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The United States federal government should alter the Citizenship Clause to exclude children of illegal aliens

“I'm not sure exactly what the drafters of the (14th) amendment had in mind, but I doubt it was that somebody could fly in from Brazil and have a child and fly back home with that child, and that child is forever an American citizen”

 -Jeff Sessions

On July 9, 1868, the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution was ratified.
 Within it, the Citizenship Clause defined the requirements and right to citizenship of all persons born in the United States. It read:

"All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside.”

For some time, this was interpreted to grant citizenship to any one born on US soil. Recently however, Republican senators have begun an aggressive campaign to change this. Senators Jon Kyl, Lindsey Graham, and Mitch McConnell, argue that the amendment was not intended to apply to children of illegal aliens.
 They believe that it is necessary to exclude “birthright citizenship” from children born illegally in the US.
 Although many people cower at the idea of challenging birthright citizenship, it is important to consider what, specifically, these senators are asking for.  Their goal is not, by any means, to eliminate birthright citizenship altogether, but rather, merely to exclude explicit “cheaters” that enter the US illegally and abuse the original intent of the Citizenship Clause.
 The United States federal government should amend the birthright clause of the 14th amendment to exclude children of aliens who intentionally enter the US under illegal circumstances.

The US should alter the Citizenship Clause because the current model incentivizes illegal entries. Many individuals cross the border exclusively with the goal of “dropping off” their children just long enough to qualify before returning home.
 The potential reward of permanent citizenship provides a massive motivator that dwarfs other generally accepted incentives. Consider the equation that many illegal immigrants supposedly abide by: Entering the US illegally is extremely risky, but that risk is outweighed by the potential incentive of unskilled, undocumented employment.
 If such a risk calculus is true, it seems ludicrous to suggest that the potential incentive of an American education and eligibility for skilled, documented employment wouldn’t persuade many immigrants.
 Thus, although theories of economic opportunism may be true, their validity still seems inextricably tied to the validity of similar theories of legal-loophole opportunism.

The US should amend the Citizenship Clause because current application perverts its original intent. At its inception, the Citizenship Clause was designed as a necessary response to a post-slavery world.
 Although freed slaves were born in America and lived according to American laws, many southern states attempted to constraint their rights.
 In response, the Citizenship Clause was intended to preclude such actions. Still, the framers included two standards: First, a person must be born on US soil; but also second, a person must be “subject to the jurisdiction (of the US) thereof.”
 It is this second stipulation that must be considered in addressing the original intent of the amendment.
 Although past court rulings haven’t acknowledged this distinction, it seems impossible that the framers could have predicted the situation of the status quo.
 Given this paradox, an amendment seems necessary to remedy unclear conditions for the application of birthright citizenship.

The US should change the Citizenship Clause because current loopholes present a security threat. The current “loose” interpretation of the second standard in the clause allows visitors to give birth even while passing through the US on vacation.
 The result is instant citizenship, even if the individual returns home immediately, without ever developing a genuine connection to American society.
 There’s virtually no check against this preemptive loophole to “legal” entry, creating a unique trend of “birth tourism” that strains the Department of Homeland Security.
 

The United States federal government should not alter the Citizenship Clause to exclude children of illegal aliens
“Repeal of birthright citizenship would create a new class of American untouchables. That's all the people of Arizona, or Prince William County, Virginia, or Hazleton, Pennsylvania are asking--a small hole in the legal idea of equality to let them push around one group they really, really dislike” -Garrett Epps

Since its adoption on July 9, 1868, the Citizenship Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution has defined the citizenship of all persons born in the United States. It reads:

"All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside.”

Until recently, this has been interpreted to grant the right to citizenship to any one born on US soil. Lately however, Republican senators have begun to question such an interpretation. Senators Jon Kyl of Arizona and Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, specifically, argue that the amendment was not intended to include children of illegal aliens.
 They believe that an amendment is necessary to exclude “birthright citizenship” from children born illegally in the US.
 This viewpoint, however, misses the critical role that the Fourteenth Amendment plays in the unconditional protection of civil rights in America. Tampering with the Citizenship Clause has serious negative repercussions for legal and illegal residents alike. The United States federal government should not alter the birthright clause of the 14th amendment to exclude children of aliens who intentionally enter the US under illegal circumstances.

The United States should not amend the Citizenship Clause because it represents a broader conception of citizenship and the right to have rights. The Citizenship Clause “codifies an American value” in the Constitution.
 This was hardly accidental; the decision to institutionalize birthright citizenship and enshrine it within the Constitution stemmed from a desire to keep a critical American value beyond the reach of whatever fleeting political prejudices might emerge over time.
 The very instant that “someone is born on American soil, they gain citizenship despite where their family came from or how their parents got to America. This issue goes all the way to the heart of what it means to be an American.”
 To reject this paradigm is to reject the very ideals of diversity and opportunity that distinguish America today.
 This broad understanding of citizenship and participation in the American identity should not be taken lightly.

The United States should not amend the Citizenship Clause because doing so would do very little to address the problem of illegal immigration. Proponents of a new amendment argue that birthright citizenship offers a key incentive that draws illegal immigrants across the border for the sole purpose of giving birth on US soil.
 This argument is myopic at best. The vast majority of people who enter the United States illegally are motivated by one overarching incentive: economic opportunity.
 While the Citizenship Clause may present an interesting “perk” to immigrants, it hardly compares to the incentive offered by potential employment. As amending the Citizenship Clause would do nothing to change this calculation, it seems logical to presume a large majority of illegal immigrants would continue to cross the border, even absent the opportunity for birthright citizenship.
 While such an amendment would effectively exclude this undocumented “ghost population” from citizenship, there is little to suggest it would alter the volume in which they immigrate. 

The United States should not amend the Citizenship Clause because doing so sets a bad precedent for altering the Constitution. Regardless of the relative merits of particular amendment proposals, the act of changing the Constitution in and of itself presents a tricky situation. Altering the Fourteenth Amendment to deal with a trivial predicament – like for instance, illegal immigration – opens the door for adjustments in a host of other situations.
 If constitutional amendments can be used to modify immigration law, why not civil rights law?
 The potential repercussions of such a precedent are staggering. This concern is echoed by experts in the field; Former Attorney General Alberto Gonzales writes: “I think constitutional amendments should be reserved for extraordinary circumstances that we cannot address effectively through legislation or regulation.”
 

The United States federal government should intervene to prevent the disputed construction of the “Ground Zero Mosque”
“If on December 7, 1944, three years after ‘a date which will live in infamy,’ local government officials in Hawaii had allowed a group of Japanese to erect a Shinto shrine at Pearl Harbor, how would Americans nationwide have reacted?” –Gary Isbell

On September 11, 2001, American Airlines Flight 11 crashed into the north face of the World Trade Center, collapsing both towers and killing 2,698 people, and injuring thousands more.
 The 16 acre site of the attacks, “Ground Zero”, has since gained cultural significance as a sort of memorial to the tragedy of the September 11 attacks.
 Nine years later, plans to build an “Islamic Cultural Center” just two blocks from the site have sparked a wave of protests from conservatives.
 While there appear to be good arguments as to why the owners have the right to construct their cultural center, the question of whether the federal government should intervene is not quite as simple.
 The United States federal government should intervene to prevent the disputed construction of the “Ground Zero Mosque”.
The United States should intervene in the construction of the Ground Zero Mosque because the location choice is emotionally insensitive and traumatic for many people. Even though it is almost certainly coincidental, the symbolic nature of the cultural center’s location is hard to ignore.
 The site of Ground Zero has taken on a sort of iconic status, it “is a symbol seared into the soul of America.”
 Without blaming the founders of the cultural center, it is still possible to acknowledge that there are many radical fundamentalists in the world who would perceive its construction as a victory for radical Islam.
 It is also this symbolic gesture that tears at the consciences of many American citizens. Further, the option to build the cultural center at another location would demonstrate a profound gesture of sensitivity and understanding.
 If it is true that the construction of the center is aimed at peace-making and bridge-building, it seems that choosing a sensitive location would come part and parcel with such a goal.

The United States should prevent the construction of the Ground Zero Mosque because the current location inspires public backlash and vigilante violence. Almost immediately after announcing plans for the cultural center, Imam Feisal Abdul Rauf and his wife received multiple violent threats.
 Shocked at such an aggressive response, the couple has since refused to discuss the situation with media.
 This incident, however, appears to be only the tip of the iceberg. As tensions have risen, violence appears to be increasing, as Muslim taxi driver, Ahmed Sharif was the victim of multiple stabbings by upstate New Yorker, Michael Enright.
 Enright entered the cab peacefully, and did not attack Sharif until after asking and confirming his religion.
 At the very least then, the focus on the mosque’s location appears to be energizing anti-Islamic sentiments, bringing out the worst kinds of racism and xenophobia.

The United States should intervene in the construction of the Ground Zero Mosque because an agreement to compromise would be a huge symbolic gesture from the American Muslim community. As laughable as Rand Paul’s suggestion of donating the cultural center funds to a memorial may be, it does highlight a broader tactic for reconciliation.
 By making a public gesture, like for instance, including a memorial monument as part of the cultural center, the mosque’s founders could begin a new chapter of friendship with many anguished Americans.
 Even small acts of sensitivity and compromise can go a long way toward mending relations.
 While it may be true that the thoughts and feelings of many Americans who oppose the Ground Zero Mosque are rooted in racism or xenophobia, this hardly seems a justification for responsive vindictiveness. If the Imam truly wants reconciliation and friendship, the decision to be the bigger person would be a huge first step.

The United States federal government should not intervene in the disputed construction of the “Ground Zero Mosque”
“If we marginalize a moderate Muslim, what does that say to the millions of Muslims who live in the United States? Does the Constitution not apply to them? If a bridge builder and moderate such as Feisal Rauf is not allowed to build a community center, which will be open to all, regardless of faith, what does that say about religious freedom in America?” –Scott Foster

“Ground Zero”, the 16 acre site surrounding the old World Trade Center, bore witness to one of the great tragedies of the past decade. On September 11, 2001, five hijackers took control of American Airlines Flight 11, and flew directly into the north face of the World Trade Center. When the smoke and dust finally cleared, 2,698 people were dead, and thousands more were seriously injured.
 Nearly a decade later, many Americans remain bitter, desperate to blame Islam itself for the actions of a few radical fundamentalists.
 This is clearly evident in recent opposition to plans to build an “Islamic Cultural Center” near the site of the 9/11 attacks.
 As tempting as it might be to appease these sensitivities, the United States must resist the urge to intervene on behalf of xenophobia and fear. The United States federal government should not intervene to prevent the disputed construction of the “Ground Zero Mosque”.

The United States federal government should not intervene in the construction of the Islamic Cultural Center at Ground Zero because the center’s builders have the right to use their own property how they choose to. In a recent interview, President Obama highlighted the proper distinction here in pointing out that the government doesn’t have to endorse the project itself in order to support the builders’ right to construct it.
 This seems to make intuitive sense; although many Americans disagree with the goal or project of certain political or religious groups, few of those Americans would argue that those groups should not have the right to strive toward their respective goals or projects.
 Further, the potential implications of intervening against the rights in this particular case are huge. Attempting to prevent construction of the center would set a terrible precedent with respect to personal property rights, while simultaneously sending a message to the international community that US concerns with racism and xenophobia are a higher priority than basic economic freedoms.

The United States federal government should not intervene in the construction of the Islamic Cultural Center at Ground Zero because doing so infringes upon the builders’ first amendment right to freedom of religion. Insofar as the cultural center complies with local ordinances, its supporters argue they have the undeniable right to worship there in whatever way suits them.
 This appears particularly true in the context of a center designed to be a place of religious worship. Perhaps more telling is the fact that some of the most landmark cases regarding the first amendment revolve around the constitution protecting the rights to actions that are extraordinarily unpopular.
 From the Skokie, Illinois cases’ defense of neo-Nazis’ right to march in the streets to the Supreme Court’s decision to protect the rights of people to burn the American flag in protect, the first amendment has repeatedly taken that which is reviled, and declared that its allowance is unquestionable.

The United States federal government should not intervene in the construction of the Islamic Cultural Center at Ground Zero because doing so sends a signal that Muslims as a religion are responsible for the September 11 attacks. As bridge-builders like Imam Rauf struggle to make peace with everyday Americans, intervention by the Obama administration would appear to be intervention in the name of racism and xenophobia.
 Further, the decision to intervene would send a terrible signal with respect to who should be held accountable for the 9/11 attacks.
 Federal intervention would tacitly sign off on the misguided perceptions of ignorant conservatives, while simultaneously pointing fingers at the Muslim community itself as responsible for the September 11 attacks.
 Anything short of a perfectly frank assessment of the situation from the federal government would seem insufficient to remedy this portrayal. Given the low risk of such an assessment from Obama, the words of Ron Paul will have to do: “This is all about hate and Islamaphobia.”

