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*International*

Recent elections in Burma will spark a successful democratic transition
In the past, Burma was run by monarchs.  Eventually, Burma became a British colony from the 19th century to the 20th century.  Burma was given independence from Great Britain after World War II. The past government has disenfranchised the minority populous of Burmese, failing to grant them basic human rights. Recent Burmese elections signal a new transition within the Burmese government—a democratic transition. The elections have drawn international attention. The elections have also increased discord within the state because of the change in power dynamics.  Recent elections in Burma will spark a successful democratic transition.

The recent elections in Burma will spark a successful democratic transition because it will send a symbolic precedence. Aung San Suu Kyi, a pro-democracy activist and past Nobel laureate, is slated to be released from house arrest November 13, 2010
.  Her release may have been prompted due to increasing tensions and political pressure; this proves that increasing the public focus on political figures is essential to prompting reform
. Even, though it has been 10 years since Aung San Suu Kyi led the National League for Democracy, she still remains a beacon of hope for Burma.  Although Burma has made significant progress, the elections demonstrate one critical flaw. The Burmese elections, like many other elections in transitioning democracies (Pakistan, Egypt, Jordan, and Afghanistan) were rigged
. Despite this obstacle, the election itself has provided proof that Burma is experiencing   democratic expansion; almost 40 parties participated in the past elections
. Leaders from the past government are even acknowledging the transition. Both General Than Shwe and Moung Aye are going to step down and allow the next generation to replace them
. Junta may also allow civilians to have more control over certain sectors, such as education and health, increasing the public’s sphere of control
. Progress appears to develop in short spurts; the key is maintaining momentum. 


The recent elections in Burma will spark a successful democratic transition because Obama is pressing India and the U.S. to cooperate and aid Burma’s development
. Recently, at a joint session of the Indian parliament, Obama critiqued India’s lack of involvement with Burma. Obama insinuated that established democracies should support budding democracies and ensure their success, “When peaceful democratic movements are suppressed – as they have been in Burma, for example – then the democracies of the world cannot remain silent”
. The president confirmed that the United States would continue to observe and aid Burma’s development. The U.S. will also continue to “pressure” and “engage” the Burmese government. Obama is advocating Aung Sor Sun Kyi’s release because it would represent political freedom for all political prisoners
. 


The recent elections in Burma will spark a successful democratic transition because it has increased internal movements within the state. This proves that citizenry is being revived and the forums of activism are slowly being reopened. For instance, Burmese activists participated in a sit-in demanding the rejection of the November 7 elections because of the blatantly rigged outcomes; this proves that the Burmese citizens are becoming more active in their elections because now is the time for change
.  The activists also demonstrated a strong support for Obama because of his stance towards India peace talks, and Aung Sor Sun Kyi’s emancipation
. The election has also reignited civil strife within the Burmese borders particularly among the minority groups. Armed conflicts have forced hundreds of thousands of refugees to flee into neighboring countries
. This progressive destabilization of the state deters foreign and domestic trade while also decreasing net economic gains.
 

Recent elections in Burma will not spark a successful democratic transition

In the past, Burma was run by monarchs.  Eventually, Burma became a British colony from the 19th century to the 20th century.  Burma was given independence from Great Britain after World War II. The past government has disenfranchised the minority populous of Burmese, failing to grant them basic human rights. Many observers believe that recent elections represent a democratic transition in the Burmese government, but this view is myopic at best. Unfortunately, there is strong evidence that elections will not spark any significant democratic transition in Burma. The elections, if you could call them that, were hardly free or fair. Additionally, there has been no international pressure in the wake of elections to keep leaders accountable. Further, the election results revealed a marked decline in the power of internal opposition. Recent elections in Burma will not spark a successful democratic transition.

Recent elections in Burma will not spark a successful democratic transition because they weren’t fair or free by any possible objective measure. A large number of structural barriers exist to anyone seeking to oppose the primary party. Most reports suggest that nationwide turnout was as low as 35%. Further, a variety of restrictions on campaigning and fielding candidates guaranteed that the military will retain control of parliament.
 Also, many reports indicate that voters observed ballot boxes stuffed with large numbers of “advance” votes.
 Army representatives further harassed opposition parties, forwarding threats and bribes to ensure victory.
 In addition, the international consensus suggests that the elections are neither free nor fair. The United States and a variety of other nations have criticized the event.
 Obama commented that when real peaceful democratic movements are suppressed, other democracies around the world cannot remain silent. He criticized the “gunning down of peaceful protesters and incarceration of political prisoners” decade after decade, calling for intervention into Burma to support real democratic nations.
 By any measureable standard, there is clear consensus that the elections were not free and fair.

Recent elections in Burma will not spark a successful democratic transition because there isn’t any international pressure to force transparency or accountability. India, one of the critical nations of power in the region, is largely refusing to cooperate with the rest of the international community on pressuring Burma. India recently warmly welcomed Burma’s authoritarian leaders, inking a number of memoranda while drawing the ire of Burmese pro-democracy supporters.
 In response, Obama specifically called on India to cooperate with the U.S. in condemnation of the human rights abuses in Burma.
 He further isolated India specifically as a nation “shying away” from these important issues.
 Further, despite Obama’s harsh words against New Delhi’s silence, Obama further offered considerable praise for the “South Asian behemoth.”
 Obama lauded India for its electoral heritage, independent judiciary, rule of law as well as free press. Obama even greenlighted India to engage with Burmese leadership, the regime denounced by so much of the international community.
 Further, Burma is currently modeling China for economic development.
 Burma will be joining Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos as countries following this model.

Recent elections in Burma will not spark a successful democratic transition because results revealed a marked decline in the influence of internal opposition parties. Internal opposition has declined in part because of the National League for Democracy (NLD)’s split. The party, led by Suu Kyi, won the democratic elections in 1990.
 The party now, however, has unfortunately split, leaving existing opposition to the military regime further fractured.
 The party split into the National Democratic Force (NDF) and another party led still by Suu Kyi – both factions that actively campaign against each other.
 Further, the younger generation of activists is simply not nearly as political as those who campaigned in 1990.
 Activists of today believe that any opportunity that the election presents, must be accepted. The focus of most activism is not on improving the economy to solve poverty, with less concern for general political battles.
 Voters don’t particularly care which party or group wins as long as they perceive a risk of that party leading them to a better life.

The United Nations should establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defence

In a growing age of rapidly developing technology, more and more information is both shared and stored in the cyber realm. Governments, corporations, and communities are increasingly reliant on the internet and a growing cyber world. While the cyberworld can certainly be a positive utility, it exposes the world to a new, exceptionally dangerous form of terrorism – cyberterrorism. While various governments and private corporations are investigating efforts to develop cyber-defense, whether or not the UN should lead a massive international effort on cybersecurity is yet to be decided. The United Nations should establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defence.
The United Nations should establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defense because of a currently and certainly high risk of vulnerability. Industrial networks around the world are becoming increasingly interconnected as well as increasingly connected to a hostile IT world.
 The frequency and sophistication of malware programs is growing exponentially, forcing industrial stakeholders to act very quickly to protect and ensure the safety of their systems.
 A single cyber incident could easily cost millions of dollars in lost revenue, create issues for employee and public safety, and even potentially disrupt critical national infrastructure.
 A cooperative international program for cyber security would certainly be a useful tool for protecting infrastructure within the U.S. A European cybersecurity exercise recently highlighted the need to improve both communication as well as general procedures to combat cyber attacks.
 The study brought together 150 experts from various public bodies and 22 countries to deal with 320 simulated cyber security incidents. 
The United Nations should establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defense because of a variety of quickly growing threats. Not only are the threats real, but the magnitude of many of them is certainly large. Defense officials have indicated that many future battles of war will come not on the ground, but in cyber space.
 Cyber tactics will likely soon occupy at least some sort of offensive role against enemy states, and will no longer be limited strictly to defensive concerns.
 BBC reports described a laptop as conceivably having the same utility as a cruise missile in terms of its effectiveness as a piece of weaponry.
 Further illuminating the rising importance of cyberspace, a Romanian hacker recently managed to crack the UK’s Royal Navy website, causing it to go offline.
 Defense Minister Harvey indicated that it is likely only a matter of time before terrorist organizations begin using cyberspace in a more systematic manner; instead of just using it to organize themselves, using it to attack.
 Given the ease with which a hacker was able to create problems for Navy networks, a large organization of cyberterrorists could certainly create issues of tremendous magnitude. The creation of an international response and cooperative program will certainly soon be necessary to protect the stability of various nations and economies around the world.
The United Nations should establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defense because individual nations are too weak to protect themselves; cooperation is a key component for protection. Individual national focus will simply be insufficient to solve the problem. Governments across the world will have to establish laws governing cyberspace and how it is used. Without a broad cooperative effort to institute governing rules, a single nation’s effort will certainly be futile.
 Further, cooperation is likely necessary because national programs are simply too weak now. The current U.S. administration is exercising a large effort to develop a strategy to defend the US from attacks on computer and information systems.
 The effort is largely tense because of the extensive unpredictability of most cyber operations – an action against a given target in one country could easily cause unintentional disruptions to networks in other countries.
 General Alexander, in September, warned that the Cyber Command is not yet capable of adequately defending the nation from cyber attack – he is not equipped with vast enough resources to defend the entirety of America. Further, there are simply very few cooperative exercise occurring right now.
 While few cooperative efforts or simulations have occurred thus far, the results have been positive and indicate a need for development of such programs.

