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INTRODUCTION

Michael and I would first like to thank you for reading these extemp topic briefs, the first edition of Extemp Question Central Extemp Topic Briefs ever produced.  These extemp briefs may look familiar to seasoned competitors as they may remember Victory Briefs brief experiment with extemp topic briefs during the fall of 2005.  Having served on the writing staff of those extemp briefs with Kevin Troy, David Tucker, and Max Wolson, I was inspired to eventually replicate those topic briefs on this website.  Like the Victory Briefs version, 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” like the Victory Briefs version 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 first edition of Extemp Question Central Extemp Topic Briefs.  We also wish the extempers luck who are heading to Wake Forest and Yale this month and to the other extempers in high school and college who are getting their seasons started.  Look for the second edition of these briefs to be released on October 1st.










-Logan Scisco, Editor 
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IOWA CAUCUSES ANALYSIS
By Logan Scisco
This is a “transition” year for domestic politics questions in extemporaneous speaking.  What I mean is that this is the last full season extempers will have to read about the Bush presidency.  When the 2008-2009 season begins, extempers will only have to deal with the Bush presidency until the Montgomery Bell Extemp Round Robin at the latest.  After that point, all questions about the Bush presidency will become more evaluative in terms of his performance over eight years in the White House and extempers will have to study and learn the names of a new batch of administrative officials, not to mention the ideology and temperament of a new president.

However, the first step in this “transition” year for domestic extempers is to focus on the presidential primaries.  This is a unique election season because it is one of the first times in recent memory that a sitting vice-president is not contending for his party’s nomination.  As a result, the Republican Party has been thrown into chaos and has been divided in its attempt to fight off a rejuvenated Democratic Party in the 2008 elections.

For many presidential contenders all roads to the White House go through Iowa.  Its unique caucus format, which will be explained in this brief, tests the skills of presidential contenders in terms of fundraising, building a solid support team, and their ability to charm voters.  Iowa is the first presidential contest on the primary calendar and the candidate who is able to harness a victory in the state has the ability to use that victory to enhance their position in the race.  Just look to John Kerry’s reversal of fortune after he won the Iowa caucus in 2004 to get a glimpse of that.

Since the Iowa caucus is the first presidential primary contest it will receive a large amount of media coverage for the first half of the 2007-2008 season.  Although the date of the Iowa caucus has not been set, political pundits are forecasting an early January date, if not a date in late December.  Extemporaneous speaking questions on the Iowa caucus are bound to arise and even if extempers do not confront a question about the Iowa caucus directly they will need to include an analysis of Iowa in almost every question dealing with presidential contenders and their chances of winning the nomination of their respective party.

Therefore, understanding the history of the Iowa caucus, how the caucus system works, and where the race currently stands in Iowa for both parties is of definite value to extempers as they begin the 2007-2008 season.  This brief will help you tackle the following questions:


-Who was the real winner of the Iowa straw poll?

-Can Hillary Clinton be stopped in Iowa?

-Is John Edwards gambling too much on Iowa?

-Will John McCain’s campaign die in Iowa?
History
The Iowa caucus emerged as a presidential primary contest in 1972 when the Democratic Party adopted new regulations on how delegates to its national convention would be chosen.  Democratic activists were angered at how the 1968 party convention went when President Lyndon B. Johnson’s vice-president, Hubert Humphrey, won the nomination despite his refusal to participate in any of the Democratic primary contests.  A commission was formed after the party convention and reforms were enacted to give more power to the delegates elected from primary contests to make the nomination process more democratic.  One of the influential figures in this commission was Senator George McGovern of South Dakota and placing Iowa near the front of the presidential calendar was the idea of Norma Matthews, the state co-chair of McGovern’s subsequent campaign in Iowa during the next election season.

The Republican Party has never valued Iowa as much as the Democratic Party.  When the caucus was in its infancy, the Republican Party would often have presidential contests before it, notably in Alaska and Hawaii.  In fact, the 1988 victory by Pat Robertson in the Hawaii caucus is credited with giving a boom to his campaign in the state.  For the 1980 election season, the Republicans began holding a straw poll before the caucus occurred which served to show the viability to certain candidates and whittle down the presidential field (this straw poll process will be discussed later in the brief).  For the sake of the 2008 election, though, Iowa will play a significant role in the Republican nomination process due to the fact that there is no clear frontrunner at the moment and the votes for social conservatives are up for grabs.

Extempers should note that there have been many criticisms about the Iowa caucus and its position in the presidential primary calendar.  In 2001, the University of Virginia Center of Government Studies wrote in a special report entitled “Nominating Process” where they noted that African-Americans are only 2.1% of Iowa’s population.  The report also noted that New Hampshire, the state that conducts the first direct primary in the country, only has .7% of an African-American population.  Considering that African-American’s make up 12.5% of the nation’s population, their voice is largely excluded in Iowa and critics allege that issues that are crucial to African-American voters are glossed over in a predominately white state.  Another criticism of the Iowa caucus is that its state interests are often at odds with the country.  An example that is often cited is the amount of subsidies demanded by Iowa farmers which cause international trade problems.  The Economist points out on September 9, 2006 farm subsidies in the U.S. were over $20 billion and 46% of that went to corn farmers who are heavily located in Iowa.  This has only been exacerbated by the U.S. looking to corn based ethanol as an alternative fuel source but that might not be economically feasible as studies have indicated that sugar based ethanol would be much more efficient.

Some of the criticisms mentioned above might be why states are moving up their primary contests.  California has moved up its primary to early February and South Carolina has decided to hold its primary in mid-January.  This will probably prompt New Hampshire to also move its primary ahead in order to retain its ability to be the first direct primary in the nation.  It is due to this tactic of “front loading” which is loathed by both the Democratic and Republican Party’s that there is not a clear date for the Iowa caucus just yet.  It will be important for extempers to follow the news about when the Iowa caucus will take place because there is a possibility that it might occur in late December.
It is important to list below the winners of the Iowa caucus for each party and the percentage of the vote they received versus that of their challengers.  It is important to note that for the Democratic Party in 1992 none of the major contenders competed there due to the fact that Iowa Senator Tom Harkin was running and they thought they stood little chance of defeating his political machine in the state.  These results can be found at wikipedia.  Winners are put in bold and the candidate that went on to win his party’s nomination for president is designated with an asterisk.

DEMOCRATIC PARTY

2004:  John Kerry (38%)* defeated John Edwards (32%), Howard Dean (18%), Dick Gephardt (11%), and Dennis Kucinich (1%)

2000:  Al Gore (63%)* defeated Bill Bradley (37%)

1996:  Bill Clinton* ran unopposed

1992:  Tom Harkin (76%) defeated Paul Tsongas (4%), Bill Clinton (3%)*, Bob Kerrey (2%), and Jerry Brown (2%)

1988:  Dick Gephardt (31%) defeated Paul Simon (27%), Michael Dukakis (22%)*, and Bruce Babbitt (6%)

1984:  Walter Mondale (49%)* defeated Gary Hart (17%), George McGovern (10%), Alan Cranston (7%), John Glenn (4%), Rueben Askew (3%), and Jesse Jackson (2%)

1980:  Jimmy Carter (59%)* defeated Ted Kennedy (31%)

1976:  “Uncommitted” (37%) defeated Jimmy Carter (28%)*, Birch Bayh (13%), Fred R. Harris (10%), Morris Udall (6%), Sargent Shriver (3%), and Henry M. Jackson (1%)

1972:  Edmund Muskie (36%) defeated George McGovern (23%)*, Hubert Humphrey (2%), Eugene McCarthy (1%), Shirley Crisholm (1%), and Henry M. Jackson (1%)

REPUBLICAN PARTY

2004:  George W. Bush* ran unopposed

2000:  George W. Bush (41%)* defeated Steve Forbes (30%), Alan Keyes (14%), Gary Bauer (9%), John McCain (5%), and Orrin Hatch (1%)

1996:  Bob Dole (26%)* defeated Pat Buchanan (23%), Lamar Alexander (18%), Steve Forbes (10%), Phil Gramm (9%), Alan Keyes (7%), Richard Lugar (4%), and Morry Taylor (1%)

1992:  George H.W. Bush* ran unopposed

1988:  Bob Dole (37%) defeated Pat Robertson (25%), George H.W. Bush (19%)*, Jack Kemp (11%), and Pete DuPont (7%)

1984:  Ronald Reagan* ran unopposed

1980:  George H.W. Bush (32%) defeated Ronald Reagan (30%)*, Howard Baker (15%), John Connally (9%), Phil Crane (7%), John B. Anderson (4%), and Bob Dole (2%)

1976:  Gerald Ford* defeated Ronald Reagan

How Does it Work?
A caucus works much differently than a direct primary, which is what we see in the early states of New Hampshire and South Carolina.  The caucus system also works differently depending on if you are participating in the Democratic Party primary or the Republican Party primary.

In general, to vote in the Iowa caucus voters assemble in one of Iowa’s 1,800 precincts.  Interestingly enough, seventeen year olds can participate in the caucus proceedings as long as they will be eighteen before the presidential election.  Also, to participate in a party’s caucus you have to be registered to that particular party, no crossovers are allowed.

The Democratic Party caucus differs from the Republican Party’s in that it is more complicated.  After voters have arrived at their precinct, they indicate support for their candidate by standing in a designated area.  Voters who have not yet made up their mind have their own area they can stand in.  Thirty minutes are then allowed for these undecided voters to talk to the support groups of the various candidates and for the various support groups to win over followers of other groups.  When this thirty minutes is over a count is done of how many supporters each candidate has and they are considered “viable” by an arbitrary measurement of fifteen to twenty-five percent of those who are at the precinct.  This viability measurement is important because a candidate does not receive any votes from a precinct unless they meet this viability threshold.  After the viability count, thirty more minutes are given for a period of “realignment.”  During this period people can switch their support and this can help candidates who have not met the viability threshold if voters who are supporting other candidates switch to their side to help them meet the threshold.  This is an interesting part of the process because a candidate can sometimes benefit if they are a voter’s “second choice.”  When thirty minutes concludes, another count is conducted and delegates are sent to the county convention which sets in motion the process of sending delegates to the Democratic national convention.  The results are also called in to the state Democratic Party which then tabulates the delegates for each candidate and gives the results to the media.  It is important to note that the delegates that are selected at the precinct level are initially bound to support the decision of their precinct in higher stages of the delegate selection process.

The Republican process is not as complicated.  It operates just like the straw poll the GOP conducts several months before the caucus (to be discussed later).  In this process, voters select a candidate on a secret ballot and their votes are tabulated by the state Republican Party who then releases them to the media.  However, these votes are non-binding and the Republican delegates are later chosen through district and state Republican conventions.

As you can see, this is a very unique voting system, especially on the Democratic side, and having a large support system that can “get out the vote” is vital to success.  Furthermore, having outspoken and persuasive followers can work in the favor of Democratic candidates as they can be used to persuade undecided voters on election night.

The Iowa Straw Poll
As was stated above, the GOP began holding a straw poll in Iowa in the 1980 presidential election cycle.  Since the straw poll occurs the year before the presidential election that means the first poll was held in 1979.  The GOP straw poll is an interesting event in that it helps to test a candidate’s support system and also eliminates some of the candidates who have not gained any traction with their campaigns.  The straw poll’s official name is the Ames Straw Poll because it is held in Ames, Iowa.  This is the chosen site because Ames is located near the center of the state.

The straw poll is an event The Economist magazine describes as “a cross between a money-raising wheeze for the Iowa Republican Party and a free day at the fair for local conservatives.”  The poll is held at a fundraising dinner for the state Republican Party and candidates who show up for the poll are given time to speak to the crowd.  There are several restrictions for participating in the event:  you must be eighteen years of age, a resident of Iowa, and buy a ticket to the fundraising dinner (usually priced at $35).

These restrictions evolved over time as there was controversy in the early years of the straw poll that candidates were busing their supporters in from other states.  Also, this year, after voters cast their ballots, their thumbs are dipped in ink instead of having their hands stamped due to allegations that voter fraud occurred in the past when people would go to the restroom and wash the stamp off their hands in order to vote a second time.

The straw poll is criticized by some as only benefiting candidates with a large amount of money.  This is because candidates often foot the bill to bus their supporters to Ames, house them in a nice hotel, provide them with musical entertainment, and then pay for their ticket to the fundraising dinner.  While a huge financial undertaking, winning the straw poll is ticket to free media coverage and electoral success in the state as three out of the four previous Iowa straw poll winners won the Iowa caucus several months later.

