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Explanation

The mid-term elections are coming up in November.  Every  member of the House of Representatives is up for election and 36 of the Senate seats are in play.  As the past two years have shown, the number of Democrats and Republicans  in the two houses determine what legislation Obama can get passed.  Currently the Senate has 56 Democrats, 2 independents, and 31 Republicans and one open seat (WV).  The House currently has 256 Democrats, 178 Republicans, and one vacant seat.  It takes 217 seats to have a majority in the House.  Even though a majority in the senate only requires 51 votes, because of the constant threat of filibuster, the true requirement is 60 votes.
This file is from ENDI and hasn’t been updated.  You should do research and NOT run it as it is because the link and uniqueness focus on  House races, and the House has already passed a version of Cap &Trade, so if this is the impact scenario you want to pursue, you’ll need to find U and L that deal with the Senate.  LMC
UNIQUENESS – Right now the Republicans are going to win a bunch of seats in both the House and the Senate.  Historically, the President who is elected loses seats for his party the following November.  So, since Obama is a democrat the democrats stand to lose a number of seats.  The question is really how many will they lose.  The uniqueness for the disad argues that the Democrats will lose a good number but will ultimately be able to keep their majority of more than 217.  The majority is important since they are in the majority they can all just agree on something and pass it even if the Republicans don’t like it.  The Senate is definitely in play because of the rules on closure and 10 tight races.

LINK – Plan is a decrease in our military.   Obama, as a result of such a policy, would lose some of the critical support he needs in the midterms.  Many of the voters who may still be leaning towards supporting the Democrats may switch their votes – OR just simply not vote anymore – because the Democratic party is seen as jeopardizing America’s national security.  Losing some seats in the House and the Senate means that the Republicans might get the majority as a result of the “weak national security” image Obama would be displaying so close to the election.

IMPACT – If the Democrats lose their majority then there is no chance that the legislation to help combat global warming (cap & trade) will pass.  Most Republicans don’t even admit that global warming is a problem.  The U.S., as the largest economy in the world and the most influential country, needs to act on warming so that other countries start to act as well.  Warming could be really really bad for the planet as it would possibly make it impossible for humans to survive if it got hot enough that it started messing up our ability to grow food, the oceans began to rise, or countries began to fight over decreasing global resources. 

The affirmative will respond by contesting each of the parts of the disad – 

A.  NON UNIQUE – some people say the Republicans are going to win a majority of the House right now because of the economy, healthcare and the BP spill.

B.  LINK ANSWERS – many voters like a decrease in troop levels, other simply don’t care about them.

C.  NO IMPACT – global warming won’t be that bad.  AND, a bill passing through congress won’t do much to convince people that warming needs to be stopped.
Finally, if you are interested in trying to learn how to research your own debate evidence, this is probably the easiest place to start.  You can search for any of the following:

A.  Newer evidence for Uniqueness.  Looking for articles that say Democrats will keep the majority, won’t keep the majority, etc.

B.  Cards for the link.  As you hear about specific affs – look for cards that talk about whether each of those affs is popular or not.  For example, there are many Asian-American voters in the United States, how do you think their votes may change if we pulled our troops out of Japan or South Korea?  Could those votes make a difference in the congressional election.

C.  New Impact Scenarios.  What other reasons would a Republican majority be bad? 
*****SHELL*****
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A.  UNIQUENESS – Democrats will keep their majorities in congress now – all the best analysis proves.  

WITT  5 – 10 – 10   JD., Prof of Government and Politics.  The Examiner’s “Political Buzz” Columnist and Election Monitor

Ryan Witt (5/10/10, " Taking back the House, an analysis of the Republicans' chances in the 2010 ... ", http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner%7Ey2010m5d10-Taking-back-the-House-an-analysis-of-the-Republicans-chances-in-the-2010-midterm-elections)

There is still a ton of time between now and election day.  Still, that has not kept the experts from making their best guesses of what will happen in six months.  Here is what the best of the best say about Republicans' chances to take back the House:

-  Nate Silver of FiveThirtyEight.com has now come out yet with his predictor for the House.  He has written an excellent article comparing 1994 with 2010.  In 94 the Republicans were able to take the House from the Democrats by gaining 54 seats.  If the Republicans can repeat that performance they will easily be able to take back the House.  Silver's article describes the various similarities and differences between 1994 and 2010.  He concludes that a repeat performance is possible, but hedges on whether it will actually happen.

-  Real Clear Politics has 22 seats being gained for Republicans under their "Likely Republican&quot; or "Lean Republican&quot; ratings.  However, they also have Democrats stealing two districts from Republicans.  That gives Democrats a net gain of 20 seats.  There are then 35 seats rated as toss up elections and 34 of those seats are held by Democrats. If one does the math, you see that Republicans need to win 20 of those 34 toss ups in order to take back the House.

-  The New York Times has a much better outlook for Democrats.  They have 164 seats being rated as "Solid Democrat&quot; with 64 seats rated "Leaning Democrat."  Those numbers would give Democrats a total of 228 which is enough to keep their majority.  The paper has 30 seats rated as toss up with with 177 rated either "Solid Republican&quot; or "Leaning Republican."

-  CQ Politics has 172 seats rated as "Safe Democrat”; with 35 seats rated as "Likely Democrat."  Those numbers alone give Democrats 217 seats, just one short of what they need for a majority.  CQ then has 24 seats rated as "Lean Democrat."  On the Republican side, the breakdown is 157 "Safe", 12 "Likely", and 9 "Lean."

-  Intrade currently gives Republicans a 46% chance of taking back the House.  InTrade operates by individual trades.  People buy credits and then can use the credit to bet on a given scenario.  The reliability of InTrade as a predictor is constantly debated.

I apologize, but I do not have the time to post the polls for every single House race.  If you are interested in any particular race you can check them using the resources above.  Right now polling is available for some of the closer districts.  As the election nears I will post some polls on the key races that may determine who controls the House.

For now, polls on the overall ballot will have to do.  Here are the latest polls on the 2010 midterms:

- Rasmussen has Republicans leading Democrats on the generic ballot by seven points (44%-37%).  Historically that is a very large margin that should allow Republicans to gain many seats if it holds.  The debate is how accurate the Rasmussen generic ballot actually is.  For a closer look at that issue you can click here.

-  Talking Points Memo has a much better outlook for Democrats.  They have averaged out all the polls and Democrats leading Republicans by a very slight margin (44.3%-44.1%).  Once again the predictive nature of this compilation is debatable as most polls are thought to be too favorable to the Democrats in their results.

-  What is clear is that most Americans do not like the incumbents right now.  According to an ABC poll, six in ten Americans are looking to replace their current Congressman or Congresswoman with someone new.  That is bad news for Democrats since they obviously have the highest number of incumbents running.

There is thought among many analysts that Republicans may have peaked too soon.  Things looked very bad for Democrats just four months ago as health care reform was on life support and Republicans rode a wave of anti-Washington fury.  Since then, Democrats have been able to re-energize some of their own base with the passage of health care reform.  What is worse for Republicans, they now seem more like the "establishment" with their recent opposition to Wall Street reform.  The recent stories about Republicans fundraising money being spent at a bondage style, lesbian strip club also hurt the GOP.  Finally, the last jobs report was a positive for the Democrats and if that trend continues they could benefit from a "stay the course" mantra.  Right now the momentum is definitely with Democrats, thought there is plenty of time for that to change.

Generally the party in power has an easier time raising money and that principle is holding true thus far.  Democrats have out raised Republicans nearly every quarter and are believed to have more cash-on-hand as a party than Republicans.  This will enable Democrats to purchase ads in the closer districts as the election date nears.

As a disclaimer I should mention I only had a 50% success rate at predicting the 2009 elections.  Elections with lower turnouts like midterms and special elections are much harder to predict.  This is especially true when you throw in the wild card of the Tea Party which has a significant influence on many elections.

Having said that, barring a major change of events (i.e. a right-wing terrorist attack or economic boom) Republicans can be assured of gaining some seats in November.  The real question is not whether Republicans gain seats, but how many they are able to obtain. 

Using the projections seen above, the polls, and the recent trends I believe Republicans will gain 25-30 seats in the House.  This is a very significant number, but not enough to gain a majority.  In the end, I believe the Democrats will benefit from more good news on the jobs front over the coming months.  In addition, the Democrats significant financial advantage will start to come into play.  Republicans lack the kind of organization and unifying message they had in 94 elections.  While they may wish for a sequel, at this point I rate it unlikely.
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B.  LINK – Adopting a “weak” foreign policy will hurt Obama and the Democrats in the midterms

FLY  1 – 28 – 10   Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations 

Jamie M. Fly, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/does-obama-have-foreign-policy

While it is understandable that given the state of the economy and lingering recession, most Americans are perhaps more focused on their job security than about what is happening in Kabul, Tehran, or Pyongyang, it is troubling that this president does not seem to have a clear agenda on these issues other than a retro-80s approach to twenty-first century challenges.  If the Christmas Day bomber, growing concern about Yemen, instability in Iran, continued uncertainty about nuclear Pakistan, and the difficult months (and years) ahead in Afghanistan are any indication, 2010 will be just as consequential for U.S. foreign policy as any year in recent memory with the exception of 2001.

