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Restore Democracy, Reform the Senate

By John Gee
Art by Chiyel Hayles

The past several months, many will 
note, have not exactly been high-water 

marks for the legislative process. Cap-and-
trade legislation, for instance, has been full 
of unseemly and counterproductive give-
aways. As for healthcare reform, a vocif-
erous and often deceitful minority in the 
Senate has watered down even the most 
modest suggestions from the strong Demo-
cratic majority. To be fair, Congress’ 
approval rating did hit a four-year 
high after Obama’s inauguration 
– venturing to that rarefied sphere 
above forty percent, from which it 
has since slipped to its usual mid-
twenties equilibrium. Our legis-
lature, to put it bluntly, should be 
doing a better job and we should 
be seriously reconsidering how we 
want our laws to be made.
 Yes, the process of legislation 
has always been fraught with diffi-
culty. And yes, nothing is perfect and 
life is full of trade-offs. Nonetheless, 
as the times change and as the cir-
cumstances change with them, we 
owe it to ourselves to examine our 
government’s legitimacy. Since the 
ratification of the Constitution over 
two hundred years ago, the United 
States has grown vastly in size and 
population. And the world has also 
changed in dramatic and startling 
ways, from the Industrial Revolu-
tion to improvements in mortality 
and literacy rates. These changes 
have made the current structure of 
our government problematic for 
many reasons, but allow me to focus 
on one: the apportionment of Senators 
equally by state.
 The Senate, simply put, is an undem-
ocratic body. Because each state has two 
senators, less-populous states have more 
representation in the Senate than demo-
cratic principles would allow. In practice, 
this distortion disproportionately allo-
cates federal money and protection flow to 
rural states and interests. Of course, there 
is nothing wrong with rural interests, but 
they already have equal representation in 

the House of Representatives, where del-
egates are chosen by district. While we can 
and should give a voice to all of our coun-
try’s regions, we should not privilege cer-
tain regions over others. This is not purely 
a discussion of theory. Take, for example, 
government inaction on climate change 
and our horrendous agricultural subsidies. 
The farm lobby has a stake in both of these 
measures: in the case of the subsidies to 
guarantee prices, and in the case of climate 
change to avoid taxes on fuel. Both policy 

failures result in part from the structural 
advantage given to rural areas.
 One argument for the status quo 
maintains that each state deserves equal 
representation because each state has sov-
ereignty. States do have a place as adminis-
trative units, so they deserve a measure of 
sovereignty in order to pass laws that apply 
to their specific needs; the federal govern-
ment should not, by and large, be able to 
dictate legislation to the states. However, 
the states do not deserve that sovereignty 

with regard to national legislation. One of 
the main reasons for drafting the Consti-
tution of 1787 was that states often disre-
garded their obligations to the Union; the 
document intended to constrain the states’ 
sovereignty as much as protect it. States’ 
rights prevent the federal government from 
intruding in affairs that properly belong 
to the states, but they do not give states 
an undue claim on the national interest. 
Thus, we have every reason to inquire into 
the structure of the Senate. That Senatorial 

apportionment has so negatively dis-
torted American policy should argue 
against it; that it cuts against the very 
idea of democracy makes its persis-
tence an unmitigated shame.
 And its persistence will continue 
to shame us. The Framers included 
the Senate in our Constitution 
mainly to get smaller states such as 
Delaware to ratify it. Consequently, 
Article V explicitly requires that 
“no State, without its Consent, shall 
be deprived of its equal Suffrage in 
the Senate.” It would take a disas-
ter of far greater proportions than 
a lukewarm healthcare bill to get 
Wyoming to give up its one Senator 
per 250,000 people – enough spe-
cial favors to outweigh any national 
benefits for a century. This is unfor-
tunate because we’ve made greater 
changes to the Constitution before. 
For that matter, we’ve made greater 
changes to the Senate before, in the 
form of the 17th amendment, which 
transferred Senatorial election from 
state legislatures to state popula-
tions.
 To be perfectly clear, I am not 
attacking the Senate for not passing 

my favored legislation. Reforms are needed 
in environmental and healthcare legisla-
tion. I can live with compromises between 
political factions or geographical regions. 
As long as laws get written through a dem-
ocratic procedure, my criticisms will be 
directed at their authors, not at the system 
that produced them. Yet the Senate follows 
anything but a democratic process. Year 
after year, we may defer to the immediate 
pressures, but someday we will have to con-
front that fact.