Here is a listing of past Iowa straw poll results.  The vote tally’s come from wikipedia and the winner is identified in bold with an asterisk identifying who ended up winning the Iowa caucus.

August 2007:  Mitt Romney (31.6%) defeated Mike Huckabee (18.1%), Sam Brownback (15.3%), Tom Tancredo (13.7%), Ron Paul (9.1%), Tommy Thompson (7.3%), Fred Thompson (1.4%), Rudy Giuliani (1.3%), Duncan Hunter (1.2%), John McCain (.7%), and John H. Cox (.3%)

August 1999:  George W. Bush (31.3%)* defeated Steve Forbes (20.8%), Elizabeth Dole (14.4%), Gary Bauer (8.9%), Pat Buchanan (7.3%), Lamar Alexander (6%), Alan Keyes (4.6%), Dan Quayle (3.9%), Orrin Hatch (2.4%), John McCain (.4%), John Kasich (.04%), and Bob Smith (.03%)

August 1995:  Bob Dole* and Phil Gramm tied (23.6%) and defeated Pat Buchanan (17.5%), Lamar Alexander (10.5%), Alan Keyes (7.3%), Morry Taylor (7.3%), Richard Lugar (4.3%), Pete Wilson (1.2%), Bob Dornan (.8%), and Arlen Specter (.6%)

August 1987:  Pat Robertson (33.6%) defeated Bob Dole (24.9%)*, George H.W. Bush (22.5%), Jack Kemp (13.5%), Pete duPont (4.2%), Alan Heslop (.3%), Alexander Haig (.3%), Ben Fernandez (.2%), and other candidates (.4%)

August 1979:  George H.W. Bush* won

It would not hurt to know a few of the names of individuals who dropped out shortly after the Iowa straw poll in order to try to impress judges.  Here is a list of a few individuals that you can use in your speech:

*Tommy Thompson dropped out a day after finishing sixth in the August 2007 straw poll.

*Dan Quayle and Lamar Alexander immediately withdrew from the presidential contest after their disappointing finishes in the August 1999 straw poll.

The Democratic Field:  Where the Race Stands
Looking at national polls one might conclude that the Democratic presidential race is already finished.  After all, former First Lady and Senator Hillary Clinton is leading by double digits over Senator Barack Obama and former vice-presidential candidate John Edwards.  However, those national polls are a misnomer.  Since there is no “national primary day” where the entire country votes to select the presidential nominees one must look at early state contests to see where the Democratic presidential nominating process currently stands.

When looking at Iowa right now, Senator Clinton, Senator Obama, and Mr. Edwards are running neck-and-neck.  Each of them lead different polls but on the whole Senator Clinton seems to edge out her rivals.  However, her lead is within the margin of error.  In fact, the candidate who has led for much of the time in Iowa until recently was Mr. Edwards who is still using the political machine he manufactured in the 2004 Iowa caucus.  Astute extempers probably know that Mr. Edwards rode that political machine to a surprising second place finish in Iowa, defeating both Howard Dean and Dick Gephardt, and that “victory” enabled him to continue on in the contest and eventually receive a vice-presidential nod from Senator John Kerry.  In fact, shortly after the 2004 election was finished Mr. Edwards went ahead and got to work on maintaining the political machine he had in Iowa while he also created a poverty think tank to keep his political views in the newspapers.  The strength of the Edwards campaign can be summed up in a Hart/McLaughlin poll taken during the first weekend of August which gave Edwards a 30% to 22% lead over Clinton and a 30% to 18% lead over Obama.

Edwards is trying to harness a populist message to win over voters in Iowa.  He has gone on a “Fighting for One America” tour where he has denounced big oil companies, the pharmaceutical industry, and health insurance companies.  Of the candidates in the Democratic field, Edwards is taking the more liberal positions with a plan to pay for the college education of Americans who want to pursue it and a plan for national health insurance.  Edwards has also apologized for his vote in favor of authorizing the war in Iraq in 2003 during his time in the Senate which has won him favor among liberal activists.  Furthermore, his wife Elizabeth, who tragically has inoperable cancer, has hit the campaign trail with him and has been very outspoken in attacking Senator Clinton and Senator Obama.  Some political experts have called Elizabeth the “vice-president” in her husband’s campaign to the degree that she attends political engagements and gives speeches to large crowds in Iowa.  Edwards’s biggest trump card is among unions.  He is hoping to win them over with his populist messages against large corporations and with his skepticism on further free trade accords.  Due to the fact that unions play a large role in the Iowa caucus and can use their resources to muster supporters to the caucus, which have low turnout among registered voters, winning them over is crucial to Edwards’s strategy.

Overall, Iowa is a MUST WIN state for John Edwards.  Edwards’s strategy is a very Dick Gephardt-type strategy that was played out in 1988 (where it succeeded) and 2004 (where it failed).  Edwards is hoping that he can win over union support and find a core group of voters in Iowa that will buy into his liberal ideas and his populist message and win him the caucus.  Edwards is then hoping that the media attention from winning the caucus will provide him a wave of new support and funds, which could come from candidates who drop out after the Iowa caucus is finished or sooner.  Edwards has invested the most time in Iowa than any other candidate and has also spent most of his money in the state.  If, on election night, Edwards does not win Iowa his campaign is finished as he will not have the support or money to continue since he is underinvested in New Hampshire and South Carolina compared to Clinton and Obama.

Barack Obama is seen by many Democratic primary voters as the agent of extreme change.  Not extreme change in terms of ideology, but extreme change in terms of who controls the White House and their policy prescriptions from the executive branch.  America has been through eight years of a Clinton White House from 1993 to 2001 and another twelve years of a Bush White House from 1989 to 1993 and 2001 to 2009.  There is a taste among Iowa voters for a new leader to inherit the White House and Barack Obama is the candidate these voters are looking to.  A CBS News poll taken on August 16th revealed that 66 percent of Democratic primary voters believe Obama would “seek new ways to resolve the country’s problems” while only 44 percent of Democratic primary voters believed Hillary Clinton would do the same.  Obama has tried to play on this during his campaign but it is not winning him as much support. Furthermore, Obama’s recent remarks about considering military strikes in Pakistan and his willingness to talk to the leaders of rogue nations in the White House has lessened his support among primary voters.  The same CBS News poll showed that voters believe Clinton had more experience and understanding to be president when matched against Obama by a 80% to 41% margin.

Obama’s lack of experience has been attacked in the Clinton camp relentlessly although most of it has been implicit in her campaign ads.  However, Obama’s lack of experience may not play against him as much in Iowa as it would in New Hampshire.  This is because Iowa is a more personable state where candidates have to chat and meet with voters face-to-face in local restaurants and small campaign events.  These events will showcase Obama’s people skills and likeability which get strong ratings from voters.  A Washington Post-ABC News poll on August 3rd said that in Iowa only fourteen percent of voters believe Clinton is the most likeable Democrat in the field and only fourteen percent thought she was the most honest candidate.  The same poll showed Obama and Edwards well above her in terms of likeability, honesty, and understanding the problems that face the country.  Obama is hoping that these likeability traits will enable him to persuade voters to support his candidacy in Iowa.

Obama’s campaign strategy in Iowa is centered on turning out the youth vote.  Voters under forty-five years of age heavily favor Obama in Iowa by a 39% to 24% margin over Clinton and 22% for Edwards according to the Washington Post-ABC News poll listed above.  This is going to be a challenge because in the last Iowa caucus in 2004 two-thirds of the participants were over forty-five years of age.  However, even with a loss in Iowa Obama’s campaign can keep going although he will have to win New Hampshire to stay alive.  Even with a loss in New Hampshire, Obama could gamble everything on the South Carolina primary where a large portion of the Democratic electorate is African-American but with former President Bill Clinton’s high positives among African-American voters that is not a sure victory for him.  Extempers would be wise to continue to monitor Obama’s support among youth voters and what he is doing to get them to the polls on caucus day because a failure to get them to turn out would doom his candidacy in the state.

Hillary Clinton is already being lauded by conservative pundits as the eventual winner of the Democratic nomination.  Although she has high negatives among the general public she is crushing the Democratic field in terms of name recognition and her war chest.  Also, Clinton can count on the support of her popular husband, President Bill Clinton, in future fundraisers and campaign events in Iowa.  Clinton also has the support of former Iowa governor Tom Vilsack who was also a popular figure in the state.  However, despite her high poll ratings over Obama and Edwards her campaign team is very concerned about Iowa.  Clinton got her campaign started in the state late and has been trying, and it appears succeeding, in reducing Edwards’s once dominating lead in the state.  Clinton has also stepped up advertising and public speaking engagements across the state in an attempt to stop Edwards and Obama from getting an early electoral victory.  Her campaign team is concerned that Edwards might have a better turnout operation, which is vital to succeed in Iowa, and is worried that Obama’s high likeability ratings might doom her on Election Day.  One only has to remember Howard Dean’s collapse in 2004 to remember that no lead in the polls is safe.  It is Clinton’s best bet to focus on her experience as First Lady in the White House and record in the United States Senate over the last seven and a half years to contrast against the poor experience records of both Edwards and Obama.  However, Clinton must avoid negative campaigning at all cost as well as any of her other challengers.  Iowa’s voters do not take kindly to negative advertising as was seen in 2004 when they abandoned Dick Gephardt and Howard Dean and gave their votes to John Kerry instead.

The overall Democratic forecast in Iowa remains a fuzzy picture.  Yet one observation becomes apparent:  Hillary Clinton has to be stopped in Iowa or New Hampshire for Obama or Edwards to have a shot at the nomination.  Clinton is polling very well in Super Tuesday states as well as in New York and California.  It is very likely to assume that if Obama or Edwards cannot stop Clinton in these two early states their campaigns are doomed as Hillary would probably dominate the rest of the way, a fact only exacerbated by the massive “front loading” of primary states.  The best place to stop Clinton would in Iowa because Edwards’s operation is better than hers on the ground and her likeability ratings could give a boost to Obama.  A loss in Iowa would be a bit of an embarrassment for the Clinton camp and they would have to regroup in New Hampshire, which would not be hard if she finished second to Edwards in Iowa.  The worst care scenario for Clinton is that she loses to Obama and Edwards in Iowa because that would give both of them a huge wave of momentum and it could cripple the Clinton candidacy in New Hampshire and South Carolina.

The Republican Field:  Where the Race Stands
The Republican field is not as established as the Democratic field in that there is no clear frontrunner at the moment.  While the Democrats have Hillary Clinton with a large national lead in the polls, the Republican Party does not have a true frontrunner.  In fact, the party is divided at the moment between favoring a social liberal in former New York City mayor Rudy Giuliani, who currently leads in the national polls, and waiting for a “true conservative” candidate to enter the race which some believe will be former Tennessee Senator and Law & Order star Fred Thompson.

The Republican Party is also demoralized.  Although the base was jubilant at the victory of George W. Bush in the 2004 election over John Kerry they have become demoralized with the events concerning the country.  There was Hurricane Katrina which showed government mismanagement in 2005, there were the numerous corruption scandals extempers got to talk about during the 2005-2006 season, a costly and bad war in Iraq, and finally there have been concerns about the rise of big government and large government spending.  The Republican Party has become a nice punching bag for extempers and it is in this demoralized climate that the 2008 presidential campaign is being waged when less than half of Republicans believe any candidate they choose will occupy the White House when President Bush leaves in January 2009.

Thankfully for extempers and for those reading the end of this brief, the Republican field can be talked about in more specifics than the Democratic field.  This is because the GOP recently held the Iowa straw poll, which was discussed above, and it has served to give finer insight to the race which was lacking before.  Former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney won the Iowa straw poll with 31.6 percent of the vote.  Usually, this result would indicate a huge victory for Romney and would reshuffle the race in his favor.  After all, in 1999 the straw poll solidified George W. Bush as the GOP frontrunner for the 2000 election.  However, this year had some interesting twists.  Looking at Romney’s Iowa operation, Giuliani and Arizona Senator John McCain chose not to contest the straw poll.  The same can be said of the phantom candidacy of Fred Thompson, who has yet to declare that he is in the race (although that may change by the time you read this brief).  As a result of this the Iowa straw poll became more of a test of Romney’s candidacy than it became a test of his operation against the operation of McCain or Giuliani in the state.  