President Obama came into office with a foreign policy agenda that was essentially limited to expressing concern about nuclear weapons and showing the world that he was not George W. Bush.  He has now done the latter through speech after speech in Istanbul, Accra, Cairo, to cite just a few of the exotic venues.  Despite focusing on the former with his “reset” of the U.S.-Russian relationship, the foreign policy challenges he faced during 2009 were largely thrust upon him by events.  Despite several courageous decisions as commander in chief, he was clearly uncomfortable (witness the Afghanistan Strategy Review) with the issue set he was forced to focus on during year one.

In this very political White House, foreign policy is viewed through the lens of mid-term elections in 2010 and the president’s reelection in 2012, just like any other issue.  Thus, it is important for Team Obama to act tough on security and kill terrorists (preferably using classified means), but most other foreign policy issues become time consuming obstacles to the pursuit of a robust domestic agenda.  This is foreign policy as a political tactic, not as a grand strategy or a coherent formulation of America’s global interests (with the exception of a headlong rush for disarmament).

Despite the challenges the country faces on the domestic front, it would behoove the president in 2010 to do what he failed to do last night -- speak more frequently to the American people about what is at stake overseas and what his vision is for keeping Americans safe and advancing U.S. interests around the world.  Otherwise, he risks being nothing more than a reactionary president doing little more than what is required to avoid the wrath of the electorate.  He runs the risk of becoming an inconsequential commander in chief in very consequential times.

AND – Obama’s approval rating is key to the outcome

CHINNI  11 – 25 – 09    Christian Science Monitor Staff

Dante Chinni, What Obama’s approval ratings could mean for midterm elections, http://patchworknation.csmonitor.com/csmstaff/2009/1125/what-obama%E2%80%99s-approval-ratings-could-mean-for-midterm-elections/

With less than a year until midterm elections, special interest is being paid to President Obama’s approval rating. A few new polls show him below 50 percent for the first time since his inauguration.

As the president’s support goes, so goes the support of his party – or at least that’s what recent history says. Look at the approval ratings of Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush and the congressional results of midterm elections during their tenures.

So what does this mean for Mr. Obama?

For one thing, a president’s approval rating is a slippery thing. It can change in a moment.

C.  IMPACT – The Democrats must keep their majority to pass legislation to combat global warming in 2011

HIGH PLAINS JOURNAL  1 – 29 – 10  

High Plains Journal 1/29 (Sara Wyant, 1/29/10, " How a topsy-turvy political world got turned upside down again ", google news)

Cap-and-trade legislation also seems destined for retooling, perhaps in favor of a much broader energy bill focused on job creation.  "We will likely not do climate change this year but will do an energy bill instead," said Sen. Byron Dorgan during a recent speech. The North Dakota Democrat says he supports "fuel economy standard increases, moving toward electric drive transportation systems, renewable energy production, modern transmission grid, conservation, and efficiency" as part of U.S. energy policy.  Dorgan's assessment is that "In the aftermath of a very, very heavy lift on health care, I think it is unlikely that the Senate will turn next to the very complicated and very controversial subject of cap-and-trade climate change kind of legislation."  
Fight, fight, fight  
Several Democratic Party members expect the president to learn from the recent elections and hit the "reset" button on his far-reaching agenda. Independent voters are fleeing their party in droves. To get them back in the fold and re-energized, they expect him to move more toward the middle, focusing on bread and butter issues like jobs and the economy, just as Bill Clinton did after the Republican takeover of the House and Senate in 1994.  Yet, many other Democrats are pushing President Obama to charge ahead with a very liberal agenda--despite the recent Senate loss in Massachusetts and losses in gubernatorial races in New Jersey and Virginia last fall. It's now or never, they reason, and if Democrats lose their majorities in 2010, it will be impossible to pass health care reform the following year. They want a fight to the finish, even if there is barely anyone left to take credit. 
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The U.S. must act – if congress takes steps the rest of the globe will help us solve global warming

PEGG 08   Staff Writer for the Environmental News Service

 [J.R., “U.S. Lawmakers Urged to Lead Global Warming Battle” The Environmental News Wire February 1 http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/feb2008/2008-02-01-10.asp]

The head of the United Nations scientific climate panel spoke with U.S. lawmakers Wednesday, encouraging them lead to the world in cooling the overheated planet. "We really don't have a moment to lose," said Rajendra Pachauri, chair of the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC. The massive reductions in greenhouse gas emissions needed to avoid serious disruptions to Earth's climate system are impossible without U.S. leadership, Dr. Pachauri told members of the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming. "It is essential for the U.S. to take action," said Pachauri, who also spoke at a public briefing Wednesday afternoon convened by the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. The United States is responsible for some 22 percent of current greenhouse gas emissions. Although China recently emerged as the leading emitter, U.S. emissions are four times greater than China's on a per capita basis. Despite broad criticism from across the world, President George W. Bush and his administration have rejected mandatory limits on greenhouse gases. And many U.S. lawmakers remain reluctant to commit their nation to deep cuts without similar obligations from China, India and other developing nations. The IPCC chairman said that view is misplaced. "The rest of the world looks to the U.S. for leadership [but] the perception round the world is that the U.S. has not been very active in this area," Pachauri said, adding that strong action would "undoubtedly reestablish confidence in U.S. leadership on critical global issues."    Pachauri presented the House committee with an overview of the key messages contained in recent reports issued by the IPCC panel, which shared the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize with former U.S. Vice President Al Gore.   The IPCC includes some 2,500 scientists from across the United States and around the world. The panel does no original research but rather assesses the scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant for the understanding of the risk of human-induced climate change.   A native of India, Dr. Pachauri is an economist and engineer who has served on the Board of Directors of the Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., a Fortune 500 company, and on the Economic Advisory Council to the Prime Minister of India. He has taught at several American universitites, including the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies.   Pachauri told lawmakers that greenhouse gas emissions must peak in 2015 - and drop 25 to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2020 - if the world is to keep global average temperatures from rising above 2.4 degrees Celsius.   Without such restraint, the world faces a variety of potential troubling humanitarian and environmental problems. Pachauri cited concern over rising sea levels, the increased frequency of drought, heat waves and severe storms, as well as threats to agriculture and adverse impacts on the environment.   Committee chair Ed Markey, a Massachusetts Democrat, said the work of the IPCC "highlights our moral obligation to reduce global warming pollution and prepare for those impacts that have become unavoidable."     It is time for U.S. lawmakers to ensure the nation is a "leader, not a laggard" in the fight against global warming, Markey said.   But it is unclear how serious U.S. lawmakers are about tackling global warming - only five of the nine Democrats on the panel attended the hearing and none of the committee's six Republicans were present.  

Global Warming risks extinction of the planet
Tickell, 8-11-2008  , Climate Researcher

(Oliver, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

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

****UNIQUENESS*****

Uniq – Dems will keep Majorities

Democrats will lose seats – but keep majorities in the midterms

JOURNAL OF ACCOUNTANCY  5 – 25 – 10 

(Alexandra Defelice, 5/25/10, " Election Analyst Questions Whether Republicans Can Take House ", http://www.journalofaccountancy.com/Web/20102958.htm)

Republicans may not be able to secure a majority in the House this November despite the potential for a tidal wave election, political analyst Charlie Cook told AICPA Council members Monday at a meeting in San Diego. Cook addressed the Council, providing his view of the political environment in light of the profession's advocacy work.

“I wonder whether despite the gigantic Republican wave… they have the mechanics to ride the wave skillfully and maximize their number,” he said, adding they may only pick up 20 to 30 seats, not the 40 they need for a majority. Moreover, Democratic losses in mid-term elections would not necessarily indicate a loss for President Barack Obama in 2012, Cook said.

Cook, a nationally known election analyst who appears frequently on cable news networks and National Public Radio, said his skepticism about Republican victories this fall stems from last week's special election in Pennsylvania's 12th District, where Democrat Mark Critz upset Republican Tim Burns 53% to 45% in a district where Obama's approval rating is about 38%. That rating is roughly 10 percentage points lower than Obama's national average of 48%, according to a recent Gallup Poll.

“Last week, Republicans got out-hustled, out-planned and out-organized. Democrats simply did a better job than they did,” Cook said. “If there's one race on their plate right in front of them and Republicans don't get that one right, how will they do it with 60 or 70 [races] when trying to get 40 or 50 seats to control the House in November? A few weeks ago, I was sure they'd get the majority back. Now I'm not sure.”

