Overview

The purpose of this writing assignment is to determine how well you understand what you read, how well you can take a stand, support your stand and write persuasively to convince others to think as you do about the specific topic. You will read several articles about a specific topic, which may be controversial, take a position on the topic, and write a persuasive position paper. You will need to support your position with information from both sides of the topic using at least one quote from each of the articles. 

In this writing assignment, you will think about and take a position either supporting or opposing a specific topic. While you are writing, you will need to use skills and knowledge you have learned in your language arts, social studies, and other classes.
1. Read the source materials

Before taking a position either supporting or opposing the specific topic, it is important that you read all source materials related to the specific topic. As you read the source materials, you may want to underline information, highlight, or write notes on the articles themselves. When you write your paper, you must include information from each source and cite where you got the information.  i.e. (Source 2.  pg. 1)
2. Prepare to write your paper

Create a “For and Against”  or “Pro and Con” graphic organizer to keep track of the key points you would like to use in your paper. Please note that you don’t have to use the graphic organizer if you don’t want to, however it is a good way to keep yourself and thoughts organized.
3. Write your paper

After reading all the source materials and taking notes in your graphic organizer begin to write your paper. Read through your paper to check for mechanical and grammatical errors even after you have done the spell check on your computer.
Your grade will be based upon the following criteria:

Ellington High School Expectations for student learning Rubric (writing/reading effectively)

· Position- Did you take a clear position on the specific topic?

· Comprehensiveness- Did you understand what you read and did you use information from all the sources that were provided?

· Support- Did you support your position with accurate and relevant information from the source materials?

· Organization- Did you organize your ideas in a logical and effective manner so that the audience can understand and follow your thinking?

· Clarity and Fluency- Did you express your ideas clearly and fluently using your own words?

Debate Topic:  

Should the United States increase its spending on Defense Programs?
 Resources 
Class textbook pages 445-449 Pro/Con (textbook source reading)

Increase Military Spending?  (Source 1)
Arguments of proponents and opponents 
of military spending


 

	 THOSE WHO WANT TO INCREASE MILITARY SPENDING USE THE FOLLOWING ARGUMENTS:
	 OPPONENTS OF INCREASED MILITARY SPENDING COUNTER WITH THE FOLLOWING POINTS:


	 1. Defense spending has declined since the 1980s
	 1. Even though military spending has declined since 1989 (the peak year for spending before the Cold War ended), U.S. share of total worldwide military spending has increased from 30% to 34% of the total. (Based on 1997 figures.) Military spending by the U.S. and its allies (NATO, Japan, South Korea) account for 60% of total worldwide military spending.

	 2. Even though the Cold War is over and the Soviet Union is no longer a threat, the U.S. still faces threats from smaller "rogue" nations (North Korea, Iran, Iraq, Cuba, Libya, Sudan, and Syria.)
	 2. The U.S. spends 18 times the combined military budgets of the "rogue" nations and twice as much as the rogue nations plus Russia and China.

	 3. U.S. military forces must be ready to fight (and quickly win) two major regional wars at the same time.
	 3. The current two-war strategy is unrealistic-it assumes that we would fight two simultaneous wars with no help from our allies.

	 4. Readiness will decline if funds are not increased for training and equipment.
	 4. The rhetoric about "readiness" may not accurately reflect reality. The fact that U.S. forces were overwhelmingly superior to the opposition in the last two wars (Iraq and Yugoslavia), seems to contradict the idea that our forces may not be ready.

	 5. There are many long-term demands on U.S. troops, such as peacekeeping in the Balkans.
	 5. If the budgets for foreign aid and diplomacy were more m balance with the military budget, there would be a better chance of preventing conflict and avoiding military involvement.

	 6. The armed services have problems recruiting and retaining qualified personnel, due to low pay and benefits. Some military personnel qualify for food stamps.
	 6. Enlisted men and women who are struggling to support their families should receive a fair wage and adequate housing and health care-as should all people who work. Money would be available for these needs if the Pentagon improved its financial management systems to reduce waste, fraud, and abuse and shifted money from weapons procurement to personnel.

	 7. Increased spending will enable ailing defense contractors to keep their factories open, and retain jobs at military bases around the country.
	 7. One billion dollars creates 25,000 jobs in weapons manufacturing; but that same $1 billion could create 50,000 jobs in health care or 40,000 jobs in education. If Congress would agree to the Pentagon's request to close unnecessary bases, this could ultimately save $3 billion per year and convert the bases to more productive economic use.

