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The United Nations Should Sanction Iran For Their Refusal to Halt Their Nuclear Development Program


United Nations Resolution 1696, adopted July 31, demands that Iran suspend its uranium enrichment program and submit to verification by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the U.N. nuclear watchdog. The resolution sets a deadline of August 31 for Iran to demonstrate a “full and sustained suspension” of all aspects of its nuclear program. If Iran fails to do so, the resolution authorizes economic, travel, communication and diplomatic sanctions.
 On August 22, in a written response to a package of incentives offered by America, Russia, China, Britain, France and Germany, the Iranians confirmed that they would not suspend their uranium-enrichment program by the end of this month. Unless Iran has a quick change of heart or the six powers break ranks, it is likely that the Security Council will meet in early October to pass a second resolution imposing sanctions.
 “The goal here is to isolate Iran and administer financial punishment on the elites in an effort to delay the day when a bomb is tested, in hopes that less hostile minds will eventually acquire influence in Tehran,” argues Institute for International Economics fellow Gary Clyde Hufbauer. Sanctions do not actually need to halt Iran's nuclear program or force its government to fall in order for them to be successful.
 The United Nations should sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program.


The United Nations should sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program because they have repeatedly lied to the international community about their nuclear ambitions. Iran argues that they have a right to develop civilian nuclear power. However, it is clear that Iran’s ambitions to do not end there.  The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) allows for the pursuit of such civilian technology, but only if the country observes a ban on seeking nuclear weapons and puts their nuclear activities under IAEA safeguards. For 18 years until 2003 Iran lied to inspectors in order to cover up illicit nuclear experiments.
 Despite more than three years of investigation, inspectors believe Iran is still withholding crucial information about how much enrichment equipment it bought on the nuclear black market and what it has done with it. There have also been indications of direct military involvement in Iran's nuclear dabbling, and of design work on missile cones capable of carrying a nuclear warhead. The IAEA’s board eventually had no choice but to find Iran in non-compliance with its safeguards agreement.
  Additionally, the National Council of Resistance of Iran argued that Iran had built at least 15 advanced uranium enrichment machines, known as model P-2, at a secret site run by the “Iran Centrifuge Technology Company,” that could speed production of nuclear fuel and asserted that the country would have hundreds more by next year.
 


The United Nations should sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program because a nuclear Iran poses a serious threat to the world. A new report, from the House Intelligence Committee, led by Representative Peter Hoekstra (Republican-Michigan), portrayed Iran as a growing threat and criticized American spy agencies for cautious assessments about Iran’s weapons programs. “Intelligence community managers and analysts must provide their best analytical judgments about Iranian [weapons of mass destruction] W.M.D. programs and not shy away from provocative conclusions or bury disagreements in consensus assessments,” the report said.
 Experts argue that Iran is five to ten years away from producing a nuclear weapon.
 Newt Gingrich, the former Republican speaker of the House argues, “the intelligence community is dedicated to predicting the least dangerous world possible.” Many in Washington argue that the five to ten year prediction ignores the prospect that Iran could be aided by current nuclear powers like North Korea. “When the intelligence community says Iran is 5 to 10 years away from a nuclear weapon, I ask: ‘If North Korea were to ship them a nuke tomorrow, how close would they be then?” Gingrich explained


The United Nations should sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program because it will force Iran’s leadership to give up their nuclear ambitions. The harshest available sanctions would target Iran's petroleum including both the oil it exports and the gasoline it imports.
 “About 40 percent of Iran’s gasoline is imported, because Iran lacks refining capacity,” explains Charles Ferguson, a fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations in Washington. “If the United States could effectively sanction gasoline imports to Iran, then it might be able to bring Iran to its knees.” Ilan Berman, vice president for policy at the American Foreign Policy Council in Washington agrees. “An embargo on gasoline supplies to Iran, if even moderately applied, will force the regime to either impose rationing or jack up prices ... both of which are likely to bring Iranians out into the street and threaten regime stability.”

The United Nations Should Not Sanction Iran For Their Refusal to Halt Their Nuclear Development Program


Iran recently announced that it had reached another milestone in its nuclear program, despite a looming United Nations deadline to temporarily halt its uranium enrichment operations. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad inaugurated a new heavy-water production plant about 150 miles southwest of Tehran. Heavy-water plants are classified as “dual use” technologies, suitable for civilian projects such as generating electricity but also adaptable to military purposes. The plant will produce the fuel for an adjacent heavy-water nuclear reactor scheduled for completion by 2009.  An operational reactor would put Iran among fewer than a dozen countries, including the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, the United States, Britain, France, Russia and China and Canada as well as India and Norway, with heavy-water technology.
 All of this as Iranian officials formally rejected a package of incentives that Western diplomats had hoped would encourage Tehran to voluntarily suspend uranium enrichment. Iran still faces an August 31 deadline to comply with the Security Council resolution threatening punitive actions if Iran does not stop. The 21-page document was presented to the Security Council and Germany noting 50 “ambiguities” in the incentives package that needed clarification.
 The United Nations should not sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program.


The United Nations should not sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program because every nation has the right to peaceful nuclear development. Iran argues that the UN resolution against its nuclear program is “illegal”, because it has an “inalienable right” under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to peaceful nuclear technology which is exactly what Iran intends.
 The effort to prevent it making uranium and plutonium, insists government officials is just a Western plot to block developing countries’ access to advanced technology.
 “There are no talks of nuclear weapons in Iran,” President Ahmadinejad reiterated at the opening of the new plant. “And we are not a threat for any country, even the Zionist regime that is the enemy of the countries in the region.”
 He has also called the West hypocrites from promoting its own nuclear development while denying the technology to other nations. Instead arguing, “Having nuclear technology and using it is a blessing and is the right of all nations, including Iran,” Ahmadinejad said. “As the people's representative, I pursue whatever people want. Today they want to have nuclear technology and I pursue this demand and will not back down.”


The United Nations should not sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program because they do not have the support of the international community. Russia and China have close economic ties with Iran and both have been hesitant in the past to impose sanctions. Russia is working with Iran to help build a nuclear reactor at Bushehr, an Iranian city on the Persian Gulf. Underscoring Russia's cooperation in the field, an Iranian delegation has been visiting this week to discuss further joint projects. Russia’s opposition to sanctions appears to extend beyond purely commercial interests. Officials have indicated that they fear that sanctions would lead to a new American-led military conflict in the region.
 Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov argued that as long as Iran was willing to negotiate, it was “premature” to punish the country and perhaps permanently isolate it. “I do not know cases in international practice or the whole of the previous experience when sanctions reached their goals or were efficient,” Ivanov said. “Apart from this, I do not think that the issue is so urgent that the U.N. Security Council or the group of six countries should consider the introduction of sanctions. In any case Russia continues to advocate a political and diplomatic solution to the problem” he went on to explain.
 


The United Nations should not sanction Iran for their refusal to halt their nuclear development program because unified diplomacy is the approach most likely to garner compliance from Iran to meet the West’s demands.
 While no two situations are alike, Libya provides the best example for the success of Western pressure to give up weapons of mass destruction. Libya went from a pariah state to equal partner in less than three years when in December 2003 it gave up its WMD program and made amends for terrorism and support of anti-western extremists. Libya was successful because of a unified American and European policy driven by the US markedly softening hostility. Such a forthcoming approach towards Iran would similarly signal that it, too, can garner the benefits of engagement.
 After public disagreements among top officials over policy earlier this year, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Iran's supreme leader, has quietly built a consensus among the political elite, including the leadership group of around eight that makes key decisions. The leader’s view is that we should negotiate if our dignity is respected,” says one of Iran's top diplomats. “We’re entering a crucial period, as Iran is again offering talks and for the first time says it will discuss suspension,” explains Nasser Hadian, politics professor at Tehran University. “If the US says no, this will be seen as proof it has some other agenda.” 
 

Bolivia’s Constitutional Assembly Will Bring Peace To The Country


The quiet, colonial city of Sucre is nestled in the Andean mountains. The city has played an important role in throughout Bolivia’s history including the declaration of the country’s independence in 1825. Once again Bolivians find themselves fixated on the historic capital, in search of a turning point in the political crisis that has seen six presidents in the past five years. 255 representatives from around Bolivia have gathered in Sucre to write a new constitution, one that many Bolivians hope will bring long-absent peace to this impoverished, deeply divided country.
 President Evo Morales is pushing for a radical overhaul of the country’s government and the economy. He has promised to “re-create Bolivia” with a constitution that would empower the majority Indian population, long a poor and politically marginalized underclass.
 When asked what he wanted from the redrafted constitution, Morales’ outlined three important aspects of his proposed changes. “Most of all, we want a much more democratic country that will correct the mistakes in a history that has generated racism and exclusion of the indigenous people. We want a multicultural state and society that generates conditions of equality. And we want to put in place conditions for an economy that does not just export primary materials but also industrializes to produce value-added goods and more jobs.”
 Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will bring peace to the country


Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will bring peace to the country because for the first time in the nation’s history Indians will have a say in the writing of the constitution. Morales believes that a new constitution will empower the poor indigenous people who represent more than 60 percent of the population of Bolivia, calling the process the “refounding” of the country. “The big day has finally arrived for our native peoples. If we do not resolve the problems of our Aymaran, Quechuan and Guarani brothers, we will never be able to end our country's social and economic problems, the President argued while specifically naming Bolivia’s largest Indian communities. Morales touts the assembly as a legal framework to allow him to reshape history and end centuries of discrimination against indigenous people.
 Indian involvement in shaping the constitution also means the new constitution is widely supported. Thousands of indigenous workers made their way to the capital in support of the assembly project. “We’re going to march through the streets and represent our people,” said Roman Arosquipa, 28, one of several farm peasants who walked eight hours from the village of Jachavi.
  


Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will bring peace to the country because Morales’ constitutional reforms will provide much needed equality amongst Bolivia’s different groups. Morales' constitutional proposals include elevating the rainbow flag of Andean Indians to the same status as the national tricolor flag as well as bestowing official status on Bolivia's principal Indian languages, Aymara and Quechua, making them legally equal to Spanish.
 Also reportedly high on the constitutional agenda of Morales' Movement Toward Socialism party is presidential reelection, which is banned in Bolivia. For his supporters, Morales’ constitutional reforms are essential for a nation where social mobility has historically been restricted to a mostly white and mixed-race elite working in concert with foreign investors. Constitutional change was a key demand of protesters whose battle to gain control of water and natural gas resources helped topple two previous governments. “We are living a democratic revolution in Bolivia,” argues Cesar Rojas, a political analyst sympathetic to Morales. “Every revolution produces a constitution.... This new constitution will be written via the vote, not through imposition.”


Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will bring peace to the country because Morales’ lack of a mandate will require him to build coalitions and compromise. Results of the national assembly vote gave Morales’ party about 135 delegates, representing more than half the 255-member constitutional body but short of the two-thirds needed to dominate it.
 Immediately afterward, the president and his allies were seeking deals with smaller parties in an attempt to garner a two-thirds majority in the assembly. As a result, “the danger of the imposition of unilateral viewpoints has diminished,” argued Samuel Doria Medina, a Bolivian businessman and leader of the opposition National Unity Front. “It’s a positive sign for democracy that the government is obligated to make pacts,” Carlos Toranzo, a political analyst in Bolivia, argued. “With these results, it is clear that there will not be a constitution ‘a la Chavez,’” as some had feared a sweeping socialist mandate modeled after Morales’ friend Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez. Instead of focusing on specific policy, it appears as though Morales will work to create the broad parameters for lawmakers to work within. 

Bolivia’s Constitutional Assembly Will Not Bring Peace To The Country


Bolivian President Evo Morales catapulted to national prominence as a union leader representing impoverished growers of coca leaves, which are used to make cocaine. He is fiercely popular among Bolivia’s indigenous population and since his December election as President he has become one of the most visible of Latin America’s new array of left-leaning leaders. In less than six months in office, Morales has drastically altered the course of South America’s poorest country.
 He nationalized the energy industry on May 1 sending troops to the gas fields, to put YPFB, a state company, in charge.
 Morales has also gone out of his way to snub his nose at the U.S., vowing to be “the worst nightmare” for U.S. policymakers. He has accused Washington of conspiring against his government, scheming to assassinate him, and, most recently, infiltrating Bolivia with military personnel “camouflaged” as students and tourists. Opponents of Morales have rallied around traditional symbols such as the Bolivian flag and the Roman Catholic Church, declaring that Morales is following the “communist” and “God-less” autocratic path of his mentor, Venezuela's Chavez. The debate has proved divisive in ethnic as well as geographic terms. Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will not bring peace to the country


Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will not bring peace to the country because the assembly will not be able to unify the various ethnic, religious, and political groups within the country. Despite high hopes, the social tensions that have plagued this country are also present in the assembly as power struggles were raging even before meetings got under way. For example, last month, the country’s education minister, Felix Patzi, suggested that courses on Catholicism, the religion taught exclusively in most public schools, be replaced by instruction that puts greater emphasis on indigenous faiths. Needless to say supporters of the dominant Catholic Church were not sympathetic and instead challenged the removal of Catholic education.
 Additionally, four of Bolivia’s nine provinces voted for autonomy despite Morales’ urging to reject the autonomy referendum. Two of the pro-autonomy provinces, Santa Cruz and Tarija, contain much of the nation's vast natural gas reserves; the impoverished nation's most lucrative export. The two other pro-autonomy provinces, Beni and Pando, encompass vast Amazonian regions rich in timber and other natural resources. The resource wealth of these regions is incentive for them to want independence from the central government and the same time those resources are exactly why Morales cannot afford to let them go.


Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will not bring peace to the country because the assembly is merely an attempt to increase Morales’ power.  Critics of Morales accuse him of using the constituent assembly to strengthen his powers.
 The president aggravated those fears when he threaten to that peasant leaders would shut down Congress if members do not approve a land reform bill the president has backed; a threat that should not be taken lightly, given the propensity for Morales to accomplish such a task. Last year, Morales and other peasant leaders, forced out then Carlos Mesa, the President at the time, by blocking access to government buildings and erecting roadblocks around the country in a dispute over national energy policy. “We think MAS [The President’s Movement Toward Socialism Party, known by its Spanish initials] wants to use this process to let Morales rule indefinitely,” said Gamal Serhan Jaldin, a constituent from the central Bolivian city of Cochabamba. “We, on the other hand, want all sectors of society to belong to this new pact,” instead of trying to force a one-sided agenda on a country made up largely of mestizos, people of both indigenous and Spanish heritage.


Bolivia’s constitutional assembly will not bring peace to the country because it is unlikely to lead to any substantive changes in government problems. Although hopes are high, odds are higher that the process will do little to bring peace to the country, argued Eduardo Gamarra, director of the Latin American and Caribbean Center at Florida International University. “The problems facing South America’s poorest country, such as economic inequality and dire education levels, are likely to persist, he said.”
 Furthermore, the overwhelming focus on the constitution is limiting alternative means of structural reform. “The constituent assembly was seen as the moment in which the indigenous people would solve all of the country’s structural problems, but when you put that much pressure on a single assembly, you’re setting yourself up for a fall,” Gamarra said. “There are an awful lot of expectations that won't be met.” “It’s important for Bolivians to realize that while this might change the overall rules of the game, it does not allow for specific political projects to be advanced,” explained Gonzalo Chávez, a political scientist at the Catholic University in La Paz. “Unfortunately some in Bolivia think that the assembly will be the place to pass some sort of revolutionary political project.”

The United Nations Should Take Over Peacekeeping Responsibilities in Darfur


In May, the Darfur Peace Agreement was signed in Nigeria. The deal, brokered by the United States and the African Union was meant to end three years of ethnic oppression and warfare in western Sudan that has left more than 2,000 villages destroyed, an estimated 200,000 Sudanese dead and another two million displaced.
 The conflict broke out in early 2003 when two African rebel groups attacked police stations and military outposts in Darfur in the western part of Sudan. The United Nations and human rights groups accuse the central government of supporting militiamen, called the Janjaweed, to help put down the rebellion.
 Despite the optimism provided by the historic peace deal, it has proved to be little more than a reshuffling of military alliances inside the country. The rebel Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), which signed the peace deal, has since split and the factions are now openly warring, preying on each other's subject populations. Meanwhile, the Sudanese government has returned to the offensive against the rebels. In the past two months the terrorization and murder of civilians has resumed.
 “The International Rescue Committee reports that rapes of women in camps have spiked to frightening levels in recent weeks, with more than 200 rapes over a five-week period in just one camp, an additional 50,000 people have lost their homes, and nine humanitarian workers have been killed.”
 The United Nations should take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur. 


The United Nations should take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur to prevent the potential for genocide. Three months since signing a peace deal, Sudan appears to be preparing for a major military offensive in the Darfur region.  Aid workers are increasingly at risk, and the population “may have to relive the horrors of late 2003 and early 2004, and hundreds of thousands of lives will be at risk,” warned deputy head of the U.N. peacekeeping forces, Hedi Annabi, who is arguing for a Security Council resolution to send 17,000 U.N. peacekeepers to Darfur 
 “Grave violations of international humanitarian and human rights law continue unabated in Darfur,” argues Amnesty International in a statement. “These include unlawful killings, acts of torture, including rape, and abductions of civilians, and looting of civilian property.”
 Villagers are fleeing to camps reporting “indiscriminate killings, rape and abduction”, argues Secretary General Kofi Annan. Even women living in the camps are not safe. In one case last month, “several hundred militiamen attacked a group of women collecting shelter materials outside Kalma camp, south of Nyala, raping 17 of them.” 
 “We cannot allow foot-dragging at the U.N. or be held hostage to the Sudanese government's refusal to allow U.N. peacekeepers to keep us from taking morally just and humane action in Darfur,” argued Jendayi Frazer, Assistant U.S. Secretary of State.
 


The United Nations should take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur because an international force is necessary to provide humanitarian aid. The humanitarian crisis has become so alarming that Annan says: “As a result of the fighting and direct targeting of humanitarians, only 50 per cent of civilians affected by the conflict can be reached by humanitarian organizations. The rest, some 1.6 million people, are either inaccessible, or can only be reached by putting the lives of aid workers directly at risk.” At the same time The World Food Program warned yesterday that a decline in donations might force it to scale back food rations for six million people in Sudan. 
 “The world's nations have long had the means and the muscle to stop state-sponsored slaughter. Written in the wake of the Holocaust, the United Nations Charter and many ensuing documents were meant to secure the promise that ‘never again’ would the world allow such mass murder.” It is the UN’s responsibility “to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity [and to act in] a timely and decisive manner.”


The United Nations should take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur because the current African Union troops lack the personnel and resources to be effective. The 7,000-member AU force has struggled to carry out even its limited mandate, which allows it to monitor but not enforce the cease-fire agreement since it arrived in Sudan in 2003. The force has been criticized as ineffective and badly managed, and will run out of money at the end of September because donors refused to extend its life beyond that deadline. A reality, even AU officials do not deny. “We will be almost completely out of money,” argued Lt. Col. Ferdinand Eze, a top military adviser with the African Union. “We cannot cope with the mission we have now, never mind additional duties.”
 “The capacity of the African Union is declining every single day, so there is no time to delay,” argued Frazer, “Right now, they’re sitting ducks.”
 She added, that soon the AU troops would have no funds and no ability to keep the peace, which “would return [Darfur] to the point before the African Union deployed in the first place.”

The United Nations Should Not Take Over Peacekeeping Responsibilities in Darfur


In February 2003, rebels from Darfur's African tribes took up arms against the government, claiming their region was being marginalized. In response, the government mobilized Arab militias, known as Janjaweed to put down the uprising. The resulting violence left more than 200,000 Sudanese dead and another two million displaced as thousands of villages in the region were destroyed.
 In May, the warring groups signed a peace deal brokered by the United States and the African Union (AU). As a result 7,000 AU troops are deployed in the region to help protect civilians and keep the peace. It seemed as though the peace agreement had created a stable environment but in recent weeks the violence has escalated. Critics say the peace deal, signed by the government and one faction of the Sudanese Liberation Army (SLA), remains unpopular with many rebels and refugees because it does not provide enough compensation or offer adequate protection against attacks. Those in Darfur report that violence there is growing worse. After fracturing over whether to endorse the peace deal, factions in the SLA have stepped up their attacks against one another and sporadic clashes between government troops and rebels have punctured the cease-fire agreement. For humanitarian groups working in the region July was the bloodiest month on record as eight Sudanese aid workers were killed in road ambushes. Despite these setbacks, the United Nations should not take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur.


The United Nations should not take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur because it would be a violation of Sudanese autonomy. Sudan’s ruling party rejected a draft of a Security Council resolution to deploy UN peacekeepers arguing specifically that it would violate national sovereignty. The National Congress Party’s ruling council discussed the draft and a parliamentary group chaired by President el-Bashir. “The draft resolution is worse than the previous ones because it constitutes an attempt to impose complete guardianship on the Sudan,” lawmaker Ghazi Salah Eldin Atabani said after the meeting. “It did not pay any consideration to the bodies set up for implementation of the Darfur peace agreement and was not presented to the Sudanese authorities.”
 President el-Bashir was equally harsh calling potential UN troops occupying forces, claiming they would defeat any invading army.
 “These are colonial forces and we will not accept colonial forces coming into the country…They want to colonize Africa, starting with the first sub-Saharan country to gain its independence. If they want to start colonization in Africa, let them choose a different place.”
 Additionally, Sudan’s government argues that they can provide their own troops. The Sudanese plan to provide 10,000 of its own troops was presented to the UN Security Council. “The restoration of stability and the protection of civilians are central responsibilities of the government of the Sudan,” President el-Bashir wrote in a letter to Kofi Annan.




The United Nations should not take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur because they are stretched too thin and do not have the capacity or support to take on another large-scale peacekeeping mission. “The UN's new commitments to military missions have led some to warn of huge logistical challenges and unrealistic expectations, writes Mark Turner from the UN in New York” If the UN were to embark on large new peacekeeping missions in Lebanon and Darfur it would push the number of troops under UN command to an all-time historical high. Another potential force in East Timor is also a possibility, raising the prospect of the UN commanding 120,000 troops in almost 20 countries, the second-largest overseas military deployment. 
  There as been little to no discussion of where the resources, both monetary and personnel, to support these deployments will come from. A question that clearly needs answering as the UN struggles to piece together a force of 15,000 to monitor and enforce the fragile peace agreement in Lebanon. The UN cannot support an additional 17,000 troops to send to Darfur.


The United Nations should not take over peacekeeping responsibilities in Darfur because with increased support the AU is capable of peacekeeping. In a statement, the Sudanese Embassy in Nairobi said that the AU troops were doing a good job, arguing, that AU troops were the most qualified because they “have learned the political, security, military and social situation in Darfur.” “The only problem facing them is supplies and if addressed they could successfully accomplish their task. The troops have gained confidence of all parties including locals,” the embassy argued. The embassy said its statement spelled out the views of Sudanese President Omar el-Bashir.  Adding that what is needed now is not UN troops but “support from the international community for resettlement and rehabilitation. The UN could help the government of Sudan and Darfur people by encouraging the international community to help through direct donation and logistical support.”
 African Union spokesperson Noureddine Mezni said a donor pledging conference in July provided an additional $181 million for the mission, hopefully encouraging other donors to increase support.

Israel and Palestine Can Create a Lasting Peace Agreement


Now that there is a halt to the fighting between Hezbollah and Israel, there is talk that it may be the time to revive negotiations for a peace plan between Israel and the Palestinians. Israel has agreed to a peace accord with Lebanon and international peacekeepers are set to replace Israeli troops in the region, however the violence between Israeli troops and Palestinian militia groups continues.  The fighting in Gaza began after militants linked to Hamas captured an Israeli soldier, Corporal Gilad Shalit in a June 25 cross-border raid that left two other Israeli soldiers dead. In response, Israel launched an offensive to rescue the soldier, later expanding its aims to stop militants from firing rockets at Israeli towns.
 The Hamas-led Palestinian Government insists that Shalit is safe. Hamas’s armed wing was one of three militant groups that claimed responsibility for the raid. The group wants Israel to free Palestinian prisoners in exchange for the soldier’s release. At least 191 Palestinians and one Israeli soldier have been killed in Gaza since Israel launched its offensive three days after Shalit’s capture.
 United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan reminds world leaders that “The suffering of the Palestinian people must not be forgotten while we strive to bring peace to Lebanon.”
 Israel and Palestine can create a lasting peace agreement. 