The United Nations should not establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defence

In a growing age of rapidly developing technology, more and more information is both shared and stored in the cyber realm. Governments, corporations, and communities are increasingly reliant on the internet and a growing cyber world. While the cyberworld can certainly be a positive utility, it exposes the world to a new, exceptionally dangerous form of terrorism – cyberterrorism. While various governments and private corporations are investigating efforts to develop cyber-defense, whether or not the UN should lead a massive international effort on cybersecurity is yet to be decided. The United Nations should not establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defence.
The United Nations should not establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defense because individual national programs are currently sufficient. The Pentagon’s new Cyber Command program is already seeking authority to attack computer networks around the globe in an effort to protect American interests.
 Cyber Command Commander, General Alexander, hopes his new command will soon be able to mount “the full spectrum” of operations in cyberspace.
 Further, the U.S. is already discussing increasing cooperation with Australia. The annual Australia-United States Ministerial (AUSMIN) talks will focus on a variety of global security issues.
 Given the strength of current U.S. operations, and their already sufficient attempts to cooperate with a variety of key nations, like Australia, a full scale international effort is likely unnecessary. Further, however, the United Kingdom is also initiating a proposed cyber defense program. UK Defense Minister Nick Harvey has outlined a new cyber defense program, with £650 million budgeted.
 Harvey is expected to stress the need for increased cooperation between academic institutions, and between private firms and the government to help combat cyberterrorism.
The United Nations should not establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defense because various programs in the private sector should be sufficient to solve. Invincea, Inc., recently announced the launch of its Invincea Labs research and development unit. A panel of leading security and tech experts recognize Invincea as a key leader of the private sector developing cybersecurity.
 The department’s primary focus is to drive innovation in the detection of malware and the control of information flowing in and out of corporate and government networks.
 Dr. Anup Ghosh of Invincea indicated the company’s one mission is to help the world’s corporate and government cyber security teams “retake a footing of dominance against their adversaries.” Invincea was chosen out of hundreds of applicants, and is already set to be engaged in three R&D projects.
 Further, University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) is joining forces with one of the nation’s largest defense contractors to develop a “cyber security incubator.”
 Northrop Grumman Corp. reached a deal with UMBC to launch the new incubator, with the goal of spawning the commercialization and development of cyber security technology.
 Businesses should theoretically spawn from this partnership across the country. The technology provided will be instrumental in future cyber security developments, limited the need of either a nationalized security development, or an international effort on the issue.
The United Nations should not establish a cooperative program for international cyber-defense because international cooperation is already occurring to a sufficient degree. A Pan-Euro simulation recently went underway, and did so successfully. The “Cyber Europe 2010” exercise collected 150 experts from 70 public bodies around Europe to participate – the group was exposed to 320 staged incidents to test the effectiveness of cyber defense.
 The agency is recommending a similar strategy to all member states of Europe to further test and develop European security.
 Further, a variety of WIB protocols have already been implemented. The International Instrument Users Association (WIB) created recently the first international standard that outlines a set of specific requirements for cyber security practices (for the supplier side of industrial automation and control systems).
 The standard was led by research with major companies like Shell, BP, Saudi Aramco, Dow, DuPont, and dozens of others.
 The conclusion was the production of a variety of important protocol and safety measures useful for cyber defense. Important examples of cooperation, like these, evidence that a full scale UN program on cyber security is unnecessary.

The current international “currency war” will continue to escalate


In the context of the recent, deep economic troubles that both the U.S. and the world have been experiencing for the last few years, a variety of international conflicts have arisen. Because various nations like the U.S. and China have implemented measures to attempt to help their respective economies heal, the interest of individual nations sometimes clashes with the interest of a global economic system. Recently conflict has erupted with China over questionable practices concerning yuan currency valuation. The current international “currency war” will continue to escalate.
The current international “currency war” will continue to escalate because there is little to no cooperation between the U.S. and China at this point. While a group of 20 nations has attempted to tackle currency and trade imbalances, the efforts continue to flounder as China rejects policy prescriptions that fault its exchange rate regime and redirects criticism at the U.S.
 The Chinese are largely benefiting from the “unfair cap” on yuan appreciation, and are unlikely to compromise on the issue.
 Further, the Chinese opposes U.S. quantitative easing, which is also unlikely to end. For the U.S., quantitative easing is really just a means to increase the money supply and allow the economy to destroy debt and accumulate savings – something clearly to the detriment of China who holds U.S. debt.
 China is just very unlikely to compromise on the issue because of its self-interest – resolving the currency crisis does not help the Chinese. There are too many potentially destabilizing consequences for China itself and the international monetary system.
 While China was already opposed to being forced to appreciate the undervalued yuan, the unilateral U.S. policy of quantitative easing is perceived as a functional alternative to modify currency value, simply one that doesn’t require consent/negotiation.

The current international “currency war” will continue to escalate because of a variety of international players creating obstacles to resolution. Besides the U.S.’s protectionist quantitative easing measures, a variety of other nations including Brazil, Korea, and Indonesia, have put controls on the inflow of capital from abroad.
 These decisions were all criticizes by China, Germany, and a few other nations, and clearly soured the mood of the G20, damaging the risk of any real negotiations succeeding.
 Many fear that the implementation of more protectionism could destabilize the world economy.
 Nations like Germany, China, and France who are leading the G20 in GDP firmly oppose these various protectionist measures, as they only damage the cooperation of economies internationally.
 German Chancellor Angela Merkel commented that “differences in competitiveness between nations can’t be leveled by politically imposed limits.”
 UK Prime Minister Cameron further commented that “some countries, those with big deficits, need to deal with those deficits.”
 The currency war is unlikely to be resolved soon, and will likely continue to escalate.
The current international “currency war” will continue to escalate because of a variety of structural issues that make conflict resolution unlikely. There is a significant number of underlying causes creating instability and imbalances within the currency issue. A chief executive officer of a Frankfurt-based bank commented that “It’s not about assigning blame to who is in deficit and who is in surplus… but to create a framework to find the right balance.”
 Further, structurally, the economic strategies of the U.S. and China are wholly incompatible and probably irresolvable. Both countries are pursuing mutually inconsistent economic policies that each reflect diametrically opposed circumstances, but both relevant to a common exchange rate.
 Because of this, there will almost certainly never be a meaningful agreement between G20 nations – leaving continued escalation as the only option. Finally, different kinds of trade deficits present another insurmountable structural issue that ensures negotiated resolution won’t be reached. The imbalance between consumption and saving, the imbalance between the virtual and the real economy, and the imbalance in international trade between the ballooning trade deficit of the U.S. and the rising trade surpluses in Asian economies all create a difficult situation that makes a solution that benefits everyone mutually extremely unlikely.

The current international “currency war” will not continue to escalate

In the context of the recent, deep economic troubles that both the U.S. and the world have been experiencing for the last few years, a variety of international conflicts have arisen. Because various nations like the U.S. and China have implemented measures to attempt to help their respective economies heal, the interest of individual nations sometimes clashes with the interest of a global economic system. Recently conflict has erupted with China over questionable practices concerning yuan currency valuation. The current international “currency war” will not continue to escalate.
The current international “currency war” will not continue to escalate because the U.S. and China are successfully cooperating to resolve the issue. Obama and his Chinese counterpart Hu Jintao met on Nov. 11 to discuss currency valuation, and the two countries are discussing a “grand bargain” to help resolve the problem.
 While both countries are upset with the other’s current economic practices, this bargain is hoped to resolve many economic issues and tensions. Further, cooperation between the countries is expected to solve because of other forms of economic cooperation. Obama indicated during his meeting with Hu that U.S.-China relations are at the strongest point in the last several years.
 He further indicated that the meeting included discussion of a wide variety of both bilateral and world issues – as two of the world’s leading nuclear powers, both have a “special” obligation to deal with issues of nuclear proliferation.
 Cooperation on other issues will hopefully spillover to the currency question. Further, president Hu indicated that the Chinese side wants to work with the U.S. to increase dialogue, exchanges, and cooperation to move the relationship between the two nations in a positive direction.
 Both leaders expressed clear optimism that cooperation between the countries will continue and will help lead each other in a positive direction, which suggests resolution of the currency conflict may be in sight.
The current international “currency war” will not continue to escalate because of China’s slow and Steady Plan for reform. While the plan may take a while to succeed, China is expected to eventually cooperate. China is currently committed to the reform of its exchange rate system, which will be a very gradual process at a pace consistent with China’s international balance of payments position.
 In recent years, China has made vigorous efforts to restructure its economy and boost domestic consumer spending. China has further taken measures to improve public services like healthcare and education. These reform measures will likely take a lengthy amount of time, but should eventually solve some of the issues as the core of the currency conflict. Further, China has expressed willingness to deepen economic and trade cooperation in an effort to strengthen bilateral ties with the United States in a “constructive” way.
 Trade Official, Yu Jianhua, indicated that China is not interested in getting into a confrontation with the United States on trade and exchange rate issues, despite its clear unhappiness with the U.S.’s quantitative easing policy.
 China is interested in making some concessions, and highlighting common ground between the two nations. Yu stressed that China wants to deal with the trade/currency issue through dialogue, and not allow it to escalate into a politicized and internationalized issue.