Just because the Senate is unlikely to change doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try

NationalNational
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What Is Wrong with Mass Incarceration?
By Melissa Roberts
Art by Chiyel Hayles

The penal system created to keep soci-
ety safe is ruining America. Somehow 

the American penal system continues to be 
terribly expensive, unjust, and ineffective 
without creating widespread protest. The 
only people who seem to pay attention to 
this issue have an economic interest in the 
growth of mass incarceration, such as police 
and correctional officer organizations, or a 
political interest in using a ‘tough on crime’ 
stance to win elections. This explains the 
persistence of a system that hurts society 
as a whole by wasting tax dollars, weaken-
ing poor communities, and straining race 
relations. In the current economic reces-
sion, the cost of mass incarceration has 
finally been brought to public attention. 
Hopefully we can use this opportunity 
to change a system clearly in need of 
reform. 

 Incarceration is supposed to be 
a response to crime, yet incarceration 
rates have risen steadily over the last 
four decades even as crime rates have 
gone down. This shows that mass incar-
ceration is more a manifestation of polit-
ical manipulation and social anxieties 
than an actual response to crime. And 
it is a damn expensive one. According to 
PEW Research Center estimates, it costs 
the US a staggering $30,000-$40,000 
to incarcerate someone for just a year. 
It would be one thing to spend $50 bil-
lion a year on mass incarceration if it 
made society safer, but in every measur-
able way, it does not. Studies in Crime 
and Justice by Michael Tonry show that 
giving drug offenders longer sentences 
does not affect levels of drug use, drug 
prices, or drug trafficking. This is also 
true for other crimes. In Europe most 
sentences are measured in months and 
possibly years, not decades, despite the 
fact that Europe and America have similar 
crime rates.  This shows that incarcerating 
more people for longer amounts of time at 
great cost does not actually reduce crime, 
and is therefore a poor policy. 

 California provides a harrowing exam-
ple of where mass incarceration is going. 
California employs some strikingly illogical 

penal laws, such as the Three Strikes Law, 
which mandates that people who have com-
mitted three felonies face 25 years to life 
in prison. The upshot is that depending on 
arbitrary classification of crimes, people 
can end up spending life in prison for steal-
ing a $2.50 tube of lipstick. Due to this law 
and others like it, California has such over-
crowding in its prisons that a federal court 

ordered it to reduce the prison population 
by 40,000 people. California is having an 
epic budget crisis, yet they spend 8.5 billion 

annually on correctional facilities, which 
provide only illusionary safety. 

The idea of being ‘tough on crime’ is 
very palatable to we, the American public 
, because we want to keep ourselves and 
our families safe. Yet by removing so 
many non-violent offenders from disad-
vantaged neighborhoods, we destroy these 
communities. In The Prison and the Gal-

lows, Gottschalk points out that an African 
American male is more likely to go to jail 
than to college, illustrating how pervasive 
incarceration has become in many minor-
ity neighborhoods. While the racial gap in 
incarceration can be partially explained 
by higher levels of crime in minority com-
munities, racial profiling and targeted laws 
also play a role. Because police focus on 
minority neighborhoods, they find more 
crimes there. While budget shortages force 
cuts in services to disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods, we spend an increasing amount 
locking people from these neighborhoods 
up. Imagine if we spent billions on after 
school programs and college scholarships 
for kids in disadvantaged neighborhoods, 
instead of waiting until they got involved 
in drugs or gangs and then spending even 