A Republican Senate is in the future as nearly double the number of Democratic seats than Republican are up in 2012 and 2014, Cook said, but 2010 likely won't be the year that happens, he added. Republicans won majority control of the House in 1994 after 40 years of Democratic Party rule. Democrats regained control in 2006.

This year will be a bad one for Democrats, it's just a question of how bad, Cook said. But people should not base Obama's future on what happens in 2010, he cautioned.

GOP will win seats – but won’t get a majority

Larison 4/28/10 (Daniel, The American Conservative, "Still Waiting For the Pushback," http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/04/28/still-waiting-for-the-pushback-2/)

If we look more carefully at some of the indicators, there is reason to doubt not only Ruffini’s far-fetched prediction of a gain of 50+ seats, but also the more basic assumption that Republicans will win control of the House. For instance, Ruffini cites the report  that just 49% say that they would re-elect their representative against 40% who say they would vote out the incumbent. This is an interesting measure of how disgusted many people are with Congress, but as an indicator of voting behavior I doubt that it is very meaningful. In the last forty years, re-election rates for House members have dipped to 90% or below just five times, and in all the elections after 1994 re-election rates have not gone below 94%. Thanks partly to the gerrymandering of the last twenty years, fewer incumbents lose than in previous decades, and it is much harder for public discontent to translate into seat gains for the opposition party.

Four years ago, a presidential party in the sixth year of a deeply unpopular President’s administration lost just 30 seats. This year, the presidential party is coming off of two elections in which they won over 50% of the vote, and we are headed into the first midterm election during the administration of a President whose RCP average approval rating is currently 48%. It would be extremely odd for a presidential party to lose more than 30 seats with Presidential approval that high, especially when that average rating has never dipped below 46% since inauguration. Indeed, it has remained remarkably stable over the last five months. In 1993-94, Clinton’s Gallup approval rating dropped into the mid-30s on occasion before recovering to 46% by the time of the election, and Obama’s Gallup approval rating currently stands at 51% and has never dropped below 45%. If that 51% rating were to hold, the average loss for a presidential party with a presidential approval rating of 50-59% is 12 seats. Obviously, economic weakness and political issues specific to this Congress are going to make things worse for the Democrats than that, but it is still something of a reach under these circumstances to project a 30-seat loss, to say nothing of 50 or the absurd 70.

My view is that a 30-seat prediction is at least reasonable, but Republican gains of more than 25 seats still seem unlikely. Depending on how toss-up seats fall, my guess is that Democrats will lose between 18-23 House seats and probably five seats in the Senate. It is difficult to find the actual districts where this 40-seat takeover is going to happen. Yes, things could change, we could continue to have a recovery without any decrease in unemployment, and the majority could foolishly pursue an immigration bill this year that could seriously harm them. It is also possible that enough voters will remember how the Republicans governed when they were in power and recoil from them as the year goes on much as people in Britain have started recoiling from Labour as polling day approaches.

Republican pundits and analysts who have been enthusing over the impending mega-victory they are going to win have already made sure that they will lose the expectations game. Not content with aggressive predictions of winning control of the House, which has already potentially set them up for the appearance of failure, some have been pushing the expectations of Republican gains beyond what any modern American political party can possibly deliver under present circumstances. Between Marco Rubio’s “single greatest pushback in American history” hype, increasingly unrealistic claims about Democratic weakness, and wild predictions of unprecedented postwar midterm gains, anything short of a resounding Republican triumph will be seen as a missed opportunity at best and a disaster at worst.

Something Ruffini does not address in his post is the extent to the which the public continues to blame Bush for both deficit and economic woes. That doesn’t mean that Democrats can rely on anti-Bush sentiment for a third straight election, but it has to weaken the appeal of the GOP when the party’s prominent figures continue to try to rehabilitate and praise Bush and effectively reinforce the identification between the current party and the Bush era. According to the new ABC/Post poll, the GOP itself continues to have very poor favorability ratings, its Congressional leadership loses in match-ups against Obama on most issues, and it continues to trail Democrats on being trusted to handle “the main problems” the country faces. Even in the generic ballot, respondents have been moving back to the Democrats (a three-point GOP lead has turned into a five-point deficit since February in the ABC poll), and the generic ballot average now gives Republicans just a 1-point advantage. Perhaps I am missing something, but this does not seem to have the makings of an unprecedentedly large Republican blowout win. Instead, it looks like things are shaping up for a modest and perhaps even below-average performance for the non-presidential party.

Obama Popular on Foreign Policy Now

Obama is popular on foreign policy issues

P. L. N.  3 – 1 – 10    Personal Liberty News

[Poll: Obama Strong On Foreign Policy, But Weak At Home, http://www.personalliberty.com/news/poll-obama-strong-on-foreign-policy-but-weak-at-home-19627280/]

A new survey has found that while Americans tend to appreciate President Obama’s efforts on the national security front, many are also disappointed with his handling of the economic policies at home.

The poll, conducted by Franklin & Marshall College in conjunction with Hearst Television, revealed that 57 percent of registered American voters approve of the way Obama is dealing with the situation in Afghanistan, and half also approve of the way he is handling national security issues.

However, only 45 percent of registered respondents agree with the way the president is dealing with the country’s economic problems.

Republicans may also find reason for optimism during this midterm election year, as the poll is just the latest to reveal that more Americans now say they would vote for the Republican candidate (39 percent) than the Democratic candidate (35 percent), if the House elections were held today. In September 2009, the Democrats led the Republicans, 43 percent to 30 percent, on this question.

Among other finds, the study uncovered a low level of optimism about the course the U.S. is on, with only one in three citizens (35 percent) believing the country is headed in the right direction.

And although most people cite the economy and personal finances as the most challenging problems their families currently face, an overwhelming 75 percent also agree that the healthcare system needs to be reformed. 

Military Supports Obama now

Obama’s stronghold includes minorities & the military

CHINNI  11 – 25 – 09    Christian Science Monitor Staff

Dante Chinni, What Obama’s approval ratings could mean for midterm elections, http://patchworknation.csmonitor.com/csmstaff/2009/1125/what-obama%E2%80%99s-approval-ratings-could-mean-for-midterm-elections/

Bearing that in mind, we looked at Obama’s job approval ratings in Patchwork Nation’s 12 community types. We analyzed the results of a recent survey from the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press and found that his rating looks very different in different places.

Strongholds and weak spots

More than 10 months into his presidency, Obama has strongholds in more-urban areas, as he has from the start. The counties with America’s biggest cities – the places we call the “Industrial Metropolis” – support him at extremely high rates. More than 70 percent here “approve of the way Barack Obama is handling his job as president.”

Obama also does well in the “Monied ’Burbs” – wealthy, largely suburban counties, where his approval rating is more than 58 percent. And in three other community types his rating tops 60 percent: “Immigration Nation” (heavily Hispanic), “Minority Central” (heavily African-American), and “Military Bastions” (near military bases). The finding for that last group, however, is derived from a small sample of survey respondents.

In two other community types, there were not enough respondents to draw statistically significant conclusions: “Tractor Country” and “Mormon Outposts.” But our contacts with people in those places suggest they are strongly opposed to Obama.

*****LINK*****

Looking “Weak” hurts Obama’s Standing

Weak foreign policy positions hurt Obama’s standing

STAROBIN  2 – 1 – 10     National Journal Contributor

[Paul Starobin, Obama's Weakened Position: What Does It Mean For U.S. Foreign Policy?, http://security.nationaljournal.com/2010/02/obamas-weakened-position-what.php]

President Obama is in a rough political patch with the apparent demise of his top domestic priority, universal health care; with the loss of a 60-vote Democratic supermajority in the Senate; with improved Republican prospects for the midterm elections in November; and with his once sky-high approval rating now below 50 percent.

So, what does his weakened position mean for his handling of foreign affairs and for the tack that allies, rivals and outright enemies take toward the U.S.? With his focus on "jobs, jobs, jobs," Obama devoted a grand total of nine minutes to national security issues in his State of the Union address. Does this suggest less activism on the foreign policy front? If so, Obama would be going against the historical pattern, which suggests that a president weakened on the domestic front is likely to become more energetic in foreign affairs as the realm that is less subject to congressional and political control at home (Bill Clinton and Richard Nixon are examples).

In any case, what is the best course for Obama at this juncture? Should he try to improve his standing at home with a prestige-enhancing triumph abroad? Are there such opportunities out there -- for example, a bold deal with the Russians on nuclear disarmament, a tough package of sanctions against Iran, a breakthrough on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict? Are the Russians, the Chinese, the Pakistanis, the Iranians, the Indians, the Japanese, the Europeans, likelier to be tougher or more accommodating with Obama facing troubles at home? (Or to put it another way: Do any of them want to see Obama fail?) Is a weakened Obama in danger of being seen as another Jimmy Carter -- that is, as an ineffectual president not likely to serve another term? (The analyst Les Gelb of the Council on Foreign Relations is already likening Obama to Carter.) Is his damaged domestic position likely to matter in any way to Al Qaeda and other anti-U.S. Islamic militant groups?

