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INTRODUCTION

Michael and I would first like to thank you for reading these extemp topic briefs, the third edition of Extemp Question Central Extemp Topic Briefs.  This month there are three International Extemp topic briefs as there have been a lack of domestic topics outside of the 2008 presidential election.  As always, at the end of each topic brief there is a listing of “cards” which is a listing of articles extempers would be wise to read to gain more content for their speeches.  It is our hope that you will find those articles and put them in your files.


Keep in mind that these extemp topic briefs are not to be brought into any extemp prep room.  They constitute pre-written prep materials and it is very unethical to take these briefs and place them in your files.  Instead, Michael and I hope that these briefs will give you a good amount of background information before you attend tournaments and that they motivate you to explore the issues discussed here in more depth.


These briefs will be offered on a monthly basis on this website and will be available free of charge.  Before NFL Nationals the briefs from the entire year will be compiled in a massive booklet that will be available for purchase for any extemper or team that wants them for pre-nationals prep.  If there are any extempers that are “retired” from high school competition that want to contribute to this project in the future feel free to e-mail me.  Also, if any of the extempers or their coaches who read these briefs have any suggestions or comments about them feel free to e-mail Michael and myself.


I would like to thank Michael for his collaboration with me on this project.  Without his help the workload might have been too much for me to take on and the coverage provided in these extemp briefs would not be as expansive as it is.  I would also like to thank those extempers and their coaches who frequent this website on a weekly basis. 


Michael and I hope that you enjoy the third edition of Extemp Question Central Extemp Topic Briefs.  We also wish the extempers luck who are heading to the Glenbrooks and the Villiger this month and to the other extempers in high school and college who are competing in various local tournaments this month.  Look for the fourth edition of these briefs to be released on December 1st.


I also apologize for posting these topic briefs on the evening of November 8th instead of November 1st but midterms and computer trouble delayed the release of these briefs.  I appreciate everyone’s patience for these briefs to be posted and thank everyone for their continued support of Extemp Question Central.










-Logan Scisco, Editor 
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International Economics

By Michael Garson

At most major national tournaments, there is an international economics round that challenge the knowledge and economic understanding of extempers. These rounds often are placed in earlier outrounds as a means of sifting out those who rely solely on delivery. Equally dangerous is smaller tournaments that sprinkle in economics-related questions throughout all rounds. Fear of “complex” economic theory has caused otherwise easy questions to be immediately thrust back into the envelope. An understanding of economics helps not just economics questions, but also creates an opportunity for increased depth in nearly all questions. Money is one of the powerful forces in the world, and people of all faiths, races, and nationalities worship the almighty dollar/yuan/yen/euro etc.

This brief will:

· Review basic economic theories that govern all financial transactions and philosophies

· Examine the merits of the major economic philosophies

· Define key terms and expand on their significance

· Critique the modern international economic system on the:

· National level, with countries engaging in risky business

· Institutional level, with organizations that supposedly can stabilize the global system

Basic Economic Theory
Invisible Hand

Arguably the most famous economic phenomenon has been described by economist Adam Smith. Smith’s “Invisible Hand” argument shows that money will flow to where it is the most profitable. This point is exceedingly obvious. People want to make money. Businesses want to make money. Economies want to make money. Investments, policies, and other economic decisions will be based on profitability. Though this idea is simplistic, it is a necessary prerequisite for understanding of all other economic issues.

Ricardo

David Ricardo expanded on Smith’s “Invisible Hand”  with his writings on comparative advantage. He posited that economic entities will choose policies based on their specialty. People, businesses, and countries will increase production in areas that they are the best at. When separate bodies work on separate specialties and then trade for the other good, there is increased production of both goods.

Example:

It would take me 2 hours to write an international extemp brief and 5 hours to write a domestic brief.

It would take Logan 1 hour to write an international brief and 1 hour to write a domestic brief.

If we both created one of each it would take a total of 9 hours (7 for me, 2 for him). 

If I created 2 international briefs, Logan created 2 domestic briefs and we traded, production would take a total of 6 hours (4 for me, 2 for Logan).

Here is the catch that many extempers, and AP Economics students miss: even though Logan (or the United States for a real example) is better than me in both areas, it is still in his best interest to specialize and trade. If instead of looking at hours necessary to produce, we could look at amount of production in a given time span. Again, trade benefits both parties when they specialize. We would set up a trade agreement (1 domestic for 1.5 international briefs) that would save both of us time and/or generate more briefs than previously possible.

Synthesis:

So we have established that money is going to flow to where it generates the most wealth. Also, the maximum amount of wealth is generated when everybody freely trades what they are most efficient at for what they are inefficient at. So if the United States has an advantage in white-collar jobs and supervisory roles, then American workers should fill those roles and find another country’s labor force (Mexico, China, India) to actually engage in production. 

In case it has not yet been evident, this analysis best works in the theoretical realm where production choices are made between rainbows and bunnies. Alas, the world does not always work as it should. Fear, competition, and pressure all prevent the economy from working as Smith and Ricardo believe it should. 

Natural Advantage v. Artificial Advantage 

One of the important factors that complicates hypothetical economics is the difference between a natural advantage and an artificial advantage.  While statistics show that country X has an advantage in producing product Y, there are two possible reasons for why that advantage exists: a natural one or an artificial one. 

A natural advantage is one that makes production in a certain area inherently wise. It is in Saudi Arabia’s best interest to export oil and import ice. It is in Argentina’s best interest to export beef and import oil. These are the types of trades that Smith and Ricardo would approve of. Natural advantages revolve almost exclusively on natural resources. Geography also can play a factor. Greece is a good place for a strong merchant class because it is a high-trade environment due to its location. New Orleans (pre-Katrina) and St. Louis also was a great place for trade because of their proximity to the Mississippi River.

The other type of advantage is artificial. Artificial advantages exist as a result of economic inequality throughout the world. A steel company in Pittsburgh is able to survive because there are many areas nearby that require steel. A banker on Wall Street takes advantage of the New York Stock Exchange’s location by becoming artificially profitable. A Chinese factory owner uses low wages to boost the profit margin of his company at the expense of the labor force. These advantages are no less real or significant than those that are naturally occurring. However, it is important to recognize the difference because artificial advantages can be fleeting. If the demand for Chinese labor increases to the point that it rivals demand for American labor, the Chinese factory owner’s advantage disappears. A financial downturn in America’s rustbelt would cripple the steel worker’s attractiveness as an economic asset. While examining what countries have advantages, pay careful attention to WHY those advantages exist.

In an ever-changing global economy, artificial advantages will move from country to country and the significance of natural advantages will continue to be marginalized as transportation costs decrease.

Basic Economic Models
Liberalism

Influenced by Smith and Ricardo, liberal economic thought is predicated on free markets. Liberals view the world as a non-zero-sum game. This means that all parties can mutually benefit from trade. There is no malice or manipulation within the economic system. These are the economists who promote free trade. They believe that tariffs, quotas, and restrictions hurt all parties involved. The individual is of the utmost importance. Prices should be as low as possible and producers should be able to sell goods freely. The main sticking point of this ideology is that liberalism suggests that politics and economics are separate. It presupposes that all countries are willing to make any necessary sacrifices to achieve maximum growth potential.

Mercantilism

Mercantilism is a philosophy that suggests that the world is a zero-sum game. In other words, every gain is counterbalanced by an equivalent loss. When the United States’ economy improves, the Chinese, British, Japanese, and German economies lose, relative to the size of the American gain. Therefore, countries should not help each other, because it would be counterproductive to enhancing national power.

The only thing of value in the economy is precious metals. The Age of Exploration was largely spurred by a desire to increase holdings in gold and silver. As such, policies were put into place to preserve precious metals. The way to do so is to limit imports (stuff you buy from other countries) and increase exports (stuff people buy from you). The way to do so is using trade barriers such as tariffs (taxes placed on goods that enter a country), quotas (a maximum quantity allowed in of a certain good), and subsidies (the government giving money to businesses so prices can drop). These methods are antithetical to free trade, but do keep money inside state boundaries. The success of mercantilism is based on whether or not political power should take precedence over economic gains.

Trade Deficits & Budget Deficits
What they are

A trade deficit is the value of national imports minus national exports. The more a country exports, relative to its imports, the higher the deficit will be.  Moreover, buying a lot of goods is only detrimental if an equal value of goods is sold. Conversely, a trade surplus occurs when the value of goods sold exceeds the value of goods imported. Note that the value, not quantity, of goods is significant. Selling ten apples for one car will result in a trade deficit.

A budget deficit is the value of government services minus the value of government revenues. Government services come in the form of programs like social security and projects such as roads. Government revenues are derived from taxes. When the government spends more money than it has to spend, a deficit results. If revenues exceed spending, there is a surplus.

What they represent

Deficits and surpluses represent the health and/or philosophy of an economy. Very strong economies, such as America’s can run high deficits. Likewise, weak economies, like many in Africa, can run high deficits. Running a deficit is not a sign of weakness. It is a sign that the country is using borrowed money to live above its expected standard. Surpluses also show neither strength nor weakness. They show an accumulation of value or currency that can be spent at a later time to grow the economy. 

Why they are good

Deficits are good in that they improve the economic-well being of a country immediately. Also, deficits may be necessary for countries that fall on hard times. When the economy drops and tax revenue drops, the government needs to step in, increase spending, and drive up the deficit. Nearly all economists will agree that having a budget deficit to stop a recession is fine. 

Why they are bad

Deficits are literal examples of spending money you don’t have and buying goods you can’t afford. The pressing danger is that countries with deficits will be unable to pay back their debts. Also, deficits tend to set a precedent and a pattern for more deficits. The trick with running in the red is that there are rarely small, short-term consequences. Instead, there are disastrous consequences that result from years of persistent deficits. The main trigger of deficit-related depressions is the realization of foreign investors that the government’s economy is no longer stable and the currency is artificially overvalued.

Currencies
What they are

Currencies are the vehicle which a government uses to represent value. At present, a dollar is little more than a green piece of paper with some numbers and a picture of a dead guy. During the 19th and 20th centuries, many countries moved to the Gold Standard. The Gold Standard means that each dollar (yen, yuan, pound etc.) would be backed by an equivalent amount of gold (1 ounce, .5 ounces etc.). America’s gold holdings were stored in Fort Knox and, theoretically, anyone in possession of a dollar could go to Fort Knox and get a fixed amount of gold. This system protected the value of currencies. However, it had two major drawbacks: quantity and variability. 

First, there is a finite amount of gold but an infinite potential of value in any given economy. Economic growth would require either more gold or an increased value of the currency. The former is difficult and the latter is exactly what the Gold Standard is supposed to prevent. The second issue is that the discovery of a gold mine does not necessary mean that more currency should be circulated.  Linking gold to economics puts a lot of stress of the gold market and creates a mercantilist illusion that precious metals are the primary indicator of wealth. Forcing currencies into representing a fixed value is simply not feasible. Currencies can appreciate (gain in value, relative to other currencies) and depreciate (lose value, relative to other currencies). The Gold Standard constrains movement to a degree that rapid changes occur instead of gradual fluctuations.