more to incarcerate them. 
The jail system is sensible 

only when it has utilitarian value 
for society, and right now the 
opportunity cost of spending bil-
lions on the penal system to lock 
up people whose incarceration 
does not make society safer is 
illogical. The way to reduce the 
number of people in prison is 
simple: we have to send fewer 
people to jail and give out shorter 
sentences. I’m not arguing that we 
release rapists and serial killers, 
but there is a very large portion 
of the prison population that it 
would be beneficial to release. The 
Sentencing Project reported that 
82% of drug arrests are for pos-
session. We need to let out every-
one incarcerated for nonviolent 
drug offences. Instead of drain-
ing money from the community 
to pay to keep them in jail, give 
the former inmates community 
service. We should do the same 

for parole violators. With the money we 
would save, we could make a direct invest-
ment in poor urban neighborhoods. With 
better schools, more after school programs, 
and drug and mental illness treatment pro-
grams in the worst areas, we could really 
make a dent in the poverty and crime rate. 
And no one can argue with the benefits of 
that. 

It would be one thing to spend 
$50 billion a year on mass incar-
ceration if it made society safer, 
but in every measurable way, it 

does not.

National
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House’s Leader on Health Care, Education and Labor

EXCLUSIVE INTERVIEW
By Nantina Vgontzas
Photo by David Hartzler

2009 was a productive year for Con-
gressman George Miller of Califor-

nia, who chairs the House Committee on 
Education and Labor as well as the House 
Democratic Policy Committee. With the 
Education and Labor Committee being one 
of the three in the House that examined the 
health care bill before its passage, Miller 
has been noted by the New York Times as 
a “chief architect” of health care legislation. 
PPR spoke with the Congressman about 
this and other issues.

Were there any moments in your 
political career that you questioned 
whether you would see, and inte-
grally contribute to, this kind of 
health care progress?
Historic changes are never easy to make. 
Look at the battles to enact Medicare or 
Social Security, where you saw opponents 
making the same kind of false allegations 
they have made against health reform this 
year. It took a President willing to make 
it his top priority, a Democratic Congress 
deeply committed to making affordable 
health care a right, not a privilege, and the 
American public demanding change. With 
the election of President Obama, and in 
the midst of an economy where the plight 
of losing a job and losing health insurance 
has become much more real for too many 
Americans, we are finally going to make 
the dream of affordable health care for all 
a reality. I have been in Congress for more 
than 35 years and am proud of many things 
I have helped accomplish for working 
Americans, but health insurance reform is 
by far the most important piece of legisla-
tion I have ever worked on. 

What do you think has been the great-
est threat to the legislative viability of 
health care reform?
Throughout the health care debate, we 
have seen special interests and opponents 
of health reform do everything they can 
to scare the American people and kill this 
bill. We’ve had to work extremely hard to 
fight back against all the fear mongering 
and false allegations being pushed out into 

the public domain. And it’s deeply unfortu-
nate, at a time when American workers and 
families are suffering more than ever, that 
special interests and some lawmakers are 
trying to protect the status quo: an insur-
ance system that works for insurers, but not 
for patients and consumers.

Some Democrats have made conces-
sions on issues ranging from phar-
maceutical profits to abortion rights, 
which has angered the more liberal 
base of your party. As a member 
of the Congressional Progressive 
Caucus, how would you address these 
constituents?
As a progressive Democrat, I understand 
how frustrated some people may be by 
what has or hasn’t made it into the bill at 
this point, but it is important to remember 
that this is part of the legislative process. At 
the end of the day, I am confident that we 
will send President Obama a bill that will 
finally expand access to quality, affordable 
health insurance for millions of Americans 
who don’t currently have it, that will pro-
tect patients from discriminatory insurance 
practices, that will protect people’s choices 
of doctors and health plans, and that will 

get health care costs under control and 
reduce our deficit. This will be an enormous 
victory for the American people, and it will 
be life-changing for many families in this 
country.