The current international “currency war” will not continue to escalate because there is no real incentive for anyone to allow the situation to escalate. The global economy is largely too fragile at this point in time to undergo significant economic conflict between nations. Countries need to resist the temptation to engage in finger pointing and blame shifting, there will certainly not be a real winner of the currency/trade war.
 If the Chinese did decide to escalate and attempt to appreciate its currency, it would set back China’s exchange rate reform and have a massively destabilizing effect on the Chinese economy.
 At the G20 summit, countries have an opportunity to cooperate in response to the financial crisis, and should be able to work out mutually beneficial compromises.
 China is expected to pursue cooperation, disincentivizing escalation by any other nations like the U.S. Because of the context of the fragile global economy, the Communist party has made reform more urgent.
 While China is upset with the U.S.’s quantitative easing measures, the ball is in China’s court on the issue of escalation, and China is expected to cooperate – China has little to nothing to gain from continuing to force the issue further.

Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will spiral out of control


Africa unfortunately has a long history of issues with a variety of volatile diseases. Polio, a particularly debilitating disease, has still plagued Africa in recent years. While vaccination efforts have helped control the proliferation of the disease for the most part, the first few weeks in November this year have seen a massive outbreak of polio once again, an outbreak that could easily spiral out of control. Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will spiral out of control.

Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will spiral out of control because the disease has quickly become a truly serious problem. The seriousness of the issue has escalated due to a variety of outbreaks. Polio is a very contagious viral disease that affects nerves, and is transmitted through contaminated food and water.
 Largely to due to issues of sanitation in Africa, there has been a large outbreak of polio in Central Africa.
 According to the UN, a total of 226 people have been paralyzed with 97 dying already as a result of the outbreak.
 The casualty count is clearly already high and likely to increase. Because of the lack of preventative infrastructure – a lack of both medical response supplies, and shear sanitation supplies – the outbreaks are certainly likely to proliferate around a variety of regions in Africa.
 While in the context of the overall population the casualty numbers may be low, casualty numbers are certainly higher than seen in a long time, and are likely to spiral to levels not seen in a very long time.
Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will spiral out of control because of a unique Africa context that is especially conducive to proliferation of the disease. While some experts are skeptical that the outbreak is entirely polio, there is a consensus that the outbreak is at least largely polio-related. The epidemic has raged for nearly two weeks in a main commercial city in the southern Congo, Pointe-Noire.
 The epidemic is certainly related to the recent polio outbreak, with the only difference being that this time the disease apparently affects adolescents and adults, unlike polio which only really affects the young and children.
 The World Health Organization (WHO) has confirmed the outbreak, commenting that there is a “serious outbreak of polio in the Republic of Congo.”
 Further, the spread of the disease has been incredibly fast, spreading at unusually high levels. The WHO described the situation as having an “unusually high mortality rate,” in a joint press release with the U.N. Children’s Fund.
 Polio was only first confirmed in November 4, and since then, over 226 people in the Republic of Congo have been diagnosed with acute flaccid paralysis – a conditional largely associated with polio.
 Further, the disease will be additionally devastating because of its incidental targeting of very vulnerable demographics. The outbreak has hit a large number of people between the age of 15 and 29 – vaccination distribution is largely limited to small children in these areas, making the majority of the population vulnerable.
 The Republic of Congo had been declared polio free for several years before this latest strain emerged.
 The end of the outbreak is still not in sight.
Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will spiral out of control because the response to contain the epidemic has been simply too slow. Despite efforts to control the disease, polio has quickly proliferated all over the place. The ministry of health fears that 48 different districts bordering Kenya are at risk or may even have unreported cases.
 The polio virus is transmitted by drinking water or eating contaminated food – a child infected with the virus will exhibit acute fever followed by weakness in the limbs.
 Problematic however, for the containment of the disease, is that out of 100 children infected with the virus, only one will likely develop the acute state of the disease – making it very difficult to identify, and thus also difficult to contain the disease.
 The disease is suspected as coming from neighboring areas in southern Sudan where there has also been a recent outbreak.
 Further, a variety of experts indicate that the disease has already extensively proliferated, and  several delayed waves of the outbreak are expected to soon emerge. A vaccination effort is planned to start on November 20, and to continue in several waves through January. The disease previously spread through Sudanese borders, and is expected to soon reveal new waves through Uganda.

Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will not spiral out of control

Africa unfortunately has a long history of issues with a variety of volatile diseases. Polio, a particularly debilitating disease, has still plagued Africa in recent years. While vaccination efforts have helped control the proliferation of the disease for the most part, the first few weeks in November this year have seen a massive outbreak of polio once again, an outbreak that could easily spiral out of control. Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will not spiral out of control
Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will not spiral out of control because UN action will effectively intervene to control disease proliferation. The United Nations are already organizing an immunization drive to help prevent the spread of the disease. Both the UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and the World Health Organization (WHO) cooperatively launched a polio immunization campaign that is expected to provide vaccinations to 3 million children and adults in central Africa.
 The drive will begin on Friday in the Republic of Congo and Angola to respond to the outbreak. Further, the UN is helping to organize a global campaign against polio. UN organizations are quickly moving to help distribute vaccines and other important infrastructure to ensure that the outbreak does not continue to proliferate around the world.
 Dr. Luis Sambo, a WHO regional director for Africa, commented that “Every man, every woman, every child will be immunized irrespective of their past immunization status.”
 Several officials have indicated that the initiative should ensure that vaccines are accessible to everyone, especially those who may have low immunity.
 The magnitude of the campaign is massive, reaching a projected three million people in a very short timeframe.
 Effective organization of UN efforts should certainly be sufficient to at least help contain the proliferation of the polio disease through several countries in central Africa.
Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will not spiral out of control because strong national action from African governments will contain the outbreak. Kenya has launched a campaign to help immunize one million of its children aged five years or younger against polio.
 The campaign will target 22 high risk districts in several phases. Public Health and Sanitation minister Beth Mugo commented that “the first round will be conducted from November 20 to 24 while the second round will be held from December 11 to 15 and the third round will take place from January 15 to 19.”
 The phased Kenya initiative will be a very useful tool for the containment of the polio disease. Further, Uganda has initiated a national effort to help contain the disease. Despite financial shortages, the Ugandan ministry is planning its own mass immunization exercise across 48 districts in northern, northeastern, and eastern parts of the country.
 Children under of the age of 5, like in Kenya, will also be heavily encouraged and assisted in acquiring polio vaccines. Additionally evidencing strong national efforts is the Congo. Public and private health sector workers in the Congo have been put on high alert – those exhibiting anything resembling symptoms of polio are encouraged to immediately seek medical attention.
 Strong national efforts by three key central African countries should be sufficient to help contain the outbreaks.
Recent polio outbreaks in Africa will not spiral out of control because immunization efforts do work. Past drives for immunization efforts have been successful. UNICEF released a statement indicating that despite the worrying situation, the nation had a “good assessment,” given results of past efforts in similar situations. Health officials undertook a very similar effort in 2009, as well as last spring, after polio cases were confirmed in 24 African nations.
 The effort was followed by a 98 percent drop in Nigerian polio cases in 2010 compared to 2009.
 Further, immunization efforts are expected to be successful because the new campaign will be able to cover everyone. The immunization plan will start in Point-Noire, the primary locus of the outbreak, and eventually extend to appropriate surrounding areas.
 The WHO’s regional director for Africa indicated that everyone will have access to immunization regardless of their past immunization status.
 Additionally evidencing the success of immunization efforts is actual drop in disease rates post immunization effort. After five years of dealing with polio, the disease was largely brought under control in Uttar Pradesh.
 Compared to years past, 2010 as a whole saw far less polio than most years past, a feat largely attributed to the success of past immunization efforts.