Israel and Palestine can create a lasting peace agreement because the Palestine leadership is working towards a unity-government. Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas and Prime Minister Ismail Haniyeh have agreed to work toward forming a national unity government that will bring together Hamas, Fatah, and other factions. “Hamas is eager to enhance national unity among the Palestinians” Haniyeh said. “We want to see an end to the Israeli siege and Palestinian suffering. We also want to see our ministers and legislators released immediately. That’s why we have agreed to start talks about forming a national unity government.” Meanwhile, Abbas warned Palestinian factions against providing Israel with an excuse to escalate its aggression against the Palestinians, now that the war in Lebanon has ended. Calling for an end to the Shalit case “quickly and peacefully.”
 Abbas has accused Hamas and militants of working against national interests by refusing to soften their policies toward Israel. Arguing, “he who wants a government that serves the people, should really seek a government that is capable of ending the siege, capable of protecting the people’s interests and capable of paying salaries.” Something a unity government could provide claims Abbas.


Israel and Palestine can create a lasting peace agreement because Hamas is willing to recognize Israel’s right to exist. Scott Atran, a research scientist at the National Center for Scientific Research in Paris, the University of Michigan and the John Jay College of Criminal Justice in New York City, recently sat down with Hamas leaders and he argues that if Israel were to restart negotiations with the Hamas-led Palestinian government they would find a reasonable and influential bargaining partner. Prime Minister Haniya now accepts that to stop the suffering of the Palestinian people, his government must forsake its all-or-nothing call for Israel’s destruction. “We have no problem with a sovereign Palestinian state over all our lands within the 1967 borders, living in calm,” Haniya told Atran during a meeting in his Gaza City office. “But we need the West as a partner to help us through.”
 Hasan Yusuf, a Hamas official held in Israel’s Ketziot prison, argues that Hamas does not agree with Iran’s declaration that the main solution to the Middle East crisis is for the elimination of the “Zionist regime.” Instead he argues, “we believe in two states living side by side.” Adding that, “all Hamas factions have agreed to a unilateral cease-fire, including halting Qassam rockets; the movement is ready to go farther if it receives any encouraging responses from Israel and the West.”


Israel and Palestine can create a lasting peace agreement because the United Nations is capable of brokering the deal. Securing a workable Mideast peace agreement will require visionary and determined leadership from the international community; fortunately the UN is capable of providing it. Only the UN Security Council can play the role of broker, stressing fairness, de-escalation, and nonviolent conflict resolution, and only the Security Council can acknowledge all the peoples of the Arab-Israeli region and their cries of pain. The UN is can demonstrate that the world community has heard their demands that their nations can all have safe and hopeful futures based in regional peace and stability.
 “If the Palestinians can unite around a common, realistic program and if it can help bring the security situation under control, it would be a very positive development indeed and the United Nations will do whatever it can to support you,” argued Annan in a recent visit to the region.
 Not only has Abbas been pushing for these reforms but he has been calling on the international community for help. If the UN were to broker an agreement between Israel and Palestine it seems clear that Hamas-led Palestine would come to the table. 

Israel and Palestine Cannot Create a Lasting Peace Agreement


Israeli forces have launched a series of air strikes, armored incursions and artillery bombardments in Gaza since June 25, when militants staged a cross-border attack that killed two Israeli soldiers and took a third, Corporal, Gilad Shalit captive. At least 145 Palestinians have been killed and hundreds wounded in the fighting. In addition to seeking the return of Shalit, the Israeli army says it wants to end rocket attacks on southern Israeli towns.
 Palestinians have bee living in miserable conditions since the raid started more than two months ago. “Tensions are rising among the heavily armed residents of Gaza, say doctors, police and mental health professionals here. Men are beating their wives and fighting with their neighbors. Families are living on the generosity of relatives and credit from merchants, both of which are starting to run dry. Youth are turning to petty crime.”
 Gaza residents are barred from entering Israel, and the border crossing with Egypt has been closed for most of the last two months. Meanwhile the cutoff of foreign aid, and Israel’s withholding of millions of dollars in customs and tax duties has done little to weaken the Hamas government, while it devastates the Palestinian people.
 Israel and Palestine cannot create a lasting peace agreement. 


Israel and Palestine cannot create a lasting peace agreement because Israel will not pull out of the West Bank. “One of the many casualties of the war in Lebanon will almost certainly be the Israeli government's plans to withdraw unilaterally from the West Bank.” The unleashing of thousands of Hezbollah rockets from a border strip in Lebanon vacated six years ago by Israeli forces coming soon after Hamas’s use of rockets from the Gaza Strip has created a political backlash against withdrawal among Israelis. Ehud Olmert’s government has been weakened by intense criticism of his handling of the war and is in no position to force through his controversial “realignment policy” which calls for unilateral withdrawal from Palestinian territory. 
 In the aftermath of the conflict with Lebanon, Israelis fear that Hamas will be emboldened to use more rocket attacks of its own against the Israeli people. Olmert’s hopes for his realignment policy were delivered another fatal blow when a government-appointed panel’s report on the policies consequences was leaked to the public. According to Ha’aretz newspaper, the committee found that a withdrawal would leave cities such as Tel Aviv vulnerable to rocket attacks from the West Bank. “It is well known that as far as public opinion is concerned, unilateral steps are over already, argued Avshalom Vilan, a Knesset member from the left-wing Meretz party. “They will not work. There is no majority for them in the Knesset at the moment or in the future.”


Israel and Palestine cannot create a lasting peace agreement because there is no potential for a two-state solution.  Former Israeli National Security Council head Giora Eiland, who served as head of the NSC during the period of disengagement from Gaza, argued during a Jerusalem press briefing that he did not think Israel and the Palestinians could ever reach a political agreement based on a two-state solution inside the current boundaries. “There is no real political solution between Israel and the Palestinians that can be achieved in the foreseeable future or ever” Eiland said. “One of the obstacles is that the space in which the solution should be achieved - and the solution is a two-state solution - cannot be implemented in the very narrow strip between the Jordan River and the Mediterranean Sea.” 
 Arguing instead that the only way to move forward toward a political solution is if we expand the geographic dimension of the problem and include certain areas in Jordan and Egypt to reach a two-state solution but in a much more reasonable space.”
 Obviously, Jordan and Egypt are not looking to provide such land, nor get involved in what is already a messy political fight, making the potential for a two-state solution virtually impossible.   


Israel and Palestine cannot create a lasting peace agreement because the United States and other Western powers have destroyed their capacity to be honest brokers. In 1956, Britain and France who both had significant political influence in the Middle East allied themselves with an aggressive Israeli military assault against Egypt. In the stalemate that followed the end of the crisis the US, stepped in and brokered a settlement between the two, but because of the political miscalculation Britain and France made in backing Israel’s assault, they lost nearly all their political clout in the region. Those events marked the beginning of Washington’s political dominance in the region. That is until now the US decision to support Israel’s assault against Lebanon is a replay of the error that the British and French made 50 years ago, and it will cost the US their political clout in the region as well.
 The United States historically has presented itself as the “honest broker” that can enthusiastically support Israel while at the same time use its power and standing in the world to work for a fair peace that will provide self-determination and freedom for the Palestinians, too.
 The current U.S. leadership under the Bush administration no longer has that moral authority, as the overwhelming conclusion drawn by Arabs, is that Washington’s interests lie with Israel, no matter what the cost.

China Will Emerge As A Responsible Global Stakeholder


China is emerging as the great new power of the 21st century. While China’s influence is growing throughout Asia, including Japan and South Korea, the biggest impact seems to be the Southeast Asia-Pacific region, including countries such as Thailand, the Philippines, and Australia; countries that have been among America’s strongest allies. Economically, China is both the fastest-growing trade partner for most countries in the region as well as the one they believe will play the biggest role in their future. Politically, China’s leaders are weaving a network of regional groups and organizations that will add to its clout in the area. A new study on China’s ties in the region conducted by Australia’s Lowy Institute for International Policy concluded that; “We should be aware that countries in the region will increasingly frame their policies in ways that are in tune with China’s policies.” China’s growing influence has been conducted with a newly cooperative tone that is also generating a spirit of goodwill among her partners


China will emerge as a responsible global stakeholder because of their involvement in major international organizations. The U.S. works actively with China in international organizations, from the United Nations to the World Trade Organization (WTO), as well as regional organizations such as Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN), ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) and Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC). Bilaterally, we engage China on economic issues through such annual meetings as our Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade (JCCT) and Joint Economic Commission (JEC). 
 The U.S. uses each and every one of these opportunities to encourage China to work with us, in advance of common interests, to build and strengthen the global system, advance global peace, security and prosperity..
 China is also been more willing to work with the U.S. and other members of the UN Security Council. They helped pass the very strongly worded UN Resolution 1695, condemning North Korea for its behavior and calling on member nations to take definitive actions to curb international assistance to North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs.
 On Iraq, China backed a Security Council resolution to extend the mandate of the coalition military presence in Iraq and voiced support for December’s National Assembly elections. Even on Sudan, where China has energy interests, Beijing backed a unanimous Security Council resolution supporting the transfer of peacekeeping operations in Darfur from the African Union to the UN.


China will emerge as a responsible global stakeholder because China has become a concrete and active contributor to the improvement of global security and prosperity. China is not only participating in international organizations, they have also used their influence in positive ways. As Secretary of State Rice argues our work on North Korea is strong evidence of “the U.S.-China relationship working to solve problems in international politics.” China played an important role hosting Six-Party Talks and more recently we have seen China take unprecedented actions to express concerns over North Korea’s missile launches.
 Thomas Christensen, the US deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs, argues that China has moderated its behavior, saying: “I believe China has realized, and will continue to find, that the more it becomes a major part of the global system, the more its interests align with those of other major stakeholders, including the US.”
 Another of those common interests is Afghanistan. China has stated publicly that it supports Afghan reconstruction and President Karzai’s efforts at national reconciliation. Since 2002, China has committed $230 million to Afghanistan, including a new $80 million pledge in February 2006.


China will emerge as a responsible global stakeholder because of its focus on cooperation and economic development. Communist China’s diplomacy during the 1950s and ‘60s was chilly, and often aggressive as China did its best to foment unrest in the region, hoping to destabilize governments in countries it saw as decadent and reactionary. Beijing's stress on cooperation, its talk of integrated development, and the beginnings of targeted investment as an economic assistance tool for some of the region’s poorest countries marks a dramatic turnaround.
 Now, its economic muscle drives China’s influence heavily, but its growing ties to countries in the region are also expanding into other areas. Student exchanges, for example, have grown as Mandarin Chinese has gained new popularity as a foreign language throughout the region.  The Philippine government is now requiring state-run schools to offer it as an elective. Chinese tour groups’ flood the grounds at the Thai Royal Palace in Bangkok, and Chinese language guides there say the number of groups continues to grow briskly. All the while China’s profile in the region continues to grow, as the Chinese in a non-violent, non-confrontational diplomatic means replaces the US regional dominance.
 

China Will Not Emerge As A Responsible Global Stakeholder


The economic order of the past 200 years is being reversed to an ancient status quo where China was among the dominant elite. Much of the Western media’s coverage of China’s economic growth, which is estimated at more than 10 percent this year, has been in terms of exports into our own domestic markets. The Chinese economy is growing rapidly in value, from producing cheap, mass-produced plastic goods and clothing to exporting its own high-quality brands of consumer goods and electronics. What has not been high on the agenda is its growing economic influence in the rest of the world. China’s growing trade relations with developing nations in Africa and Latin America is purchasing it enormous political influence in these regions.
 If China can change as much as it has in little more than 40 years since President Nixon first visited the country, it raises plenty of questions about what the future holds. China’s rising influence on the global stage is presenting all countries, as well as key global institutions, with new challenges. China will not emerge as a responsible global stakeholder. 


China will not emerge as a responsible global stakeholder because China's record on human rights and religious freedom remains extremely poor. Amnesty International reports that China executed 1770 prisoners last year alone, uses torture and force to crackdown on social unrest, and heavily censors the media and Internet.
 “After the Tiananmen Square riots of 1989, the government has been ruthless in crushing any challenge to its authority, whether from the Falun Gong religious movement or unhappy peasants in Quangdong Province. China's Ministry of Public Security is said to employ more than 30,000 people just to monitor the Internet and suppress the flow of potentially anti-regime ideas.”
 Not only does China face human rights concerns domestically, it is also receiving criticism for its business dealings with some of the world’s poorest nations.
 There is a growing concern that China will pour her excess money into conflict-ridden countries, like Zimbabwe and oil-rich Sudan, with dire human rights records simply to procure raw materials to fuel their own growth. This practice serves to prop up dictatorial regimes at the same time reducing the leverage of the west and efforts to link development aid to human rights. Others question whether Africa is being exploited in a one-sided relationship, selling off national treasures while opening itself up to cheap and often counterfeit Chinese products that would cripple fledgling African industries.


China will not emerge as a responsible global stakeholder because the country lacks environmental standards. China’s unprecedented economic growth has come at a fearful environmental price argues Elizabeth Economy, director of Asia studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. The numbers are staggering, about 300 million Chinese drink contaminated water, and 190 million of them are being sickened by it each year. 
  Five of the 10 most polluted cities in the world are in China, 400,000 Chinese annually die from breathing polluted air, according to the World Health Organization.
 “Likewise, China has the entire package of other environmental problems - acid rain, deforestation, serious soil erosion, silted reservoirs and growing carbon dioxide and sulfur dioxide emissions. And it’s rapidly building dozens of coal-fired power plants that will make matters worse.” Kenneth Lieberthal of the University of Michigan argues that water quality and availability is likely to become a constraining factor on China’s economic growth. There are already severe water shortages in China’s north, which boasts two-thirds of the country’s arable land and produces half of its grain making food shortages another possibility. 
 Lax environmental regulation is an enticing comparative advantage that China offers to foreign multinationals considering building production facilities in the country. As long as the country continues to focus on economic growth and job creation there is little potential for meaningful environmental regulations to be passed.
 


China will not emerge as a responsible global stakeholder because of China’s lack of transparency on the pace, scope, and direction of their military modernization. China’s military development will continue to be of concern to China’s neighbors and the US. China has been rapidly increasing its military capabilities and posturing aimed against Taiwan. The increase threat of military forced is bolstered by China’s refusal to renounce the use of force against Taiwan and their unwillingness to engage in direct dialogue with Taiwan’s newly elected government.
 The Taiwan issue is a particularly troubling one for the United States because of the Taiwan Relations Act, under which the US would have to respond on behalf of Taiwan in the case of a military attack on the Island. This prospect is at least minimized by the other countries involved, for example Australia. However, there is growing fear that has relations between Australia and China increase, Australia may be less inclined to intervene on behalf of Taiwan. If not properly handled, the Taiwan issue could escalate into a world crisis point.

Afghanistan Is A Success In The War On Terror


In the aftermath of the devastating attacks on New York and Washington on September 11, 2001 the United States and a ‘coalition of the willing’ invaded Afghanistan. At the time the Taliban who had harbored the terrorists responsible for the attacks ruled Afghanistan. The coalition was successful in driving the Taliban out of the country. Soon after national elections took place and Afghanistan elected a democratic president, Hamid Karzai. Karzai was subsequently re-elected in 2004 to a five-year term. The alliance has for the most part made its presence known in the relatively placid north and west of the country, as well as in Kabul, the capital. However, starting in August responsibility for the unruly south, where the countries bitterest fighting continues, will pass into NATO’s hands. The NATO-led force has about 18,500 troops in Afghanistan from 37 countries, some of which are not NATO member nations while the U.S. led coalition has more than 26,000 forces from 26 countries.
 Afghanistan is a success in the war on terror.


Afghanistan is a success because the international community is committed to providing the resources necessary to stabilize the country. The 37-nation North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) led International Security Assistance Force assumed command of operations in the four southern provinces, including Kandahar. Luetinet General David Richards made it clear NATO was going to keep taking the fight to insurgents so that development and reconstruction projects necessary to win popular support from the people could proceed.
 Private polling that was “accurate and empirically sound suggested 70 per cent of Afghans supported NATO's presence, compared with the one to five per cent who positively don’t like us” argued Richards. The support of the people is fundamental to eliminating the insurgent threat. If the people support NATO troops and not the Taliban than they will be the single greatest deterrent to Taliban presence in the country.
 “The people we talk to say ‘yes, we’re frustrated with the lack of perceived improvement’ but they do not want to go back to the Taliban. And the reason they do not want to go back to the Taliban is because all this international support, which they know is vital to their future and their children’s future, will go as the Taliban comes in,” Richards said. “We just need to hang on in here a little bit longer and all those lives lost will be justified and we can look back on them with the pride that they deserve” he argues.

 
Afghanistan is a success in the war on terrorism because the country now has a democratically elected government capable of protecting its citizens. One measure of how safe Afghanistan has become is the number of tourists returning to the country. Really, for the first time since fighting started in 1979, tourists are returning to Afghanistan, once famous as a hippie destination. Enough tourists have arrived in recent months to prompt the government and the country’s fledgling travel business to host its first tourism workshop and two private travel agencies, Afghan Logistics & Tours and Great Game Travel Co. operate in the country appealing to foreign tourists.
 Tourism could be particularly important in Afghanistan, which unlike Iraq does not have an existing oil or gas industry to generate income.
 Additionally, coalition forces are also performing humanitarian and reconstruction tasks, the military said in the latest statement. Coalition and Afghan medical staff treated more than 10,000 people in humanitarian visits, including four major missions to Uruzgan, Zabul and Kandahar provinces, the coalition reported. Veterinarian treatment was also carried out, and more than $21 million of reconstruction projects have advanced, according to the statement.


Afghanistan is a success in the war on terror because it has a functioning army capable of conducting military operations. Afghan and coalition forces killed, wounded and caught more than 1,100 insurgents in southern Afghanistan during a six-week operation that targeted fighters loyal to the ousted Taliban regime. The maneuvers, involved more than 10,000 Afghan and coalition soldiers in the biggest military operation since the Taliban was ousted in 2001.
 In July, more than 100 Afghan army soldiers descended on two villages in the high desert of Southern Afghanistan looking for Taliban fighters, the soldiers sealed the villages and searched every hut, shed, paddock and fighting-age male. For the first time in Afghanistan, the Americans said, the Afghan army had conducted a battalion-sized combat operation that combined logistics, mortars, scouts and infantry from three companies. “We witnessed a little piece of history today,” said U.S. Colonel Martin Leppert, who helped supervise the operation as the fledgling Afghan army begins to apply its training to real-life battlefields. The training has evolved from putting new recruits through basic training at a military center in Kabul to conducting combat forays alongside U.S. or NATO units.

Afghanistan Is Not A Success In The War On Terror


It has been almost five years since coalition forces, led by the United States, invaded Afghanistan to overthrow a Taliban government that had provided sanctuary for the terrorists responsible for the September 11, 2001 attacks in Washington and New York.
 The Taliban were easily driven from the country and replaced by democratically elected President Hamid Karzai. Karzai, a consummate tribal politician, has been the cornerstone of the effort to form a centralized democratic government in to replace the former Taliban government in Afghanistan. He was re-elected to a 5-year term in 2004. American troops have recently been replaced by 10,000 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) troops, mostly from Canada, Britain and the Netherlands, in the Southern regions of the country. Their job was to be primarily peacekeepers and help with reconstruction. However, Taliban troops were well positioned for the takeover and NATO troops have increasingly found themselves in large-scale firefights with Taliban loyalists and insurgent fighters.
 


Afghanistan is not a success in the war on terror because insurgent and Taliban attacks against NATO troops are escalating and the country remains a haven for terrorists. Altogether, as many as 2,000 people have died so far this year in southern Afghanistan. Each year the Taliban threat has been growing. As a result more than 70 soldiers have died in combat in Afghanistan so far this year as compared to the 27 Western soldiers that were killed in action in all of 2004. Suicide bombings that were all but unknown in Afghanistan until late last year are now common; there have been more than 30 this year.
 Militants are also conducting a ruthless assassination campaign against civilian ‘soft targets.’ Teachers, judges, aid workers and landmine removal specialists have been shot, bombed or beheaded for their links with coalition forces or President Karzai’s government. In June five interpreters were killed when a bomb tore through their bus on the way to a US base outside Kandahar, while the US Agency for International Development (USAID), says it has lost 100 staff over the past three years. The Taliban have also been targeting clerics from the Ulema Shura, a 2,000-strong body of religious leaders, killing 20 and wounding another 40 over the past year. 


Afghanistan is not a success in the war on terror because President Karzai’s government is corrupt and incompetent. Despite four years of reconstruction, Kabul, the nation’s capital still doesn’t have a steady electricity supply; diesel generators can only supply a few hours of power every other day. In the rural areas, there is no electricity at all. The country’s energy minister recently announced an impending crisis that will leave the capital without power for most of the winter.
 Karzai is losing public support, warn officials like Ahmad Fahim Hakim, deputy chairman of the Afghan Independent Human Rights Commission. “Nothing that he promised has materialized,” Hakim argues, echoing the comments of diplomats and others in Kabul. “Beneath the surface, it is boiling.”
 In early August 60 members of the Afghan Parliament, which until now has been largely supportive, signed a measure protesting the appointment of certain officials and the poor performance of his government. Most frustrating is the corruption of courts and judges, which makes redress nearly impossible. There have been virtually no prosecutions of corrupt high-level or local officials. Corrupt police chiefs and governors remain in their positions or, if complaints grow too loud, are rotated to other jobs, explains Hakim. There are complaints about the economy, too. Three million Afghans still depend on food aid, and the government has had to appeal for more help for farmers affected by drought again this year causing prices to rise sharply with the influx of foreign aid.


Afghanistan is not a success in the war on terror because it continues to be a world leader in the supply of heroin. The news of a record poppy crop in Afghanistan is a damning indictment of Western involvement in the country. One of the coalition’s primary objectives for the future of Afghanistan has failed completely and as a result the street price for heroin in Britain, almost all of which comes from Afghanistan, is at and all-time low.
 The criminal gangs who smuggle it into the country are rich enough and sufficiently well organized to regulate the market and keep the price steady. Afghanistan produced a record harvest of 4,581 tons of opium in 1999, but instead of flooding the market with cheap heroin, the gangs built up stockpiles that saw them through 2002, when a clampdown by Afghanistan's Taliban government reduced the country’s output. In addition, Afghanistan’s small farmers had no choice but to return to poppy cultivation after the Taliban had been overthrown, to pay off debts. But poppy cultivation has spread since then on to land where they had never been grown before. By 2003, it was the main source of income for 2.3 million Afghans, or 10 per cent of the population.

The Cease-Fire in Lebanon Will Last

A cease-fire went into effect between the guerilla group Hezbollah operating in southern Lebanon, and Israel on Monday, August 14, 2006. It stopped over 33 days of fighting which started with an attack by Hezbollah in which eight Israeli soldiers were killed, and two more were kidnapped.  Israel subsequently bombed the airport of Beirut, and launched a military offensive into Lebanon for the first time since ending its occupation of the southern part of the country in 2000.
 In the little more than a month of fighting there were roughly 800 Lebanese fatalities and 155 Israeli fatalities. The cease-fire is the result of United Nations resolution 1701, which also calls for a peacekeeping force of 15,000 troops to be placed along the southern border of Lebanon with Israel, and possibly between the Lebanon, Syria border as well. The troops along the border with Syria would be there to stop the movement of weapons from Iran through Syria and to Hezbollah.
  While those are the primary nations supporting Hezbollah with weapons and funding, the United States has acted as the primary ally to Israel during the conflict. As the UN troops move in to replace the Israeli forces now in southern Lebanon they will be lead by Italy, who is offering 3,000 of the roughly 7,000 troops that have been committed at this point.


The cease-fire in Lebanon will last because Hezbollah lacks sufficient support in Lebanon.  Even those that are generally sympathetic to the cause of Hezbollah are reluctant to invite the kind of widespread fighting and destruction back into their country.  “(Hezbollah) knows that Lebanon's people, divided along sectarian lines, would hate the violence to resume…mostly civilians died in the war. The government counts the economic costs in billions of dollars. Even Hezbollah’s own Shia constituents, many of whom have returned to their homes, are loth to back any action that could invite renewed attacks on their devastated villages.”
  In what is perhaps an acknowledgement of this sentiment the leader of Hezbollah, Sheik Hassan Nasrallah, recently said that he regrets kidnapping those soldiers because of all the death and destruction it brought to the country. “If I knew the process of capturing [these soldiers], even with a 1 percent probability, would lead to a war like this, and then if you asked me would you go and capture them, my answer would be, of course, no – for humanitarian, moral, social and security reasons.”
  


The cease-fire in Lebanon will last because the Lebanese government is being empowered.  “Something new happened on August 7: the Lebanese government, including its Hezbollah members, agreed to deploy 15,000 Lebanese troops to southern Lebanon. This meant extending the government's authority for the first time in years, to the whole country. Something which all states profess to support”
  These Lebanese troops will greatly ease the pressure on the still growing UN forces, who will now mostly be needed to assist the Lebanese military. Hezbollah has also expressed support for the Lebanese troops, and made pledges to respect their authority and work within a diplomatic framework. “Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah, the Hezbollah leader, yesterday said it was now the job of the Lebanese army to defend the border with Israel. Hezbollah, he said, would retain the right to fight for the liberation of Shebaa but, crucially, suggested that, at least for a limited period, the organization would give Annan and the Lebanese government a chance to regain it through diplomacy.”