Any and all speculations on this theme are welcome.

Looking “Weak” hurts Obama & Democrats

Weak on national security crushes Dems in the midterm

ROVE  11 – 11 – 09    former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush
Karl Rove, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704402404574529583347899774.html

Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats.

Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002."

I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate.

But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor.

At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it.

Fears mean voters punish dems

ROTHENBERG  3 – 20 – 09  editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report, and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper
Triggering that fear causes voters to punish dems

Stuart Rothenberg, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html

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

The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously.

Here is what noted Democratic pollster/strategist Stanley Greenberg wrote in his article "The Revolt Against Politics" in the Nov. 21, 1994, issue of "The Polling Report," just two years into a Democratic president's first term and only weeks after a midterm election in which the GOP gained more than 50 House seats and won control of the House for the first time since the 1950s:

"Voters this year voted against Democratic-dominated national politics that seemed corrupt, divisive and slow to address the needs of ordinary citizens. In that, they were voting their disappointment with the spectacle of a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress promising change, but seemingly unable to produce it. Many voted to change a government that spends too much and accomplishes too little, and to shift the public discourse away from big government solutions."

Midterm elections are about anger, so if there isn't any, incumbents of both parties do just fine. But if there is some - watch out. Blaming the previous administration works for six months or a year, but after that, it's a much tougher sell.

In focus groups in Macomb County, Mich., and Riverside, Calif., Greenberg wrote in his article, "one hears an electorate acutely conscious that the Democrats came to power promising change, but produced only turmoil."

It's not hard to imagine some voters feeling that very same way next fall, especially if the Obama administration continues to spread itself so thin by dealing with an endless number of problems, yet solving none. As for the issue of corruption that Greenberg referred to in 1994, it, too, could be a problem for Democrats next year.

Democratic operatives are still regurgitating old e-mails trying to hang Jack Abramoff around the necks of GOP candidates, but how will those same operatives deal with Democratic Reps. Charlie Rangel (N.Y.), John Murtha (Pa.), Eliot Engel (N.Y.), Maxine Waters (Calif.) and Alan Mollohan (W.Va.), all of whom have their own issues to deal with, to say nothing of the tax problems of Obama Cabinet nominees? Republicans aren't likely to give Democrats a free pass on ethics nationally.

Later in his 1994 article, Greenberg made another crucial point that is certain to be applicable for 2010: "Democrats lost ground because of the composition of those who went to the polls."

The makeup of the midterm electorate always differs from that in a presidential year, and next year's electorate will be less sympathetic to Obama and Democrats. The 2010 electorate is likely to be less black than was the electorate of 2008, and it's almost certain to be older. Given those factors, it's also likely to be at least a bit more Republican.

Military is Important Voting Block

Military is politically active – key voting block

CORBETT & DAVIDSON  10   History Prof for Central Texas College at Fort Lewis, US Army War College Grad. & Lieutenant Colonel (retired) - attorney in the fed gov't.
Steve Corbett and Michael J. Davidson, The Role of the Military in Presidential Politics, Parameters, Winter 2009-10

Despite being officially politically neutral, however, military members vote, and these votes are actively courted by political parties. Indeed, votes from Union soldiers and sailors are widely believed to have been decisive in Lincoln’s victory over McClellan in 1864.23   Further, despite the military’s official position, there has been a growing concern that the officer corps is becoming increasingly politicized.24  The current officer corps regularly votes and “identif[ies] with a political philosophy

and party,” usually Republican.25  Indeed, military voting patterns indicate that members of the armed forces vote “in greater percentages than that of the general population.”26 The long-term pro-Republican trend may have tapered off during the most recent election, however.27

No definitive explanation exists for the military’s increasing politicization.  The politicization of the military since WWII has been a gradual process, with a number of factors contributing to its present problematic state. Despite Marshall’s counsel, General Eisenhower did successfully pursue the presidency, striking a very visible blow to the career military’s wall

of political neutrality.

Adding Foreign Policy Issues Hurts Obama

Adding Foreign Policy issues distracts from a domestic job focus – that hurts the democrats

KOSU NEWS  12 – 22 – 09  

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

Put Domestic Priorities First

Perhaps Obama’s top goal will be trying to prevent or avoid any time-consuming international crises that would distract him from his domestic agenda.

The 2010 midterm elections will be all about the U.S. jobless rate, which stands at 10 percent and is expected to remain high for most of the year.

Obama will want to be seen spending most of his time trying to create jobs at home and getting the massive health care overhaul bill through Congress.

“It’s going to be tougher for him on the domestic front in many ways,” says Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group. “He needs to try to keep foreign policy as much off his agenda as possible, and he knows it’s going to be hard.” 

Plan Angers People – guaranteed

Congress will prevent base drawdowns in the squo.  The are off-limits
Dayen 10 [David Dayen, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override,” Monday May 17, 2010 9:18 am, http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/05/17/defense-spending-cuts-face-likely-congressional-override/]
 

The lesson of Congress in the modern age is that it’s much harder to eliminate a program than it is to enact one. Every program has a champion somewhere on Capitol Hill, and it probably only needs one to be saved – but 218 and 60 to be put into motion.

A case in point: our bloated military budget. The Obama Administration has generally tried to cancel out unnecessary defense programs, with meager success in the last budget year. Congress will probably assert themselves in an election year, however.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along.

Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter — two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year’s budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates’s pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars.

The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35’s extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year.

Last year, after a similarly protracted struggle, Gates succeeded in getting Congress to end funding for the F-22, a plane which tended to malfunction in the rain. Seriously. But Congress did not move on the F-35 engine or the C-17, and they seem similarly positioned this year. Ike Skelton and Carl Levin support the F-35 engine, for example, and included it in their appropriation requests out of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, which they separately chair.

I fully recognize that the off-limits discussion about military spending concerns the bases in over 100 countries and continued adventures abroad in places where “victory” means almost nothing. But it is a symptom of the same problem – the persistent inertia that aids the military-industrial complex to keep the war machine moving. And so we get new engines to planes that don’t need new engines.

Midterms are about motivated voters
Voter motivation determines midterms – its about getting people energized

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

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

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

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

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

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

A2 – Afghan Troop Withdrawal is Planned
Afghanistan troop withdrawal doesn’t cause the link – too small & drawn out

BOLTON  12 – 3 – 09    The Hill Staff Writer, 

[Alexander Bolton, Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]

Liberals have also watched with dismay as Republicans and centrist Democrats have shaped healthcare reform legislation to reduce the affordability of mandatory insurance, limit abortion coverage to women who accept federal subsidies and levy an excise tax on high-cost health insurance plans that many union members negotiate for — often in lieu of pay increases.

As a result, they have little patience and have greeted Obama’s decision on Afghanistan with strong skepticism.

Sen. Russ Feingold (Wis.), among the most outspoken anti-war Democrats in the Senate, said Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan in July 2011 is not adequate because it leaves open the possibility of only a few returning home and a substantial force remaining for years.

“It’s not exactly a timeline that’s meaningful to me,” said Feingold. “The White House was just trying to check a box on this and failed. I’m pleased the concept of trying to start bringing the troops home is there, but it needs far more fleshing-out to be credible.”

*****IMPACT*****

GOP majority stops Cap & Trade

Republican majorities will doom any chance of cap & trade legislation
Page 4/28/10 (Susan, USA Today, "Six months to November, with dates to watch," http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/2010-04-28-six-months_N.htm)

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

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

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

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

GOP majority kills Obama’s Agenda

GOP majority would destroy Obama’s agenda

WITT  5 – 10 – 10   JD., Prof of Government and Politics.  The Examiner’s “Political Buzz” Columnist and Election Monitor

Ryan Witt (5/10/10, " Taking back the House, an analysis of the Republicans' chances in the 2010 ... ", http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner%7Ey2010m5d10-Taking-back-the-House-an-analysis-of-the-Republicans-chances-in-the-2010-midterm-elections)

We are now nearly only six months away from the 2010 midterm elections.  Republicans have been waiting for this day every since their disastrous defeats in 2008.  Democrats now dominate both Houses of Congress and the White House.  The most important political battle of 2010 will be over the House of Representatives.  President Obama has another two years before he is up for reelection and the Senate is seen as a long shot for Republicans.  However, every U.S. House Representative is up for election, and so Republicans have a much better shot at the House.  Here is a breakdown of where things stand right now.

There are 435 seats in the House.  Currently Democrats hold 253 seats with Republicans holding 178 seats.  There are 4 vacancies.  It takes a majority of 218 to to gain control of the House of Representatives.  Republicans will therefore need to gain 40 seats to gain a majority.