The House recently passed the Stu-
dent Aid and Fiscal Responsibility Act 
to help reach President Obama’s goal 
of attaining the world’s highest col-
lege graduation rate by 2020. Some 
have argued that the costs override 
the benefits, and that our workforce 
does not need such a high proportion 
of college-educated individuals. How 
would you respond?
The most important thing we can do to 
secure a competitive future for our coun-
try is to build a well-trained, well-educated 
workforce, prepared for jobs in high-growth 
industries. Business leaders constantly tell 
us that one of their greatest challenges is 
trying to find workers who have the skills 
and knowledge base that their particular 
fields need. That’s why President Obama 
has made boosting the number of U.S. col-
lege degrees a key goal, and that’s why the 
Student Aid and Fiscal Responsibility Act 
focuses on helping students gain access to 
and complete higher education with the 
training they need for the jobs of the future.

The Edward M. Kennedy Serve Amer-
ica Act financially rewards college 
students who partake in community 
service by subsidizing their educa-
tion. Some believe this goes against 
the very nature of volunteerism. How 
would you respond to them?
First, it’s important to remember that the 
Serve America Act will strengthen both 
public service and volunteer opportunities 
for Americans, and not all opportunities 
will include an education reward. Investing 
in public service and volunteerism can yield 
enormous returns. In 2008, more than 61 
million Americans spent over eight billion 
hours volunteering – generating $158 bil-
lion worth of benefits. Unfortunately, espe-
cially in this economy, many young people 
who are interested in public service may 
feel they have to choose a more lucrative 
career in the private sector. [continued...]

National National
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[...continued] Providing them with help 
repaying their student loans or college 
expenses is a smart investment for our 
country.

In his latest documentary, Michael 
Moore argues that American capital-
ism has been flawed by an increas-
ingly undemocratic imbalance in the 
workplace between employers and 
employees. What is your take on this?
There’s no question that the anti-worker 
policies of the previous administration, 
coupled with Wall Street recklessness, con-
tributed to our economic 
collapse and under-
mined the financial sta-
bility of middle class 
families. In recent 
years, American work-
ers have been earn-
ing lower wages and 
losing benefits, despite 
being more productive. 
Less income means 
less consumer spend-
ing and less economic 
growth. The way to a 
stronger middle class 
and economy is through 
creating a stronger 
worker -- a worker who 
has adequate health 
and safety protections 
on the job and can earn 
fair wages and benefits.

The Great Depression undoubtedly 
made our nation as a whole more 
tolerant of social reforms. As exem-
plified by the narrow passage of both 
Senate and House health care bills, 
why has the current recession not 
been able to achieve this? 
We don’t yet fully know what the lasting 
effects of the recession will be, but health 
reform is an extremely complicated and 
contentious issue, partly because it is 
extremely personal for people. If anything, 
I think the tough economy and the legacy 
of the last eight years has led Americans 
to pay closer attention to the policies 
being debated in Washington and to how 
taxpayer dollars are being spent. And that’s 
a good thing. 

What to Do with the Republican Party?
The loyal opposition has provided the competition of ideas that checks the worst 

excesses of the majority  

Legitimate opposition is one of the cor-
nerstones of a healthy, functioning 

democracy and it is a foundation that seems 
to be crumbling right before our eyes. For 
most of American history, the loyal opposi-
tion has provided the competition of ideas 
that check the worst excesses of the major-
ity. It keeps the American people vigilant, 
and encourages the fruit of the legislative 

process.  The Republican Party seems so 
bereft of those ideas, only seeming 

capable 

of shouting inanely from the sidelines in a 
manner eerily reminiscent of Matt Stone 
and Trey Parker’s infamous “Rabble, rabble, 
rabble, rabble”. 

An odd amalgamation of those on 
the far right and of those who went so far 
right that they fell off of the planet have 
come to exercise so much influence over 
the GOP that any moderate person or idea 
is denounced, branded and cast from the 
fold  (see Arlen Specter).  Putting aside 
whether one agrees or disagrees with the 
particulars, a meaningful domestic agenda 
cannot be created with a recipe that consists 
almost exclusively of wanting to cut taxes, 
end abortion, protect gun rights and define 
marriage as being solely between a man and 
a woman.  