How they can be manipulated

Perfect economics dictates that all currencies can be traded freely against each other. As stated earlier, countries are always looking for a way to get an advantage on the competition. Currency valuations are no exception to this tendency. The objective of sabotaging states is to make the currency as cheap as possible when financially healthy and as strong as possible when in trouble. 

A weak currency means that it is cheaper to invest in that country. For example, if I need to pay an American worker $10 but I could convert $5 into 50 yuan and hire a Chinese worker, I will do that. To be clear, an appreciating currency exists when a currency gains value on another. This means that instead of $1 buying 1 euro, it buys 2 euros. Therefore, a weak currency means that citizens within a country value foreign currency very highly. China has engaged in the policy of keeping its currency weak so that foreign investors will continue to find it artificially profitable to do business from overseas (this is a great example of an artificial advantage!).  It did so by pegging its currency to the dollar. This means that one dollar always bought roughly 8.24 yuan. As the dollar became stronger, the Chinese government would engage in policies to make the yuan stronger. This peg brought stability to the Chinese economy and made investors confident enough to invest in China and use the yuan. However, the booming Chinese economy and American sluggishness since the bursting of the tech bubble has meant the yuan is excessively low. Demand for the yuan has increased greatly, but the value has not changed. This has meant that more people are getting their yuan and China continues to prosper. Two years ago, China announced that its currency will be allowed to float (change values) slightly and will be pegged to a “basket of currencies”, which would be the weighted average value of the dollar, euro, and other significant currencies. Despite small efforts to change, China is a great example of currency manipulation and how keeping a currency weak spurs investment, assuming that investors are confident enough to get involved in the first place.

The perception of strength is always desirable in economics. Pegs were devised as a sign of artificial strength. After all, any consumer and producer would rest easy knowing that the currency in their wallet was directly linked to a more powerful, stable currency.  A failed peg example comes from Argentina.  During Carlos Menem’s free-market revolution of the 1990s, he pegged the Argentine currency to the dollar. The system projected strength and stability for Argentina. Unfortunately, the growing dollar and weakening Argentine economy showed the peg could not be stable. The government tried to maintain the peg, by altering the supply of currency and the value of the economy, only worsening the situation. Finally, the Argentine economy collapsed as the currency was dumped. This example shows that the peg can be beneficial in the short-term but may prove to be impossible to maintain.

International Institutions
World Trade Organization

The WTO may be the most accurately described international organization today. The group’s goal is to increase trade relations among countries of the world. It was created in 1995 as the successor to the GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade). It strives to limit trade barriers and keep trade fair by instituting global agreements. Creating a global consensus on economic policy has proven to be extremely difficult. 

The most recent round of international talks has been dubbed the Doha Round, named after the city in Qatar where the talks take place. The main sticking points have been tariffs, property rights, and protection of agriculture. As piracy of everything from DVDs to the latest medicine increases in developing countries, companies in the first world are losing valuable sales. To what extent the deal will be able to protect the integrity and authenticity of intellectual property is keeping countries apart. Also, agriculture has caused a lot of conflict. Many countries see food as a vital industry that serves national social needs and security needs. The culture of farms and small artisan cheeses and wineries is a part of France. The French wish to keep their farmers from competing with America’s larger farms that are cheaper. Food also is a national security issue. If free-market economics allow only a small handful of countries to produce all of the world’s food, then those countries have a disproportionate amount of power. Holding food hostage would be far more effective than threatening to stop production of DVD players. 

Also, charges of dumping have arisen. Dumping occurs when countries intentionally makes its goods so cheap that they can be freely exported and dominate another country’s market. Subsidies to American farmers have made crops so cheap that farmers, particularly in South America and Africa, have complained that domestic farmers cannot competitive sell their products to the general public. Indeed, the very survival of small, tribal economies in poor countries is on the line when this issue is debated.

Ultimately, it looks like the Doha round is dead. The countries are very far apart and show no signs of budging.  President Bush had Fast Track Trade Promotion Authority, meaning that he could sign an agreement without the consult of congress, until June 30, 2007. The additional obstacle of going through a congress littered with supporters of agriculture and special interests makes passage even more difficult.  Overall, these talks continue annually, but are making little to no progress.

International Monetary Fund

The IMF is an organization that bails out failing economies. Its goal is to offer funding and planning for countries that enter a depression. While its goal is pure, the implementation has been questionable.  The IMF usually provides very strict guidelines for measures that the government must undertake to be eligible for IMF funding. These measures often worsen the situation and breed resentment within the struggling state. 

The IMF has been criticized heavily for how and why it acts. The organization’s power is distributed based on economic size, so America and its allies have a firm grasp on control. Many non-western countries that applied for aid claimed that they were being manipulated and westernized by the IMF. Additionally, the existence of the IMF creates a moral hazard, where negative consequences are not fully felt, allowing for risky behavior. International investors are always scooping around the world to find the next emerging market. However, when the IMF bails out investors who lose money when an economy collapses, there is no risk to investing in an unstable country. Yet another artificial advantage is created, allowing countries to undeservingly swell with foreign currency. While the IMF is far from perfect and in desperate need of reform, it certainly serves an important purpose of attempting to bail out troubled economies.

Global Economic Overview, Review, and Preview

Surely the past few decades have thrust us firmly into the information age. Money, information, and people can travel faster than ever thought possible. This rapid communication has allowed trade to increase, become cheaper, and create dependencies. Without Saudi oil, Japanese electronics, and South American fruits, this economy would not be the same. Every country relies on others to buy exported goods and supply imported goods. Economies have changed so that trade has been built-in part of economic planning. Economics is increasingly important and can be used for all sorts of political goals.

The United States uses its power as the world’s largest consumer to pressure countries in small, lopsided bilateral deals. The threat of tariffs and embargos have been used as a tool to coerce action out of rival states. China’s accumulation of foreign currency currently scares the United States and, along with the threat of war, keeps Sino-American relations awkwardly positive. Also, China has used economic power to demand countries formally state that Taiwan is not an independent country.

There also appears to be a failure of the global community to organize and compromise. The western agricultural lobbies are very strong and will not allow subsidies to be slashed. Likewise, the poor countries of the world have finally banned together to stand up to wealthy states. They have come too far to back down by allowing the status quo. They recognize the importance of global trade talks and will not sign a lopsided deal. Therefore, extempers would do well to research potential alternatives to global talks.  Regional trade talks between countries that share similar interests but represent diverse sectors could help each other out. If each country was a part of one or two regional agreements, the world would be tied together by a few sets of fixed rules. 

Cards:
Altman, Daniel. "Managing Globalization: Isolation is Not the Answer." 30 Oct. 2007. International Herald Tribune. <http://www.iht.com/articles/2007/10/30/business/glob31.php>. 

The International Herald Tribune is one of the rare newspapers that provides analysis in its articles. This one does not disappoint as it provides a concise, reasoned argument why free-market trade policies are beneficial. Altman cites other scholars in the field, which enhances his argument and deepens your own.

Blinder, Alan S. "Offshoring: the Next Industrial Revolution?" Mar.-Apr. 2006. <http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20060301faessay85209/alan-s-blinder/offshoring-the-next-industrial-revolution.html>. 

Blinder suggests that offshoring is a bigger deal than most industrialized countries are willing to admit. It does get into how the concept of competitive advantages have modernized, which can provide great analysis to almost any trade-related speech.

Caplan, Bryan. The Myth of the Rational Voter: Why Democracies Choose Bad Policies. Princeton UP, 2007.

This book was released with quite a bit of publicity. The main contention is that Americans disproportionately vote against free trade policies due to irrational and overblown fears of unemployment, along with other, more domestic issues. It is an interesting read and books are always looked upon with favor in extemp.

Polaski, Sandra. "U.S. Living Standards in an Era of Globalization." July 2007. Carnege Endowment. <http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=19442&prog=zgp&proj=zted>.

This article offers solutions to America’s widening income inequality, which is really more of a domestic issue. Yet, it proves that international happenings have a domestic effect, adding another layer to an extemper’s analysis.

"US Urges China to Speed Up Currency Revaluation." 12 Oct. 2007. Agence France Presse. <http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5hod65BP4j2DdMl4MYrAohXSlTzJg>.

This article is one of many that you can find that will shed light on how China’s currency tricks are being negatively received by the international community.

Myanmar
By Logan Scisco
Over the last two months the nation of Myanmar, formerly known as Burma, has been in the news as its people fight for democratic representation from a military junta known as the State Peace and Development Council (SPDC) who have ruled the country for the last forty-five years.  In their forty-five year governance of the country the SPDC, which has gone through a large litany of name changes since it took power in 1962, has weakened the country’s economy to the point where the heroin trade thrives along the Thai and Chinese borders and the black market is one of the only ways people can secure commercial items.  To add to these problems, the SPDC still has tensions with the various ethnic groups in Myanmar such as the Karen and the Wa which have led to human rights violations and military conflicts in the country’s frontier areas.

The SPDC maintains its position in the country through an intricate network of repression and fear.  This network of military intelligence has been strengthened since 1990 when the military’s party received a drubbing by the National League for Democracy (NLD) in parliamentary elections, the first held in Myanmar since 1960.  After losing this election, the military annulled the results and jailed opposition leaders.

However, there have been times when the international community has hoped to see change in Myanmar.  One such incident occurred two months ago in September when protests emerged in the country after petrol prices were increased.  The military junta quickly put down these protests but in the course of doing so several Buddhist monks, arguably the most influential people in Myanmar aside from the SPDC, were beaten.  In response, the monks refused to accept alms from members of the SPDC thereby damaging their prospects of being reborn in a good position in the next life according to Buddhist doctrine.  As the international community watched on CNN and other media outlets, the SPDC quickly struck back at protesters, killing and injuring media journalists, students, regular civilians, and Buddhist monks effectively crippling the movement for change.  During their crippling of this movement the junta prevented people from having access to the Internet and silenced telecommunications throughout the country showing the variety of tools at the junta’s disposal to silence opposition movements in the country.

This topic brief will provide extempers with a brief overview of the history of Myanmar, an overview of the human rights abuses said to be occurring in the country, Myanmar’s relations with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, and the mechanisms utilized by the junta to hold on to power.

Historical Overview
The history of Myanmar can best be characterized as a series of troubled political transitions that served to exacerbate ethnic tensions among the country’s different ethnic groups.  Myanmar historian Andrew Selth one coined the country as an “ethnic archipelago” and when looking at the demographics of the country one can see why.  The SPDC currently recognizes 135 different national races with 2007 CIA World Factbook identifying the majority being ethnic Burmans (68%) and followed in number by Shans (9%), Karens (7%), Rakhines (4%), Chinese (3%), Indian (2%), and Mon (2%).  These different ethnic groups were treated differently by different governmental systems established in Myanmar the creation of the territory under a Buddhist monarchy in 850.