If Republicans were able to gain a majority they likely still will not be able to pass legislation.  First, the Democrats will have at least 40 seats in the Senate with which they can filibuster.  As Democrats found over the past year, the filibuster can be very difficult to overcome.  Secondly, the President could veto any legislation passed by the House and Senate.  It would take a 2/3rd vote to overcome a filibuster, and none of the current projections have Republicans gaining that many seats.

What Republicans could do with a majority is score political points.  Investigations of the Obama administration and Democratic members of the House could be undertaken by the Republican majority.  Hearings could be done, among other things, on allegations against Rep. Charlie Rangel (D-NY).  The Republicans would have subpoena power with which they could force Obama administration to testify.  Basically, imagine every Glenn Beck conspiracy theory getting serious consideration by a House committee with subpoena power.

Finally, the Republicans would have significantly more power over the budget if they gained control of the House.  Every fiscal bill must first pass through the House.  In the Senate, budget measures qualify for reconciliation which allows Democrats to win with merely 50 votes.  Republicans would have significantly more power over what is in the budget if they could vote down the President's proposals.  It is possible we could see another government shutdown along the lines of the President Clinton/Speaker Gingrich showdown of 1995.

US action solves warming
US action solves – creates a global act & delay makes it worse

GUARDIAN  9 – 16 – 09 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/sep/16/senate-delay-climate-change-legislation

Todd Stern, the state department envoy, acknowledged as much last week, telling Congress: "Nothing the United States can do is more important for the international negotiation process than passing robust, comprehensive clean energy legislation as soon as possible."

There is also widespread concern a delay to next year would make it even more difficult for the Senate to take up difficult legislation, such as climate change, before congressional elections in November.
US action key to global action

AP  9 - 16 - 09

http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hdbnLCgcJEg0cdgYQvCnxJqMlOqQD9AOKO080

 Industry, economic and environmental groups are making a final push to influence a climate bill that may go before the Senate within weeks.

Investors managing more than $13 trillion in assets called for new global emissions laws Wednesday, illustrating how the issue has divided even groups that traditionally have opposed new curbs.

Speaking at the International Investor Forum on Climate Change, Lord Nicholas Stern, among Britain's most influential economists, said the global debate over curbing greenhouse gases has reached a critical point.

If the U.S. does not pass substantial climate legislation, few believe other nations, particularly developing countries, will cut emissions on their own.

"We have to act now," said Stern, chair of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment at the London School of Economics. "Some things you can postpone. This is not one of them."

Stern three years ago issued an influential report on the global costs of climate change. Greenhouse gases from burning coal and other fossil fuels are blamed for global warming.

He supports the cap-and-trade system that was passed in the U.S. House in June. The new cap-and-trade rules would, for the first time, place national limits on the amount of carbon dioxide that companies can release into the atmosphere.

The eventual cost to businesses and consumers is at the heart of what has become an intense informational and lobbying campaign on both sides. Environmentalists and some money managers see cap-and-trade as the best way to control carbon emissions while oil refiners warn the House bill could make foreign petroleum products cheaper and lead to even more imports.

How the U.S. will proceed on climate change legislation was a major topic at the World Economic Forum in China last week, and it is expected to be discussed in coming days when President Barack Obama speaks at a ministerial meeting of the U.N. General Assembly.

Todd Stern, the U.S. State Department's special envoy for climate change, said last week that it's crucial for the Senate to pass a climate bill. Doing so would give the U.S. the "credibility and leverage" needed to convince other countries like China and India to cut their pollution.

US action solves warming

US action is modeled – congress taking steps will break the international logjam

PETONSK  07 J.D., Harvard Law School, Adjunct professor, George Washington University and U. Maryland

 [Annie, “Climate Change- International Issues, Engaging Developing Countries,” March 27, http://energycommerce.house.gov/cmte_mtgs/110-eaq-hrg.032707.Petsonk-testimony.pdf] 

When Congress enacts a climate bill, the rest of the world will be watching closely. In effect, when Congress acts, America will lead by example. Such leadership is urgently needed. The international climate treaty talks have stalled because of the unwillingness of the Executive Branch to engage. Time is running out. America's trading partners are recognizing that the only way the United States will act to cut emissions in the narrow time window for averting dangerous climate change, is if the Congress acts. Sensible Congressional action could yield great benefits for America's environment and economy, and provide a template for the world.

As Congress moves to cap and cut America's GHG emissions, there are a number of steps Congress can take that can have a significant positive effect on developing countries' consideration of, and implementation of, steps to reduce their own emissions. Taking these in coordination with other developed countries will increase their effectiveness. But Congress should not wait for other nations to act. Instead, by taking the lead, Congress can show all nations how to break the climate logjam and correct the mis-steps that led to the logjam in the first place.

India will model US action

TELEGRAPH  6 - 13 - 07

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/3297214/India-snubs-West-on-climate-change.html

India will not curb its greenhouse gas emissions as long as the West continues to treat it as a 'second class global citizen' with less right to pollute than the developed world, a senior Indian environment official has said.

Pradipto Ghosh, who retired last month as India's environment secretary and now sits on a committee advising India's prime minister on climate change, warned that the West must "get serious" about cutting its own emissions if it wanted progress on the issue.

His comments confirm the massive gulf between the West and the world's emerging economies a week after President Bush agreed to enter UN-sponsored climate change negotiations on condition that India and China also agreed to play their part.

Mr Ghosh reiterated India's position that it would not compromise its continued 8 per cent economic growth to arrest global warming, arguing that it was historical polluters in the industrialised West who must make the first move.

"The fact is that India has a very, very large number of poor people who are living in conditions of which people in the West can have no conception unless they have visited India's villages and urban slums.

"The goals of addressing climate change cannot supersede our goals of maintaining our current rates of GDP growth and poverty alleviation programs, as was agreed by everyone at Kyoto," he told The Telegraph in New Delhi.

At the heart of India's position on climate change is the notion that India - whose population is predicted to reach 1.5bn by 2050 - must be allowed to pollute on a per capita basis equally with the West.

That would imply drastic cuts in emissions in developed countries if the world is meet the target of keeping global warming within the generally agreed 'safe limit' of two degrees, as set out by the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

"The prime minister [Dr Manmohan Singh] has said that while pursuing our policies of development and poverty alleviation, we will ensure that our per capita emissions will never exceed developing countries," Mr Ghosh added.

"This is our challenge to the West. 'You do the best you can, and we'll match it'. If the West thinks that India will subscribe to any long-term solution that is not based on per capita emissions then it is very misguided."

China will model

Revkin 08 Senior Editor of Discover, Staff Writer at the Los Angeles Times, and Senior Writer at the Science Digest 

[Andrew C., “Skeptics on Human Climate Impact Seize on Cold Spell” The New York Times March 2]

Theories abound over how best to help China embrace emissions-reducing policies. One way, many scientists and scholars say, is to make nonpolluting energy sources cheaper than the unfettered burning of abundant fossil fuels. Right now they are far more expensive. That is why several dozen top-flight climate and energy experts sent a letter this month to members of Congress and the presidential candidates seeking a tenfold rise in the federal budget for energy research, now about $3 billion a year. Some economists say the only thing that will speed the change is money, whether it is called aid, technology assistance, or something else. Representatives of developing countries have long made this point, noting that the established powers spent a century building the greenhouse-gas blanket. Speaking in Bali, Munir Akram, Pakistan's United Nations ambassador, said: ''What we have to do is to find a way to reduce emissions by those who can afford to reduce emissions.'' But there are plenty of doubts about the willingness of Congress, particularly, to pay emerging economic competitors. Some experts see the best prospects for change coming from the ground up, pointing to efforts like MetroBus, a program involving the World Resources Institute that greatly expanded the use of mass transit in Mexico City. BinBin Jiang, a research associate in energy and development at Stanford University, sees similar opportunities in creating an efficient infrastructure for China's exploding midsize cities. ''That's where you determine if you are going to leapfrog or go along the old Western path,'' she said. But Ms. Jiang also stressed that meaningful change in energy and climate policy within the United States was critical, too. ''China is clearly responsible for the largest wedge of emissions in the future, but the United States is still the biggest roadblock,'' she said. ''The U.S. is not going to be influential by telling China what to do. It has to lead by example.'' 

