new Cold War in the Middle East. For example, Josh Landis in Foreign Policy suggests that unconditional U.S. support to Israel will return to his role Moscow pre-1989 when it supported and provided weapons to the enemies of Tel Aviv and Washington. Yet the return of Russia to Syria, is being realized through the sale of MiG-29 or the construction of a port area on the Syrian coast, there appears to be the action of a superpower capable of challenging U.S. hegemony in the period as 1945-1989, but rather that of a regional power, determined to take advantage of the growing power vacuum in the region. Instead of a new Cold War bipolar situation, the regional powers such as Russia and Turkey are increasing their influence at the expense of the United States. The idea of a new Cold War has gained popularity in some quarters from the wrong reasons. The same Syrian President Bashar al-Assad said in ‘The Republic’ last week that “Russia is reasserting. And the Cold War is simply a natural reaction to the American attempt to dominate the world. ” In the same interview he spoke of the existence of a new triple alliance between Syria, Turkey and Iran, which would be part of the “Northern Alliance” that Damascus had tried to build against Israel and the United States, and to ‘ within which Russia is now assigned to the role of superpower benefactor. As the leader of a small power that seeks to challenge the hegemonic world power, is in the interests of Assad exaggerate the strength of this alliance. However in reality there is no unified and cohesive bloc. Russia is putting in place pragmatic national agenda that will enable it to maximize its influence without having to compare with the United States. This is a key foreign policy to Medvedev. A recent dispute with Tehran because of Russian support for new UN sanctions on Iran proposed by Washington certainly does not show a united front anti-americano/anti-israeliano. Although Turkey is not bound by any deployment. Damascus would consider a resumption of relations of force in Ankara with Iraq, Iran and Syria as a fact of crucial importance for any new deployment. However, the policy of “zero problems with neighbors led” Turkey is not limited to these countries to its southern border. Turkey is trying to impose its influence and win new markets in the region, including Israel, to meet the needs of its rapidly expanding economy. Although the rhetoric of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has become more populist and anti-Israel from the Gaza War of 2008-2009, the close trade relations, economic and military between Turkey and Israel are showing no signs of abating. Like Russia, Turkey is pursuing its own interests by asserting its influence throughout the Middle East, not only as a reference point blocking anti-American and anti-Israeli. 
Afghanistan --- Withdrawal Bad

US withdrawal from Afghanistan will force the afghan people to join the Taliban

Carafano, one of the nation's leading experts in defense and homeland security, 6/22/10 [James Carafano, Morning Bell: Time to Dump the Afghanistan Timeline, Heritage, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/22/morning-bell-time-to-dump-the-afghanistan-timeline/]

The Washington Post reports today that Gen. Stanley McChrystal, U.S. commander in Afghanistan, apologized for an upcoming article in Rolling Stone magazine that portrays him and senior officials on his team as dismissive of top Obama administration officials. As a result, General McChrystal has been summoned to the White House to explain his comments. It is a case of poor judgment on the part of the general and his staff to air comments on the character of senior civilian leaders to a reporter, but both the White House and the brass need to put this media gaff aside and focus on the real problem – destroying al Qaeda, defeating the Taliban and helping establish an Afghanistan that can govern itself. As long as we are being frank, we ought to acknowledge that problem #1 in the president’s strategy was setting an artificial timeline for withdrawal. That led our military leaders to question the strategy in Afghanistan and put tremendous, unnecessary pressure on our armed forces to accomplish the task at hand. And while that timeline provoked questions among top brass, it also led everyone involved to question America’s resolve, from the government in Kabul, to the people in the villages, to the terrorists in the caves, and to the military in Pakistan. In particular, that has led Pakistan to continue to play a dangerous double game, trying to “manage” the Taliban rather than defeat them and root out al Qaeda. We have already seen the consequences – the Times Square Bomber admitted he was trained by the Pakistani Taliban in Pakistan, and he was sent here to kill Americans. As Heritage regional expert Lisa Curtis writes: By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban. This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan’s inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory. There are, however, no do-overs in war. The president can’t pretend that he never set a timeline, and he can’t undo his decision to send too few troops for the surge, rather than deploying the thousands more the generals in the field said would have been optimum to implement a better counter-insurgency strategy.  The president, however, can make things right.