The government of Iran will make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program

After years of cultivating a clandestine nuclear program, the government of Iran has finally completed its first successful nuclear power plant. The Bushehr I reactor was unveiled on August 21, 2010, and is expected to come online by the end of the year. This civilian nuclear program however, is not what most of the world’s observers are worried about. Over the past decade, Iran has been charged with using its civilian nuclear program to develop a covert weapons program, a charge it has been quite ambiguous in denying. Under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), signatories may receive aid in development of peaceful nuclear technology in exchange for compliance with counter-proliferation norms, and willingness to endure regular inspections. While many potential and past proliferators have taken this deal, Iran has remained content to deny charges, reject inspections, and continue to extract concessions from international players. The question, then, is whether or not the government of Iran has any intention of making compromises with the international community on any aspect of its nuclear program. Fortunately, there is good evidence to suggest that some compromise is possible. Recent statements suggest that the regime is finally open to a new round of negotiations. Additionally, Iran’s current track-record suggests that it would fully-comply with any deal that it committed itself to. Further, the success of the current strategy of pressure makes it much more likely that the Iranian leadership will make compromises. The government of Iran will make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program.
The government of Iran will make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program because it has already signaled a willingness to engage in new negotiations. In its last set of public statements, Iran offered to hold talks on its nuclear program with the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council plus Germany.
 This commitment has been confirmed by US State Department spokesperson Philip J. Crowley.
 Additionally, the European Union foreign affairs chief, Catherine Ashton, recently received a response to past negotiation-requests that “indicated it is prepared to move ahead.
 The U.S. is optimistic, hoping that these meetings “might occur as early as the end of the month.”
 Although many observers are quick to point out President Ahmadinejad’s off-hand remark that characterized Iran’s nuclear program as “non-negotiable”, such perspectives should be disfavored when compared to those of people involved in active negotiations. Indeed, European Union diplomats have stated that they do not believe Ahmadinejad is closing the door altogether on nuclearization discussions, and that his former remarks served mainly as a form of political posturing to appease his constituents.
 As the specific goal of the proposed meeting is to discuss the last EU joint-letter, it seems unlikely that Iran would agree to come-forward without some willingness to negotiate the core issue of the initial inquiry.

The government of Iran will make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program because compliance with current commitments suggests a willingness to cooperate and make concessions. Indeed, all recent statements suggest that Iran is embracing an “open door” policy with respect to negotiations with the international community. Yukiya Amano, the head of the International Atomic Energy Agency, has stated that, “On the enrichment [of uranium] and other activities...I did not receive any signs for a change of course from the Iranian side. At the same time, they are quite willing to have a dialogue with me.…And it seems to me that the Iranians are very willing to have a dialogue with [the international community].”
 Iran’s Deputy U.N. Ambassador Eshagh Al-Habib said his government is “waiting to see the goodwill of the other parties and their real intention for meaningful and successful talks.”
 In this statement, Al-Habib reiterated Iran’s commitment to the peaceful use of nuclear energy, and claimed that his government had fulfilled every commitment under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.
 Should Iran continue to follow-through on these sorts of commitments, it would make a strong statement to the international community that the regime is finally deserving of trust.
The government of Iran will make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program because the current strategy for applying international pressure is working in forcing the Iranian leadership’s hand. Indeed, United States Defense Secretary Robert Gates said that sanctions aimed at stopping Iranian nuclear modernization have been extremely effective.
 In this statement, he said, “We know that they are concerned about the impact of the sanctions. The sanctions are biting more deeply than they anticipated, and we are working very hard at this.”
 In this way, international pressure has created a situation where the Iranian leadership must choose between concessions and its economic livelihood. Additionally, the combination of serious threats with economic pressure creates an effective one-two punch. Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu quickly identified this effect. As he explained, “The simple paradox is this — if the international community led by the United States hopes to stop Iran's nuclear program without resorting to military action, it will have to convince Iran that it is prepared to take such action.”
 By giving Iran a strong set of incentives to make concessions, the US can effectively force an effective compromise.
The government of Iran will not make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program

After years of cultivating a clandestine nuclear program, the government of Iran has finally completed its first successful nuclear power plant. The Bushehr I reactor was unveiled on August 21, 2010, and is expected to come online by the end of the year. This civilian nuclear program however, is not what most of the world’s observers are worried about. Over the past decade, Iran has been charged with using its civilian nuclear program to develop a covert weapons program, a charge it has been quite ambiguous in denying. Under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), signatories may receive aid in development of peaceful nuclear technology in exchange for compliance with counter-proliferation norms, and willingness to endure regular inspections. While many potential and past proliferators have taken this deal, Iran has remained content to deny charges, reject inspections, and continue to extract concessions from international players. The question, then, is whether or not the government of Iran has any intention of making compromises with the international community on any aspect of its nuclear program. Unfortunately, there is little evidence to suggest that a compromise is possible. Most signals being sent by the regime now suggest a total unwillingness to make concrete concessions. Additionally, the parties in play have not shown any ability to trust one another. Further, the Iranian leadership is too irrational to be deterred or encouraged into a deal, even if the results might be better for both parties involved. The government of Iran will not make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program.

The government of Iran will not make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program because the regime has made it clear it doesn’t want to negotiate. This is most apparent in the statements of Iranian leadership. Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad claimed recently that Western countries’ pressure on Iran has had “no impact on the nuclear issue.”
 In this statement, he claimed that “the West should accept a powerful Iran,” and that Iran will not make any concessions over its nuclear rights.
 Even those observers who believe that such statements are mere posturing must acknowledge a certain counter-incentive that exists for President Ahmadinejad. David Albright, head of the Washington-based Institute for Science and International Security, said that the Iranian leaders were reluctant to enter talks that could raise pressure on them to restrain their nuclear activities.
 Because of this counter-incentive then, it seems unlikely that any negotiations would reach the conclusion that US negotiators might hope for.
The government of Iran will not make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program because there is strong mistrust between all parties involved. Most notably, since Yukiya Amano’s promotion to head of the International Atomic Energy Agency, relations between Iran and the United Nation’s nuclear watchdog organization have soured considerably.
 As Amano has continued to “call-out” the Iranian regime for being unwilling to accept more stringent verification measures, President Ahmadinejad has fired back, accusing the IAEA of being a “western spy” that might pass information about Iran’s program back to the United States.
 This back and forth has caused deep-seeded mistrust, that could severely hamper negotiations, and possibly even torpedo a final deal.
 In Amano’s statements, he has said that he still can't confirm that all aspects of Iran's nuclear program are peaceful today, spurring further resentment and mistrust.

The government of Iran will not make compromises on the verification and dismantlement of its illicit nuclear program because the Iranian leaders are fundamentally irrational. Indeed, the past seven years of negotiations reveal an extraordinary trend of obstinate behavior. Specifically, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has repeatedly made offers that make very little sense to observers. For instance, in his most recent call to continue talks, Ahmadinejad asked nations to discuss a letter requesting a compromise over the Iranian nuclear program.
 Within these talks, however, the Iranian President has declared the Iranian right to a civilian nuclear program untouchable, keeping them off-limits in real negotiations.
 At a much more basic level however, it appears that the Iranian leadership is fundamentally irrational. Because the leaders continue to hold a broad national grudge against the west, any kind of comprehensive settlement, or “grand bargain”, appears impossible.
 As Kenneth Pollack, the director of research at the Saba Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institute wrote, “as long as Iranians continue to hold a national grudge, any reconciliation —let alone the kind of comprehensive settlement envisioned by the Grand Bargain—is impossible.”

*Domestic*

The United States federal government should restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea

Beginning in 2003, the “six-party talks” were designed solely to address North Korea’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Between 2003 and 2007, five rounds of talks progressed with almost no concrete results to show. In the final round of the 2007 talks however, North Korea offered to dismantle its nuclear program in exchange for fuel aid and normalization of relations with the United States and Japan. Since then however, little progress has been made. On April 14, 2009, North Korea announced its withdrawal from six-party talks in response to US criticism. Recently however, North Korea has made overtures suggesting it is open to renewing talks. There are good arguments as to why the United States should embrace these overtures. North Korea’s statements appear genuine. Additionally, setting up a sort of quid-pro-quo could remedy the concerns of all sides. Further, the symbolic value of the resolution of six-party talks should not be overlooked. The United States federal government should restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea.
The United States federal government should restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea because both sides will say yes to the deal. Indeed, recent statements suggest that the North Korean leadership is particularly interested in restarting talks.
 While it is true that the regime has made false gestures in the past, most analysts agree that this round is authentic. This is mainly because of the context in which these overtures are being made. As President Kim Jong-Il becomes increasingly ill, most observers agree that his son, Kim Jong-Un, is being rapidly groomed for a transition to power.
 While this fact in and of itself might not reveal a genuine interest in compromise, closer analysis of Kim Jong-Un’s background is more promising. Jong-Un was educated in Switzerland, where he is reported to have adopted many of the more pragmatic values espoused by his grandfather.
 This, coupled with the current crisis-point of North Korea’s social and economic situation bodes well for negotiations. It’s also important to note that North Korea’s old guard appears to be fading both literally and figuratively. For example, Jo Myong Rok, the country’s second-highest military officer, recently died of a heart attack.
 This death represents the end of an era. Rok was 82, and one of the last surviving members of the cadre formed by Kim Jong-Il in his ascendance.
 Scott Snyder, a North Korea expert at the New York-based Council on Foreign Relations said, “The old guard is fading in influence. It's not clear if Kim Jong Un actually needs more titles to make it clear that he is on the rise."
 All in all, this shift gives hope for many who might otherwise view the North Korean regime as beyond the reach of diplomacy.
The United States federal government should restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea because a quid-pro-quo deal would resolve the concerns of all parties involved. On the North Korean side, there’s a strong interest in obtaining economic aid. Indeed, the current situation of the people in the DPRK is completely untenable. With nearly 24 million people living at or below the poverty line, and thousands literally starving to death on a daily basis, North Korea is in desperate need of aid.
 President Obama has already attempted to harness this need, holding out the prospect of increased economic aid in the event that the government demonstrate a strong attitude change with respect to six-party talks.
 At a news conference with Mr. Lee, Obama pledged that the G20 would reach a consensus on how to achieve balanced, sustainable growth, bolstering perceptions that the US is deeply invested in stabilizing the region.
 It’s also important to note that a quid-pro-quo would do wonders to resolve concerns on the US-South Korean side. After the South Korean warship Cheonan was torpedoed in March, relations have chilled considerably.
 By requiring North Korea to accept responsibility for the attack and fulfill its obligations on its nuclear program, a grand bargain could address the concerns of all parties involved.

The United States federal government should restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea because the symbol of continued talks is key to peaceful conflict resolution. Indeed, Yukiya Amano, the head of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), has continually expressed concern over Pyongyang’s nuclear program.
 As she stated, “The nuclear program of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) remains a matter of serious concern. The agency has had no inspections in the country since April last year."
 She continued, "The DPRK has not permitted the agency to implement safeguards in the country since December 2002 and it has not implemented the measures called for in (UN) Security Council Resolutions 1718 and 1874.”
 This symbol is not only relevant in the context of keeping international organizations invested. Indeed, Russian president Dmitry Medvedev has repeatedly voiced his support for the talks, viewing them as a key forum for conflict resolution.
 Given the extent to which North Korea’s nuclear program poses a threat to Russian security, it’s critical that the United States keeps the Russian leadership invested in six-party talks, as opposed to unilateral military intervention.

The United States federal government should not restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea

Beginning in 2003, the “six-party talks” were designed solely to address North Korea’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Between 2003 and 2007, five rounds of talks progressed with almost no concrete results to show. In the final round of the 2007 talks however, North Korea offered to dismantle its nuclear program in exchange for fuel aid and normalization of relations with the United States and Japan. Since then however, little progress has been made. On April 14, 2009, North Korea announced its withdrawal from six-party talks in response to US criticism. Recently however, North Korea has made overtures suggesting it is open to renewing talks. There are good arguments as to why the United States should reject these overtures. Extracting concrete concessions first is key to avoid the perception of appeasement. Additionally, diplomatic solutions seem incapable of remedying the fundamental disagreements with the government of North Korea. Further, the current regime in North Korea doesn’t deserve compromises or aid. The United States federal government should not restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea.

The United States federal government should not restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea because a firm stance is key to extract concessions first. In March of 2010, the South Korean warship Cheonan was torpedoed from an unidentified position.
 While most analysts agree that the culprit was almost certainly North Korean forces, it took an international commission months to confirm these suspicions.
 Still, in the face of these findings, the North Korean government refused to acknowledge responsibility for the attack.
 After joint talks between the United States and South Korea, President Lee Myng-bak announced that he and Obama, “reaffimed the point that North Korea must show a genuine gesture and responsible attitude on the Cheonan incident and that would be the starting point of improvement in South-North ties.”
 While this ideal is in and of itself worth protecting, it’s also important to consider what kind of signal might be sent by going back on such a statement now. Indeed, Obama used some of his strongest rhetoric in response to the Cheonan incident, claiming that recent events mark a “path of confrontation and provocation. In the wake of this aggression, Pyongyang should not be mistaken: the United States will never waver in our commitment to the security of the Republic of Korea.”
 To back down and seek compromises now would make Obama appear weak, shredding any hope of credibility in future negotiations.
The United States federal government should not restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea because there are no diplomatic solutions to the differences between the parties involved. Most analysts agree that even if a diplomatic solution might be preferable in the long run, it certainly appears untenable in the short-term.
 In Canada, the Defence Department’s Directorate of Arms and Proliferation Control Policy released a technical memo expressing just this sentiment. It read, “There unfortunately remain no good options for dealing with the North Korean nuclear challenge. Neither diplomacy nor sanctions have been effective in persuading Pyongyang to give up its nuclear ambitions in the face of what it perceives to be threats to its national security and regime survival.”
 The report was not limited to Canadian sources. Over 75 pages, the report detailed evidence by the International Atomic Energy Agency, the UN Security Council, and a host of independent analysts.
 The panel responsible for the report reviewed government-issued reports, as well as those of investigators tasked with addressing specific incidents such as Syria’s Dair Alzour reactor and Myanmar’s interactions with the North Korean company Namchongang Trading Corp.
 In the end, all evidence pointed to the conclusion that compromise and appeasement are not viable strategies.
The United States federal government should not restart six-party talks with the government of North Korea because the regime doesn’t deserve compromises. While the clandestine regime does a fairly good job keeping the worst stories swept under the rug, what few tales do escape are uniformly grim. As the North Korean government pours all of its resources into nuclear modernization, a huge percentage of its 24 million citizens are denied basic human needs like food, shelter, and power.
 Due to strong media censoring, North Koreans are virtually totally sequestered from the rest of the world.
 One defector explained the rationale for escape attempts: “If they are caught they should risk execution. But the food situation, the rationing there is so difficult that even those who bought the border guards, they received the bribe, so they guide them across the border.”
 If the regime values the well-being of its citizens so poorly, it seems unlikely that any compromise that leaves the current power-structure intact will make things better.
The United States military should negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq

Following the scheduled withdrawal of all United States combat forces in Iraq, many analysts have been quick to point out the continued presence of undesignated “non-combat support” troops. According to the current U.S.-Iraq status of forces agreement (SOFA), these remaining forces are scheduled for withdrawal by December 31, 2011. Still, many analysts believe this withdrawal may be premature, and might jeopardize the fledgling nation’s stable democratic transition. In order to keep non-combat forces stationed in Iraq after 2011 however, the United States would need to negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the current government. There are good arguments in favor just such a move. The current state of the Iraqi government is incredibly unstable. Additionally, the non-combat forces are key to help solve internal corruption in the Iraqi regime. Further, the symbol of continued US deployments provides a critical deterrent to violence and instability. The United States military should negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq.

The United States military should negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq because the current government is too unstable to function without a continued US troop presence. This unstable arrangement stems mostly from an inability to reach an effective power-sharing compromise. With Mr. Maliki’s Shiite-led coalition poised to hold power, the primary question remains: How can the fledgling government bring the Sunni-led coalition of Mr. Allawi on-board without creating an ungovernable mess of diluted control?
 Although Maliki’s party has already offered Allawi’s bloc the speakership of parliament, no real deal has been reached. Indeed, after three days of talks, leaders of both parties appeared still to be at an impasse.
 With compromise apparently far from reach, Allawi’s coalition boycotted initial talks.
 In response, Maliki blasted his rivals, stating that, “Even if there are differences it should be remembered that we are in the same boat.”
 Perhaps most disconcerting however, is the effect that this stalemate is having on internal violence. Should momentum shift far enough in Maliki’s favor to leave Mr. Allawi’s Sunni-bloc feeling disenfranchised, a new eruption of violence seems inevitable.

