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INTRODUCTION

Michael and I would first like to thank you for reading these extemp topic briefs, the second edition of Extemp Question Central Extemp Topic Briefs.  Michael and I have split the workload with Michael doing International Extemp topic briefs and me doing United States Extemp topic briefs.  Furthermore, 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 for this upcoming season.


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 second edition of Extemp Question Central Extemp Topic Briefs.  We also wish the extempers luck who are heading to the University of Pennsylvania Liberty Bell Classic and the St. Mark’s Heart of Texas Invitational this month and to the other extempers in high school and college who are getting their seasons started.  Look for the third edition of these briefs to be released on November 1st.










-Logan Scisco, Editor 
Table of Contents
International Extemp Topic Briefs
Brief










Page(s)
East Asia:  Japan and Korea (by Michael Garson)




5-12
Iraq (by Michael Garson)







13-19
United States Extemp Topic Briefs
Brief










Page(s)
High Oil Prices (by Logan Scisco)






20-26
United States Health Care (by Logan Scisco)





27-37
East Asia:  Japan and Korea

By Michael Garson
During the “Asia” round at most major tournaments, extempers will be eagerly preparing their analysis of China’s rural poor or how the United States can limit Chinese economic power. Fifteen minutes the prepared extempers will have to do nothing but chuckle as they hear, “Who the hell is Yasuo Fukuda?” Contrary to popular belief, East Asia extends beyond Chinese borders. Indeed, the world’s second biggest economy and the world’s second biggest surreptitious nuclear program provide more than enough fodder for question writers. It is very important to maintain focus on the Korean peninsula and Japan throughout the year. North Korea and Japan occasionally hit the headlines with the latest news of a missile attack or bank collapse. However, these countries never fully disappear. Filing these countries regularly may be difficult, but not impossible. As “second-tier” issues, many IXers will ignore them. However, those who want to be well-rounded extempers that can handle any question on any topic already have at least a basic analysis of the region. Therefore, this brief hopefully will provide the foundation to a deeper understanding of Japan and the Korean peninsula. Specifically, Japan’s near future under Mr. Fukuda and North Korea’s short-term and long-term destiny with itself and the world are of particular interest.

Japan

Politics

Being controlled by one political party for half a century is typical in under-developed countries that are led by dictators. Yet, Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party has maintained a near-monopoly on political power since the 1950s. After enduring financial scandals during the early 1990s, the party was removed from power for a two-year period. However, the failures of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), allowed the LDP to return. Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi decided to revamp the party’s goals in the beginning of this decade. Intent on cracking on down corruption and jumpstarting the economy, Koizumi’s main plan was to privatize the Japan Post (more on this later). His opposition to the traditional ruling classes made him a polarizing leader. Despite lacking a standing military, Koizumi also worked on strengthening Japanese foreign policy and forged a closer bond to the President Bush. A famous visit, and extemp AGD, had President Bush and Koizumi meeting at Graceland, home of Koizumi’s idol, Elvis.

Koizumi’s successor, Shinzo Abe (pronounced ah-bay), barely lasted twelve months. He attempted to improve Sino-Japanese relations while maintaining opposition to North Korea. However, his foreign policy was undermined by domestic issues. Suicides, resignations, and scandals crippled the Abe administration. Seemingly cursed and facing approval ratings in the mid-thirties, Abe resigned. Extempers should be more concerned with the Abe administration as a context than as an actual area of analysis. Moving on after such a doomed and catastrophic period of governance poses great challenges and great opportunities.
Yasuo Fukuda has been asked to take over for Shinzo Abe. Fukuda holds not one, but two, mildly significant Japanese records. He is the first 2nd generation prime minister and also was the longest serving Chief Cabinet Secretary. These two facts alone suggest that Fukuda is seen as projecting competence and stability. Fukuda was a contender for the LDP’s nomination following Kozuimi’s departure, but chose not to run. Many believe that a 2004 pension scandal may have kept Fukuda from running. This scandal should be of great concern to Japanese voters, but the theme of corruption almost seems to be far too widespread to be noteworthy.
One of the most important policies that Fukuda’s advocates is a halt on visits to the Yasukuni Shrine. Both physically and metaphorically, Japan’s imperial past is hurting its foreign policy. This shrine is a Shinto graveyard and memorial for all soldiers who have died fighting for the Japanese Emperor. When an American president visits Arlington Cemetery, it is seen as an act of respect. When a Japanese Prime Minister visits Yasukuni, it causes headlines and alarm. The reason for this difference is that Yasukuni is home to war criminals. Much to the chagrin of Japanese history textbooks, Japan engaged in many war crimes in the midst of conflict. Enslavement, unfair treatment of POWs, and attacks launched on civilians remain at the forefront on the minds of Japan’s neighbors. Having the official head of state honor brutal murderers and ruthless military leaders revives and legitimizes a dark spot on Japanese history. Therefore, Fukuda’s refusal to visit could greatly improve Japan’s image. The drawback to this plan is that it reverses precedent. For years, Prime Ministers honored the fallen. Fukuda is willing to not visit the brave, honest soldiers in exchange for avoiding any connection with the less than moral leaders. On a larger scale, the Japanese people will now be forced to revisit the fundamental issue of Yasukuni because of Fukuda: is it worth it? Publicly acknowledging Japans’ past military mistakes will bring a great deal of humility to Japan and possibly lead to a new maturity in self-image

Economics

As an island nation with few natural resources, Japan was forced to resort to trade from infancy. Establishing trade routes with the west and Southeast Asia were essential to keep Japan afloat. One of the key reasons why Japan found it necessary to bomb Pearl Harbor was because the United States was limiting the trade of natural resources in and out of Japan. The devastation of World War II certainly took its toll in the years following the conflict. It wasn’t until the 1970s and 1980s, 

Japan started to turn around its economic futures. Heavily invested in technology, Japan became the dominant force in producing high quality goods at low price. Instead of using the culture of pride and righteousness for war, Japan struck the right economic chord. Billions of dollars, or yen, in trade surplus accrued in the following years. This meteoric economic rise pushed Japan back onto the world stage. Indeed, many American pundits were terrified of the Japanese rise. Eerily reminiscent of Chinese alarmists, politicians and scholars alike showed concern over the possibility that Japan could use its economic might to bully the United States. This fear proved itself to be overblown as an economic downturn gripped Japan. Fast growth, increasing economic density, and corruption kept economic growth from propelling the country forward. 

At present, Japan is looking to creep out of its economic slumber. One of the cornerstones of Koizuimi’s administration was the privatization of the Japanese Post. This behemoth of a government business controls all banking, and the ever-important postal service. Following the adage that absolute power corrupts absolutely, the Post was exploited. Family members and business partners would provide loans below market levels and then not repay them. Transparency gave way to the cloud of corruption. Worse than the rich getting richer, the poor got poorer. To pay for slanted business deals, middle and lower class Japanese had to pay high rates, if offered a loan at all. As basic economics teach us, if potential businesses are not created because of high interest rates, the economy suffers. Such has been the case for the past decade. The privatization plans gives Japan a chance to get out of the muck and slime that it has entrenched itself in. While other issues such as trade imbalances and other corruption scandals, most notably Livedoor, also have hurt Japan, the Post is clearly the pink elephant in the room if for no other reason that its sheer size.
Military
One of Japan’s most distinctive characteristics is that it does not have a standing army, or at least not in the traditional sense. In the aftermath of World War II, Japan was left devastated. National pride was ruined after the noble soldier/warriors were defeated by the allies. In response, Japan decided to completely gut the military that convinced politicians that war was a wise move. With a strong American military presence throughout the country, Japan drafted a new constitution. While the government structure is fairly standard, the military was abolished. Article 9 of the Japanese constitution forbids the creation of an active military. Force can only be used in a defensive, domestic role. The Japanese hoped that the lack of a military would protect Japan from enemies and from itself. By not engaging in arms races or agitating potential enemies, not having a standing military should put neighbors at ease. Also, without overzealous military generals infiltrating all ranks of government, Japan would be free to choose policies without coercion.

During the second half of the 20th century, Japan was relatively successful in reaching these goals. No major conflicts occurred during this time period and Japan did not fall to military juntas. Viewing the world as a non-zero sum game, Japan has taken steps back by not taking steps forward. With nuclear proliferation, the United Nations, and military buildups allowing other countries to amass power, Japan has been idly watching from the sidelines.  Since the military is such a weakness in Japan’s bid for regional hegemony, some have wondered if it would be wise to repeal Article 9.  

One of the more intriguing subplots of the Afghanistan War has been Japan’s involvement. Junichiro Koziumi’s strong alliance and friendship with George W Bush proved to be stronger than the paper the Japanese constitution is printed on. Koiziumi sent Japanese soldiers to Afghanistan in non-combative roles. The imagery of Japanese men in uniform going abroad to help a war effort that does not directly serve Japanese interests scared many voters.  This attempt to restore Japan to the days of supremacy also restored the sense of fear and uncertainty prevalent in the same era. The general disapproval of the military intervention likely shows that the Japanese are still unwilling to open up the military. However, public opinion is not always right. 

Reasons why Japan should repeal Article 9:

1. Not having offensive capabilities shows weakness to potentially hostile neighbors, such as China

2. Building up a military will better round out Japan’s power base

3. Japan could use its military (in the symbolic, not the physical sense) to improve relations with Southeast Asia

Reasons why Japan should not repeal Article 9:

1. The public is still apprehensive

2. Doing so would be perceived as a threat to China and North Korea

3. Unless Japan goes nuclear, having a conventional military would prove futile in a war against China and North Korea anyway

Foreign Relations

With significant economic power and no military strength, Japan is caught in limbo. Making the leap onto global politics would require significant amounts of effort. There are many things working against Japan:

Without a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council, Japanese opinion is usually irrelevant to big ticket international items. If countries don’t need a Japanese “yes” vote, they are less likely to care. It should come as no surprise that Japan is jockeying for a permanent seat, without veto power, on the UNSC . I’ll table the UNSC’s expansion program for now. Suffice it to say that enlargement is unlikely, but could serve to greatly enhance Japanese power.