Warming is a bigger impact

Climate change outweighs ---- it's high probability and high magnitude ---- and the magnitude alone justifies action ---- comparable to nuclear war during the Cold War

Sullivan in ‘7

(Gen. Gordon, Chair of CNA Corporation Military Advisory Board and Former Army Chief of Staff, in "National Security and the Threat of Climate Change", http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the%20Threat%20of%20Climate%20Change.pdf)
“We seem to be standing by and, frankly, asking for perfectness in science,” Gen. Sullivan said. “People are saying they want to be convinced, perfectly. They want to know the climate science projections with 100 percent certainty. Well, we know a great deal, and even with that, there is still uncertainty. But the trend line is very clear.” “We never have 100 percent certainty,” he said. “We never have it. If you wait until you have 100 percent certainty, something bad is going to happen on the battlefield. That’s something we know. You have to act with incomplete information. You have to act based on the trend line. You have to act on your intuition sometimes.” In discussing how military leaders manage risk, Gen. Sullivan noted that significant attention is often given to the low probability/high consequence events. These events rarely occur but can have devastating consequences if they do. American families are familiar with these calculations. Serious injury in an auto accident is, for most families, a low probability/high consequence event. It may be unlikely, but we do all we can to avoid it. During the Cold War, much of America’s defense efforts focused on preventing a Soviet missile attack—the very definition of a low probability/high consequence event. Our effort to avoid such an unlikely event was a central organizing principle for our diplomatic and military strategies. When asked to compare the risks of climate change with those of the Cold War, Gen. Sullivan said, “The Cold War was a specter, but climate change is inevitable. If we keep on with business as usual, we will reach a point where some of the worst effects are inevitable.” “If we don’t act, this looks more like a high probability/high consequence scenario,” he added. Gen. Sullivan shifted from risk assessment to risk management. “In the Cold War, there was a concerted effort by all leadership—political and military, national and international—to avoid a potential conflict,” he said. “I think it was well known in military circles that we had to do everything in our power to create an environment where the national command authority—the president and his senior advisers—were not forced to make choices regarding the use of nuclear weapons.

A2 – warming will be minimal

Abundant evidence proves your authors underestimate climate sensitivity to greenhouse gases forcing massive change

Stern et al in ‘6

(Nicholas, Chief Economist and Former Senior VP @ World Bank, and many British government economists, “The Economics of Climate Change”, p. 8-9)

Results from new risk based assessments suggest there is a significant chance that the climate system is more sensitive than was originally thought. Since 2001, a number of studies have used both observations and modelling to explore the full range of climate sensitivities that appear realistic given current knowledge (Box 1.2). This new evidence is important in two ways: firstly, the conclusions are broadly consistent with the IPCC TAR, but indicate thathigher climate sensitivities cannot be excluded; and secondly, it allows a more explicit treatment of risk. For example, eleven recent studies suggest only between a 0% and 2% chance that the climate sensitivity is less than 1°C, but between a 2% and 20% chance that climate sensitivity is greater than 5°C19. These sensitivities imply that there is up to a one-in-five chance that the world would experience a warming in excess of 3°C above pre-industrial even if greenhouse gas concentrations were stabilised at today’s level of 430 ppm CO2e. Box 1.2 Recent advances in estimating climate sensitivity Climate sensitivity remains an area of active research. Recently, new approaches have used climate models and observations to develop a better understanding of climate sensitivity. • Several studies have estimated climate sensitivity by benchmarking climate models against the observed warming trend of the 20th century, e.g. Forest et al. (2006) and Knutti et al. (2002), • Building on this work, modellers have systematically varied a range of uncertain parameters in more complex climate models (such as those controlling cloud behaviour) and run ensembles of these models, e.g. Murphy et al. (2004) and Stainforth et al. (2005). The outputs are then checked against observational data, and the more plausible outcomes (judged by their representation of current climate) are weighted more highly in the probability distributions produced. • Some studies, e.g. Annan & Hargreaves (2006), have used statistical techniques to estimate climate sensitivity through combining several observational datasets (such as the 20th century warming, cooling following volcanic eruptions, warming after last glacial maximum). These studies provide an important first attempt to apply a probabilistic framework to climate projections. Their outcome is a series of probability distribution functions (PDFs) that aim to capture some of the uncertainty in current estimates. Meinshausen (2006) brings together the results of eleven recent studies (below). The red and blue lines are probability distributions based on the IPCC TAR (Wigley and Raper (2001)) and recent Hadley Centre ensemble work (Murphy et al. (2004)), respectively. These two distributions lie close to the centre of the results from the eleven studies. The distributions share the characteristic of a long tail that stretches up to high temperatures. This is primarily because of uncertainty over clouds20 and the cooling effect of aerosols. For example, if cloud properties are sensitive to climate change, they could create an important addition feedback. Similarly, if the cooling effect of aerosols is large it will have offset a substantial part of past warming due to greenhouse gases, making high climate sensitivity compatible with the observed warming.

A2 – Past was warmer

Past wasn’t warmer ---- and when it was catastrophe ensued

Hansen in ‘5

(James, Director @ NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies and Adjunct Prof. Earth and Env. Sci. @ Columbia U. Earth Institute, Climatic Change, “A SLIPPERY SLOPE: HOWMUCH GLOBALWARMING CONSTITUTES “DANGEROUS ANTHROPOGENIC INTERFERENCE”?” 68:269-279, Springer, http://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2005/2005_Hansen.pdf)

The first two assumptions, about global mean temperature at the peaks of the Holocene and preceding interglacial periods, are important, but I argue that they are unlikely to be far off the mark, and our argument is not sensitive to the precise values. Although some local ice sheet temperatures have larger variations, climate simulations show that 1 ◦C global mean warming above current levels is already a large climate change, so it is unlikely that recent interglacial periods could have been much warmer than that globally. Temperatures inferred from ocean cores support this conclusion (cf. references below). Nevertheless, improved reconstructions of global temperature during previous interglacials are needed. The third assumption, that the Earth is out of energy balance, is confirmed by observed increase of ocean heat content (Levitus et al., 2000). The fourth assumption, that sea level was higher than today during some prior interglacial periods, and that this was due to global warming, is harder to prove. Sea level at some locations was several meters higher than today during the Eemian period, although Lambeck and Nakada (1992) argue that this could have been a regional effect of isostatic uplift. Beach deposits and elevated reef terraces suggest that sea level in the interglacial period that occurred about 400,000 years ago (called stage 11) when global temperature was not much greater than in the Holocene (King and Howard, 2000; Droxler et al., 2003), may have stood as much as 20 m higher than today (Hearty et al., 1999), although a range of evidence suggests that sea level may have been only a few meters higher (Kennett, 2003). Additional uncertainty is caused by the difficulty in dating beach terraces of that age and the possibility that tectonic processes could change the volume of the ocean basin. Although it is hard to establish precise global temperature and sea level during prior interglacial periods, it is reasonably clear that the Earth was not more than about 1 ◦C warmer (global mean) than today during recent interglacials, sea level has changed substantially and almost synchronously with changes in global temperature, and there is no basis to expect that sea level should be capped at its present level. These conclusions, together with the discussion above about time constants, imply that global warming of more than 1◦C above today’s global temperature would likely constitute “dangerous anthropogenic interference” with climate. In turn, given the current planetary energy imbalance and empirical modeling evidence that climate sensitivity is about 3/4 ◦C per W/m2, this implies that we should seek to keep long-term additional climate forcings from exceeding about 1 W/m2. Such limits on additional globalwarming and climate forcing are well belowany IPCC (2001) scenario, even for CO2 alone (Figure 3), let alone the air pollutants black carbon (BC) and tropospheric ozone (O3), and the O3 precursor CH4, all of which IPCC (2001) has at higher levels in 2050 than in 2000. The “alternative scenario” (Hansen et al., 2000; Hansen, 2004) has CO2 peaking at ∼475 ppm in 2100. CH4 peaks at 1787 ppb in 2014, decreasing to 1530 in 2050. O3 and BC decrease moderately in this scenario. This scenario has peak added forcing ∼1.4 W/m2 in 2100, with the forcing declining slowly thereafter. Because of the climate system’s thermal inertia, the maximum warming does not exceed ∼1 ◦C.

*****AFFIRMATIVE*****

*****NON-UNIQUES*****

GOP will win Majority Now

GOP will win the majority – control momentum, anti-incumbent sentiment

Ruffini 4/28/10 (Patrick, Political Strategist, "Why 2010 Won't Be Like 1994. (It'll Be Bigger.)," http://www.thenextright.com/patrick-ruffini/why-2010-wont-be-like-1994-itll-be-bigger)

I might be setting myself for a healthy serving of crow on November 3rd, but I get a distinct feeling that the GOP may be headed toward to a seat gain in the House of epic proportions -- somewhere over 50 seats and well above the historical high point for recent wave elections (the 50-55 seats we experienced in elections like 1946 and 1994). 

All in all, I don't think a 70 seat gain is out of the question.  

I'll admit that a lot of this is prediction is pure gut. I probably sounded crazy when I said Marco Rubio kinda had a shot against Crist a year ago, and that Scott Brown kinda had a shot against Coakley, but if anything I wished I'd been even bolder in those predictions given the roller-coaster volatility of this political environment.

Not all elections are created equal. In most elections, most incumbents have an impregnable advantage and elections are fought between the 40-yard-lines. 