The cease-fire in Lebanon will last because new technology is changing the dynamic between the populations of Lebanon and Israel.  Since the war broke out there has been a dramatic upsurge in the number of people talking to each other from opposite sides of the border through on-line mediums such as blogging. “‘Bloggers from both sides of the border . . . have been providing live updates, commenting on one another's blogs and sometimes linking to posts by bloggers on the other side of the border,’ wrote Lisa Goldman, a Canadian-Israeli blogger and journalist, on her site On the Face six days into the war.”
  The increase in information about what is really happening on the ground in the other country, as well as basic information about how the other side lives, could have drastic implications. “Chuman, a Beirut man who fled for Chicago, had sampled the Israeli blogosphere in April and found it a nuanced and informed contrast to what he could glean from traditional news outlets. ‘The lack of news about Israel -- not an unimportant country in the region -- is astounding,’ wrote the political consultant, under his then-nom-de-Web, Lebanon Profile. ‘Not knowing about ‘them’ is the worst crime we can commit. It invalidates them as humans, as if they don't even matter. They are Stalin's faceless enemy, the rabid dog, the evil blood suckers whom it is righteous to kill. Our papers definitely need to start covering more than major political events in Israel.’”
  The increase in the number of both blogs and cross-border blog readers has not fallen from its dramatic increase since the ceasefire, with both sides offering suggestions for the governments and the people involved on how to stop this and future violence.

The Cease-Fire in Lebanon Will Not Last

On July 12, 2006 “Two Israeli soldiers were captured and at least eight killed as the Lebanese guerilla group Hezbollah launched a surprise daytime assault across the border of Israel, while the Israeli army was staging a military offensive in the Gaza Strip. Israel responded by sending armored forces into southern Lebanon for the first time in six years, and by bombing the airport in Beirut.”
 This series of events sparked a conflict that lasted 34 days and killed almost 800 in Lebanon and 155 in Israel until a cease-fire went into effect on August 14.
  Now there are plans for a UN force to maintain the cease-fire along the southern border of Lebanon and possibly on the Lebanese, Syrian border as well to prevent the movement of weapons from Iran through Syria. There are four major players behind the fighting.  Syria and Iran have been arming Hezbollah, while Israel has enjoyed the support of the United States.
 Meanwhile, the official Lebanese government has been shown to have far less influence and power in the country than Hezbollah, with whom its relationship is complex. “Lebanon has a fragile political system and 17 recognized religious groups. It suffered 15 years of civil war. Hezbollah, though armed by Iran and Syria, is not an external force but an integral part of the country's complex political jigsaw. It is a militia with a fundamentalist outlook. But it also has a political and welfare role.”

The cease-fire in Lebanon will not last because the adoption of United Nations Security Council resolution 1701 lacks the mechanisms to be successful. Critics of the resolution, which is responsible for the cease-fire, say it lacks the necessary mechanisms and time table to deal with Hezbollah, and the larger problems of the region in general. “The resolution calls for the disarming of Hezbollah - as did its predecessor Resolution 1559. But Hezbollah says it won't disarm, the Lebanese government says it won't disarm Hezbollah, while UNIFIL says its mandate does not include the disarming of Hezbollah.”
 Critics also argue the resolution does not address serious underlying causes of the conflict such as the influence of Iran, and the larger views of both Hezbollah and Iran. “It makes no reference to Iran and Hezbollah's genocidal anti-Semitism, which not only is a standing existential threat to the security of Israel and Jews wherever, but a standing violation of the United Nations charter and the fundamental norms of international, humanitarian and criminal law.”

The cease-fire in Lebanon will not last because the United Nations force will arrive too late, and in too few numbers to be effective. “The UN’s planned force of up to 15,000 peacekeepers to bolster its puny contingent already in southern Lebanon may take months to reach its hoped-for strength.”
 These troops are viewed as necessary for an Israeli withdrawal, and to stop the arming of Hezbollah by Iran. “Plainly, this precarious peace needs to be upheld by a large peacekeeping force to take over the buffer zone between Israel and the Litani river, some13 miles north of the border, so letting Israel leave Lebanon altogether. It must also seek to stem the flow of arms through Syria to Hezbollah. The longer a beefed-up UN force takes to embed itself in the area, the higher the risk that fighting will resume.  The UN’s special envoy to the region, Terje Roed Larsen, says the security vacuum may persist for two or even three months.”
 Currently, just under half of the planned force has been committed, and already there have been threats to the stability of the cease fire. “The biggest threat to it was an Israeli commando raid on a village near Baalbek, deep inside Lebanon, on August 19, when an Israeli lieutenant-colonel and three Hezbollah fighters were reported killed. The UN’s head, Kofi Annan, condemned the operation for violating the ceasefire. The Israelis said they were trying to stem the flow of weapons to Hezbollah from Iran through Syria. They may also have been trying to kill or capture a Hezbollah leader, Muhammad Yazbek. A day later, tension rose again when Israelis manning one of several outposts in southern Lebanon said they had shot and maybe killed three Hezbollah fighters. Two days later, an Israeli soldier died when a tank in Lebanon hit a mine.”

The cease-fire in Lebanon will not last because Hezbollah and Iran have been emboldened by the fighting that has taken place. “Hezbollah’s ability to hold its own against the Israeli army, even for a limited time, has raised the specter of other enemies being emboldened to strike, perhaps together”
 Meanwhile, questions have been raised about the Israeli military as well. “Some analysts said the conflict with Hezbollah showed that too many of Israel's younger field commanders had experience only in fighting Palestinian militants in the West Bank and Gaza Strip, who lack Hezbollah's discipline, organizational strength and formidable arsenal.”
 The perceived loss by Israelis and victory by supporters of Hezbollah could spur both sides back to fighting. “There is no doubt that the possibility of another war has been increased because of the perception of how this one went,’ said Arens, the former Israeli defense minister.”

The World Trade Organization Has Failed


In the aftermath of the stalled World Trade Organization (WTO) talks, the battle lines have been drawn pitting the United States and the European Union (EU) at odds with a coalition led by India and Brazil. The battle in the Doha Development round, the most recent round of WTO trade negotiations that started in Doha, Qatar, in late 2001, centered on the use of agricultural subsides by developed nations.
 Developing nations argue that “domestic subsidies given to American farmers allow them to cause great distress to cotton farmers in India and Africa, or maize farmers in Mexico, while high import duties and production subsidies given to European farmers, and restrictions on foodstuff on quarantine grounds, effectively close the European market to imports.” The 2006 World Trade Report estimates that while some subsidies do have a developmental role, it “estimates that 21 developed countries spent almost $250 billion on subsidies, while all countries spent over $300 billion.”
 The World Trade Organization has failed. 


The World Trade Organization has failed because it was no longer in the best interest of developed nations to work with the multilateral trade body. Developing nations have been frustrated with what they saw as the skewing of original WTO rules to benefit the rich. The world’s poor countries wanted to win a trade deal that would limit the use of agricultural subsidies by richer nations.
 It is unlikely that the European Union (EU) or the US will make significant cuts in their subsidy programs given their importance in domestic politics. It has become clear that “the US, EU and a few others can no longer agree on the rules and present them to others on a take-it or leave-it basis” during global trade negotiations. 
 The world’s rising powers are gaining negotiating power by virtue of their emerging role in the global economy. The current stalemate in the WTO is a symptom changing international political climate, “as yesterday’s superpowers grapple with the rise of India, China and Brazil on the world stage.”
 However, outside the WTO, countries are left with regional free trade agreements (FTA’s) where superpowers are in total control without a regulatory body. “The North American Free Trade Agreement, for instance, faces domination by the US. Similarly, the South Asian Free Trade Area agreement faces domination by India.” There is no desire to return to true multilateral binding negotiations when the US and other regional powers can bully smaller nations through FTA’s to get what they want.
  


The World Trade Organization has failed because it has been taken over by corporate lobby interests. One of the main reasons the WTO is at an impasse is because trade negotiators are beholden to vested interests such as United States steel makers, Japanese rice farmers and European Union sugar beet farmers, etc, and are thus unwilling to negotiate.
 “In reality, the failed talks were never about helping the poor or about development. Even if the rich countries had cut tariffs, subsidies and other protection for their farmers, as everyone from free-trade fundamentalists to many developing nations urged them to do, the big winners still would have been corporations. Cargill, ADM and others that trade and process what farmers produce stood to profit, not the poor, urban or rural, who would have gained on average less than a penny a day in income over a decade. The final straw came when the United States, bowing to lobbies from the big domestic agricultural producers, insisted that developing countries give up nearly all powers to protect sensitive farm products, including such staple crops as rice that sustain vast numbers of poor peasants.”


The World Trade Organization has failed because rich nations, like the US, will not give up their agricultural subsidies programs. Farm subsidies were the biggest stumbling block in the breakdown of the WTO negotiations as smaller countries contend that US and EU subsidies amount to unfair trade practices by giving farmers in rich nations advantages in global markets. Neither the United States nor the European negotiators will make the concessions needed for an agreement.
 This was all about the power of rural constituencies in national politics. “The collapse of this round is good news for European dairy farmers for whom a small herd can earn $150,000 a year in subsidies. It is good news for US cotton farmers who on average receive $300,000 a year in subsidies. It is bad news for everyone else. The electoral clout of farmers in rich countries has impoverished the poor in poor countries and reduced the security of us all” argues Professor Ross Buckley, executive director of the Tim Fischer Centre for Global Trade and Finance at Bond University.
 The failure also underscores the clout of American farmers in global affairs. Shortly after the talks broke down, Senator Jim Talent (Republican-Missouri) renewed an effort in the Senate to extend the current level of farm subsidies for another year. Talent, a member of the Senate Agriculture Committee, is trying to head off efforts to begin overhauling the nation’s farm bill and cutting the $20 billion in payments to farmers who make up a major portion of his constituency as the approaching November congressional elections appeared to figure into the US’s hard-line negotiating stance. 
 

The World Trade Organization Has Not Failed


The World Trade Organization (WTO) director general Pascal Lamy announced a “suspension” of world trade talks after the chaotic collapse of four frustrating years of missed deadlines and animosity. The talks are now on ice for the foreseeable future. The current round of trade negotiations, the Doha development round, was meant to be about agriculture. The primary aim was always to deal with the deepest distortions in world trade resulting from the spending of about $1.6 billion a day on agriculture subsidies by rich nations.
 After the breakdown of trade talks, the battle lines were clearly drawn as the US faced concerted opposition led by India and Brazil over their use of domestic agricultural subsidies. Indian Commerce Minister Kamal Nath stated the position of the developing countries clearly, arguing that they “cannot allow their subsistence farmers to lose their livelihood security and food security to provide market access to agricultural products from developed countries.”
 However, the US, EU and others felt that “developing countries were asking for too much flexibility to protect their markets with so-called special products and safeguard mechanisms. As a result, the US did not feel able to come forward with an improved offer on agricultural subsidies” and thus the stalemate.


The World Trade Organization has not failed because trade talks among members continue. Trade ministers from most G6 members including Australia, Brazil, India, Japan, the EU and the US, have pledged their commitment to finish the negotiations. Several ministers have already spoken since the World Trade Organization (WTO) talks were suspended. Australian Trade Minister Mark Vaile will host a critical meeting of trade ministers in Cairns. Ministers will attend the meeting from the United States and the WTO director-general. The meeting presents a real opportunity to provide the critical political leadership necessary to restarting the stalled Doha talks. A group of international farm leaders will also attend the meeting to provide support and advice to ministers.
 Other important strategic meetings like the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation trade ministers and leaders meeting in November will follow the Cairns meeting.
 The US has also pledged independently to encourage the restart of trade negotiations. U.S. Trade Representative Susan Schwab has made it clear that she is not retreating from international negotiations. “The Doha round is obviously in serious trouble,” she acknowledges, “but it isn’t dead yet” She added that the administration will “do everything possible” to get the talks back on track.
 This is not the first time that the WTO has faced long and difficult negotiations, the 1986 round, for example, were not completed until 1993.
 



The World Trade Organization has not failed because the major member nations have too much to loss not to reach a compromise. The importance of multilateral trade deals on a global scale cannot be ignored by developed countries like the US and EU member nations. These multilateral agreements underpin free trade, boost commerce and help address ingrained poverty. Since World War II, the multilateral system has sparked an incredible eight-fold expansion of trade. “It has been the bedrock of Western prosperity and done a great deal to limit global conflict.”
 Should the talks not continue, it would cost G6 countries dearly, noting that more than 80 percent of the gains from trade liberalization accrue to those countries that lower their barriers.
 For example, Ireland points to the conclusion of the Uruguay round of WTO negotiations in 1994, which resulted in important industrial tariffs being scrapped. In the six years that followed the reduction in trade barriers, the volume of Irish exports more than doubled, taking industrial employment in the country to new all-time highs.
 Ultimately, the fear that the trading system will revert to the law of the jungle that prevailed in the 1930’s will help bring the talks back to life, predicts Jeffrey Schott, a scholar at the Institute for International Economics. “Countries will sit back for a while, stew in their juices, and see the costs of not going back to the table,” argues Schott.
 


The World Trade Organization has not failed because the dispute over agricultural subsides can be resolved. Lamy anticipated this and told Group of Eight leaders that: “If we look at the figures, the differences . . . are not insurmountable: a few billion trade-distorting agricultural subsidies would have to be eliminated or transformed within a few years . . . In other words, a few percentage points in addition to the concessions already proposed.”
 Already, US Agriculture Secretary Mike Johanns, has argued that a re-examination of farm programs was needed because of WTO vulnerabilities and because so many farmers don’t get subsidies. “By vulnerabilities he meant the probability that more countries will file WTO legal challenges to U.S. subsidies similar to Brazil’s successful challenge of U.S. payments to cotton growers last year. As a result, cotton farmers in Missouri and elsewhere will receive less income because of the forced abolition of a government program called Step 2.” Thus, it is most beneficial for the US to find a compromise and at least get something in return for the loss of subsidies.
  

Iraq Is In A Civil War


Late last year, during a major address in Annapolis, Maryland, President Bush introduced a new slogan for his Iraq policy: “Plan for Victory.” With those words projecting on the screen behind him, Bush laid out the exit path for American troops, who would gradually cede control to their Iraqi counterparts and return home to the U.S. Bush argued that Iraqi police were being trained at a steady pace and would take over for U.S. troops as they became combat ready. Today, that phrase has all but disappeared as scenes of horrific sectarian violence have streamed onto American television screens unabated.
 Since the war began more than three years ago, the administration and its supporters have discussed it in terms that have progressively lowered expectations. “The long-derided terms like “greeted as liberators” (Vice President Dick Cheney) and “cakewalk” (former Reagan arms control official Kenneth Adelman), as well as talk of an insurgency in its “last throes” (Mr. Cheney), are a thing of memory,” and public support for the U.S. mission in Iraq is waning. “Underscoring just how hard the job of putting an optimistic face on the war is proving to be, the staunchest remaining supporters are voicing pessimism about the prospects under the administration's current approach.”
 The increasing bloodshed on all sides is becoming increasingly tough for the Bush administration to justify. Iraq is in a civil war.  


Iraq is in a civil war because the number of casualties has steadily increased over the last three years. Rather than focusing on fighting American troops, the Sunni and Shiite insurgents now are focused on killing each other in an attempt to gain greater power in Iraq. The commander in charge of U.S. forces in the country, General John Abizaid, recently told a Senate committee that the sectarian violence in Iraq was as bad as he had ever seen and was headed for certain civil war. That is why Abizaid recently ordered 3,700 troops from Mosul to Baghdad, because the Sunni-Shiite violence in the capital city has gotten out of control, and Iraqi forces are incapable of dealing with it.
 Iraq is enveloped in a sectarian war that is claiming an average daily toll of 100 lives. Ethnic cleansing, by Sunni insurgents and Shia militias, is in many areas proceeding street by street.
 Iraqi Deputy Health Minister Adel Muhsin said about 3,500 Iraqis died last month in sectarian or political violence, adding that it was the highest monthly death toll for civilians since the war started in March 2003. In reality, the Iraqi death toll was probably much higher, since death squads kill many Iraqis and their bodies are undiscovered, buried or dumped in rivers.
 


Iraq is in a civil war because the ethnic groups are moving to isolated areas. “Curling through the desert, wind rattling its marshes, the Tigris once brought so much life to this city, where spices and silks were loaded on wooden boats bound for Basra and beyond. Shiites lived with Sunnis, Christians and Jews, but today, as in other times, unity splinters in bloodshed [and] the river’s bridges have turned into escape routes for families fleeing sectarian death squads.” Although Shiites and Sunnis still live with one another in some places, more than 200,000 Iraqis, most of them from Baghdad, have left their mixed neighborhoods and taken refuge in communities where they can live among their own.
 This type of massive refugee flow is a hallmark of major civil war.
 Increasing violence can be seen on both sides as Sunni car bombers drive into Shiite marketplaces; Shiite death squads move through the night, leaving Sunni bodies in alleys and date palm groves. Some people carry two identity cards, one for who they really are, the other a lie to protect them from the other groups. In July, the Baghdad morgue reported more than 1,800 violent deaths. “Baghdad has become a sinister parlor game of unmasking affiliations with subtle and not so subtle questions: Where does your family come from, north or south? Who is your uncle? What tribe do you belong to? A wrong answer can mean a trip to the morgue to identify a body.”


Iraq is in a civil war because the ethnic groups are calling for independence from a central Iraqi government.  The first candidate for secession in Iraq is obvious, Kurdistan. “If any group on Earth deserves its own country, it is surely the Kurds -- a distinct nation of 25 million people living in a geographically contiguous space with their own language and culture.” In fact they have launched a new advertising campaign to help distance themselves from the turmoil in Baghdad, calling themselves “the Other Iraq”
 However, the Kurds are not the only candidates. Shiite leader Abdul Aziz Hakim has called for autonomy for Iraq's Shiite regions. “If Iraqi Shiites try to split off, other Shiites in the Gulf region might agitate against their own regimes along similar lines sparking ethnic or sectarian self-determination movements throughout the Middle East more generally.”
 The hope for a unified Iraq is fading. In a memo to Prime Minister Tony Blair, a British diplomat in Baghdad recently warned that “the prospect of a low-intensity civil war and a de facto division of Iraq is probably more likely at this stage than a successful and substantial transition to a stable democracy.”

Iraq Is Not In A Civil War


An additional 3,700 soldiers from the Army's 172nd Stryker Brigade recently took up positions in a warring Baghdad neighborhood. The reinforcements hope to bolster U.S. and Iraqi security forces trying to quell the increase in violence.
 Since the February 22 bombing of the Shia Askariya shrine in the predominantly Sunni city of Samarra there has been a massive rise in violence. However, U.S. and Iraqi forces have made a major push to win back control of Baghdad from militias. Iraqi defense ministry spokesman Ibrahim Shaker said that government troops had arrested 64 suspects in raids across the country, 27 of them in the restive northern city of Mosul.
 The U.S. military in Iraq has completed several elements of contingency planning in case of civil war, based on lessons learned from Bosnia and Kosovo. “The military's approach revolves around three principles. The first is to stop massacres by physically separating communities, moving minorities out of harm's way if necessary. The second is to stop the flow of paramilitary gangs across the country. And the third is to halt any incitement to violence on Iraqi TV and radio. Baghdad would pose the biggest problem, requiring a strict curfew and a ban on road traffic. The security measures would include widespread checkpoints and a ban on carrying firearms or explosives.”
 The Bush administration is prepared to take steps in case of a civil war, but we are not in that situation yet. Iraq is not in a civil war. 


Iraq is not in a civil war because it has a nonsectarian government and army. The Bush administration insists Iraq is a long way from civil war. Arguing that while there is insurgent violence in the country, “institutionally, the government of Iraq isn’t breaking down. It's still a unity government,” argued an administration spokesperson.
 The administration has admitted to making plans in case Iraq does deteriorate into a civil war. However, the President argues that ‘the security forces remain united behind the government,” a clear sign that the violence in Iraq is not dominated by sectarian tension and the government remains in full control. At his Crawford Texas ranch Bush reiterated the same point, arguing that “the Iraqi people decided against civil war when they went to the ballot box. And a unity government is working to respond to the will of the people. And, frankly, it's quite a remarkable achievement on the political front, and the security front is where there's been troubles.”
 “They have sectarian differences, and some of those are violent,” Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice said. “It's not civil war.”
 On NBC’s Meet the Press she argued that “It is a far better Iraq today despite its many difficulties than an Iraq that relied on repression to resolve differences between their various groups,” Rice went on to add, “Iraqis haven't made a choice for civil war. Iraqis have made a choice for unified government that can deliver for all Iraqis.”
 


Iraq is not in a civil war because ethnic strife alone is not enough to cause a civil war. 

In a 2003 study, Stanford civil war experts James D. Fearon and David D. Laitin came to a startling conclusion, “it appears not to be true that a greater degree of ethnic or religious diversity – or indeed any particular cultural demography – by itself makes a country more prone to civil war.” Fearon and Laitin explained their findings by noting that while the world is full of political grudges, ethnic and otherwise, civil wars only begin under particular circumstances that favor rebel insurgencies. “The most common situation involves a weak, corrupt or brutal government confronting small bands of rebels protected by mountainous terrain and sheltered by a sympathetic rural population, and possibly bolstered with foreign support or revenues from diamonds or coca. These insurgents may be ethnic chauvinists, but they could equally well be anti-colonialists, Islamists, drug lords, greedy opportunists, communists of various stripes and so on.”
 While some of these conditions may be present, the study argues that civil strife is not an absolute outcome and thus a stable Iraqi government with the support of U.S. troops can curb the existing violence. The study proves that the debate over the future of Iraq should turn from questions of ethnic demography to the need for good government, economic development and adequate policing.


Iraq is not in a civil war because if it were neighboring countries would have entered into the conflict. Iraq’s ethnic, tribal and religious groups are also found in neighboring states, and they share many of the same grievances. In addition, “Iraq has a history of violence with its neighbors, which has fostered desires for vengeance and fomented constant clashes. Iraq also possesses resources that its neighbors covet, oil being the most obvious, but important religious shrines also figure in the mix, and its borders are porous.” Civil wars often inflame the citizens of neighboring countries. Iraq's neighbors are vulnerable to this aspect of spillover. “Iraq's own divisions are mirrored throughout the region; for instance, Bahrain, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia all have sizable Shiite communities.” If Iraq were in the midst of a civil war we would see greater intervention from Iran and Syria as well as spillover in other countries with a similar ethnic make-up as Iraq.
  

Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo Will Foster Peace and Stability in the Country


The July 30th election was the first free election in the Democratic Republic of Congo, formerly known as Zaire, in more than 40 years. The Central African nation endured a 32-year dictatorship under Mobutu Sese Seko. His ousting from office in 1997 was followed by a civil war that eventually exploded into a regional conflict that involved 11 African nations and left nearly 4 million people dead, mostly from disease and hunger. In 2003, an internationally brokered transitional government took control under President Joseph Kabila. 
 Since the peace agreement was implemented between the government and various warring parties, unprecedented efforts have been made to create an infrastructure for the election. “Registering nearly 26 million voters and setting up 53,000 voting stations in a country the size of western Europe, with no good roads in the whole place, has been the most complicated and expensive electoral-assistance mission ever undertaken by the United Nations. And the 17,600-strong peacekeeping force in Congo is the largest the United Nations has ever put together.”
 Kabila led the ballot count from the election with 45% of the 16.9 million ballots cast, according to results announced by the Independent Electoral Commission. Jean-Pierre Bemba, one of Kabila's vice presidents and his chief rival was second with roughly 20%, while the rest of the vote was divided among the other 31 candidates. A runoff between Kabila and Bemba will take place, October 29th, because no single candidate won more than 50%.
 Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will foster peace and stability in the country. 



Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will foster peace and stability in the country because they were free and fair, serving as a model for the rest of the region. Additionally, reports from 5,000 international observers at the voting booths indicated that the elections were as fair as could be expected, and there is a reasonable prospect that the elections can deliver an accepted result among the 33 presidential and 9,000 parliamentary candidates who stood.”
 The former president of Mozambique, Joaquim Chissano, who observed the election on behalf of a committee of African elder statesmen set up to settle any disputes about the voting, called it “an example for African elections.” The Carter Centre, an institute set up by ex-President Jimmy Carter that monitors elections, said that the election itself was carried out in a “generally peaceful and orderly manner.”
 In addition to the international observers, the election was also overseen by the 17,600 UN peacekeepers in the country, 80,000 police officers and 1,000 European Union troops, who provided both protection and oversight.


Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will foster peace and stability in the country because of the overwhelming support of the Congolese people.  Eighty percent of those registered to vote in the country participated in the election process in July.
 Coupled with the fact that these are the first democratic elections held in the country in most Congolese lifetimes, and the fact that the country has only 300 miles of paved roads and lacks the basic infrastructure of communications underlying democratic elections elsewhere, the elections were a huge success. “This shows ordinary people are more than ready for the greater stability and peaceful political development they hope will emerge from these elections.” Fears that rebels in the east would launch attacks on polling places were not founded, as rebel groups let the polling process take place unhindered, and there was no replay of the rioting and unrest that marred the campaign period in the capital, Kinshasa, in the west. “We are amazed by how well these elections have gone,” says UN mission spokesperson Sylvie van den Wildenberg. “The Congolese have expressed themselves democratically. Now I hope the politicians who lose will respect that democracy.”


Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will foster peace and stability in the country because a run-off election will force coalition building among feuding parties. A runoff election will help cement the political boom in the initial elections and will help the democracy building efforts in the country. “It’s going to force both men [Kabila and Bemba] to build alliances,” said Caty Clement, the Central Africa project director at the International Crisis Group, a conflict-resolution advocacy organization. “If we end up with two big blocks opposing each other, that’s the idea behind democracy.”
 With a run-off election between just two of the 32 candidates in the original election both Kabila and Bemba will have to court the losing candidates in an attempt to pickup their voters. This diplomacy would not have been necessary without a run-off election and it makes the hopes for long-term stability much greater. Additionally, a coalition government is more likely to succeed in passing reforms than if Kabila had simply won a majority. Even the candidates were in favor of a run-off, increasing the likelihood that the run-off election will be perceived as fair.
 “A run-off is a good thing for Congo's path towards democracy and weakens perceptions of vote manipulation,” said Jim Terrie, a regional political analyst based in Nairobi. “It also gives people a much clearer choice now that there are only two candidates.”

Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo Will Not Foster Peace and Stability in the Country


The Democratic Republic of Congo lived up to its name for the first time in 46 years when it held democratic elections on July 30th. After enduring 32 years of brutal dictatorship by Mobutu Sese Seko that ended in 1997 the Congo was plunged into a war that drew in neighboring countries like Rwanda and helped cause the death of an estimated 4 million people. After a peace deal in 2002, the United Nation’s largest peacekeeping force was deployed to try and disarm rebel groups roaming the country and help establish a transitional government. Since then, international donors contributed more than $410 million to prepare for what was the most expensive election ever supervised by the UN.
 By most accounts the election was a success with nearly 80% of the Congo’s roughly 26 million registered voters turning out to vote. However, because there was no single candidate who received more than 50% of the total votes there will be a runoff election between current President Joseph Kabila who is by far the most popular candidate, his supporters credit him with stabilizing the country by inviting rebels to form a power-sharing government, and his closest challenger Jean-Pierre Bemba, a former rebel boss turned vice-president, who has the broad support of those who see Kabila as a puppet of western governments eager to preserve their interests in the mineral-rich country.
 Kabila led the ballot count from the election with 45% of the ballots cast, according to results announced by the Independent Electoral Commission; Bemba was second with roughly 20%, while the rest of the vote was divided among the other 31 candidates.
 Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will not foster peace and stability in the country. 


Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will not foster peace and stability in the country because they were fraudulent and the outcome will be contested. Bemba has expressed concerns about excess ballot papers and ‘fictional’ polling stations. Azarias Ruberwa, one of the countries vice-presidents, alleged fraud including ballot stuffing, bias of electoral officials, doubling of voter-registration cards and bribery by officials of Kabila's party. “The question will be how to prove there wasn’t fraud,” said one foreign election observer. “This will open up the process to accusations from all sides.”
 More problems appear to have begun once the process of collating the votes was over. In the capital, observers reported seeing huge quantities of ballot papers burned and dumped. In other parts of the country, election observers have been barred from counting centers and although there were adequate international observers on Election Day most had left once counting began. “A lot of thought and effort went into the roll-out process -getting all the ballot papers and infrastructure out to all the polling stations. But no thought has gone into the ‘roll in’. The counting centre in Kinshasa is an absolute nightmare, papers flying all over the place.”


Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will not foster peace and stability in the country because the results indicate a deep regional divide between the East and West Congo.  Results have confirmed predictions that Kabila would do well in the east, while Bemba would carry the capital, Kinshasa, and other parts of the west. Kabila has taken credit for ending Congo's war, which started in the east, and his tactic seems to have worked. He leads in the east with as much as 90% of the vote in some areas. On the other hand, Bemba is from the northwestern province of Equateur and has played on Kabila's inability to speak Lingala (the language of the west) as well as the popular belief that the president has strong ties to Congo's eastern enemy, Rwanda. It is clear that the election has revealed a sharp east-west divide and no matter who wins, the president is likely to have a strong mandate in one region but little or no support in the other.
 Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that elections alone are not a panacea. Even if the vote seems reasonably fair, a new government may struggle to gain its legitimacy, and could find it as hard as its predecessors to exercise any real power.
 Analysts say a run-off between Kabila and Bemba could exacerbate fundamental political divisions in the country and a violent clash between militiamen loyal to the two candidates heightened fears that the runoff will lead to renewed violence.


Elections in the Democratic Republic of Congo will not foster peace and stability in the country instead they have led to increase military clashes. Both men control large private militias, and can respond with violence if they do not get the outcome they were looking for. The candidates’ security forces clashed a few times during the campaign, including one incident in July that left at least three people dead. The feuding factions clashed again when electoral officials announced the two men would face each other in the runoff election, sparking three days of artillery, rocket and machine-gun duels which killed at least 10 people and wounded many more.
 “There's a lot of tension and a lot of people with weapons who are not that disciplined,” said UN spokesman Kemal Saiki. He said the clashes might reflect the “frustration of those who thought they would clinch it in the first round.”

There Should Be A Full Recount of All Ballots Cast In Mexico’s Presidential Election


Not since 1910, when another controversial election sparked a revolution, has Mexico been so fraught with political tension. The July 2nd election pitted, Andres Manuel Lopez Obrador, the former mayor of Mexico City, and a member of the Party of the Democratic Revolution against Felipe Calderon, the conservative candidate, from President Vicente Fox's National Action Party. The official tally by the Federal Electoral Commission showed that Calderon had won a narrow victory by 244,000 votes or about 0.6 percent of the 41 million votes cast.
 However, Lopez Obrador insists that the election was fraudulent and subsequently demanded a full recount. In response, a special electoral tribunal responsible for ratifying the results and resolving challenges ordered a partial recount of roughly 12,000 polling places.
 This has not stopped Lopez Obrador from taking his protest to the streets. Protesters supporting a recount have closed down the Mexico City’s central artery, Paseo de Reforma, taken over tollbooths on highways, and blockading banks and other establishments including the stock exchange. Lopez Obrador has made it clear that protests will continue, announcing plans to disrupt President Fox's state of the union message on September 1, and to try to stop the court from giving Calderon the official document making him president on September 6.
 There should be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election. 


There should be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election because evidence suggests there was fraud and vote tampering. Mexico has a history of corrupt elections where the will of the people has been subverted by the wealthy and powerful, argues Lopez Obrador. “It’s my contention that government programs were directed toward key states in the hope of garnering votes for Mr. Calderon. The United Nations Development Program went so far as to warn that such actions could improperly influence voters. Where support for my coalition was strong, applicants for government assistance were reportedly required to surrender their voter registration cards, thereby leaving them disenfranchised.”
 Lopez Obrador’s head attorney, Horacio Duarte, who helped argue for a recount said that in the roughlt 3,000 polling places examined during the partial recount there were nearly 46,000 more ballots cast for president than had been delivered to poll workers before the election. In another 4,300 polling places, he argued, 80,000 ballots delivered to the polls were unaccounted for or missing. “This proves to us that they are not arithmetic inconsistencies, that there was fraud, [and] that they were manipulated to benefit the candidate of the right,” argued Duarte.


There should be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election because without it the credibility of the electoral process will be damaged. '”The object of our movement,” eplained Lopez Obrador, “is to save democracy and make the Constitution mean something.” The country may have moved on from the days of outright theft of elections but for many voters the memory is relatively recent and accusations carry weight. According to recent opinion polls, almost 50 per cent of Mexicans polled were in favor of a full recount.
 Robert Pastor, director of American University's Center for Democracy and Election Management, as well as the Jimmy Carter-James Baker Commission on U.S. Federal Election Reform has observed roughly 10 Mexican elections since 1986, including the July 2 balloting he argues that all parties should support a recount even “Calderon should be supporting [it]. The idea of a stolen election will make it far more difficult for him to govern.”
 “From a political standpoint, to dispel any doubts, the best approach would have been a full recount,” he argued, adding that the ruling will make it hard to get PRD supporters to trust the process as it moves forward.
“After all, our aim is to strengthen, not damage, Mexico's institutions, to force them to adopt greater transparency. Mexico's credibility in the world will only increase if we clarify the results of this election,” argues Lopez Obrador.


There should be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election in order to prevent poltical turmoil and strife.  The conditions are ripe for an escalation of protests. Moments after the partial recount was ordered “flatbed trucks heavy with protesters chanting, “Vote by vote, polling place-by-place” poured into the streets. Demonstrators surrounded the tribunal's compound and chanted, “Bandits, rats, thieves!” “They're putting at risk the peaceful stability of the country,” federal legislator Emilio Serrano screamed into a bullhorn outside the court. “We’re prepared to die in the fight.”
 Whether perceptions of fraud are well founded or not, opposition anger could well fuel discontent, adding to instability in poor states and aggravating social polarization. A poll conducted in July revealed a sharp regional divide, with Calderon winning the well-to-do north while Lopez Obrador dominanted in the less developed and more isolated southern part of the country. Without a recount these race class divides could get escalate.
 

There Should Not Be A Full Recount of All Ballots Cast In Mexico’s Presidential Election


The official tally by the Federal Electoral Commission showed that Felipe Calderon, the conservative candidate from President Vicente Fox's National Action Party had won a narrow victory, just 244,000 votes or .6 percent of the 41 million cast, over Andres Manuel López Obrador, the former mayor of Mexico City, and a member of the Party of the Democratic Revolution in the July 2 Presidential elections. López Obrador argues the election was plagued by fraud and he has demanded that all 41 million votes, be counted again.
 In response, Mexico's seven-judge Federal Electoral Tribunal, which has final authority over election matters, ordered a partial recount of about 9 percent or roughly12,000 polling places.
 López Obrador called on his followers to continue protests and sit-ins that have paralyzed much of downtown Mexico City. He also promised additional protests if Calderon is declared the winner of the elections at President Fox's state of the nation speech before the newly elected Congress on September 1 as well as the night of September 15, which traditionally begins Mexico's Independence Day celebrations.

The tribunal has until the end of August to finish considering hundreds of election challenges López Obrador’s lawyers presented. They must either declare a winner, or annul the election by September 6.
 There should not be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election. 


There should not be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election because there is no legal evidence of fraud. Election-law experts argue that the electoral tribunal would have a hard time justifying widening the recount to include other polling places because of the way the ruling was written. “In essence, the ruling says ballots should not be recounted simply because a political party has suspicions that the tally was manipulated; there must be empirical evidence. The judges would have to alter that precedent to order a wider recount.”
 López Obrador has no legal evidence to support a recount in polling places that were not included in the partial recount. Additionally, in their quest for a total recount López Obrador's lawyers made a glaring technical error. “Tribunal spokesman Alberto Ruiz said the magistrates determined that a full recount was impossible because López Obrador challenged the results from only 174 regional vote tabulation centers. That automatically disqualified the centers that were not challenged, Ruiz said.”
 Finally, López Obrador’s street campaign has made his lawyers’ job harder. He is simultaneously calling for a recount and declaring that the election was tainted by fraud. The contradictory positions (why recount a fraudulent election?) have weakened his legal argument.


There should not be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election because the election process was fair, transparent, and was overseen by observers. Lawyers for Calderon's party argue López Obrador and others in the Party of the Democratic Revolution are lying to convince their supporters that there was fraud because they cannot accept that they were defeated by the people of Mexico. “We can say with absolute certainty there are no missing ballots, nor were there any fraudulent practices,” said Cesar Nava, a lawyer for Calderon's party. “The P.R.D. lies.”
 Observers from America and the European Union judged the vote fair and in many areas his own Party of the Democratic Revolution certified the tally.
 President Fox argues the vote as clean and fair and he rejects allegations of widespread irregularities. “The process has been transparent in the eyes of the world,” the president told reporters. “It was watched by the media. There were observers. The entire world was watching the electoral process. There is nothing hidden,” adding that Mexico's electoral institutions are “the most modern, well-structured, efficient electoral systems in the world.”


There should not be a full recount of all ballots cast in Mexico’s presidential election because López Obrador’s demands and tactics undermine democracy. “The integrity of Mexican elections is the responsibility of two institutions, which have operated transparently and independently of the government since they were reformed in 1996:” The Federal Electoral Institute and the Federal Electoral Tribunal (Trife), a seven-judge panel that has proved its impartiality in scores of local elections. These institutions have been cornerstones of Mexico’s democratic transition after seven decades of one-party rule and López Obrador had been happy to accept their authority until he learned of his likely defeat.
 That ought to be the last word. The Trife is the final arbiter on electoral matters and must declare a winner (or annul the election).” However, López Obrador has already said he will accept only one outcome, a full recount. By mobilizing people power this way López Obrador is not defending democracy but attacking the institutions that underwrite it. Many Mexicans fear that he is building a mass movement to make it impossible for anyone else to govern.
 Even if he has the plight of the people at heart this is not the appropriate means to enact change, and it greatly undermines the stability and integrity of Mexico’s democratic institutions.

Kosovo Should Be Independent From Serbia


Like most ethnic strife, the problem of Kosovo dates back centuries. Serbian identity is rooted in both Kosovo's military history, particularly the 1389 defeat by the Turks in the Battle of the Blackbirds, and spiritual significance, represented by ancient churches and monasteries. Over the years history was unkind to the Balkans, the region was ripe with conflict as the Ottoman Empire declined and during both World Wars. “During the 1980s the territory (known as Yugoslavia) enjoyed substantial self-rule and resulted in ethnic Albanian mistreatment of Serbs. Roughly two decades ago Slobodan Milosevic launched his grab for power with a speech in Kosovo that played upon Serb nationalism. Then it was Albanians who suffered, leading to an increasingly bitter guerrilla war and NATO military intervention in March 1999.”
 Some 10,000 Albanian civilians died and 800,000 fled, marking the culmination of a decade of Serb repression under Milosevic. Since 1999 Kosovo, still technically part of Serbia, has remained under the control of the United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK).
 For the first time since the NATO bombing the leaders from both sides, Serbian Prime Minister Vojislav Kostunica and Kosovo President Fatmir Sejdiu, met face to face in late July. Kosovo formally made its pitch for independence to Serbia at the one-day meeting held in Vienna.
 It is unlikely that the two sides will reach a compromise solution any time soon. The only viable solution is to allow individual self-determination. Kosovo should be independent from Serbia. 


Kosovo should be independent because it is what the majority of ethnic Albanians want and they deserve the right to self-determination. The international community is growing increasingly aware that the status quo in Kosovo is unsustainable. For seven years residents of Kosovo have been leaving with an uncertain future, and many are growing impatient with the U.N. occupation and have begun to speak out against UNMIK. Frustration among ethnic Albanians is also undermining efforts to stabilize the province including promoting the economy, cutting unemployment and fighting organized crime which is becoming rampant in the western Balkans including Kosovo.
 Kosovo’s Albanians have made it clear that independence is the only acceptable outcome. Roughly 90% of Kosovo’s two million people are Albanians who reject any return to Serb rule. Especially, because it has been so many years since the Serbian government has ruled over Kosovo, many Albanians believe that they were liberated from Serbian rule in 1999 and now it is time for UNMIK to leave so that they may govern themselves.
 “The presence of Serbia in Kosovo was always violent and the sacrifice of the Albanian people is the best testimony to the arguments for the independence of the country,” argues Hashim Thaci, a former leader of the Kosovo Liberation Army who is now a prominent politician.


Kosovo should be independent from Serbia because the international community demands it. A majority of the members of the U.N. Security Council are publicly supporting Kosovo independence and they want a solution to be reached by the end of the year. The six nations working on a plan for Kosovo's future (Britain, France, Italy, the U.S., Germany, and Russia) are leaning towards independence with or without Serbian consent.
 It is time for Serbia to accept a “‘different vision’ for the future make-up of south-east Europe or face increasing isolation and diminishing prospects of closer relations with the European Union” argued British Prime Minister, Tony Blair.
 Western powers as well as the U.N. are pushing for a deal by year's end because they want to free up some of the 17,000 NATO troops on patrol there especially with the expanding war on terrorism.
 In addition, ethnic Albanians are pushing for internationally recognized independence in order to become a self-governed player in the international community. As Bajram Kosumi, the former Prime Minister of Kosovo explained; “A small country like Kosovo would feel insecure if it didn't have a UN seat.”


Kosovo should be independent from Serbia because it is key to stabilizing the Balkans. The territory of the former Yugoslavia remains unstable and potentially volatile. “Contributing to insecurity in the Balkans is the failure to capture alleged war criminals, particularly Radovan Karadzic, the Bosnian Serb leader, and Ratko Mladic, his military commander. Widespread unemployment also casts a long shadow… [and] renewed investment is creating few jobs for the growing numbers of young people… [who become] prey for the recruiting sergeants of organized crime.”
 Regional leaders agree that European integration is the only real solution to solving these problems. Ursula Plassnik, the Austrian Foreign Minister, explained; “For me, this is the European peace project of my generation . . . This is about stability and security in Europe.”  The European Union remains committed to this process of integration with promises of eventual membership and practical assistance ranging from opening markets to visa facilitation. EU officials play vital roles in Bosnia, Macedonia and Kosovo and are by far the largest aid donor and drawing on its experience in former communist Eastern Europe, the union is pushing economic reform. As Plassnik, argued, “The union has enormous transformational experience.”

Kosovo Should Not Be Independent From Serbia


Serbian Prime Minister Vojislav Kostunica and Kosovo President Fatmir Sejdiu met face to face in late July for the first time since North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) drove Serbian forces out of the Albanian majority province in 1999. The meeting was sponsored by United Nations special envoy, Martti Ahtisaari and held the neutral city of Vienna, to help decide Kosovo's future status. The province's ethnic majority wants full independence while Serbia opposes division.
 Kosovo, which is still officially a part of Serbia, has been controlled by the United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) since June 1999 when Yugoslav troops accused of committing widespread atrocities were forced to withdraw after months of NATO bombing campaigns. “In 1998 and 1999, an estimated 10,000 people, mostly ethnic Albanian civilians, were killed as the Serb-dominated Yugoslav Army and the Serbian police cracked down on an ethnic Albanian insurgency.”
 Teams from both sides have been engaged in a number of meetings in Vienna but have yet to find a compromise solution. Additional meetings are scheduled for August and September when Ahtisaari plans to give a report and recommendation for next steps to the U.N. Security Council.
 In the end, Kosovo should not be independent from Serbia. 


Kosovo should not be independent from Serbia because of the importance of the region in Serbian history and religion. “Kosovo is of symbolic and political importance to Serbia because it is the seat of the Serbian Orthodox Church as well as the home of some of the church's most venerated monasteries. Kosovo is often described as the Serbian Jerusalem, and some Serbian media describe its loss as on a par with the Christians' loss of the Holy Land.”
 In addition to its religious importance Kosovo is also considered the birth of the Serbia and dates back to a historical battle against invading Turks. “For Serbs, June 28 is a date steeped in history. Their 1389 defeat north of Kosovo's capital, Pristina, ushered in 500 years of Ottoman Turk rule and holds almost mythic status for Serbs. It is central to Serbia's claim to Kosovo as the cradle of the nation, the place where Orthodox Christian Serbs fought in vain to halt advancing Muslim Turks.”
 This history puts Serbian politicians in a bind, even if they see independence as inevitable, they do not want to be responsible for making the deal that gives Kosovo away. “It is the case that they better not put their signature on that if they want to have a future for themselves or their political party,” said Ljiljana Smajlovic, the editor of Politika, a prominent daily in the Serbian capital, Belgrade.
 


Kosovo should not be independent from Serbia because it would set a precedent for other violent separatists’ movements. Kostunica argues that “Depriving a democratic country of a part of its territory simply because one ethnic group that has aspirations for that territory threatens violence is impermissible, not only morally but also from the perspective of historical experience. Indeed, tragic occurrences have taught mankind that a policy of appeasement toward those who threaten force only opens the way to more and even greater violence.”
 Serbia argues that independence for Kosovo could cause demands for border changes elsewhere in Europe. In the Caucasus, for example, two pro-Russian breakaway areas of Georgia, South Ossetia and Abkhazia, might seek statehood on their own. In addition, Transnistria, a Communist-run separatist region on the eastern edge of Moldova, may also seek independence. “In January, President Vladimir Putin made it clear that he regarded Kosovo as a precedent for the Caucasus, saying, ‘If someone believes that Kosovo should be granted full independence as a state, then why should we deny it to the Abkhaz and the South Ossetians?’”
 In addition to spurring violence elsewhere in Europe, Kosovo independence would also spur additional ethnic violence in the north. 


Kosovo should not be independent from Serbia because it will lead to an increase in ethnic violence between ethnic Albanians and Serbs who still live in Northern Kosovo. Four municipalities in the Serb-dominated north, the part of Kosovo that borders Serbia, announced in June 2006 that because of the failure of Kosovo police to solve the murders of several Serbs they would no longer cooperate with the Kosovo government or other institutions. In the aftermath of this announcement rumors began to surface that the Serbs had organized their own security by mobilizing former Serb army reservists into a militia. This increased tension led NATO forces back into a base in the northern town of Leposavic that they had previously abandoned. When asked what would happen if Kosovo's majority ethnic Albanians tried to take over the north, which has Serbian-funded hospitals, schools, and telephone infrastructure, Momir Kasalovic, who heads a regional coordination office in the north's main town, Kosovska Mitrovica, that serves as a liaison between Kosovo’s’ Serbs and the Serbian government said “it would be bloody.”
 In addition to the potential for violence, most experts agree that the majority of the Serbs in the North would leave Kosovo and return to Serbia. A top U.S. official told Doug Bandow during a recent visit “that he figures not a Serb will remain within five or ten years after independence…That is, granting Kosovo independence means completing the process of ethnic cleansing that started seven years ago.”
 

One Year After Hurricane Katrina, Significant Progress Has Been Made in New Orleans 


One year after Hurricane Katrina and the subsequent levee breech flooded 80 percent of New Orleans, there is still much work to be done but substantial progress can be seen. Yellow high-water marks on structures are a constant reminder of the devastating flooding that took place, and the more than 1,000 lives that were lost. 
 In the reports the followed the failed federal response to Hurricane Katrina, two figures were singled out for particularly harsh criticism, Michael Brown, then the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) chief, and Matthew Broderick, the head of the Department of Homeland Security Operations Center who failed to pass on timely reports of levee breaches to his superiors. The man who replaced Broderick six weeks ago pledged that there would be no delay in getting information to top officials during future emergencies.
 “Nobody was happy how things went last year,” said retired Coast Guard Vice Admiral Roger Rufe Jr., who left a job as president of the Ocean Conservancy in Washington, D.C., to take the Operations Center job. “The president and secretary made it clear we're going to be better prepared, and we will be.”


One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has been made in New Orleans to secure the levees that protect residents and provide a more adequate response in case of failure. Federal emergency officials argue that the New Orleans levee system is ready for another major hurricane. “I think we're in good shape,” Don Powell, the Bush administration's coordinator of Gulf Coast rebuilding, said. “There’s no question in my mind, we’re ready.” The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has repaired and reinforced 220 miles of levee walls surrounding the city. “I believe that the levees are ready for hurricane season,” Powell reiterated. “The levees are back to where they were pre-Katrina, and they’re on their way to being the best, better and stronger then they have ever been.”
 In addition to levee repair, FEMA has also implemented significant changes in the last year. “FEMA has adopted policies to help prevent fraud and wasteful spending, strengthened its ties with other federal agencies for help with evacuations and emergency medical aid and installed high-tech equipment, like a supply-tracking system. “
 The agency also hired a new director, David Paulison, a former chief of the Miami-Dade Fire Department, and added more seasoned emergency managers to its executive ranks.
 


One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has been made in New Orleans in reopening damaged city buildings vital to encouraging people to return and help spur the local economy. The Superdome, which served as emergency shelter during the storm, is scheduled to be open for the start of the New Orleans Saints football season. The city’s convention center is open and already groups such as the American Library Association, the American Psychological Association and the National Association of Realtors have chosen the city to hold their national conventions.  Mark Sanders, general manager of New Orleans Marriott, the city’s largest hotel chain, says his 14 properties are “alive and well. We’re open and anxious to do business at pre-Katrina levels.” There are plenty of other reasons for tourists to visit and spend money as well. The Audubon Aquarium of the Americas is open, the trolley cars are back on track, and Magazine Street is alive with restaurants and nightlife. The city’s recreation department has reopened several city swimming pools and four of its 13 community centers. In addition, the New Orleans Jazz and Heritage Festival returned, and Mardi Gras is expected to be back in full swing next year.
 