The results of Romney’s victory in the straw poll, by a 31.6% to 18.1% margin over former Arkansas governor Mike Huckabee were mixed.  On one hand, Romney’s victory was a good sign that his operation in Iowa is heading in the right direction.  Simply put he was expected to win and he won so at least he has that going for his campaign.  Also, Romney got a bigger share of the straw poll vote than what he is polling in Iowa which shows that he might have expanded his support.  Finally, Romney won an advantage in that he contested the straw poll while bigger candidates in the GOP field did not.  This could give him an additional message to play on before the caucus vote in several months and solidify his lead.

However, there were some disconcerting signs for Romney out of this straw poll although he emerged victorious.  First, it was an embarrassment to Romney that he spent so much to get so little support.  Due to the fact that Giuliani, Thompson, and McCain were not competing in the poll Romney was expected to win by a 2-to-1 margin by political pundits.  This threshold however, was not reached.  It is true that Romney won the straw poll by the same margin that George W. Bush won in 1999 but the crucial difference is that Bush won against his two main opponents at the time:  Steve Forbes and Elizabeth Dole.  Romney spent hundreds of thousands of dollars, if not more, to get supporters to the straw poll.  Meanwhile, Mr. Huckabee spent only $150,000 on the poll and yet finished with a strong result.  The second worry for Romney is that two social conservative candidates, Huckabee and Kansas Senator Sam Brownback, who finished third with 15.3% of the vote, finished with a higher total combined than Romney.  This means that Romney, a Mormon and former pro-choice politician, has not yet “wooed” social conservatives voters to his side.  This leaves open the possibility that a candidate such as Thompson or former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich could come in, sweep up those votes, and put Romney’s presidential aspirations in jeopardy.

As with the Democratic contest, the situation in Iowa does not mirror the national race.  Rudy Giuliani currently leads the polls but Mitt Romney is the one that leads the polls in Iowa by a double digit margin according to a Washington Post-ABC poll taken on July 31st.  It is important for extempers to recognize the difference that exists between Romney’s election strategy and Giuliani’s.  Romney is relying on a more traditional election strategy.  He is focusing the majority of his resources in early states such as Iowa and New Hampshire and is looking to get a big victory out of those early states to propel him to victory in bigger states in the primary calendar such as Florida, California, New York, etc.  Some political analysts have also speculated that Romney wants to use these early victories to make the race a one-on-one contest between he and Giuliani.  It is in this one-on-one confrontation that Romney could try to portray himself as the “true conservative” versus the more liberal Giuliani and try to win the primaries that way.  

Giuliani’s campaign strategy is more of the opposite.  Although Giuliani is still making visits to Iowa and New Hampshire he believes he can win the bigger states later in the primary calendar such as California, New York, etc. where his more liberal brand of conservatism can play favorably.  When weighing Romney and Giuliani’s strategy against each other, the extemper can make his or her own decision about which is best.  However, it is my belief that Romney’s strategy is better.  This is simply because the “front loading” of the presidential primary contests benefits candidates who can win early.  Giuliani might gamble that he can win later but later might be too late and Romney might have too much momentum to stop by the time he reaches New York.  Furthermore, with the shortened amount of time between primaries due to states moving theirs further and further ahead there may not be time to regroup after a successive wave of defeats in early primary states.  Giuliani’s strategy may work in the end but it is running the risk that Romney or another candidate will not win both Iowa and New Hampshire or have too much momentum by the time they hit the larger states.

One candidate’s story worth following is John McCain.  McCain’s campaign is in a mess.  He has downsized staff due to not meeting fundraising expectations and much of the base of support he built for himself in 2000 has eroded.  The sorry state of McCain’s campaign was summed up in the straw poll where he finished a mere sixty votes in front of businessman John Cox and finished second to last.  It is true that McCain did not campaign for the straw poll but it does attest to his low level of support that very few of his followers felt obligated to attend the straw poll.  However, it is way too soon to write McCain off.  Looking at McCain’s campaign right now reminds me of John Kerry’s campaign in 2004.  Kerry had many parallels with McCain:  he was regarded as an early contender, fell on very hard times early, and was written off with several months to go.  Nevertheless, if McCain can find a message or somehow recapture the maverick touch he was famous for in 2000 (repairing his image on Iraq would not hurt) he might rally in Iowa.  It is a story worth watching because I believe you might be getting some “What is wrong is John McCain?” questions to start the year.
Also, look out for Mike Huckabee.  His campaign has taken on new life due to his performance in the straw poll.  Due to his placing and the media attention with it, social conservatives may start to re-evaluate his candidacy and find that they do not need a Fred Thompson in the race to get behind a more conservative candidate.  This would be terrible news for Sam Brownback who is courting the same social conservative base but as with all things in politics, there is only enough room for one person to occupy that spot in the GOP primary.  If nothing else, Huckabee’s performance has ignited talk that he could be a vice-presidential choice for whomever wins the Republican nomination.  For a brief bio on Huckabee, he was a two-term Arkansas governor who was famous for his campaign against obesity and for losing over a hundred pounds in an effort to encourage the people to Arkansas to lose weight.  The strike against him as a candidate, though, is that he is not very charismatic and has a sketchy history to present to voters on trade and taxes during his tenure as Arkansas governor.  One thing that makes Huckabee an interesting candidate, though, is that he has a unique platform.  His campaign centerpiece at the moment is the proposal of a “Fair tax” which would substitute the national income tax with a national sales tax.
To conclude, the Republicans are fighting amongst themselves with a demoralized base.  Turnout this year for the straw poll was a little over 14,000 which was down from the 23,000 plus voters who turned out in 1999.  Part of this was due to the curse of being in power.  In 1999, the Republicans were full of their hatred for Bill Clinton and were desperate to take back the executive branch after four eight years.  However, now that they have controlled the executive branch for nearly seven years the GOP has very little of that unifying hatred left in it.  In fact, with the disastrous 2006 elections the GOP feels as if it is on the defensive and the party is fractured between those looking for a fiscal conservative (those who support Romney), a social conservative (those who support a possible Thompson candidacy), and a national security conservative (those who support Giuliani).  It is possible the GOP might find its fire if Hillary Clinton wins the nomination but one thing is certain:  if the GOP does not find its fire soon and remains in a depressed state it will become the victim of a self-fulfilling prophesy, ironically leaving it shut out of the government it felt that it could have dominated with a “permanent majority” just four years ago.
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The U.S. Economy’s Credit Crunch
By Logan Scisco
In August the economic crisis fuelled by the growing worldwide credit bubble was finally set in motion.  Extempers have been focusing on this growing credit bubble for years and some of the readers of this brief might have already given a speech about credit conditions in the United States economy.  These speeches most likely focused on America’s housing market, which has boomed over the last several years.  However, this housing boom was built on a risky foundation of adjustable rate mortgages and subprime loans.  Public forum debaters who also do extemp may also be familiar with the credit conditions in the United States due to a March resolution concerning the limitation of credit last season.

The recent credit meltdown in the United States economy has been felt across the world.  It has been fuelled by a rise in home foreclosures and a hesitation by lenders to keep funneling money into economic institutions.  Tightened credit standards have started to restrict the flow of money into the economy and financial markets, which have been boosted for the last several years on the free flow of money for investment and business acquisitions, have been jolted.

The credit crisis that is unfolding is something that extempers should start reading about soon.  Understanding the complexity of hedge funds, pension funds, private equity firms, and the lending practices done by banks can be difficult, especially for beginning extempers.  However, the more reading extempers do on these topics the more familiar with them they will be.  Knowing about the workings of these different economic areas can help extempers feel confident about economic rounds and will also help them understand the current credit crunch.

Due to the fact that a presidential election is on the horizon, the U.S. economy is bound to play a role.  How big a role it will play, though, will depend on how the economy is performing as we near November 2008.  The economy under George W. Bush has grown at a continual rate of three percent but it has been criticized for leaving working class Americans behind.  Furthermore, the credit crunch at the moment is prompting calls for the federal government to intervene in the economy and help those homeowners who are facing foreclosure.  Therefore, knowing more about the current credit crunch can aid in your knowledge of how the 2008 presidential election will play out.

This credit crunch topic is also important for extempers because it is the first economic crisis that Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke has had to confront.  How he handles this first crisis will determine how markets will perceive his leadership and will also go a long way towards defining his legacy at the Federal Reserve.

Due to the reasons mentioned above I felt that it was important to dedicate one of the extemp briefs for September to this credit crisis.  Within this brief extempers will learn how the current crisis developed, Bernanke’s leadership of the crisis, and the economic fallout of the current crisis on the United States and the global economy.

How the Crisis Developed

Shortly after President George W. Bush took office the U.S. economy was reeling.  The Clinton years were an era of great economic growth but that was fading by the end of Clinton’s term in the White House.  Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan was blamed for not lowering interest rates when the economy began to slow and as a result a recession gripped the economy from 2001 to 2002.  During this period of time the Federal Reserve under Greenspan made it a habit of continually cutting interest rates in each of the Federal Reserve’s monthly meetings.

It is important for extempers to realize how low interest rates effect economic growth.  Low interest rates allow people and business entities to borrow cheaper from lending institutions such as banks.  Due to the lower cost of having to borrow, people and businesses are encouraged to take out loans and put that money into the economy through spending or investment which goes on to fuel economic growth.  During times of economic hardship the Federal Reserve will cut interest rates to encourage spending and investment in the economy.  However, during times of economic prosperity the Federal Reserve will raise interest rates so that the economy does not overheat.  This is because if there is too much money in the economy it can lead to inflation, or a general increase in prices.  Therefore, raising interest rates by the Federal Reserve helps to take money out of the economy by encouraging people to save and making borrowing more costly and helps to keep economic growth from getting out of control.

Keeping the above lesson in mind, when the Federal Reserve lowered interest rates it encouraged businesses and consumers to take out loans and put it into the economy.  Looking at low rates of interest, some businesses took out money to buy other companies and expand their enterprises.  Furthermore, private equity firms, firms that buy companies that are underperforming and improve them before eventually selling them back off for a profit, took out massive loans to finance the takeover of companies across the world.  The last several years has seen a rise of these takeovers which have been criticized in nations like Germany, where a government official once criticized private companies as “locusts” that were stripping German firms bare without any care for their workers.  It is also worth noting that Chrysler, the struggling American car manufacturer, recently completed a $7.4 billion sale worth eighty percent of its company to Cerberus Capital Management which is a private equity firm.

On the consumer front, aspiring homeowners across America saw the low rates of interest as a sign that they could afford to take out loans and buy a home.  However, they were joined in their ranks by market speculators who used the easy credit from banks to buy homes for minimum value and then sell them for a massive profit.  This speculation assisted in the rapidly rising house prices that gripped the American market for much of the last few years.  Most importantly, there was a rise in the business of sub-prime mortgage companies.  These companies gave out sub-prime loans, which are loans given to those with a very high credit risk.  Many of these sub-prime mortgage companies were financed by investment banks, institutions that help businesses raise money through the issuing and selling of securities, which are instruments of debt (often through items such as bonds).  Investment banks then took on the debt of the sub-prime loans from the sub-prime mortgage companies and packaged them into bonds.  The Los Angeles Times alleges that investment banks went to great lengths to persuade credit agencies to give these bonds a high credit rating while ignoring the large credit risk that existed within them, mostly that the people taking out these sub-prime loans would not pay them back.  When the high credit ratings were established, the investment banks then sold the bonds to investors who were looking for high yields, or returns, on their investments.  Non-investment banks were also accused of predatory lending practices towards those who were high credit risks.  Banks issued so-called “ninja loans” where people were lent money regardless of whether they could prove their income or assets.  In addition to this, regular homeowners often refinanced their homes at generous rates of interest and used that money to buy consumer items such as cars or to finance home repairs.