The United States military should negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq because a continued troop presence is critical to solve internal corruption. Indeed, Iraq is rated one of the world’s most corrupt regimes today.
 In a stable, developed nation, such charges might seem insignificant. In the context of Iraq however, this seems cause for great concern. The fledgling government is about to take on complex challenges like sectarian violence, oil-revenue disputes, and cities dependent on crumbling infrastructure.
 This corruption extends further than simple embezzlement charges however. Perhaps the greatest problem Iraq faces with corruption relates to religious persecution. Indeed, the most recent series of attacks on Iraqi Christians has left the religious community feeling quite vulnerable. One local religious leader claimed, “These attacks express the contempt and hatred of terrorist organizations for Christians.”
 With local authorities unwilling and/or unable to intervene, corruption appears to have fatal consequences.
The United States military should negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq because the symbol of continued troop deployments is key to deter aggression and violence. In particular, the presence of US forces helps reassure Mr. Allawi’s Sunni-led bloc of its continued safety and enfranchisement.
 With Allawi’s party seriously considering withdrawal into the minority, very little could be more important to internal Iraqi stability than a firm commitment from the US to protect the political rights of all parties.
 Should Iraqiya (Allawi’s party) withdraw, backlash and a new wave of sectarian violence would appear not just possible but probable, in which case US forces would be all the more necessary.
 Additionally, the recent audit from the United States State Department concludes that Iraq will continue to have need for US soldiers long after the 2011 withdrawal date.
 Stephen Biddle, an Iraq watcher for the Council on Foreign Relations, argues that it would be extremely difficult for US diplomats to control Sunni-Shiite and Arab-Kurd rivalries in the absence of a sizable US military presence.
 With virtually every recent security report agreeing with this conclusion, the result of complete US withdrawal appears clear: chaos and instability.

The United States military should not negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq

Following the scheduled withdrawal of all United States combat forces in Iraq, many analysts have been quick to point out the continued presence of undesignated “non-combat support” troops. According to the current U.S.-Iraq status of forces agreement (SOFA), these remaining forces are scheduled for withdrawal by December 31, 2011. Still, many analysts believe this withdrawal may be premature, and might jeopardize the fledgling nation’s stable democratic transition. In order to keep non-combat forces stationed in Iraq after 2011 however, the United States would need to negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the current government. This would be an unwise policy option. The fledgling government is becoming stable for the first time. Additionally, extracting concessions on a status of forces agreement with the current provisional government would hurt the regime’s credibility. Further, continued US deployments create bad political incentives for the provisional government. The United States military should not negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq.
The United States military should not negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq because the current government is stable. Although negotiations have been in a deadlock since March elections, a few recent breakthroughs have put an effective compromise in reach for the new government.
 The new deal would keep Nouri Maliki as the prime minister, while giving the leader of the Sunni-bloc, Iyad Allawi, a speaker position to provide a sort of check and balance system.
 The deal represents a huge step forward, as it represents the first proposal to garner significant support among smaller factions.
 Maliki’s comments suggest that the specific details of this deal have mostly been worked out already, and that the next round of talks serve mainly to put the deal in writing.
 Specifically, he said the session would be, “the final station on the path of resistance, challenge and determination not to allow patterns of sedition to return.”
 At the conclusion of talks, Maliki’s party announced that all sides agreed to his serving another term in office, and that the only details to be resolved later involved the posts of president and speaker.

The United States military should not negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq because any deal with the provisional government would hurt internal credibility. The problem here is that any agreement reached now would likely deal with the wrong people. As Maliki and Allawi have tiptoed around one another cautiously, the newest power player in the Iraqi parliament appears to be the Kurds.
 Although the Kurds once sat on the sidelines, their status as the only truly unified bloc in the government has placed them in a precarious position as the sole kingmakers o the Iraqi government.
 Perhaps more importantly, the Kurds’ influence is relevant regardless what kind of power-sharing arrangement emerges from current talks. It seems very unlikely that any government will be formed without the support of the Kurds and their minority bloc.
 This is particularly significant, given the volatile public that any new Iraqi government will face. Recent boycotts of negotiations reveal that many party leaders are incredibly beholden to their constituents.
 Should a deal with Maliki be pushed forward without the consent of the new government, the potential popular backlash could be substantial.

The United States military should not negotiate a new status of forces agreement with the government of Iraq because doing so would encourage bad political incentives. Specifically, Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki is very dependent on the support of the Sadrists, a populist Shiite political movement founded on an anti-US stance.
 In this sense then, any agreement with Maliki must be negotiated with a built-in incentive to push back against US interests. Additionally, the Sadrist movement makes Maliki a much less attractive candidate for the US to back.
 Recent comments from the United States Ambassador James F. Jeffrey highlight this problem. He said, “We're simply saying anyone that does not distinguish between peaceful political processes and violent intimidation, violent attacks and the threat of violence is a problematic partner for a democratic process.”
 Negotiating with Maliki, then, would be extremely difficult, as both sides would have strong incentives to remain obstinate.
Sarah Palin will be the Republican presidential nominee in 2012
As the last few results pour in from the 2010 midterm elections, pundits turn their attentions to the next great circus in American politics. In spite of the firestorm of conservative backlash that engulfed many Democrats this November, most Democratic voters remain confident, comfortable with the fact that Barack Hussein Obama is hardly Russ Feingold. Still, the big question on everyone’s mind remains: Who will the GOP field to oppose Mr. Obama? While analysts and pundits remain staunchly divided on the most likely candidate, virtually all of them include Sarah Palin in the discussion. There is much evidence to suggest that she will carry the Republican banner in the next presidential election. Her extraordinary approval ratings among hard-right conservatives give her a distinct advantage in primaries. Additionally, her ability to mobilize and energize niche support from groups like the Tea Party make her an attractive candidate for undecided right-leaning voters. Further, her financial and structural advantages could persuade many fence-sitting voters to fall her way in primaries. Sarah Palin will be the Republican presidential nominee in 2012.
Sarah Palin will be the Republican presidential nominee in 2012 because hard-right conservatives will rally around her in primaries. While many analysts are quick to point to unfavorable general approval ratings, these arguments are myopic at best. Palin may be an unfavorable candidate for a general election, but her ratings among self-identified conservatives, she’s a veritable demigod.
 In a recent Associated Press poll, adults who identified themselves as Republicans or GOP-leaning independents, 79 percent viewed Palin favorably, while only 17 percent voted unfavorably.
 Given that the left and center-left doesn’t vote in Republican primaries, these figures appear particularly impressive. Right and center-right conservatives are the ones who will venture to caucuses in Iowa, New Hampshire, and South Carolina.
 Although Palin has not yet formally announced her candidacy, she currently destroys every credible opponent among potential voters in GOP primaries.

Sarah Palin will be the Republican presidential nominee in 2012 because she will mobilize niche support from influential groups like the Tea Party. If nothing else, conservative pundits and strategists alike recognize that what the Republican party is missing now is a true leader. As 2012 draws closer, every analyst understands that Obama’s charisma and boldness will play a huge role in mobilizing the left. What’s much less clear however, is to what extent the GOP can hope to mobilize a similar figure. In this sense, Palin is perfect. Her ability to “electrify the base, cow the Establishment, and razz the ‘lamestream media’ with a single tweet,” makes Palin the ideal candidate to rally the disparate factions of the GOP under one banner.
 As the Tea Party continues to rise, no current candidate can claim a stronger connection to an ascendant base than Palin.
 With the midterms came a new radicalization of the Republican party, and in this new party, Palin’s self-constructed base will play kingmaker.

Sarah Palin will be the Republican presidential nominee in 2012 because she is the best-equipped candidate. This is true in two different senses. First, Palin has done an extraordinary job marketing herself, amassing an incredibly impressive warchest.
 Analysts estimate Palin made at least $13 million just in the time between her retirement as Governor of Alaska and today.
 This may actually be a dramatic underestimate. Her first book, Going Rogue, was awarded a seven million dollar advance and a significant return on the back end.
 With a second book due out soon, a million dollar annual contract with Fox News, and an estimated three million dollars or more in speaker’s fees this year alone, Palin appears ready, willing, and able to drive a personal fortune to primary victory.
 In a very different sense however, Palin is also the best equipped candidate. With the rise of the Tea Party in midterms, Palin garnered both credibility, as well as gratitude. Although the record of her respective endorsees was mixed, it included enough key victories to evidence a certain ability to shape and direct the unwieldly frustration powering the conservative movement at the moment.
 In this sense then, the midterm election represented not just a time to reclaim power, but also a time to lay the groundwork for a 2012 presidential run.