One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has been made in New Orleans because residents are returning home and there is an abundance of jobs. “There are plenty of jobs in New Orleans, as well as the massive tasks of cleaning and rebuilding, the area’s largest employer, the Ochsner Clinic Foundation, is open and operating, as are the public and private colleges and many of the hotels.” In the central business district, office and retail space is being purchased and an incredible pace, it is hard to find enough workers to meet demand. Many service industries are crowded with customers and desperate for labor. Burger King has offered new employees “signing bonuses” of up to $6,000, a tactic that has been copied by competitors.
 People are coming back to rebuild. More than a third of the owners of flooded homes have taken out some sort of building permit from City Hall, a sign that they intend to live in the city again. In one state survey of 2,500 Katrina evacuees, 57 percent said that they were “somewhat” or “very likely” to return home eventually. Many of these permits are “placeholders,” preemptively obtained in case the city or the state start to toughen up the building rules, but many of the permit-seekers are also starting to rebuild.

One Year After Hurricane Katrina, Significant Progress Has Not Been Made in New Orleans


It has been one year since Hurricane Katrina devastated the city of New Orleans and killed more than 1,400 people. Today broad swaths of New Orleans and its suburbs remain ghost towns. The remnants of houses sit dark and gutted, some still scarred by a bright orange “X” that shows they were checked for corpses.
 Katrina's mark is everywhere. It still affects the way the city runs from spotty mail deliveries, to frequent power cuts and low or non-existent water-pressure. Most flooded buildings have been gutted, their interiors stripped to the frame. But others that were abandoned in the aftermath of the storm are now foul nests of mold.
 The city council has passed a law requiring anyone who owns a house in New Orleans to clean up by August 29th, the storm's anniversary, or have the property seized.
 Visitors to the city are struck by the vastness of hurricane Katrina's lingering destruction and the largest displacement of people since the Dust Bowl migrations. It's almost too much to grasp.
 One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has not been made in New Orleans.


One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has not been made in New Orleans because the majority of federal aid has not reached those who need it most. Congress took nearly ten months to appropriate $7.5 billion in federal aid to homeowners who did not have enough insurance either to repair or rebuild. Now, the private company hired to hand it out by the state, says it may take more than seven months to process each applicant. As a result some homeowners will not be able to begin repairs until more than a year and a half after the storm.
  The economic boom that usually follows a disaster has yet to happen in New Orleans and economists blame a lack of clear information and guidance from government as well as the incredibly slow pace of federal appropriations. “Before you can have an economy, you need to have a functioning government with delivery of basic services to make sure that people have a basic level of confidence in the economy,” said Amy Liu, deputy director of the Brookings Institution's Metropolitan Policy Program and lead researcher on the Katrina Index project. “There are certain things that the government is really responsible for, that taxpayers expect,” Liu argued.


One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has not been made in New Orleans because the cost of living is preventing hundreds of thousands of pre-Katrina residents from returning. Before Katrina roughly 470,000 people called New Orleans home, one year later there are an estimated 220,000 people living in the city, a majority of whom find themselves living in temporary trailers.
 For those who need to rent an apartment the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development estimates that you will pay almost 40 percent more than last year. Buying a new home will cost more than 25 percent more than it would have last year for a non-flooded property, and this while home prices in many other areas of the country have been stagnant or falling. Insurance for that new house will be an average of 12 percent more. In addition, Entergy New Orleans customers have seen their bills increase by 20 percent since July 2005, and a proposed rate increase could push bills 50 percent higher.
  Despite the increased cost of living, the area has not seen an increase in work or pay. Between August and September of last year, the New Orleans metro area lost 34 percent of its jobs, reducing total employment from 610,200 to 405,500, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. That's about the same number of jobs the area had in 1973, and it has regained less than 20,000 of those in the last year.


One year after Hurricane Katrina, significant progress has not been made in New Orleans because recovery efforts are wrought with fraud and abuse. The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) randomly sampled 250 payments made to Katrina victims and found 16 percent were given to fraudulent recipients. That would account for $1 billion in misspent money. Recipients listed post office boxes, UPS stores and cemeteries as addresses for damaged properties and still got the cash.
 The GAO also found millions of dollars, $10 million according to The New York Times, were paid out to inmates in federal and state prisons. FEMA also lost track of 750 assistance debit cards worth another $1.5 million, and the GAO report says the cards were used for everything from a Caribbean vacation to pro football tickets and pornography. The devastation also brought out the worst in some Americans. A hotel owner in Texas was charged with submitting a $232,000 bill to FEMA for fictional evacuees allegedly staying at the hotel, while two FEMA officials plead guilty to accepting $20,000 in bribes for inflating the number of meals that a contractor was serving to disaster workers.

The Use of Presidential Signing Statements Should Be Curtailed 


The use of presidential signing statements is not new. In fact, the process dates back to the 19th century, but until the 1980s they were very rare. That is until President Ronald Reagan began issuing them more frequently. Reagan's successors continued the practice, including President Bill Clinton, who challenged 140 laws over eight years. Under the Bush administration, however, the practice has reached a new level of intensity. “Bush has used signing statement to challenge more than 800 laws more than all previous presidents combined. At the same time, Bush has vetoed just one bill the fewest number of vetoes since the 1800s.”
 Among the laws Bush has challenged are, the McCain torture ban, oversight provisions in the USA Patriot Act, restrictions against using US soldiers to fight Colombian rebels, and numerous other restrictions or requirements on his executive powers. In fact, it was because of “the number and nature of the current president's signing statements” that the American Bar Association (ABA) convened a task force on the subject.
 The bipartisan ABA Task Force issued a report, which concluded, “the issuance of presidential signing statements that claim the authority or state the intention to disregard or decline to enforce all or part of a law the president has signed is contrary to the rule of law and our constitutional system of separation of powers.”
 The use of Presidential signing statements should be curtailed.


The use of Presidential signing statements should be curtailed because it is not the President’s job to determine the constitutionality of particular laws. The ABA concluded that presidential signing statements “pose a fundamental threat to the far-reaching vision of our nation's Founders and ... clearly violate the Constitution,” argued ABA president Michael Greco. As a result, the task force recommended legislation that would enable Congress or other entities to seek judicial review when the president used a signing statement to indicate his intention to disregard part of a law. “If the president is permitted to rewrite the bills that Congress passes and cherry-pick which provisions he likes and does not like, he subverts the constitutional process designed by our framers.” argued Senator Arlen Specter (Republican-Pennsylvania), chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee.
 “We’re not saying a president doesn’t have the right to express his opinion about what is constitutional,” Greco explains. “But what he doesn’t have is the awesome power of declaring something unconstitutional and not enforcing it of accruing under himself the powers of all three branches.” Incoming ABA president Karen Mathis said the organization will now urge Congress and the executive branch to curb the use of presidential signing statements.


The use of Presidential signing statements should be curtailed because the President should either sign legislation in full or veto it outright. Nothing in the Constitution approves of signing statements, as the ABA report explains, “The original intent of the framers was to require the president to either sign or veto a bill presented by Congress in its entirety.”
 If presidential legal teams of either party want to use signing statements to enforce parts of the bill, they need to pass a constitutional amendment first, argues the ABA. “The Constitution does not give a third alternative,” Greco said. “It demands that President Bush, or that President Clinton in the past, can only do two things sign the thing without cherry picking it, or veto it. Any argument that strays from those two options is nothing more than trying to rationalize some presidential action that is not sanctioned by the Constitution.”
 The signing statements have amounted to line-item-vetoes, rejecting part of legislation instead of the whole.  A practice the Supreme Court has ruled unconstitutional.
 Additionally, the use of signing statements by President Bush has clearly been an alternative to vetoing the bill outright, as is demonstrated by the fact that he only recently issued the first veto of his presidency. The problem is Congress has no means of redress against a signing statement, like they do a veto. If the president was forced to veto the bill, Congress could override the veto.


The use of Presidential signing statements should be curtailed because the use of such statements violates the separation of powers and gives the executive branch too much. “It’s the job of the Congress to be a check on the president, not to be a blank check for the president,” argues former House Representative Mickey Edwards (Republican-Oklahoma). He is among a growing group of Conservatives who are concerned by what they see as the erosion of Congressional power. Fellow conservative William Sessions, who was FBI director during the Senior Bush administration, said he is concerned that the signing statements undermine the doctrine of separation of powers. The framers of the Constitution, he noted, said that no single person should have unilateral control over government.
 “The Bush administration's frequent and seemingly cavalier refusal to enforce laws, which is aggravated by its avoidance of judicial review and even public disclosure of its actions, places it at odds with these [Constitutional] principles and with predecessors of both parties.”

The Use of Presidential Signing Statements Should Not Be Curtailed 


George W. Bush did not invent the presidential signing statement, in fact the countries commander and chief has been using them for more than 150 years. Franklin Roosevelt, Bill Clinton, and even James Monroe all authored such statements, which spell out the president's interpretations of the bills that Congress has passed and sent for him to sign into law. However, Bush has used them a lot, “by one scholar's reckoning, his signing statements have raised 807 challenges to over 100 bills,” more than all previous President’s combined.
 Ever since the Boston Globe reported this year that the president had used signing statements to question the constitutionality of so many provisions, critics across the political spectrum have been up in arms. The Senate Judiciary Committee held hearings on the matter and a task force of the American Bar Association (ABA) issued a report accusing the president of upsetting the balance of power.
 Some of the laws Bush has questioned include, a requirement to report to Congress the use of USA Patriot Act authority to secretly search homes and seize private papers, the McCain amendment forbidding U.S. officials to torture prisoners and a mandate that government scientists transmit their findings to Congress uncensored. It should be obvious that the President needs more latitude on these measures as we continue to fight the war on terrorism, and the ABA’s position is flawed. 
 The use of Presidential signing statements should not be curtailed.


The use of Presidential signing statements should not be curtailed because the criticism against them has a very weak constitutional basis and they unnecessarily limit the president’s right to uphold the constitutionality of legislation. The ABA has publicly voted to denounce the use of Presidential signing statements, arguing that the president should know his place. According to the ABA, the President must enforce all the provisions of a statute “unless and until they are held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court or a subordinate tribunal.” By this logic, only judges are qualified to interpret the Constitution, which is not the case. The Constitution explicitly requires every president to take an oath in which he pledges that he will “to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.”
 Presidents use signing statements “to raise and address the legal or constitutional questions they believed were presented by the legislation they were signing.” That's what Walter Dellinger, the head of the Justice Department's Office of Legal Counsel under President Clinton, explained in a 1993 OLC opinion. “Such statements, Dellinger concluded, are an entirely proper means of resolving the dilemma a president faces when a bill that he regards as desirable also contains one or more provisions that he believes to be unconstitutional or suspect.”


The use of Presidential signing statements should not be curtailed because their use is necessary to deal with the practical realities of modern government. The ABA contends that the President has two options after Congress passes a bill, either sign and enforce it in its entirety, or veto the entire bill. This position is unrealistic in our modern political system because Congress does not pass discrete pieces of legislation. “Instead, it cobbles together thousands of separate and unrelated laws into a single bill. These omnibus laws include provisions that could not possibly pass on their own as well as provisions so utterly essential that the whole cannot be opposed or vetoed.”
 “It is a mistake . . . to respond to these abuses by denying to this and future presidents the essential authority, in appropriate and limited circumstances, to decline to execute unconstitutional laws,” Dellinger argues.
 Because of the way Congress often lumps many laws into a single bill, it is impractical to veto the entire package because a few components have minor constitutional problems. Take away signing statements and presidents will still sign such bills only the public will not know that some parts of the bill may not be enforced.


The use of Presidential signing statements should not be curtailed because they are not the problem and a focus on the statements threatens to divert attention from the real constitutional problems that permeate the Bush administration's theory of presidential power. The ABA report misdiagnoses the problem by focusing on the use of signing statements and not what Bush is writing in those statements. The president has used the statements to advance a model of unitary executive power that has no support in the Constitution and that is contrary to the overwhelming force of Supreme Court precedent on the subject.
 “The most pressing danger to our constitutional system is that Bush's unitary executive theory amounts to a claim that he is above the law. This legal theory has its most dramatic application in the context of statutes enacted before the president took office, such as the laws prohibiting the use of torture and of warrantless wiretapping. His claims of authority to ignore these (and who knows what other) laws were made in secret.”
 This is where the ABA should focus it attacks on the President, instead the discussion of signing statements distracts from the real constitutional threats at hand. 

The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals Should Uphold The Lower Court’s Ruling Against the NSA’s Warrantless Wiretapping Program 


U.S. District Judge Anna Diggs Taylor ruled that the National Security Agency's (NSA) warrantless surveillance program is unconstitutional. Judge Taylor ordered a halt to the wiretap program that President Bush secretly authorized in 2001, but both sides in the lawsuit agreed to delay that action until a September 7 hearing. The eavesdropping program remained confidential until it was revealed in news reports in December 2005. The program allows the NSA to intercept telephone calls and e-mails between the U.S. and overseas without court approval in cases in which the government suspects one party of having links to terrorism. Under this program it is the agency's “shift supervisors,” not judges, who have the power to approve the spying. Several dozen lawsuits have been filed around the country challenging the program's legality, but Judge Taylor’s ruling marked the first time that a judge had declared it unconstitutional.
 The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) filed the lawsuit on behalf of scholars, lawyers, journalists and non-profit groups that communicate with people in the Middle East and believed their phone calls and emails were being intercepted by the US secret service.
 The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program.


The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program because the President does not have the authority to circumvent the law. Judge Taylor rejected the Bush administration’s contention that a post-9/11 congressional authorization in 2001 as well as the president’s constitutional authority gave him the right to disregard the requirements of the 1978 Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA), a law that requires the government to obtain warrants to wiretap Americans. She wrote that there are “no hereditary kings in America and no powers not created by the Constitution.”
 Judge Taylor argued that Article II makes the president commander of only the armed forces. The American people are not part of the military, and the rights they enjoy under the Constitution are beyond the president's reach.
 Anthony Romero, the ACLU's executive director, called the ruling “another nail in the coffin of the Bush administration's legal strategy in the war on terror” “It is a flat rejection of secret government,” Romero argued. “It is a flat rejection of an all-powerful president running roughshod over the judiciary and over the legislative branches. And it is a reaffirmation of a system of checks and balances.”


The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program because the program violates the First and Fourth Amendment. Judge Taylor explained that the government's arguments in support of the program appeared to imply that Bush's role as commander in chief of the U.S. armed forces gave him “the inherent power to violate not only the laws of the Congress but the First and Fourth Amendments of the Constitution itself.”
 She ruled, for instance, that the program, which eavesdrops without court permission on international communications of people in the United States, violated the First Amendment because it might have chilled the speech of people who feared they might have been monitored.
 She went on to argue that the plaintiffs in the case had shown that they had suffered “a real and concrete harm” as a result of the surveillance program.
 In her response to the Administration’s assertion that the warrantless wiretapping program was necessary for the defense of the nation, Judge Taylor quoted a 1967 decision by then-Chief Justice Earl Warren, “It would indeed be ironic if, in the name of national defense, we would sanction the subversion of...those liberties... which makes the defense of the nation worthwhile.”


The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program because surveillance is possible without the program. No one, including Judge Taylor, is saying that the surveillance of terrorist communications should not take place. “What her ruling makes clear is that, whatever the Bush administration or Congress does or authorizes, it should do so in full respect of the freedoms of Americans as set out in the Constitution and, particularly, in the Bill of Rights. In other words, carry out the program, but do so according to the law.”
 In fact, the very FISA law that Bush is attempting to bypass would provide a legal avenue for surveillance.  The FISA Court was specifically created to hear these types of cases in a timely manner. In the last 28 years, that court has approved thousands of wiretapping requests and rejected very few.
 Senator Joseph Biden (Democrat-Delaware) praised the Judge’s decision and urged the White House to work with Congress to make changes to the program. “No one is against wiretapping suspected terrorists,” Biden argued. “The question is how to bring this program within the law. We should not have to await a Supreme Court decision in order to implement a legal, effective terrorist monitoring program.”
 

The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals Should Not Uphold The Lower Court’s Ruling Against the NSA’s Warrantless Wiretapping Program 


In the aftermath of the terrible attacks of September 11th President Bush authorized the National Security Agency (NSA) to intercept calls and e-mails between Americans and people overseas without warrants if either party is suspected of ties to terrorism.
 The program remained a national secret until it was leaked to reporters in December 2005. In the first judicial assessment of the Bush administration’s arguments in defense of the surveillance program, U.S. District Judge Anna Diggs Taylor ruled that the NSA’s program to wiretap the international communications of some Americans without a court warrant violated the Constitution, and she ordered it shut down. But the issue is far from settled; with the Justice Department filing an immediate appeal with the 6th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, succeeding in allowing the wiretapping to continue at least until a hearing on September 7th.
 The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) filed the lawsuit on behalf of scholars, lawyers, journalists and non-profit groups that communicate with people in the Middle East and believed their phone calls and emails were being intercepted by the US secret service. A similar suit brought by the Centre for Constitutional Rights is before the federal court in New York. 
 The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should not uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program.


The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should not uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program because it is a vital tool in the war on terror. “It is extremely rare for a judge to interfere with live intelligence operations, especially when the government believes lives might be at risk.” American spies argue that the warrantless surveillance program has been a critical tool in intelligence operations. “It has been widely noted that electronic surveillance formed a central element of the British operation against an alleged plot to destroy 10 transatlantic airliners. Official sources in Washington have said that such electronic operations are more important than ever in the light of events in Britain.”
 Attorney General Alberto Gonzales said the program is legal and useful. “We’ve had numerous statements by leaders of the intelligence community about the effectiveness of the program in protecting America,” he said.
 “Those who herald this decision simply do not understand the nature of the world in which we live,” argued President Bush. “This country of ours is at war, and we must give those whose responsibility it is to protect the United States the tools necessary to protect this country in a time of war.”
  


The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should not uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program it is within Bush’s executive power to employ such programs. The administration does acknowledged that the program violates the 1978 Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA), a law that requires the government to obtain warrants to wiretap Americans, but has argued that the president has the wartime authority to override the law. The Justice Department released a statement insisting that Bush has the legal power to authorize such wiretapping without obtaining warrants. “In the ongoing conflict with Al Qaeda and its allies, the president has the primary duty under the Constitution to protect the American people,” the statement said. “The Constitution gives the president the full authority necessary to carry out that solemn duty, and we believe the program is lawful and protects civil liberties.”
 The Administration was clearly angered by the ruling, arguing that the wiretaps were '”firmly grounded in law and regularly reviewed to make sure steps are taken to protect civil liberties.”
 Finally, Judge Taylor's decision in essence extends First Amendment privileges to foreign terrorists living abroad, so long as they are talking to someone in the US. “This is not only an unprecedented interpretation of the rights of reporters, it also establishes hitherto unimagined avenues of privileged communications for terrorists.”


The 6th Circuit Court of Appeals should not uphold the lower court’s ruling against the NSA’s warrantless wiretapping program because it divulges important secrets in the war on terror. In her ruling Judge Taylor argued that the surveillance program violates the First and Fourth amendment. However, as Robert A. Levy, a legal analyst at the CATO Institute, noted, claims involving First and Fourth Amendment violations require a court to balance those protections against national security interests. There in lies the problem, it is impossible to make such an argument without more information about the surveillance program's scope, effectiveness and operational details. “In order to find out about those facts, you run up against the state secrets prohibition,” Levy explains.
 The prohibition means the government does not have to indulge state secrets in open court where they would become public record. Thus to defend the program in this legal matter, the NSA would have to share information which once the enemy knows would render the program useless.

The United States Should Lift The Moratorium On Off-Shore Drilling


The Senate voted to open 8.3 million acres of federal waters in the central Gulf of Mexico to oil and gas drilling, setting up a confrontation with the House which wants even more drilling in waters now off-limits. The bill that passed the House would allow energy companies access to waters far beyond the central Gulf and lift the quarter-century-old drilling moratorium on Outer Continental Shelf waters on both the Pacific and Atlantic coasts, while allowing states to decide whether to continue their own drilling bans.
 Under the bill states that oppose drilling would be required to petition the federal government every five years to block development of areas from 50 to 100 miles offshore, and states would have no control over oil and gas leases more than 100 miles off shore. The Senate bill would create a “zone of protection” for Florida that would stretch 125 to 300 miles from the state’s beaches at various points. If final approval is reached the bill calls for the Department of the Interior to open bids for developing Lease Area 181 within a year and follow with lease sales in the rest of the area which is farther off shore in waters more than 10,000 feet deep as soon as practical.
The United States should lift the moratorium on offshore drilling.


The United States should lift the moratorium on offshore drilling because it would decrease high-energy prices. With the price of gas hovering around $3 a gallon, there is growing political pressure for the government to do something to relieve taxpayers’ burdens at the pump. Feeling this political pressure from constituents, lawmakers argued that the skyrocketing costs of gasoline underscore the dire need for increased domestic oil production from offshore rigs. Bryan Brendle, director of energy and resources policy for the National Association of Manufacturers maintained that passing legislation ending the moratorium would have an immediate stabilizing effect on oil markets. Consumers, he predicted, would see prices drop.
 “Absent a new, larger, and reliable supply of reasonably priced natural gas,” Americans, many of whom are on fixed incomes,  “will continue to face increases in gasoline and home energy costs,” argues Congressman Dave Weldon (Republican-Florida). Weldon believes “this bill will enable [the US] to secure a long-term supply of natural gas and help keep power bills in check.”
 Senator Jeff Sessions (Republican-Alabama) echoed a similar sentiment arguing; “There’s nothing we can do this year that would have more impact in helping us contain the price of gasoline and natural gas than passing this bill” 

The United States should lift the moratorium on off-shore drilling because it would decrease America’s dependence on foreign oil. The bill would allow drilling in Lease Area 181, a portion of the eastern Gulf of Mexico south of Florida’s Panhandle that is believed to contain one of the nation’s largest untapped reserves of oil and natural gas. The area is estimated to contain 1.25 billion barrels of recoverable oil and 5 trillion cubic feet of gas.
 “There’s no doubt that as a nation we need to become more energy independent. This is another step forward, and I hope the House of Representatives will agree to the Senate’s proposal argued Senator Lindsey Graham (Republican-South Carolina).”
 Senator Orrin Hatch (Republican-Utah) believes it is irresponsible to be so dependent on foreign oil markets when we can take advantage of new sources of oil here at home. “If we don’t increase our domestic supply of oil and natural gas in a significant way, our nation will continue to pay a very heavy price,” Hatch said. “We absolutely must increase our domestic oil and gas production if we hope to continue to prosper.”
 Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist (Republican-Tennessee) also contends that the bill will substantially reduce our reliance on foreign oil and gas, arguing, “it brings more American energy to American consumers.”


The United States should lift the moratorium on offshore drilling because the bill would provide much needed revenue for gulf coast states. The bill would revamp the revenue sharing agreement with gulf coast states, so that they potentially would reap billions of dollars in future oil and gas royalties if they accepted drilling. Louisiana, Texas, Alabama and Mississippi would receive 37.5 percent of royalties collected from offshore drilling in the gulf under the Senate plan. Royalties for the four Gulf States would increase gradually to 50 percent and eventually could reach 75 percent under the House version.
 “The four states would stand to gain the most under the revenue sharing changes, according to an analysis by the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office (CBO). It estimated that the bill would funnel $20.6 billion in oil and gas royalty revenues to states between 2006 and 2017. All but $1.7 billion of that money would go to the four Gulf states that now have drilling, CBO said.”
 Golf coast politicians believe the revenue sharing is only fair. “It’s not a windfall,” explained Congressman Charlie Melancon (Democrat-Louisiana). “We’ve paid for it through the years. ... It’s something we deserve to have just like other states that provide energy and get royalties.” Lawmakers say that most of the money would pay to repair coastal wetlands, tidal barriers and for flood protection.

The United States Should Not Lift The Moratorium On Off-Shore Drilling


The Senate recently voted to approve oil and gas drilling in the eastern Gulf of Mexico off the coast of Florida and could pave the way for drilling off the coast of Virginia, Georgia, and South Carolina. These states have all expressed interest in drilling and it seems that federal lawmakers, facing voters angry over high energy prices, may be warming to the idea. The Senate voted 71 to 25 to open 8.3 million acres of the eastern Gulf of Mexico to drilling. The bill would lift a moratorium that has been in place in Outer Continental Shelf waters from New England to southern Alaska since the 1980s except for the eastern and central Gulf of Mexico where the country’s offshore oil and gas rigs are concentrated.
 The bill would also give Florida the right to block any other oil and gas leasing within 125 miles of the Panhandle and 230 miles of its west coast through at least 2022. Now the question is how Congress will reconcile the Senate bill with the much broader House version, which would end the federal moratorium on drilling and allow oil and gas leasing off any state’s coastline as long as such leases are more than 100 miles off shore.
 The United States should not lift the moratorium on offshore drilling. 