As you can see above, there were many effects of the historically low interest rates felt throughout the economy.  However, there were many risks that were built into this period of generous credit.  First, house prices rose to considerable levels which started to price out first time home buyers as well as other segments of the working class.  In fact, this rise in prices led to economists to conclude that America was experience a “housing bubble” as speculators of houses admitted that they were buying and selling homes in the belief that prices would continue to rise, the exact definition what a bubble is.  This housing bubble also fuelled a construction boom as people were taking out loans and financing home building projects.  Therefore, a huge risk in the system began to emerge about what would happen when prices began to slide and speculators and investors who were tied into hedge fund companies and construction companies would have to take on financial losses.  A second risk that quickly emerged is that people took out mortgages from banks at adjustable rates of interest.  This meant that after a given period of time the interest rate on their mortgages would rise.  The risk here was when the interest rates rose on their mortgages these homeowners would feel the pain of more payments.  There was also the risk that their interest rates could rise further if the Federal Reserve raised interest rates, which is what began to happen when the Federal Reserve grew concerned about this credit bubble and also grew concerned about inflationary fears in the economy.  Finally, companies were using low levels of credit to finance acquisitions of other companies and there was speculation as to what effect on economic growth a restriction of credit would have.

Several months ago, banks across the world began to become wary of the amount of credit risk they were taking on by giving money to private-equity firms and giving mortgages to individuals that possessed a high level of risk.  This anxiety reached a peak when two Bear Stearns hedge funds were nearly bankrupt by the large default of 2006 sub-prime loans which were tied into collateralized-debt obligations (CDOs).  CDOs are a bundling together of risky assets by banks.  The ensuing pull back of liquidity in the market, which means a pull back of the amount of money in the market, has led us to the current credit crunch and firms are backing out of deals they thought they could have made in times of easier credit.  Furthermore, home foreclosures are on the rise as adjustable rate mortgages have burdened Americans and they cannot make the payments on their homes.  These foreclosures have not only burdened homeowners but also represent a lost investment for banks and many do not want to go anywhere near the housing market now.  Also, those banks and investors who are holding sub-prime mortgage securities are trying to sell them off as they have become a highly toxic asset to have.  These sell offs are what has fueled the rush of activity on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) and other stock exchanges around the globe.  It is this sell off that has led to recent ups and downs in economic activity and has caused investors to look to the Federal Reserve for guidance in what to do about the mess they are currently in.

Ben Bernanke:  The Man with the Cards
Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke has presided over several interest rate hikes since he arrived on the scene.  The Federal Reserve’s benchmark interest rate has crept up to 5.25% and Bernanke has reassured investors that he is an “inflation hawk.”  This means that he will vigilantly fight inflation and not allow it to get out of control.  Reassuring investors about inflation had to be Bernanke’s first priority at the Federal Reserve because many were getting jittery about the consumer price index (CPI) showing that America’s rate of inflation was above the “normal” two percent threshold seen by economists as typical of a sound economy.  The Fed has had to fight off inflation scares which have been mostly motivated by rising oil prices.

When I wrote an extemp brief about Bernanke for Victorybriefs in the fall of 2005, I said that economists were “worried that like Alan Greenspan, Bernanke thinks the Federal Reserve should not do something about asset bubbles unless they start to affect inflation.  Economists point to the massive damage done to the economy by the bursting of the tech stocks bubble in 2000 and say that the Federal Reserve needs to take on a role of preventing bubbles from forming instead of simply trying to mop up the mess.”  The fears that were mentioned in that brief are still true today.  Although Bernanke has proven himself to be an inflation hawk, he has chosen not to deal with the credit crunch until now.

In fact, Bernanke first tried to tell jittery markets that the Federal Reserve was not going to intervene on their behalf.  On August 7th, the Federal Reserve released a statement shortly after choosing to leave the benchmark interest rate unchanged.  In that statement, Bernanke and other Federal Reserve governors noted that there was a credit crunch that was causing some market instability.  However, the ultimate conclusion of the Federal Reserve was that America’s economy was still going to achieve a good rate of growth and that inflation was their number one priority.  To say that markets took this happily would be a joke.  Financial markets had expected the Federal Reserve to intervene and had anticipated a reduction in the benchmark interest rate.  Since this did not occur more chaos occurred in financial markets.

Ten days after its initial statement when it appeared that the credit crunch was only getting worse, the Federal Reserve finally intervened and cut the “discount rate” by half of a percentage point.  The discount rate is the rate that is charged to banks to borrow from the Federal Reserve.  Markets reacted favorably to this move and by the time you read this the Federal Reserve may have issued a cut in the benchmark interest rate.  The Federal Reserve is undertaking these moves to put more money into the financial system so that the credit crunch can be less severe and to intervene in a situation where banks were becoming hostile in lending to each other.  However, analyzing whether the Federal Reserve’s move has had a positive impact on the current state of affairs will take several more weeks to analyze.

By looking at his recent actions Bernanke clearly made a flip flop.  Economists believe that the Federal Reserve overstated the inflationary threat to the economy.  Economist Lincoln Anderson of LPL Financial Services recently remarked that the core inflation rate is only 1.9%.  Granted, the core inflation rate ignores fuel and food prices but the low core inflation rate offers an indication that interest rates do not need to go any higher than they are right now.

Economic Fallout for the US Housing Market
The credit crunch will impact many sectors of the United States and the global economy.  The biggest impact will be felt in the housing market which can have several economic repercussions.  First, the rise in foreclosures will leave some individuals with what is called a 1099 shortfall.  This occurs when someone’s debt is cancelled by an institution but is still subject to federal income tax.  Some homeowners are finding out that when they were foreclosed upon by banks that they owned the Internal Revenue Service a gigantic tax bill.  Therefore, besides being left without a home, individuals are having to pay the IRS gigantic sums of money that they cannot afford.  

Second, individuals who are looking to be first time home buyers are not going to be able to get a bank to assist them in that task.  The Christian Science Monitor reported on August 15th that banks are not making loans to people with spotty credit records and are requiring large down payments, which younger Americans and young couples can most likely not afford.  This has the potential to create social conflict between those Americans who were able to reap the benefits of home ownership during the loose credit era and those who are left without in the credit crunch era.  Banks are also not making “jumbo” mortgage loans which are over $417,000.  This should have a very negative impact on the California property market.  

Third, people are finding that they cannot sell their overpriced homes on the market for higher prices or what they bought them for.  The price pressures that once forced house prices to go up are now forcing them to go down.  The stock of houses that are currently occupied and for sale is close to a fifteen year high showing that there is a glut in the market and demand simply is not meeting supply.  Due to people having to cope with high mortgage payments and not being able to sell their homes to move to somewhere cheaper, money is being taken out of the economy.  The Economist on August 11th noted that consumer spending rose by only 1.3% in the second quarter which was the smallest increase since the end of 2005.  Extempers must realize that consumer spending makes up two-thirds of the American economy.  Commit this figure to memory!  If consumer spending declines, the chances of an economic recession are high and that is a large concern for the Federal Reserve and might explain why some financial experts are anticipating several interest rate cuts by December.  Financial experts are arguing that if conditions stay the same, America will see at least .5% of its gross domestic product (GDP) growth shaved off for next year.  

Finally, a major concern for the Federal Reserve is also unemployment and the downturn in the housing market can affect that as well.  The construction boom that accompanied the housing boom has gone into a severe tailspin.  This might have contributed to the rise in the unemployment rate to 4.6% in January.  Why this figure is alarming is that it is being attributed entirely to job losses rather than frictional economic factors such as people simply leaving their current job to look for another.  In fact, the job losses that have accompanied the housing downturn is why economists believe the housing bubble bursting will be much worse than when the tech bubble burst in 2000.

Economic Fallout for the Financial Sector
The financial sector has got itself into a mess in the current credit crunch.  As I described earlier in the brief, the sub-prime mortgage loans were put into securities by investment banks and then sold to investors.  In fact, some banks actually bought sub-prime mortgage companies during the housing boom.  The securitization of debt was thought of as an innovative way to spread credit risk across the financial system.  It is also worth noting that sometimes securities were repackaged by investors who first bought them and they in turn sold them to other investors.  The real risk that has emerged in the financial sector from various credit defaults is no one knows who has suffered the losses.  The overall fear is that some individuals did not realize what risk they were taking on through these securities, which might be a valid claim considering investment banks talked credit ratings agencies into giving their risky securities high credit ratings, and that the fear of taking on more risky investments could have a chilling effect on the global stock markets.  Financial experts have begun to criticize the securitization of the debt market by saying that instead of concentrating risk in one area of knowledgeable people, risk is now spread across the financial spectrum and debt is in the hands of those who do not know how to handle it.

There is no doubt that business transactions will be heavily effected by the current credit crunch.  Private equity firms have looked to banks to help underwrite some of the business deals that they undertook, which has opened several banks up to big risks, and it is now certain that banks are going to be wary before underwriting any more private equity deals.  In fact, the real risk to the financial system has come through this underwriting as banks have underwritten over $300 billion in debt that they have found an inability to funnel out to investors.  Furthermore, the ability of private equity firms to turn to investors to raise money to acquire other firms will be severely impaired if a chilling effect takes hold in financial markets.

Hedge funds could also be impaired by the current crisis.  Banks lend to hedge funds and if loans dry up from banks hedge funds could end up in dire shape.  Furthermore, hedge funds fate will be decided by pension funds and rich investors who have been giving hedge funds their capital flow.  The hedge funds hardest hit by the current crisis will be those involved in the credit securities we have described in this brief.

Economists are worried that banks have opened themselves up to too many risks.  The fear is that by underwriting private equity deals and not being able to pass that debt onto investors they might put themselves in a bad financial position.  In a bad financial position, the assumption is that banks would not issue many loans and the credit that the American financial system has come to be used to could quickly dry up impairing economic growth.

Reasons to Calm Down
Although the credit crunch we are facing is dire and could have some very negative repercussions there are several reasons to calm down about the situation.  First, although America’s banks are thought to have spread themselves too thin in the current crisis and are teetering on the brink of insolvency nothing could be further from the truth.  Analysts have reached the conclusion that banks will achieve higher profits for the next several years.  Banks also demonstrated early this year they had abundant financial resources when they chose to buy back $58 billion worth of their shares.

Another reason that people need to calm down about the current meltdown is that America’s businesses will largely be unaffected.  This is because many firms do not need to borrow as their balance sheets are clearly in the black after years of solid economic growth.

Finally, hedge funds are not just concentrated in the credit industry.  Hedge funds have investments all across the global economy and although some have been hurt by the credit crisis industry experts believe they can recover or be bought by other funds.

Political Element
If any extempers saw the Iowa debate among Democratic presidential contenders they know that there was a discussion about a government bailout for homeowners who face foreclosure from rising mortgages.  All of the Democratic contenders seemed to favor some form of government intervention which is a very controversial move.  The obvious debate centers on what form of personal responsibility sub-prime lenders and those who took out the loans have for their own financial well-being.  John Edwards is using his populism to paint the picture that people were taken advantage of by sub-prime lending companies and banks and persuaded to take on loans they could not pay for just so those institutions could make a hefty profit.  While there is no doubt some of this has occurred, the general attitude of the American public does not favor a significant bailout for homeowners at the moment.  The prevailing attitude is that homeowners knew what they were getting into when they signed these mortgages and to bail them out would send a very negative signal about personal responsibility and set a dangerous precedent for government intervention into the economy.  After all, if the government is going to bail out homeowners who cannot meet their mortgage obligations does that mean the government should intervene to help those who cannot pay their credit card bills?

As you can imagine, the Democrats and Republicans are divided on the issue.  In an interview with Neil Cavuto of Fox News several weeks ago, President Bush said he did not favor a government bail out for people who have gotten in over their heads with mortgages or for the sub-prime loan industry in general.  Thus far President Bush has resisted calls from Democratic presidential candidate and Connecticut Senator Christopher Dodd to lift the ceilings on how much Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, government buyers of mortgages, can hold in their portfolios.  Dodd believes this could add $80 billion to the current mortgage market.  However, President Bush has said that he wants both of those entities to undergo several structural reforms before he is willing to inject that liquidity into the market.

Due to this political element, the credit crisis will be a very important issue extempers will want to know about.  After all, if the problem gets worse it could add another black eye to the Bush administration and give the Democrats more momentum.  However, if it smoothes over it may empower the free market beliefs of the Republican Party and empower some of their candidates for the 2008 election.
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CALL a man like Ben Bernanke a pushover and you deserve a punch in the jaw.  With a calm resolution that is beginning to mark his tenure, the Federal Reserve chief and his colleagues left America’s benchmark interest rate unchanged at 5.25% after a meeting on August 7th and gave little indication that they were minded to cut rates in the near future.

Abandon Ship.  The Economist.  4 August 2007.

THE symbolism is almost too perfect.  According to TheStreet.com, a financial website, John Devaney, a hedge-fund manager, has put his 142-foot yacht “Positive Carry” up for sale, along with his 16-bedroom mansion in Aspen, Colorado.  Funds run by Mr Devaney’s group, United Capital, have had to halt payouts to investors after making heavy losses on mortgage-backed bonds.