Along with the UNSC, there is another elite club that Japan is not a part of. Not surprisingly, the spread of nuclear proliferation skipped over the only country that has ever experienced a nuclear attack. While the logical causes of a lack of Japanese nuclear weapons program is self-evident, Japan still suffers by not having one. One would hope that nuclear weapons are symbolic, not physical, measures of national power. Yet, losing that singular symbol of potential for domination and supremacy weakens Japan. A great deal of power is based on perception. Since Japan is not perceived as capable of wholesale destruction, its absence in the nuclear conversation is harmful.

In the same vein, Japan’s lack of a military limits the potential for power. Though few large-scale wars are likely in the near-future, having a standing army allows a country to back up any threats. Though equally effective, dollars and yen do not seem to cause the same fear that bullets and bombs do. The physical safety of Japan’s enemies is never in question, providing a false of sense security. Japan’s inability to have the pomp and circumstance of large-scale military operations again keeps it from reaching superpower status. In light of China’s rise in military strength, Japan is now only falling further and further behind.

While Japanese actions are noteworthy to extempers and to the world, they pale in comparison to those of China. Japan’s neighbor seems to making headlines on a weekly basis.  China’s rise is a far sexier topic than visiting the shrines of war criminals. Since Japan lacks the ability to compete rhetorically with China, it again falls out of conversation. International officials repeatedly discuss how China can be stabilized. Since Japan already is an industrialized power that has a generally positive international reputation, it does not draw attention. While I will never suggest that being an adjusted, successful democracy is bad, it certainly keeps you from being interesting.

Korea

History

The concept of a “North” Korea is, in some senses, a misnomer. The division between North Korea and South Korea along the 38th parallel is largely a result of Soviet and American intervention. Following the Korean War, both sides agreed to divide the Korean peninsula. This division resulted in a communist-turned-dictatorial North and a democratic South. The first president of North Korea, Kim Il Sung led North Korea with an iron fist. Power was consolidated within the upper classes. After Kim Il Sung died, power was passed on to his son, Kim Jong Il. Interestingly, Il Sung was declared to be the president of North Korea of all eternity. Therefore, Kim Jong Il cannot be president. Instead he has been endowed with the AGD-friendly title of Dear Leader.

Domestic Policy

North Korean human rights abuses are undoubtedly one of the world’s worst kept secrets. Kim Jong Il represses his people in both direct and indirect ways. Directly, television and most forms of mass communication are severely limited to ensure that the population stays loyal. Additionally, food and other goods are doled out rarely and in low quantities. Those outside of Il’s inner circle suffer from chronic malnutrition and excessive governmental intervention. However, there are also indirect means of oppression. Il’s foreign policy causes increased pressure on his people. Building a nuclear program and opposing international intervention keeps the populace from entering the international community. Trapped by their own government, many have chosen to flee out of the country and/or smuggle precious luxuries into the country.

Military parades and parties that proclaim Kim Jong Il’s greatness appear almost sarcastic from the international point of view. After a recent round of golf, the North Korean government proudly proclaimed that Dear Leader made 13 of 18 hole-in-ones (for those non-golf fans, that statistic would have set a world record at least 4 times over). The chubby little man has an incredible amount of self-confidence. Il thinks of himself as leader, idol, and playboy. This charisma has further strengthened the regime, but also allowed mistakes to be made. Similar to most dictatorships, most North Koreans would love nothing better than to get rid of Kim Jong Il. Fear and a lack of resources keep any substantial uprising from forming. In a country as small as North Korea, the population is controlled far more easily. When looking at how Kim Jong Il can be contained, it appears that, at the very least, he is going to control everything within his borders.

Arms Race

For those who insist that Iraq is one of America’s first foray into mishandling WMDs, allow me to submit Exhibit A: North Korea. During the 1990s, Kim Jong Il was actively pursuing a nuclear program. As a small, weak country, nuclear weapons would prove to be the ultimate deterrent against foreign involvement. Inevitably, Il got his hand caught in the cookie jar and was called out by the United States. In 1994, Clinton and Il struck a deal to satiate both sides. This pact allowed the United States to build two light-water nuclear reactors in North Korea, which are far less prone to creating weapons-grade nuclear material. Once these buildings were functional, North Korea would publicly destroy its nuclear program and allow the United Nations weapons inspectors to enter the country. In a move that has been more spun by Clintonites than Hillary Clinton’s public image, America never delivered on the reactors. After intentionally backing out of the deal, the United States then found it easy to continue to condemn North Korea as the nuclear program continued unabated.  Recent missile tests and limited evidence suggest that North Korea is nuclear. Most estimates suggest that North Korea has nuclear capabilities and could reach most targets in East Asia.

Endgame

So here we are, thirteen years after what America squandered our last best chance. Suggesting that North Korea would have completely dismantled its nuclear program had all gone to plan in 1994 is probably foolish, but at least the United States would have been left eating anything other than crow while licking the egg off of its face. A deal has been struck that appears to be stronger and vaguer than ever. North Korea has offered to stop its nuclear program and the light-water reactor issue will be “revisited”. The addition of Japan, China, and South Korea to the deal also adds weight and legitimacy. So far, North Korea has stopped its main nuclear processes and has in the process of receiving fuel and food aid.

North Korean Desires

As suggested in previous topic briefs, governments only want two things: power and security. Governments want to be in control of as much as possible for as long as possible. The only exceptions to these rules are people who are literally insane. And not insane in the “Big Bob is having a BLOWOUT sale! 50% off!” or the “Osama bin Laden is insane for launching a war in the name of Allah” senses. Insanity, defined as a complete lack of rationality and reality, is the only obstacle to a government making self-interested choices. Therefore, the first question that must be raised is whether or not Kim Jong Il is sane. Despite his overinflated sense of self, it appears that he does know what he is doing. Most of his ridiculous proclamations appear to serve as advertisements for his regime, not the blathering of an idiot. Accepting the probability that Il is sane, it is then possible to move on to the question regarding what actions keep Il in power. While dominating a small country with ruthlessness and corruption may seem to be fun, it also angers more powerful neighbors. Though Japan, South Korea, America, and China appear to be unlikely to launch an invasion, universal and absolute economic sanctions could bring North Korea to its knees. North Korea is simply too poor to afford provocations and proclamations. 

Food and fuel aid could keep North Korea just wealthy enough to keep North Koreans alive and Il’s inner circle overindulged. Considering that Il has shown the world what he might be capable of, it appears that the world is willing to let North Korea be an oppressive regime, as logn as no one else is threatened. If and when this epiphany dawns on Kim Jong Il, relatively safety and stability may descend on the Korean peninsula.

International Desires

The recent success brokered by the six-party (both Koreas, Russia, Japan, China, and America) should lead extempers to analyze the perceived benefits to any and all parties. With North Korea and the United States getting their own sections due to significance, the other four are often ignored. To begin, the safety of not being near a semi-stable nuclear power is certainly enough to interest all involved parties. Though it seems obvious, any speeches involving the staying power of the six-party talks should mention why ALL PARTIES would want to move forward. Additional benefits to a stable North Korea are provided to China and South Korea. 

For the past few decades, China and North Korea have an awkward alliance. After the fall of the Soviet Union, North Korea was forced to turn to China as its main source of international support and aid. Looking to widen its sphere of influence, China obliged. While neither country is a democracy, they are ideologically opposed. Kim Jong Il wants to protect himself; China wants to protect the party. This difference prevents North Korea and China from being best of friends. Regardless of occasionally frigid relations, North Korea still needs China. A tacit linchpin to the most recent pact was that China would prevent Il from being removed from power. Without nuclear weapons, North Korea lacks the physical defense mechanisms to withstand an invasion from a regional or global power. Therefore, formal recognition of security by China would go a long way to making Il feel stable. 

The awkwardness between China and North Korea is only topped by the rhetorical games that North and South Korea decide to play. Since the Korean Wars, many on both sides of the border have called for a reunification. South Koreans live in a highly modernized, successful country. Those lucky enough to be south of the border sympathize with their northern neighbors. Ergo, many South Koreans would send aid to North Korea. While very generous, these acts would sabotage peace talks. Private donations often undermined American threats of economic sanctions. Similarly, North Korea used the kindness of South Koreans to feed the scientists that planned the destruction of Seoul. Whether or not Il has ever actually contemplated nuclear war is less significant than the perception that he has. A disarmed North Korea would open up relations with South Korea and remove a great deal of tension. No matter how the nuclear story ends, Il may still seek to reunify Korea and rule over it. South Koreans strongly oppose giving power to a leader with such a horrible political track record. On the other side, if Il built a nuclear weapon to stay in power, diplomacy and sociology are unlikely to knock him out. If the nuclear program is dismantled, extempers would be wise to maintain focus on the politics and relations within the Korean peninsula.

American Desires

Looking at the underpinnings of neoconservative thought and its emphasis on liberty and freedom, many would deduce that the Bush administration would call for regime change. However, those many would likely be the same people who wonder why the United States refuses to get involved in Darfur. For better or worse, politics have again trumped ideology inside the White House. President Bush seems to accept Kim Jong Il, but not his weapons program. Perhaps realizing that invasions are far harder in real life than they are in Risk, Bush has focused his energies on using carrots and sticks to stop nuclear proliferation. If 9/11, civil liberties limitations, Iraq, and corruption were not going to define the Bush administration, North Korea could have stood as a potential long-term success. Alleviating the worries of the citizens of Tokyo, Seoul, and even Los Angeles would go a long way to improving Pacific-American relations. Again, this deal is not completely in motion and there are no guarantees. However, the United States’ willingness to use multilateralism, carrots, and sticks appears to have helped achieve the national goal of separating rogue states from nuclear programs. 

Cards
“Don’t drop guard against North Korea.”  The Daily Yomiuri.  8 September 2007.

The United States and North Korea likely thought it necessary to improve Japan-North Korea relations in a bid to set the stage for removing North Korea from the list. However, we cannot condone any move to drop the North from this list until the abduction issue has been fundamentally resolved.

“Denuclearisation North Korea.”  The Economist. 8 September 2007.

Beyond such fundamental doubts, there remains the tactical question of sequencing. In return for dismantlement, North Korea has been promised aid and other goodies, starting with 950,000 tonnes of fuel oil. The problem, says a diplomat from Japan, which is expecting to pay for a good chunk of the aid, is working out a way to ensure that North Korea sticks to a timetable of dismantlement even as it gets regular deliveries of aid. This is something that will presumably be debated at the plenary sessions of the six-party talks in Beijing later this month.

“The US and North Korea near diplomatic thaw.”  Christian Science Monitor.  4 September 2007.