The first government system Myanmar’s people ever knew of was a Burman monarchy that existed from 850-1824.  This monarchy was established based on Buddhist principles and was dominated by the Burman majority.  This monarchy enjoyed absolute power and ruled based on Buddhist principles enforced by an efficient royal bureaucracy.  Many native Burmans accepted monarchial rule due to Buddhist natural law called dhamma which assigned Buddhists a role in life based on their conduct in past lives called kamma.  Accepting this role, Burmans ignored political involvement and were willing to live under the rule of a Burman king.  The ethnic minorities that lived in Burma enjoyed a great degree of autonomy under the rule of the Burman kings as long as they paid tribute to the monarchy and provided soldiers for the king’s army.  However, the Burman kings and the Burman population often resented the uneducated and “backward” ways of minority groups which fostered tensions between the Burman population and ethnic minorities throughout the monarchial period.

In the early 1800s, Great Britain and France began expanding their colonial empires and the Burman kingdom’s vast territory and resources were sought after by the British government.  In 1824, Britain launched the First Anglo-Burman War which was launched on the pretext of the Burman government making territorial encroachments along its border with British controlled India and attacking British subjects.  The war culminated in the Treaty of Yandaboo in February 1826 with the British gaining coastal territory from the Burman kingdom, forced a large reparation payment from the Burman monarchy, and forcing the monarchy to renounce territorial claims along the border with British India.  After the Burman monarchy was accused of obstructing trade by British merchants, the British launched the Second Anglo-Burman War from 1851-1852 which resulted in the British seizing Lower Burma and with it the agricultural heartland of the territory.  This war also saw Burma lose the ability to make its own commercial policy.

The Third-Anglo Burman War in 1885 would seal the fate of the Burman monarchy with Britain using the Karen minority group to fight the monarchy and seize the rest of the country.  The motivations of this seize is still subject to historical debate as one school believes that the Burman King Thibaw’s decision to try to make a commercial treaty with the French prompted Britain to intervene while another school holds that Britain’s “gentlemen capitalists” were involved.  Either way, the British intervention in this war was swift and the monarchy was destroyed.  However, insurgencies still plagued the British occupation of the territory until they were finally snuffed out in 1890.

After it controlled the country, the British integrated Burma into British India and set up the next form of government for the country:  a colonial adminstration.  Burma was given a royal governor and the territory was split into two halves:  Ministerial Burma and the Frontier Areas.  Ministerial Burma was made up of the old Burman kingdom and was made up of the interior of the country.  Over time this part of Burma would have an elected parliament and receive a British education system.  The Frontier Areas were predominately occupied by Shan, Arakan, Chin, and Kachin minority groups.  In these areas, there was no elected parliament and the royal governor looked over these peoples financial and social issues although they retained their rights to have local rule.  This division fostered ethic tensions due to Burmans becoming better educated than groups in the Frontier and also having more experience in political dealing.  In addition, the British heavily recruited minorities such as the Karen to serve in the country’s army and bureaucracy and largely excluding Burmans who wanted to be a part of the royal administration.  This too created ethnic tensions that persisted in the country until independence.

In 1920, nationalist movements in British Burma began to be led by university students who were outraged over the Rangoon University Act which would have mandated the use of the English language in university education and increased the amount of English content in the university curriculum.  Over the next two decades student organizations sprung up throughout the country assisted by the rise of communist organizations and minority organizations such as the Karen National Association (KNA) which began arguing for a separate Karen state.  By the eve of World War II there was a strict division in Burmese society:  those who favored independence of British rule, mostly composed of Burmans, and those who favored remaining a part of the British commonwealth of nations, which was composed of minority groups.

Sensing problems in Burma, the British government began a crackdown in the country which prompted Communist Party Secretary General and famous student activist Aung San to flee to Japan in 1940 and request aid from the Japanese government.  Aung San and his followers believed that the Japanese would help to liberate Burma and then grant self-determination to the country which would pave the way for Burma to be an independent state.  Over the next year Aung San would lead his followers known as the “Thirty Comrades” into Japan to receive military training and on December 31, 1941 Aung San’s Burman Independence Army (BIA) assisted the Japanese in invading the country.  The Japanese and BIA were initially successful in pushing back Allied forces but Burmans quickly realized that the Japanese government would simply create a puppet state in the country.  As a result, by 1945 the BIA had redubbed itself the Burman National Army (BNA) and fought with Allied forces to kick the Japanese out of the country.

After World War II, much debate ensued in Britain as to how Burma would be treated.  Conservative Party members argued that the country needed to be in a period of reconstruction for six years and that ethnic minorities would have the choice between being a part of the new independent Burman state or not.  After all, minorities such as the Karen had fought for the Allies in hopes of being given an independent state.  However, by 1947 British patience with allowing minorities to achieve independence within a newly crafted Burman state had fallen apart under the leadership of Clement Attlee, the Labor Party leader who had defeated Winston Churchill in 1946.  Aung San was able to utilize his Anti-Fascist People’s Freedom League (AFPFL) to win significant concessions from the British government such as being given power over the interim Executive Council that governed the country before 1948 parliamentary elections and was able to squash the idea of Burma being divided along ethnic lines.  On December 10, 1947 the Burma Independence Bill was debated in the House of Commons and although Winston Churchill warned of bloodshed and chaos if the bill was passed his pleas were ignored as Burma became independent of the British Empire by a vote of 228-114.  Unfortunately, Aung San was not able to see this moment as he was assassinated with five other Cabinet members earlier that year.

It is not surprising that from 1948-1960 parliamentary government failed in the newly independent Burma.  The crafting 1947 constitution did not involve the Karens and other minority groups who thought they were receiving their own state by the British and that they did not need to participate.  As a result, the constitution only allowed the Shan and Kachin peoples to have their own states while Chin, Man, Arakanese, and Karen minority groups were ignored.  Also, the prime ministership of U Nu could not keep the country together as ethnic rebellions led by the Karen and political rebellions led by various Communist factions destabilized the national economy which saw its rice production plummet.  Also, U Nu had a tendency to use the Public Order Act of 1947 to imprison political opponents and those who disagreed with his views which eroded rights in the country.  Finally, U Nu had chilly relations with the military, who created a “caretaker government” from 1958-1960 to smooth out ethnic and economic problems, when after winning 1960 parliamentary elections he wanted to negotiate and grant states and autonomous privileges to minority groups.

In 1962, the military feared that U Nu was sending the country down a path of breakup among different ethnic groups and launched a mostly bloodless coup to depose him of power.  The army Chief of Staff, Ne Win, took over the reigns of power and started steering Burma down the path of socialism outlined in his ideology The Burmese Way to Socialism.  The military government Ne Win created was referred to as the Burma Socialist Programme Party (BSPP) and it wasted no time in nationalizing banks, banning imports and exports, and nationalizing oil and other industries.  Almost overnight Burma became an autarky with Ne Win pursuing an ultimate objective of creating a unitary state that would be free of ethnic tensions.  Historians still debate about the success of the BSPP in managing the nation’s economy and social systems but it is clear that an erosion of political rights occurred in 1974 when a new national constitution was adopted that declared the BSPP the only political party in the country and ensured free speech and press rights as long as they did not conflict with the party’s socialist platform.

BSPP rule when unchallenged to a significant degree outside of ethnic rebellions until September 1987 when Ne Win demonetized Burma’s currency leading to nearly eighty percent of the country’s money becoming worthless.  Rumor has it that Ne Win’s astrologers told him that nine was his lucky number so his decree on the demonetization banned all money notes that were not divisible by nine.  As people’s life savings became wiped out they became angry and slowly the country’s people came together to demand a return to multiparty democracy.  Ne Win stepped down at a BSPP Congress in July 1988 only making the situation worse as his successors could not quell the demands for a democratic vote even after shooting and killing hundreds of demonstrators.  Democratic leaders began to emerge with the most prominent one being Aung San Suu Kyi, Aung San’s daughter, who demanded an impartial vote and led the National League for Democracy.

The political turmoil in the country periodically ended when General Saw Maung seized power in September 1988 and declared that parliamentary elections would go forward in May 1990.  This step allowed Japanese economic aid to return to the country after it was suspended following a student massacre in Rangoon a year earlier.  Maung also renamed the country “Myanmar” instead of “Burma” believing that this name was ease ethnic tensions in the country became it would not imply that ethnic Burmans dominate the country although that is what occurs in practice.

Under Maung, the army rechristened itself as the National Unity Party (NUP) and contested the NLD for the country’s leadership in 1990.  The run up to the vote was anything but fair as the military placed democratic leaders such as Ms. Kyi under house arrest, limited the press rights of opposition groups, controlled the electoral commission, international observers were banned from supervising the vote, and martial law was still in effect.  Despite this, though, the NLD crushed the NUP at the polls by winning 392 of 485 contested seats.

Although General Maung said that he would cede power to the winner of the election the military, now known as the State Law, Order, and Restoration Council (SLORC), became scared of how the NLD would treat former junta leaders if they took over power.  As a result of this so-called “Nuremberg syndrome” the military said that the election was only for a constituent assembly to draft a new constitution instead of being a parliamentary vote.  When monks tried to protest by refusing alms to the military they were brutally beaten and the movement for a democratic Burma suddenly died.  Furthermore, the military has now annulled the 1990 vote after NLD members walked out of an attempt to craft a new constitution in the 1990s when the military demanded they be given the right to make their own budget, have a quarter of the seats in any national parliament, and that the president has to have military experience.  Interestingly enough, these provisions have recently been pushed through anyway by a 1,000 member constitutional commission today’s junta, now calling itself the State Peace and Development Council (SPDC) since 1997, created to ensure their power for decades to come.  Political analysts speculate that this constitution will be put up for a referendum next year but in light of recent political turmoil in the country that may not happen.

It is also worth noting that the military has silenced many of the ethnic minority groups that pushed for independence during the parliamentary years.  The SPDC has cultivated good economic ties to its neighbors, a relationship that will be described below, and that has given it the money and influence to acquire more firepower to outgun their opposition.  Also, the SPDC has granted a great deal of autonomy to warlords in certain areas of the country such as the Wa region of the Shan state where drug trafficking along the Myanmar-Chinese border continues to be a problem.  It is worth noting for extempers that the ceasefires the junta has negotiated are unsteady as only small groups have turned their weapons over to the government and the government is growing more demanding of these rebel groups perhaps feeling that it is in a more powerful position than a decade ago.

Human Rights Abuses
Myanmar has long been accused of human rights abuses by the international community and by human rights advocacy groups such as Amnesty International.  Most of these human rights abuses have been in conflict zones between Myanmar’s army and ethnic minority groups.  There have been reports that Karens have been uprooted from their homes and forcibly relocated to other parts of the country so that the SPDC can utilize the timber and oil resources on the lands that they occupy.  Furthermore, Myanmar’s troops have been accused of beating, torturing, raping, and executing peoples who are supporting rebellions in the country.

Political prisoners are also kept throughout the country with the most notable being Ms. Kyi.  She has been placed under house arrest twice and has been under her second house arrest since 2003.  However, Ms. Kyi lives in luxury compared to other political dissidents who are put in poor prisoners where violence and disease festers while other dissidents are indiscriminately killed.  The only thing keeping Ms. Kyi from suffering these fates is that she is Aung San’s daughter and since the military establishment looks to Aung San as the source for its power position in the country it would be embarrassing for them to harm Ms. Kyi.  Furthermore, Ms. Kyi is the face of the democratic opposition movement for the international community against the SPDC and if they were to harm her there would be significant backlash against them.