U.S. Second Quarter Job Growth Recovers, Jobless Claims Up.  The Los Angeles Times.  30 August 2007.  http://www.latimes.com/business/la-fi-econ31aug31,1,756485.story?coll=la-headlines-business&ctrack=1&cset=true
WASHINGTON -- The U.S. economy grew at an annual rate of 4 percent in the second quarter, as strong business investment led the fastest pace of expansion since early last year, the government reported today.
Home Builders Hurt by Credit Crunch.  Reuters.  28 August 2007.  http://www.reuters.com/article/basicindustries-SP-A/idUSN2838869920070828
NEW YORK, Aug 28 (Reuters) - Tighter lending standards in recent months have hurt business at two-thirds of the nation's home builders that were already suffering from burgeoning inventories, an industry association executive said on Tuesday.

Middle East (sans Iraq & Iran)

By Michael Garson

With Iraq and Iran dominating the headlines on a daily basis, many extempers insist on using these two countries as templates for a proper understanding of American-Middle East relations. Unfortunately, these two countries are examples of little more than international relations gone horribly, horribly irrational. It is imperative to look at how the entire Muslim world is moving on in light of increased American involvement.

While every tournament will have Iran and Iraq questions, understanding the Middle East on the whole will help not just with these areas, but also benefit your analysis of other countries in particular. Whether it is political pressure in Pakistan or another failure in the Israeli-Palestinian peace process, even the slightest of changes in the Middle East gets five-star treatment by major publications and extemp question writers.

This brief will provide:


*A look at Islam’s role in the area


*An examination of the Sunni-Shi’ia divide


*A clearer understanding of how Arab nations deal with each other


*Profiles for a deeper analysis on the area’s other significant countries

True Theocracies?

Whether talking to a university professor or an "ignorant" bus driver (yes, both serve as judges at forensic tournaments), the Middle East is immediately linked to Islam. Rightfully so, given that, with the exception of Israel, the Middle East almost by its very definition is comprised of countries with overwhelming Muslim majorities. Many in the Arab world take great pride in having Muslims govern Muslims according to sharia law. While this is certainly true in some countries, it is not true in others. How governments rise to power, use power, and stay in power in relation to Islam is an extremely interesting and complex issue.

There are those countries that are strictly Islamic theocracies. The clearest example of this style of governance is Iran. While Ahmadinejad may act in a sacrilegious way according to some, he uses the Koran as a justification for his rhetoric. More importantly, the Supreme Council of Rulers in Iran is a group that truly has power. Determining if an act is in accordance with sharia is a key arbiter of policy decisions. To be fair, Iran is not completely Islamic. Some actions are selfish and are in Iranian, not Muslim, interests. Surely advocating a war with Sunni Muslims and aligning with secular China are not templates of theocratic governance. Yet, in order to better understand Iran and similar governments, it is essential to recognize that a war against a religion can never be won. There is no greater power than the power of faith. No economic analysis or threat of war can truly shake people from their core values and beliefs. It is these governments that are the most dangerous to the non-Muslim world.

Other countries use Islam as a justification for power, but not one for policy. Saudi Arabia routinely skirts the Koran in order to protect itself. The Saudi royal family's relationship with the United States has been long documented and criticized. While American critics are quick to chastise the United States for aligning with a government that punishes women for crimes as heinous as driving, the Saudi street is equally displeased. The royal family uses its unfathomable wealth to sustain itself. Foreign policy decisions are based on survival. Keenly aware that its population is far more religious, extremist, and angry than preferred, the royal family does its best to satiate and suppress the people. It should come as no surprise that Saudi Arabia is a haven and a target in the War on Terror. Seen as a traitor to Islam, terrorists have attacked Saudi Arabia. Ironically, these attacks only endear the United States more, as it coerces Saudi Arabia into cooperating and joining in the War on Terror.

A third version of rule in the Middle East is apparent in Egypt. Ruling his country with an iron fist, President Hosni Mubarak has stayed in power for decades by not allowing free or fair elections. Mubarak does not invoke the Koran as much as his neighbors, but is an absolutist. A country where political opposition is suppressed and homosexuality exists under penalty of death certainly is not a beacon of liberal democracy. Though to a lesser extent, Mubarak fears internal pressure. Since the Egyptian population is less religious, it uses more secular justifications to overturn Mubarak.
On the whole not every Muslim country is similar. While this epiphany should seem painfully obvious, far too many extempers speak of the Middle East purely in generalities. Those who distinguish between theocracies, manipulators, and strongmen show a stronger understanding and command of the topic at hand. When addressing the role religion, question writers may inadvertently lump the Arab world together. The policies and responses to hot button issues will vary from government type to government type. The good news is that all of these types of governance are highly predictable. Ahmadinejad's bosses truly believe they are acting in god's will. And since god's will is supposedly written a book, that will is open for all, including extempers, to read. This is not to say that Iran's playbook is completely obvious, but it certainly is intelligible. Saudi Arabia wants to avoid a repeat of the Iranian revolution of 1979.  Mubarak wants to avoid any revolution.  At the end of the day, all governments want one thing: to stay in power. Why they want to stay in power and what they do with power tends to vary, but the desire is universal. This sole fact can be the unifying thread in many extemp speeches, Middle Eastern and otherwise.

Religious Schism

When contemplating an invasion of Iraq in 2002, President Bush supposedly needed Middle East specialists to tell him there is more than one type of Muslim. In fact, Shi'ias and Sunnis are very different and rule over different areas. Before discussing the differences and their importance, I urge every extemper to use the word "Shi'ia" instead of "Shi'ite". The term "Shi'ite" is based a French term that dates back to colonialism. Though the overwhelming majority of judges will not notice or care, there are some who perceive those who use the antiquated term as ill-informed and/or ignorant. It is a really small pet peeve, but in an event that requires so much effort and intellect, there is no reason to risk getting docked a rank because of a nit-picking judge. Tangents aside, the schism between Sunnis and Shi'ias has become more pronounced in light of the Iraq War. To be brief and simplistic, Sunnis are the majority faction in Islam. Shi'ias are the minority, but hold majorities in Iran and Iraq. Since Saddam Hussein was a Sunni who subjugated Shi'ias, the causes of Iraq's civil war become much clearer. 

Iraq is seen as a battleground by both Sunnis and Shi'ias. Sunnis around the region wish to maintain control over Iraq, despite their low numbers and Saddam's less than benevolent tenure. Shi'ias, most notably those in Iran, want to build an ally in an extremist, fundamentalist Shi'ia Iraq. How appropriate that an Iraqi democracy is in Iran's best interest. However, there is also a third, more maligned group, the Kurds. The Kurds technically are Muslim but have a culture that is very different from the Sunnis and the Shi'ias. Since they have their own ethnicity, they want their own country, or at least increased autonomy. The problem is that there is no way to make a country without taking territory from pre-existing states. Therefore, Turkey and Iraq are both staunchly opposed to a Kurdistan, which would take land, resources, and people away. Again, governments of all continents and religions desire to maintain and increase power. Turkey has the trump card of being a secular Muslim state, which it can use to deflect any pressure to create a Kurdistan. Iraq currently lacks the ability to speak with a singular voice, so it would be most likely to be forced to concede territory. However, the added chaos of carving out new states may cause more trouble than it is worth. After all, if the Kurds get a state, it logically follows that the Sunnis and Shi'ias should have their own state, as well. Yet, oil production and economic development differ so greatly within Iraq, which the new states would invariably go to war with each other. So while creating a Kurdish state certainly seems to be the magnanimous thing to do, there are too many roadblocks and the Kurds lack an international champion, such as the United States, to be taken seriously.

Country Profiles

Pakistan

Pakistan is currently an international lightning rod. Ranging from ally of the War on Terror to international pariah, General Pervez Musharraf certainly wears many hats. He tells President Bush that he agrees that the War on Terror is a top priority and he is working to destroy the terrorist cells within his country. Skeptics believe that Musharraf is intentionally not antagonizing terrorist cells in order to stay in power. Maintaining one of the most delicate balances in politics today, Musharraf has been able to conceal his true intentions from the rest of the world. Likening it to Severus Snape (no Harry Potter spoilers, I promise), Pakistan is an enigma wrapped in a riddle that is shrouded by mystery.

The case for Pakistan being in bed with the terrorists is very easy to make. Much was made over the fact that those who carried the 7/7 Subway bombings studied at a madrassa in Pakistan. Osama bin Laden and his closest advisors are believed to be in hiding in western Pakistan. Pakistan's borders are very poorly defended areas with small populations that tend to be sympathetic to terrorist cells. How much information Musharraf has about these terrorists is currently in question. Since we are not privy to the intel of the Pakistani military, it would be equally unfair to claim that Musharraf is intentionally ignoring terrorists or that he has no information to act on. An objective analysis suggests that the odds are good that the General is not doing everything in his power to eradicate terrorist cells and their supporters. It has been no secret that terrorist militias are spearheading Pakistan’s current conflict with India over Kashmir. While the hypocrisy may be obvious, it also serves Pakistani interests. When speculating on any actor's true motives in extemp, the best thing a speaker can do is see the issue through the actor's eyes. Musharraf's ad hoc alliance with terrorists is both possible and logical.

Musharraf's insistence that he is a "good guy" certainly warrants an argument that he is opposed to the terrorists. The bright line that his defenders will point out is the recent attack on the Red Mosque. Over the summer, Musharraf made a big splash when he authorized the destruction of a mosque in Islamabad that was attended by extremists. Members of the Jamia Hafsa Seminary formed moral squads that sought to bring a strict religious morality to Pakistan. Since these members represented a direct threat to the General's ability to maintain power and control over his country. Prior to Musharraf's act, the terrorists threatened to bring bombings and murders to the streets. An ability to stand strong to opposition forces is the sign of a powerful leader. However, being powerful and being righteous are not one in the same. 

I will not be as arrogant to say that I have the answer on Pakistan. I think that Musharraf probably opposes terrorism on principle and is scared of a political revolution. As an insurance policy, he gives independence to terrorist cells in exchange for their assurance that he is not a target. Keeping the terrorists quiet and happy allows Musharraf to consolidate power and focus on his true enemy, India. Using this explanation in extemp speeches is not very easy. Questions about Musharraf's motives and ambitions regarding terrorism must be explained very carefully to avoid redundancy and/or contradiction. It is important to show how leaders can make small concessions in order to achieve long-term gains. To reiterate, governments seek to maintain and enhance power. Making feigned attempts at fighting terrorism increases international respect and support. Not actually cracking down protects Musharraf domestically. In order to fight this scenario, there is little the United States can do. While increasing pressure to act may have some benefits, I think it would be misguided. Musharraf is only helping to fight terror because he thinks he has to keep his image. If he perceives that his actions are not being appreciated or reciprocated, he has lost incentive. Pakistan needs to feel wanted and liked by the international community, regardless of how childish it may seem. American nuclear deals with India and the Indian economic explosion are making Musharraf feel more uncomfortable. Recent successes and support of India have a direct impact on Pakistan. Careful surveillance of any excessive or overt support of terrorist groups must be maintained. If Musharraf chooses to be another Ahmadinejad, the entire ballgame changes. In order to keep international peace, America must keep Musharraf the friend close, but Musharraf the enemy closer.

Afghanistan

Home to the Other War, Afghanistan is still a country in transition. After beating completely controlled by the Taliban and then the United States, it is a country struggling for independence and identity. The invasion and occupation during 2002 and 2003 went as well as could be expected. Coalition forces worked together to eradicate the Taliban and install a democratically elected government. Since America has turned its focus to Iraq things have gone downhill. Without the same troop presence, the United States has not been able to keep the Taliban from rebuilding. The Taliban has taken advantage of Afghanistan's sparsely populated areas to build up strongholds and sympathizers. The lack of sheer numbers is keeping America and its allies from sustaining Afghanistan. Afghan President Hamid Karzai has done about as well as can be expected, considering the circumstances. It is his job to bring a peaceful stability to a country that has not been "free" for decades.