North Korea says it suffers because of the US trade embargo, and if the US lifts the sanctions, North Korea will get out of its suffering.



“Insights into the world; Japan-U.S. alliance vital for Asia.”  The Daily Yomiuri.  2 September 2007.

Should the goal of completely abolishing North Korea's nuclear arms program be considered unattainable, its act of clearing up the suspicions over its uranium enrichment could give rise to an adverse, concomitant effect of enabling Pyongyang to make a de facto declaration of its status as a nuclear power.

“Fukuda enters race, vows to avoid Yasukuni.”  The Japan Times.  16 September 2007.

"Would you do something your friend doesn't want you to do? I don't think so," Fukuda said at a news conference Saturday morning to declare his candidacy. 

"That goes for relationships between countries too. I don't think it is necessary to do something that another (country) doesn't want you to do," he said.

“Time Japanese leaders woke up.”  The Korea Herald.  20 September 2007.

Tackling Japan's debt challenge won't be easy. The issue is particularly pressing given Japan's worsening demographics. Twenty-one percent of the country's 127 million people are older than 65. That compares with a world average of 7.5 percent. The percentage of Japanese younger than 15 is 14 percent, well below the world average of 27 percent.
Japan's ability to pay off its debt in the long run is complicated by a low birthrate. It was 1.31 per woman in 2006, well below the 2.07 percent the government says is needed to stop the population from shrinking.

“Conservative Fukuda expected to bring stability to Japan.”  The Business Times.  24 September 2007.

Mr Fukuda's appointment is likely to be welcomed in Pyongyang and in Beijing, as he is expected to pursue a less hard line on North Korea than Mr Abe, who left Japan in an isolated position on this issue.
The change of prime minister might not be quite so welcome in Washington, however, as Mr Fukuda is known to be less America-centric than either Mr Abe or Mr Koizumi.


Iraq
By Michael Garson
To provide a description of why understanding Iraq is important in extemp would be highly unnecessary.  Yet, the issue is so massively popular that it has oversaturated the intellectual market. Since Iraq is the international topic that is the most significant to average American’s lives, there has been a call to simplify the issue such that it is easily digestible. While Katie Couric and the Associated Press admirably cater to the needs of John Smith and Jane Doe, they fall short in providing “extemp-worthy” analysis. Hopefully, this brief will supply a crash course in the necessary facts and logical links of Iraq. I will not pretend to have the answers on how to fix Iraq, or if it even needs fixing. This brief is filled with sufficient information to allow the critical thinker to draw his/her own conclusions to understand the ramifications of America and the world’s actions, past, present, and future.

Iraq’s Significance

This brief began by underscoring how obvious Iraq’s importance is. Yet, too many speeches on Iraq lack a statement of significance or a tie-in to the United States. Most IX/FX questions on Iraq do not focus on the United States. Therefore, it is crucial to clearly point out how Iraq and the United States are inexorably linked. Without further ado, here are just a few of the ways that Iraq’s structure, successes, and failures affect America.

Oil
· Iraq’s oil could serve to bolster the American economy

· More oil entering the global market keeps the United States and its allies from relying on unsavory characters for its oil supply

· The more oil that is on the market, the less power that Iran has and the weaker its “oil shield” becomes

Democracy
· A democratic Iraq could serve as a beacon of hope for Arabs living under oppressive rule and be a catalyst for change and revolution

· A democratic Iraq would legitimize neoconservative thought that maintains that humans are inherently drawn to liberty

· Allowing multiple cultures to co-exist under the same banner would be a model for inter-cultural relations that would transcend past political and social history

Government
· A Sunni leader could continue the past precedent of a minority group controlling the majority

· Leaving Iran as the only Shi’ia-controlled country would weaken Iran, but also put more pressure on Ahmadinejad, resulting in instability

· A strong Shi’ia President who aligned with Iran would recreate an Axis of Evil far stronger than the one Bush railed against a few years ago

· Iran and Iraq could cause a rise of Shi’ias that would pressure the rest of Middle East and greatly alter the current power balance

The United States
· A “successful” Iraq would go a long way towards restoring America’s credibility in the international community

· A steady withdrawal of troops by other countries would physically and socially isolate America

· Iraq has been a key voting issue in 2004, 2006, and will likely influence the 2008 Elections

· If Iraq demonstrates a continued need for American military support, then a withdrawal could endanger Iraqi-American relations

· The conflict has cost billions of dollars

· These billions could have been used to fight the budget deficit, provide healthcare, help fix social security, protect the housing market, or preserve the Bush tax cuts

· Iraq has tied up hundreds of thousands of troops

· Those troops could have been stabilizing Afghanistan, maintaining the Korean Demilitarized Zone

· Some of those troops did not make it home

· Ultimately, life is the most important thing on this planet and this conflict has taken thousands of lives. This significance is clearly the most powerful, though not always the most effective in extemp

1930s-2001


1930s: Modern-day Iraq engages in an ad-hoc alliance with Hitler


1970s: Saddam Hussein rises through the ranks of the Sunni Ba’ath party and takes 

            power 

· He is a classic strongman who controls his country with oil money and force

· Stories about what he did in office are well-publicized and unnecessary for the purposes of this topic brief

1980: Iraq-Iran War
· United States chooses Iraq in a classic of decision of Bad (Iraq) vs. Worse (Iran)

· The significance of this war is that the United States (notably Donald Rumsfeld and Dick Cheney)  helped to arm Saddam Hussein, presumably with weapons of mass destruction (WMDs)

· At the very least, the Bush administration was adamant that Saddam had WMDs because some of its members provided the weapons two decades prior

1991: Persian Gulf War
· Hussein claims that Kuwait is illegally drilling oil on Iraqi territory and invades his tiny southern neighbor

· The United States comes to the aid of Kuwait and drives Saddam’s forces

· Many troops for this invasion were stationed in Saudi Arabia and were less than the model houseguests, an important fact which bothers many Muslims and is used as a rallying cry by terrorists

· George H.W. Bush intentionally did not go for regime change

· The war was simply to restore balance and preserve relative stability

2001-2003


September 11th 2001: Terrorist attack is seen by Bush administration as an opportunity to 
 


         advance neoconservative thought


September 15th 2001: Bush has a cabinet meeting to figure out a post 9/11 policy. 
 


         Wolfowitz calls for invasions


September 20th 2001: Bush speaks before congress and emphasizes the dangers of state-
         sponsored terrorism


January 2002: Bush’s famed Axis of Evil speech


May 2002: Bush calls for American hegemony and justifies preemption


August 2002: An invasion of Iraq becomes seriously considered


September 2002: Government releases the National Security Strategy, which further 
  discusses prevention

· It claims that the US will not be constrained by desires of the international community. The US will pursue military dominance

February 2003: Colin Powell goes to UN and shows pictures and transcripts to claim Iraq 
has WMDs

The Invasion

The invasion went exactly as was planned by the military. Unfortunately, this plan was inherently flawed. Pamphlets were dropped in Iraq encouraging entire military battalions to drop their weapons and go home. While this strategy made the road to Baghdad easier, it complicated matters. Had the military used the Iraqi battalions, which are largely comprised of young males who are simply looking for work, for its own purposes, order could have been preserved. Instead, those who secretly disliked Saddam were ordered to stand on the sidelines and watch guerrilla tactics become the insurgency’s weapon of choice.

The famous image of a statue of Saddam in Baghdad being brought down was the unofficial end of the invasion. Largely uncovered by the American media by instantly recognized the “Arab street” was that the statue originally was wrapped in an American flag.  This starkly represents how the United States focused on itself and the invasion, not rebuilding a new Iraq and improving its reputation.
The Justification

Iraq has been used as a case-study to test out neoconservative thought. There were two main justifications for war: counter-proliferation and democratization.  Some contended that the war was necessary to prevent the proliferation of WMDs. Hussein has been known to have and use them on the Kurds. Therefore, the logical leap that Hussein could use WMDs to hold America and its allies (most notably Israel) hostage. Another rationale for war was the idea that the Middle East could be democratized.  Geographically, Iraq is ideally situated to start democratization. Iran, Iraq’s eastern neighbor, theoretically could perceive the benefits of democracy and start to loosen the theocratic stranglehold that currently exists. Also, liberating Iraqi oil fields from Saddam’s control would serve as an exemplar the successes of capitalism. Many in the Bush administration had these lofty dreams of how a successful war in Iraq would bring down “Islamofacism” from the inside out. In case the past four years haven’t made it obvious, the problem with this thinking is that it never focused on how Iraq COULD be democratized.

Petraeus Report

Much was made over General David Petraeus’ report to the United States congress. Petraeus, a strong Bush supporter in 2004, has been portrayed as a politician in a general’s outfit. His relations with the White House caused skeptics to immediately assume that his speech was heavily edited and revised by the Bush administration. Whether or not the speech was ever edited is largely unimportant. The speech, as predicted by Democrats, maintained that success was possible and the current plan has not been an abysmal failure. While it may be an extemp question, its significance is primarily rhetorical. Civilians and politicians alike have not been swayed by an overhyped reiteration of the status quo and the Bush platform. 

Exit Strategies

It is a foregone conclusion that America will eventually leave Iraq. The military, economic, and political strains make American departure questions of when and how, not if. Many proposals have been thrown into the ring, but they mainly boil down to three areas: fast, medium, and slow. Those on the political left that see the war as a mistake that needs to end immediately advocate a quick, rapid pullout of American forces.  Saving as many lives and dollars take immediate precedence over the long-term health of Iraq. For those with relatives in Iraq or those who are pacifists, this route is the most effective way to cut off ties. Unfortunately, a rapid pullout makes bad policy sense and worse analysis for a speech. I would be hard pressed to justify why leaving a developing country high and dry is a good decision. Worse yet, an immediate removal also make the United States look bad in the eyes of Iraqis. The entire war would have been in vain if there is zero chance for the survival of a mildly democratic government. 

While an immediate pullout would not work, staying in Iraq interminably is also not the answer. As evidenced by the past four years, the status quo is not working. Without a troop surge exponentially larger than President Bush’s most recent one, there simply are not enough boots on the ground to completely stabilize the country. The fact that troops are needed as babysitters in Iraq is further evidence that this war is not going anywhere. The goal has been to build up an independent Iraq, not to turn it into a colony.