The United States should not lift the moratorium on offshore drilling because it protects the countries oceans and beaches. Oil spills are not a pretty site, usually conjuring up images of birds covered in sludge, dead fish washing ashore and miles of blackened beaches. According to Keith Rella, Policy Advocate for Clean Ocean Action (COA), drilling activities threaten the existence of more than 300 species of fish, nearly 350 species of birds, as well as sea turtles, seals, porpoises and whales in the waters from Cape May to Montauk.
 That alone should be enough to want to avoid them at all costs. However, what we often fail to think about are the long-term economic consequences for coastal states that depend heavily on clean beaches and healthy marine life for tourism.
 Expressing jus that fear the governors of Connecticut, New Jersey and Delaware sent letters to House leaders saying that if nearby states are allowed to drill, “their ocean beaches and multibillion-dollar tourist and recreational economies could be hit by an oil spill or affected by related onshore infrastructure.” This same concern has been voiced especially loudly by Florida’s congressional delegation. The bill endangers “one of America’s most precious natural resources, our pristine beaches,” argued Congressman Jim Davis (Democrat-Florida).


The United States should not lift the moratorium on offshore drilling because it will discourage energy conservation, and the search for renewable energy. “I would submit that any expansion of offshore drilling is a step in the wrong direction because it continues to enable our addiction to fossil fuels rather than pursuing efforts to reduce consumption and develop alternative energy sources” argued Congresswoman Lois Capps (Democrat-California), a leading opponent of offshore drilling.
 Instead of focusing on using more oil at the expense of our environment and economy, we must get serious about developing alternative fuels, like ethanol, and about making this country independent of foreign oil within ten years argues Senator Bill Nelson (Democrat-Florida). “More practical fuel technologies exist today than ever before. Ethanol, made from sugar, corn or even switch grass, as well as synthetic fuel made from coal, are just a few alternatives to drilling off Florida’s beaches.”
 So long as oil and gas development continues to be funded limited effort will be put forth in searching for renewable and alternative energies. 


The United States should not lift the moratorium on offshore drilling because it will not produce any immediate benefits. Proponents of drilling argue that opening the gulf coast and other areas will increase domestic oil production decreasing America’s dependence on foreign oil as well as reducing the price for the consumer. However, even if we were to have drilling off all coastal states, the leases would not provide a drop of natural gas or oil to any consumer or business for a decade, according to a recent report to Congress by the federal Minerals Management Services. Thus, consumers will not see any relief from the cost of filling their gas tank or paying their home heating bill. There will also not be any long-term effect on oil prices because price is determined on the world market and there is not enough oil under the waters off Florida to have any significant influence.
 Jim Presswood, energy advocate for the Natural Resources Defense Council, agreed, saying, “the amount of oil in these protected areas is just not enough to make a significant difference. Really, you’re not solving a problem and you’re putting multi-billion-dollar economies at risk.” “The reality is that we’re, in effect, helpless to do anything about the price of oil right now because of what’s happening in the world, and the fact that Congress has not taken steps to reduce our dependence on oil,” he argued.



Hillary Clinton Can Win A National Election


The prospect of a Hillary-for-president campaign has put much of the Democratic establishment in a bind. The early line is that Hillary would be unstoppable in a Democratic primary but unelectable in a general election. Her strategists point out that all she would have to do in November 2008 is win every state John Kerry did, plus one. They consider Ohio and Florida her best opportunities. And there is plenty of encouraging news for her in the latest Time poll. 
 More than half of those surveyed, 53% said they had a favorable impression of her; higher than the other most familiar names in the potential field, like Al Gore who got 49%. Her negative ratings (44%) were lower than either Kerry's or Gore's. Edwards generated fewer negative reviews (31%), but 23% of those polled said they didn’t know enough about him to have an opinion one way or the other. Furthermore, in hypothetical match-ups with G.O.P. favorite, John McCain, Hillary is the only big-name Democrat to make a real race of it, with McCain edging her by just 2 points among registered voters. By comparison, McCain would trounce Kerry by 10 points and Gore by 9. Clinton’s recognition among voters also means with her in the race there will be virtually no undecided voters. 
  Hillary Clinton can win a national election. 


Hillary Clinton can win a national election because she has successfully tapped into the power of ‘netroots.’ Clinton and her team have begun working systematically to fracture her online opposition. Simon Rosenberg of the New Democrat Network argues that the Clinton campaign is “going to try to master [the blogosphere] the way the Clintons have mastered all other aspects of politics. My prediction is they are going to be very good at this.” To start the campaign hired blogger Peter Daou as a ‘netroots’ consultant. 
 Zack Exley, former organizing director for MoveOn.org and Internet specialist on the Dean campaign, puts it this way: “I think Hillary is going to surprise everyone with the netroots. Every candidate who is flirting with the idea of running is trying to do it like Dean did it. You could have ten candidates trying to be the insurgent dark horse. All those candidates are going to split the netroots, leaving Hillary to be the standout.” The netroots have simply become too large to be the exclusive agent of any one candidate. With her front-runner status, Clinton doesn’t need to actually win the blogosphere outright; she just needs to make sure no one else does. And odds are there will be no repeat of 2003, when the liberal blogosphere rallied overwhelmingly to one contender.”


Hillary Clinton can win a national election because she has big money donors and is already raising money at the national level. The Senator is putting the machinery in place for a campaign that looks much bigger than a re-election cakewalk in New York. Against virtually nonexistent opposition for her Senate seat, she is raising money as though she were in the fight of her life, bringing in more than $33 million.
 What’s left over, which might easily be $10 million or more, could be the seed money for a presidential campaign. In addition to growing funds, her political operation has grown to an army. The Clinton campaign now has a team of 32 full-time employees, plus 10 from her Senate office who draw part of their salary there and 13 consultants who are building, among other things, a national direct-mail operation.
 This month Bill and Hillary Clinton will be in the Hamptons with a quartet of big-cash fundraisers. The Clintons’ weekend out east marks the height of Hamptons checkbook season, and it demonstrates one more strategic advantage Clinton has in a potential presidential bid. She has connections to big democratic donors who supported her husband, connections that will help her pull away from other democratic challengers when it comes to fundraising.
 


Hillary Clinton can win a national election because her move to the center makes her an acceptable candidate for conservative voters. The Republicans’ fear of Hillary is a testament to how successful she has been in softening her edges and moving to the center. “As a senator, Clinton has been collegial and conciliatory, working respectfully even with politicians who tried to run her husband out of town. And polls now show that the more exposure people have to her, the more positive their view. She has made joint appearances with Newt Gingrich, Rick Santorum, Bill Frist, and Lindsey Graham.” In addition to working with high-ranking Republican officials, Clinton has also deliberately presented moderate positions on today’s most controversial issues.
 She has been an outspoken supporter of the war in Iraq, has talked about the evils of illegal immigration, and has even lowered the volume on her normally high-decibel pro-choice advocacy, referring to abortion as a “tragic choice to many, many women.” “I think she’s nailed it beautifully,” argues Dick Morris, columnist, Fox News analyst, and the hardest-working man in the Clinton-bashing business. “Her strategy at the moment is just what it should be: move to the middle and be tough on terror.”

Hillary Clinton Cannot Win A National Election


Polls in New York show Senator Hillary Clinton heavily favored to win re-election against two little-known Republicans competing to challenge her in November: former Yonkers Mayor John Spencer and Reagan-era Pentagon official Kathleen Troia “KT” McFarland.
 Thus, conventional wisdom has it that Clinton’s presidential campaign is an absolute certainty. However, many in Washington believe otherwise. Fearing for her prospects and those of the Democratic Party she represents, there are growing hints that these forces are aligning to offer her a dignified way to pass up the 2008 presidential elections and still emerge as a national leader. Democratic Senate Minority Leader Harry Reid who pulled Clinton aside and offered her a deal apparently offered one potential maneuver: Forgo the presidential campaign and succeed Reid as leader of the Senate Democrats in 2009. No matter how she does it Clinton’s path to the presidency is not going to be an easy one, but the road to Senate leadership could be. “Clinton possesses qualities that could turn the thankless, grueling realities of congressional preeminence into something glamorous and powerful. She would be the first woman to occupy the leadership position, and she would remain resolutely in the public eye, ready and waiting were the ground to shift and 2012 to look more inviting.
 Hillary Clinton cannot win a national election. 


Hillary Clinton cannot win a national election because she cannot capture the liberal base of the Democratic Party. As the country grows increasingly frustrated with the direction of the country under Bush, they will turn towards someone who will stand-up to the Republicans who have dominated Washington for years. Clinton is too centrist to galvanize anti-GOP sentiment. Her positions, especially on the Iraq war, “prove that she lacks the authenticity, strength, and heart to stand up against the GOP, the religious right, or corporate America.” In The Washington Post, Markos Moulitsas called Clinton “a heartless, passionless machine, surrounded by the very people who ground down the activist base in the 1990s and have continued to hold the party’s grassroots in utter contempt.”
 Clinton is definitely a centrist in the party, but what troubles people most about her, even people who will end up voting for her against any Republican, is “the feeling that she stands for nothing other than her own advancement. That she’s all tactics and no soul.”
 This base is going to be particularly important given the restructuring of democratic primaries. She will not be able to perform in caucuses dominated by true believers.




Hillary Clinton cannot win a national election because she is too polarizing a figure. New York Governor George Pataki (Republican), said Clinton “represents what’s wrong with politics today, calling her the embodiment of partisan finger-pointing over bipartisan cooperation...Senator Clinton is one of the most polarizing personalities in American politics, and I think it’s with some justification,” argued Pataki, who called for politicians to seek common ground. Pataki went on to say that Clinton criticizes without offering solutions. “I fear that Senator Clinton has focused more on the negative and on attacking, as opposed to coming up with any positive solutions. In fact, as I sit here I can’t think of something where she’s said, ‘Let’s do this together. Let’s set this as a positive agenda.’ It’s been more from the outside criticizing” and, he argues, “there’s too much of that in Washington. There’s too much of that in politics.”
 While Clinton does have a strong base of support there is little room for growth. “A CBS News poll in late July found her favorable at 32% and her unfavorables at 39%, a worrying ratio for a figure so well established in the public mind.”


Hillary Clinton cannot win a national election because she will never fully emerge from Bill’s shadow. During her 2000, Senatorial race Bill was still President so he would make occasional campaign appearance but was not pressured to do more. However, in a national election she faces a difficult dilemma. The public will find it disturbing if the former President is not campaigning on her behalf. On the other hand, when he is actively campaign he overshadows Hillary. Ceding center stage does not come naturally to Bill; he can be simultaneously be Hillary’s best asset and a subtle saboteur. For example, when they appeared together at a $1,000-a-ticket fundraiser for Hillary last summer on Nantucket, his introductory remarks were longer than her speech, recalls a prominent Democrat who was there. As the guest of honors turn to speak finally came, much of the crowd migrated to the other side of the pool to gather where her husband continued to talk.
 “Then there was the scene in Buffalo, N.Y., in May when she formally accepted her party’s nomination for re-election at the state Democratic convention. Hillary’s handlers had the good sense to plant Bill in the audience and not onstage until after she had finished the speech in which she hailed him as ‘an inspiration and a mentor and a friend and a partner.’ But for at least 15 minutes after she and every other politician had left, he lingered at the microphones, answering reporter’s questions.”
 

Senator Joseph Lieberman Should Run As an Independent in the Congressional Midterm Elections


Final returns in the hotly contested and closely watched Connecticut primary race showed that incumbent Senator Joseph Lieberman, who just six years ago came very close to being elected Vice-President, had lost to his Democrat challenger Ned Lamont, the millionaire founder of a cable television company.
 Lamont won with 51.8 percent of the vote, 146,587 to 136,468, in a mid-summer primary that generated a 43 percent turnout and prompted nearly 30,000 voters to register in the Democratic Party.
 His defeat came at the end of a hard-fought contest that revolved almost entirely around a single issue, Lieberman's support for the war in Iraq and his perceived affinity with President George Bush. The day after losing his party's nomination, Senator Lieberman promised he would battle to keep his seat in the November election by campaigning as an independent, and he quickly moved to replace his top campaign staff with longtime loyalists as well as lining up support from prominent national donors.
 “I’m definitely going forward,” Lieberman, who, by filing to run as an independent is creating a new party, called Connecticut for Lieberman. “I feel that I closed strong in the primary. I feel we began to get our message across strongly and we're going to keep on going. This race is going to be all about who can get more done and who can be a better representative of Connecticut.”
 The decision to run as an independent will set up a three-way race in November between Lamont, Lieberman and Republican candidate Alan Schlesinger.
 Senator Joseph Lieberman should run as an independent in the congressional midterm elections. 


Senator Joseph Lieberman should run as an independent in the congressional midterm election because Connecticut is an independent state and he still has the support of a great deal of the state’s electorate. As Arthur Cyr, Clausen Distinguished Professor at Carthage College in Wisconsin, explains; “Connecticut is a highly independent place. The valuable Almanac of American Politics describes the state as an amalgam of flinty Yankee independence and traditional Catholic conservatism.”
 In fact the majority of voters in the state are registered independents and these voters did not participate in the democratic primary between Lieberman and Lamont. In fact, polls taken before the primary had Lieberman ahead in a three-way race with Lamont and Schlesinger. Additionally, he still has strong support amongst democrats who did vote in the primary. “According to a survey of Democratic primary voters leaving polling places on Tuesday in Connecticut, conducted by The New York Times and CBS News, 39 percent said Mr. Lieberman should run as an independent in November.”

 


Senator Joseph Lieberman should run as an independent in the congressional midterm election because he has bipartisan support and can work with other members of the senate to get things done. Partisan politics is alienating voters across the board, and many successful politicians are attempting to create a more unified government, or at least to demonstrate that they are willing to work with members of the other party. For example, veteran Republican strategist Doug Bailey, Carter administration veterans Hamilton Jordan and Gerald Rafshoon and former independent governor Angus King of Maine, among others, have launched a Web-based organization called Unity08. Together they are urging Americans turned off by partisan combat to help break the current model by using online voting to nominate a bipartisan ticket next year as an alternative to the two major party nominees.
 A sentiment that Lieberman understands well, “If you're disappointed with the ugly tone of our politics, if you’re fed up with the nasty partisanship in Washington, then I ask your help, too,” declared Lieberman. “Together I am confident that we can find common ground and secure a better future for our children,” he said. “That, and not partisanship, is what our politics ought to be about.”
 Lieberman went on to complain of a brand of politics in which disagreement is viewed as disloyalty and opponents are branded as evil. “It is time for our elected leaders to stop playing political games, so we can get things done for the people who are good enough to send us to Washington to serve them,” he said.


Senator Joseph Lieberman should run as an independent in the congressional midterm election because he is the best candidate to fight the war on terrorism. “I’m worried that too many people, both in politics and out, don't appreciate the seriousness of the threat to American security and the evil of the enemy that faces us,” Lieberman argues, calling the threat “more evil, or as evil, as Nazism and probably more dangerous than the Soviet Communists we fought during the long cold war;”
 an issue that Lamont is not capable of protecting American interests on. “If we just pick up like Ned Lamont wants us to do, get out by a date certain, it will be taken as a tremendous victory by the same people who wanted to blow up these planes in this plot hatched in England” Lieberman argued, “It will strengthen them, and they will strike again.”

Senator Joseph Lieberman Should Not Run As an Independent in the Congressional Midterm Elections


Joseph Lieberman, a three-term senator from Connecticut and Democratic vice presidential nominee in 2000, lost to political newcomer Ned Lamont in the state’s democratic primary election. Lamont defeated Lieberman, 52 percent to 48 percent, in the August 8 primary. “When he announced his candidacy earlier this year, Lamont was a lonely figure in the party, enjoying the backing of so-called netroots activists and bloggers but little else. His campaign tapped into grass-roots anti-war, anti-Bush sentiment in the state and the race became a national symbol of the debate over the war.”
 Even before his defeat Lieberman vowed to pursue his seat as an independent in the November general election. So, as expected, shortly after his non-concession speech accepting his lose in the primary, the Lieberman campaign delivered two boxes of petitions to the Connecticut secretary of state's office, and aides said they contained more than enough signatures to qualify him for the November ballot. The decision to run as an independent will set up a three-way race in November between Lamont, Lieberman and Republican candidate Alan Schlesinger, who has trailed far behind both Democrats in recent polls.
 Senator Joseph Lieberman should not run as an independent in the congressional midterm elections. 


Senator Joseph Lieberman should not run as an independent in the congressional midterm elections because the constituents of his democratic party choose someone else. Lieberman's decision to run as an independent after losing the primary is not illegal in Connecticut, unlike other states, which have “sore loser” laws prohibiting such a move, but it is poor form. “The primary is an essential element of the two-party system, and the process is subverted when losing candidates feel free to circumvent it. If the primary voters veer off too far toward the extreme, there's a built-in sanction: They will lose the general election and moderate their ways next time.”
  Lieberman’s decision to now run as an independent was a confirmation of one of the central accusations against him, which was that he cared more about his own political standing than that of his party. Opponents argue that Lieberman’s campaign has stopped being a battle for the soul of the Democratic Party and become a battle for Lieberman to keep his prestigious job. “We think Joe should respect the will of the Democrats,” said Tom Swan, an adviser for the Lamont campaign. “We will seek and welcome help for any Democratic leaders in making sure that Joe respects the will of Democratic voters.”
 


Senator Joseph Lieberman should not run as an independent in the congressional midterm elections because his presence in the race hurts the Democratic Party and thus he no longer has the support of other democrats. Lieberman’s decision to stay in the race as an independent is divisive to the Democratic Party, as fellow congressional party members must now decide whom to endorse. Several who campaigned for Lieberman during the primary election are now endorsing Lamont. Including, Senator Barbara Boxer (California), who not only endorsed Lamont but publicly called on Lieberman to drop out of the race. At least two other Democratic senators, Hillary Clinton (New York) and Barack Obama (Illinois), wrote campaign checks to Lamont through their political action committees. However, other democratic senators are choosing to stand behind Lieberman and his independent candidacy, including Ben Nelson (Nebraska) and Mark Pryor (Arkansas).
 David Sirota, a congressional aide turned liberal commentator and author, urged readers of his blog to call Democratic officeholders and ask: “Will you unequivocally endorse Democratic nominee Ned Lamont and not package that endorsement with salivating praise for Joe Lieberman -- a man who is aggressively moving to undermine the Democratic Party?”


Senator Joseph Lieberman should not run as an independent in the congressional midterm elections because he does not represent his constituents’ feelings towards the war in Iraq. Lieberman argued that the majority of people support the war and do not want an extreme left Democratic Party. However, “what actually happened, argues Scot Lehigh of The Boston Globe, “is that everyday progressive Democrats became alienated by Lieberman's strong support for the war and by a general political posture they judged too accommodating toward an administration whose excesses they believe call for sharper opposition.”
 While it is true, according to a CBS News/New York Times exit poll, that 62 percent of self-identified liberals chose Lamont, he was also the choice of 39 percent of moderates and 35 percent of conservatives. The reality is that opposition to the war is not a minority opinion anymore. According to a new CNN poll, 60 percent of Americans now oppose the war and 61 percent of those who oppose the war believe at least some US forces should be withdrawn from Iraq by year's end.
 This sentiment is even more apparent in Connecticut according to a Quinnipiac University poll, in July, more than two-thirds of unaffiliated voters in Connecticut believe that the war is wrong and want U.S. troops withdrawn.

The Food and Drug Administration Was Right To Approve Over-the-Counter Sales of the Morning-After Pill


In 2003, a Food Drug Administration (FDA) advisory committee voted 23 to 4 to allow the over-the-counter sale of Plan B (also known as the morning-after pill) without age restrictions. Despite the committee’s recommendations, a top official at the agency overruled the committee and other staff members, raising concerns that young teenagers might engage in riskier sex if the morning-after pill was easily available. The company revised its application, asking that over-the-counter sale be allowed for women age 16 and older.
 Plan B is a high dose of birth control, and is actually a two-pill regimen, the first taken within 72 hours of unprotected sex followed by a second 12 hours later. Since 1999, it has been available in the United States by prescription. In 2003, Plan B’s maker, now called Barr Pharmaceuticals Inc., first asked the FDA for permission to sell Plan B to women of all ages without a prescription.
 Now more than three years later, FDA has finally approved the drug for sale over-the-counter but only to women over the age of 18. Girls 17 and younger will still be required to obtain a prescription from a physician before obtaining the drug. The pills will be sold only from behind the counter at pharmacies so the pharmacist can check photo identification, but not at convenience stores or gas stations.
 The FDA was right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill. 


The FDA was right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill because the FDA’s refusal to grant the application was destroying the integrity of the FDA. Democrats argued that there was a crisis of confidence at the FDA citing a recent survey by the Union of Concerned Scientists in which more than 40 percent of nearly 1,000 FDA employees said they knew of cases in which political appointees had interfered with agency decisions. That coupled with the more than 100 whistle-blower cases that are currently pending at the agency is evidence of the decreasing morale of employees rooted in the perception that the Bush administration is imposing ideology over science. In fact, the delay over the morning-after pill so troubled health advocates that the FDA chief of women’s health resigned in protest and the Government Accountability Office reported that the FDA had ignored its own protocols.
 Von Eschenbach’s decision to reopen the matter a day before the hearing was evidence, to many, of a political rather than scientific move. The FDA’s refusal to reach a final decision on Plan B had led several prominent doctors and academics to question whether the agency had compromised its scientific independence. “From 1994 to 2004, the FDA approved 67 medications for sale without a prescription; Plan B was the only one that was denied.” 


The FDA was right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill because it is a safe and effective means of preventing unwanted pregnancies. Studies show the pill is safe and reduces the risk of pregnancy by 89 percent.
 Before Plan B was available doctors would prescribe higher doses of birth control pills to women as emergency contraception. “The problem [with taking multiple birth control pills] is the combination of progesterone and estrogen in such high doses; oftentimes the patients got very nauseated and would throw it up,” explained Dr. Jennifer Wu, an obstetrician/gynecologist at Lenox Hill Hospital in New York, Wu. “Plan B is better tolerated because it’s just progesterone.”
 In addition to being safer, over-the-counter sales of Plan B will increase its effectiveness. Emergency contraception is very time sensitive; it is most effective up to 24 hours after unprotected sex and can work up until 72 hours. For many women this is a difficult time frame in which to see a physician, get a prescription and then have the prescription filled. It is virtually impossible for women who do not have the money or access to doctors to get a hold of emergency contraception. Any increase in the ability of women to access emergency contraception in times of need should be supported.
 


The FDA was right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill because it would reduce the number of unwanted pregnancies and abortions. Now that women have easier access to the former prescription-only drug, doctors calculate that the more than 3 million unwanted pregnancies that occur each year could be reduced by half. Thus, it will also likely decrease the number of abortions that occur each year because women will have an additional layer of control over pregnancy. The need for abortion as a means of ending unwanted pregnancies will decrease with this increased control.
 Opponents argue that the morning-after pill is a form of abortion, thus its use would only increase the number of abortions. However, the FDA has already determined that the Plan B pill is harmless to an existing pregnancy. In effect, the pill can prevent pregnancies but it cannot terminate an existing pregnancy thus it should not be equated with abortion but with other means of contraception. Individuals have the right to make these and other contraception and reproductive decisions on their own, free from legislative constraints.

The Food and Drug Administration Was Not Right To Approve Over-the-Counter Sales of the Morning-After Pill


The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has cleared the path for consumers to buy the “morning-after” contraceptive pill without a prescription. Women age 18 and older can buy the pill from pharmacies without first having to visit a doctor while girls 17 and younger will still need a doctor’s visit and prescription.
 Plan B or the morning-after pill is a high dose of birth control, and is actually a two pill regimen, the first taken within 72 hours of unprotected sex followed by a second 12 hours later. Taken within 72 hours of unprotected sex, the pill can lower the risk of pregnancy by up to 89 percent. Since 1999, it has been available in the United States by prescription. In 2003, Plan B’s maker, now called Barr Pharmaceuticals Inc., first asked the FDA for permission to sell Plan B to women of all ages without a prescription.
 The pills will be sold only from behind the counter at pharmacies so the pharmacist can check photo identification, but not at convenience stores or gas stations. However, there is little chance that the compromise will end the debate over the pill, which critics say encourages promiscuity and poses other moral and practical problems. The FDA was not right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill. 