Sarah Palin will not be the Republican presidential nominee in 2010

As the last few results pour in from the 2010 midterm elections, pundits turn their attentions to the next great circus in American politics. In spite of the firestorm of conservative backlash that engulfed many Democrats this November, most Democratic voters remain confident, comfortable with the fact that Barack Hussein Obama is hardly Russ Feingold. Still, the big question on everyone’s mind remains: Who will the GOP field to oppose Mr. Obama? While analysts and pundits remain staunchly divided on the most likely candidate, virtually all of them include Sarah Palin in the discussion. Still, there is much evidence to suggest that she will not carry the Republican banner in the next presidential election. Most polls and ratings reveal that she is perceived as distinctly unfavorable to key centrist voters. Additionally, her position as a current front-runner makes it less likely that she will sustain her push. Further, other possible candidates will outpace her in the long run. Sarah Palin will not be the Republican presidential nominee in 2010.
Sarah Palin will not be the Republican presidential nominee in 2010 because she is a generally unfavorable candidate among key centrist voters. Following her 2008 vice-presidential nomination and high-profile endorsement tour, Palin has risen as both the best-known and the most divisive of potential Republican candidates.
 In spite of all this publicity, Palin still polls poorly with independents. A recent Associated Press poll reveals that 46 percent of American view her favorably, and 49 percent unfavorably.
 In this same poll, Palin’s potential opponents perform significantly better. Mike Huckabee, for example, received a favorability of 49 percent, with only 27 percent viewing him unfavorably.
 Mitt Romney carried similar results, polling at 46 percent favorable and 31 percent unfavorable.
 In the face of all this evidence, it seems unlikely that Republicans could be stupid enough to nominate such an unelectable candidate.
 In 2008, many independents withdrew support from McCain based solely on his willingness to select Palin as his vice president.
 If such perceptions still exist, it seems unlikely that Palin could hold favor throughout primaries.
Sarah Palin will not be the Republican presidential nominee in 2010 because early front-runners rarely win primaries. This is a product of two effects. First, front-runners “go under the microscope early and are the target of every candidate late to the race.”
 Case and point: neither McCain nor Obama were likely favorites for 2008 at this point in 2006. Front-runners volunteer for the early bullseye on their back, drawing a nasty combination of increased media attention and public expectation.
 Secondly however, front-runners often don’t enter the race to win. This may sound paradoxical at first, but it makes sense in the context of candidates having other potential political futures. While few front-runners win their respective races, most emerge with incredible brand-recognition.
 In the context of Palin, this aim makes particularly good sense. Jonathan Weiler, a Professor of International Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill explains, “being President and being considered a presidential front-runner are two different things. The first requires a grinding day-to-day commitment and set of skills that Palin surely has no interest in and for which she is obviously ill-equipped. The second, however, is the optimal means by which a political entrepreneur grows her brand.”
 In this sense then, Palin is the ideal candidate to run ahead early, back out at the end, and flourish politically for her trouble.
Sarah Palin will not be the Republican presidential nominee in 2010 because other candidates will overtake her in the long-run. Even this early in the race, potential challengers are emerging. Indeed, in the Hotline Presidential Power Rankings, former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney sat atop the pack.
 With strong brand recognition and powerful structural advantages like infrastructure and fundraising, Romney has all the necessary pieces to be a complete front-runner.
 Additionally, Mike Huckabee has risen rapidly as a relevant candidate. With an energetic fan base and strong support among the religious right, Huckabee holds the necessary peripheral tools to pull off a primary upset.
 Further, there are still some “dark horse” candidates that could surprise pundits. One such possibility is Newt Gingrich. As one of the most influential conservative figures in the US, Gingrich certainly has the power to mobilize the base on a moment’s notice, and carry a strong push through primaries.
 In this case then, the only real question is whether Gingrich decides such a move is even worth his time.
United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will solve the smoking epidemic

As the cigarette smoking epidemic has raged on across the globe, a number of new initiatives have sprung up to help stem its spread. Unfortunately, the vast majority of these programs have served as stopgaps, as opposed to solutions. Given the rate at which cigarette smoking kills (the Center for Disease Control estimates approximately 440,000 annual deaths associated with smoking), more must be done. Fortunately, the United States Food and Drug Administration has taken action in a new labeling-reform campaign. There is much evidence to suggest that this move will take strong steps to solve the smoking epidemic. By deploying super-graphic imagery, the new labels will force smokers to come face-to-face with the effects of their habit. Additionally, the new labels will include explicit descriptions of the potential harmful effects of smoking. Further, these deterrent systems have been very effective both in clinical trials, as well as in other countries. United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will solve the smoking epidemic.

United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will solve the smoking epidemic because deployment of super-graphic imagery will force smokers to actually see the repercussions of their habit. Indeed, the proposed images will be extraordinarily grotesque, attempting to utilize the “shock factor” of graphic imagery to get smokers’ attention. Some of the proposed images include dead bodies, rotting teach, cancerous lungs, and emaciated cancer patients.
 The goal here is to bring current and potential smokers face-to-face with the concrete repercussions of their habit. For those smokers who might not be deterred by potential harm that might befall their own bodies, a series of images related to second-hand smoke are also included. These include photographs of children after long-term exposure to second-hand smoke, as well as infants confined to respirators.
 Here then, the FDA hopes to use guilt as a separate deterrent against smoking. Perhaps the most obvious way in which these new labels will effectuate this “shock-and-awe” attack will be through size and location. Indeed, the new images will cover fifty percent of both the front and back of cigarette packages, and twenty percent of print ads, rendering them impossible to ignore.

United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will solve the smoking epidemic because explicit descriptions of the harmful effects of smoking will deter smokers. In addition to graphic imagery, the FDA campaign will force cigarette labels to include simple, explicit descriptions of the harmful effects of smoking. By placing phrases like “Smoking will kill you” on every pack, the FDA hopes to get the point across in much less subtle terms than current labeling.
 As FDA Commissioner Margaret Hamburg explains, “every single pack of cigarettes in our country will in effect be a mini-billboard that tells the truth about smoking.”
 By pairing these unambiguous statements with graphic imagery, then, the FDA hopes to send their message with the subtlety of a rocket-propelled grenade. Dr. Len Horovitz, a pulmonary specialist in New York explained, “We want people to look on the side of cigarette packages and notice that cigarettes cause heart disease, lung cancer, emphysema, COPD (chronic obstructive pulmonary disease), and a host of other problems. We also want them to know that light smoking is not acceptable. Even one to three cigarettes a day triples the risk of heart disease.”

United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will solve the smoking epidemic because it will create a chilling effect against potential new smokers. While many analysts believe that the addictive nature of cigarettes renders many committed smokers powerless to quit on their own, these arguments ignore the extent to which constant recruitment is a necessary component of the smoking epidemic. Thomas Russo, an attorney at Gardner, Russo, & Gardner explains, “This probably has a somewhat chilling effect on people who are not already committed smokers. The market of loyal smokers will live with it, but it slows down recruiting of new smokers.”
 While this may not seem like a significant effect at first glance, it’s important to note how many “already committed smokers” die each year. If the CDC’s estimates of smoking-related deaths are even close, it seems impossible that tobacco companies could stay profitable without a steady stream of new recruits. Most data supports this idea. In Canada, for instance, graphic warnings were adopted in 2000, and smoking rates have dropped approximately five percent since then.
 Studies support this theory, showing that warning labels play a role in helping people quit smoking by getting them to think about the consequences.
 In fact, one Health Canada study shows that approximately ninety percent of youth have been discouraged from smoking because of labels alone.

United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will not solve the smoking epidemic

As the cigarette smoking epidemic has raged on across the globe, a number of new initiatives have sprung up to help stem its spread. Unfortunately, the vast majority of these programs have served as stopgaps, as opposed to solutions. Given the rate at which cigarette smoking kills (the Center for Disease Control estimates approximately 440,000 annual deaths associated with smoking), more must be done. Fortunately, the United States Food and Drug Administration has taken action in a new labeling-reform campaign. Unfortunately however, there is little evidence to suggest that this campaign will solve the problem. Many analysts believe that the new labels aren’t a strong enough deterrent. Additionally, other programs have proven much more effective in decreasing cigarette use. Further, success in the United States will do little to remedy the epidemic in other countries. United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will not solve the smoking epidemic.
United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will not solve the smoking epidemic because labeling isn’t a strong enough deterrent to smokers. While it is true that the new labels represent a marked step forward compared to current policy in the United States, the truth is that the U.S. has lagged far behind the rest of the developed world in this area. Over the past decade, Canada, Australia, Chile, Brazil, and even Iran and Singapore have adopted similar graphic warnings.
 In stark contrast, warning labels in the United States are text-only, and haven’t changed since 1984.
 This is particularly significant, because it reveals the extent to which the FDA’s “new” plan is not new at all. Indeed, after big drops in the 80s and 90s, smoking rates appear to be holding steady since 2004.
 If this global figure is any indicator of the effects of graphic labeling, the idea that these proposals are in any way revolutionary appears laughable. It’s also important to consider potential effects in the context of the problem as a whole. More than twenty percent of adults in the United Stated – 46 million people – smoke cigarettes, according to the CDC.
 Most of these smokers were brought up with negative attitudes toward smoking, yet they continue. This suggests that information is not the key internal link to solving the smoking epidemic.
United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will not solve the smoking epidemic because it is not the most effective program for deterring smokers. Most analysts agree that the key issue for changing the decision-calculus of smokers is not merely to remind them of consequences they’ve probably already heard about, but rather to create separate incentives to tip the scales.
 Indeed, the success of area bans and restrictions can hardly be attributed to states and counties “reminding” smokers of the dangers of their habit. What’s much more likely is that the establishment of legal punishments created a strong disincentive to smoking in certain conditions.
 Such a system could easily be implemented in terms of positive reinforcement as well. For example, just like most colleges are required to meet certain norms prohibiting discrimination in order to qualify for grants and scholarships, new laws could require such institutions to also prohibit smoking as condition for this aid.
 On an individual level, the government could subsidize significant discounts for health insurance providers that offer nonsmoker discounts.
 This would simultaneously encourage healthcare providers to inflate rates for smokers (a negative incentive), and depress rates for non-smokers (a positive incentive).