In case it is not obvious yet, prevailing wisdom suggests that a prolonged, segmented pullout is likely to be the most effective for both the United States and for Iraq. Steadily bringing down the military force will slowly reveal how capable Iraq is of self governance. While firm deadlines will give the terrorists a timeline for attack plans, it also will give the American people peace of mind. Since terrorists will attack regardless, knowing that the war has an end in sight will help stir popular support for the war. Anti-war protesters will be silenced, and the United States can finally unify behind its foreign policy. If the government decides to travel down this road, do not be surprised if the pullout begins before November 2008. The democratic congress is desperate to prove to the American people that it has been successful in its first two years. Likewise, President Bush may finally pursue a positive legacy and give up on his dream of a perfectly peaceful Iraq. If this scenario occurs, then the advantage goes to the democratic candidate. A pullout would be a democratic victory and validate those independents who leaned left in 2006. President Bush will be a non-factor if the Republicans have anything to say about it. Therefore, all the praise will go to the Democratic Party, and strengthen it heading into the ’08 campaign.

One Iraq?

Assuming that America does leave Iraq, international extempers would be wise to continue to track the new Iraq. With such an important location, how Iraq progresses economically and politically will be of great interest. Some plans call for the creation of three separate states: Kurdistan, a Sunni Iraq, and a Shi’ia Iraq. Unfortunately, this plan has virtually zero chance of succeeding. While the Kurds residing north certainly would love to have a state, Turkey would veto the plan. Iraq’s secular neighbor has a sizable Kurdish population in its southeast. A true Kurdistan would likely encompass parts of Turkish territory, which would be immediately blocked by Turkey. Therefore, a Kurdish state, morality aside, cannot arise out of Iraq. Additionally, Sunnis and Shi’ias would be unable to split oil revenues and Baghdad. The city of Baghdad is culturally and religiously diverse. To give one of the groups sole control of the city would cause chaos. Money, power, and supremacy would be unfairly distributed regardless of the maps and territorial boundaries of a two or three-state solution. 

The most viable solution is to continue the status quo. Maintaining a governmental structure that guarantees representation for all three groups would make an outright genocide the most difficult. Iraq is making its long-term stability safer through the ethnic cleansing that the United States is impotent to stop. To be sure, all acts of violence against civilians should be condemned and stopped if it all possible. While repugnant, sectarian war over the past few years has given each ethnic group more defined boundaries of control. This lack of diversity will help local areas govern themselves. A weak federal government that coordinates strong regions and states would give each group a sense of power and control. Leaving Baghdad as a federal city is the only option to keep the peace. Therefore, a strong sense of federalism would best serve Iraq.

Suggestions
1. Do not suggest that President Bush launched this war to avenge his father. Frankly, it is offensive. The idea that the Leader of the Free World would intentionally endanger thousands of lives and billions of dollars out of revenge is far more dangerous than the average extemper realizes. The Persian Gulf War certainly put Iraq on the map as a strong, potentially hostile country. There is a difference between keeping an eye on Saddam and inventing evidence. I believe that the Bush administration wanted to get Saddam so badly (for reasons far more legitimate than “he tried to kill my daddy”), that they subconsciously ignored evidence that suggested an invasion was not necessary and had a low chance of success.

2. The blood for oil argument is painted far too bluntly. This is not 24. Governments don’t condemn soldiers to death to preserve oil. While securing a stable source of oil would benefit America and that fact likely entered into the decision calculus, I highly doubt it was the deciding factor

3. Unless they serve a greater purpose, avoid personal anecdotes about a mother who lost her four sons in the war. Those stories are heartbreaking, but insufficiently prove the success of policies. Millions died in World War II and those sacrifices are seen as necessary. I’m not comparing Nazi Germany to Iraq, but simply pointing out that the pacifistic argument that casualties are unacceptable rarely is compelling in a 7 minute speech.

4. Try to be creative in AGDs and in analysis. Judges are tired of hearing the same speech about why we should or should not pull out. Put a new spin on the issue. Make a link that most people do not think of. Cite an article that advocates a new solution. It is difficult to sound new in an issue that has been belabored for five years, but it will set you apart from the rest of the room. 

Cards
“Paper says recent US report on Iraq “blaming Iran” for Bush’s failure.”  BBC.  18 September 2007.
However, America has been retreating from its position in Iraq step by step; it has accepted the participation of Europe, China and Russia and today it has found a new excuse, namely the negotiations with Iran, to reduce the complexity of events in Iraq. America did not reach its goals in Iraq.
“America’s self-inflicted war wounds.”  Financial Times.  11 September 2007.
Six years after 9/11, the US needs to re-think. It is now clear that Iraq was the biggest blunder of the Bush years. It is also becoming evident that counter-terrorism should no longer be the centrepiece of American foreign policy
“Where America and Iraq converge.”  The Jerusalem Post.  12 September 2007.
The disparity between al-Qaida's defeats and Iran's Shi'ite countersurge tells us something important about the difference between state-controlled operations and operations by non-state belligerents.

“Troops cuts linked to success, Bush says; President credits surge with enabling initial Iraq withdrawal.”  The International Herald Tribune.  15 September 2007.
Bush, in his remarks, seemed to hope that beginning a withdrawal would mollify those who were increasingly alarmed by the size and cost of the commitment and unite Americans behind the war in a way they have rarely been.

“Petraeus says surge is working.”  The Irish Times. 11 September 2007.
Gen Petraeus told the congressmen that, on a military level, the surge is working, reducing sectarian violence and making parts of Baghdad and Anbar province safer. He acknowledged, however, that the new counter-insurgency strategy had so far failed to produce much political progress

High Oil Prices
By Logan Scisco
Extempers receiving questions on the price of oil and its relationship to the United States economy just keep coming.  In fact, I can hardly remember a tournament that I attended in high school that didn’t have a single question on the price of oil, OPEC, and/or what the United States could do to reduce its dependency on foreign oil.  Why do extempers get asked these questions a lot?  The answer boils down to a combination of question writers needing to think of questions that most people can answer and most judges will have some knowledge about and also the fact that high oil prices (which lead to higher gas prices) affect the vast majority of Americans in some way, shape, or form.

High oil prices are one of those unique issues that tends not to divide along partisan lines.  Sure, the GOP accused the Clinton administration of never having a real energy policy for the country, but the same was said of George W. Bush’s administration until this year when an energy policy was finally crafted.  Americans may differ in their views about abortion, gun control, gay marriage, etc. but when more and more of their income is going to gasoline then they become quite angry.

However, in light of how high oil prices tend not to be a partisan issue they due spark controversy over energy policy.  Conflicts emerge between the poor, who are most affected by a price increase of gasoline, and the rich, who for the most part can still afford to drive their cars or fly their fancy jets although they may have to cut back on it.  Conflicts also emerge between environmentalists who want cleaner, renewable sources of energy that will benefit America in the future and businessmen who want more supplies of oil on the market that will benefit America in the present.

This brief is an attempt to briefly show why the price of oil has risen, the economic impact of high prices, what can be done to combat the influence of OPEC (a topic that never seems to want to go away), and a brief explanation of some types of renewable energy sources.  

Why Are Prices So High?:

To understand how we can solve the problem of high oil prices we have to first examine what is causing the price of oil to be so high on the global market in the first place.  When dealing with this issue it can be broken down into four fields:  increasing demand from developing countries, refining capacity, possible price gouging, and investor anxiety over possible disruptions in supply.

First, there is an increasing demand from developing countries for oil and the two biggest culprits in this regard are India and China.  As both of these emerging markets in Asia start to compete more and more with the developed world in industry they will need more oil.  In some ways, this is a negative aspect of globalization because while it has reduced costs for businesses who can relocate in both of these countries for cheap labor costs, among other reasons, it has also given these countries the tools to boost economic performance and become more competitive with the West over raw materials.  Additionally, China needs more oil because its domestic industry is increasing.  This has made China surpass Japan as the number two consumer of oil behind the U.S. as it has added over 19.2 million automobiles to its roads in the last decade (9.4m in 1994 to 28.6m in 2004) and by 2020 China is expected to have 140m motorists.  To some this might not be a big issue and they might say that the world should just produce more oil, right?  Well it’s not that simple.  At a time when refining capacity is being stretched too thin, some oil fields are slowly drying up, and businesses are reluctant to explore new fields there is a decreased quantity of oil on the market and there are more countries competing for it.  Thus, by having a limited supply and an increasing demand the price of oil is being bid up and the oil companies are raking in the profits.

Second, the price of oil could be attributed to incidents of price gouging.  This has been alleged by consumers and politicians after gas prices shot up to five dollars or more in some parts of the nation following Hurricane Katrina earlier this year.  Also, recent reports from the oil business that they have made record profits this year and the fact that profit margins are on unprecedented levels hasn’t helped their cause either in the eyes of the average Joe.  It sounds good for politicians to rail against the big oil companies, but to tell the truth there isn’t much they can do.  Price gouging is very tough to prove and if its going on in the status quo it could very well continue.  In response to this, some politicians have proposed going back to a system of “windfall taxes” whereby oil firms would have fractions of profits made over $40 a barrel for their oil taken away to give to consumers in the form of rebates.  However, such a move by politicians could reduce the incentive of oil companies to invest in further production and therefore make the problem worse.

Third, the price of oil could be linked to refining capacity.  Many economists are pointing out that right now the high price of oil isn’t so much due to the Oil and Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), the oil cartel created on September 14, 1960 that the U.S. loves to blame for the ills of the global oil market, but rather to the lack of refining capacity in the U.S. economy.  The process goes like this:  you can pump as much oil out of the ground that you want to, but if that oil has to sit in storage because you can only refine so much of it into gasoline then it’s not going to help lower the price of oil.  Some are blaming the fact that the U.S. has not seen a massive overhaul of the refining industry in terms of construction in decades (the last refinery was constructed in 1976) and also blame lax regulation that has allowed a tidal wave of mergers creating a situation where the top ten refiners in the country control 83% of the market.  To some degree, OPEC has lost its ability to individually shape the global oil market and they’re laughing at our expense by claiming they aren’t responsible for the high oil price and will do everything in their power to decrease prices, knowing full well that whatever they do isn’t likely to change the price of oil anytime soon.  When addressing a speech about high oil prices YOU MUST address the refining capacity issue, because simply increasing the supply of oil will do nothing to reduce the gas costs passed on to consumers.