The Republican Party will retake control of the House of Representatives in the 2010 midterm elections
"It all adds up to a pretty bad year for the party in power. How bad? I'm not sure we know yet"

–Jennifer Duffy

With less than three months remaining before midterm elections, countless races remain too close to call.
 The emergence of the Tea Party creates one unpredictable factor, but the impact of Obama’s popularity should also not be overlooked.
 Although it’s generally accepted that the Democrats will hang tough in the Senate, the sheer volume of races in contention in the House of Representatives leaves many wondering about the eventual balance of power.
 Still, a number of trends suggest that the GOP is poised for a strong comeback.
 The Republican Party will retake the House of Representatives in the midterm elections.

The Republican Party will retake control of the House in midterm elections because the public is holding Democrats accountable for status quo policy failures, regardless of whether they are actually responsible for them. The most obvious example of this phenomena is in perceptions of healthcare reform.
 As debates raged on and on, uninformed voters felt ignored and underprioritized.
 When reform finally did pass, those same uninformed voters saw the media buzz and presumed that reforms went into effect immediately.
 Now, many months later, those same ignorant voters are resentful of Democrats for passing a policy that – though it hasn’t yet been implemented – they perceive as having already failed.
 This effect is magnified in the context of the economy.
 Although the first year of Obama’s presidency was obviously still subject to Bush’s fiscal policies, the genius voters in middle-America held him accountable.
 Now, after a slew of bailouts and stimulus deals, they want to see economic recovery that tangibly effects them immediately.
 Once again, the result is a pack of uninformed voters angry at the wrong person.

The Republican Party will retake the House in the midterm elections because GOP voter turnout will be substantially higher than turnout on the Left. Historically, conservative voters have turned out much more effectively than liberal voters when presidential elections aren’t in play.
 This effect is multiplied when the Democrats control Congressional majorities and the White House, because the perception of urgency and significance is much lower.
 Studies that estimate non-influenced voter turnout suggest that the Republican base is simply much more consistent when not actively prompted by campaigning.
 In other words, conservative voters are motivated by a sense of party loyalty, as opposed to expensive tv ads.
 This seems particularly significant, given the record low campaign war-chests that most candidates are carrying in to November.
 Worse still, the left’s key demographic, young voters, is historically terrible at turning out for midterm elections.
 This year appears to be no exception, as surveys suggest that many young voters who played a part in Obama’s 2008 election have become disillusioned once again, making high turnout even less likely.

The Republican Party will retake the House of Representatives in the midterm election because polls and trends favor them where it matters most. Comprehensive polls favor Republican candidates in the House, particularly in closer races with margins of four points or less.
 These comparisons should thus be preferred to broader indications of public leaning, like general voter approval ratings.
 Further, the direction in which these polls have been moving over the past few weeks is decidedly in favor of GOP candidates.
 Democratic margins are narrowing and Republican margins widen, with remarkable consistency. This poll-based “momentum” has effectively fired-up Republican candidates to spend more, campaign harder, and generally motivate voters better than they have in the past.
 This advantage of “passion” is likely to pay dividends both in terms of voter turnout, as well as in terms of organizational support.
 Even more telling is the discussion of which specific seats are most closely contested. Poll trends favor GOP candidates the most in races that are in close contention with Democratic incumbents.

The Republican Party will not retake control of the House of Representatives in the 2010 mid-term elections

“Democrats have cash, and lots of it, bolstering candidates' hopes that the party can inject enough last-minute money to build a firewall” –Patricia Murphy

As midterm elections approach, many races in the Senate have become clear.
 With dozens of races in close-contention however, the same can hardly be said of the House of Representatives.
 With many unpredictable factors like the emergence of the Tea Party and Obama’s fluctuating approval ratings, many questions remain about the future balance of power.
 Pundits appear stumped as estimates emerge anywhere from a five to a fifty seat swing in the House.
 Still, structural and environmental advantages seem to suggest that the Democrats will emerge less bloodied than many commentators predict.
 The Republican Party will not retake the House of Representatives in the mid-term elections.

The Republican Party will not retake the House of Representatives in midterm elections because the balance of campaign funding leans far in favor of Democrats. While this trend has held in most recent elections, the gap has steadily widened in recent months, with the Democratic National Committee raising over $11 million in July alone, and the Republican National Committee accruing only $5.3 million.
 In terms of total fall spending in the House, the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee is expected to deploy $36 million, whereas the National Republican Congressional Committee will likely only field $22 million.
 This advantage has many Republican candidates concerned about what tactics Democrats might employ to stave off a wave of fierce conservatism.
 Democratic candidates have been very public in declaring their intention to use last-minute campaign funds to construct a sort of barrier against an electoral revolution.
 While the efficacy of this strategy is obviously still to be revealed, history suggests that Republicans may not get quite what they’re expecting in November.
 Worse still, the Republican National Convention’s fundraising catastrophe may foreshadow a larger crisis unfolding.
 If one believes in the old adage that people vote with their wallets then, it follows that the GOP situation may be even worse than we expect.

The Republican Party will not retake the House of Representatives because Democrats will be able to use Obama’s support strategically. Although Obama’s general approval continues to slide – it sits at 47 percent in a new Newsweek poll – it still sits markedly above the cataclysmic approval ratings of former-President Bush prior to the 2006 bloodbath when the GOP lost 30 seats in the House.
 Additionally, the decay of Obama’s general approval rating is not reflected with respect to key domestic policy areas. The same Newsweek poll reveals that the Obama administration has made strong gains on issues like the economy and the Gulf of Mexico oil spills, both issues that pundits agree will be crucial in persuading voters in November.
 It should also be noted that Obama’s approval ratings have fared markedly better in regions where key races are in close contention.
 Further, Democratic candidates in moderate or conservative regions have effectively identified the direction that the “Obama effect” might have on their campaigns, and have adjusted plans accordingly.
 Thus, while Obama may not be a boon to all of his party’s candidates, it seems that he will have provide a clear advantage in a few specific races, without causing any significant harm to others.

The Republican Party will not retake the House of Representatives in the 2010 midterm elections because the emergence of the “Tea Party” has fractured and hamstringed GOP unity. Following the 2008 presidential elections, the GOP sought to encourage the development of offshoot political perspectives, the most popular of these being the “Tea Party”.
 The idea was quite popular at first, but rapidly escalated to form a broader party of discontent whose primary goals could no longer be controlled by Republican leadership.
 As offshoot candidates like the Tea Party members began to form their own political viewpoints, polarization between their supporters and those of the traditional GOP became inevitable. The result was a fractured base with no real incentive to compromise or unite on core issues of agreement.
 Even more worrisome for Republicans, Tea Party candidates appear to be siphoning conservatives votes away from traditional GOP candidates.
 In a bizarre reversal of the “Nader Effect”, the Tea Party appears to be steadily weakening Republican majorities, particularly in races with a polarized electorate.

The United States Supreme Court should allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8
“Judge Walker missed the point.  A marriage license is not an official government endorsement that two people really ‘love’ each other.  If marriage were only about a man and a woman caring for each other and loving each other, the government would not regulate it” –Jordan Lorence

In the November 2008 California state elections, ballot proposition 8 was passed, providing that “only marriage between a man and a woman is valid or recognized in California.” As protests erupted across the United States, calmer minds considered the options for legal appeal and recourse. Following in the wake of these protests, those same minds led a series of legal battles that have sent the “Prop 8” case upwards through the courts, most recently to the courtroom of US District Judge Vaughn Walker.
 In his decision, Walker ruled that Proposition 8 violated the US Constitution’s due process and equal protection clauses, specifically in the context of its treatment of traditional marriage as “superior to same-sex couples”.
 The battle, however, is far from over; Issues of legal standing aside, the key question remains, how will the Supreme Court rule?
 The United States Supreme Court should allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8.

The United States Supreme Court should allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling because it was not properly grounded in the law or past legal precedent. In Baker v. Nelson, the US Supreme Court ruled that a state’s refusal to authorize same-sex marriage does not violate either the equal protection or due process clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment.
 While this specific case should, theoretically, establish a binding precedent in favor of California Proposition 8, Judge Walker’s ruling fails to mention it at all.
 Rooting his arguments in broad, sweeping claims, as opposed to specific laws or precedents, Walker’s ruling fails to approach even the most basic standard of legal competency.
 Questions of personal opinion or belief aside, Walker’s ruling sets a bad precedent as to how the judicial branch should be allowed to intervene in battles against the legislature.
 If a particular judge may weigh his or her own personal proclivities with respect to a specific law, what’s to stop him or her from legislating said law away from the bench with a similarly ungrounded ruling?
The United States Supreme Court should allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling because refusing to do so sets a bad model of democracy. Given Walker’s refusal to cite any specific precedent in his decision, it’s hard to argue that his ruling is founded in anything beyond his own personal opinion.
 While this seems rather problematic in and of itself, it hardly forms the greatest problem with Walker’s decision. By issuing an ungrounded ruling in the context of overturning a state ballot proposition, Walker functionally declared to the national community that the personal beliefs of one judge may outweigh and nullify the contradicting beliefs of millions of voters.
 Should Schwarzenegger and his successor both choose not to appeal Walker’s ruling, they would set a terrible example both in terms of protecting voters’ rights, as well as in terms of fulfilling their duty to carry out the will of the people they represent.
 At a global level, the decision to uphold Walker’s ruling would send a signal to the international community that real representative democracy is no longer a value cherished and secured by Americans and their government.

The United States Supreme Court should allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling because the resulting ruling would establish a clear, overhead precedent regarding states’ rights with respect to recognizing and restricting same-sex marriage. Questions have emerged about whether proponents of Proposition 8 have proper standing to represent the Walker case in an appeal, but using these justifications as an excuse to avoid a Supreme Court ruling would do a huge disservice to gays and lesbians everywhere by sidestepping the opportunity to make a broadly-applied ruling that could apply everywhere.
 This distinction should not be overlooked. While it’s true that Walker’s decision, if left alone, would be deployable in same-sex marriage cases, its lack of actual grounding in legal precedent would make it a poor foundation for any groundbreaking case.
 If, on the other hand, the Supreme Court were to allow interest groups to appeal the decision in any sort of limited fashion, the resulting ruling would be infinitely more useful. This is true first, because the precedent would sit at the highest court level, and second, because the justices would be able to spend sufficient time constructing a thoughtful, well-grounded ruling, that would stand up for itself in future cases.

The United States Supreme Court should not allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8
“Proposition 8 fails to advance any rational basis in singling out gay men and lesbians for denial of a marriage license. Indeed the evidence shows Proposition 8 does nothing more than enshrine in the California constitution the notion that opposite sex couples are superior to same sex couples.”

–U.S. District Judge Vaughn Walker

Following the controversial passage of California Proposition 8, US District Judge Vaughn Walker ruled under the federal case, Perry v. Schwarzenegger, that the state constitutional amendment violated both the due process and equal protection clauses of the US Constitution.
 Walker’s ruling was rooted in the claim that Proposition 8 violated the US Constitution’s due process and equal protection clauses, specifically in the context of its treatment of traditional marriage as “superior to same-sex couples”.
 As many gay-rights activists celebrated, conservative action groups sought legal counsel, attempting to find a way to appeal the decision. Unfortunately, his decision is hardly the end of the legal battle, and most analysts agree that the final decision must be made by the US Supreme Court.
 The United States Supreme Court should not allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8. 

The United States Supreme Court should not allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8 because it was properly grounded, and reached the correct decision. Regardless of one’s views on morality, it is important to recognize that morality was not on trial in Perry v. Schwarzenegger. The primary issue at hand was whether Proposition 8 violated either the due-process, or the equal protection rights of same-sex couples who were or wished to become married.
 Given both that marriage has long been identified by the court as a fundamental constitutional right, and that Proposition 8 sought to limit eligibility for said right, advocates could only defend its preservation by proving that such a limit served a “compelling governmental interest”.
 In attempting to make this case, defendants claimed that encouraging a connection between marriage and procreation served a compelling interest of the state.
 In his decision, Walker made it abundantly clear that he disagreed with the defendant’s argument regarding how dissolving same-sex marriage could serve a compelling state interest.
 As this does nothing to affect the standards governing constitutional rights or their suspension, it should also be noted that arguments about Walker’s ruling “posing a threat to American Democracy” lack any warrant or rational basis.