Economically there have also been human rights abuses that extempers should be made aware of.  Although President Bill Clinton banned future American investment in Myanmar in April 1997 and President George W. Bush has stepped up sanctions on the country, current American companies operating in Myanmar have been allowed to stay there.  One such company, oil giant Unocal, has been accused of assisting Myanmar’s government in abusing the country’s people.  Unocal has been accused of uprooting ethnic villages where its projects were taking place and in using forces labor to construct the country’s oil infrastructure.  Alarmed at these abuses, several states tried to take independent action.  In the 1990s the state of Massachusetts led a disinvestment movement whereby public pension funds would withdraw funds from companies investing in Myanmar but these actions were thrown out when contested in the judicial system due to their interference with foreign policy making.  Nevertheless, forced labor and pitiful wages are a fact of life in Myanmar and Western companies have been accused of being complicit in some of the actions taken by the SPDC.  All of this led to the United Nations Global Compact in 1999 which drew up a set of principles for multinational corporations to follow when engaging in business projects around the globe.  However, this Global Compact has been controversial between those who say that it unfairly interferes in business interests and those who believe that the Compact should be stricter.

ASEAN & Myanmar
In July 1997, with Laos and Cambodia, Myanmar was admitted into the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN).  ASEAN was created in 1963 with the goal of creating cooperation among countries in Southeast Asia in pursuing a net export growth strategy for the region.  While the international community urged ASEAN not to admit Myanmar into its club due to its human rights abuses, ASEAN leaders shrugged off such criticisms believing that having “constructive engagement” with the military junta rather than economic sanctions is the way to bring about significant political change in the country.  It is also worth noting that even if ASEAN wanted to take large action against Myanmar they most likely could not since the ASEAN Declaration, the founding document of the organization, has a principle of non-intervention whereby ASEAN is bound to respect the sovereignty of each member state.  ASEAN members reinforced this doctrine in 1993 in the so-called Bangkok Declaration when they declared that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights could not be specifically applied to each state because there were differing political and social forces at work that necessitated the curtailing of some human rights.

Aside from principles of non-intervention, ASEAN would be in a sticky situation if it attempted to bring about change in Myanmar.  When looking at the current membership of ASEAN it is hardly democratic.  Brunei has an absolute monarchy, Laos and Vietnam are still Communist governments with little broad democratic participation, and Thailand still has a military government that toppled the Shinawatra government last year.  Overall, having ASEAN interfere and encourage democratic government or more responsible government in Myanmar would lend itself to charges of ASEAN creating a double standard for Myanmar and everyone else.  Also, it would frighten non-democratic states in the body that ASEAN could be stepping into their countries and dictating changes so the most likely scenario is that ASEAN will not be interfering.

ASEAN also has a significant economic reason for allowing Myanmar to stay in the body rather than expel it or force it to change.  Myanmar is the largest exporter of teak wood in the world and has untapped oil and gas deposits that will net the country billions of dollars in the future.  ASEAN wants to share in these profits and its members want to be on good terms with the SPDC.  Furthermore, the Shinawatra government in Thailand secured fishing and mineral rights from the SPDC in return for political support.  Overall, it appears that economic reasons are playing a major part in ASEAN’s decision making and that profits are being used to justify turning a blind eye to the repression occurring in the country.

There is also the element of a geopolitical calculation in ASEAN’s decision making:  having Myanmar drift out of ASEAN’s influence and into the hands of India or China.  After decades of conflict due to China aiding Communist militants in Myanmar, the two governments have joined forces with Myanmar supplying raw materials, energy, and a black market for Chinese goods in return for China providing Myanmar with diplomatic support and military hardware.  It is worth noting that both countries at the turn of the 1990s faced big political demonstrations:  Myanmar’s junta had theirs in Rangoon in 1988 while China had Tiananmen Square in 1989.  This fight against political change has most likely motivated the two countries to work together.  Not to be left out in the cold, India has also made overtures to Myanmar for mineral and oil/gas exploration rights and some in ASEAN fear that if Myanmar becomes a contested space between China and India it could plunge the entire region into chaos.  Therefore, ASEAN is content to keep Myanmar in its organization so that it does not lose ground to an emerging China and/or India.

How the Junta Hangs On
Myanmar’s junta is a rather amazing governing body.  It has withstood numerous leadership changes over the last forty-five years in defiance of predictions of its doom by international experts.  However, economic control and fear are the main mechanisms that the SPDC has utilized so that it hangs on to power.

When the military controlled the government in the caretaker period from 1958-1960 it went to great lengths to gain control of economic activity.  The military began running banks, trade services, retail outlets, construction businesses, hotels, and mineral industries.  This was meant to lay the groundwork for the military’s eventual coup in 1962 and also served as a patronage network Myanmar’s soldiers benefit from today.  If it was not for the support of the rank and file military Myanmar’s rulers could not hang on to power.  Therefore, they ensure that soldiers are well treated and can acquire consumer goods and petrol quite cheaply.  The government also turns a blind eye to soldiers who manage to benefit from the illicit drug trade in the frontier areas.  Overall, veteran soldiers enjoy a health existence earning profits from Myanmar’s mineral, timber, and oil businesses.

The military also makes no apologies for its use of the national budget in order to enrich itself.  The Economist in September 2005 revealed that 29% of Myanmar’s national budget goes to the military while only three percent of that budget goes to health care and eight percent goes to education.  The military uses this large portion of its national budget to raise soldier salaries and buy more weapons that it believes will one day crush the ethnic rebellions for good that have plagued the country since 1948.  With this budget allocated the way it is with little independent oversight it is not a surprise that the 2007 Index for Economic Freedom revealed that Myanmar ranks 155th out of 158 countries in terms of corruption according to figures released by Transparency International.

The SPDC also makes efficient use of its military intelligence (MI) network to spy on soldiers and squelch problems before they emerged.  Top commanders are randomly rotated so that they do not establish power positions within areas of the country.  Soldiers are also continually threatened with a loss of economic rights as national laws on illegal black market activity, which are never enforced, are there at the SPDC’s disposal if they need to prosecute soldiers who challenge the governing authorities.  Furthermore, the military has a constant propaganda campaign among soldiers that if the NLD or any other democratic movement is allowed to take power they will be prosecuted for violating human rights much like Augusto Pinochet, the famed Chilean military dictator.  Therefore, senior army personnel as well as regular soldiers are kept in a state of fear about their jobs, potential criminal prosecution, and their economic livelihoods if Myanmar’s status quo changes.
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Nuclear Armament

By Michael Garson
Common political theory suggests that countries only act to enhance national power. Economic revitalization, political mobilization, and diplomatic posturing all move towards improving a state, domestically and internationally. However, the advent of the nuclear weapon has completely changed the concept of power. Power was distributed among cavemen based on strength and aggression. During early civilization, power was distributed based purely on numbers of men in an army. The past few centuries evolved power to encompass economics, politics, technology, and knowledge. Though different, all of these systems are egalitarian in nature. They all offer equal footing. However, nuclear weapons allow disproportionate amounts of power. Economic powerhouses like Germany or Japan would not stand a chance against Israel or Pakistan in a full-scale military exchange. The ability to accelerate one’s place in the global pecking order has proven extremely attractive. It is because of the immense power of nuclear weapons to obliterate life as we know it AND to change the distribution of global power, nuclear armament certainly has deserved its own brief.

This issue arises within Iran, Iraq, North Korea, all nuclear-capable countries, and general foreign policy theory. While nuclear proliferation questions are rare, they are often mishandled by unprepared extempers. This brief will:

· Provide a history of nuclearizations

· Explain what nuclearization means

· Show how nuclear and non-nuclear interactions are relevant to other global issues

· Examine modern nuclearization

· Look at foreign policy theories that can be applied to nuclear and non-nuclear situations

History of Nuclear Weapons
The concept of a nuclear weapon was developed during World War II. Under Albert Einstein and Robert Oppenheimer, the United States was developing a nuclear program. This program was secret and endorsed by Presidents Roosevelt and Truman.  Known as the Manhattan Project, the quest to build a nuclear bomb culminated with the test at Los Alamos in July 1945. One of the reasons the project was pushed so quickly was because the Americans believed that the Germans were progressing quickly with their own nuclear ambitions. The arms race was on and America was farther ahead than it could have possibly imagined.

How and why President Truman dropped nuclear bombs on Nagasaki and Hiroshima during August 1945 remains a great mystery. Optimists hold that the United States was not willing to fight for every square inch of Japanese territory. The Japanese warrior code of bushido prevented a surrender before the very last minute. A nuclear attack would force the Japanese into a premature formal recognition of defeat. Others believe that Truman wanted to test out his new toy and see how much damage it could do. Also, the bomb would serve as a sign to the Soviet Union. Critics insist that Truman wanted Moscow to be aware what the United States was capable of. In any event, the thousands of casualties and tragedies that occurred in Nagasaki and Hiroshima have forever changed politics.

First Domino Effect of Proliferation

Soviet Union:

· Feared a monopoly of nuclearization by sworn enemy, United States

· 1949

England:

· Grew tired of relying on America for defense and backup against the Soviet Union

· 1952

France:

· Also did not want to rely on the United States and England for national defense

· 1960

China:

· Did not want to rely on the Soviet Union, and feared the western powers

· 1964

Precedents/Justifications

The concept of nuclear proliferation first started with this domino effect.  The Soviet Union established that if an adversary has a nuclear weapon, nuclearization is required to maintain balance. After all, a non-nuclear Soviet Union would have faced the daily threat of annihilation, making communist governance nearly impossible. England, France, and China all showed that when stronger allies have nuclear weapons, power inequality increases. Being beholden to the “nuclear savior” strains an alliance and building an independent nuclear program helps to create independence and self-sufficiency. 

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
Why?:
In 1968, the nuclear states decided that proliferation needed to stop. Nuclear weapons were far too powerful to be entrusted with anyone but themselves (how convenient).  Therefore, they all created and signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

What?:
The NPT is comprised of three pillars:


1. Signers will not proliferate nuclear weapons


2. All states that sign up to not have nuclear weapons will dismantle their nuclear program


3. All states can use nuclear technology for peaceful means. Nuclear power can be incredibly 
    efficient and cheap

Does it Work?:

India, Israel, Pakistan, and North Korea all are not signed on to the NPT. It should therefore come as quite the shock that those are the only four states to have successfully developed nuclear weapons since the ratification of the NPT. The main issue is that membership is mandatory, as it has to be. Perhaps embargos could be placed on non-signers, but ultimately, the agreement is non-binding. Countries can pull out whenever they feel like it. Additionally, some countries clearly have broken their vow. Israel and North Korea certainly did not develop nuclear technologies without “assistance”. Ultimately, the NPT is a good document but is simply too weak. It now stands as a chance for countries to reaffirm the goal of non-proliferation, and little else.