This is not one of those elections. 

It's true that people are pissed, etc. etc. It's true that Republicans benefit from an enthusiasm gap, etc. etc. But when you see numbers like dissatisfied independents lining up 66 to 13 percent behind the Republican candidate for Congress, and Republicans leading by 20 among very enthusiastic voters, all the momentum -- not most of it -- is in one direction. That last bastion of political stability -- incumbent advantage -- is inoperative in this political environment as incumbency has been become tantamount to a four letter word. Just 49 percent would re-elect their Congressman, compared to 40 percent who would throw the bum out. That's significant. Usually, people want to throw Congress over the ledge while toasting their Congressman. 

There are a number of structural reasons I think things line up in favor a tsunami-like event: 

The-politics-is-just-getting-crazier thesis. Crist-Rubio. Scott Brown. NY-23. How many situations have we been faced in the last 12 months where the side once given less than 10 percent odds has surged to become the favorite, if not the winner? That's a function of political volatility and voter anger, but it's also a reflection of the fact that the stakes are higher. 

Bailouts, stimulus, health care not baked in yet. Voters have not had a chance to render their judgment on the 50% expansion of government power and influence since September 2008. Both candidates for President in 2008 supported the TARP bailout. The stimulus was slipped in after the election, and Obama never campaigned on a package of that magnitude. 

Voters now strongly disapprove of the three great government expansions of the last two years -- TARP, the stimulus, and the health care bill. The political impact of these events has not yet been reflected in the partisan makeup of Congress in any competitive race except one -- the Massachusetts Senate special election.

The case for a tidal wave can be summed up as follows. There have been great changes in the country since the last election that voters resoundingly reject, and combined with still high unemployment and voter anxiety, the conditions are there for a much greater than usual counter-response. (In 1993-94, Bill Clinton was only able to trim marginally around the edges compared to the last months of Bush and then Obama, and the economy was much stronger than it is today.)

GOP will win a majority – history proves

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

An analysis of the last 12 midterm elections by Republican pollster Glen Bolger found results he calls "staggering": Since 1962, when a president's approval rating was 60% or higher in October — there are four examples of that — his party gained an average of one House seat. When it was 50% to 59%, as it had been three times, his party lost an average of 12 seats, a modest setback.

In the five midterms held while a president's approval had dipped below 50%, however, his party suffered calamitous results, losing an average of 41 seats. That's one seat more than Republicans need to win back the House this year.

Obama's approval rating has been on the cusp of 50% since last fall — sometimes up a few points, sometimes down a few. His approval rating was 49% in the daily Gallup Poll released Wednesday.

"If Americans are down on the president, they really take it out on his party in the House," Bolger says. "It's sending a message of, 'Stop, you're going a little too far or a lot too far.' "

GOP will win a majority – voters are much more enthusiastic for them

Fund 4/29/10 (John, Wall Street Journal, "Playing the 'Enthusiasm Card,' http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704423504575212212819151660.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEFTTopOpinion)

Democrats are poring over two new Gallup Polls that reveal their major challenge in this fall's elections -- an "enthusiasm gap."

Gallup reports that the surge of young voters that helped Barack Obama win in 2008 will be hard to duplicate in Congressional voting. Nearly half of young voters say they are "not enthusiastic" about voting this fall, whereas only 29% of seniors feel the same way.

President Obama's performance in office has so far also failed to rouse his party's base. While Democrats only trail Republicans by one point in a generic ballot test for Congress, when it comes to voters who are "very enthusiastic," the GOP edge balloons to 57% versus 37% in the Gallup poll. Michael Barone, co-author of "The Almanac of American Politics," says recent polls represent the worst environment for Democrats "during my 50 years of following politics closely." Pollster Scott Rasmussen says his findings -- which show an eight-to-ten point lead for Republicans among likely voters -- would translate into a 70-seat loss for Democrats if the election were held today.

Public angry at congress now

Public angry at incumbents in congress

Los Angeles Times 5 – 24 – 10 

(5/24/10, " The incredibly shrinking favorable ratings for the Democratic Congress ", http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/05/congress-poll-nancy-pelosi-harry-reid-john-boehner.html)

A new poll on Congress, just out, finds that barely five months before a crucial midterm election, the favorability ratings of the majority Democratic leaders on Capitol Hill are shrinking among likely American voters. And the same, in fact, for the minority Republicans.

Which helps explain the strong anti-incumbent, anti-status quo feelings afoot in the land.

The new Rasmussen Reports poll says it's a good thing for House Speaker Nancy "We Will Have a Healthcare Bill" Pelosi that she only needs to win her San Francisco district, not nationally. Her favorable rating fell eight points from April to May, down to only 35%.

Obama Pro Troop withdrawal already

Obama publicly supports troop draw downs now

FLY  1 – 28 – 10   Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations 

Jamie M. Fly, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/does-obama-have-foreign-policy

President Obama relegated the foreign policy section of his first State of the Union address to the fourth quarter of the speech.  There were some worthwhile elements – he made a strong statement about his commitment to fighting “terrorists who threaten our nation.”  However, on both Afghanistan and Iraq, issues where the president has shown some fortitude, he portrayed both as wars he is in the process of ending.

The bulk of his six or so paragraphs on foreign policy and national security was focused on the foreign policy agenda item he is perhaps most passionate about – nuclear disarmament.  He tried to argue that his efforts to negotiate a new arms control agreement with Russia may somehow help lure North Korea back into the nuclear nonproliferation regime and keep Iran from breaking out of it.  This is, of course, mere fantasy, but his actions on these nuclear challenges this year will perhaps shape the success or failure of the Obama administration’s foreign policy record just as much as what happens in Afghanistan.

*****LINK ANSWERS*****

DemocratIc Base Hate Sending Troops

Troop increases alienate the democratic base

BOLTON  12 – 3 – 09    The Hill Staff Writer, 

[Alexander Bolton, Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]

Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year.

The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam.

The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military.

“I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group

“I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war

Troop Withdrawal popular

Ending military commitments helps in elections – Korea & Japan prove

TAGO  09  PhD in Advanced Social and Int’l Studies.  Associate Prof of Int’l Politics, Grad School of Law, Kobe University, Japan.

Atsushi Tago, When Are Democratic Friends Unreliable? The Unilateral Withdrawal of Troops from the `Coalition of the Willing', Journal of Peace Research 2009; 46; 219

The Democratic Political Cycle

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

International commitments often entail unavoidable material costs for a state and thus sometimes come into disfavor among domestic audiences. A leader may reverse an ongoing committed policy in exchange for additional electoral support from the public.

For instance, the South Korean (ROK) government’s pledge to host US military bases on its soil was not supported by a majority of voters in the 1990s (Cooley, 2005: 213). Because voters did not support further fortifications in the US–ROK alliance, before major elections, the South Korean government is seeking a realignment of the alliance with more favorable conditions.

A similar situation can be observed in Japan. Okinawa hosts more than 70% of the US military bases in Japan. When Okinawa’s municipal elections were imminent, to obtain more votes in Okinawa, Tokyo’s central government announced its willingness to open negotiations with the USA for transferring some of the bases from the island (Mulgan, 2000). These episodes suggest that close attention should be paid at the time of key elections to the incentives of a leader to break an international commitment that is unpopular with the domestic audience.

There are two plausible explanations for connecting national elections with a political leader’s decision to reverse a course of committed action. The first is the strategic position-taking of an incumbent leader (Canes-Wrone, 2004; Mayhew, 2004: 61–77; Conley, 2005). Opposition parties usually politicize unpopular commitments and criticize the administration’s entanglement in costly international obligations. An incumbent leader, facing a challenger who opposes an international commitment, may announce the termination of the ongoing commitment policy to counter the opposition parties’ campaigns. I hypothesize that democratic leaders value their re-elections above all else, and thus there is a good chance that they will reverse an unpopular commitment to win national election. An election may accelerate the timing of the abandonment of commitments.

Base Mobilized inevitably

Base will be mobilized inevitably

BOLTON  12 – 3 – 09    The Hill Staff Writer, 

[Alexander Bolton, Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]

Senior officials at the White House and in Congress say liberals will rally to their side once healthcare reform and other major initiatives are passed. And some Democratic pollsters say their research shows Democratic voters are solidly behind Obama, even though he has slipped among Republican and independent voters.

A senior Democrat familiar with discussions at the White House said there will be plenty of time to energize liberals next year.

“This is not a time to worry about the base; we’ll have all of the election year to do that,” said the Democratic source. “We’ll have a long list of accomplishments to present for them to rally around.”

Congress passed a $787 billion stimulus at the start of the year, as well as the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act that makes it easier for women to sue employers for pay discrimination. Democratic leaders hope in early 2010 to pass a landmark healthcare bill that would extend medical coverage to 30 million Americans without insurance.