The FDA was not right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill because its safety is questionable for use without a doctors’ supervision. The Catholic Conference of Illinois has been lobbying against attempts to widen access to Plan B. Executive Director Robert Gilligan said he does not buy arguments that emergency contraception reduces abortion rates, and he is worried that using it without consulting a physician could jeopardize a woman’s health. Advocates of Plan B argue that the drug is “safer than aspirin,” but that is not enough reassurance for Gilligan and others who argue that the FDA has a track record of approving unsafe drugs. “There's a history of FDA panels saying other drugs are safe as well, and later we find they aren’t,” Gilligan said. “Here we are, requiring a prescription for normal contraception. Yet Plan B, which is just a higher dosage of that same medicine, wouldn’t require a prescription.”
 The fact that a higher dose of the same medication does require a prescription and the care of a physician does raise concerns for opponents of the morning-after pill. They argue that this fact only demonstrates that the FDA is making a faulty decision about the potential health risks associated with the use of Plan B. Additionally, with the drug readily available over-the-counter more women may use it as their main form of birth control. If women elect to use the morning-after pill as their main form of birth control than they no longer have to see a physician to receive reproductive healthcare it will threaten the health and safety of women using the Plan B method.
 


The FDA was not right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill because it will increase promiscuity and abortion rates. The use and increased access to the morning-after pill is an important component of the pro-life movement. Chris Freund, policy director for the Family Foundation in Richmond, Virginia, argues, “the issue of the morning-after pill really goes to the heart of the abortion debate, and for a lot of pro-life [individuals]... this is the issue of the day.”
 Many pro-life advocates argue that Plan-B is an abortion pill because it prevents what otherwise would be a normal pregnancy from occurring. With this method available over-the-counter without a doctor’s visit it will make abortion an easier option for women. This is unacceptable to the pro-life agenda that seeks to restrict women’s access to abortions. In addition, this easier access will also lead to an increase in sexual activity. If women know they have a “Plan B” then they will not engage in the most preventative form of contraception, abstinence. The morning-after pill does not protect against sexually transmitted diseases but it will give women an unsafe feeling of protection to engage in unprotected sex.
 


The FDA was not right to approve over-the-counter sales of the morning-after pill because it is unsafe for use by teenagers. Acting FDA head Andrew Von Eschenbach testified that data he reviewed were not adequate to conclude that teenage girls could take Plan B safely without supervision, and therefore the Barr Pharmaceuticals would have to have a plan for preventing underage use.
 Von Eschenbach argued that age 18 cutoff provides “a greater safeguard in protecting and promoting the health” of young women.
 However an age restriction is not enough for those opposed to increased access to the drug. Concerned Women of America, for example voiced opposition to the plan because of the threat it poses to unsuspecting women. “There's clearly no way that the F.D.A. or Barr Labs could put a gender restriction on who buys the drug,” explained Wendy Wright, president of the organization. “You could have a statutory rapist buy the drug in order to cover up his abuse.” It is because of these dangers that the morning-after pill should not be distributed without a physician visit and a prescription.
 

Republicans Will Lose Their Congressional Majority In Midterm Elections


American military casualties in Iraq and Afghanistan are soon expected to surpass the toll of 2,972 victims killed in the September 11th terrorist attacks. The two conflicts, which have lasted longer than most previous U.S. wars, have already claimed the lives of at least 2,941. In another milestone, next month, the duration of combat operations in Iraq will exceed the length of time that U.S. forces fought in Europe during World War II.  Already operations in Afghanistan have lasted longer than the American Civil War and World War II, only the Revolutionary War and the Vietnam War were longer. Experts argue that the mounting casualty toll and the long duration of the conflicts may play a role in determining whether voters turn against President George Bush and his Republican allies in the November 7 midterm congressional elections.
 Political analysts agree, unless President Bush and his Republican allies succeed in transforming the American political environment in a few weeks, the Democrats will be in a position to win control of both the US House of Representatives and the Senate after November. Republicans currently hold a 15-seat edge over the Democrats in the House, while in the Senate they enjoy a 55-45 margin.


Republicans will lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because Democrats have turned it into a referendum on President Bush. Even though Bush is secure in his job through this election, he may cost many Congressional Republicans their jobs as people cast Democratic ballots against the war in Iraq, which Americans increasingly believe is being mishandled by the President and his party.
 “It’s the endlessness of it all,” says John Mueller, an Ohio State University scholar who wrote War, Presidents and Public Opinion.
 “Basically, there is no light at the end of the tunnel - or if there is light, the tunnel is just much too long.” Christopher Gelpi, a Duke University scholar who wrote Success Matters: Casualty Sensitivity and the War in Iraq, says progress has proved so elusive in Iraq that Bush last week abandoned claims of gains in security and political stability to instead warn that ‘disaster’ could result from U.S. withdrawal. “The number of battle deaths and how long we've been fighting matter to people when they don’t see much progress,” says Gelpi and there is no doubt that the American public has had enough. A CBS News-New York Times survey released last week found 65 percent of respondents disapproved of the way Bush was handling the situation.




Republicans will lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because Democrats have figured out how to utilize get-out-the-vote campaigns. Especially in midterm elections, voter turnout is a primary indicator of which party will win. Republicans are counting on it, for years they have been successfully finding potential voters, registering them as Republicans and getting them to the polls. Democrats admit that they have been out maneuvered in the past; however this election season they are taking a page from the Republican playbook.
 Leaders of the nation’s largest labor federation, the AFL-CIO announced that they would spend more money this year than ever before to get voters to the polls. Karen Ackerman, political director of the 9-million-member AFL-CIO, said the federation would spend $40 million on its voter turnout effort this year. “This election, as everyone knows, is about turnout,” Ackerman said. “In many cases, we may well prove to be the decisive factor” in hard-fought races.
 In addition, Democrats are hoping that key ballot initiatives will also help mobilize the base to get to the polls. One effort that could help boost Democratic turnout is a campaign to increase the minimum wage. Initiatives raising the minimum wage will be on the ballot in six states with key races this November: Arizona, Colorado, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, and Ohio, and possibly in Pennsylvania, too.


Republicans will lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because the public is more concerned with domestic concerns than the global war on terror. Republicans want voters to focus on the war on terror when making their political decision in November, because they believe they are the strongest candidates when it comes to national security. That very well may be the case, but for most Americans terrorism is not a pressing concern and they are more likely to be addressing domestic concerns when choosing their congressional representatives. Labor unions argue that economic issues such as wage stagnation, healthcare costs and gasoline prices will be more important than the Iraq war in spurring Democratic and swing voters to go to the polls. “Economic trends have strained working families to the breaking point,” argues the head of the AFL-CIO. “Workers are not sharing in the wealth they helped create, and our nation's economic recovery has not been a recovery for workers at all.”
 Even for fellow-Republicans the war on terror is no longer enough to justify voting for big government. In his new book Stephen Slivinski, director of budget studies at the Cato Institute traces the devolution of the GOP from the small government party of Ronald Reagan and Barry Goldwater to a big government party of farm subsidies, bloated highway bills, federalized education, and a Medicare prescription drug plan.
  

Republicans Will Not Lose Their Congressional Majority In Midterm Elections


For months opinion polls have indicated that Democrats are on course to win back at least one and possibly both houses of Congress during the November 7 midterm elections. However, the defeat of Joe Lieberman by Connecticut Democrats over the senator's support for the Iraq war, and Britain's foiling of an alleged airline terrorist plot have more recently put a spring back in the Republican step.
 Both President George Bush and Vice-President Dick Cheney immediately seized on the otherwise unconnected events to remind the US public of its doubts about the ability of Democrats to sound credible on national security. Bush immediately escalated his rhetoric from the boilerplate “war on terror” to “the war on Islamic fascism.” Republicans believe that their best hope for retaining control of the legislature and staving off what could be a furious backlash against the Bush administration from a Democrat-controlled Congress is to ensure that the public is thinking about terrorism. “This is about America's role in the world and how we fight and win,” said a senior Bush administration official.
 Republicans will not lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because the party’s approval ratings are on the rise.


Republicans will not lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because the party’s approval ratings are on the rise. The closely watched “generic ballot” measures whether voters want a Democrat or a Republican to represent them in Congress. After trailing by as many as 20 percentage points, Republicans have bounced back reaching parity with Democrats at 40 percent in the Hotline poll and trailing by only 2 percentage points, 47 to 45 percent in a Gallup survey.
 Democrats want to nationalize the election and rally around anti-Bush sentiment, but even the President’s numbers are on the rebound. According to the recent Newsweek poll, 55 percent of Americans favor the way he is handling the war on terror and homeland security, an improvement of 11 percent over the last two months.
 More importantly, Republicans remain popular with the single largest voting bloc in the country, the 30 million strong religious right. More than 70 percent of evangelical Christians and more than 50 percent of Catholics and moderate Protestants vote Republican.
 


Republicans will not lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because Republicans will have greater voter turnout. Voter turnout is disappointingly low every four years when Americans choose their President and it is even lower in the in-between years. More than popularity, midterm elections are an exercise in voter mobilization, something Republicans do quite well. The Republican National Committee (RNC) has the ability to drop a million dollars into each targeted House race just for a get-out-the-vote campaign.
 For years, Republicans have been fine-tuning a strategy of “microtargeting,” the ability to find would-be Republican voters, register them, and get them to the polls. Former Democratic leader Dick Gephardt who was on the receiving end of their efforts when the Republicans took control of the House in 1994 admits that Democrats are playing catch-up.
 Republican voter mobilization efforts are also credited for big Republican gains in 2002 and 2004, on more reason the party is optimistic. “Building on our success from 2004, we are running a massive voter turnout operation that is as precise as has ever been seen in American politics,” argues Tracey Schmitt, spokeswoman for the RNC. “We know it works, and we have been fine-tuning our tactics to ensure we get our voters to the polls on Election Day.”
 


Republicans will not lose their congressional majority in midterm elections because Americans prefer their leadership in Iraq and the war on terror. With the elections fast approaching President Bush is on an extended tour to draw attention to the threat of terrorism and the Iraq war, the centerpieces of the White House’s strategy to help Republicans retain control of Congress. Bush argues that he needs colleagues in Congress who understood the importance of tools like the USA Patriot Act and domestic surveillance to help stop terrorism. “I need people in the United States Senate standing side by side who understand our most important task is the security of the United States of America,” he proclaimed at a recent fundraiser.
 Once again Bush is lashing out at Democrats who want to begin setting a timetable for withdrawing the more than 130,000 U.S. troops. While acknowledging that many Americans are troubled by the violence in Iraq, he said “amazing progress” is being made and said defeating the insurgency in Iraq is essential to preventing terrorists from coming to America.
 A message that is increasingly popular with the American public, especially in light of the foiled plot to blow up planes from Britain to the U.S. A Gallup Poll found that 55 percent of respondents approved of Bush’s handling of the campaign against terrorism - up from 47 percent before the aviation plot came to light.

The Child Custody Protection Act Should Be Law

Parental-involvement laws have been enacted in a number of states in recent years. As one of the first pieces of pro-life legislation to both withstand constitutional scrutiny and enjoy widespread popular approval, they have long since been a legislative priority for pro-lifers. During the 1990s, Republican gains in many state legislatures facilitated the passage of these laws and currently 37 states have some form of parental-involvement legislation on the books. The Bush administration would like to continue this trend at the federal level with legislation that would make it more difficult for minors to obtain abortions outside their own state.
 The legislation, officially known as the Child Custody Protection Act would make it a federal crime to take a minor across state lines to receive and abortion in circumvention of her state’s parental notification law. Those found guilty of violating it would be subject to a fine and up to a year in jail. The provisions would apply to 26 states that have enforceable laws requiring minor girls to notify or receive the consent of their parents or seek approval from a judge before seeking an abortion.
 This measure should be supported


The Child Custody Protection Act should be law because it will decrease the number of abortions performed on minors. It is unknown how many minors travel across state lines to circumvent parental-notification laws, however there is good evidence to suggest that it is happening on a regular basis. Proponents of the bill point out those abortion clinics in states without parental involvement laws often advertise that no consent is needed in an effort to appeal to those interested in avoiding such requirements. This advertising suggests that there is a demand for these services in states without parental notification. As Senator John Ensign (Republican-Nevada), who wrote the measure, explains “If they are advertising, then it obviously at least happens…If it is happening 20 times a year, it is still worth doing to protect those parental rights and to protect those children from being in these kinds of situations.”
 


The Child Custody Protection Act should be law because it protects the rights of parents to be involved in their child’s medical health. Proponents argue that a parents' right to know and be involved in their child’s decision is of the utmost importance. A White House statement on the legislation addressed this concern, saying the measure would “protect the health and safety of minors” and “protect the rights of parents to be involved in the medical decisions of their minor daughters consistent with the widespread belief among authorities in the field that it is the parents of a pregnant minor who are best suited to provide her counsel, guidance and support.” Senator John Thune (Republican-South Dakota) also had a similar point, arguing that the bill was “an affirmation of parental rights…An underage child cannot obtain an aspirin at school without parental consent,” adding that parental involvement in their young daughter's decision about abortion is far more significant. 
 


Opponents argue that often times it is the parents who are responsible for the pregnancy in cases of incest; the law will burden the girls. However, proponents are quick to point out that the legislation protects victims of incest because it requires teenagers to ask a judge to bypass parental notification laws, a common exception in most states, which brings such cases to the attention of authorities. Pointing out that grandparents or other family members are not helping in incest cases if they take children across state lines for an abortion in order to avoid the embarrassment of involving law enforcement authorities who are important if the child is going to be removed from incestuous situations.


The Child Custody Protection Act should be law because it will increase the effectiveness of current parental involvement laws and make it easier to measure the benefits of these and other laws. Evidence from states that have parental-involvement laws clearly demonstrates that these types of laws are effective. On average, minor abortions fell faster in states that have parental-involvement laws than in states that did not and these reductions were evident in both the teen abortion rate (abortions per capita) and the teen abortion ratio (abortions per births). However it is impossible to determine the extent to which declines within state boundaries have been off set by out of state increases. The passage of the Child Custody Prevention Act would make all existing parental-involvement laws considerably more effective, by making it more difficult for minors to seek abortions outside their own state and making it easier to determine the ultimate benefit of parental-involvement laws. This bill would go a long way in solidifying the pro-life gains that were made in the states during the 1990s.


The Child Custody Protection Act Should Not Be Law 


The Child Custody Prevention Act would make it a crime to take a pregnant minor to another state to obtain an abortion without parental knowledge. The Senates passage of the bill provided a long-sought victory to the Bush administration and abortion opponents. The vote marked the most significant congressional action on abortion since 2004 when congress banned late-term abortions, and recognized “fetal homicide” in cases where an unborn child is killed during the commission of a federal crime. The vote was the first on the issue since similar legislation died eight years ago during the Clinton administration. The bill is one of a long-running series of Republican-led efforts to restrict abortion while stopping short of banning it, since the Supreme Court has held since 1973 that the right to abortion is protected by the Constitution.
 The bill would allow fines and up to a year in jail for those who transport minors across state lines for an abortion in contravention of their state laws, and also allow civil suits by parents. This measure should not be supported


The Child Custody Protection Act should not be law because it would only affect a small number of girls and it will disproportionably hurt the most vulnerable victims. Opponents of the bill question the necessity of the measure, arguing that it would only apply to a small number of cases and could result in criminal charges against close relatives or clergy members who intervene to help in a time of personal crisis. Their will inevitably be cases in which a girl has been victimized by a relative, or cases where parents were not available or did not have the girl's best interest in mind. Unfortunately some times families are negligent or abusive and in these cases the legislation will pose a hardship or worse.
 There is no reason to believe that such a law is necessary, especially when all but a handful of states already require that parents be told before a minor ends a pregnancy, and interstate travel by abortion-seeking teens is reportedly rare. 


Opponents argue that it is because most girls do tell their parents before having an abortion. Which means those few who do not and would risk traveling across state lines generally have good reason to keep quiet, some are incest victims, many have experienced parental abuse and fear the wrath such a disclosure would incite. More than a few do not live with the parents that the law insists must be notified.
 Opponents argue the measure could threaten the safety of girls, saying parents might beat their daughters if they find out about plans for an abortion. The proponents' approach “is not to deal with the reality of young people” in troubled families, said Senator Richard J. Durbin (Democrat-Illinois.). During his testimony he cited the case of an Idaho man who impregnated his 13-year-old daughter and then killed her when he learned she had scheduled an abortion.


The Child Custody Protection Act should not be law because the law penalizes clergy and other family members who try and step in and provide comfort and guidance for distraught teenage girls. Proponents of the bill agree that teenage girls should not have to go through such a challenging experience alone, and instead they are better off with their parents’ guidance and wisdom. However, the measure does not make any provisions for when these girls come from less than perfect homes. Minors should be able to seek guidance and support from those besides their parents. Opponents contend that the bills supporters are out of touch with the reality of teenage lives. Under the current provisions the measure could penalize close relatives trying to come to the aid of a child in trouble, who was the victim of incest or feared a physically violent response to the revelation of a pregnancy. As Senator Barbara Boxer (Democrat-California) explained, “I don't think the American people support throwing Grandma in jail because she embraced her granddaughter and said, ‘Oh my God, I'm worried that your dad may hurt you if you tell the truth’.”
 


The Child Custody Protection Act should not be law because the law would be unconstitutional. Opponents of the legislation argue that the measure is unconstitutional because the legislation attempts to make individuals subject to the laws of multiple states simultaneously. When an individual travels from the state they reside in across state lines, they are required to abide by the laws of the state that they are in. A driver from New Jersey cannot use their cell phone while driving in New York, where it is illegal because they are from New Jersey instead while they are in New York they must abide by New York laws. Likewise a New York driver is not restricted from using their cell phone in New Jersey where it is legal simply because they are from a state where it is illegal. It is unconstitutional to require individuals to obey their home state's laws even when in another state. This legislation requires that an individual be punished under the laws of the state where they reside and not the state they are actually in. Boxer compared it to the Fugitive Slave Act, the 19th century measure that held that slaves escaping to free states were still slaves.

The Federal Government Should Fund Embryonic Stem Cell Research


Despite a bipartisan majority in Congress and strong support in public opinion President Bush exercised the first veto of his presidency by blocking an expansion of federal support for embryonic stem cell research. Within hours of Bush's announcement, a House effort to override the veto fell 51 votes short of the required two-thirds majority, effectively killing the bill for the year.
 The Senate had passed the bill 63-37, four votes short of the two-thirds needed to override a veto. The House had passed the legislation in May 2005 on a 238-194 vote. In 2001 the President said he struck a balance between science and morality by permitting federal funding of embryonic stem cell research as long as the research was limited to existing stem cell lines from destroyed embryos. The President’s executive order prevents the destruction of a human embryo in order to retrieve stem cells.
 The bill President Bush vetoed would have lifted his executive order blocking federal funding for stem cell research. “To qualify for federal funding under the bill, newer embryos could be used in studies only if they; were created for the purposes of fertility treatment, were donated by in vitro fertilization clinics…were ‘in excess of the clinical need of the individuals seeking such treatment’… would otherwise be discarded, as determined by those seeking treatment [and], were not donated by patients induced to do so by financial or other incentives.”
 The Federal Government should fund embryonic stem cell research.


The Federal Government should fund embryonic stem cell research because existing cell lines are not adequate and there are thousands of frozen embryos that will be destroyed otherwise. At the time of Bush’s executive order “there were about 70 cell lines, but the number of viable lines has dwindled to about 20,” explained John Lough, a professor of cell biology, neurobiology and anatomy at the Medical College of Wisconsin, “The lines have undergone spontaneous mutation that causes them to no longer be viable.”
 In addition many of these lines are contaminated with animal cells making the number of viable cells for research limited. At the same time, officials say that about 400,000 frozen embryos are stored at fertility clinics around the country. The vast majority will be thrown away because the couples that produced them have had children and do not want another person to have their biological child. Bush and his supporters praised those who ‘adopt’ such embryos. However those who support federal funding argue that these adoptions are rare. “Even with federal funding available to encourage adoption, the number is 128, which makes it conclusive that these 400,000 embryos will either be used for scientific research or thrown away” argues Senator Arlen Specter (Republican-Pennsylvania.).
 


The Federal Government should fund embryonic stem cell research because it could help develop cures for some of the most debilitating diseases. Stem cells are the basic building blocks for all other cells, and medical researchers are trying to find ways to tap into their potential to help regenerate diseased or damaged tissues.
  Expanding embryonic stem cell research will vastly enhance our understanding of human biology and the causes of diseases. “This new understanding could lead to new treatments that may not even involve stem cells” explained Joshua Hare, a researcher and professor of medicine and biomedical engineering at Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine. “The cure for cancer may be locked up in stem cells,” he said.
 Stem cell research could potentially produce cures or treatments for diseases and injuries affecting an estimated 130 million citizens. This research could help people suffering from such ailments as juvenile diabetes, Parkinson's and Alzheimer’s, as well as those with spinal cord injuries. While these treatments do remain years away, stem cell treatment has already begun for heart and nervous system ailments and tests with animals have shown remarkable success. One report found that “stem cell treatment could not only repair damaged spinal cords but also allow paralyzed animals to walk again.”
 


The Federal Government should fund embryonic stem cell research because the rest of the world is rapidly developing the technology and U.S. researchers are being hindered. Privately funded research on embryonic stem cells is underway at numerous scientific institutions, but the federal regulations create an excessive burden for researchers. At Harvard's Stem Cell Institute, for example, because of the current policy scientists have to separate their work to ensure that they do not experiment on embryos with federally funded equipment or material. “That creates a burden for researchers who ought to be worried about science, not which beaker they're using,” said B. D. Colen, a spokesman for the Stem Cell Institute.
 Additionally, those involved in this type of research argue that federal funding would accelerate research by drawing the countries top scientists to the field and attracting more private investment. Bush’s veto means that more stem cell research will likely move to Europe and Asia as federally approved stem cell lines in the U.S. continue to deteriorate.

The Federal Government Should Not Fund Embryonic Stem Cell Research


In the first televised speech of his presidency in August 2001, Bush announced that scientists for the first time could use federal funds for embryonic stem cell research, but only on cells that had already been drawn from embryos. The National Institute of Health (NIH) is providing $38 million for this type of research just this year alone.
 Bush argued the limitation was necessary to prevent federal funding from prompting scientists to destroy additional human embryos to obtain stem cells. In keeping with a leadership style that his admirers call principled, the president has continued his uncompromising defense of his 2001 stem cell policy. Most recently, the President defied a bipartisan majority in Congress and exercised the first veto of his presidency to block an expansion of federal support for embryonic stem cell research that he considered immoral. Within hours of Bush's veto, a House effort to override the veto fell 51 votes short of the required two-thirds majority, which effectively kills the bill for the year. “The vote for the override was 235 to 193, with 51 Republicans siding against the president.”
 Bush said the veto was not a setback for science but rather a victory of conscience. The federal government should not fund embryonic stem cell research. 


The federal government should not fund embryonic stem cell research because it is an unethical destruction of human life. As Bush argues the destruction of embryos for scientific research crosses an important moral and ethical line. “This bill would support the taking of innocent human life in the hope of finding medical benefits for others,” Bush told a crowd of supporters, explaining his veto, “It crosses a moral boundary that our society needs to respect, so I vetoed it.”
 Not only would federal funding of research mean the destruction of human life but it would be funded by taxpayers, something the President argued he was not prepared to do. Bush argued, “If this bill would have become law, American taxpayers would for the first time in our history be compelled to fund the deliberate destruction of human embryos, and I'm not going to allow it.”
 Critics argue that the bill would have allowed research only on embryos that were going to be discarded. However, this position does not matter to pro-life individuals who believe that every embryo is a life. As House Majority Leader John Boehner (Republican-Ohio) explains: “There is really no such thing as a ‘spare embryo.’ Every man and woman in this chamber began life as an embryo identical to those destroyed through the process known as embryonic stem cell research.”
 Perhaps it was White House spokesman Tony Snow who said it clearest when he told reporters, “The simple answer is he thinks murder's wrong. The president is not going to get on the slippery slope of taking something living and making it dead for the purposes of scientific research.”


The federal government should not fund embryonic stem cell research because there are alternative means to producing stem cells for scientific research. Stem cells are not unique to embryos; in fact there are adult stem cells as well as stem cells that can be harvested after the birth of a child, in the umbilical cord for example. The fact that there are also stem cells in embryos does not mean we have to use them. Senator Saxby Chambliss (Republican-Georgia) opposed the bill expanding federal funding for embryonic stem cell research because of these alternatives. Chambliss disagrees with scientists who argue that embryonic stem cells are the key to disease-curing breakthroughs. As he argues, “some scientists believe that advancement in research requires the creation and development of new embryonic stem cell lines…[but] the truth of the matter is that there are very promising alternatives to embryonic stem cell research, such as stem cells from adult tissue like bone marrow and umbilical cord blood.
 Stem cells obtained this way have already been used to develop cures and treatments, mostly for blood-related disorders.