Finally, investors are very anxious about various oil markets and coupled with the wave of hurricanes that have hit the Gulf region, where 1/3rd of U.S. oil production occurs, their anxiety has yet to be put at ease.  The problem with the U.S. being dependent on “black gold” (which oil is commonly referred to as) is that we have to rely on some of the world’s most volatile places to obtain it.  For example, the continent of Africa may be moving forward economically, but places like Nigeria are hardly accommodating to property rights and markets aren’t as transparent as they need to be.  The Middle East suffers constant risk of turmoil due to the actions between the Israelis and the Palestinians and the violence in Iraq which now has the potential to land Syria in hot water has not helped matters either.  Additionally, Hugo Chavez in Venezuela looks to be the new thorn in our side in Latin America, replacing Fidel Castro in that particular category and as Mr. Chavez grows more bold in seizing land for the country’s poor and demands billions of dollars from oil companies who have allegedly “overproduced” and stolen oil from the country it’s hardly a situation the U.S. can be happy with.  Therefore, every time there is a foreign policy blunder, an attempted coup in an oil rich nation, the risk of violence spilling over into an oil rich country, or a natural disaster emerging that has the potential to wipe out production spots (that is, if we can spot it early like a hurricane) chances are that oil prices can increase because those who invest in oil futures will sense chaos is on the horizon and take cover.

Economic Impact of High Oil Prices:
Without a doubt, higher oil prices contribute to tons of economic problems for the United States economy as well as that of the rest of the world.  I will only focus on the United States, though, for this particular section because this is the U.S. extemp brief portion.  When analyzing the economic impact of high oil prices there are four areas to concentrate on:  increased levels of inflation, a decline in consumer purchasing power, how consumers will cut back on other activities, and possible unemployment problems.

First, and probably most important, is the inflation problem.  As any extemper who is economically literate knows, inflation is the persistent increase in prices that are charged to a consumer.  The definition can get a lot more complicated, but for simplicities sake we are only going to focus on the one I just provided.  Understanding the link between high oil prices and inflation can sometimes be a difficult one so I will try to explain it as best I can.  To start, let’s suppose that the price of oil has increased and because of the problem of refining capacity in the U.S. (which we have detailed earlier) the price of gasoline has shot up immensely.  Now, let’s suppose you are running a business that depends on car transport (ex. Wal-Mart, Kroger, a pizza delivery place, etc.).  Faced with increasing gas costs you are faced with some tough choices.  You could reduce the amount of staff or resources you are using (ex. drivers/trucks) OR to make up for the cost you could pass along the cost to consumer.  This might make a $7 cheese pizza now $9.50.  Since firing staff or cutting resources can be difficult to stomach, the simplest thing for the firm to do is to pass along the cost to the consumer.  As a result, since a lot of industries are tied into the automotive sector and they are just as likely to pass along costs to consumers as well, you could see price increases in other goods that on face don’t seem to have a strong link to the price of gasoline (ex. the price of frozen foods at a grocery store that had to be shipped there).  This inflation risk is always dangerous in a powerful economy, especially the U.S. economy right now when wages have not necessarily increased with inflation levels over the last several years.  Also, when inflation hits the market it tends to erode people’s confidence in the economic system as savings are reduced to lesser values and to some degree it makes the economic system seem unfair in benefiting those with assets (ex. homes, stock) as opposed to those who have none.  Finally, and most troubling on inflation, it could cause the Federal Reserve to rapidly increase interest rates to encourage people to save money and reduce the money supply.  Thus, high oil prices could have a very detrimental effect on the U.S. economy.
Second, an increase in the price of oil decreases consumers purchasing power because of the increased gas costs associated with it.  A decrease of purchasing power can definitely happen if the inflationary impacts of increased gas costs happen, but it can also happen when people have to spend more on gasoline than on other goods.  In other words, it sucks up more income for someone to fill up their car which they might be settling aside for weekend entertainment to spend at Blockbusters or some other venue.  Therefore, high oil prices give consumers tough choices and it can make them very frustrated.

This leads into the third economic problem:  consumers cutting back on other activities.  For example, if the price of oil increases and the price of gasoline with it, then you may not be able to drive to the video store as often as you’d want to and therefore they make less money because you are not giving them your money anymore.  Additionally, in rural areas it may prevent some people from seeing their health care professional and they could allow medical problems to grow worse which only increases the long-term costs that have to come out of Medicaid or Medicare to take care of that person’s treatment.  Also, vacations may be cut by families which could negatively affect the travel industry.  Overall, the implications of economic problems associated with consumers cutting back on activities could be tremendous and economically devastating as a result.

Finally, there is the possibility of unemployment due to high oil prices.  The Economist in a recent survey about the global economy wrote that inflation may not be as big of a problem as originally thought because globalization has provided valuable checks against it.  For example, unions in Western nations have lost the ability to argue for higher wages when inflation hits because of the possibility of their jobs being sent to developing countries by way of outsourcing.  Also, companies can’t just increase prices as in years past because they are facing direct competition by way of cheaper goods from overseas.  Therefore, they have to absorb the costs in their profit margins instead of passing that onto the consumer, but that can be dangerous.  For example, if a company has to suck up the costs in their profit margins won’t they eventually try to cut costs?  The answer to this question might be yes and the result could lead to more Americans heading to the unemployment line.  This might be a weak analysis of a problem associated with high oil prices, but it is definitely something to consider doing more research about.

Combating OPEC:
How to deal with OPEC has been a debate for years not only in the extemp community, but also in the debate community, the political community, the international community, etc.  There is no real answer to the problem because OPEC does hold most of the world’s reserves by way of its kingpin Saudi Arabia.  The argument goes that even if we were to go into some promising areas like Russia and drain their oil at a rapid rate in the end we’d have to go back to Saudi Arabia because it won’t exhaust its oil fields for decades due to the fact they aren’t used as extensively.  However, this isn’t a cause for hopelessness.  Formulating an imaginary plan where the U.S. could deal with OPEC allows extempers a lot of creativity in rounds, something that I think should be encouraged more in the event.  Anyway, I think combating OPEC lies in three areas:  foreign direct investment (FDI) in non-OPEC countries, foreign portfolio investment (FPI) in OPEC countries that aren’t really that loyal, and the whole debate over the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR).

First, foreign direct investment might be a strategy the U.S. wants to use short-term to combat OPEC’s domination of the oil market.  Promising sites off the coast of Latin America around Mexico or Brazil provide the U.S. with opportunities to increase its oil supplies by making deals with foreign countries.  By using incentives for companies to participate in foreign direct investment, which defines joint ventures between U.S. companies and foreign companies, the U.S. could provide countries with expertise in getting the most out of their prospective oil fields and increase diplomatic ties while we were at it.  It is important to remember that while OPEC might like racking in cash, they HATE really high prices.  In fact, the last four U.S. recessions have occurred when oil was priced over $50 a barrel and OPEC knows the U.S. gets antsy when that number is passed and remains past the $50 benchmark (especially with current prices hovering around $80).  Also, high prices encourage oil exploration in areas that haven’t been looked at before which to some degree threatens OPEC’s supreme market position.

Second, foreign portfolio investment might work to divide OPEC.  Smaller OPEC countries have gone of the record for years in saying that they are tired of the way the Saudis run the institution with “an iron fist.”  Disaffected members in this group include Libya, who is yearning for better ties with the United States and the West, and Nigeria, an African political leader and who could be an economic leader now that its debts are being taken care of by the British government, the IMF, and the World Bank.  Both of these nations have exceeded quotas set by OPEC in years past and the U.S. might be wise to capitalize on this rogue nature.  Using foreign portfolio investment incentives, whereby the U.S. would encourage private citizens or even use its money to give a boom to businesses in these countries, might help rally the goodwill the U.S. needs in the oil market.  This sort of a solution might be worth a shot because even if OPEC were to flood the market with oil to try to and crush U.S. influence we would still benefit from cheap oil prices.  Thus, to some degree this could be treated as a win-win scenario.

Finally, some advocates say that to beat OPEC we need to look closer to home for oil supplies.  I hate to say it, but this is largely a pipedream.  Yet domestic oil producing advocates continue to point to drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) as the answer to our problems.  While the people of Alaska (for now), the Teamsters union, and the GOP support drilling in ANWR, the Democratic Party has blocked it going through in the Senate by way of a filibuster for years.  However, even if businesses get their way and get to drill in the reserve (which would have little environmental damage according to locals indicating that caribou like the Alaskan pipeline) it will not help us out much.  Experts argue that ANWR would only give us 10.4 billion barrels of oil (whenever we finally got it out of the ground) and while that might sound like a lot, when you weigh it against current consumption rates that’s only enough to meet demand for 1.4 years.  Therefore, people who preach domestic demand have a good rallying call, but unfortunately the facts don’t support ANWR being the answer to our problems of oil dependency.

Alternative/Renewable Energy Sources:
It’s fitting to end this brief with a little discussion about the chances of renewable energy sources emerging and what those sources may be.

Sooner or later the United States and the rest of the world are going to have to find renewable or alternative sources of energy that will be big enough and useful enough to push the world economy deeper into the 21st century.  Every year people make ghastly predictions of oil fields drying up and people rioting in the streets as a result as the economy collapses, but it doesn’t look like that day is going to happen anytime soon.  However, every year we do not do something to make progress in this area and choose to be complacent we put ourselves closer to disaster.

One of the big problems with finding alternative or renewable sources of energy is research and development.  The United States loves to talk about finding a way off of energy dependence on oil, but when it comes to policy implementation we provide few incentives.  When the Ford Motor company tried to develop a hybrid model in the late 1990s it spent over $2 billion of its own money in research & development.  However, when the economy started to sputter out Ford had to cancel this operation and has now been passed by overseas competitors in this regard who today are starting to offer hybrids, which are seeing increased demand due to high gas prices.  All that was needed for Ford was a little government help, but even the energy bill passed by President Bush doesn’t do much to aid this mammoth quest for alternative/renewable energy as it simply outlines a strategy for America to get more supplies of oil.  All things considered, the R & D aspect of finding new energy may be painful, but it’s a task well worth supporting.  Extempers have to realize, though, that money is hard to come by in this regard and without R & D we can’t even begin to figure out how to cultivate new energy sources.  Finally, if the U.S. government and/or private sector decides to invest it needs to make it a long-term commitment because all too often what has happened (as in the 1970s) when the price of oil declines money stops being funneled into these projects and some communities (ex. Parachute, Colorado which lost 2,500 jobs in 1982’s oil shale bust w/Exxon Mobil) have been devastated by the consequences.