The long view of history suggests that 
this kind of perception about one of our 
political parties comes and goes.  One day 

it’s possible that we’ll be saying the same 
kind of thing about the Democratic Party 
(again). But, in the same way that percep-
tions come and go, so do political parties. 
The Federalist Party – gone.  The Whigs – 
gone. The Bull-Moose Party – gone.  The 
disappearance of the party of Lincoln would 
seem sad and unlikely, but is not impossi-
ble. Firstly, what would be required is the 

rise of a new politi-
cal party, formed 

around ideas 
that are more 
consequential 
to the welfare of 
Americans than 
the silly modern 
day version of 
“tea parties” (an 
unhappy choice 
of name for this 
marketing gim-
mick because it 
taints a proud 
moment in our 
r e v o l u t i o n a r y 

history). Such a 
party might find its 

nucleus in conservative Democrats, mod-
erate Republicans and independents.  But, 
like the Republicans of the mid-nineteenth 
century who coalesced around the slavery 
question, such a party would require its 
own unifying issues – issues it considers to 
be of greater importance than the consider-
able queries that currently divide Western 
Democrats from North Eastern Republi-
cans from Independents. Without a great 
coalescing issue, the rise of a new party 
seems extremely remote. 

That being said, the United States 
does not lack a variety of worthy ideas and 
healthy debate. They can be found within 
the very large tent of the Democratic Party. 
There is a robust, intelligent argument on 
almost every issue from national health 
care, to our policy in Afghanistan, to the 
environment. The tradition of discourse 
remains safeguarded in the Democratic 
Party. 

By Josh Rittenberg
Art by Chiyel Hayles

National
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The Perils of Homelessness

By Emily Kim
Art by Janice Dow

The typical American city street fills with 
the bustling energy of professionals, 

families and working people every morning. 
It is when the day ends, however, that these 
same streets bear witness to some of the 
most brutal and unreported crimes in our 
nation. It is in the dead of night that wide-
spread violence against men, women and 
children occurs. It 
is motivated not by 
vengeance or retal-
iation but rather by 
the simple fact that the victims are home-
less. Negative sentiment and, consequently, 
violence against the homeless have been 
on the rise in the last decade. The nature 
and magnitude of these crimes ought to fall 
under federal hate crime statutes.

Violence against the homeless is largely 
unaddressed because the homeless are dis-
enfranchised and crimes tend to happen 
under the radar. Without money or means 
of getting the word out, homeless 
victims’ stories are often left untold. 
In an annual report released by the 
National Coalition for the Home-
less, researchers found that “over 1 
in 4 attacks that are reported against 
the homeless end in murder. That’s 
huge compared to one-tenth of a 
percent of other protected classes.” 
The issue has escalated as city gov-
ernments have cracked down on 
people living in public spaces. Not 
only do these laws simply move the 
problem to other neighborhoods, 
they essentially criminalize home-
lessness. Politicians have ignored 
the difficulty of living on the streets 
and cast all homeless people as sec-
ond-class citizens. This sort of politi-
cal action sends the wrong message 
to the rest of society. Not only does it 
fail to reduce homelessness, but also 
it allows ill-will towards the home-
less to fester and consequently, 
makes our cities more dangerous.

In addition to government 
action, the Internet has also 
increased the violence. The National 
Center on Homelessness & Poverty 

finds that Bumfights, an online video that 
shows people living on the streets being 
forced to fight, accounted for 65 percent of 
a sharp increase in violence in 2006. Addi-
tionally, there was a 13 percent increase in 
2007. The cultivation of a culture of vio-
lence against some of the most helpless and 
vulnerable people in our society must be 
stopped. In a time of economic downturn, 
we see that circumstance and bad luck have 
put people on the streets, not a lack of work 

ethic or motivation. It is the job of the gov-
ernment to treat crimes against the home-
less as hate crimes, so as to send a message 
to the rest of society that such actions are 
morally unjustified and to deter future 
crimes.