Afghanistan Neg --- CP Ideas

Four alternatives to troop withdrawal that solve the afghan war

Carafano, one of the nation's leading experts in defense and homeland security, 6/22/10 [James Carafano, Morning Bell: Time to Dump the Afghanistan Timeline, Heritage, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/22/morning-bell-time-to-dump-the-afghanistan-timeline/]

First, he can dump the timeline.Second, he can make a commitment to the American people that we will achieve victory in Afghanistan, and he can give our military leaders whatever additional forces or resources they need to get the job done. Third, he can be crystal clear about how to deal with the Taliban. Curtis writes, “U.S. and NATO forces must first weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with the leadership.” Fourth, the Administration has to press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists, including those targeting its arch-rival, India. President Obama’s strategy has provoked serious questions among military leaders and our allies, it has posed serious problems for our troops on the ground, and it has undermined America’s ability to win the war. In short, we do not need an artificial timeline for withdrawal. We need a strategy for victory.
Afghanistan Neg --- Withdrawal Bad
McChrystal’s COIN strategy is the only option – premature withdrawal will give Taliban victory

Curtis, senior research fellow at Heritage, 6/3/10 [Lisa Curtis, Kandahar Initiative Stands a Good Chance To Spell Beginning of The End for Taliban, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban]

Eighteen months into the Obama Administration, the American focus has shifted sharply from Iraq to Afghanistan. The U.S. once again has more troops in Afghanistan than in Iraq. And Fiscal Year 2010 marks the first time the U.S. will spend more money there as well. U.S. and NATO Commander in Afghanistan General Stanley McChrystal is implementing a new counterinsurgency strategy that emphasizes protection of the population, establishing good governance and uprooting the Taliban from their traditional strongholds. McChrystal's strategy is sound. But it will require time - and adequate resources - to succeed. That's not an easy sell for an American public strapped by the worst economy since the Great Depression and weary from eight years of war in two countries.  But there is no good alternative to McChrystal's approach. A victorious Taliban emboldened by a U.S. retreat would be more inclined than ever to support al-Qaida and its terrorist affiliates who remain intent on attacking our homeland.  Moreover, a strengthened Taliban in Afghanistan would buoy extremists and fuel unrest in nuclear-armed Pakistan. In this scenario, U.S. national security would be in far more danger than it was before 9/11. President Obama should be commended for his December decision to send another 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. It will raise American troop levels there to nearly 100,000 by year's end. Yet the President has also sent mixed signals about a long-term commitment to the war, and that severely undermines U.S. ability to achieve success in Afghanistan. By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban. This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan's inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory. These mixed signals are found in the National Security Strategy released by the Obama Administration last week. The document highlights the need to succeed in Afghanistan and to prevent the Taliban from overthrowing the Afghan government. But this resolute language is coupled with a reiteration of the President's promise to reduce troop levels beginning in mid-2011. President Obama must understand that premature withdrawal of U.S. troops fuels the perception in the region that Taliban victory is inevitable. That can only undermine his own strategy. U.S. military commanders are now racing against time to demonstrate they can reverse Taliban battlefield momentum by December, the due date for the next major Afghanistan policy review. This is challenging, but possible. Earlier this year, U.S. and coalition forces, along with their Afghan counterparts, ousted the Taliban from one of their strongholds in Marjah in southern Helmand Province. But insurgents still lurk in the town, intimidating citizens who cooperate with the Afghan government and coalition forces. The coalition must figure out how to strengthen communities to resist the Taliban and to ensure the local police have the trust of the people. U.S. forces are pouring into the Taliban's birthplace and center of gravity, Kandahar. They're preparing for an operation that U.S. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mullen calls "the cornerstone of our surge effort." Uprooting the Taliban from Kandahar would demonstrate the coalition's determination to prevent Taliban domination. It also would boost Kabul's efforts to reconcile non-ideological Taliban fighters with the government. The success of the Kandahar initiative will hinge on the coalition's ability to quickly deliver security, development assistance and good governance to the people. If the U.S. focuses on these objectives, there is a good chance this summer's push will spell the beginning of the end for the Taliban.
Afghanistan Neg --- Withdrawal Bad (Heg)