What are some alternative forms of energy that are up for consideration?  What are some of their Pros/Cons?  Here is a chart:

	Source of Energy:

Tar Sands
	Pros:

1-Large deposits in Canada

2-Costs of producing have  

   declined to $18 barrel
	Cons:
1-Heavy in hydrocarbons 

   = full of contaminants

2-Excessive carbon content

	Oil Shale

	1-2 trillion barrels in Rocky   

   Mt. West (UT, CO, WY)

2-Oil companies willing to 

   invest
	1-Must be cleaned for use  

    (expensive)

2-Excessive carbon content

	Extra Heavy Oil

	1-Potential of hundreds of 

   billions of barrels worldwide
	1-Costly to produce

2-Excessive carbon content

	Coal

	1-Abundant in Eastern U.S.   

    and Western U.S.

2-Could meet 20% of needs
	1-Rich in carbon so gives off 

    lots of carbon dioxide




Here is a list of other alternative/renewable sources of energy that extempers would be wise to research:


*Cold Fusion


*Biodiesel fuel


*Fuel Cells
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“Three Factors Behind High Oil Prices.”  China View.  19 September 2007.  http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2007-09/19/content_6752529.htm.

BEIJING, Sept. 19 -- Due to the destruction of refining capabilities by hurricanes, and an expectedly large decline in commercial oil reserves in recent days, the New York market, for the first time, closed on a price above 80 U.S. dollars per barrel on Sept. 13; and hit a new record in the history of nominal prices. As a matter of fact, oil prices have been rising since 2002 at a pace and with a lasting time rarely seen in "peace" time. So, what exactly is behind this round of price hikes?

United States Health Care
By Logan Scisco
One domestic issue that extempers will always encounter during the dreaded “social issues” rounds is the state of health care in the United States.  Navigating through the maze of health insurance coverage, why health care costs are high, and how the shortage of health care in the country can be solved can become a nightmare for even the most well read and skilled extemper.  

Health care is a pressing social issue that is currently facing the United States.  According to the Census Bureau in 2006, 47 million Americans lack health insurance.  These 47 million Americans represent 15.8 percent of the population and the lack of health care coverage is linked to rising health care costs that are burdening the American economy and the American consumers who are fortunate enough to enjoy private or public health care coverage.

With a presidential election due in November 2008, health care has become the top domestic issue of the campaign.  Senator Hillary Clinton, Senator Barack Obama, and John Edwards, the three leading Democratic contenders for president, have released their plans to expand health care coverage in the United States and create a universal health care system.  The Republican Party has been mute on the issue of universal health care coverage but its leading candidates such as former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney have acknowledged that change needs to be introduced into the American health care apparatus.

A full extemp topic brief on health care in the United States could span thirty to forty pages.  In order to make this topic brief manageable for extempers and for this brief book I have zeroed the focus on United States health care to a few critical issues:  how healthcare is provided for in the United States, the problems of health care in the United States, the pluses and minuses of universal health care coverage, and the different health care plans that have been proposed thus far by leading presidential contenders.

Note:  For a good explanation of the various issues facing the American health care system look at Yoni Schneller’s chapter on health care in VictoryBriefs Extemp Topic Brief books.  His write up can be found in volume one of those briefs (originally published in 2000) if they are still available for sale. 

United States Health Care Provision
In contrast with European countries and most notably Canada, the United States does not have a public health care system that provides health care coverage for all of its citizens.  Instead, the United States provides health care to those citizens deemed most in need of it:  the elderly and the poor.  A government safety net for health care was noticeably absent until President Lyndon B. Johnson’s “Great Society” program which brought two critical programs to the forefront of American policy making:  Medicare and Medicaid.


Medicare was created in 1965 and it provides health care for those Americans who are over 65.  The federal government uses this program to cover the visits of the elderly to doctors and hospitals and assists in the payment of surgeries.  However, the federal government does not foot the entire bill for these procedures.  Instead, senior citizens are expected to make a small portion of the costs associated with their treatment, called a co-payment.  This co-payment represents ten to twenty percent of the costs associated with their treatment.  Extempers might also know that President Bush’s prescription drug benefit package subsidized senior citizens purchases of their prescription drugs through Medicare.  This has been a major issue of contention because Medicare is over ten percent of the federal government’s budget and its costs will continue to rise in the future as large amounts of America’s baby boom generation retire.

Medicaid was also created in 1965 under the Johnson administration and it covers some of the health care costs for poorer Americans.  Medicaid is administered by state governments and these states determine the eligibility of their citizens for Medicaid which usually involves those Americans that are on public assistance.  Medicaid has also been faced with funding disputes between who should foot more of the bill:  the federal government or the fifty state governments.

A big health care program that is currently being debated before Congress is the State Child’s Health Insurance Plan (SCHIP).  SCHIP is a federally funded program that provides health insurance coverage to children who are from families that are well below the poverty line.  This program has been a source of contention between states and the federal government because states are enrolling more children under SCHIP.  They are doing this by expanding their definition of what level below the poverty line constitutes eligibility for the program.  The federal government has faced this same problem from the states with Medicaid by states choosing to expand the eligibility of Medicaid and burdening the finances of the country.  President Bush has chosen to restrict the eligibility of SCHIP in order to stop its expansion and has created new rules according to The Economist on August 30th whereby states would have to demonstrate that they have 95 percent of children enrolled in the program from families that are 200 percent below the poverty line before they try to expand the program to those who are 250 percent below the poverty line.  Critics have argued that these new rules will leave poor children without health care coverage and that the 95 percent target is unattainable because families do not like filling out the paperwork for the program and some who receive public assistance are illegal immigrants who do not want to reveal themselves to authorities.  However, conservatives have applauded the Bush initiative in limiting the rules for SCHIP because they allege that the expansion of the program is a back door way of establishing a universal children’s health insurance system in the United States.  After all, if the program keeps expanding what incentive is there for families to purchase private coverage?  This is a major issue for extempers to face because President Bush has threatened a veto of Congressional legislation to renew SCHIP if these new rules are not implemented.  This could become a political nightmare for Republicans in 2008 because they could be painted by Democrats are being uncaring about America’s children and meeting their health care needs.

Aside from government run programs, there is still a large segment of the U.S. population that relies on their employer to provide them with health insurance.  There are also some Americans that pay for their own health insurance out of pocket.  Having health insurance is important because it covers part of the costs of visiting doctors, hospitals, and having treatments subsidized.  Therefore, health insurance allows health care costs to be shared between the insurance company and the consumer.  To afford insurance, individuals pay monthly premiums in order to maintain coverage.  It is important to note that the insurance industry relies on a principle of uncertainty.  In order to avoid economic hardship if a medical emergency arises, individuals and families have an incentive to obtain health insurance.  This principle of uncertainty often gets cited by critics of government plans that mandate insurance companies provide health insurance to all who apply for it.  After all, if an insurance company is forced to give insurance to someone with a severe medical condition then it is not insurance anymore.  Instead, it functions as a provider of monetary handouts to cover an individual’s medical condition.  In other words, the mystery and doubt of whether the person receiving insurance coverage will get sick is eliminated because there is a one hundred percent chance that the person will require expensive forms of treatment.

The reason that concerns are rising about providing health insurance to a large portion of the American population is that rising health care costs are causing a decline of employer provided health insurance packages.  No longer willing to pay to cover their employees under a health care plan, businesses are choosing not to provide insurance and employees have to seek out insurance on their own.  Many times employees choose not to do so and these people are faced with mounting medical bills if they get sick and if they cannot pay then medical costs go up for the rest of the country in terms of the burden of state and federal governments and higher medical insurance premiums.  This business dilemma heavily impacts smaller firms that have a very small workforce.  The profit margins of these firms are not often big enough to pay for growing medical costs and as a result their employees do not enjoy medical coverage at their workplace.  Bigger firms have also been impacted by rising medical costs, though.  Extempers only need to glance at what is occurring in the management of pension systems at General Motors and Ford, two automotive giants who are facing financial hardship because of obligations to pay for older workers medical expenses, to see this in the news.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that there is a segment of the American population, particularly younger workers who choose to be uninsured.  This segment of the population believes that they are too healthy to become ill and choose not to buy health insurance to cover future medical costs.  This hurts the health care system in two ways.  First, it does not broaden the risk pool in health insurance where premiums can come into the system from health individuals and lower the costs of having health insurance across the board because health insurance companies do not have risk pools of sick individuals that they have to pay to cover.  And second, if a person in this segment of the population gets very sick the cost of treating them is passed on to the taxpayer or those who have health insurance already leading to an increase in medical costs.

United States Health Care Problems
Nearly all of the problems associated with American health care are tied in with how much the system costs consumers and the federal government.  Presently, health care costs the United States sixteen percent of its gross domestic product (GDP).  These costs are expected to rise as the population grows older.  In fact, by 2020 health care expenditure is predicted to represent twenty percent of the output of America’s GDP.  To simplify what this means for beginning extempers reading this brief, by 2020 for every one dollar the American economy generates twenty cents will be going to health care.

One of the arguments against the current system of American health care is that it is too bureaucratic.  Senator Hillary Clinton, in arguing for universal health care coverage, states that twenty-five percent of the money the United States spends on health care goes into administration expenses.  She goes on to note that the United States spends six times what other developed countries do on health care administration.  The costs of this bureaucracy are predicted to be close to $100 billion a year.  What this means for American health care is that if a substantial amount of the money marked for health care is being spent on bureaucratic management then it is not being used for better ends such as funding preventative health care, educating Americans about health, or being used to expand health insurance coverage.