The United States Supreme Court should not allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8 because proponents of an appeal lack proper legal standing to defend the case. Upon announcement of Walker’s decision, both Arnold Schwarzenegger, and his likely successor, Jerry Brown, made it clear that they would not pursue an appeal.
 In response, conservative interest groups jumped to the defense of the case, volunteering to appeal the decision themselves.
 The leader of these groups, “Protect Marriage” has assembled a legal team, and filed a motion for appeal.
 The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has offered the defendant-interveners the chance to make their case, but before that, they must prove that they have standing to file their appeal in the first place.
 The Ninth Circuit’s order is paired with a stay of appeal, thus, defendant-interveners have until December 6, 2010 to prove that they have standing to file their case before their appeal is dismissed.

The United States Supreme Court should not allow an appeal of Judge Walker’s ruling on California Proposition 8 because Prop 8 represents the worst kind of tyranny of the majority. Limiting the right to marriage to couples of the opposite sex represents a political and moral perspective that a slim majority wishes to enforce upon everyone else.
 Allowing such bigotry to go unpunished offers tacit consent not only to the nation’s history of homophobia, but to every other historical case of one majority group abusing minorities through the democratic process.

The United States federal government should allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant
“Of course the amendment cannot sensibly be read to mean that police shall be no more efficient in the twenty-first century than they were in the eighteenth … There is a tradeoff between security and privacy, and often it favors security” –Judge Richard Posner

In a series of legal battles in the last few years, various circuit courts have gone back and forth on the question of when and how law enforcement officers should be allowed to deploy global positioning satellite tracking devices without a search warrant.
 Courts seem without any objective standard, offering suggestions ranging anywhere from the conditions under which the device was mounted to the amount of time that it remained operational.
 In the most recent ruling, the US Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit took a bold step, declaring that use of GPS tracking devices to track cars was perfectly legitimate, as citizens lack a reasonable expectation that the government is not tracking their movements at any given moment.
 Still, the broader question of when and whether police should be allowed the use of GPS tracking without a warrant seems largely undecided.
 The United States federal government should allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant.

The United States federal government should allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices because people should have no reasonable expectation of privacy when operating in the public realm. Arguments that GPS tracking devices are somehow distinct from other forms of surveillance in public areas seem unfounded. If a person is tracked by a physical person, as opposed to a piece of technology, no more information is discerned.
 Further, the idea that citizens have some right to privacy in the public realm would seem to make current systems of law enforcement impossible.
 If a police officer sees a drug deal on the street, would intervention not violate the dealer’s and customer’s rights to privacy in public? Further, past precedent supports this interpretation of privacy rights. As the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals explained in their decision, the case of Hester v. United States holds that Fourth Amendment protections do not extend to what the court deems to be “the open field”.
 Thus, there seems to be no legal precedent for Fourth Amendment privacy rights extending to a person’s actions in public.

The United States federal government should allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices because current precedent on this issue is arbitrary and inconsistent. Over the past few years, courts at all levels have issued contradictory rulings with almost nothing in common.
 These rulings lack a consistent standard for when GPS tracking devices are acceptable, and this trend only seems to be worsening as technology becomes more advanced.
 Further, courts seem to be in two camps regarding what precisely makes some kinds of GPS tracking problematic. On one side, the view is that tracking is only problematic if the conditions under which the device was mounted violated the subject’s Fourth Amendment right to privacy.
 The consequence of this interpretation is that, as long as law enforcement officers are strategic in how they mount their tracking devices, all GPS tracking without a warrant is legitimate. On the other side however, the view is that the length of time that a subject is under surveillance determines whether GPS tracking violates a constitutional right.
 While these courts seem unwilling to point to a hard line where such tracking becomes illegal, the thesis they present is merely that sustained, long-term tracking is uncomfortable and disconcerting.
 The consequence of this interpretation however, is that certain situations could constitute a retroactive violation of the law. If a subject is traced for two weeks and then released, that tracking appears legal If tracking continues however, even the initial two weeks of surveillance would become illegal after the fourth week finished.
 This appears to make little intuitive sense.
The United States federal government should allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices because they offer a key tool in the war against crime. Recent studies show that deployment of GPS tracking devices becomes a sort of virtual force-multiplier that dramatically increases police efficiency.
 Further, the constant feedback that devices offers provides information that random traces can’t match. Using travel data to correlate patterns helps law enforcement officers identify habits, find stashes, and more effectively plan for arrests and investigations.

The United States federal government should not allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant
“1984 may have come a bit later than predicted, but it’s here at last … Some day, soon, we may wake up and find we’re living in Oceania” –Chief Judge Alex Kozinski

On the question of global positioning satellite tracking devices and law enforcement, courts seem without any objective standard, offering suggestions ranging anywhere from the conditions under which the device was mounted to the amount of time that it remained operational.
 A more recent ruling by the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit however, has caught the attention of many civil rights advocates, particularly those concerned with the right to privacy.
 The case considers an incident in 2007 when Drug Enforcement Agency agents decided to monitor Juan Pineda-Moreno by mounting a GPS tracking device underneath his car.
 The major implication of the court’s decision is that it declares that the use of a GPS tracking device without a warrant is permitted in cases where the suspect lacks “any reasonable expectation of privacy”, like a public road.
 This application, particularly in the context of the Pineda-Moreno case where DEA agents snuck into his driveway at night, seems distinctly disconcerting.
 The United States federal government should not allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant.

The United States federal government should not allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant because the Fourth Amendment right to privacy should be protected against all potential threats. While it may be true that most deployments of GPS tracking devices will not present a clear and present danger to privacy rights, even a small risk that such violations could be allowed seems catastrophic. Faced with these surveillance cases, the court essentially must choose between the competing values of privacy and security. The example set by ruling in favor of security places the US legal system on a slippery slope toward a legal model that doesn’t value or protect individual privacy at all.
 Further, as Judge Alex Kozinski pointed out, there’s something “creepy and un-American” about the ways in which these GPS tracking devices are being deployed.
 Insofar as American believe in any vague right to privacy, allowing the means to know where a person is at every minute of every day seems to violate the core of that belief.

The United States federal government should not allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant because surveillance can very easily spill over out of control. Judge Kozinski touched on the extent to which GPS tracking technology makes us cringe at some level, but Justice Ginsburg also points out that the shocking frequency and consistency with which these devices “report” back to their operators makes them uniquely terrifying.
 Consider the model put forth in George Orwell’s 1984: What made the society scary was not its willingness to eliminate people it perceived as threats – that’s something many societies do today – but rather its complete and total omnipotence with respect to the lives of its citizenry. Similarly, the most frightening part of GPS tracking is not that it allows law enforcement officers to catch or abuse us, but merely the fact of their complete and total omnipotence with respect to our day-to-day lives.
 Further, this sort of disciplinary society is not as far off as it seems. Historically, the proliferation of rights has been slow, but their rescindment has been very rapid. Given the model established by current GPS tracking norms, we may be standing at the precipice of another rapid collapse of civil liberties.

The United States federal government should not allow law enforcement officers to use GPS tracking devices without first obtaining a warrant because the aggregate effect of this level of surveillance goes far beyond the bounds of reasonable surveillance. When proponents of GPS tracking argue that it is no different than sending a live officer to observe a suspect, they miss fundamental point, and that is the effect of cumulative surveillance.
 By using travel data to correlate patterns, law enforcement officers can identify habits, locate social relationships, and delve into a subject’s life at a level far beyond what most people would call a “reasonable expectation of privacy.
 These tactics eviscerate privacy at a level not seen at any point thus far in history.
The United States Congress should ratify the pending free trade agreement with Colombia
“Failure to approve these existing agreements is not only a poor economic strategy, it is a poor foreign-policy strategy. It erodes confidence and goodwill between America and its trading partners“

–Representative Tom Price

On November 22, 2006, Presidents George W. Bush and Alvaro Uribe signed the US-Colombia Free Trade Agreement. Although it was immediately celebrated by Republicans as a beacon of US trade policy, the agreement faced strong opposition from Democrats.
 These fights rapidly escalated to a direct face-off between President Bush and House Minority Whip Nancy Pelosi over the agreement’s ratification.
 After a few months of heated struggle, the FTA faded into the background of election-year politics.
 Nearly four years later, the deal remains un-ratified, mentioned in Congress only as a jab against political opponents.
 Still, the bill’s politically-polarizing nature should not overshadow its virtues. The United States congress should ratify the pending free trade agreement with Colombia.

The United States congress should ratify the pending US-Colombia free trade agreement because Colombia would be an excellent economic partner. Aggressive reforms have helped Colombia evolve rapidly into one of the highest rated developing economies in Latin America.
 On a related note, new estimates suggest that Colombia’s exports, worth over $40 billion, would provide a much-needed boost to a flailing US economy.
 While this obviously doesn’t translate as $40 billion in growth, it does represent the extent to which Colombia is rapidly becoming an economic heavyweight in Latin America. Comprehensive economic studies suggest that the immediate US gains from ratification of the pending free trade agreement with Colombia would be somewhere in the range of $2.5 billion in GDP, 13,500 jobs, and $1.1 billion in exports alone.
 This is all framed with a government that’s obviously committed to improvements in all sectors. In fact, Colombia’s government is currently undertaking a massive campaign to help weed out human rights violations both internally, as well as in businesses.

The United States congress should ratify the pending US-Colombia free trade agreement because failure to do so could persuade Colombia to join the “Pink Tide” of national-socialist countries led by Hugo Chavez. Although past conflicts have left Colombian-Venezuelan relations tense, the election of new president Juan Manuel Santos places future relations between the two countries at a crossroads.
 As Chavez begins to reach out to Santos, the signals that American leadership sends toward Colombia will be key to deter a warming of relations.
 This is particularly true in the context of the decision whether or not to ratify the pending free trade agreement. The US is faced with two options: 1. pass the deal, and send a signal that sharply contrasts the hot-and-cold posturing of the Chavez administration, or 2. reject the deal, and watch Santos swing back closer to Chavez to meet his country’s own economic needs.
 
The United States congress should ratify the pending free trade agreement with Colombia because the agreement is vital to US-Colombian relations. Although the US generally maintained close ties with former-President Alvaro Uribe, its relationship with his successor, Juan Manuel Santos, has been rocky.
 Most analysts conclude that now is a key time for US-Colombian relations, and that the right gestures now could make or break the future of economic and military cooperation in the region.
 Analysts also tend to agree that the Colombian leadership is waiting to see whether the US will make a symbolic gesture of friendship.
 The presumption here, is that Santos is amenable to beginning a new chapter of friendly relations, but that keeping him waiting could sour things at what appears to be a critical moment.

The United States Congress should not ratify the pending free trade agreement with Colombia
“Even cursory evaluation of economic data and the substance of ‘free trade agreements’ should raise grave doubt about the effectiveness of these treaties as a viable route to economic recovery” –Dave Anderson

Signed on November 22, 2006, the US-Colombia Free Trade Agreement has still not been ratified by the United States Congress.
 While many conservatives blame strong Democratic resistance for this delay, the deal’s broad scope and complex content left many congress-members polarized, and the rest slightly confused.
 Following a head-to-head showdown between former-President George W. Bush and former-House Minority Whip Nancy Pelosi, the agreement seemed to fade into relative obscurity.
 Although the actual content of the agreement is hardly discussed today, it is deployed relatively frequently as a jab in discussions of bipartisanship, or rather the lack thereof in Congress. Upon close scrutiny, however, the US-Colombia FTA is revealed to have many flaws. The United States congress should not ratify the pending free trade agreement with Colombia.

The United States congress should not ratify the pending free trade agreement with Colombia because it doesn’t provide the economic benefits that its drafters hoped for. Structural barriers create a one-sided advantage system that preclude the deal from having any noticeable impact on growth or export stability in the US.
 This, in and of itself seems sufficient reason to reject the deal, as the US is in a relatively fragile economic position, and the deal appears to be nothing but risks with no potential reward.
 Additionally however, the US-Colombia free trade agreement appears to have negative implications for the Colombian economy as well.
 Bad incentives and non-targeted duty lift provisions appear to be quite devastating for key industries in Colombia.

The United States congress should not ratify the pending US-Colombia free trade agreement because Colombia’s human rights record makes it a nation the US should not want to be associated with. While labor-union killings have received the most attention from the media, it seems pretty apparent that Colombia’s record with respect to human rights in general is quite abysmal.
 This is a powerful disincentive for US involvement not only for ethical reasons, but also for practical ones, like the concern about how the international community would perceive the agreement.
 The unfortunate truth is that many countries would see the agreement as the US offering tacit consent to the situations that continue even today in Colombia.
 Labor violence, however, is only part of the story with respect to Colombia’s human rights record. Recent political killings reveal that many of Colombia’s governmental institutions are both unstable, and full of corruption.