Second Domino Effect
India:
· Feared nuclear enemy, China

· 1974 (the first nuclear test was called “smiling Buddha”….thought that was noteworthy)

Israel:
· Needed a deterrent to stop the persistent invasions by Arab neighbors

· The program was kept a secret, though it is believed to have been largely supported by French technology

· Believed to be 1979, although the Israeli government is hesitant to admit there is a nuclear program

Pakistan:
· Feared nuclear enemy, India

· The origins of the program are unclear

· First successful test was as late as 1998

Precedents/Justifications:

India and Pakistan both followed in the footsteps of the previous nuclear powers. The main difference is that neither of these countries were previously considered to be world powers. The addition of “second-tier”  powers certainly changed the global power balance. More intriguing was the Israeli nuclear program. After fighting off multiple invasions, Israel realized that it could not continue to defend itself without a nuclear deterrent. This was the first example of nuclear proliferation that defended against non-nuclear powers. Israel set an extremely dangerous precedent and its relative peace since the program shows that countries can achieve safety through nuclear means. Despite being able to eliminate its hostile neighbors, Israel has not used its nuclear arsenal, a sign that nuclear weapons can be stabilizing.

Third Domino Effect

Iraq:

· Saddam pursued WMDs to become a regional superpower…and to use on his own people

· Iraq is included on this list because it is common knowledge that it had them during the Iran-Iraq War

· Whether or not Iraq had/pursued/thought of a nuclear program and subsequent policy decisions is irrelevant for the sake of this brief

Iran:
· Iran started looking into alternatives after the Iran-Iraq war

· A nuclear Israel scares Iran

· A nuclear weapon could create regional supremacy 

· It could also allow Iran to go on the offensive and put pressure on Israel and western enemies

North Korea:

· North Korea has relied on China for support since the Korean war

· A nuclear program would protect the regime from invasion by the United States, Japan, or South Korea

· It has been used as a bargaining chip in exchange for aid from western powers

· The details and progress of the program is kept secret, except for periodic “tests” that the North Korean military will conduct

Russia:
During the Cold War, the Soviets were very sloppy with their control of their nuclear weapons. American senator Sam Nunn famously toured the Soviet Union and was appalled at how easy it would be to smuggle out nuclear material. To this day, there still is a cleanup effort to repatriate nuclear weapons back to Russia from eastern European countries. Occasionally, stories will pop up about active uranium being found in a Latvian cave, or somewhere equally esoteric. Aside from the safety of eastern Europeans, nuclear material on the loose is a serious security issue. If nuclear weapons are out on the black market, then they are not out of the reach of terrorist groups with cruel intentions. This issue will be more fully examined in the upcoming Russia/eastern bloc topic brief.

Precedents/Justifications:

North Korea has used a new justification: political defense. The nuclear program exists not to protect the country, but to protect the government. Since Kim Jong-Il knows that his government is unpopular, he needs to find ways to stay in power. Certainly holding his country hostage is a powerful move. Iran is using the argument employed by the Soviet Union and India that an enemy has nuclear power. While Israel has shown no signs of potential nuclear aggression, Iran certainly has a point. However, Ahmadinejad’s overly bellicose rhetoric is a cause for concern and shows a desire for regional supremacy and the potential obliteration of Israel.

Nuclear Theories
Waltz

The father of realist theory, Kenneth Waltz is one of the most significant figures in nuclear proliferation. His belief that nuclear proliferation stabilizes the world is controversial to say the least. Though extempers should not blindly follow an argument because it is unique or eye-catching, his is certainly worth examination. Waltz holds that if every state had nuclear weapons, then invasions would never occur, for fear of a nuclear exchange. No one state could reign over the others since all states are equally powerful, dangerous, and afraid. 

The best analogy would be to compare nuclear proliferation to concealed guns laws, and their advocates. Potential criminals are less likely to rob someone if there is the potential that the victim has a gun. Likewise, invasions would not occur if the attacked could respond with the ultimate offensive.

The main criticism of Waltz is that he does not recognize the variability within states’ philosophies. If the War on Terror has taught anything it is that an enemy that values the opposition’s death over its own life is extremely difficult to defeat. Likewise, expecting Iranian zealots to not attack Israel because it wants to survive is extremely naive. Also, some states are susceptible to corruption and revolution. If Osama bin Laden knew that the Saudi government was in control of a nuclear arsenal, all of al-Qaeda and allied groups’ efforts would go into toppling the royal family. In the same vein, the more nuclear weapons there are, the more likely an accident is to occur. A power outage, computer error, or hitting the wrong button could set off a nuclear warhead. Despite the perception of nuclear weapons as highly volatile, dangerous objects, Waltz still wants one in every pot.

Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD)

Perhaps the most popular of all nuclear theories is that of Mutually Assured Destruction. MAD is the belief that governed over the Cold War and allowed civilization to survive it. The idea is that two countries would never engage in a nuclear exchange because they both would die. Destroying Moscow is of no value to John F. Kennedy if it comes at the cost of New York City and Los Angeles. To involve modern politics: a Chinese nuclear strike on Los Angeles would result in the immediate demolition of every Chinese town with a population higher than 1,000. MAD is regarded as one of the most user-friendly, simple theories in modern international relations. However, it rests on two important factors.

First, MAD only works for entities that value their own survival. As referenced in the description of Waltz’s theory, those who do not care about their own life must be treated differently. Mutually Assured Destruction certainly exists, but it does not matter to martyrs. Blowing up every hideout from Baghdad to Islamabad is a price that terrorist groups are willing to pay in exchange for millions of western casualties. Therefore, MAD can only apply to states that are rationally self-interested and value survival over ideology. 

Additionally, MAD is supposed to reference two actors of relatively equal strength. MAD would not apply to the conflict between the United States and Iraq. An American nuclear assault would not result in equivalent damage on the home front. When a nuclear actor faces a non-nuclear actor, the nuclear state can choose to use its full arsenal. Since MAD could apply to interactions between two non-nuclear actors, MAD suggests that a nuclear adversary should use a nuclear weapon to prevent non-nuclear MAD from taking place. If a nuclear weapon could destroy Baghdad with no casualties, but a full-scale invasion would cost thousands of American lives, the choice is clear. While MAD comes across as simple and “correct”, its flaws are only explained by extempers with a true grasp of political theory and modern international relations.

Robert Jervis’ Security Dilemma

Originally used to describe pre-World War I Europe, the security dilemma does an excellent job pointing out a counterintuitive phenomenon. As countries increase defense, other countries respond with increased offense. This idea can be best described in its original environment: early 20th century Europe. Without giving a history lesson, all European powers started to mobilize troops and place them at national borders in rapid succession. If Germany mobilized out of fear of Russia, then France would mobilize out of fear of Germany. The reason this theory holds is because a strong defense is invariably confused with a strong offense. At present, there is no way to improve defense without giving the strategic advantage. Building forts along national borders could be a common practice to secure national boundaries. Yet, it can easily be perceived as a forward movement of military might in preparation of an invasion. The implementation of any change to military allocation or implementation will threaten potential adversaries, further destabilizing the system. In short, creating stability through defense breeds instability and offense.

First-Strike Capability

During the Cold War, there was great emphasis on what would happen if America and the Soviets went to war. The concept of first-strike capability became the ultimate goal for both parties. FSC is the ability to prevent a nuclear response. If the United States was able to destroy all nuclear plants and missile storage facilities before the Soviet Union could respond, it would have fsc. This ability would completely eliminate the concept of MAD, since there would no physical response to a nuclear strike. Gaining fsc is both an offensive and defensive objective. The ability for one country to dominate the other would overwhelmingly shift the balance of power. It would be hard to argue against a nuclear attack on an enemy if there would be no repercussions. Additionally, fsc can be defensive. Enemies will have to tread lightly around a country with fsc. The power to absolutely destroy would keep adversaries from being too vocal in dissent of the fsc country. An important fact to remember about fsc is that two countries can have it. This situation is exceptionally dangerous because it creates a prisoner’s dilemma, where states fear being attacked first. Choosing to not attack would yield peace or untold damage. Anytime not attacking involves some risk, the system clearly has destabilized. 

Second-Strike Capability

If the opponent lacks fsc, then an entity has second-strike capability. SSC can be defined as the ability to retaliate with a nuclear strike after receiving one. By spreading out nuclear weapons across the country and keeping nuclear warheads on ships on the seas and planes in the sky, a country can keep ssc. Being able to respond will keep nuclear adversaries at bay. Again, more than one entity can have ssc. In this case, mutual ssc would prevent a nuclear exchange since MAD comes into play for both actors.

Non-Nuclear Routes
If we are to accept the reality that a nuclear exchange may never occur, then nuclear weapons do not matter anymore. Perhaps the easiest example of military force not relying on WMDs is the War in Iraq. The United States invaded Iraq because of a supposed illegal program to create a nuclear bomb. Using a nuclear bomb to obliterate Iraq would have made the “war” incredibly easy. Millions of casualties would have been inflicted, Sunnis, Shi’ias, and Kurds would be terrified and form a rag-tag alliance to get America out of Iraq as soon as possible. Iran would have seen what America is capable of and stopped its nuclear program for fear of being next. While this story only exists in the most ardent of war hawks and delirious of Bush bashers, it did not play out because of morality. Using a nuclear weapon to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons seems to be, at the very least, hypocritical. 

The United States has the most aggressive foreign policy of nuclear states and yet is the least likely to employ one. As the only country to use the ultimate weapon, America carries the moral burden of being alone. No other country will ever deal with the guilt of ruining the lives of thousands of people through radiation. Thankfully, there are other routes countries can take to enhance military strength without building or using a nuclear weapon.

Conventional methods:

Building a standard military with a lot of soldiers and a lot of guns still seems to be effective.  Even without nuclear capabilities, when Kim Jong Il parades his million man army, it is quite impressive. Conscription in South Korea and Israel has proven effective in maintaining a strong national defense in the face of aggressive enemies. Aside from having a large military, new technologies also are a solution to the non-nuclear. Advanced fighter jets, missile-carrying ships, and IED-resistant tanks are not the type of fighting force that the average low-level dictator with international ambitions wants to face. Indeed, Slobodan Milosevic would have thought twice if Albanians were organized with bombers, machine guns, and master tacticians.

A good example of non-nuclear technology is China’s usage of missiles to shoot a satellite out of the sky. Not the act was good for international relations, let alone legal, but it put the world on notice.  President Bush has talked about restarting “Star Wars”, which would allow the United States to be able to shoot a nuclear weapon out of the sky, making it invincible to an aerial assault. Decades of history suggest that the program is not economically or technologically feasible, but a strong missile defense goes a long way to preventing an attack. 

Legend holds that Ronald Reagan famously took naps and would rarely pay attention during cabinet meetings. When the idea of Star Wars first arose, it became clear that the Soviets would become paranoid if they knew that the United States was immune to a nuclear strike. In his dazed state, Reagan had a flash of brilliance, “Give them the technology, too”. Gaining a defense advantage would have destabilized Soviet-American relations. Giving the USSR Star Wars out of good faith would have made both parties safer. Again, Jervis’s security dilemma comes into play. States can choose to improve defense as an aggressive measure or do so as a means to show stability and calm.

Economic power:

Even without a strong military, countries can still have influence on foreign policy issues. The fastest route to power is to have money. Presently, there are two important examples of money trumping military: Germany and Japan. Germany maintains a strong voice in the European Union and Chancellor Angela Merkel is widely respected by the world’s powers. As the world’s third largest economy, Germany has quite a deal of clout. While it does not appear likely that the German military will be invading anyone any time soon, Merkel still feels free to speak out in favor a given foreign policy initiative. 