Obama’s timetable for troop withdrawal in Afghanistan will hurt heg– Britain announced they will not follow suit in full withdrawal

Hennessy, journalist for globalsecurity.org, 7/1/10 [Selah Hennessy, 'No timetable' on British Troops in Afghanistan, globalsecurity.org, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/07/mil-100701-voa04.htm]

Britain's new Foreign Secretary William Hague said Thursday his government has not set a timetable for withdrawing British troops from Afghanistan. Giving a major speech on foreign policy, Hague also said his government wants to increase Britain's role in the European Union, build stronger ties with emerging economies and play a key role in the global arena.  "Put simply, the world has changed and if we don't change with it, Britain's role is set to decline with all that that means for our influence in world affairs, for our national security, and for our economy," said Hague.  Hague said Britain's relations with European countries are crucial and have suffered under the past government. He said Britain's ties with other European countries, as well as emerging economies such as China and India, need to grow. He also emphasized the importance of Britain's special relationship with the United States.  Steven Fielding is a professor in political history at Britain's University of Nottingham. He says these points are not far removed from those of the past government.   "In the short term and the medium term and, to be perfectly honest in the long term, I don't really see there being any significant changes," said Fielding.  Hague spoke to the BBC on Thursday about Britain's role in Afghanistan . He said he would be "very surprised" if Afghan forces had not taken control of their own security by 2014. But he said there is no timetable for bringing British troops home.  Britain's Prime Minister David Cameron said last week he wants British troops out by 2015. Fielding says Mr. Cameron may have been trying to assuage a British public who has become increasingly critical of Britain's presence in Afghanistan. But Fielding says Britain's Conservative-led coalition is as fully committed to the war as its Labor predecessor.  "When William Hague says what he says about there being no time line, it's a statement of the obvious really," said Fielding. "This is something that can only be done once the conflict has reached a certain point and in agreement with the United States.  Britain has around 9,000 troops in Afghanistan - the largest international force after the United States.

US withdrawal kills heg – causing power wars to be the next hegemon

Phillips, researched Arab identity to Syria and Jordan, writes regularly for the Guardian, and has spent several years in the Middle East, 6/10/10 [Chris Phillips, The end of american hegemony in the Middle East, The Press Network, http://www.thepressnet.org/354/the-end-of-american-hegemony-in-the-middle-east]

Although the return to bipolar alignments of the Cold War in the Middle East is unlikely, international relations in the region are changing. The U.S. power is declining. Although Washington remains the only superpower, the quagmire in which the U.S. is in Iraq and Afghanistan has highlighted the limits of American ambitions, while the economic crisis has forced the Obama Administration to focus its energies on other sectors. While the Bush era saw the assertion of American hegemony in the region and the attempt to crush the many challenges posed by countries like Syria and Iraq of Saddam Hussein, the Middle East today is characterized by a power vacuum caused from the partial American withdrawal, which is filled by medium regional powers that have the ability to assert himself. This new situation is exemplified by the recent nuclear deal reached by Turkey with Iran and Brazil. Stephen Walt (Professor of International Relations at Harvard University (NDT)) stressed that this change in the balance of power is happening globally, as, for example, gross domestic product of Asia already exceeds that of the U.S. or Europe. As in previous years, it seems that the Middle East could become the microcosm of these international changes. If, on the one hand, the era of American is coming to an end – a process that was hastened by unnecessary wars and poor economic prudence – the other is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East reflect the emerging multipolar world rather than return to a situation of cold war bipolar. In this situation, not only Russia and Turkey will increase their sphere of influence in the region, but also China, India and Brazil will try to carve out a role, most likely turning its satellite states less claims in respect of democratic reforms and their reconciliation with Israel than does Washington. The intensification of the relationship between Saudi Arabia and China could anticipate this future development. But this moment has not arrived yet. The United States remains a superpower that can lead to important changes in the region at will. However, the recent moves of Russia and Turkey in the Middle East show a new determination by the regional powers to follow its own path in defiance of U.S. wishes, and that this be done through military agreements, business or diplomatic moves. Although a new Cold War is unlikely, the period dell’indiscussa American hegemony in the Middle East could be close to conclusion.   