United States Food and Drug Administration labeling reforms will not solve the smoking epidemic because other nations will fail to protect their own citizens effectively. Indeed, dozens of other countries have already adopted bigger and even more gruesome labeling schemes than the FDA proposal.
 In this sense, the United States is obviously still playing catch-up. What’s more telling however, is the fact that even in these countries, labeling warnings are far less effective in decreasing smoking than simple area bans and tax-increases.
 Having seen these figures, many countries have recently reversed-directions in their anti-smoking campaigns, opting for the latter over the former. This creates a certain paradox for proponents of the new FDA campaign. If labeling-warnings are not an effective system for deterring smokers, then the new campaign will obviously fail. If, on the other hand, labeling-warnings are the best system for deterring cigarette smokers, then the rest of the world’s policy-reversal toward a bad strategy will likely swamp US efforts.
The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will effectively reign-in deficit-spending

With the United States’ deficit rising at over a trillion dollars each year, lawmakers on both sides of the aisle have cried out for fiscal discipline. Unfortunately, when faced with proposals to make meaningful cuts, most of these same lawmakers have offered excuses instead of support. In order to help address these problems, President Obama established a deficit-reduction commission to recommend budget cuts. There is much evidence to suggest that this commission will be effective in this task. The initial prescriptions it has issued are both broad, and deep in scope. Additionally, deals are already being made to help squeeze these prescriptions through a gridlocked Congress. Further, the debates created by such strong proposals will help mobilize both interest groups and lawmakers alike to continue the fight for fiscal discipline. The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will effectively reign-in deficit-spending.
The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will effectively reign-in deficit-spending because it will push deep cuts on a broad scale. The initial proposals would slash hundreds of millions of dollars up-front, while simultaneously changing tax laws to raise over a trillion dollars over the next decade.
 More specifically, these cuts would span virtually every major federal program ranging from Social Security to defense spending.
 On Social Security, new regulations would raise the retirement age to 68 in 2050, and then 69 in 2075.
 In a similar cost-cutting move, the plan would reform medical malpractice law and dramatically slow the growth of the Medicare program.
 Social programs wouldn’t be the only ones to bear the weight of austerity either. One plank of the commission’s plan would cut nearly $100 billion in defense spending by 2015.
 Altogether, the proposals aim to reduce the deficit by $3.8 trillion over the next decade.

The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will effectively reign-in deficit-spending because political deal-making will help squeeze meaningful legislation through Congress. Indeed, President Obama has already begun the push to bring his party in line with austerity. In a recent statement, he said, “before anybody starts shooting down proposals, we need to listen, gather up all the facts, and be straight with the American people.”
 While some observers are quick to point to U.S. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi’s statement that the commission’s recommendations are “simply unacceptable”, such surface-level analysis dramatically overestimates the extent to which Pelosi is obligated to posture against any spending cuts.
 Given the extent to which Obama appears to have thrown his weight behind the debt-panel and its mission, it seems likely that he will invest a great deal of political to bring Pelosi in line. It’s also important to note how effectively Obama’s move will pressure Republicans to get on-board. Because many conservatives campaigned aggressively for fiscal restraint, Republicans at large have been forced to hold their fire against the commission’s proposals.
 In a recent joint statement, Representatives Dave Camp of Michigan, Paul Ryan of Wisconsin, and Jeb Hensarling of Texas said, “This is a provocative proposal, and while we have concerns with some of their specifics, we commend the co-chairs for advancing the debate. We will continue to work toward solutions that help spur economic growth and restrain the explosive growth of government spending.”

The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will effectively reign-in deficit-spending because the resulting debates will expose current spending practices and mobilize activists. Indeed, the most dangerous power that the commission wields is almost certainly its ability to “call out” both political parties on their respective bluffs about fiscal discipline. By issuing an extraordinarily stringent recommendation, the leaders of the commission are basically issuing a challenge to lawmakers to engage in the “adult conversation” that they both claim to be seeking.
 Many analysts believe that the commission leaders understand that there’s almost zero chance that their plan is implemented, but chose their recommendations to draw publicity on budget battles and force lawmakers to acknowledge the painful sacrifices that need to be made.
 Jon Cowan, head of the centrist-Democratic group Third Way explained that it’s time for both conservatives and liberals to “put up or shut up.”
 By releasing such an aggressive plan, the commission grabbed headlines and demanded the attention of virtually every interest group from every party.
 Even lawmakers who hate the proposal have commended the commission for jump-starting a content-driven national debate.
 Even after the proposal is eviscerated by lawmakers and interest groups, the skeleton that remains would look mild by comparison, providing effective political “grease” for passage through Congress.

The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will not effectively reign-in deficit-spending

With the United States’ deficit rising at over a trillion dollars each year, lawmakers on both sides of the aisle have cried out for fiscal discipline. Unfortunately, when faced with proposals to make meaningful cuts, most of these same lawmakers have offered excuses instead of support. In order to help address these problems, President Obama established a deficit-reduction commission to recommend budget cuts. There is much evidence to suggest that this commission will be ineffective in this task. Lawmakers in Congress will almost certainly vote against the commission’s proposals. Additionally, even if the recommendations were to gain traction, they would be torpedoed by powerful interest groups. Further, any legislation that could garner enough support to pass would include compromises that water-down its original purpose. The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will not effectively reign-in deficit-spending.
The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will not effectively reign-in deficit-spending because lawmakers in Congress will vote against its proposals. This is mostly because the specific programs being targeted for cuts are generally worshipped as sacred among lawmakers. Programs like Social Security, middle-class tax breaks and defense spending have been traditionally viewed as sacrosanct, and there’s little evidence to suggest that the deficit panel’s recommendations will remedy this view.
 While most analysts agree that the debate over budget cuts will be heated, the inclusion of such programs in its recommendation doesn’t bode well for the commission’s success.
 Indeed, many observers believe that even the commission co-chairmen understand that their proposals will be rejected, and that they used their recommendation as an outline of starting points for negotiation, as opposed to final policy prescriptions.
 Whether the commission is serious or not, there seems to be little doubt that Democrats will throw the full weight of their party machine to crush the initial proposals. In a recent joint-statement, congressional Democrats declared the recommendations dead on arrival.
 U.S. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said, “this proposal is simply unacceptable.”
 Perhaps more surprising however, is the strong opposition to the commission’s recommendation emanating from conservatives. Indeed, the conservative interest group “American for Tax Reform” also blasted the plan, stating, “it confirms what everyone has known – this commission is merely an excuse to raise net taxes on the American people.”

The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will not effectively reign-in deficit-spending because interest groups will derail compromises. In response to the initial proposal, many interest groups have already issued strong statements of opposition. AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka described the plan as having “just told working Americans to ‘Drop Dead’.”
 His statement continued, “Especially in these tough economic times, it is unconscionable to be proposing cuts to the critical economic lifelines for working people, Social Security and Medicare.”
 What makes these interest groups particularly dangerous is not their universal opposition to specific austerity measures, but rather the exact opposite. Because each group has its own pet program to protect, the likely result of strong opposition is a total splintering of support for any compromise package.
 Even the commission’s co-chairmen seem to acknowledge that their proposal will stir up a veritable hornet’s nest of opposition. As co-chairman Alan Simpson stated, “we have harpooned every whale in the ocean, and some of the minnows. No one has ever done that before.”

The recently-established United States “Debt Commission” will not effectively reign-in deficit-spending because any deal that gets passed will be severely watered-down. Indeed, many analysts agree that deficit spending stems from a structural problem in the American political system, and thus, can’t be solved merely through austerity measures.
 Indeed, this is hardly the first “Deficit-Panel” to be commissioned by the federal government, yet massive deficits appear to recur on a year-to-year basis.
 Many similar task forces have offered similar recommendations in the past, only to be shot down by lawmakers in Congress. As Catherine Rampell, an economic analyst for the New York Times explains, “we also know just about every possible combination of spending cuts and/or tax increases that will add up to a more balanced budget. The problem is that just about every potential solution to the long-term fiscal crisis involves severe short-term political pain … And the people in charge of selling these ideas — members of Congress — know that their careers are aligned on the short-term time-frame, not the long-term one.”
 This problem is particularly distressing, given that the commission’s recommendations are not binding without the passage of implementing legislation.
 With little evidence of a shift away from the mode of self-preservation in Congress then, it seems that any final compromise will be much weaker than what the policy wonks identify as necessary and/or sufficient.
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