By now nearly every extemper should be well versed in the tale of 1980s Afghanistan. The Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan and attempted to expand its communist empire. The United States opposed Soviet expansion and provided weapons to Afghan fighters. As it turns out, these fighters were mujahideen, waging a jihad. This lack of communication seemed irrelevant at the time, since Osama bin Laden served his purpose as a Soviet enemy. The victory that Afghan terrorists scored over the Soviet Union empowered them. It has been used as an example of the power of terrorism and Islamic fundamentalist movement. Osama bin Laden will never credit American support for his victory. Instead, he insists that the United States can be defeated as soundly as the Soviet Union was. Factual inaccuracies and logical fallacies aside, American support for bin Laden turned out to be a horrible mistake. While the weapons offered are bad, the morale boost provided by the United States is far worse. As a site of symbolic and practical value, Afghanistan is a high-stakes target. Terrorist cells want to use Afghanistan as the haven that it was prior to 9/11. Also, poppies, which become opium and heroin, were used to help fund the jihad. Presently, the United States has been unable to eradicate poppy cultivation since it is so profitable. Similar to the War on Drugs in South America, America cannot defeat capitalism in such a rural environment.

Solutions to help fix Afghanistan are easy and multiple. The easiest and most obvious cure is to increase troop levels. The amount of boots on the ground has been slashed by the War in Iraq and the need for troop rotation and rest. The military is overstretched, to say the least. Afghanistan is just not a place that the United States can afford to give up on. Advocating a pullout of Iraq or a reinstitution of the draft has their own set of issues, but troops need to be in Afghanistan. Another way to increase soldiers is to increase international support. Portraying Afghanistan as a key site in the War on Terror to western allies may coax some international contributions. As European leaders continue to take heat for having soldiers in Iraq, Afghanistan would serve as a far more meaningful and successful use of military power. Also, Afghanistan needs to continue on the path to self-sufficiency. No one wants western troop involvement to last indefinitely. Not one to advocate timetables, I believe that this war can only be declared a success when the last soldier returns home. In order to do so, certain balances, sacrifices, and compromises must be made. Karzai tends to be very assertive with his power, but he certainly is better than other alternatives. He needs to be supported by the United States, but must also make concessions. Some autonomy must be given to areas of Afghanistan out of necessity. The Afghan government is ill-equipped to properly secure the entire country. Areas with strong senses of tribalism should not be subjugated. Granted, areas with a high susceptibility to terrorism need to be monitored. However, those who simply want to be left alone should be. Afghanistan, like many other countries, suffers from cultural tension and has a topography that makes federal governance difficult. In order to preserve its safety, two separate agendas are necessary. For international allies, more involvement is more. When addressing Karzai's interactions with the more peaceful citizens, less is more.

Israel/Palestine

One of the most storied and analyzed issues of the 20th and 21st centuries, the Palestine question guarantees to be at nearly every single extemp tournament from here until eternity. Given that Palestine exists at the crossroads of civilizations and cultures, it has great symbolic significance. The added tension resonating from the facts that Israel is the only Jewish homeland, is still as a haven and buffer against another Holocaust, and the religious importance of Jerusalem to all three Semitic religions only serves to increase the stakes. The most important thing that any extemper speaking on this issue can do is stick to facts. Like abortion or gay rights, everyone has their own opinions on what to do with Israel and Palestine. However, going off on a seven minute speech concerning why Israel is committing hate crimes tantamount to those of Hitler is certainly not going to get you anywhere. In fact, the ability to take a controversial issue and provide an objective analysis is very rare and highly coveted in extemp. Take advantage of the high level of difficulty by showing the judge that you can control your emotions and intellect.

Facts on the history and derivation of Israel are hotly debated, but I will do my best. Israel and the "occupied territories" were part of the Ottoman Empire prior to World War I. After the war, the lands were given over to the United Kingdom as part of its colonial empire. The land called TransJordan encompassed modern-day Israel, Palestine, and Jordan. Jews, Muslims, and Christians fought during the 1920s over who was allowed and who should live in the area. During this decade, the UK divided the land into an Arab area, Jordan, and a Jewish area, Israel. This Israel included Israel proper and the occupied territories. During World War II, many Jews attempted to flee Europe and seek refuge in Israel. Unfortunately, the British limited immigration into the Jewish area in order to preserve the proper religious proportions. In the aftermath of the Holocaust, Jews and sympathizers around the world called for a Jewish state. The United Nations stepped in and in one of its first actions as an organization, created what it called Israel. This Israel took British Israel and subdivided it into a Jewish state and an Arab state, Palestine. Jordan was left with its British boundaries.

Prior to its official emancipation and recognition, Israel faced a threat from nearly all of its Arab neighbors. Arab leaders around the Middle East urged Palestinians living in Palestine and in Israel to abandon the area. They promised a victory over Israel and guaranteed that the land would be redistributed to those who left. So on the day that Israel's independence was declared, war was waged on it. Thanks to support from the United States and Western Europe, Israel ended up defeating its enemies. In so doing, it claimed Palestine as part of its own territory, sparking the debate today. I think it is appropriate to also briefly look at the viability and morality of winning land. Israeli supporters will maintain that countries can gain land through warfare. After all, no country would exist unless it could win land. If Israel's neighbors thought it could win Israel, there is no reason why Israel could not win Palestine. Those critical of this policy advocate a modern morality, instead of historical precedent. They argue that it is inherently wrong to wrest territory from other peoples and cultures. Anyone who attempts to gain land is morally in the wrong. While it is regrettable that Israel's existence was threatened, there is no justification for winning and keeping territory. Again, everyone has an opinion on the question of the morality and viability of winning land. This is an important issue to raise and examine when looking at Israel and Palestine.

Flash forward fifty years, and a few wars later. I doubt anyone will be asking questions about how Israel won the Six-Day War, so I will leave history to textbook authors. The issue was reawakened in 1994, when Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin met with Palestinian Prime Minister Yasser Arafat to discuss peace plans. Meetings at Camp David and Oslo, Norway were both close, but could not resolve the issue. The Israelis offered upwards of 90% of Palestinian territories, but where rebuffed by Arafat. In the past two decades, Israel continues to offer the majority of the occupied territories only to be declined. There are two possible reasons for this trend: obstinacy and viability. Critics of Palestine will suggest that Palestinians truly do not want peace. Palestinians are willing to be suppressed in exchange for not acknowledging Israel's right to exist. Fundamentalists who want to build the global Islamic caliphate cannot let "Jewish infidels" stand in their way. The more compassionate view is that Palestine cannot accept less than 100% of their demands because of political reasons. The Middle East is counting on Palestine to score a victory over Israel. In order to survive as a country, Palestine will need the political and economic support of its allies. This support may be in jeopardy if Palestinian leadership is seen as a traitorous group that conceded to Israel. As terrorists prove on a nearly daily basis, a successful jihad does not negotiate with the enemy. Whether or not Palestine is part of that Jihad or simply along for the ride is up for each extemper to decide.

In terms of the current state of politics, there may be some hope. the good news is that the Israeli and Palestinian people both want the same thing, peace. Israelis have given power to the Kadima party, led by Ehud Olmert. The Kadima party is relatively moderate and wants to take part in the peace process. Yet, Israel is maintaining its policy of not negotiating with terrorists or terrorist organizations. Therefore, interactions with Hamas are going to be limited to the point that peace, at present, is impossible. Since Israel is not going to budge, the focus shifts to Palestine. Peace cannot occur unless Hamas legitimizes itself or is replaced by the PLO. The problem facing the Palestinian people is that Hamas offers a lot of economic and social support to the people independent of its militant wing. Citizens are being asked to forego hospitals, schools, and funding in order to support a government regime that can and will negotiate with Israel. Given the pervasive poverty in Palestine, it seems likely. The other solution would be for Hamas to give up its calls for a wholesale destruction with Israel and win a Palestinian homeland. This action would require a lot of internal politicking and power shifting within Hamas. Also, Hamas would risk losing the support of some allies that support its aims. The best and most likely solution that I see is that Hamas recognizes that it now has a chance to put the corruption of the PLO behind Palestine, renounce terrorism, and negotiate a two-state solution with Israel. Issues over exact territorial boundaries, control of Jerusalem, and safe transit between the Gaza Strip and the West Bank I find to be less relevant than the desire for peace. Hopefully, more moderate actors such as Egypt, Jordan, Russia, the EU, and the United States can offer support to the provisionally legitimate Hamas government and wean Palestine off of its more extremist supporters. As a human being (and yes, I think a brief departure to provide a philosophical justification for answers in extemp), I have to believe that humans inherently want peace. Sometimes they believe that war is simply a prerequisite for a lasting peace. In the case of Israel and Palestine, war has not gotten these two areas closer to peace. If Hamas is ready to set more realistic expectations, then all that is left are details.

Looking Towards the Future

The Middle East has been so many moving parts and different hot button issues that it is impossible to generalize. On that note, I urge extempers to not give broadsides about the Middle East. Most of the issues are independent. Some of them are interrelated. An overthrow of the Saudi royal family would cause oil prices to skyrocket, allowing Iran to increase its oil shield. A highly pro-Sunni theocracy would also shake up whatever stability Iraq has. An independent, recognized Palestine would also add a new voice to international relations and serve as a positive sign that peace is possible. Running through the exhaustive list of how one issue affects another would become redundant and far too ink-intensive for those who print this out. Suffice it to say that logical connections are essential in extemp. This brief hopefully provided enough background information on the countries and issues that compose the Middle East, sans Iraq and Iran, so that you can make the connections for yourself. Reading the news is important to be a good extemper. Understanding the news is the key to being a great extemper. Always be aware of the actors, the stakes, and the justifications of actions. For those who do not recall 2nd grade current events projects, be aware of the Who, What, Where, When, Why, and How. The last two questions are the most significant and most often ignored among extempers. Letting your analysis show a complete understanding of the question and its subtopics lets the knowledgeable extempers separate from the rest of the room.

Cards:

"Another Flawed Election." The Economist 14 June 2007. <http://www.economist.com/world/africa/displaystory.cfm?story_id=9340432>.

Such deeply ingrained scepticism did wane, briefly, a few years ago. Then, a mix of generational impatience for change and foreign (especially American) hectoring, prompted a flurry of high-blown official rhetoric about the need for reform. Instead of extending his term, as before, by a shoo-in referendum, President Mubarak let challengers run against him in 2005.

Significance:
This article further examines democracy in Egypt. Mubarak's false claims to be opening up Egyptian politics are further revealed. Any elections that have been set have been marred by corruption charges and voting inconsistencies. However, crooked elections are better than no election at all.
Atal, Subodh. "At a Crossroads in Afghanistan." Cato Insitute. 24 Sept. 2003 <http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb81.pdf>.

Despite progress in the return of refugees and the prevention of humanitarian disasters, stability in Afghanistan is threatened by ethnic tension, feuding warlords, and violence perpetrated by regrouping elements of the Taliban and their allies.

Significance:
This report is almost four years old, but remains significant in two ways. First, the depth of breadth of analysis of this issue is unrivaled. Longer than most magazine articles, it shows the possible benefits of reading publications by think tanks. Also, the fact that the issues in Afghanistan are largely unchanged in the past four years says something about America's lack of progress.
Brinkley, Joel. "Musharraf Has Become a Dangerous Friend." 26 Aug. 2007. San Francisco Chronicle. <http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/c/a/2007/08/26/ED3ARO851.DTL>. sdfdsfdsf

Nonetheless, when I consider the Bush administration's continuing support for Pervez Musharraf, the Pakistani president, even as his support at home crumbles, I am filled with a frightening sense of deja vu. I think back to the Cold War. With that, my thoughts return to the devastating consequences that often came from sticking with uncomfortable alliances that lived on long past their prime.

Significance:
This article provides a level breadth that is unusual to most newspapers. It is a cynical look at America's relationship with Musharraf. Comparing Pakistan to past alliances with unsavory characters, the article suggests that the friendship might not be worth it.
Dagher, Sam. "Iraqi Government in Deepest Crisis." Christian Science Monitor 27 July 2007. <http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/0727/p01s01-wome.html?page=2>.

Baghdad -  Iraq is in the throes of its worst political crisis since the fall of Saddam Hussein with the new democratic system, based on national consensus among its ethnic and sectarian groups, appearing dangerously close to collapsing, say several politicians and analysts.

Significance:
While I intentionally saved any analysis of Iraq for a later date, this article does an adequate job explaining religious conflict. Reading for the context of the issue, extempers can use this article as a model for how religion can cause problems. Power grabs between Sunnis, Shi'ias, and Kurds are increasing and continue to cause problems.
Khan, Aamer A. "Mosque Raid Boosts Musharraf Image." BBC News 5 July 2007. <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/6274018.stm>.