A big argument against the health care system is that the idea of having health insurance causes people to pursue costly treatments.  Economist and New York Times columnist Paul Krugman called this “pushing to the flat of the curve” meaning that an individual would pursue every medical option until they simply ran out of them.  After all, if insurance is footing most of the bill someone is more likely to keep pursing an expensive series of treatments versus someone who does not have health insurance coverage that might forgo those treatments because they are too expensive.
Another argument against the current system of health care in the United States is that it ignores preventative medicine.  Preventative medicine sees patients come in for regular checkups from their doctors and leads to early detention of medical conditions before they become serious.  For example, seeing a doctor on a yearly basis could lead to a faster detection of heart disease or seeing a doctor when you get a cold can lead to treatment that prevents it from turning into pneumonia.  The problem with the United States health care system is that it waits until conditions get serious to intervene.  Insurance companies do not give lower premiums to individuals who seek preventative treatment and some insurance carriers do not cover yearly physicals.  Also, those who do not seek health insurance often let a cold or bad cough go until it becomes so serious they have to go to the emergency room which increases the cost of treating them instead of if they had come in with their cold or cough earlier.  Also, some argue that the government needs to sponsor initiatives that will educate the American public about the dangers of obesity.  Frankly put, as Americans get fatter their risk of heart disease and diabetes rise and the costs of these preventable conditions represent two-thirds of America’s health care expenditure.  As Republican presidential candidate and former Arkansas governor Mike Huckabee put it on his campaign website “We don’t have a health care crisis, we have a health crisis.”

There is also the disputed argument that medical malpractice lawsuits have driven up the costs of American health care.  This has been a contentious issue between Republicans, who have sought to limit the awards in medical malpractice cases, and Democrats, who often receive campaign donations from trial lawyer associations and argue that such limits hurt individuals who have been seriously wronged by the medical community.  The costs of such malpractice lawsuits has been disputed and Peter Orszag, the director of the Congressional Budget Office, has stated that he believes the idea that malpractice lawsuits have led to rising health care costs is greatly exaggerated.  Those that argue medical malpractice lawsuits subscribe to the theory that due to the high awards generated in lawsuits the liability insurance premiums doctors and medical professionals have to pay increase and those increased costs are passed onto the consumer in terms of bigger medical bills.  While this issue is contentious, this argument is worth researching for extempers because a question centered on malpractice awards can often be thrown into a health or social issues round.

A final argument in terms of rising medical costs is linked to the prescription drug industry.  Drugs that want to come onto the American market have to be channeled through the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and this process takes several years to complete.  During this process drugs are screened for defects and side effects and navigating the red tape can prove to be expensive.  This, coupled with the patents drug companies receive for their products, often see drugs priced outside of the reach of some Americans.  High drug prices are what lead us to the arguments around election time that some senior citizens have to choose on a weekly basis whether they will buy food or buy their prescription drugs.

Universal Health Care
The idea of universal health care has been a contentious issue in American politics for the last fifteen years.  When President Bill Clinton was elected to his first term in office in 1992 he promised to look into the idea of providing universal health insurance coverage to all Americans.  President Clinton put his wife in charge of a health care task force that spent a year designing a health care plan that was blasted by both sides of the political spectrum.  Republicans hated it because it mandated that employers provide health insurance to their workers and represented a large government program.  Republicans were also angry that none of their Congressional members were consulted on the plan.  Democrats also did not like the plan because they were shut out of negotiations on it as well.  The insurance industry responded with the so-called “Dick and Jane advertisements” that warned Americans that if they supported Clinton’s health care plan that the quality of health care in the United States would be greatly diminished.  As a result of opposition by both parties and fierce opposition from the insurance industry and small business associations, Clinton’s universal health care plan died in committee and never made it to the floor of Congress for a vote.  In fact, the failure and mismanagement of a universal health care system is credited with costing the Democrats control of Congress in 1994 which put President Clinton on the defensive for the next six years of his White House tenure.  The history of Hillary’s involvement in this health care reform plan is important for extempers because it puts a chink in her armor when she says that she has always defeated Republicans.  She definitely did not defeat them on this issue and in fact cost her husband a large deal of political capital.  Hillary’s involvement in this health care debacle also points to some defects in her management style.

When looking at how a universal health care system could be established in the United States, whereby all citizens would enjoy health insurance coverage, there are two separate paths to look at:  a single-payer system and an employer-provided insurance system.  In a single-payer system the government would manage the entire health care apparatus because they would the central figure paying for it (hence the concept of the “single-payer system”).  An example of a single-payer system can be found in Great Britain with its National Health Service.  An employer-provided insurance system is the opposite of a single-payer system in that employers are legally obligated to provide health insurance to their workers.  As noted above, this was the focal point of Hillary Clinton’s first attempt at health care reform and it repelled the small business community from her plan.  Knowing the difference between these two different types of models is important to know because you can impress your judge.  Also, if the time comes when Congress is debating a universal health care policy you can know what models to compare the policy to.  After all, if Congress is debating an employer-provided insurance system it would make little sense if you compared it to France (because France is a single-payer system).

The proponents of universal health care argue that it would lead to a reduction in medical costs.  First, they argue that without an uninsured population no one would have to pick up the costs of these people when they require treatment.  Furthermore, a universal health care system would allow the government to ration the use of expensive technologies to certain cases when it was definitely needed.  This would reduce medical costs because these technologies would be used less often and by fewer people.  In addition, with everyone having insurance the risk pool would be increased.  Massachusetts universal health care policy enacted under then Governor Mitt Romney mandates that everyone in the state carry health insurance.  This is meant to bring young, healthy workers into the system that usually do not carry insurance.  As a result, these healthy people can share costs with sicker individuals and lower the cost of premiums across the board.  To look for an editorial arguing for universal health coverage in America look at the New York Times article listed in the cards section.
Opponents of universal health care point to numerous defects in any universal health care system and argue that establishing one would erode individual liberty.  First, paying for a universal health care system would be great.  Democratic presidential contenders argue that they can pay for it through more efficient management of the medical system and rolling back President Bush’s tax cuts.  However, establishing such a system would most likely cost over $100 billion and some of that would most likely have to be established by higher taxes of some sort.  Critics point out that taxes in Canada are twenty-eight percent higher than in the United States due in part to their expansive health care apparatus.  Second, patients would be limited to what medical options they could pursue.  For example, in Canada’s health care system you have to be cleared to undergo a certain medical treatment and for someone who has cancer that medical treatment process could take weeks or months that they simply do not have to successfully beat back the disease.  Furthermore, some universal systems do not allow individuals to purchase medical options outside of their health care system.  This provides one of the great ironies of health care in North America:  senior citizens in the United States go to Canada to get cheaper medicine and senior citizens in Canada go to the United States for surgeries.  A final criticism of a universal health care system is that if the United States government provided all health care coverage it could install price caps on medical services which could severely limit innovation in the health care system, lead to caps on doctors salaries discouraging people from entering the medical profession, and the quality of health care would go down as drug companies would find more profitable places to do business.  In summary, opponents of universal health care rely on an economic maxim:  that the more quantity of health care that is available will lead to a lower quality of health care that is available.  To look at this side of the universal health care debate look at the article listed below from The American Chronicle.

Presidential Health Care Plans
As the Iowa caucuses and the New Hampshire primary approach, presidential candidates on both sides of the aisle are engineering plans for how they would deal with the health care problem in the United States.  Democrats, as can be expected, are open to the idea of government intervention into the health care system than are Republicans.  The three leading Democratic contenders (Clinton, Obama, and Edwards) have similar plans that rely on getting savings in the medical system from using more technology to store medical records, achieving a renewed focus in the medical system towards preventive medicine, giving the government greater leeway in regulating the health insurance industry, and make big businesses provide health insurance or make up the medical costs for their employees if those employees purchase other health insurance plans.  Republicans argue that there needs to be more liberalization in the health insurance market to encourage competition and that the savings generated from that will produce a more manageable path to health care recovery.

Extempers might ask why all of the action on the national level as opposed to the state level.  After all, Massachusetts has passed a universal health care initiative and California has been following in its footsteps.  Interestingly enough, there is a federal law called the Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA) that shields businesses from laws on the state or local level that interfere with the benefits they give to their workers.  Health insurance is considered a benefit so businesses can use this law in court to attempt to overturn state or local regulation against their practices.  Extempers may recall the attempt by the state of Maryland to force Wal-mart to pay for their employee’s health insurance or they would be fined for each worker they hired.  Wal-Mart was able to use ERISA to get a judge to strike down that law.  As a result, advocates of government sponsored health care reform look to national legislation on health care, which is exempt from ERISA regulations, to force businesses to step in line.  For more information about ERISA (which I would heavily recommend) look to the Christian Science Monitor article entitled “State and city healthcare reforms collide with a U.S. law” which is listed in the cards section below.

For this section of the brief I have created sub-headings for each presidential contender with a major health care plan and provided details about their plan.  I thought this would be a more orderly way to read the brief and help extempers who wanted to refer to it more than once for information.  Also, I tried to provide a link to where you can obtain information about a candidate’s health care plan in the cards section.

NOTE:  None of the Democratic candidates plans call for a “single payer system.”

Senator Hillary Clinton (D-NY)
Hillary Clinton’s health care plan represents a more pragmatic and conciliatory approach to the issue than during her husband’s presidency in 1993-1994.  Hillary’s plan calls for a seven step approach to make health care more affordable.

First, Clinton argues for a renewed focus on preventative medicine so that serious medical conditions can be treated early and at a lower cost to insurance companies and the federal government.  Clinton calls for providing incentives to insurance companies so that they encourage those they insure to pursue preventative care.

Second, Clinton wants more computer technology to be used in the medical field, especially to maintain medical records.  She predicts that this will generate billions of dollars worth of savings in administrative costs and by prescribing the right drugs to individuals that will help to fund her plan.

Third, chronically ill patients should have their care co-coordinated across the medical profession.  This means if someone is being treated by different doctors for a variety of conditions those doctors and medical specialists work together to ensure that everyone is on the same page.  This would decrease the payment that had to be used for overlapping treatments.

Fourth, individuals and small businesses should be able to have access to large insurance pools that could have lower premium costs.  This is part of Clinton’s plan to make insurers provide care for those people who have existing medical conditions, a contentious issue that was covered in the opening part of this brief.

Fifth, Clinton envisions a public-private partnership where studies would be done into what technologies and drugs work best and incorporating those into the health care system.  This would drive down costs and increase efficiency in the health care apparatus.  This step has been called for by the Congressional Budget Office which argues that not enough research has been done into what treatments and technologies work best.

Sixth, to lower the price of prescription drugs Clinton would allow Medicare to negotiate prices with prescription drug companies, have more generic drugs be introduced into the American market, and if necessary, import drugs from Canada.

Finally, Clinton says she would reform medical malpractice law to benefit patients and doctors but is somewhat vague on the details of this last point.