The United States congress should not ratify the pending US-Colombia free trade agreement because it precludes the option of enacting “fair trade” provisions with Colombian businesses. This is because “free trade” and “fair trade” are almost entirely incompatible.
 The structural conditions of “free trade” involve a total lack of economic intervention, whereas “fair trade” necessitates a high level of intervention into bargaining and negotiation.
 This is particularly true in the context of Colombia, because the kinds of goods that the US would seek in Colombia don’t balance, value-wise, with the kinds of goods that Colombia would seek from the US.
 Indeed, consider the way truly “free” negotiations between US and Colombian businesses might play out; with American businesses always holding the upper hand, a truly “fair” deal would see impossible.
 Because the US has improved global market access, Americans can always sell their goods elsewhere for a fair price.
 Lacking a similar advantage, Colombian producers would be forced to negotiate at a severe handicap.

The Iraqi government will collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops
"I had returned to Iraq thinking I would find massive improvement, but what I saw was a state in anarchy and even more disheartening an Army that refused to learn” –Major Joseph Da Silva

On March 20, 2003, the combined forces of the United States and the United Kingdom began a military campaign in the nation of Iraq. Six years later, in February of 2009, US President Barack Obama announced an eighteen-month withdrawal window for all US combat forces.
 While this withdrawal left many questions to be asked, the primary one seemed to be simple: “what happens once we’re gone?”
 Still, this question has broad and far-reaching implications. If the government of Iraq were to collapse, the US would almost certainly be blamed. Even worse, pressure might emerge for the US to re-engage and restart combat operations. As US officers return home, it’s clear that this question has still not been answered.
 While fleeting glimpses of progress have emerged, it seems difficult to predict that the US withdrawal will have a positive effect on the stability of the Iraqi government.
 The Iraqi government will collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops.

The Iraqi government will collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops because perception of abandonment will embolden insurgents. At a very basic level, the image of the United States employing a sort of “cut and run” withdrawal seems to inspire a sense of victory and accomplishment amongst those that oppose Iraqi stability.
 Such a signal would likely embolden these challengers, sparking a new wave of violence reaching across the Middle East.
 Indeed, as the final phases of withdrawal began in July, Al Qaeda mounted a “surge” of their own, increasing violence by a very wide margin.
 Even more disconcerting, this signal would likely also destroy the credibility of US military intervention. True, few would question the US’s capacity to fight a conventional war against a declared enemy, but withdrawal will likely send a signal that US intervention in insurgency scenarios is toothless.
 In such a world, there is nothing to prevent insurgents from releasing the full weight of their military might upon Iraq to destabilize the entire country.

The Iraqi government will collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops because popular frustration will boil over beyond what current Iraqi leaders can handle. Many signs suggest that popular frustration is mounting.
 Social services collapse, security forces withdraw, and the general atmosphere appears to be one of cynicism and doubt.
 To make matters worse, a string of political assassinations has the public believing that the Iraqi Security Forces lack the capacity to protect themselves, let alone the people.
 This hardly sends a message of strength and determination.
 If that weren’t enough, Al Qaeda has begun attacking judges, in an attempt to collapse the credibility of Iraqi political institutions.
 The result is a population with no faith in their government, and little incentive to do anything other than protect themselves and their families.
The Iraqi government will collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops because key parts of the government remain steadfastly divided. As makeshift institutions decay under their own weight, it has become readily apparent that Sunni-Shiite relations in the government have not improved by any appreciable amount.
 Worse yet, no one appears to believe that this will do anything except get worse once US troops complete their withdrawal.
 To a certain extent, the “Lebanonization” of Iraq is complete, insofar as multiple competing factions have dug-in to opposite positions in government with no plans beyond a grand strategy for political warfare.
 As the government devours itself from the inside out, there is little to suggest that the public will react constructively. The most likely result is a return to factionalism hiding beneath a veneer of shallow democratic institutions.

The Iraqi government will not collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops
“Al-Qaida in Iraq is not able to hold on to a city – to a single building or city block” –Christopher Hill

Six years after former-President George W. Bush’s embarrassing “Mission Accomplished” speech, current-President Barack Obama finally announced a timetable for the conclusion of all US combat operations in Iraq.
 Although many remained concerned about a hard withdrawal timetable, a deal was made that allowed a relatively large contingent – 49,700 men and women – to remain beyond the deadline as non-combat personnel.
 As of August 19, 2010, the last combat brigade of US troops had departed from Iraqi soil, and the “non-combat” phase of Operation Iraqi Freedom had begun.
 Still, many skeptics voiced the obvious concern that troubled most Americans: “but what happens to the Iraqi people now?”
 While there are good reasons to be skeptical of immediate stability, there are also many good reasons to have confidence in the Iraqi government. The Iraqi government will not collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops.

The Iraqi government will not collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops because the United States will continue to provide non-combat support to the Iraqi government and the Iraqi Security Forces. Following Obama’s timetable for withdrawal, the US withdrew all designated combat troops prior to the end of August, but an incredibly large, well-equipped support force remained behind.
 Approximately 49,700 men and women remain in Iraq today, providing training, tactical command, and logistical support to the permanent Iraqi Security Forces.
 Additionally, these forces are designed and structured to have a certain amount of “flexibility” in their deployment. While it is true that these forces are not designated to fight battles, it is hardly the case that this designation precludes their capacity or willingness to fight if attacked.
 This seems particularly true in the context of current training deployments. When Iraqi Security Force patrols go out, US training personnel are usually assigned to work with them. The result is that any patrol force that goes out will have some combat-capable US troops with them at all times.

The Iraqi government will not collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops because the Iraqi Security Forces provide a strong, credible, effective deterrent against violence and insurgency. Although the count of American troops has fallen this past year, the same can certainly not be said of the Iraqi Security Forces. Current estimates have their numbers near 650,000 active combat personnel.
 After months of US training and strategic support, these forces are perfectly capable of securing and policing the streets of Baghdad.
 This seems particularly true give the kinds of threats that the Iraqi Security Forces are likely to face in the next year. While confidence might not be high in the ISF’s capacity to stop an all-out civil war, such a threat seems highly unlikely.
 The most likely threats at this point include low-level ethnic conflict, and a return to standard insurgent behaviors.
 While these threats should obviously not be ignored, they seem manageable for a force of 650,000 trained combat troops.
The Iraqi government will not collapse in the wake of the withdrawal of US combat troops because current internal strife is political, as opposed to military. Indeed, as Vice President Biden put it, “politics, not war, has broken out”.
 As trivial as this distinction may appear it has far-reaching implications. The fact that Iraqi leadership is fighting within its new democratic institutions proves that such institutions have become an acceptable means of conflict resolution.
 Additionally, with US noncombat forces playing “babysitter” in the region, it appears that these trends will have some more time to mature before Iraqi leadership is forced to “go it alone”.
 Given this framework then, we should interpret current political bickering as the best sign yet of Iraqi commitment to democracy and its institutions.
The current flooding crises will collapse the government of Pakistan
“This is the most extraordinary crisis imaginable. It started slowly in terms of international perceptions because a flood isn’t like an earthquake or a tsunami which hits immediately, then it ends and the press moves in with stories of miraculous rescues and desperate need.” – Ambassador Richard Holbrooke

After three years of constant turmoil, Pakistan was rewarded not with some peace and stability, but rather with a series of massive floods that set off a humanitarian crisis of epic proportions.
 As the government struggled to deal with the crisis, the international community looked on nervously, hoping that things would stabilize on their own.
 Still, even this level of attention seems to misunderstand the political stakes involved in Pakistan’s current crises.
 Given its location between India and the Middle East, Pakistan has a key role to play in the resolution of many international conflicts. Further, the fact that Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons makes the maintenance of its stability of vital interest not just to the United States, but to all countries of the world. The current flooding crises will collapse the government of Pakistan.

The current flooding crises will collapse the government of Pakistan because the humanitarian crisis will escalate out of control. Already, over 800,000 people remain stranded across Pakistan with little hope of government help reaching them anytime soon.
 The Pakistani National Disaster Management Authority (NDMA) estimates the total number of people displaced at somewhere near eight million.
 With relief nowhere in sight, authorities now worry about the potential for rapid proliferation of infectious diseases.
 Worse still, experts predict that the worst of the flooding is still yet to come, with the Indus River on the verge of overflow, and more monsoon rains on the way.
 All of this adds up to a potential refugee crisis unlike any the world has ever seen.
 These effects, of course, will be magnified the longer humanitarian aid takes to arrive.

The current flooding crises will collapse the government of Pakistan because public discontent will spill over to cause backlash and instability. This entire situation should be viewed in the context of the politics of humanitarian aid. As natural disasters breed popular discontent, fundamentalist groups seize on the opportunity to undermine current government stability.
 In the context of Pakistan, the “Tehreek-e-Taliban” has used floundering aid efforts to undercut the credibility of the government while simultaneously staging recruitment rallies in the hardest hit areas.
 In order to deal with this, the government has tried banning relief groups with Taliban sympathies.
 Unfortunately, this move only magnifies resentment, prompting backlash and pushing victims into the arms of the Taliban.
 All of this, of course, is framed in the context of a Pakistani government with a long history of corruption, and active scandals regarding fraudulent aid deals.
 Seeing an opportunity to push the government over the edge, the Pakistani Taliban have begun attacking foreign and domestic aid workers in rural provinces.
 The result is that less foreign aid is distributed, more victims become dependent on Taliban-controlled aid, and the government is portrayed as increasingly unwilling – or even unable – to help and protect its people.

The current flooding crises will collapse the government of Pakistan because foreign aid levels are totally insufficient to match the magnitude of the natural disaster. As over 8 million people remain homeless or displaced, major foreign aid programs have fallen painfully short. The total US aid commitment sits at just above a third of what was offered after the Haiti earthquake crises.
 This problem is revealed to be much worse when we keep in mind that private aid makes most support after the immediate crisis-relief packages of national governments have been subsumed. Private aid groups in the US have raised just under $11 million for the Pakistan floods, compared to $560 million raised in the same amount of time for Haiti.
 The American Red Cross, in particular, has had considerable problems raising sufficient aid to even deploy their personnel effectively.
 The end result is a small trickle of aid that is neither sufficient in volume, nor consistent in flow.
The current flooding crises will not collapse the government of Pakistan
“The United States has the same opportunity as the radical Islamists to fill the void. It can help the victims of one of the largest natural disasters we have recently seen. The United States can also win over Pakistanis, in the key country in the battle against extremism.” –Ken Ballen

As massive floods ravage Pakistan, it’s easy to focus on the situation as just another humanitarian crisis.
 This view, however, misses the broader context in which the government of Pakistan has clung to stability over the course of the past decade.
 Given its location between India and the Middle East, Pakistan has a key role to play in the resolution of many international conflicts. Further, the fact that Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons makes the maintenance of its stability of vital interest not just to the United States, but to all countries. Still, Pakistan’s political stability has been regularly questioned for years, yet somehow the government continues to emerge unscathed.
 The current flooding crises will not collapse the government of Pakistan.

The current flooding crises will not collapse the government of Pakistan because US aid packages will keep conditions stable. Many media sources have misunderstood the structure of US relief aid packages. The most popular story here is that USAID will only provide $200 million in new aid to the government of Pakistan.
 While this statistic is accurate, it fundamentally misunderstands how the US plans to deploy this aid. The general assessment in policy circles is that a second wave of humanitarian aid will be redirected from the current comprehensive aid package that the US is already giving to Pakistan.
 This deal, worth over $7.5 billion over the next five years, will be analyzed from top to bottom, and the savings will all go toward flood relief.
 There also appears to be a second wave of aid, valued at some $55 million, set to arrive in the next few weeks.
 While it may be the case that the magnitude of this natural disaster is too great for US aid to remedy the problem altogether, it appears that current and future aid packages will be sufficient to “hold the line” until the Pakistani government can help deal with the floods on its own.

The current flooding crises will not collapse the government of Pakistan because the international community will model the US and follow up with massive aid-supplement packages. Indeed, the United Kingdom has already followed suit, promising some £64 million in Pakistani flood relief support.
 A representative from the government of the People’s Republic of China has promised some $20 million in foreign aid, and many experts expect that estimate to rise even further.
 Russia is also expected to make a sizeable contribution, with President Medvedev having just finished a visit to Central Asia during which many promises were issued regarding help and cooperation.
 While smaller countries may not donate on this scale, the leadership of so many powerful developed nations seems to suggest that a wave of support will soon follow.