Often described as one of the most embattled rulers in the country's history, President Musharraf was clearly desperate for a success that could work for him both at home and abroad.

And as the Red Mosque brigade started to crumble against a determined siege by the security forces, President Musharraf must have taken several deep breaths laden with the scent of political success. 

Significance:
Khan provides a solid overview on the Red Mosque situation. Not favoring any particular ideology and possibility, the BBC provides enough facts to serve as a solid foundation for extempers who need to catch-up.
Moss, Dana. "A Tipping Point in Saudi Arabia." Christian Science Monitor 15 Aug. 2007. <http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/0815/p09s02-coop.html?page=2>.

These reforms come at a critical time. Saudi Arabia is barreling toward an economic and social crisis if it does not act fast. Almost 75 percent of Saudi citizens are under age 30 and youth unemployment is approaching 30 percent – a potential breeding ground for terrorists and regime dissidents. Current high oil prices are not enough to paper over the economic ravages of the past two decades.


Significance:
Moss points out that Saudi Arabia is at a crucial time in its history. Faced with a world that is committed to limit its oil dependence, the economy is threatened. Faced with a young, angry, and militant population, the government is also threatened.
Usher, Graham. "Red Mosque: Endgame for Musharraf?" The Nation 19 July 2007. <http://www.thenation.com/doc/20070730/usher>.

What does the storming of the Red Mosque signify? For some it marks the rupture of that nexus of relations between the army and Islamist parties, the so-called "military-mullah alliance" that has ruled Pakistan for thirty years. Others say it is no more than a tactical feint by Musharraf brought on by the provocations of Ghazi and Aziz and pressure from the Americans. 

Significance:
An analysis of the mosque raid, The Nation looks at what lessons, facts, and possibilities can be drawn. It offers ammunition to both optimists and pessimists. However, it concludes that secular militants and terrorists are currently pulling Pakistan apart.
Western Europe
By Michael Garson

European relations have been at the forefront of American foreign policy since before the United States declared its own independence. With recent shifts of power in France and England, Western Europe is back on the front-page. The cultural and political similarities that extend from across the pond keep this region significant. However, it appears that Europe now has to deal with an identity crisis. Demographic, political, and economic pressures have forced the action on the area’s policymakers. Each country now has to choose how it deals with an increasingly complex world and moves forward into the 21st century. 

This topic brief will provide a description of the problems currently facing Western Europe and how it can address them. Any countries of particular significance will also be explored and their individual circumstances will be analyzed. As Europe attempts to consolidate power and rival the Untied States, it may be falling apart from the inside out. 

Dealing with Immigration
Here in the United States, the issue over immigration centers on jobs and dollars. Are immigrants taking jobs or making companies more efficient? Are the services offered to illegal immigrants offset by the benefits of cheap labor? While these questions are prevalent in Western Europe as well, they are less significant than questions of culture. A steady influx of immigrants from the Arab world is causing increased tension. Riots engulfed Paris 18 months ago after Parisian police officers were charged with racial profiling and excessive uses of force against Arab youth suspected of criminal activity. Cartoons depicting Allah, which is forbidden by the Koran, forced free speech issues to be reviewed across the continent. The high Muslim populations in Western Europe are growing restless.

In the fallout of World War II, young laborers were needed to help rebuild the European economy. Immigration standards were relaxed and many in the Middle East sought a better life abroad. Compounding the issue is the high birth rates of Muslim families and low birth rates of Caucasian families. The demographics of Europe are gradually shifting. However, many Muslims are not assimilating into European culture. They largely live in poor neighborhoods of major cities. Poverty and a lack of education are rampant. This poor, disadvantaged minority feels alienated. Worsening the situation is the highly secular nature of European governments. Another flare up in the Muslim relations was caused when the French government banned the Muslim burqa, or head scarf, inside government buildings.
The alleged mistreatment of Muslim populations has been used as a justification for terrorism throughout the world. The July 7th subway bombings are especially significant in that they were carried out by British citizens. The generation of young Muslims is becoming increasingly religious and is more likely to buy into the rhetoric of Osama bin Laden and Islamic fundamentalists calling for a global Muslim caliphate. While no one will advocate negotiating with terrorists, the European governments and people will need to at least satiate the desires of their Muslim populations. A cultural, political, and economic middle ground must be found in order to create a lasting peace. How ironic and unfortunate that many European nations signed up for the War on Terror on the pretense of keeping the battlefield off of European soil. Instead, this perceived anti-Islamic bias has engendered terrorism from within.

How can Europe endear itself to its own Muslim population? The answer may prove to be, at least at first, counterintuitive. Less government intervention may end up going a long way. Respecting the cultural norms of immigrants would be seen as a sign of respect. Also, these immigrants should be encouraged to take part in the political process. Representatives of every community are essential for government to serve all citizens. The strong governmental network of social services should continue to be made available to those in need. While some disconnect in inevitable, Western Europe must temper its secular, one-size-fits-all mentality in order to turn its biggest enemy to its greatest ally. After all, what could be a bigger blow to terrorism than European Muslims standing beside their respective governments and declaring that unity, peace, and prosperity are all possible for those who seek them?

Dealing with Others
While I will save an analysis of the European Union for a later date, it is impossible to mention Western Europe without it.  Using the same currency and operating under similar economic regulations, the playing field has been leveled, or so we are led to believe. As some look to the EU as a rival to American hegemony, others are nothing there are fractures in the alliance. The fact of the matter is that Western Europe is not a single body; it is a composition of multiple countries. Go down Main Street, USA and people identify themselves as American first and a New Yorker or Californian second. Ask the average Parisian, and he/she will claim a French identity first, and a European identity second. Though very basic, this simple analogy shows an obstacle to European power consolidation. Each country is only in the EU to enhance national power. Therefore, when it comes time to negotiate a new economic policy, France will demand agricultural protections, whereas Germany wants to build up its strong industrial sectors. Foreign policy unity is nearly impossible, as evidenced by England’s decision to join the United States in the War in Iraq. With power changing hands in France and England in the past months, it is important to monitor any changes (an analysis of all three countries is below) in their policies. The conflict between national interest and continental interest is one that every political leader must reconcile.

As the European Union continues to expand, Eastern Europe (which will also be revisited in the months to come) is increasingly important to Western Europe. The days of staying on the west side of the Berlin Wall are gone. Loosened economic and immigration policies have tied develop eastern states to the industrialized, modern western ones. Similar to the immigration debate in America, western European countries are expressing concern that eastern Europeans are coming over and stealing French, British, and German jobs. More covertly, Western Europe is quick to assert its total dominance over Eastern Europe. EU decision-making power must remain in the west to maintain the status quo. Economic policies that would assist developing countries and a foreign policy that closely aligns with Russia, or completely damns Russia, would be a nightmare scenario for the Big Three of Germany, France, and England.

Overall, it would be impossible for any European country to rival the United States in power due to economic and political limitations. There are neither the people nor the money within any country’s borders. Also, ties to the European Union will hold down any power that decides to go rogue. Yet, the power of the collective could become the most powerful force in the world. The EU’s annual gross domestic product (GDP) is actually larger than that of the United States. If the members worked together to form a unified foreign policy, the world’s other powers would have to respect the institution, instead of trying to ally with some countries and not others. Considering that extemp question writers love to ask about the EU’s potential, it is important to look at the possibility and viability of a unified Europe.  After all, if Europe unified there is quite literally no telling what kind of power would be unleashed.

Dealing with their People
Europe has long used its governments to allow for increased economic equality. Nearly all governments have adopted the “welfare state” model. This theory of governance offers government services and dollars to everyone. The unemployment benefits in Western Europe are among the highest in the world. Governments mandate vacation time and create maximum hour workweeks for the public and private sectors. The benefits of this philosophy are “fairer” wealth distribution and reduced stress. Unlike their American counterparts, Europeans work less and have more free time. Also, the threat of being laid off is far less scary, since the government will provide a steady income. However, this system does have a price: economic efficiency. Western European economics, by and large, do not experience high growth rates. It is not uncommon to see unemployment rates in Western Europe in the high single digits, roughly double those of the United States. Fiscal conservatives will contend that the governments’ generosity is encouraging workers to not seek out employment. Also, the high tax rates in Europe to fund these programs discouraging investment and job creation. If starting a business means paying workers high wages and paying the government high taxes, there is little room for profit.

The distinction between European and American economics and sociology is absolutely imperative in order to understand Western Europe. While capitalism still reigns supreme, it is tempered by a sense of equality and morality. While it is certainly significant that Western Europe has a higher unemployment rate than the United States, this does not mean that the country is poorer. Not having a job is far less of a concern in Europe. When giving a speech on European economics, extempers will be remiss if they do not give at least a rudimentary analysis of generic economics. When European politicians call for less vacation time, decreased government benefits, tax cuts, and longer workweeks, be advised that this decision is not solely economic. European attempts to “Americanize” strike at the very heart of European culture. Governments have institutionalized social equality and wove it into the fabric of Europe. Those Europeans who use the government to make a living may be opposed to such changes. Those who enjoy the 35-hour work week and three weeks of paid vacation may not want to give up those luxuries. Therefore, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to give up on the status quo, regardless of economic weakness. 

Country Profiles

England

There are myriad reasons to study, analyze, and file England. Economic size, nuclear capabilities, UN Security Council veto power, power in the EU, and cultural ties to the United States are all very important. However, extempers often miss the biggest reason. The Economist and the Financial Times are both British publications. Extempers should be aware that only two countries receive their own sections in every edition of the Economist: the United States and England. Certainly not the second most powerful or interesting country in the world, Great Britain gets disproportionate media attention. So when actual news occurs, such as the stepping down of Prime Minister Tony Blair, extempers, judges, and question writers are bound to hang on every word of that great publication with the funny pictures and the pink newspaper.

As any loyal viewer of the Daily Show or Saturday Night Live can attest, Tony Blair has been ridiculed as the personal lapdog of President Bush. To be sure, Blair’s support of the War in Iraq despite its lack of success and domestic opposition is a bit troubling. Committed to the rhetoric and ideology of the War on Terror, Blair may be a victim of circumstance. He made the poor decision of choosing America over France and Germany. His distance from the Schroder-Chirac alliance certainly hurt him, as well. However, Blair did help grow the European Union’s membership and continued to be a supporter of capitalism both at home and abroad. While foreign policy mistakes caught the headlines, British voters and politicians were also growing restless. He was economically to the right of the rest of his Labor (Labour, if you prefer) Party, which was seen as a betrayal of Labor’s ideals. Also, Blair assumed more powers in his post than Parliament would have preferred. Declaring war, negotiating treaties, and taking control of British politics may have been overstepping his bounds. Blair stepped down this past June, presumably because of pressure from the party. Blair now takes his show on the road as he works as an envoy for the Israeli-Palestinian peace process. His role and relationship with the British government are both unclear. Rest assured, Tony Blair will be gracing the pages of the Economist for at least a few more months.

Blair’s replacement, Gordon Brown, offers a fresh face and a new voice to British politics. Also a member of the Labor Party, Gordon Brown is a former Chancellor of the Exchequer, or head of finance. Brown was able to fuse fiscal prudence while staying true to Labor’s goals. He continued to fund Britain’s costly health and pension system, which were drains on the budget. However, taxes were kept in check and spending was increased where necessary. Critics charge that Brown famously doctored numbers to add secret taxes and would overstate Britain’s economic successes. These claims aside, Britain was able to outperform its European counterparts in nearly every category. With a strong economic background, Brown felt ready for the Prime Minister position and threw his name into the ring.

Facing almost no opposition, Brown was easily given the post. Only in power for two months, no track record has been set. Brown promises to continue a strong relationship with the United States and will support the War in Iraq. However, his rhetoric suggests that he is aware of Blair and Bush’s friendship and does not intend to maintain a blind allegiance. Recent terrorist threats also have put Brown in the unenviable position of assuring Britain’s safety, strength, and resolution to stamp out terrorism. Most important to the parliament, Brown wishes to limit the powers of the Prime Minister. He caught the attention of news writers when he suggested a quasi-constitution or bill of rights to formally delegate powers. Willing to self-deny rights and defer to parliament, Brown appears to be a popular choice. Similar to other newly elected leaders, only time will tell if he becomes the Financial Times’ darling or a punchline for the Economist.