There is no distinction between crimes 
against the homeless and what we consider 
to be hate crimes. Federal hate crime leg-
islation protects “race, religion, ethnicity, 

nationality, gender, sexual orientation, 
gender identity, and disability” in the Vio-
lent Crime Control and Law Enforcement 
Act (1994) as well as in the Matthew Shepard 
Act, which was signed into law by President 
Obama on October 28, 2009. Such distinc-
tions between hate crime and non-hate 
crime address the severity of motive, the 
viciousness of attacking a person based on 
association with certain groups or identi-
ties. Enhanced penalties are a necessary 

d e t e r r e n t 
b e c a u s e 
the govern-
ment must 

take extra measures to be sure that people 
are free to live and express themselves as 
they see fit, without the fear of hatred and 
hostility. Also, as Chief Justice Rehnquist 
asserted in the case Wisconsin v. Mitchell, 
hate crimes “inflict greater individual and 
societal harm.... bias-motivated crimes are 
more likely to provoke retaliatory crimes, 
inflict distinct emotional harms on their 
victims, and incite community unrest.” 

Therefore, hate crimes extend beyond 
the life of the victim. They disrupt 
entire communities, fostering fear and 
animosity.

Some believe that hate crime leg-
islation is unnecessary, due to the fact 
that violent crime is already illegal. 
They see the extension of increased 
penalties for more groups as punishing 
some violent crimes more severely than 
ones identical in action but different in 
motive. This criticism, however, does 
not address the intangible impact that 
hate crimes have. They scorn a way of 
life or a personal decision and under-
mine the freedoms we enjoy in the US. 
Violence against the homeless fits the 
criteria of such crimes. To harm people 
for reasons based on circumstances 
and to make them out to be the bane 
of society solely based on living condi-
tions is a blatant misconstruction of 
homeless people as outcasts and men-
aces. To deny the homeless the protec-
tion of hate crime laws is to undermine 
the laws’ original purpose. Therefore, 
the definition should be expanded at 

both the national and state levels. 
 

Why the government should take a harsher stance on violence against the most vulnerable of its citizens

[Violence against the homeless] is motivated not by vengeance or retali-
ation, but rather by the simple fact that these people are homeless. 

Why violence against the homeless has not been 
addressed by the federal court system

National
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In 2001, John J. DiIulio, Jr. was appointed 
by President George W. Bush to serve as 

the first director of the White House Office 
of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, 
an Executive Office of the President. The 
office sought to bolster faith-based com-
munity organizations by improving their 
ability to provide federally-funded social 
services. Since leaving public service, Dr. 
DiIulio has served as the Fox Leadership 
Professor of Politics, Religion, and Civil 
Society at Penn, and directs Penn’s Fox 
Leadership Program. Dr. DiIulio received 
his BA from Penn, and and a PhD in politi-
cal science from Harvard. 

So what got you interested in politics?
My father worked for the Democratic Party 
in the 1940s and 50s and was part of the 
group that converted Philadelphia from its 
virtually all Republican base to its virtually 
all Democratic base. He actually ran for city-
wide office for sheriff of Philadelphia twice; 
both times I ran his campaign. The first 
time, when I was a junior in high school, 
he got about 10,000 votes; the second time, 
when I was a junior at Penn, he got about 
30,000 votes, from which he concluded I 
got around three times smarter. Politics 
was always a part of our lives because of 
[my father’s] experience there.

What was it like to work in the Bush 
administration, and what’s your 
impression of President Bush?
I wrote about this in an edited volume that 
came out recently from Stanford Univer-
sity Press called Judging Bush. I think that 
my assessment is the administration was 
a great disappointment. I still think the 
president had a good heart, intended well, 
intended to do good things for the coun-
try, and especially for the poor, through his 
compassionate agenda.  I think he got some 
very bad advice along the way. But as I say 
in the book, I think the biggest eye opener 
was the non-response to Hurricane Katrina. 
I think in some ways that was the bookend 
on the domestic side to the invasion of Iraq. 
It showed, in both cases, a policy-making 
that was not done with the greatest of care 
and an administrative response that was far 

National

from perfect. In the end you have to hold 
the president accountable.  I don’t think 
he’s by any means the worst president ever, 
the way some have concluded. I think his-
tory will be somewhat kinder to him than 
his contemporaries have been. I think in 

retrospect certain decisions, like the Medi-
care Modernization Act and the focus on 
foreign aid and humanitarian intervention 
in Africa, will go down as positive achieve-
ments, but on balance I think the record 
was disappointing. 