As explained in a prior topic brief, Japan still tries to influence international opinion on military issues. With an economy second only to the United States, threats of trade restrictions still loom on those who openly defy Japan.  The Japanese constitution prohibits aggressive military action, but a national defense force still exists to ward off threats of invasion. While some countries use military strength to threaten, or attack, smaller countries, Japanese loans often tend to serve the same goals with far less bloodshed.

Conclusions
Does Nuclearization matter?

In the end, it would be easy to argue that nuclearization does not matter, except in rare cases. Surely Ahmadinejad might be just crazy enough to attempt his life-long dream of eliminating Israel. Saddam Hussein was seen as just volatile enough to merit a full-scale invasion and regime change. Kim Jong Il is egotistical enough to terrify his neighbors and force thousands of American soldiers to remain at the DeMilitarized Zone. However, in most cases nuclear capability is a sign of status. Only in the direst of circumstances would France launch a nuclear weapon. It is simply having the trump card, not using it, that provides extra self-confidence in foreign policy. So in terms of understanding international relations, nuclear weapons matter, but not in terms of military advantages. With regards to utilization, having many weapons is far less important than the likelihood of using one. It is the facts that Ahmadinejad and Jong Il would use nuclear weapons that everyone finds scary. If Switzerland pursued a nuclear program, then the publicity and focus would be far less intense.

Is Nuclearization inevitable?


As time progresses, rudimentary statistics teaches that eventually nuclear proliferation will go global. Whether or not the earth is destroyed by a comet, climate change, or a return of the dinosaurs remains to be unseen. The position that all states will have nuclear weapons is uncomfortable in that it almost necessary is linked to the idea that all states should have nuclear weapons. If the nuclear powers do not want to proliferate nuclear technology, they won’t. History has shown that very few, if any, states have independently developed a weapon of mass destruction.  The process is difficult, time-intensive, expensive, and not easily hidden. Thus, nuclearization is inevitable to the extent that America, Russia, China, France, England, Israel, India, and Pakistan want it to be inevitable.

With the rise of dangerous nuclear states in Iran and North Korea, states will likely focus on defensive measures. A squeamish South Korea would be well-served if it investigated new forms of national defense. Surely no states will stand in the way in widespread safety. If the international community trusts the nuclear states to not attack, then the shift to a defensive mindset should be gradual and stabilizing. If the international community becomes concerned for its own well-being, then states may choose to mobilize forces in a potential effort to attack before being attacked. In any event, the psychological and emotions of the international community, nuclear and otherwise, will set international relations far more significantly than which countries actually have nuclear weapons.
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U.S. Education
By Logan Scisco
Education, the one social issues topic that makes most extempers as squeamish as drawing a topic on abortion, a controversial racial issue, or gender topics.  The reason for this squeamishness is simple:  most of your judges are educators or are parents who have children in some stage of the American education system.  As a result of this, extempers are afraid of offending their audience because no teacher wants to be told for seven minutes that they are part of the problem in U.S. education and no parent wants to be told that their child is stuck in a failing education system for the same period of time.  However, extempers who fall into the trap of ending up on the wrong side of a judge’s ballot often run afoul because they do not have solid facts and information to convince the audience of their viewpoint.  Instead, those who often go with the advocacy position that U.S. education needs to be improved do not offer much hope for improvement at all and simply dwell on the negatives of the system.  That road will lead to many lost rounds that an extemper could have won if they had researched the issue much more in depth.

U.S. education is one of those topics where an extemper already has direct experience.  After all, if you are an extemper reading this brief you are enrolled in a high school somewhere in this country and (hopefully) regularly attend school everyday.  There are probably teachers you like and teachers you hate and you probably have some of your own opinions as to how your education could be improved upon.  Therefore, when reading information about the U.S. education system you should be able to make connections to your own learning environment.  This makes reading articles about U.S. education much simpler and more intriguing for extempers (at least of the domestic variety).

This topic brief will seek to clear up any misunderstandings extempers have about the functioning of the U.S. education system.  It is hoped that after reading this brief extempers will have a better conception of the issues facing education policymakers.  As such, this brief will discuss:


*The history of American education


*Teachers unions

*School vouchers

*Education alternatives

*Merit pay


*No Child Left Behind


*College education issues

The History of American Education
America’s early schools in the colonial period from 1607-1775 were modeled after European schools.  However, there were geographic differences in the quality of education that was provided to the population.  In the southern colonies a wealthy planter aristocracy dominated and cared little for the education of slaves and indentured servants.  In these colonies only wealthy male children were educated and most of these children attended private schools supported by the Church of England.  In the middle colonies, composed of New York, New Jersey, Delaware, and Pennsylvania, there were different schools for peoples of different ethnic backgrounds.  This was because the diverse population of the middle colonies, which represented peoples of English, Dutch, Swedish, and German origins, made communicating and forming consistent education policy difficult.  In the New England colonies the population was clustered in townships unlike the other colonial settlement areas and this resulted in common schools that were based on a Puritan-style education model which had a strong belief in corporal punishment.  One of the most important pieces of legislation concerning education in this time period came out of the New England area.  The Old Deluder Satan Act of 1647, passed in Massachusetts, said that teaching people how to read would prevent them from becoming satanic.  This law compelled the state of Massachusetts to have public schools in an area if the school age population numbered fifty or more.  Overall, the colonial period for American education was one of exclusion as women, African-Americans, and Native Americans, among other groups were denied education opportunities and religion played a strong role in the education curriculum.  However, despite these negatives these different colonial school systems laid the groundwork for a future public education system in the United States.

Following the colonial period, America entered the Early National Period of Education from 1775-1820.  This period marked a change in education curriculum as teachers moved away from rote learning and memorization and began exploring other ways to get students to learn.  A redefinition of the role of religion in the schools began to take shape as state constitutions gradually abolished the idea of a mandated state religion.  States still retained control of their education systems as the tenth amendment to the U.S. Constitution proclaimed that issues that were within state jurisdiction would be decided by the states.  It is also worth noting that the Land Ordinance Act of 1785 and the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 created townships of thirty six square miles (in six mile by six mile squares) and indicated that tax money collected in these townships would be put towards a public education system.  Therefore, the importance of this time period was the severing of the strong ties between religion and education in public education, although religious ties to school would continue into the 1960s, control of education was officially devolved to the states, and the federal government began to recognize that education was essential to the improvement of the country.

On the eve of the Progressive Era the U.S. education system was still going through numerous changes.  Avid readers of early U.S. history will note that in many areas “blab” schools existed where students of all grades went to a one room log cabin with only one teacher to preside over their learning.  The schools earned the “blab” name because so much chaos was going on in the schools with children learning different levels of content than the other that all people could hear or see going on in the school if they walked in was a lot of “blab.”  However, over time professionalism began to enter the teaching profession and the expectations for teachers also increased.  Also, the end of the U.S. Civil War ushered in the rise of schools for minority students although these schools were very poorly funded and minorities were often pushed to pursue vocational opportunities rather than pursue higher learning.  This divide would form of the basis of debate between Booker T. Washington, who urged African-Americans in his “Atlanta Compromise” speech in 1895 to pursue vocations, and W.E.B. Du Bois, who claimed that a “Talented Tenth” in the African-American race would go on to higher learning in colleges and improve the race by acting as leaders.

During the Progressive Era, there was a large concern in the United States over how to deal with ethnic minorities and their opportunities for education.  For Native Americans, the U.S. government formed boarding schools in an attempt to have them conform to American values.  When this eventually failed by 1930 the federal government pushed the issue of Native American education over to the states which often were unsympathetic to Native American concerns.  For African-Americans, the debate between Washington and Du Bois was never resolved but African-Americans continued to fight for equal education opportunities for their children by petitioning businessman such as John Rockefeller and Andrew Carnegie to give funds for the building of black schools.  Furthermore, Latinos and Asian-Americans often had their heritages ignored in the education curriculum and were also placed in separate classes with very poor learning opportunities compared to white students.

Shortly after World War II the U.S. government began to believe that a stronger role by the federal government was needed in education.  The government became concerned that too many Americans were not receiving equal education opportunities in each of the fifty states and that too many young people were not learning to read and write.  The fear of the U.S. falling behind the rest of the world in education was expounded by the launch of Sputnik by the Soviet Union in 1957.  Americans demanded that math and science be better included in the curriculum and there were also calls for problem solving and computation to be put to the forefront of learning.  As a result, the Cold War spurred on math and science development in education and also began to reintroduce critical thinking skills into the classroom.

Today, the U.S. education system is subject to public scrutiny and has become a major political issue.  Americans are growing anxious about the lack of improvement in test scores by American children in skills such as math against other countries.  Also, as globalization increases economic competition between countries, a highly educated populace is needed to further economic development.  Today’s education system is also filled with teachers who are educated professionals and are skilled in the methods and techniques to reach as many learners as possible.  Today’s schools are also more diverse with special needs children being mainstreamed into regular classrooms with assistants to oversee their development and racial integration, sometimes achieved through unpopular means such as busing., of schools allowing more children of different backgrounds to learn together and socialize with each other.

Teacher’s Unions
If there is someone the media has loved to pick on for the lack of educational success America has had over the last several decades it is teacher’s unions.  The two most known unions are the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of Teachers.  The purpose of these unions are to protect the rights of teachers from unfair hiring and dismissal practices and to secure better pay, pension, healthcare, and other benefits.  Depending on the state, teacher’s unions can be deemed very powerful or very weak.  Usually, the farther north you go in the United States the stronger and more militant teacher’s unions tend to be.  These areas tend to have the most work stoppages but also the best benefits for teachers.  However, the further you move south teacher union power is not as strong.  For example, in the state of Kentucky it is against the law for teacher’s to strike which takes significant bargaining power away from the teacher’s unions there.

Critics of teacher’s unions allege that all these unions attempt to do is preserve the status quo, a status quo these critics argue is not working in education.  Teacher’s unions typically oppose school choice, voucher plans, privatization initiatives, increased testing standards (depending on what benefits their members are being offered in return), and concepts such as merit pay (a concept that will be discussed later in this brief and that some unions allege is an unfair measurement of teacher performance).  Unions argue that they oppose these initiatives because they offer many losses and not many benefits for their members.  After all, unions get money from regular teacher dues and it is there job to represent this constituency.

Looking into the functioning of teacher’s unions is vital for extempers.  Teacher’s unions are at the forefront of education reform packages offering opinions about what needs to be done and trying to persuade politicians about how they should vote.  As a result, knowing the power of teacher’s unions, how representative they are of the teaching profession as a whole, and what issues they support and oppose and why can add more depth to an extemper’s speech about U.S. education.  A good rule of thumb:  if you are giving a U.S. education system speech without mentioning teacher’s unions you have a major problem.

School Vouchers
School vouchers are a very controversial education initiative that was jumpstarted in the 1990s.  The most notable location of a voucher system being used on a wide basis was Cleveland and experts still are arguing about the success and failures of that program.  In the recent election cycle, Utah’s attempt to create a statewide voucher program was defeated by voters after a well funded and executed campaign by the NEA flooded the airwaves about how this voucher scheme would lead to a decline in the quality of public education in the state.