In all, Clinton believes these seven steps will produce enough savings (along with a rollback of the Bush tax cuts) for the federal government to insure the 47 million Americans who lack health insurance through a system of tax credits and subsidies.  The Clinton insurance plan would mandate that everyone possess health insurance like the Massachusetts plan.  Small businesses would be encouraged to provide health insurance to their employees through a system of tax credits that critics say constitutes “a bribe.”  The estimated cost of Clinton’s plan is more than her Democratic opponents and rings in at $110 billion.

Senator Barack Obama (D-IL)
Obama’s plan also calls for the savings that Senator Clinton’s plan does.  For example, he supports the electronic conversion of medical records so that they can easily be transferred, calls for more competition in the insurance industry that would lower costs, allow the importation of medicines from other countries, and improve access to preventative medicine by mandating that insurers cover it.  Obama also calls for hospitals to report medical data about the costs in their hospital and the quality of care they are giving patients.

Obama, like Clinton, believes these savings (plus a rollback of the Bush tax cuts) will enable the federal government to fix the health care system.  Obama would expand SCHIP and Medicaid to serve as a safety net for the poor and mandate that parents buy health insurance for their children.  This is different than Senator Clinton and Senator Edwards plans because they require everyone to possess health insurance.  Obama’s plan does not believe in this mandate for adults to get health insurance and they are exempted from his plan.  Obama’s plan also differs from Clinton and Edwards in that he exempts small businesses from having to provide health insurance coverage to their employees.

Obama’s plan is the “cheapest” of the three top Democratic candidates for president clocking in at an estimated $50 to $65 billion.
Senator John Edwards (D-NC)
John Edwards and his wife Elizabeth have accused Hillary Clinton of “stealing” his health care plan.  In fact, Edwards and Clinton’s plans are virtually identical in terms of the ways they would go about cutting costs.

The vision of Edward’s plan is that the federal government would require all businesses to provide health insurance to their employees.  This is the firmest mark against business of any of the three leading Democratic candidates because Obama makes small businesses exempt and Clinton offers tax credits while Edwards offers nothing.  Edwards would then go about reforming insurance laws and making health insurance more affordable for people by giving them tax credits (and most likely subsidies for poorer Americans).  Edwards would achieve government savings to finance these credits and subsidies through the cutting of costs which mirrors Clinton’s plan.  

After these credits and subsidies were allocated Edwards would create so-called regional “health care markets” allowing Americans to bargain for high quality health insurance plans and insurance plans would compete against each other thereby decreasing premium costs in the insurance market.  There is mention that costs would somehow be cut for businesses that provided health insurance to their employees, although this is confusing since Edward’s envisions that they will be required to provide coverage.

Once the steps above have been completed, Edwards would, like Clinton, mandate that all Americans have health insurance.  The cost of this plan ranks second behind Clinton’s at $90 billion but some project that it could cost more than Clinton’s plan at $120 billion.

Governor Mitt Romney (R-MA)
Although Romney presided over the establishment of a universal health care system in Massachusetts that mandated everyone acquire health insurance he has began to distance himself from that project to win the trust of the conservative base.  For example, Romney says he would oppose requiring anyone to get health insurance.

Romney’s plan would allow each state to come up with its own health care model as he believes the states should function as units of policy innovation.  However, states would develop their own health care models without financial assistance from the federal government because the federal government would be paying states to deregulate their insurance markets.  Romney’s team believes that if the insurance market is deregulated that it will provide consumers with a wider array of options.  It is hoped this competition between insurance companies would lead to lower insurance premiums and that would be an incentive for more people to obtain health care coverage.

To help Americans afford coverage, Romney, like a good Republican candidate, offers tax deductions for those that purchase it and he would work with states to take money directed to charity care to assist low-income people in getting health insurance.  Romney’s political team argues that the costs of this plan would be $10 billion a year, five times less than Barack Obama’s plan.

Governor Mike Huckabee (R-AR)
As governor of Arkansas, Mike Huckabee championed the fight against obesity.  In order to encourage his fellow citizens to join his efforts he lost over a hundred pounds.  He also led reforms about the nutritional foods offered in Arkansas schools.

Huckabee’s plan emphasizes preventative medicine by getting insurance companies to give lower premiums to those who live healthy lifestyles (no smoking, drinking, and exercising regularly).  Huckabee also emphasizes preventative care by calling for the eliminating of co-pays and deductibles for health screening such as mammograms.  Huckabee, like Hillary Clinton, argues for better management for patients suffering chronic diseases to eliminate overlap in the system.

The biggest part of Huckabee’s plan is the establishment of a more consumer based model where the cost of care is shared between employer and employee so that people understand the cost they put on the health care system.  He hopes that this will reduce costs as people will consume less if they have to pay a larger share of their care.

“A Bit Richer but a Bit Sicker.”  The Economist.  30 August 2007.  

http://www.economist.com/world/na/PrinterFriendly.cfm?story_id=9725549.

WITH an election looming, even the driest documents can spark fury. Hillary Clinton expressed “outrage” at the news contained in the Census Bureau's latest report on income, poverty and health insurance in the United States, which was released on August 28th. Barack Obama said it represented “a betrayal of the ideals we hold as Americans”. John Edwards, reviving a well-worn theme, said it confirmed that there are “two Americas”. To anyone not running for president, however, the report contained both good news and bad.

“Hillary’s Last Health Plan Still Looms Large.”  Chicago Sun-Times.  25 September 2007.  

http://www.suntimes.com/news/hunter/572693,CST-NWS-hunter25.article#.

It has clearly ticked off the other Democratic candidates that Hillary Clinton has been receiving so much positive press for her newly unveiled health care plan. There has been a sympathetic column from David Brooks of the New York Times, an appearance with Wolf Blitzer on CNN's "Situation Room," a polite interview with Melissa Block on NPR's "All Things Considered" and many other interviews.
“Pay a Premium.”  Houston Chronicle.  25 September 2007.  

http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/5164660.html.

Responding to Americans' desire for health care reform, a near-desperate desire in some quarters, almost all of the presidential candidates have put forth a plan to increase access to medical insurance. The resulting options range from market-based solutions to national health insurance. The most intriguing proposals, and possibly the most pragmatic, would build on the successes of the private health insurance market and mend the cracks of its failures.
Cook, David.  “Peter Orszag: Rising healthcare costs pose fundamental risk to U.S.”  The 

Christian Science Monitor.  20 September 2007.  http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/0918/p25s01-usmb.htm.

Rising healthcare costs are the most pressing budget issue facing the United States, and much more objective data on the effectiveness of medical treatment is needed to help contain those costs.

That is the view of Peter Orszag, the director of the Congressional Budget Office. He was the guest at Monday's Monitor breakfast. The CBO provides objective and nonpartisan economic analysis to Congress.
John Edwards Health Care Plan.  http://johnedwards.com/issues/health-care/.
This is a link to John Edwards health care plan.
Barack Obama Health Care Plan.  http://www.barackobama.com/pdf/HealthPlanOverview.pdf.
This is a link to a summary of Barack Obama’s health care plan.

Hillary Clinton Health Care Plan Summary.  “Hillary Clinton Unveils Plan For Reducing Health Care Costs.” Medical News Today.  25 May 2007. 

http://www.medicalnewstoday.com/printerfriendlynews.php?newsid=72229.

This is a link to a report that gives the specific details of Hillary Clinton’s health care plan.

“Seeking a Second Chance.”  The Economist.  18 September 2007.  

http://www.economist.com/world/na/PrinterFriendly.cfm?story_id=9825823.

ON MONDAY September 17th Hillary Clinton became the third of the three Democratic presidential frontrunners to offer voters a comprehensive health-care plan. It is a sign of how far America’s health-care debate has shifted that the first opponent to fire a broadside at it was Mitt Romney, a Republican who also hopes to be president. Predictably, Mr Romney criticised her proposal as a heavy-handed plan that would generate a lot of bureaucracy. But as governor of Massachusetts Mr Romney brought a similar, and widely-praised, scheme to his home state. Such has been the shift in attitudes towards covering America’s 47m uninsured.
Hseih, Paul.  “’Single-Payer’ Health Care Anything but Free.”  The American Chronicle.  25 

September 2007.

Michael Moore's latest movie "SiCKO" sings the praises of the Canadian "single-payer" socialized medical system. Some Americans want a similar system implemented in the United States. Defenders of the Canadian system frequently claim that patients don't have to worry about money when they're sick--the health care is free. But is this really true?

No.
Arnoldy, Ben.  “State and city healthcare reforms collide with a U.S. law.”  The Christian Science 

Monitor.  27 September 2007.  http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/0927/p03s01-ussc.htm.

The biggest name in healthcare reform isn't Hillary, or Mitt, or Arnold – it's ERISA. That's the name of a federal law that could invalidate many of the budding efforts by states and cities to expand access to healthcare.

ERISA, which stands for the Employee Retirement Income Security Act, shields businesses from state and local regulation of the benefits they offer workers, including health insurance. Without the law, national companies in particular could achieve little uniformity in their benefit plans.

“The Battle Over Health Care.”  The New York Times.  22 September 2007.  

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/09/23/opinion/23sun1.html?_r=1&hp=&pagewanted=print&oref=slogin.

One of the enduring frustrations of presidential elections is that candidates and their parties sound like Tweedledum and Tweedledee on many issues. In 2008, when it comes to health care, which is emerging as a defining domestic issue, voters will find stark differences in philosophy and commitment between Democrats and Republicans.

Party Elder to be Japan’s New Premier The Washington Post. 24 September 2007.


"The LDP can't afford to cause any more blunders," said Harumi Arima, a political analyst. "They want to wipe out the inexperienced, childish image of Abe, and they desperately want to win back trust from the Japanese people."


Fukuda conceded last week that he lacks charisma but argued that his party's problems -- a perception of incompetence and of being politically tone-deaf -- cannot be solved merely by a strong personality.





Decline of the Liberal Democratic Party? The Japan Times. 20 September 2007.


Since the beginning of this decade, moreover, the LDP has fallen into the hands of a narrow group of politicians whose goal is to roll back the changes introduced in Japan during the American occupation. They want to promote nationalism in the schools - to "rescue young people who have no dreams," as Abe put it - and to change the pacifist constitution that forbids Japan to send troops abroad.
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