The federal government should not fund embryonic stem cell research because it destroys the potential for embryonic adoption. When Bush announced his decision to veto the Bill he was surrounded by “snowflake children” and their parents in the East Room of the White House. “Snowflake children” are children born to parents who adopted unwanted embryos from fertility clinics.
 The Daniel family was among 18 invited to the White House to put a face on this very controversial issue. “We came here to be a visual for embryonic adoption so these legislators could actually see these children for themselves,” said Maura Daniel, who with her husband adopted the embryos after six failed attempts at in vitro fertilization. “They're not just a clump of cells --- they are kids,” she argued. Bush also commented about the many children gathered at the White House, arguing, “These boys and girls are not spare parts…They remind us of what is lost when embryos are destroyed in the name of research.”

Local Authorities Should Regulate Illegal Immigration


Small cities and towns across the United States have begun to tackle the problem of illegal immigration on their own. Many argue that the federal government has failed to address the problems associated with illegal immigration. In response mayors, city councils and local cops are putting together ambitious plans to turn back illegal immigration.
 Last year New Hampshire police chiefs in two towns began arresting illegal immigrants for trespassing. On Long Island, New York the Suffolk County Legislature is expected to adopt a proposal prohibiting contractors from hiring illegal immigrants. In Hazleton, Pennsylvania a local act imposes a $1,000-per-day fine on any landlord who rents to illegal immigrants, and it revokes, for five years, the business license of any employer who hires undocumented workers. The act also declared English as the city’s official language, forbidding employees to translate documents into other languages. Four neighboring municipalities in Pennsylvania as well as Riverside, New Jersey, have already have passed identical ordinances. Seven more cities, from Allentown, Pennsylvania, to Palm Beach, Florida, are debating similar legislation in their own cities.
 Local authorities should regulate illegal immigration.


Local authorities should regulate illegal immigration because they have the authority to regulate housing and employment in their communities. Christopher Slusser, Hazleton’s city solicitor, argued that the city was “not trying to regulate immigration, [instead] what we’re doing is penalizing landlords and business owners who employ illegal immigrants;” a move that is within the legal authority of the city council to authorize. Attorneys for the Congressional Research Service, Congress’s nonpartisan research arm, studied Hazleton's ordinance and concluded that Hazleton was entitled to use local licensing laws to regulate the employment of illegal immigrants. Kris Kobach, a University of Missouri law professor and former immigration advisor to former Attorney General John Ashcroft, concurred arguing that states had prevailed in proving that their immigration measures were consistent with federal objectives.
 “States and localities bear a significant amount of the burden for dealing with illegal aliens, but the federal government bears the brunt of enforcing the law,” Kobach says. “And when they don't, states and local governments pay the price.” Thus, they also have the legal right to decrease those costs by removing illegal immigrants from the community. Kobach has also helped four states draft similar legislation, which he argues will hold up under judicial scrutiny.
 


Local authorities should regulate illegal immigration because they are the ones who have to pay for the cost of having illegal immigrants in their communities. In the Hazleton Area School District classrooms have become over crowded as more students are enrolled, which means the city has to pay to hire new teachers. Not only does the city of Hazelton have to provide education to all students regardless of immigration status they also have to provide additional English language programs for non-native speakers. As Hazleton Mayor Louis Barletta explains, “the district had to dramatically expand its budget for students needing help with English as a second language,” putting additional strain on the cash-strapped city government. “In a small city, any money and resources being spent on illegals is being spent in the wrong place, concluded the mayor.
 Ira Mehlman, spokesman for the Federation for American Immigration Reform in Washington agrees, “the burdens fall mainly on local communities and they are forced to act on their own,” he said. “People see their lives being disrupted in many ways. People want to feel that they have a sense of control of their communities.” Those burdens, increased crime, overcrowded schools, blighted neighborhoods and a diminished quality of life claim local residents are just what the enacted laws seek to address.
 


Local authorities should regulate illegal immigration because targeting landlords and employers will prevent illegal immigrants from remaining in these cities. Already, Hazelton’s Illegal Immigration Relief Act is having an impact on the community by making it “one of the most difficult places in America for illegal immigrants.” Barletta argues that Hazleton's residents are “prepared to take the fight to the highest court in the United States,” and he has arranged a defense fund to defray the city’s legal costs. Even if the ordinance fails the legal challenge, Barletta said, it will have been worth it, because illegal immigrants are leaving. “It’s been incredible. We have literally seen people loading up mattresses and furniture and leaving the city en masse,” he said. “That was our goal, to have a city of legal immigrants who are all paying taxes. It’s already been effective.”
 Ohio's Butler County Sheriff, Richard Jones agrees arguing that targeting employers is more effective than anything the politicians in Washington have devised. “The country’s looking at putting up these giant walls and the military on the border,” he said. “We don't need any of that. All you need is to punish employers that hire illegal aliens. Lock them up.”

Local Authorities Should Not Regulate Illegal Immigration


Local communities across the country have begun to pass anti-illegal immigration measures, moving the issue from the halls of Congress into the chambers of city council.
 Escondido, California recently joined about a dozen other cities across, mainly in Pennsylvania and other parts of the East Coast, contemplating ways to circumvent the federal government and take on the problem of illegal immigration.
 Last month, Hazleton, Pennsylvania became the first city to pass a similar law. The Hazelton act imposes a $1,000-per-day fine on any landlord who rents to illegal immigrants, and it revokes, for five years, the business license of any employer who hires undocumented workers. The act also declared English as the city’s official language, forbidding employees to translate documents into other languages.
 Local authorities should not regulate illegal immigration.


Local authorities should not regulate illegal immigration because they are not in a position to determine who is “legal.” Vic Walczak, legal director of the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) in Pittsburgh, and one of the attorneys challenging the Pennsylvania ordinance in a federal lawsuit argues that local authorities do not have the means to determine an individual’s legal status and as a result many legal immigrants will face discrimination and restricted access at the local level.  “This is a complex process and even immigration judges get it wrong frequently,” Walczak said. “How is this borough government going to determine who’s legal?” Local authorities do not have a full proof means of verifying immigration status. For instance, Walczak explains, green cards allowing immigrants to work legally in the United States can be lost, stolen or delayed when reissued. These laws place an unfair burden on individuals to prove they are legally allowed to be in the country. These ordinances also deny due process rights to individuals who are inaccurately labeled “illegal.”
 Additionally, the ordinances target individuals who do business with illegal immigrants putting an unfair burden on them who potentially economically devastating impacts. Landlords say the law puts them in an impossible position. They have no expertise in verifying immigration documents and if they ask too many questions, they risk being sued for discrimination.
 Finally, some of the laws use, but never define, the term “illegal alien” explains, Suzanne Brown, a St. Louis immigration attorney. She argues that there are numerous situations where a person might be in the country unlawfully but still have permission from the government to live here, such as those seeking asylum.


Local authorities should not regulate illegal immigration because it increases racism in the community. Maywood, California Mayor Thomas Martin has refused to have local authorities in his community to challenge individuals’ immigration status. He argues, “immigration enforcement by local authorities would promote unfair ethnic profiling,” as individuals who look “foreign” or speak a language other than English are being singled out.
 Ethnic profiling is not confined to local authorities, in the aftermath of the passage of these types of ordinances many legal immigrants say they have been the victims of increased racial aggression that was not present before the local focus on immigration. For example, the passage of the ordinance in Hazleton has created a wave of bigotry that was not present before the spotlight on immigration. “I liked it here and had never had any trouble. Now people yell at me, ‘Go back where you came from.’” explains Maria Lopez Scott, a native of the Dominican Republic. Scott has lived in the Hazelton area for four years and has been a U.S. citizen for 18. One recent day, while standing outside Charli's Produce, the grocery store where she works, a neighbor shouted at her to leave before she called police. When local authorities take it upon themselves to police these issues, so to do the citizens of these small towns, which only increases the potential for the type of ethnic profiling that Scott now faces in her community. “Those with brown skin and thick accents are coming under suspicion, even if they’re citizens, Walczak argued.
 


Local authorities should not regulate illegal immigration because it is a violation of the U.S. Constitution’s supremacy clause, which delegates the power to regulate immigration exclusively to the federal government. Many of the towns that have passed these types of immigration laws argue that by targeting renters and employers they are not really impeding on the federal government’s authority to control immigration.
 Lawyers for the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund and the ACLU disagree and have filed suit against the Hazelton ordinance arguing that it is unconstitutional.
 The National Coalition of Latino Clergy and Christian Leaders, making similar arguments, filed a second lawsuit against Riverside Township, New Jersey; the ordinance governs conduct that falls under federal law, it violates federal housing regulations and the Civil Rights Act, and uses terminology that is “vague and ambiguous.”

Gas Prices Will Continue To Fall


Travel organization AAA reported a nationwide average of $2.84 a gallon for the price of gas in the last week of August. The price is the lowest since reported since April 20, and it is projected to be 10 cents a gallon lower by the end of next week.
 The U.S. average for a gallon of regular peaked this year at $3.04 on August 10, according to Oil Price Information Service (OPIS)/AAA daily surveys. That price is slightly under the high of $3.06 September 5, 2005 a week after Hurricane Katrina battered petroleum production in the Gulf of Mexico and caused fears of fuel shortages.
 Similar threats have not been a problem this summer and thus prices will return to the prices Americans paid before the pre-Katrina peak. So, analysts say, barring a pipeline break, a hurricane hitting a refinery or renewed international jitters to drive up crude oil prices, consumers can look forward to further savings at the pump. Gas prices will continue to fall.
 

Gas prices will continue to fall because stockpiles that were accumulated in anticipation of a volatile summer market are now being sold off. Suppliers built up large gasoline inventories this year, in part because of fears about major disruption potentials this summer. Despite these fears, several threats to the country’s oil and gasoline supplies either failed to materialize or turned out to be less disastrous than predicted.
 The nation has now reached Labor Day weekend, the traditional end of the summer, without a major glitch. Production at British Petroleum’s (BP) Prudhoe Bay, for example, never completely closed. After thoroughly checking their pipelines, Prudhoe Bay's managers decided to keep half of the field open while they repaired a breach in a pipeline. The fighting between Israel and Hezbollah in the Middle East did not mushroom into a regional war, as some analysts feared would happen, endangering the flow of Persian Gulf oil. Additionally, no major hurricanes smashed through the Gulf of Mexico, with its heavy concentration of oil wells and gasoline refineries “Everything's pointing toward lower prices,” said Denton Cinquegrana, West Coast markets editor with the OPIS. “If everything remains the same ... I see no reason why gasoline should go back up.”
 According to a Department of Energy update, supplies remain historically high, as gasoline stocks rose by 400,000 barrels and with the end of summer here, suppliers are quickly selling off the supply. With supply so much higher than the demand we will continue to see decreasing gas prices.   


Gas prices will continue to fall because the price of production has fallen. For the first time since May 4, the price of crude oil closed at less than $70 a barrel. Crude oil accounts for roughly half the price of gasoline and in the last week of August it has been down 90 cents, trading at $69.71 a barrel. In addition, wholesale prices now range from $1.77 to $1.79 a gallon, well below the $2-plus prices that were typical in the beginning of the year. This will continue to translate into cheaper gas prices because local gas stations have no incentive to raise prices. Wholesale prices are falling faster than retail gasoline prices, meaning station owners are making more money than when prices were more than $3 a gallon.
 Additionally, prices for ethanol, an additive increasingly used by refineries has dropped to $2.30 from highs at more than $4 per gallon.
 “With oil and gasoline stocks above the five-year average physical availability is not a real worry,” explains Bart Melek, a commodities analyst at BMO Nesbitt Burns. “There is very little on the physical fundamentals side that supports $70-plus oil. And the current fundamentals certainly do not warrant an upward price move in the near term.”
 


Gas prices will continue to fall because the peak-use season of summer is over and demand for oil and gas will continue to decline. Gasoline use in the first eight months of the year is up only 1 percent from the previous year, less than half of the 2 percent growth that is typical, explains Michael Morris, analyst at the U.S. Energy Information Administration. “The growth in demand for gasoline has really tapered off,” he argues, and as a result “wholesalers are trying to get rid of product,” which will only continue to drive the price down.
 Even though demand was significantly decreased over the summer, it is likely to continue on that trend. It is not unusual to see gas prices fall this time of year because demand decreases as families stay closer to home once school starts. “We’ve also seen a peak in the driving season, so people have finished their vacations and are driving less,” explains Erin Roth, executive director of the Wisconsin Petroleum Council. The middle of September also marks the switch from a summer blend to a winter blend of gasoline, which is easier to manufacture. The federal requirements for clean air do not apply to winter-blend gasoline, making it cheaper to refine and import explains Fred Rozell, a gasoline analyst for OPIS explains.
 

Gas Prices Will Not Continue To Fall


The declining prices of crude oil and ethanol combined with rising gasoline supplies have brought a bit of welcome relief at the pump as the summer driving season draws to a close. Average gas prices dropped about 15 cents in the last two weeks of August, to $2.87 per gallon nationwide according to Trilby Lundberg, editor of the Lundberg Survey. The gasoline monitor surveys more than 6,000 stations nationwide every two weeks to determine the Nation’s average fuel costs. The decline is the largest drop since November, when prices fell 18 cents after the price increases that followed hurricanes Katrina and Rita.
 Now Detroit automakers are feeling the pressure and beginning to work on more fuel-efficient vehicles as well as alternative fuel sources. Auto manufacturers conduct internal price estimates as part of their business planning. These days, major U.S. automakers are shifting their stance. Where they once believed high gas prices were temporary and without consequence to auto sales, many are now arguing that the price of gas will remain steadily high in the coming decade.
 Gas prices will not continue to fall.    


Gas prices will not continue to fall because the dip in prices was a result of decreased demand, as demand increases so will prices. U.S. demand during the peak summer driving season, which concludes this weekend, was not as high as expected. The high price of gasoline, led many Americans to reduce their driving miles, consuming less gas. “This is a classic case of why gas prices go up and down,” Dave Mica, executive director of the Florida Petroleum Council, said Wednesday. “The demand level wasn’t as bad as some had projected, and the supply was up a little bit.” But in the oil industry, Mica cautioned, what goes down can quickly go back up.
 A lesson learned in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina last year when gas prices in soared from an average of about $2.50 a gallon to more than $3 a gallon. “We’re still in the height of hurricane season,” Mica cautioned. “All you need is something to form up and cause somebody to think about the close of production in the Gulf of Mexico,” and prices will go through the roof again. Additionally, as we move into the cold season and the demand for heating oil increases the potential for a surge in crude oil prices driving up gasoline prices is high.
  


Gas prices will not continue to fall because production remains flat and cannot keep up with growing world demand. In the past, global oil production capacity accommodated demand with plenty to spare. Today, however, production is barely keeping up with demand. The world consumes 98% of the nearly 85 million barrels of crude oil produced each day, leaving little to no room for building reserves. If rebels blow a hole in a Nigerian pipeline, Iran stops shipping oil to make a political point, or a hurricane knocks out U.S. refineries, the lost production cannot be replaced quickly or easily.
 Larry Goldstein, president of PIRA Energy Group argues that the prices of crude and refined products such as jet fuel react violently because of the lack of spare production capacity. When an event disrupts or threatens to disrupt production anywhere in the world, spigots elsewhere cannot open any wider. It “used to be that prices moved in response to supply disruptions by nickels and dimes,” Goldstein says. “Today, without any cushions left, the price moves by dollars in response to disruptions and threats of disruptions.” The world’s ever limiting production capabilities is leading some investors to predict oil prices to reach $100 or more a barrel. A growing number of speculators find nothing far-fetched about $100 oil and are buying oil futures options that pay off only if the price of crude reaches $100 or higher explains Adam Sieminski, energy analyst at Deutsche Bank in New York.
 


Gas prices will not continue to fall because instability in Iran will continue to pose a threat in the supply of oil from the Middle East. Crude oil rose after a United Nations report said Iran, the world’s fourth largest oil producer, has resumed production of nuclear fuel, ignoring a Security Council deadline. Iran had until the end of August to halt all processing of nuclear material or face sanctions. Traders remain worried that the tension over Iran’s nuclear program could disrupt oil supplies to the West.
 As the U.S. and U.N. contemplate sanctioning Iran for its noncompliance on nuclear issues, Iran warns that it could exponentially increase gas prices by withholding crude oil from the market. Even if it did not specifically decrease the amount of oil being imported to the U.S., which does not get oil directly from Iran, it would create a worldwide shortage. Iran provides a substantial part of the world crude oil market and if it withholds that oil from the market it will send the price of crude oil well over its previous high of around $80 a barrel. If Iran disrupted the world market in a manner it is capable of, the demand from, China, India and other giant oil-consuming nations would be enough to drive up the price of crude oil from countries the U.S. does do business with.
  

The International Astronomical Union Was Right To Reclassify Pluto As A Dwarf Planet


In January 1997 the New Horizons space probe was launched into space en route to a rendezvous with Pluto in 2015. Hitching a ride on the probe were the cremated ashes of Clyde Tombaugh, the ambitious Kansas farm boy who discovered the ninth planet, Pluto, in 1930.
 Back on Earth, a group of scientists have decided that Pluto no longer deserves the status of plant. Instead, after the debate and vote by the International Astronomical Union (IAU) at its meeting in Prague, Pluto will be known as a “dwarf planet” The solar system we thought we knew is changing faster than most of us can keep up with; part of a larger process of expanding our view of the universe. “Planets, once thought to form gradually out of coalescing dust and gas, are now viewed as the survivors of a violent process of collision and accretion, the winners in a Darwinian competition to build up enough gravity to control one’s own orbit. A planet the size of Pluto has no place in the 21st-century solar system.”
 The International Astronomical Union was right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet. 


The International Astronomical Union was right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet because its inclusion would require adding new planets. The development of high-resolution digital charge-coupled device (CCD) cameras led to the discovery of many other objects with similar orbits to Pluto, in a region known as the Kuiper Belt. Many of them, known as plutinos, orbit at the same distance from the Sun as Pluto, taking precisely 50 per cent longer than Neptune to complete a revolution. The controversy was heightened with the discovery of 2003UB313 (nicknamed ‘Xena’), an object that is undeniably larger than Pluto.
 Mike Brown, astronomer at the California Institute of Technology, and his team announced that they had discovered a 10th planet orbiting the sun. For more than two years now astronomers have been puzzling over just what to do with Xena. In order for Pluto to retain its classification as a planet, three new planets would have to be added to the solar system: Ceres, an asteroid that orbits the sun between Mars and Jupiter; Charon, one of Pluto’s moons; and Xena.
 Not to mention all of the other celestial bodies waiting to be discovered. The idea of a potentially endless stream of distant, tiny planets waiting to be discovered was politically untenable within the scientific community and astronomers in particular.


The International Astronomical Union was right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet because it does not meet the definition of a planet. The truth is, astronomers have long argued that Pluto’s planetary status was a mistake from the start, abetted by an overzealous press and the difficulty of getting an accurate fix on the orb through 1930-era telescopes.
 It is by far the smallest of the nine planets, about 1,400 miles in diameter, smaller even than Earth's moon, and with a unique orbit, tilted at an angle to the plane in which the other eight planets all travel. Anticipating continued controversy the IAU decided to officially define what a planet is. The IAU’s definition for a planet specifies three conditions: the object orbits the Sun, it is large enough for its gravity to pull it into a round shape, and it “has cleared the neighborhood around its orbit.” The last condition excludes Pluto because it is located among many other icy bodies in a ring of debris known as the Kuiper Belt.
 Additionally, Michael Shara, curator of astrophysics at the Rose Center for Earth and Space at the American Museum of Natural History argues that “Pluto is a chunk of ice which controls nothing,” he says. “Its orbit is a slave to Neptune's orbit,” which further complicates Pluto’s fulfillment of the definitional requirements of planethood.


The International Astronomical Union was right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet because it demonstrates the evolution of scientific understanding. “The spirit of the meeting was of future discovery and activity in science rather than any respect for the past,” argued Jay Pasachoff, a Williams College astronomer who attended the Prague conference. Even Dr. Brown, who will not get to claim discovery of the 10th planet, argues that the decision was scientifically correct. “It’s been a long time coming. Science is self-correcting eventually, even when strong emotions are involved.”
 The change in Pluto’s status demonstrates one of the core principles of the scientific discovery, the quest for new and greater understanding. The ability for the scientific community to build on new technologies to generate scientific discovery and not get bogged down in reminiscing about the past, speaks to the integrity of the IAU community. Much has been made about the impact the decision will have on schoolchildren and new textbooks. As, Mary Thurlow, science coordinator at the Maryland State Department of Education who taught science for more than 20 years in Baltimore County, argues “This is a teachable moment: We’re always finding new things, discovering new things. That’s the big draw of science.”

The International Astronomical Union Was Not Right To Reclassify Pluto As A Dwarf Planet


Ancient civilizations recognized five planets, Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn, moving through the sky among the backdrop of the stars. By 1846, astronomers had discovered Uranus and Neptune, which together with Earth made eight relatively large bodies circling the Sun, some, like Earth, with smaller moons in orbit around them as well. No one suspected there might be another until the early 1900s, and then in 1930 Clyde Tombaugh discovered the ninth planet, Pluto.
 This remote and almost invisible world that, if it landed on Earth, would barely stretch from Boston to Tulsa is now at the center of a controversy. Should Pluto be considered a plant? A group of scientists at the International Astronomical Union (AIU) recently decided that the rock and frozen nitrogen that dwells so far out in the solar system, about 3.6 billion miles, or almost 40 times the distance from Earth to the Sun, that in the 76 years since its discovery it did not get to complete even a third of its orbit will no loner be considered a planet. Instead Pluto is now in a class referred to as ‘Dwarf Planets.’ International Astronomical Union was not right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet.


The International Astronomical Union was not right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet because it jeopardizes important scientific research. Astronomers who have a vested interest in Pluto, like the researchers involved in the New Horizons spacecraft project, which will rendezvous with the ‘dwarf’ planet in 2015 are concerned that their research will no longer be perceived as important. Demoting Pluto to a dwarf planet will reduce public interest in an incredibly important scientific discovery.
 “I’m troubled by the possibility that people will think that objects smaller than the eight planets are less interesting in some sense, and that’s not true,” argues David Stevenson of Cornell, an authority on planet formation. “Pluto is a very interesting object, and so are the others. Some have atmospheres; there are fluids or gases that leak out from the interiors. It's not just size that matters.” Unfortunately, it is size that matters for some things, like getting money from Congress. Many researchers are now afraid that they will lose their funding, while others will have to abandon their project ideas altogether. 
  


The International Astronomical Union was not right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet because the IAU only allowed scientists attending the conference in Prague to vote. The IAU is an organization made up of 9,000 astronomers and other scientists. The annual meeting in Prague was attended by roughly 2,400 of those members. However, only 400 to 500 scientists participated in the vote to determine the new definition of a planet and ultimately reduce Pluto to dwarf status. In fact, there is a range of voters because no actual vote tally was conducted. No permanent record of the vote or the tally exists because members voted by standing and holding up yellow cards. Pointing to the very small fraction of the world's astronomers who had been in Prague and thus eligible to vote, Alan Stern, lead investigator for New Horizons, called the resolution “laughable.”
 Stern joined more than 300 other scientists who signed a petition protesting the definition of planet. The petition states: “We, as planetary scientists and astronomers, do not agree with the IAU's definition of a planet, nor will we use it. A better definition is needed.” To help decide upon a more acceptable definition, opponents are planning an alternative conference to revisit the question next year.
 

The International Astronomical Union was not right to reclassify Pluto as a dwarf planet because it is based on a faulty definition of what a planet is. The IAU’s definition for a planet specifies three conditions: the object orbits the Sun, it is large enough for its gravity to pull it into a round shape, and it has cleared the neighborhood around its orbit. The last condition excludes Pluto because it is located among many other icy bodies in a ring of debris known as the Kuiper Belt.
 But it strikes some scientists as imprecise. For example, Earth has not cleared out all of the asteroids that cross its path. Even Jupiter, the largest planet, has not entirely cleared out its neighborhood; asteroids known as the Trojans share its orbit. “What exactly is meant by a planet ‘clearing its neighborhood?” wondered astronomer Hal Weaver of Johns Hopkins University’s Applied Physics Laboratory. Pluto, he notes, swings inside the path of Neptune for 20 of the 248 years it takes for the former planet to circle the sun. “I’d say Neptune’s neighborhood still needs some clearing!” Weaver added.
 “It’s not functional,” argued Mark Sykes, director of the Planetary Science Institute in Tucson, Arizona, “and there are a lot of people that feel that way.”
 The world’s largest organization of planetary scientists issued a statement saying “future refinements” of the IAU definition “will almost certainly be desired…What does ‘round’ really mean?” the Division for Planetary Sciences statement noted.
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