The concept behind vouchers is that the government will provide funds to parents of children in failing schools and allow them to go to other schools, mostly private schools that offer their children better education opportunities.  The biggest contention with vouchers is that it takes public money that was directed for the public education system and transfers that money with the student to a private institution where the state has no significant degree of control.  Opponents fear that vouchers is the gateway to the privatization of education where the government will not have any control over what is being taught and what standards all teachers are going to have to live up to.  Opponents also fear the overcrowding of good schools by having a flood of children from poorly performing schools which would lead to larger class sizes and most likely a fall in the quality of instruction provided.  Critics of vouchers also allege that the vouchers might be enough to pay for students tuition to private schools but they do not pay for transportation, clothing, and materials that those schools require.  The last major contention by opponents of vouchers is that the solution to improving failing schools lies in giving them more money, not less, which is what would happen if the student left the school.

Proponents of vouchers argue that children, mostly of lower-class backgrounds, should not be locked into failing schools because teacher’s unions are squeamish about vouchers.  Proponents allege that allowing vouchers will increase the levels of achievement in education as children will get better educated in private schools from better teachers and surrounded by better students and it is worth the sacrifice of a failing local school in order to accomplish that.  Furthermore, proponents argue that many of these lower-income students in failing schools are minorities and giving them admission to private school systems will increase racial integration and promote diversity in these institutions.

As a whole, vouchers are the one education issue that will not die.  Free market supporters, who wish to apply that model to education, continue to push vouchers as a less radical idea than a full privatization of the education system.  These supporters represent a strong education lobby and although a statewide voucher scheme has never been enacted in the United States that is not to say that the issue will not appear on other state referendums in future elections.

Education Alternatives
While there are many critics of public education in the United States they do not agree on what is the best course of action to take to fix the system.  Some critics argue that change has to occur within the system, starting with the federal government’s Department of Education and working down through the education bureaucracy.  Others say that our conception of public education should be abolished completely in favor of other models.  Those models will be discussed in this section.

The Privatization Plan
The first alternative advocated by public education critics is the idea of privatization.  This idea is often propagated by the Libertarian Party, the largest third party outfit in the United States.  Advocates of this idea hold that the principles that govern the economy should be placed into education and that results would see an improvement.  This school of thought sees public education as a legalized monopoly.  After all, if parents are not rich enough to afford private school tuition or if parents do not have the time to educate children in their own homes then they must send them to public schools.  If a parent happens to live in a poorly performing school district their child has little chance of escape unless their city has a voucher system and most do not.  Advocates of privatization decry this “travesty” in public education because monopolies disrupt the efficiency of the marketplace and often abuse their power.  This group insists that a true market needs to be placed in education.  The government should contract education services out to corporations who will run their own schools on a for-profit basis with those profits coming from the government from testing results and the funds the school gets for each student.  In this model, parents would have free reign over what schools they want their children to attend and if parents feel their student is not getting a good education they should be able to move their child to another school.  By allowing parents to move their children, poorly performing schools would lose their student body and would become extinct while good schools, with good teachers, would thrive.  Advocates of privatization allege that this system would raise teacher pay and provide more prestige to the education profession.

Opponents allege that aside from destroying the public education system, the privatization model would harm students.  This side holds that there was a reason the government was needed to oversee the economy beginning with the Progressive Era:  workers were being abused by corporations working them to death in unsafe working conditions for a profit.  In an education system run by corporations largely outside of government control lower performing students would often not get the education they need as the corporations running the schools would see their poorly performing test scores as a liability and might try to kick them out of school before the tests much like a poor worker is fired for poor performance.  Also, how these schools would deal with the needs of special education students is a subject of much controversy.  Critics also allege that if the public believes that teaching to the test is a major problem in education today it would be even more of a problem in a privatized system.  After all, if corporations were being paid for their results on standardized tests, then they would be teaching to the test all of the time in order to maximize profits.  This would constrain the subject matter that teachers could teach and hinder academic creativity.

Charter Schools
Charter schools are schools that receive public funding but are presided over by sponsoring organizations made up of an independent group of parents, teachers, or members of a particular community or organization.  These schools have much autonomy in what they teach students but they must achieve certain results so that they may remain open.  Cities around the country are experimenting with charter schools, most notably New Orleans in response to Hurricane Katrina, and there has been much debate over whether charter schools are better or worse at achieving education standards versus public schools.

The major criticisms of this model hold that there are not enough standards as in public schools for charter schools.  Much criticism is also concerned with the idea of taxpayer money being used to fund schools that are not exclusively under state supervision.

I would encourage all extempers to read the article about New Orlean’s charter school experiment contained in the cards section of this brief.  It is a very enlightening read on the functioning of charter schools and how the New Orleans model could potentially be used in other big cities that are facing education problems in the United States.

Homeschooling
Some parents have become so disaffected with the public education system in the United States that they have pulled their children out of school and are educating them in a home environment.  Children that are homeschooled must still past state certification examinations so that they can pass certain grade levels and can earn their high school diplomas.  Proponents of this model argue that parents do not have to worry about the problems of school violence or other discipline problems in the classroom affecting their child.  Furthermore, homeschooling allows children to receive one-on-one tutoring by those who know them best and that they can achieve much more in a home setting.

Critics allege that parents are misguided in taking their children out of the public education system.  Anti-homeschool advocates argue that some parents are very ill-suited to educate their child.  They cite the fact that many parents who homeschool their children do not have education training and do not know the best ways to achieve learning objectives.  However, the largest argument against homeschooling is that children who are homeschooled are socially awkward and are not well placed to succeed in the “real world” where they are going to have to interact with their peers.  Most of this comes from the socialization that occurs in a regular school environment and the denial of the opportunity for children to participate in athletics, academic teams, and other activities after school.

Merit Pay
Merit pay is a concept that is meant to motivate teachers and produce good results on standardized test items in public schools.  Merit pay is meant to reward teachers whose classes have good scores on state testing examinations thereby indexing their pay scale based on performance.  Depending on which teacher’s union you talk to they may be for or against this idea.

Proponents argue that indexing teacher pay to performance will get teachers to be more excited about teaching and that they will go to great lengths to ensure that their students know the material that they are learning.  Meanwhile, critics allege that merit pay is an unfair concept.  After all, is it fair to compare the performance of a special education teacher’s students and a teacher who teaches a litany of Advanced Placement (AP) courses?  The disparity in this pay rewards scale would most likely discourage special education teachers or teachers who get stuck with lower-level learners and that might harm the motivation that these teachers would have in getting those students to learn.  Also, the unions who oppose merit pay argue that financial awards should be given to all teachers in a school if performance increases instead of individual teachers because awards that are given to individuals foster resentment and do not encourage teamwork in schools.
Recently, New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg has created a merit pay system that is scheduled to be utilized in fifteen percent of New York City’s schools for the 2008-2009 school year.  The awards for teachers in this system would be privately financed and would be given to teachers whose students improved on standardized testing instruments.  However, critics allege that the bonuses will not be used to reward good teachers because committees in each school will be able to divide up a pool of bonus money at their leisure and those committees could theoretically equalize the bonus money each teacher received regardless of performance.  Nevertheless, the committee idea was most likely the only way Mayor Bloomberg could have overcome teach union opposition to his merit pay proposal.

No Child Left Behind
When President Bush and Senator Ted Kennedy (D-MA) were able to successfully negotiate No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in January 2002 it was seen as a milestone for the Bush presidency.  During the 2000 elections President Bush had promised education reforms that would give more power to local governments yet this law seemed to strengthen the power of the Department of Education and impose more stringent standards on state and local school bureaucracies.  This marked the beginning of Bush’s experiment in “big government conservatism” and his emphasis on increasing the role of the federal government in education marked a turning point for the Republican Party on the issue as President Ronald Reagan and Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich tried, unsuccessfully, to abolish the Department of Education.  Over the last five years this law has been criticized by educators and despised by state education boards who are currently pushing for a Democratic Congress to abolish NCLB or significantly adjust it.

What Is It?
NCLB has four basic principles behind it.  First, schools will be held to higher accountability standards.  Second, local schools are to be given more flexibility and control.  Third, more options will be given to parents to assist the development of their child’s education and improve their ability to move them out of a bad school.  Finally, teachers will be encouraged to focus on teaching methods that have been proven to work in the past.
In terms of accountability, NCLB mandates that states establish standards for reading, math, writing, history, and science for students in each grade level.  States are then required to create appropriate tests aligned with the standards that they have created.  Schools have to meet their average yearly progress (AVP) targets, which are determined by the state, by raising the achievement levels of subgroups of students such as African-Americans, Latinos, low-income students, and special education students to a state-determined level of proficiency.  All students must be proficient by the 2013-2014 school year.  Students in grades three through eight are tested annually with one additional test administered in high school.  The results of this test are used to measure the progress of learning in various subject areas.  For progress reports, the main subjects being tracked are reading and mathematics and the key grade levels are fourth and eighth  grade.  The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), commonly known as the Nation’s Report Card, is the yardstick used to measure learning in each state and across the country Additionally, performance by schools will be public knowledge and schools will receive a report card on the results of the student’s scores.  If schools fail to meet their targets, accountability provisions of the NCLB are implemented in an effort to turn failing schools into better achieving ones.  All of these tests are meant to improve the education system by giving officials a mechanism to evaluate school’s performance and the different subcategories are meant to ensure that states do not cover up a lack of minority achievement by pointing to generalized figures that say that their students are performing at proficiency or above.  Therefore, by regularly assessing schools it is the belief of the advocates of NCLB that school’s will become more transparent and that they can be better scrutinized to correct problems.
If a school fails to meet its standards, NCLB’s reforming mechanisms kick in.  There are four tiers which failing schools can fall into depending on the number of consecutive years in which they have not met all of their AYP goals.  First tier schools have fallen short of their goals for two consecutive years, Second tier schools failed three years in a row and schools in the third tier missed four consecutive years.  Schools in the fourth tier missed five straight years.  Penalties for these failing schools range from officials having to notify parents and allowing pupils to transfer schools, a school district having to provide tutors to underachieving students, the lengthening of the school year, and in serious circumstances the takeover of a school by the federal government for restructuring which could result in the firing of the entire school staff.

Additional flexibility under NCLB is provided to the states and their school districts in terms of management and budget concerns.  This provision of NCLB is designed to cater to public opinion that favors local schools being given more control over internal affairs since they are on the front lines of the battle to improve American education.  It is believed that giving local school districts more flexibility over material as well as budget concerns will improve student performance by funneling resources into problem areas that only local schools would know about.  After all, having a “one size fits all approach” in regards to American education would tend to work rather poorly considering how schools face different challenges in regards to racial composition, ESL students, and disproportionate revenues allotted to them by differing tax bases.  Thus, a claimed benefit of NCLB is that it greatly empowers local leaders to solve local problems.