	 8. National security is our nation's first priority.
	 8. National security means more than military power. To sustain a secure nation, federal spending must be balanced among military defense, diplomacy, and programs that provide economic security, such as education, health care, and job training.


http://www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Pentagon_military/Incr_Milit_Spend_table.html
What Should Obama Do First?   (Source 2) Rationalize and Reduce Defense Spending

Andrew Samwick 
Continuing the series, we are, using the subtitle of Andrew Bacevich's book, "seduced by war."  It seems like an obvious proposition that we could reduce our military spending without compromising our national defense.  Plenty of that spending goes to expand our empire, not to protect our citizens.  For the right words, I'll turn to page 215 of the book:

A better approach [than pegging military spending as a percentage of GDP], one more likely to limit adventurism abroad while still meeting essential U.S. security requirements, would be to peg U.S. expenditures in relation to what others are spending.  To stipulate, for example, that the United States should match the next ten most lavishly spending powers combined would assure U.S. military capabilities not only far in excess of any potential adversary but also in excess of any remotely plausible combination of adversaries.  The budgetary impact of such a stipulation--one that if made by another country Americans would view as evidence of rampant megalomania--would be to reap substantial savings.  Indeed, at present the United States could earmark for defense as much as the next ten largest military powers combined and still reduce Pentagon outlays by tens of billions of dollars per year.

http://www.capitalgainsandgames.com/blog/andrew-samwick/723/what-should-obama-do-first-rationalize-and-reduce-defense-spending
	Issues: Military Spending     (Source 3)
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	Keeping Military Spending in Balance with the Nation’s Priorities
	
	


Military spending has grown an average of 9% per year above inflation in the last eight years, compared to 1.3% per year for domestic discretionary programs. President Obama’s proposed slight increase in Pentagon spending 2010 budget continues that trend, though with some restraint. Given the rapid growth of the military budget, and the stark challenges presented by the economy and the environment, limiting and reducing military spending is a sensible strategy. 

Congress can help to provide better security for the taxpayer dollars we spend. By adopting different approaches to national security, the nation can be safer while spending less. We ask you to consider the following: 

Eliminate Outdated Pentagon Programs and Weapons. Among the weapons in the U.S. arsenal, there are some that have virtually no possibility of being used in modern warfare. Some were designed for Cold-War era missions, some have never passed basic operational tests, and some are far too expensive and complex for the missions for which they are being designed. The Unified Security Budget, released by the Institute for Policy Studies, identifies $49 billion that can be saved in 2010 by scaling back the U.S. nuclear arsenal to a mere 1,000 warheads and ending some outdated weapons programs. The report suggests eliminating: 

· the F-22 Raptor (a Cold-War era fighter jet), 

· the Virginia-Class submarine (a “weapon in search of an enemy”), 

· the DDG-1000 (a Cold-War era destroyer), the V-22 Osprey (a helicopter/ airplane hybrid which continues to fail operating tests), 

· the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (an amphibious vehicle for Marines that continues to break down every eight hours on average),

· the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (which is being rushed to production before designs are complete), 

· the Army’s “Future Combat System” (a complex of 18 air and ground weapons systems), 

· Missile Defense and 

· Offensive space weapons.

Prevent More Wars. Wars are different now from the state vs. state conflicts fought decades ago. They are more likely to be triggered by violent outbreaks in weak and failing states over scarce resources. Eighty to ninety percent of the victims of wars in this century are civilians, and fighting intensifies more and more often to the level of genocide and ethnic cleansing. Preventing these wars is both possible and practical, using diplomatic and development tools in the early stages of conflict.

Unfortunately, the U.S. has allowed its civilian tool-box to wither from neglect. Out of all the money that the U.S. spends to engage with the rest of the world, only about 5 – 7% percent supports non-military engagement with other countries. In 2007, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates called for increases in funding for non-military foreign affairs programs. He pointed out that the current budget for the Department of Defense -- not counting the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan -- was nearly half a trillion dollars, while the total foreign affairs budget request for the State Department was $36 billion. 

Obama’s budget proposal and the 2009 Omnibus appropriations bill make some additional investments in non-military defense tools. The recent Omnibus appropriations bill for 2009 will fill half of the 1000 empty diplomatic desks in the State Department and Obama’s budget proposal would double the foreign aid budget over several years. He has also named a goal of securing all loose nuclear materials around the globe that could fall into the wrong hands, within four years. These important steps, with congressional support, will strengthen the ability of the U.S. to prevent wars and save the lives and dollars that wars claim from all parties to out-of-control conflicts. http://www.fcnl.org/issues/item.php?item_id=3538&issue_id=19
http://www.globalissues.org/article/75/world-military-spending   Good stats on this site