The current flooding crises will not collapse Pakistan because the International Monetary Fund will help keep the government solvent in the short-term. Immediately following the crises, Masood Ahmed, director of the IMF's Middle East and Central Asia Department, issued a statement sympathizing with the people of Pakistan and their difficult economic position.
 The Pakistani leadership then issued a plea with the IMF to compromise on current loan agreements, and a rough deal is already being formed.
 Most experts believe the IMF will offer a lenient compromise, because Pakistan’s $11 billion loans have been dealt with very effectively in recent years, in spite of chaotic internal politics and a string of tumultuous events.
 It is also believed that the massive influx of foreign aid will persuade IMF administrators that Pakistan is a “chance worth taking”, particularly in the context of keeping investments safe.

The United States federal government should declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no-first-use”
“The nuclear-armed nations cannot continue to conjure contingencies for employing nuclear weapons on any hypothetical field of battle, or to fantasize that starting a nuclear war could ever serve either their own national interests or the interests of the human community” –Tad Daley

At the conclusion of the Cold War, the United States was faced with many decisions regarding the course of its nuclear policy. With no great power rival, questions regarding the necessity of mutually-assured-destruction and other kinds of deterrence ran rampant through both academic and political circles. Eventually deciding to cling to old ideas of deterrence and primacy, the US structured its policies around the assumption that some potential scenarios remained that might demand the use of US nuclear weapons.
 This paradigm, however, ignores the ultimate maxim of deterrence: nuclear weapons are never meant to be used.
 The United States federal government should declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no-first-use”.

The United States federal government should declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no first use” because our nuclear posture and strategic decisions are modeled by nations across the globe. Indeed, experts agree that the nuclear declaratory posture of the United States “affects the analogous nuclear policies of other nations.”
 By leaving the option of nuclear first-use on the table, the Obama administration essentially sends a signal to the international community that it believes nuclear weapons to be legitimately useable under certain circumstances.
 This is particularly true in the context of mid-range nuclear powers. While it is true that India’s 2003 doctrine suggests a vague commitment to no-first-use, there is much evidence to suggest that this policy is both “conditional”, and “flexible”.
 Given that this policy was modeled almost directly after US policies, it seems likely that a reversal of US declaratory posture would spark a similar reversal in Indian nuclear doctrine.
 In the context of China, an internal debate has raged over the last decade regarding old commitments to no-first-use.
 The general consensus is that this discussion is motivated by a fear of US nuclear capabilities.
 If this is the case, it seems likely that a credible American commitment to nuclear no-first-use would take long steps toward shoring-up Chinese NFU doctrine.

The United States federal government should declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no first use” because doing so would send a strong signal to the global community about the permissibility both of the use and of the development of nuclear weapons. At first glance, the sheer hypocrisy of current US policy makes a global norm against proliferation virtually impossible.
 While a policy of NFU would likely remedy this, it would also have broader implications on global nonproliferation efforts. Because US nuclear weapons policy has a significant impact on the security postures of smaller nations, policies of “strategic ambiguity” create a security incentive to proliferate.
 In this context, then, it seems that a US policy of NFU would change would-be proliferators risk-calculus while simultaneously building and international consensus against the legitimacy of nuclear weapons use itself.

The United States federal government should declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no first use” because such a gesture would rebuild US soft power and credibility among the international community. As many nations work together to address the problem of nuclear proliferation, many eyes turn toward the US to lead the way.
 Unfortunately, current US doctrine makes it hard for the US to rally support or mobilize a larger consensus.
 Announcing a policy of no-first-use would eliminate this structural barrier to US leadership on a key global issue.
 Further, the end of the Cold War changed global security calculations in a way that fundamentally altered perceptions both of the US nuclear arsenal, and its respective posture.
 Without a perceptible foe upon which nuclear first-use might be necessary, current doctrine appears “more menacing” than simply defensive.

The United States federal government should not declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no-first-use”
“The need for nuclear deterrence did not end when the Soviet Union collapsed. The truth is that the need for nuclear deterrence never went away” –Daniel Greenfield

The fall of the Soviet Union left many academics on the Left to argue that the age of primacy and deterrence had ended.
 Without a rival of relative parity, they argued, the United States ceased to need its nuclear weapons for anything beyond limited deterrence.
 This view, however, missed the vital connection between the ambiguity of US nuclear policy, and its respective effectiveness.
 If anything, the global shift away from bipolar nuclear parity to unipolar nuclear dominance multiplied the potential scenarios where aggressive nuclear posturing would be needed.
 The United States federal government should not declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no-first-use”.

The United States federal government should not declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no first use” because such a signal would not possibly be seen as credible by the international community. Although the declaration might be well-received at first, it would do nothing to change the functional policy of US nuclear weapons deployment or use.
 In order for such a pledge to be viewed as credible, it would need to be accompanied with parallel steps in terms of the structural force posture of US nuclear weapons.
 This just makes intuitive sense, given the size and secrecy of current US nuclear force posture. As a “pure deterrent” force would be much smaller and less advanced, an NFU pledge without deep cuts in the actual number and kind of nuclear weapons maintained by the US would seem less than credible, if not wholly decorative.
 It’s also likely that such a broad sweeping statement would be perceived as implicitly conditional. Because declaratory posture is never contextualized to a specific situation, pledges like “no first use” aren’t taken seriously.
 Worse still, it’s easy for the media to offer implausible hypotheticals to stretch government officials on the very edges of their supposedly categorical position.
 The result is that unqualified policies like “no first use” become structurally incapable of credibility.

The United States federal government should not declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no first use” because doing so would send a devastating signal to allies regarding our commitment to extended deterrence and the US nuclear umbrella. The American nuclear security umbrella has stood as the foundation of relationships with non-nuclear allies since the beginning of the Cold War.
 Because the pledge extended to include defense against conventional attacks, nuclear first-use was a core value in effective and credible extended deterrence.
 Historically, US suggestions that an NFU might be adopted have been met with alarm and fierce opposition.
 Allies appreciate the policy not because it could be deployed, but rather because the ambiguity of its commitment acted as a vital deterrent against would-be challengers.
 Both of these effects seem particularly salient in the context of an unconditional pledge of “no first use”, because such a deal would eliminate any uncertainty in the minds of potential aggressors.

The United States federal government should not declare an unconditional policy of nuclear “no first use” because such a statement would dramatically undercut current efforts to deter Chinese aggression. Given the rapid growth of Chinese economic and military prowess, many analysts fear coming aggression. These fears, however, are tempered with the belief that the ambiguity of US nuclear policy serves as an effective check against aggression or other forms of “bad behavior”.
 At the heart of this belief, however, lies the maxim that US nuclear force posture must present a clear and credible threat to Chinese hegemony, sufficient to deter aggression, whatever potential interests it might garner.
 In the context of China then, US first-strike capabilities are absolutely critical, because they put virtually the entire Chinese nuclear arsenal at risk.
 Eliminating this overwhelmingly persuasive “stick” from the US’s arsenal with respect to constructive engagement could virtually end all capacity to deter China over any interests.
 Given the vital role that Taiwan plays in the PRC’s nationalist stability, it seems impossible that such a scenario would allow the US to deter attempts to reclaim the island.

The United Nations will enact reforms to expand the Security Council
“The case for a renewed and strengthened multilateral system which reflects the realities of and responds to the challenges of the 21st century ... has never been stronger” –Helen Clark

Since the end of the Cold War, the global community has struggled with the idea of multilateral governance, and the proper role of international institutions like the United Nations.
 Collective threats, like the Soviet Union, had once provided an overhead purpose for the existence of such institutions, but absent such an obvious icon to align against, the world saw multilateralism lose its way.
 Through constant compromise, and perpetual reform, the international community has thus far been able to preserve and enhance the effectiveness of such systems of global governance.
 Still, as new nations enter the world stage, the common of equal representation becomes multiplied.
 The real question, then, is how the world will respond to this problem. The United Nations will enact reforms to expand the Security Council.

The United Nations will enact reforms to expand the Security Council because such a move has overwhelming support both from up-and-coming powers, as well as from the general assembly. In particular, reports are swirling about Japan approaching India in an effort to build a larger coalition for reform.
 This coalition appears to be immensely powerful, flexing both economic, and regional political might beyond most individual nations, including permanent security council members.
 Taken in the context of a general assembly that almost unanimously favors reform, this coalition appears poised to garner over 150 general assembly votes in any bid for reform.
 Given India’s immense popularity among many smaller nations in the general assembly, it’s not surprising that such a coalition would easily swing the same votes that will likely carry India’s vote-in for a non-permanent Security Council seat.

The United Nations will enact reforms to expand the Security Council because key insiders with lots of political influence support such a move. If the India-Japan coalition alone isn’t sufficient to persuade some permanent members of the United Nations Security Council against a veto, the considerable influence of other permanent members who support such an initiative could become very important. In particular, the United Kingdom and France have both voiced active support for reforms that would expand the Security Council.
 Nor are they alone in this call; Helen Clark, the Administrator of the United Nations Development Programme, has made her position very clear, voicing public support for aggressive reforms, particularly in the context of expanding the Security Council.
 Her position gives her considerable leverage, as the UNDP Administrator is the third-highest ranking official in the United Nations organization.

The United Nations will enact reforms to expand the Security Council because South Africa’s coalition has rallied immense political leverage in recent months. As South Africa has campaigned amongst supporters for its non-permanent seat on the Security Council, it seems to have unified many nations around a more ambitious goal, namely that of making more seats on the council available.
 Although some write these calls off as mere politicking, President Jacob Zuma’s efforts appear both genuine, and strategic. By rallying supporters on a smaller issue, Zuma gives himself a chance to “test” the loyalty of supposed supporters.
 Using the non-permanent election in the UN General Assembly as a simulation, then, South Africa may get an accurate read on what it needs to accomplish, prior to attempting real reform.

The United Nations will not enact reforms to expand the Security Council
“The interminable wrangling over the composition of the UN Security Council …  is unlikely to bear much fruit anytime soon. And that may not be such a bad thing. Almost all the proposals are worse than the situation they purport to remedy” –Ian Williams

At the conclusion of World War II, the question of global cooperation and community loomed large in many minds. Wary of the complex system of alliances that had guided the old model of global community, the emerging powers sought to create a truly multilateral system to support and frame a peaceful international community.
 What made this model attractive was not the accuracy with which it was molded to the current balance of geopolitical power, but rather, the stability that it provided for powers that welcomed the opportunity to lead the global community into a new era.
 As decades passed, the balance of power shifted, yet the model remained largely identical.
 The simple truth, is that the stable model of control that the UN Security Council provides now is far too attractive for current powers to allow reform or modification.
 The United Nations will not enact reforms to expand the Security Council.

The United Nations will not enact reforms to expand the Security Council because empirical analysis suggests that there are just too many structural barriers to aggressive reform. Empirically, this is revealed in the past few decades of reform attempts. While many people may point to individual reforms that have passed in recent years, such examples do not deny the startling consistency with which the United Nations has rejected overhead reform.
 Using a combination of veto power and piecemeal reform initiatives, permanent Security Council members have been able to effectively stave-off any and all attempts at broad reform that might upset the current balance of power.
 It’s also important to note that past reform efforts have had considerable problems rallying support from the UN General Assembly.
 While many countries and coalitions have succeeded in generating public support, in the form of statements from leaders, those efforts did not necessarily translate into votes on the General Assembly floor.

The United Nations will not enact reforms to expand the Security Council because efforts to amend the UN Charter will fail in the General Assembly. Historically, this has been revealed both in vote counts, but as well as in the regional breakdown of vote-directions. Particularly in smaller countries facing stability problems, leaders voted against reforms, because they believed efficiency in Security-Council decision-making was far more important than symbolic representations.
 This trend has a sort of ripple effect in the General Assembly, because leaders understand this prioritization question, and don’t want to appear insensitive to the plight of potential friends, allies, or aggressors.
 In the context of the current political climate in the General Assembly, such an effect is readily apparent in the fifteen-year long “closed-door process” that has yet to present any meaningful conclusions with respect to reform.
 For the moment, at least, the General Assembly and the specific administrative authorities that would be necessary for aggressive reform appear deadlocked.