*****IMPACT ANSWERS*****

US Climate Bill won’t solve warming

US Climate bill stinks – won’t help solve warming
SASSOON  Oct. 09  founder of SolveClimate, a website offering daily climate news and analysis

[David Sassoon, Weaker and worse  October 2009, http://www.himalmag.com/Weaker-and-worse_nw3576.html]
When the US Congress unveiled a proposed national climate law for America last spring, the international community was left surprised and disappointed by its lack of ambition. “Handouts and loopholes” was the headline of The Economist story that summed it up best. “America’s climate-change bill is weaker and worse than expected,” the magazine declared.

The bill came as a sobering reality cheque, a comedown from the elation felt in climate circles at President Barack Obama’s election. The law aims to reduce US emissions a mere four percent below 1990 levels by 2020, far short of both what the science demands and the European Union’s reduction commitment of 20 percent. But the oddest thing about the so-called American Clean Energy and Security Act is that it sends its single most generous handout – more than USD 60 billion worth of free carbon credits – to the coal industry. Further, the fine print was even worse. It revealed that most of the proposed emissions cuts would likely come not from the actual reduction of industrial CO2 pollution in the US, but from a giant loophole that allowed for purchase of up to two billion tonnes of carbon ‘offset’ credits. Lawmakers had created a mechanism for allowing the US to outsource its emission reductions and proceed with business as usual at home.

The bill is one major reason why the prospects of an international climate agreement in Copenhagen are today looking dim. Without the leverage of good example and leadership, President Obama’s team has little negotiating leverage, or the means to sweeten the global deal, in order to secure the cooperation of developing nations. Since June, the bill has been stalled twice in the US Senate, and the latest word is that it will be taken up in October. As a result, final passage before the December meetings in Copenhagen is highly unlikely. That may be a good thing, however, because the Senate is expected to weaken the bill even further. This is not the reality that President Obama sought to underscore before the UN General Assembly in September. At the climate summit convened by Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon on 22 September,  he said “I am proud to say that the United States has done more to promote clean energy and reduce carbon pollution in the last eight months than at any other time in our history.” This statement may have been true, but it was of insufficient significance, and the speech as a whole proved to more a collection of quotable platitudes than a roadmap for progress.

Warming Impacts are exaggerated - history
Their impacts are all historically denied ---- past temperatures were substantially warmer than the present

Idso and Idso in ‘7

(Sherwood, Research Physicist @ US Water Conservation laboratory, and Craig, President of Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global change and PhD in Geography, “Carbon Dioxide and Global Change: Separating Scientific Fact from Personal Opinion”, 6-6, http://www.co2science.org/education/reports/hansen/HansenTestimonyCritique.pdf)

In an attempt to depict earth's current temperature as being extremely high and, therefore, extremely dangerous, Hansen focuses almost exclusively on a single point of the earth's surface in the Western Equatorial Pacific, for which he and others (Hansen et al., 2006) compared modern sea surface temperatures (SSTs) with paleo-SSTs that were derived by Medina-Elizade and Lea (2005) from the Mg/Ca ratios of shells of the surface-dwelling planktonic foraminifer Globigerinoides rubber that they obtained from an ocean sediment core. In doing so, they concluded that “this critical ocean region, and probably the planet as a whole [our italics], is approximately as warm now as at the Holocene maximum and within ~1°C of the maximum temperature of the past million years [our italics].”  Is there any compelling reason to believe these claims of Hansen et al. about the entire planet? In a word, no, because there are a multitude of other single-point measurements that suggest something vastly different.  Even in their own paper, Hansen et al. present data from the Indian Ocean that indicate, as best we can determine from their graph, that SSTs there were about 0.75°C warmer than they are currently some 125,000 years ago during the prior interglacial. Likewise, based on data obtained from the Vostok ice core in Antarctica, another of their graphs suggests that temperatures at that location some 125,000 years ago were about 1.8°C warmer than they are now; while data from two sites in the Eastern Equatorial Pacific indicate it was approximately 2.3 to 4.0°C warmer compared to the present at about that time. In fact, Petit et al.’s (1999) study of the Vostok ice core demonstrates that large periods of all four of the interglacials that preceded the Holocene were more than 2°C warmer than the peak warmth of the current interglacial.  But we don’t have to go nearly so far back in time to demonstrate the non-uniqueness of current temperatures. Of the five SST records that Hansen et al. display, three of them indicate the mid-Holocene was also warmer than it is today. Indeed, it has been known for many years that the central portion of the current interglacial was much warmer than its latter stages have been. To cite just a few examples of pertinent work conducted in the 1970s and 80s – based on temperature reconstructions derived from studies of latitudinal displacements of terrestrial vegetation (Bernabo and Webb, 1977; Wijmstra, 1978; Davis et al., 1980; Ritchie et al., 1983; Overpeck, 1985) and vertical displacements of alpine plants (Kearney and Luckman, 1983) and mountain glaciers (Hope et al., 1976; Porter and Orombelli, 1985) – we note it was concluded by Webb et al. (1987) and the many  COHMAP Members (1988) that mean annual temperatures in the Midwestern United  States were about 2°C greater than those of the past few decades (Bartlein et al., 1984; Webb, 1985), that summer temperatures in Europe were 2°C warmer (Huntley and Prentice, 1988) – as they also were in New Guinea (Hope et al., 1976) – and that temperatures in the Alps were as much as 4°C warmer (Porter and Orombelli, 1985; Huntley and Prentice, 1988). Likewise, temperatures in the Russian Far East are reported to have been from 2°C (Velitchko and Klimanov, 1990) to as much as 4-6°C (Korotky et al., 1988) higher than they were in the 1970s and 80s; while the mean annual temperature of the Kuroshio Current between 22 and 35°N was 6°C warmer (Taira, 1975). Also, the southern boundary of the Pacific boreal region was positioned some 700 to 800 km north of its present location (Lutaenko, 1993).  But we needn’t go back to even the mid-Holocene to encounter warmer-than-present temperatures, as the Medieval Warm Period, centered on about AD 1100, had lots of them. In fact, every single week since 1 Feb 2006, we have featured on our website (www.co2science.org) a different peer-reviewed scientific journal article that testifies to the existence of this several-centuries-long period of notable warmth, in a feature we call our Medieval Warm Period Record of the Week. Also, whenever it has been possible to make either a quantitative or qualitative comparison between the peak temperature of the Medieval Warm Period (MWP) and the peak temperature of the Current Warm Period (CWP), we have included those results in the appropriate quantitative or qualitative frequency distributions we have posted within this feature; and a quick perusal of these ever-growing databases (reproduced below as of 23 May 2007) indicates that, in the overwhelming majority of cases, the peak warmth of the Medieval Warm Period was significantly greater than the peak warmth of the Current Warm Period.  

Warming will be minimal

Worst case scenario warming will only be 1.5 degrees

de Freitas in ‘2

(C. R., Associate Prof. in Geography and Enivonmental Science @ U. Aukland, Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology, “Are observed changes in the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere really dangerous?” 50:2, GeoScienceWorld)

In any analysis of CO2 it is important to differentiate between three quantities: 1) CO2 emissions, 2) atmospheric CO2 concentrations, and 3) greenhouse gas radiative forcing due to atmospheric CO2. As for the first, between 1980 and 2000 global CO2 emissions increased from 5.5 Gt C to about 6.5 Gt C, which amounts to an average annual increase of just over 1%. As regards the second, between 1980 and 2000 atmospheric CO2 concentrations increased by about 0.4 per cent per year. Concerning the third, between 1980 and 2000 greenhouse gas forcing increase due to CO2 has been about 0.25 W m–2 per decade (Hansen, 2000). Because of the logarithmic relationship between CO2 concentration and greenhouse gas forcing, even an exponential increase of atmospheric CO2 concentration translates into linear forcing and temperature increase; or, as CO2 gets higher, a constant annual increase of say 1.5 ppm has less and less effect on radiative forcing, as shown in Figure 3[image: image1]. Leaving aside for the moment the satellite temperature data and using the surface data set, between 1980 and 2000 there has been this linear increase of both CO2 greenhouse gas forcing and temperature. If one extrapolates the rate of observed atmospheric CO2 increase into the future, the observed atmospheric CO2 increase would only lead to a concentration of about 560 ppm in 2100, about double the concentration of the late 1800’s. That assumes a continuing increase in the CO2 emission rate of about 1% per year, and a carbon cycle leading to atmospheric concentrations observed in the past. If one assumes, in addition, that the increase of surface temperatures in the last 20 years (about 0.3 °C) is entirely due to the increase in greenhouse gas forcing of all greenhouse gas, not just CO2, that would translate into a temperature increase of about 1.5 °C (or approximately 0.15 °C per decade). Using the satellite data, the temperature increase is correspondingly lower. Based on this, the temperature increase over the next 100 years might be less than 1.5 °C, as proposed in Figure 19.
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