NCLB has also created more options for parents in an effort to give them more power over their child’s education.  Before NCLB, parents had three options for handling their child’s education.  First, parents had the right to send their child to public school in the area where they live in.  Second, parents could send their child to a private school.  Finally, parents could choose to home school their child.  Unfortunately, though, those parents who oversee a single parent household or live in a lower socioeconomic status could not afford to send their children to a private school or choose to home school them.  In other words, parents didn’t have much of a choice at all when it came to their child’s education.  However, due to NCLB parents can send their child to a better and more reputable school, if they currently attend a Title I school that falls short of meeting state standards or is simply inadequate. If the school continues to fail, parents also have the option of using Title I funding, where assistance is provided from a private or public sector.  This increase in school choice has the potential to allow greater opportunities for poor and minority students and for parents to see a greater chance in social mobility for their children.

Also, states and school districts are encouraged to use teaching methods that are scientifically proven to be successful in teaching students to read, write, and perform arithmetic.  Federal money is to be spent only on effective, research based programs, performances and practices.  It is believed that while teachers should still have flexibility in their classroom, they should be using methods that have been proven to work before instead of adopting different methods that could alter student learning in a negative way.  In this regard, it will be important for America’s new teachers to adhere to new guidelines over what they teach and how they can go about teaching it, not only to improve student performance, but also to avoid causing the school to have low test scores which could result in their dismissal.  Therefore, the teaching methods provisions of NCLB demand that school districts pay closer attention to what their teachers are doing in their classrooms which should improve the quality of teaching as older teachers and administrators assist new ones in instructing students.
The Controversy
While the Bush administration stands by NCLB and believes that it will improve schools through a combination of high standards and more accountability; parents, state governments, and educators are less than pleased with it.  All of them fear that the new law is under funded and that it penalizes schools who don’t meet its standards too harshly instead of trying to improve them through more positive efforts.  Therefore, to understand the uproar over NCLB it is important to look at the perspectives of parents, state governments, and teachers concerning NCLB.

First, parents are concerned that NCLB is harming their children more than it is helping them.  For example, seventy-nine percent of parents disagree with the “transfer penalty” of NCLB that allows students to transfer to another school if their respective school is labeled as “underperforming” for two consecutive years.  Parents fear that if students are allowed to transfer to other schools then it will drain revenue from failing schools and as a result those schools will continue to decline while better schools will continue to improve because of more revenue going to them.  As a result, this penalty could widen the education gap in American schools instead of leveling the playing field.  Moreover, according to the same study, sixty-eight percent of parents do not agree with NCLB placing an entire schools future on a single test.  These parents argue that schools would be better assessed through a series of tests or a combination of different evaluations because throwing all of a schools future funds and reputation into a “testing basket” could force educators to teach to the test and give an incentive for school districts to cheat on the tests thereby hurting the incentive for students to learn.  Most troubling, though, the same article writes that a vast majority of parents still don’t know many of the specifics of NCLB.  This shows a lack of outreach on the part of the federal government and local boards of education which is disappointing because parents are on the front lines of the battle to improve education.  Therefore, not only do parents not trust NCLB but they also are ignorant of the specifics of what the law actually says.

Second, state governments who have to oversee the enforcement of NCLB are openly rebelling against the law.  To date, forty-seven states are rebelling in some form against NCLB.  For example, Utah’s state legislature has passed an order that its education laws take precedence over NCLB.  Also, Colorado’s state legislature has allowed local school districts to opt out of the laws requirements.  The main reason the states are rebelling against NCLB is because of money.  States are complaining that the federal government has not funded NCLB as much as it promised and therefore they are left with millions of dollars in testing bills.  The requirements of NCLB stipulate that children must be tested every year from third grade to eighth grade and then be tested once in high school.  This has left states such as Connecticut with forty million dollar budget shortfalls and this is only going to grow worse as the federal government is expecting a thirty-nine billion dollar shortfall in funding NCLB by the end of this year.  Since state governments are hard pressed for cash in paying for tests, a greater burden is being thrown into the hands of local school boards who are hard pressed for money as well.  Local school boards are having problems because if schools fail under NCLB they are required to pay for tutors or to transport students to better schools.  This can be very expensive and damaging to impoverished schools.  As a result, state governments are openly rebelling against NCLB and a tenth amendment battle seems to be brewing over who controls the education apparatus:  the national government or the state governments.

Finally, educators feel that NCLB is harming their ability to teach effectively and feel that the law sets them up to fail.  Educators say that the goals of NCLB are unobtainable because by 2014 it expects one hundred percent of students to be proficient across forty-two different subgroups based on race and economic class.  Educators fear that this high level is too idealistic and has setup nearly ninety-nine percent of schools to fail.  Also, the educational establishment fears that with NCLB assessing school performance on the basis of one test it will encourage more teachers to “teach the test” which will constrain curriculums and possibly eliminate subjects that don’t lend themselves to multiple choice tests such as art or music.  Furthermore, educators are angry over NCLB because they cannot determine whether their school is failing or succeeding.  For example, last year sixty-two percent of Florida schools failed to make progress under NCLB, but of those sixty-two percent, thirty-seven percent were good enough to earn a grade of “A” or “B” under the standards of the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test.  This has left educators scratching their heads over what standards they should be following.  After all, if they are good enough to earn a high grade in their respective state how can they be deemed as failing under federal guidelines?  As a result, it is feared that a combination of pressure, bureaucracy, and headaches left by NCLB could drive more educators out of the profession which may leave schools in worse shape then they were in before, especially in failing areas that desperately need teachers.

The Results (2002-2005)
In researching this brief I used the 2005 National Report Card as a benchmark for assessing the positives and negatives of NCLB.  I used this measurement because the data that I found was clearer and more recent than any other data sets I could find.  However, extempers should only look for the general patterns in these results and should be careful about extrapolating them into 2007 because education conditions are in constant flux and things may have gotten better or worse since this time period.

The 2005 National Report Card shows steady growth and gains by America’s schoolchildren, particularly among younger and minority students.  The results from the NAEP 2005 benchmark exam of fourth and eighth graders confirm that real progress is being made in classrooms across America.  The Nation’s Report card tracks progress through two different components, a long-term trend in which results are released every five years, and the short-term trend in which results are released every two years.

Additionally, reading scores for students in fourth grade increased between 1992 and 2005 for white, black, Hispanic, and Asian/Pacific islander students.  Between 2003 and 2005, the gap between white students and black or Hispanic students decreased.  Females scored higher than males, but males increased by three points.  Reading scores for students in eighth grade were higher in 2005 than in 1992 for white, black, and Hispanic students.

Furthermore, math results improved for the nation as a whole, the majority of states, and many student groups.  Average scores for students in fourth grade were one point higher between 2003 and 2005.  Average scores for students in eighth grade were also one point higher between 2003 and 2005.  In math, short term progress (2003-2005) assessed in all fifty states, jurisdictions, and Department of Defense shows average scores for students at grade four increased in thirty-one states and both jurisdictions.  Results showed that white fourth graders scored higher on average in math than their black and Hispanic peers in 2005.  The scores for all racial/ethnic groups were higher in 2005 than in any previous assessment year.  Male students scored higher in math test than female students on average.  Both male and female fourth graders average scores were higher in 2005 than in any previous assessment year.  Average math scores for white, black, and Hispanic eighth graders were higher in 2005 than any other year before.  Average scores were higher for both male and female eighth graders.  

In addition to all of these increased scores, the achievement gap between white and Hispanic fourth graders narrowed, reaching an all time low in reading and matching its all time low in math.  The achievement gap in eighth grade math between white and African American students, and between white and Hispanic students, narrowed to their lowest points since 1990.  The achievement gap between white and Hispanic students in eighth grade reading narrowed to its lowest point since 1998.  

In fourth grade reading, more progress was made from 2000 to 2005 (up six points) than from 1992 to 2000 (down four points), driven by gains among Hispanic (up thirteen points) and African American students (up ten points).  

In fourth grade math, nearly as much progress was made from 2000 to 2005 (up twelve points) as from 1990 to 2000 (up thirteen points), driven by gains among Hispanic (up eighteen points) and African American students (up seventeen points).  Since 2003, African American and Hispanic fourth graders have made significant gains in both math (up fourth points each) and reading (up two points each).  Overall, fourth grade and eighth grade math scores rose to all-time highs.  Overall, fourth grade reading scores matched the all-time high.  

African American fourth graders posted the highest reading and math scores in the history of the test.  Hispanic forth graders posted the highest reading and math scores in the history of the test.  African American eighth graders posted the highest math scores in the history of the test.  Hispanic eighth graders posted the highest math scores in the history of the test.  In fourth and eighth grade math, higher percentages of Asian/Pacific Islander students performed at or above “proficient” levels (as defined by NAEP) than in any previous year.  In forty-three states and the District of Columbia students either improved academically or held steady in fourth and eighth grade reading and math.
College
It is possible that extempers could run into a question about the nation’s colleges during a domestic social round this year.  These questions would most likely focus on college tuition or the lack of standards in college education so those two issues will be discussed below.

College Tuition
There are significant and well founded concerns that college tuition is getting much too high in the United States.  Social commentators fret that this is creating a two-tiered education system between those who can afford college and those Americans who are poor and cannot afford to attend.  For the last several years college tuition has outstripped inflation and last year alone according to the College Board tuition and fees at four-year private universities climbed 6.3% to $23,712.  This figure was compared to an inflation rate of 2.8%.  This “pricing out” of education for lower economic classes has prompted Democratic presidential candidate John Edwards to unveil a “college for everyone” plan whereby the government would pay for tuition for the first-year of any student attending a public university who worked and did not cause trouble.  While some skeptics might see Edwards proposal as pandering, there is a demographic out there that his words are having great appeal to.

Colleges counteract the claim that tuition is rising too quickly in pointing out how tuition increases increase technology on campus and pay for professors (thereby encouraging better professors to stay or choose to teach at certain institutions) and building projects vital to campus such as new dorms and academic complexes.  Colleges claim that if caps are put on their tuition or if they lower tuition increases then the quality of their educational “product” would suffer as they would not be able to upgrade as many facets of campus activity.

Tuition costs are not the only problem, though, facing college.  Textbook costs are also on the rise and when coupled with housing and food costs it is no wonder that many are fearing that students cannot afford higher education.  The controversy over student loans and the rates of interest students are charged on those loans only magnifies this point and there are concerns that students are leaving higher education with a large debt burden that will take them decades to pay off.  Therefore, due to the rising costs facing both private and public universities, college tuition has the potential to be a serious presidential campaign issue in 2008 as there is rising anxiety among America’s population that something must be done to control college costs so that they do not continue to spiral out of control.

Standards Debate
With more and more American students attending higher education there has been a small push by education experts to increase the level of standards in the college curriculum.  Often times professors are left to their own devices when setting up their classes just like in high school.  However, unlike high schools, professors do not have to be certified teachers.  Instead, being conferred a doctorate degree grants one teaching privileges and there have been concerns that not having these instructors certified in education theory leads to some boring classes dominated by one to two hours of lecture and a lack of other learning experiences other students may find vital.  

There has also been a push to start a standardized testing regimen in colleges.  As a college student I find this idea absolutely ridiculous but it has nevertheless been proposed in order for the government and for aspiring students to see how much a college graduate really learns in the span of four years at a public university.  These advocates point to classes outside of the general education curriculum and wonder what college students are really learning from classes such as “a survey of witchcraft” or “a history of beer.”
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