The United Nations will not enact reforms to expand the Security Council because likely candidates for ascension into new seats will be blocked by direct power rivals. Often referenced as the “BRICs”, Brazil, Russia, India, and China have long pressed for a chance to rise and direct global politics.
 The question of whether they possess the maturity or credibility to do so, however, has been dwarfed by the question of whether their individual regional rivals will allow them any chance in the first place.
 Virtually every potential candidate for a new permanent Security Council seat has its own hegemonic rival.
 Brazil has Argentina, India has Pakistan, and Germany has Italy.
 Although these rivals may not have the influence to destroy reform efforts on their own, it seems very plausible that each could rally a coalition large enough to derail a vote to amend the UN Charter in the General Assembly.
 Even more relevant, however, is the fact that China would almost certainly throw its full political weight behind efforts to preclude any Indian ascension.
 Given the unique geopolitical rivalry that faces those nations in the coming century, it seems unlikely that China would allow any reform that might risk a permanent seat for India to survive.

� Ben Evans, “Republicans want review of birthright citizenship,” The Associated Press, August 3, 2010. (http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100803/ap_on_go_co/us_republicans_birthright_citizenship)


� Edwin Meese, David Forte, Matthew Spaulding, The Heritage Guide to the Constitution, (Washington DC: Regnery Publishing, 2005), 35.


� Ibid.


� Scott Wilson, “Whither the 14th Amendment?” The Washington Post, August 3, 2010. (http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2010/08/whither-the-14th-amendment.html)


� Ibid.


� Andrew Taylor, “14th Amendment should remain as is,” The Daily Cougar, August 17, 2010. (http://thedailycougar.com/2010/08/23/14th-amendment-should-remain-as-is/)


� Mark Davis, “What the 14th Amendment really says,” Dallas News, August 17, 2010. (http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/dn/opinion/viewpoints/stories/DN-markdavis_0818edi.State.Edition1.13347bc.html)


� Ibid.


� Robert Gehrke, “Herbert supports rewriting 14th Amendment,” The Salt Lake Tribune, August 27, 2010. (http://www.sltrib.com/sltrib/home/50172700-76/citizenship-amendment-born-herbert.html.csp)


� Peter Schuck, “Birthright of a Nation,” The New York Times, August 13, 2010. (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/14/opinion/14schuck.html?_r=2&sq=birthright%20nation&st=cse&adxnnl=1&scp=1&adxnnlx=1282600618-lfjTx96laL4O5fq1m8pGQA)


� Ibid.


� Mark Alexander, “Birthright Citizenship?,” The Patriot Post, August 26, 2010. (http://patriotpost.us/alexander/2010/08/26/birthright-citizenship/print/)


� Ibid.


� Peter Grier, “14th Amendment: Is birthright citizenship really in the Constitution?,” The Christian Science Monitor, August 11, 2010. (http://news.yahoo.com/s/csm/319362)


� Ibid.


� Keith Richburg, “For many pregnant Chinese, a U.S. passport for baby remains a powerful lure,” The Washington Post, July 18, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/17/AR2010071701402.html)


� The New York Times, August 13, 2010.


� The Washington Post, July 18, 2010.


� Garrett Epps, “Phony 'Originalism' and the Assault on Birthright Citizenship,” The Atlantic, August 10, 2010. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2010/08/phony-originalism-and-the-assault-on-birthright-citizenship/61224/"�http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2010/08/phony-originalism-and-the-assault-on-birthright-citizenship/61224/�)


� Edwin Meese, David Forte, Matthew Spaulding, The Heritage Guide to the Constitution (Washington DC: Regnery Publishing, 2005), 35.


� Scott Wilson, “Whither the 14th Amendment?” The Washington Post, August 3, 2010. (http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2010/08/whither-the-14th-amendment.html)


� Ibid.


� Michael Keegan, “The GOP v. the 14th Amendment,” The Huffington Post, August 9, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-b-keegan/the-gop-v-the-14th-amendm_b_675763.html)


� Ibid.


� Andrew Taylor, “14th Amendment should remain as is,” The Daily Cougar, August 17, 2010. (http://thedailycougar.com/2010/08/23/14th-amendment-should-remain-as-is/)


� Ibid.


� The Huffington Post, August 9, 2010.


� Alberto Gonzales, “Changing the 14th Amendment won't solve our immigration crisis”, The Washington Post, August 22, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/19/AR2010081904783.html)


� Mary Sanchez, “Why demagogues love debating the 14th Amendment”, The Kansas-City Star, August 16, 2010. (http://www.kansascity.com/2010/08/16/2154031/why-demagogues-love-debating-the.html)


� Sophia Nelson, “Keep GOP hands off the 14th Amendment”, CNN, August 10, 2010. (http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/08/10/nelson.14th.amendment/)


� Ibid.


� Bridget Johnson, “Gonzales: Don't alter 14th Amendment,” The Hill, August 22, 2010. (http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/115299-gonzales-dont-change-the-14th-amendment)


� Gary Isbell, “The Ground Zero Mosque and the Clash of Symbols,” Spero News, August 28, 2010. (http://www.speroforum.com/site/article.asp?idCategory=34&idsub=127&id=38866&t=The+Ground+Zero+Mosque+and+the+Clash+of+Symbols)


� Kerwick, Jack, “The Mosque at Ground Zero: Its Significance and Implications,” Intellectual Conservative, August 13, 2010. (http://www.intellectualconservative.com/2010/08/13/the-mosque-at-ground-zero-its-significance-and-implications/)


� Ibid.


� Mike Lupica, “Scary fanatics like Newt Gingrich turn Ground Zero mosque debate into ugly, stupid spectacle,” New York Daily News, August 23, 2010. (http://www.nydailynews.com/ny_local/2010/08/23/2010-08-23_scary_fanatics_like_newt_make_it_an_ugly_debate.html?page=0#ixzz0y2TJMtHL)


� Newsweek, “'Ground Zero Mosque' Will Only Matter in Republican Primaries,” August 23, 2010. (http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/08/23/ground-zero-mosque-will-only-matter-in-republican-primaries.html)


� Gary Isbell, “The Ground Zero Mosque and the Clash of Symbols,” Spero News, August 28, 2010. (http://www.speroforum.com/site/article.asp?idCategory=34&idsub=127&id=38866&t=The+Ground+Zero+Mosque+and+the+Clash+of+Symbols)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� George Leon, “The Ground Zero Mosque Is Inappropriate, Offensive, and Divisive,” Philly2Philly News, August 29, 2010. (http://www.philly2philly.com/politics_community/politics_community_articles/2010/8/29/44861/the_ground_zero_mosque_inappropriate_)


� Ibid.


� Anirudh Bhattacharyya, “India example cited for Ground Zero mosque,” Hindustan Times, August 23, 2010. (http://www.hindustantimes.com/India-example-cited-for-Ground-Zero-mosque/Article1-590872.aspx)


� Ibid.


� Nsenga Burton, “Police Report Anti-Muslim Stabbing in NYC,” The Root, August 25, 2010. (http://www.theroot.com/buzz/police-report-anti-muslim-stabbing-nyc)


� Ibid.


� Evan McMorris-Santoro, “Rand vs. Ron? Cordoba House Drives Wedge Through The Paul Family,” Talking Points Memo, August 23, 2010. (http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/08/rand-vs-ron-cordoba-house-drives-wedge-through-the-paul.php?ref=fpa)


� Ibid.


� MSNBC, “Meet the Press transcript,” August 22, 2010. (http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/38791058/ns/meet_the_press-transcripts)


� Philly2Philly News, August 29, 2010.


� Scott Foster, “Your turn: Building 'ground zero mosque' will prove freedoms exist,” St. Cloud Times, August 29, 2010. (http://www.sctimes.com/article/20100829/OPINION/108290036/Your-turn-Building-ground-zero-mosque-will-prove-freedoms-exist)


� Intellectual Conservative, August 13, 2010.


� Newsweek, August 23, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Newsweek, “'Ground Zero Mosque' Will Only Matter in Republican Primaries,” August 23, 2010. (http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/08/23/ground-zero-mosque-will-only-matter-in-republican-primaries.html)


� Ibid.


� Parvez Ahmed, “What Would Our Founding Fathers Say About the 'Ground Zero Mosque'?,” The Huffington Post, August 23, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/parvez-ahmed/what-will-our-founding-fa_b_686742.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Ibid.


� Stephanie Condon, “"Ground Zero Mosque" Imam: Controversy Is a "Sign of Success",” CBS News, August 23, 2010. (http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20014390-503544.html)


� Talking Points Memo, August 23, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Brian Montopoli, “Ron Paul Backs "Ground Zero Mosque," Splitting with Son Rand,” CBS News, August 23, 2010. (http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20014453-503544.html)


� Mark Barabak, “GOP poised for comeback in midterm elections,” The Los Angeles Times, January 1, 2010. (http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jan/01/nation/la-na-midterm1-2010jan01)


� Chris Weigant, “Senate Midterm Election Overview,” The Huffington Post, August 18, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/senate-midterm-election-o_b_687073.html)


� Christopher Weber, “GOP's Fundraising Disadvantage Worries Some Republicans,” Politics Daily, August 23, 2010. (http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/08/23/gops-fundraising-disadvantage-worries-some-republicans/)


� Ibid.


� Joseph Bafumi, Robert Erikson, Christopher Wlezien, “A Forecast of the 2010 House Election Outcome,” The Huffington Post, August 27, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joseph-bafumi/a-forecast-of-the-2010-ho_b_697051.html)


� Froma Harrop, “Election 2010: Democrats Made Their Own Lumpy Bed,” The National Ledger, August 23, 2010. (http://www.nationalledger.com/artman/publish/article_272634231.shtml)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Chris Cillizza, “Poll numbers in 1994, a bad year for Democrats, don't bode well for them in 2010,” The Washington Post, August 23, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/22/AR2010082202859.html?hpid=topnews


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Patricia Murphy, “Democrats Have the Money, but GOP Has the Momentum in 2010,” Politics Daily, August 29, 2010. (http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/08/29/democrats-have-the-money-but-gop-has-the-momentum-in-2010/)


� Jack Broom, “Election 2010: Younger voters not so eager this time,” The Seattle Times, August 28, 2010. (http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2012750934_youngvoters29m.html)


� Ibid.


� Joseph Bafumi, Robert Erikson, Christopher Wlezien, “A Forecast of the 2010 House Election Outcome,” The Huffington Post, August 27, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joseph-bafumi/a-forecast-of-the-2010-ho_b_697051.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Politics Daily, August 29, 2009.


� Chris Weigant, “Senate Midterm Election Overview,” The Huffington Post, August 18, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/senate-midterm-election-o_b_687073.html)


� Politics Daily, August 29, 2010.


� The Huffington Post, August 18, 2010.


� Ibid.


� The National Ledger, August 23, 2010.


� The Huffington Post, August 27, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Politics Daily, August 29, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Politics Daily, August 23, 2010.


� Politics Daily, August 29, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Alex Moore, “RNC Fundraising Comes Up Short Heading Into Midterm Elections,” Death and Taxes Magazine, August 23, 2010. (http://www.deathandtaxesmag.com/25563/rnc-fundraising-comes-up-short-heading-into-midterm-elections/)


� Ibid.


� Daniel Stone, “Democrats May Not Be Headed for Midterm Bloodbath,” Newsweek, August 27, 2010. (http://www.newsweek.com/2010/08/27/newsweek-poll-democrats-may-not-be-headed-for-midterm-bloodbath.html)


� Ibid.


� Chris Cillizza, “In 2010, Obama's poll numbers less of an asset for congressional Democrats,” The Washington Post, August 23, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/29/AR2010082903878.html?hpid=topnews)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� William Hare, “Will Republicans Hang Themselves on a Tea Party Petard?,” Seattle Post-Intelligencer, August 23, 2010. (http://blog.seattlepi.com/williamhare/archives/219080.asp)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� David Morgan, “Tea Party Making It Harder for GOP: Fla. Dem,” CBS News, August 29, 2010. (http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/08/29/ftn/main6816601.shtml)


� Susan Marie Kovalinsky, “Tea Party movement and the 'Ralph Nader' effect,” Now Public, February 26, 2010. (http://www.nowpublic.com/world/tea-party-movement-and-ralph-nader-effect)


� Alliance Defense Fund Media, “Perry v. Schwarzenegger trial blog posts,” June 16, 2010. (http://www.adfmedia.org/News/PRDetail/3618)


� Christian Examiner, “FAQs on Prop 8, California’s contested marriage amendment,” September, 2010. (http://www.christianexaminer.com/Articles/Articles%20Sept10/Art_Sept10_04.html)


� Ibid.


� Geena Stellato, “Prop 8 debate still not over,” Golden Gate Press, August 24, 2010. (http://xpress.sfsu.edu/archives/arts/015101.html)


� Edwin Meese, “Prop. 8 ruling ignores precedent, evidence and common sense,” The Washington Post, August 17, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/16/AR2010081604254.html?hpid=opinionsbox1)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Matthew McReynolds, “Ultimately, We All Lose With Judicially-Imposed Gay Marriage,” Capitol Weekly, August 19, 2010. (http://www.capitolweekly.net/article.php?xid=z2jqwauyish5i8)


� The Washington Post, August 17, 2010.