Germany

Most people know that the world’s largest economy is the United States. Most extempers should know that the world’s second largest economy is Japan. Few can locate the third largest. An industrial powerhouse, Germany is home to Europe’s largest economy. Without a permanent seat on the UN Security Council or nuclear weapons, Germany is forced into an awkward spot in the international pecking order. A loser of both world wars, Germany often is treated like the little brother of England and France. However, the European Union’s rise in prominence has offered an opportunity for Germany to break out of its power paradox. Primarily an economic institution, the EU plays right into the German strength. When it comes down to euros and pounds, Germany can go toe-to-toe with England and France. 

Unfortunately, predictions and pipedreams do not always come to fruition. The fickle hand of economics reared its ugly head as Germany was mired in a economic slump prior to the elections of 2005. Unable to convince the European Central Bank (also to be explained in a future EU topic brief) to decrease interest rates, Germany could not break its slump. Government supports for labor and the unemployed prevented the market from undergoing the necessary changes to rebuild the economy.  Politically, Germany lined up with France to oppose the United States and United Kingdom in the War in Iraq. Along with Jacques Chirac, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroder attempted to strengthen the European Union and turn it into a more unified body. 

Shroder and his Social Democrats Party (SPD) inability to change the economy, the War in Iraq, or the EU’s status left it vulnerable in the 2005 election. The Christian Democratic Union (CDU) turned to Angela Merkel to win the Chancellorship. In a hard fought and hotly contested race, the voters caused a near-tie. Neither party could build a coalition large enough to win the majority of parliament. In a rare move, a super coalition was created to include the SPD and the CDU (referred to as a “grand coalition”). With slightly more votes, Merkel’s CDU was able to control the Chancellorship.

As Chancellor, Merkel has done nearly everything right. Reminiscent of Margaret Thatcher, Merkel has picked up the moniker of “The Iron Frau”. A pro-American, free-market politician, Merkel seemed to be Chirac’s worst enemy. However, Merkel has stressed that she wants Germany to be on good relations with all of its allies. In light of Sarkozy’s recent victory, Merkel may end up redefining the context and depth of the Franco-German alliance that Schroder and Chirac had at the beginning of the decade. She has been able to institute some reforms to loosen Germany’s economic restraints. Lowering taxes, limiting government spending, and removing policies that fail to protect labor and only discourage investment, Merkel seems to have Germany on the right path. Though not entirely out of the woods, the German economy certainly has rebounded nicely after its lull. Frankly, I’m hard pressed to build a case against Merkel. Since good politicians invariably make bad choices, special attention should be paid to Germany. So far the grand coalition is working, but politics may get testy when it comes time to delegate credit for Germany’s turnaround. The CDU and SPD both have control of the government, so at least the campaigning in future elections will be fascinating.

Italy

A year past the recent elections, Italy's international importance certainly has dropped. Given that Italy has a sizable population and economy, it still is worth a look. Italy's politics have been decidedly unstable since World War II. The multiple-party political system forces impromptu coalitions that do not always work out. Prime Ministers often run into great difficulties trying to institute their campaign promises since they are beholden to their voting bloc. When Premiers (yes, Premier and Prime Minister are the same thing) drift too far away from the coalition, a vote of confidence can be brought to parliament. This act is a simple up or down vote on the Prime Minister. If more than half of voters disapprove, then the Premiership is stripped and a replacement must be found. The constant threat of power removal is enough to moderate and dominate any Prime Minister. While American Presidents answer to the people every four years and never to Congress, European Prime Ministers are constantly under review and susceptible to a de facto election. When analyzing Italian politics, along with all European politics, a certain amount of slack must be given to the head of state, who is forced into a delicate balancing act.

However, no slack needs to be given to former Prime Minister, Silvio Burlesconi. A media magnate, Burlesconi repeatedly made comments that made Bushisms appear scholarly. He famously compared himself to Jesus Christ after political opponents criticized some of his policies. A frequent skinny dipper, Burlesconi had many less than revealing photos of himself circulated. (a quick reminder to extempers: there is a fine line between hilariously outlandish and being inappropriate and lewd. If you are not confident that you know the difference, just giggle at the thought of a naked world leader and never, ever speak of it again) However, uncontrolled tongues and trousers were not the primary causes of Burlesconi’s undoing. He was embroiled in many corruption scandals involving his media company. In terms of actual policies, the Italian economy nearly collapsed under his watch. Burlesconi’s tax cuts did little to remedy the situation and only increased the national debt. In short, Italians needed a change.

Enter Romano Prodi. A former officer in the European Union and Italian Premier, Prodi returned to Italian politics for the 2006 elections. Heading a center-left coalition called The Union, Prodi narrowly defeated Burlesconi. Within the span of a decade, Romano Prodi’s coalition defeated Burlesconi’s coalition and removed it from power on two separate occasions. Far more liberal and less of an American lapdog, Prodi immediately promised a withdrawal of Italian troops from Iraq, which he believes is too much of a quagmire and that the invasion was a mistake from the beginning. This past Febuary Prodi wanted to pass a measure that continued Italian involvement in Afghanistan. In response, some Italian ministers boycotted the vote and nearly ripped Italian politics apart. Prodi feared that he lost control and tendered his resignation. However, a vote of confidence was brought  to the Italian Senate and was passed with a large majority, keeping Prodi in power.

France
Leave it to the French to have a cast of characters that simultaneously feed into and contradict America’s stereotypes. Former President Jacques Chirac has been portrayed as George Bush’s foil. He refused to sign off on the War on Iraq, sparking a etymological revolution that renamed everything from French fries to French kissing. However, Chirac serves as an anomaly in that he was willing to put Europe ahead of France. He focused on empowering the European Union and creating a counterweight to uncontrolled American strength. Chirac’s support of the European Union’s constitution ultimately doomed him in the eyes of the French. Again, residents of France are far more French than they are European. Asking them to renounce some national sovereignty to serve a greater good was simply too high of a price. Fearing that Chirac was trying to sell them out, Chirac’s approval rating plummeted in 2005. His attempts to save face and popularity also fell short. He promised a nuclear response to any terrorist attack against French interests. Chirac also attempted to leave a legacy at the 2006 G8 Summit by urging a solution to global warming. By not seeking reelection in 2007, Chirac attempted to leave politics gracefully and hand over the reins to Dominique de Villepin.
Attempting to go out as LBJ, Chirac wound up as a Richard Nixon. The Clearstream Affair was a revelation that Chirac was working with de Villepin to spy on another Presidential hopeful, Nicholas Sarkozy. Caught in the act, both Chirac and de Villepin had to pay the price. De Villepin did not win the nomination of the Union for a Popular Movement (UMP), or the French conservative party. Entering the general election, Chirac threw his support to Sarkozy, the UMP’s nominee. The 2007 election was won by Mr. Sarkozy over socialist Segolene Royal.  

Sarkozy is currently an international lightening rod. A former Interior Minister and Finance Minister, Sarkozy made his name as a strongman who acts in the national interest. Specifically, his relations with the Muslim community have been rocky. He has openly advocated a review of some separation of church and state laws to allow government support of mosques and Muslim charities. Whatever political capital he had may have been burned, no pun intended, following the riots. Sarkozy used the accidental deaths of two Muslim youths as a chance to ratchet up a police presence, criticize the Muslim community, and make some off-color remarks. Rebounding nicely for his presidential campaign, he ran on a platform of fiscal conservatism and prudence. Using rhetoric of modernization, Sarkozy claimed that he was the man to improve France and return it to glory after years of sluggishness. Only in power since May, Sarkozy’s main accomplishment has been instituting tax cuts. He has yet to slash government programs, but it truly is too early to tell. Sarkozy’s visit and positive relations to the United States has rightfully been played up. 

An ally of the United States, Sarkozy does not follow Chirac’s model of international relations. America can provide political and economic support to France. While the United States is not the most popular country in France, Sarkozy believes that showing support for a country in desperate need of allies will pay off. As the largest consumer in the world, the United States would be a convenient place for French exports to go. For now, Sarkozy is in the stages of defining his presidency. His history and impressive rhetoric suggest that he is both a man of his word and one who speaks too much. Ensuring that he can back up all of his talk now that he actually has the power to do so remains to be seen.

In Totality

Western Europe is currently at a crossroads. With leadership changes in the past two years for its four most prominent members, there are many question marks. With the possible exception of Prodi, Brown, Sarkozy, and Merkel all appear to be on the same page. A pro-market, pro-American agenda may become the new face of Western Europe. How these leaders interact with each other also should be very interesting. If egos and power grabs get in the way of common goals and shared interests is an issue that will arise in the months to come. Given the strong economic ties of Western Europe, one country’s missteps may hurt others. In the same vein, a continued German revival may provide a boost to Sarkozy and Brown’s economic goals. Without any ardent continentalists, Europe will continue to be a loosely related group of medium and large powers. As for how the three large countries will lead the rest of the region, to borrow a phrase from Ms. Bedingfield, “the rest is still unwritten”.
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The difference between Americans and Europeans is the state-dependency of the latter. Contemporary Europe is in crisis. Its welfare systems are running out of money. Its moral and legal order is breaking down, while the influence of radical Islam is growing. Its nation-states are being undermined by the European Union. Most Europeans look on passively. After three generations of welfare dependency, they have lost the ability to take their fate into their own hands.

Significance:  It is very important to recognize that the Washington Times is a conservative newspaper, a fact with mentioning in an extemp speech. However, subjectivity does not always undermine a good argument. This article beautifully explains how Europe's culture is its own worst enemy. If you, and your judges, can get past the bias, this article can be used to explain Western Europe for many tournaments and speeches to come.
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German industry, the world leader in exports, has repeatedly complained about the lack of skilled labor, outdated training programs, high labor costs and the falling birth rate. Universities are short of professors and other senior teaching professionals in a country where college education is largely free but hampered by undergraduate terms that last up to six years.

Significance:  This article does not offer a great deal of analysis. Instead, it simply reports an event, which can also be helpful to extempers. This article is proof-positive that there are labor problems in Western Europe. Merkel has to rely on the Eastern European workers for help, signaling the reliance and importance of the European Union.
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Only 59% of Britons thought it was possible to be both a Muslim and a citizen of their country, a lower proportion than said so in France, Germany, Spain, Italy or the U.S., the other countries polled.

Significance:  When addressing the issue of Muslims in Europe, it is hard to not sound like a racist. It is more difficult to make Europeans to not appear racist. Using polls to show the gravity of the situation and the mistrust in Europe certainly is the most objective and academic way to make a point.
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As France prepares to assume the EU's driving seat in July next year, president Nicolas Sarkozy has indicated he wants to turn the 27-nation bloc into a decisive player in the global arena -- something he says would result in a fairer and more harmonious world order.

Significance:  Admittedly, this article completely flies in the face of my above analysis. However, I expressly reserve the right to be absolutely wrong about anything that I may write. With that said, I do think that this article nuances instead of destroys my view. Sarkozy can use French control of the EU in order to remake it. Using the EU to advance his goals, Sarkozy can maintain nationalism while endorsing the EU, especially with the rise of potential allies in Brown and Merkel.
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Most European Muslims did oppose the war, but so did most non-Muslims. Britain went to war despite Muslim opposition, just as France banned the headscarf from schools despite it.

But a tiny minority of Europe's Muslims seek political influence through other means: terrorism. The most plausible case was the Madrid bombings in 2004. Three days later, the Socialists, who opposed the Iraqi war, surprisingly won the Spanish elections.

Significance:  The title of this article is itself very politically incorrect. However, the article itself provides a very objective look. Unfortunately, it does not provide a lot of depth. However, a glimpse of life as a European Muslim is offered. This topic is so underreported in the media, that this article certainly is one of the better ones.
"Pre-Emptive Strike." The Economist. 9 Aug. 2007 <http://www.economist.com/world/britain/displaystory.cfm?story_id=9621756>. 

It seemed unlikely, therefore, that Mr. Brown, who need not call an election until May 2010, would choose to go to the polls within a few months of entering Number 10. After all, there are few riskier gambits than the snap election. Prime ministers have tried their luck and lost before.

Significance:  As the excerpt suggests, Brown is contemplating an immediate attempt to grow his party's power. Certainly Brown's optimism and aggressiveness show signs that he believes he has the support of the Labor party and of the British people. However, after being in control for such a short time, there really is no telling how voters will respond to Brown.
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