� Capitol Weekly, August 19, 2010.


� George Skelton, “Brown and Schwarzenegger don't have to defend Prop. 8 -- but they should,” The Los Angeles Times, August 26, 2010. (http://articles.latimes.com/2010/aug/26/local/la-me-cap-20100826)


� Capitol Weekly, August 19, 2010.


� Los Angeles Times, “Prop. 8 and the 9th Circuit,” August 18, 2010. (http://articles.latimes.com/2010/aug/18/opinion/la-ed-prop8-20100818)


� The Washington Post, August 17, 2010.


� Peter Scheer, “If Hard-Won Court Victory Against Prop 8 Is Tossed out, You Can Thank Jerry Brown,” The Huffington Post, August 18, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/peter-scheer/if-hard-won-court-victory_b_686669.html)


� Christian Examiner, September, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Golden Gate Press, August 24, 2010.


� The Columbus Dispatch, “Judge's Prop 8 ruling made sense,” August 28, 2010. (http://www.dispatch.com/live/content/editorials/stories/2010/08/28/judges-prop-8-ruling-made-sense.html?sid=101)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Scott Martelle, “Prop. 8 Ruling A Threat To American Democracy? Um, No.,” California Progress Report, August 24, 2010. (http://www.californiaprogressreport.com/site/?q=node/8091)


� Rex Wockner, “What matters now in the Prop. 8 federal case?,” Bay Windows, August 24, 2010. (http://www.baywindows.com/index.php?ch=news&sc=glbt&sc2=news&sc3=&id=109481)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� David Dayen, “Ninth Circuit Grants Stay in Prop 8 Trial, But Hearing Will Address Standing,” Fire Dog Lake, August 16, 2010. (http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/08/16/ninth-circuit-grants-stay-in-prop-8-trial-but-hearing-will-address-standing/)


� Bruce Kauffman, “Thanks for the Prop. 8 ruling for it does the children good,” The Coast News, August 12, 2010. (http://thecoastnews.com/pages/full_story/push?article-Thanks+for+the+Prop-+8+ruling+for+it+does+the+children+good%20&id=9113343)


� Russ Buchanan, “Prop 8 ruling protected us from "tyranny of a majority"... and ourselves,” Examiner Los Angeles, August 6, 2010. (http://www.examiner.com/la-county-liberal-in-los-angeles/prop-8-ruling-protected-us-from-tyranny-of-a-majority-and-ourselves)


� United States v. Garcia (2007) 474 F.3d 994


� Adam Cohen, “The Government Can Use GPS to Track Your Moves,” Time Magazine, August 25, 2010. (http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2013150,00.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Kip F. Wainscott, “Unwarranted Intrusion: GPS and the Fourth Amendment ,” American Constitution Society, May 19, 2009. (http://acslaw.org/node/13444?gclid=CIfol8HM5KMCFQs9gwodzATg1g)


� KEZI News, “GPS Tracking: Invasion of Privacy?,” August 27, 2010. (http://kezi.com/news/local/186941)


� Mike Masnick, “Another Court Says Police Don't Violate The Law In Putting A GPS Device On Your Car,” Tech Dirt, May 11, 2009. (http://www.techdirt.com/articles/20090511/0018314824.shtml)


� Jim Garrettson, “Ninth Circuit Court: Secret GPS Tracking is Legal,” Executive Gov, August 31, 2010. (http://www.executivegov.com/2010/08/ninth-circuit-court-secret-gps-tracking-is-legal/)


� Charlie Savage, “Judges Divided Over Rising GPS Surveillance,” The New York Times, August 13, 2010. (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/14/us/14gps.html?_r=3)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Mike Masnick, “Appeals Court Rules Against Long Term Warrantless GPS Tracking Of Suspect; Sets Up Inevitable Supreme Court Case,” Tech Dirt, August 6, 2010. (http://www.techdirt.com/articles/20100806/12442410531.shtml)


� KTRE News, “Secret GPS tracking devices, the latest weapon against crime?,” no date. (http://www.ktre.com/Global/story.asp?S=13055511)


� Ryan Singel, “Appeals Court Rules Against Secret Police GPS Tracking,” Wired, August 6, 2010. (http://www.wired.com/threatlevel/2010/08/gps-tracking-unconstitutional/)


� Adam Cohen, “The Government Can Use GPS to Track Your Moves,” Time Magazine, August 25, 2010. (http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2013150,00.html)


� Ibid.


� Time Magazine, August 25, 2010.


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� American Constitution Society, May 19, 2009.


� Agence France Presse, “US appeals court nixes GPS tracking without warrant,” August 6, 2010. (http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hmO9Bg0JoO7weLFb4RIKxDdF8G8w)


� Adam Cohen, “The Government Can Use GPS to Track Your Moves,” Time Magazine, August 25, 2010. (http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2013150,00.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Mike Masnick, “Appeals Court Rules Against Long Term Warrantless GPS Tracking Of Suspect; Sets Up Inevitable Supreme Court Case,” Tech Dirt, August 6, 2010. (http://www.techdirt.com/articles/20100806/12442410531.shtml)


� Rochelle Riley, “We, the people, need to pay attention,” Free Press, August 27, 2010. (http://www.freep.com/article/20100827/COL10/8270369/We-the-people-need-to-pay-attention)


� Mike Masnick, “Appeals Court Rules Against Long Term Warrantless GPS Tracking Of Suspect; Sets Up Inevitable Supreme Court Case,” Tech Dirt, August 6, 2010. (http://www.techdirt.com/articles/20100806/12442410531.shtml)


� Ryan Singel, “Appeals Court Rules Against Secret Police GPS Tracking,” Wired, August 6, 2010. (http://www.wired.com/threatlevel/2010/08/gps-tracking-unconstitutional/)


� Tom Price, “Trade is key to future prosperity,” The Washington Times, August 30, 2010. (http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/aug/30/trade-is-key-to-future-prosperity/)


� The Washington Post, “Drop Dead, Colombia,” April 10, 2008. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/04/09/AR2008040903638.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Michael Shifter, “A new look for Colombia, U.S. relations,” The Washington Post, August 12, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/11/AR2010081105092.html)


� The Los Angeles Times, “Free trade, now,” August 12, 2010. (http://articles.latimes.com/2010/aug/12/opinion/la-ed-colombia-20100812)


� Cameron Sumpter, “US industrialists tour Colombia,” Colombia Reports, August 9, 2010. (http://colombiareports.com/colombia-news/news/11252-us-industrialists-tour-colombia.html)


� Rafael Gomes, “Trade Agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea: What Are We Waiting For?,” National Center for Policy Analysis, August 31, 2010. (http://www.ncpa.org/pub/ba720)


� Adriaan Alsema, “Government vows to improve labor rights situation in Colombia,” Colombia Reports, August 28, 2010. (http://colombiareports.com/colombia-news/news/11558-government-vows-to-improve-labor-rights-situation-in-colombia.html)


� James Suggett, “Colombian Senate President Visits Venezuela to Build Trust as Bilateral Relations Renewed,” Venezuela Analysis, August 18, 2010. (http://venezuelanalysis.com/news/5580)


� Ibid.


� Patriot News, “A tale of two countries: Colombia and Venezuela,” August 27, 2010. (http://www.pennlive.com/editorials/index.ssf/2010/08/the_new_face_of_colombia.html)


� Michael Shifter, “A new look for Colombia, U.S. relations,” The Washington Post, August 12, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/11/AR2010081105092.html)


� Ibid.


� Jim Wyss, “Florida Republicans push for Colombia deal,” The Miami Herald, August 14, 2010. (http://www.miamiherald.com/2010/08/14/1775487/fla-gop-pushes-for-colombia-deal.html)


� The Washington Post, August 12, 2010.


� Dave Anderson, “The truth about free trade agreements,” The Denver Post, August 25, 2010. (http://www.denverpost.com/opinion/ci_15880559).


� The Washington Times, August 30, 2010.


� The Washington Post, April 10, 2008.


� Ibid.


� Dave Anderson, “The truth about free trade agreements,” The Denver Post, August 25, 2010. (http://www.denverpost.com/opinion/ci_15880559).


� Ibid.


� Heidi Andrea Restrepo Rhodes, “The US-Colombia FTA and National Insecurity: A Call for Ethical Foreign Policy,” Upside Down World, April 29, 2009. (http://upsidedownworld.org/main/colombia-archives-61/1835-the-us-colombia-fta-and-national-insecurity-a-call-for-ethical-foreign-policy)


� Ibid.


� Daniel Kovalik, “The Big Lie: Venezuela and Labor,” Venezuela Analysis, August 9, 2010. (http://venezuelanalysis.com/analysis/5556)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Stephen Lendman, “Political Killings in Colombia,” Atlantic Free Press, August 25, 2010. (http://www.atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/13730-political-killings-in-colombia.html)


� Jason Nardi, “Free Trade or Fair Trade?,” IPS News, December 10, 2005. (http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=31371)


� Ibid. 


� Richard Epstein, “The President's Four Rotten Policy Planks,” Forbes Magazine, August 2, 2010. (http://www.forbes.com/2010/08/02/barack-obama-policy-free-trade-opinions-columnists-richard-epstein.html?boxes=Homepagechannels)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Greg Jaffe, “Iraq conflict leaves officers weary and humbled,” The Washington Post, August 29, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/29/AR2010082903874.html?hpid=topnews)


� Thomma, Steven, “Obama to extend Iraq withdrawal timetable; 50,000 troops to stay,” McClatchy News, February 27, 2009. (http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/02/27/62930/obama-to-extend-iraq-withdrawal.html)


� The Denver Post, “What Others Are Saying | So far, so good in Iraq. But now?,” August 6, 2010. (http://www.kansascity.com/2010/08/06/2134324/so-far-so-good-in-iraq-but-now.html)


� Greg Jaffe, “Iraq conflict leaves officers weary and humbled,” The Washington Post, August 29, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/29/AR2010082903874.html?hpid=topnews)


� Ibid.


� The Telegraph UK, “The United States must not abandon Iraq,” August 12, 2010. (http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/7941794/The-United-States-must-not-abandon-Iraq.html)


� Ibid.


� Al Jazeera, “US troops in Iraq fall below 50,000,” August 25, 2010. (http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/08/2010824142839855613.html)


� Dimiter Kenarov, “Five Things Obama Won't Tell You About the End in Iraq,” Esquire Magazine, August 3, 2010. (http://www.esquire.com/blogs/politics/iraqi-security-forces-2010-080310)


� Ibid.


� Anthony Shadid, “As Obama Talks Peace, Many Iraqis Are Unsure,” The New York Times, August 3, 2010. (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/04/world/middleeast/04iraq.html?_r=1)


� Ibid. 


� Anthony Shadid, “U.S. Troop Count Dips Below 50,000 in Iraq,” The New York Times, August 24, 2010. (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/25/world/middleeast/25iraq.html?_r=1&partner=rss&emc=rss)


� Ibid.


� Reuters, “Qaeda says responsible for attacks on Iraq judges,” August 24, 2010. (http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSLDE67N1JZ)


� Elizabeth Arrott, “US Troops in Iraq Drop Below 50,000,” Voice of America News, August 24, 2010. (http://www.voanews.com/english/news/US-Military-Completes-Troop-Drawdown-101361484.html)


� Ibid.


� Lara Setrakian, “Beirut in Baghdad: Is the 'Lebanonization' of Iraq complete?,” Foreign Policy Magazine, August 24, 2010. (http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/08/24/beirut_in_baghdad_is_the_lebanonization_of_iraq_complete)


� All Headline News, “Outgoing Ambassador Hill Optimistic Iraq On The Right Track,” August 17, 2010. (http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019619258?Outgoing%20Ambassador%20Hill%20Optimistic%20Iraq%20On%20The%20Right%20Track)


� McClatchy News, February 27, 2009.


� Ibid.


� Ernesto Londono, “Operation Iraqi Freedom ends as last combat soldiers leave Baghdad,” The Washington Post, August 19, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/18/AR2010081805644.html)


� The Washington Post, August 29, 2010.


� Al Jazeera, “US troops in Iraq fall below 50,000,” August 25, 2010. (http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/08/2010824142839855613.html)


� Ibid.


� Elizabeth Arrott, “US Troops in Iraq Drop Below 50,000,” Voice of America News, August 24, 2010. (http://www.voanews.com/english/news/US-Military-Completes-Troop-Drawdown-101361484.html)


� Charles Barrett, “Transition Marks Continuing Work,” News Blaze, August 27, 2010. (http://newsblaze.com/story/20100827101657zmil.nb/topstory.html)


� Voice of America News, August 24, 2010.


� Ibid. 


� Andrew England, “Iraq: Uniform unease,” Financial Times, August 25, 2010. (http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/1e8790b6-b08b-11df-8c04-00144feabdc0.html)


� Ibid.


� Leo Shane, “Biden: In Iraq, ‘politics has broken out’,” Stars and Stripes, August 24, 2010. (http://www.stripes.com/blogs/stripes-central/stripes-central-1.8040/biden-in-iraq-politics-has-broken-out-1.115760)


� Ibid.


� Ibid. 


� Richard Holbrooke, “Asia Society: Pakistani Flood Response Event,” US Department of State Presentation, August 19, 2010. (http://www.state.gov/s/special_rep_afghanistan_pakistan/2010/146169.htm)


� Alex Rodriguez, “Pakistan flood crisis extreme, U.N. says,” The Los Angeles Times, August 27, 2010. (http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700060926/Pakistan-flood-crisis-extreme-UN-says.html)


� Rahul Mukand, “Will Pakistan Stabilize?,” Boloji News, August 17, 2008, (http://www.boloji.com/analysis2/0366.htm)


� USA Today, “Pakistan floods mix misery with high political stakes,” August 20, 2010. (http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2010-08-20-editorial20_ST_N.htm)


� Press TV, “Pakistan prepares for more flooding,” August 25, 2010. (http://www.presstv.ir/detail/140079.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Voice of America News, “Pakistan Braces for More Flooding,” August 25, 2010. (http://www.voanews.com/english/news/Officials-Pakistan-Faces-Risk-of-More-Flooding-101453774.html)


� CBC News, “Pakistan floods leave thousands stranded,” August 25, 2010. (http://www.cbc.ca/world/story/2010/08/25/pakistan-us-flood-relief.html)


� Benjamin Macqueen, “Pakistan and the politics of aid,” ABC News, August 30, 2010. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/unleashed/stories/s2997058.htm"�http://www.abc.net.au/unleashed/stories/s2997058.htm�)


� Ibid.


� Rehmat Mehsud, “Islamist Relief Groups Barred,” The Wall Street Journal, August 25, 2010. (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704540904575451734097035558.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)


� Ibid.


� Rob Crilly, “Pakistan in political crisis amid allegations of flooding aid corruption,” The Telegraph, August 23, 2010. (http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/7960923/Pakistan-in-political-crisis-amid-allegations-of-flooding-aid-corruption.html)


� The Times of India, “Militants plan to attack foreign aid workers in Pakistan: US,” August 26, 2010. (http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/pakistan/Militants-plan-to-attack-foreign-aid-workers-in-Pakistan-US-/articleshow/6436136.cms)


� Ibid.


� My-Thuan Tran, “Raising awareness of Pakistan's flood victims,” The Los Angeles Times, August 30, 2010. (http://www.latimes.com/news/local/la-me-pakistan-aid-20100830,0,3306634.story)


�� Ibid.


� David Crary, “Americans stingier with flood aid for Pakistan,” Associated Press, August 28, 2010. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.freep.com/article/20100828/NEWS07/8280362/Americans-stingier-with-flood-aid-for-Pakistan"�http://www.freep.com/article/20100828/NEWS07/8280362/Americans-stingier-with-flood-aid-for-Pakistan�)


� Ken Ballen, “In Pakistan floods, U.S. must step into breach,” CNN, August 18, 2010. (http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/08/17/ballen.flood.pakistan.aid/?hpt=T2)


� Los Angeles Times, August 27, 2010.


� Boloji News, August 17, 2008.


� USA Today, August 20, 2010.


� CBC News, August 25, 2010.


� Karin Brulliard, “U.S. to divert some Pakistan aid to flood recovery, official says,” The Washington Post, August 25, 2010. (http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/25/AR2010082504792.html)


� Ibid.


� Jackie Northam, “U.S. Expands Aid To Pakistan's Flood Victims,” National Public Radio, August 10, 2010. (http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=129112225)


� Ken Ballen, “In Pakistan floods, U.S. must step into breach,” CNN, August 18, 2010. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/08/17/ballen.flood.pakistan.aid/?hpt=T2"�http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/08/17/ballen.flood.pakistan.aid/?hpt=T2�)


� BBC News UK, “UK pledges to continue Pakistan flood support,” August 25, 2010. (http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-11087445)


� The Associated Press, “China to provide $ 20 mln for flood affectees,” August 26, 2010. (http://www.app.com.pk/en_/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=114761&Itemid=2)


� The Associated Press, “Medvedev Talks With Afghan, Pakistani Leaders,” August 18, 2010. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=129271423"�http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=129271423�)


� CNN, August 18, 2010.


� IMF will compromise over loans/aid


Matthew O’Berger, “Pakistan takes flood plea to IMF,” Asia Times, August 26, 2010. (http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LH26Df01.html)


� Ibid.


� RTT News, “Pakistan Discusses Restructuring $11bn IMF Loan,” August 25, 2010. (http://www.rttnews.com/Content/AllEconomicNews.aspx?Id=1401431&SM=1)


� The Wall Street Journal, “S&P Analyst: Pakistan Rating Safe As Aid May Cushion Flood Impact,” August 24, 2010. (http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100824-715563.html)


� Tad Daley, “The Greatest Nuclear Danger Today Is Not Countdown to Zero's Nuclear "Accident" or "Miscalculation" or "Madness." The Greatest Nuclear Danger Today, Still, Like 65 Years Ago, Is Nuclear War,” Hamsayeh Media, August 9, 2010. (http://www.hamsayeh.net/hamsayehnet_iran-international%20news1546.htm) 


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Burgess Laird, “A Guide to the Challenges Facing President Obama's Nuclear Abolition Agenda,” Carnegie Council, July 21, 2009. (http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0025.html)


�� Ibid.


� Scott Sagan, Inside Nuclear South Asia (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 2009), 249. 


� Ibid.


� CSIS, IDA, RAND, “Conference on U.S.-China Strategic Nuclear Dynamics,” Jointly organized by CSIS/IDA/RAND/CFISS, (Beijing, China), June 20, 2006. (http://csis.org/files/media/csis/events/060620_china_nuclear_report.pdf)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Maxim News, “A NEW LOOK AT NO FIRST USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” August 22, 2008. (http://www.maximsnews.com/news20080822stanleyfdtnnuclearfirststrikedoctrine10808221601.htm)


� Bruce G. Blair et. Al., “Toward True Security,” FAS/NRDC/UCS, February 2008. (http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/toward-true-security.pdf)


� Scott D. Sagan, “The Case for No First Use,” Survival, 51:3 (June 2009): np.


� J. Martin Rochester, US foreign policy in the twenty-first century, (Boulder: Westview Press, 2007), 148.


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Keir Lieber, Daryl Press, “The Rise of US Nuclear Primacy,” Foreign Affairs, 85:2 (April 2006): np.


� Ibid.


� Daniel Greenfield, “American Nuclear Deterrence In The Second Nuclear Age,” Eurasia Review, august 23, 2010. (http://www.eurasiareview.com/201008237333/american-nuclear-deterrence-in-the-second-nuclear-age.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Steven Miller, “The Utility of Nuclear Weapons and the Strategy of No-First-Use,” Pugwash Group, November 17, 2002. (http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/miller.htm)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Jeffrey Lewis, “Declaratory Policy,” Arms Control Wonk, January 4, 2010. (http://lewis.armscontrolwonk.com/archive/2583/declaratory-policy)


� Ibid.


� Steven Miller, “The Utility of Nuclear Weapons and the Strategy of No-First-Use,” Pugwash Group, November 17, 2002. (http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/miller.htm)


�� Ibid.


�� Idem.


� Keith Payne, Rick Larsen, “U.S. NUCLEAR WEAPONS POLICY,” HEARING BEFORE THE STRATEGIC FORCES SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (Washington DC), July 18, 2007. 


� Ibid.


� Baker Spring, “Weapons of Mass Destruction: Current Nuclear Proliferation Challenges,” The Heritage Foundation, October 4, 2006. (http://www.heritage.org/research/nationalsecurity/hl968.cfm)


� Ibid.


� Charles Glaser, “Counterforce Revisited,” International Security, 30:2 (2005): 84-126.


� Ibid.


� Keith Payne, “Post-Cold War Deterrence and a Taiwan Crisis,” The Jamestown Foundation, 2001. (http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=3746&tx_ttnews[backPid]=191&no_cache=1)


� Audrey Young, “Helen Clark calls for UN reform,” The New Zealand Herald, August 12, 2010. (http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=10665647)


� David Malone, Kishore Mahbubani, Ian Martin, Joanne Myers, “The UN Security Council: From the Cold War to the 21st Century,” Carnegie Council (Presentation Transcription), March 4, 2004. (http://www.cceia.org/resources/transcripts/4422.html)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Idem.


� Thaindian News, “Japan taps India for Africa support on UN reforms,” August 21, 2010. (http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/uncategorized/japan-taps-india-for-africa-support-on-un-reforms_100416135.html)


� Eurasia Review, “Indo-Japan Ties Poised For Great Leap Forward,” August 18, 2010. (http://www.eurasiareview.com/201008187148/indo-japan-ties-poised-for-great-leap-forward.html)


� Hindustan Times, “India confident of 150 votes in Security Council bid,” August 16, 2010. (http://www.hindustantimes.com/India-confident-of-150-votes-in-Security-Council-bid/Article1-587487.aspx)


� All Headline News, “India Expects 150 Votes In UN Security Council Bid,” August 16, 2010. (http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019601908?India%20Expects%20150%20Votes%20In%20UN%20Security%20Council%20Bid)


� Press Information Bureau (India), “Permanent Membership of UNSC,” August 26, 2010. (http://pib.nic.in/release/release.asp?relid=65334)


� Audrey Young, “Helen Clark calls for UN reform,” The New Zealand Herald, August 12, 2010. (http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=10665647)


� Ibid.


� Independent Online, “Zuma lobbies Lesotho on UN push,” August 13, 2010. (http://www.iol.co.za/index.php?set_id=1&click_id=84&art_id=nw20100812222425119C857142)


� Ibid.


� BUA News, “Zuma drums up support for UN seat bid,” August 13, 2010. (�HYPERLINK "http://www.southafrica.info/news/international/zumaunseat-130810.htm"�http://www.southafrica.info/news/international/zumaunseat-130810.htm�)


� Ian Williams, “UN Reform: Don't Hold Your Breath,” Foreign Policy in Focus, August 26, 2009. (http://www.fpif.org/articles/un_reform_dont_hold_your_breath)


� Carnegie Council, March 4, 2004.


� Thomas G. Weiss, “The Illusion of UN Security Council Reform,” The Washington Quarterly, Autumn 2003. (http://www.ony.unu.edu/The%20Illusion%20of%20UN%20Security%20Council%20Reform.pdf)


� Foreign Policy in Focus, August 26, 2009.


� Ibid.


� Thomas G. Weiss, “The Illusion of UN Security Council Reform,” The Washington Quarterly, Autumn 2003. (http://www.ony.unu.edu/The%20Illusion%20of%20UN%20Security%20Council%20Reform.pdf)


� Ibid.


� Ian Williams, “UN Reform: Don't Hold Your Breath,” Foreign Policy in Focus, August 26, 2009. (http://www.fpif.org/articles/un_reform_dont_hold_your_breath)





� Ibid.


� Idem.


� Thomas G. Weiss, “The Illusion of UN Security Council Reform,” The Washington Quarterly, Autumn 2003. (http://www.ony.unu.edu/The%20Illusion%20of%20UN%20Security%20Council%20Reform.pdf)


� Thalif Deen, “Security Council Reform Remains Deadlocked,” IPS News, August 5, 2009. (�HYPERLINK "http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=47976"�http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=47976�)


� Ibid.


� Nick Ottens, “Are the BRICs Ready to Lead?,” The Atlantic Sentinel, August 30, 2010. (http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/08/are-the-brics-ready-to-lead/)


� Ibid.


� David Bosco, “Expanding on expansion,” Foreign Policy Magazine, August 18, 2010. (http://bosco.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/08/18/expanding_on_expansion)


� Ibid.


� Idem.


� The Economist, “Contest of the century,” August 19, 2010. (http://www.economist.com/node/16846256?story_id=16846256&fsrc=rss)





� Ibid.





www.wcdebate.com

- 33 -