How did you become interested in 
faith-based initiatives, and can you 
explain what they are and also your 
faith?
Well, the interest goes back to my research 
interest. I was actually studying liquor out-
lets and how the concentration of these 
outlets were related to juvenile crime. It 
led to the question: if liquor outlets have 
negative externalities, might the mere con-
centration of churches or other commu-
nity-serving institutions have a resiliency 
impact on juvenile crime and delinquency? 
That empirical research question led me 
to Boston, South Central LA, and all over 
the country talking to African American 
and Latino community-serving ministers, 
people who ran little tiny churches and 
little so-called blessing station ministries 

that serve the poor in their own neighbor-
hoods. After a couple of years of doing that, 
I concluded I had been wasting my time 
with everything else that I had been work-
ing on in social policy, because the people 
who were closest to the problems were in 

fact this critical mass of community-serving 
ministers. They were of all different back-
grounds, most of them Christian, but the 
possibility of strengthening and empower-
ing them in partnership with government 
became kind of a mission and a passion. 

I was born in Philadelphia, a Roman Catho-
lic by birth, but I was never terribly serious 
about my religion. The example of these 
ministers and their services to the poor, 
the myriad of things that they do, just cap-
tivated my imagination. I  came across a 
Penn professor named Ron Canaan, who 
was making a systematic study of the com-
munity service impact of local churches, 
synagogues, mosques, and other congrega-
tions. So the question by the mid-90s for me 
became a non-partisan question: is there 
anything we can do to lift up, support, and 
empower these good people of faith who are 
trying to serve their own needy neighbors? 
How can we get sacred places to serve civic 
[continued...]

From College Hall to the White House

“[The Bush Administration] was a great disappointment”

EXCLUSIVE INTERVIEW

National

By Anne-Garland Berry, Jessica Mayer, and Ned Shell 

Editor Ned Shell with Dr. DiIulio
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Proof in Numbers
By Sarah Boice

My question: how many former congress 
members are now working as lobbyists?

According to opensecrets.org, 1999 held 
only 129 formers working on K Street. (This 
was down from the year before). Of these, 
70 of them are working in finance-focused 
lobbying (Public Citizen).

While the 1995 Lobbying Disclosure Act 
requires lobbyists to report their former 
employment to the Congressional clerks 
upon registering their work, this informa-
tion is being held in government view only. 
There is no transparency with this, and far 
more information is needed about lobby-
ing and lobbyists. This is the reason groups 
like the one behind opensecrets.org exist. 
However, it’s going to take far more than 
activist groups to make information more 
accessible. We need an institutional change 
in the bureaucracy.

My Neighbours
By Anne-Garland Berry

Five Northern Virginia men were arrested 
in Lahore, Pakistan on Tuesday. Hail-
ing from [my hometown] Alexandria, VA, 
the men had been in touch with a Taliban 
recruiter from Pakistan for months; they 
arrived in the country on November 30, and 
the recruiter, named Saifullah, instructed 
them to put on traditional Pakistani dress, 
get on a bus, and head for the northwest 
zones of the country; they were arrested as 
they traveled to North Waziristan…

Leaders from the mosque that these men 
attended reiterated that their masjid, 
located in the Alexandria section of Fair-
fax County in Mount Vernon, is a place 
that reinforces the teachings of the Qur’an 
and the sunnah--and that it stresses mod-
eration, tolerance and respect for peoples of 
other faiths. 

It is crucial that U.S. masajid (plural of 
“masjid”) undertake an aggressive cam-
paign to prevent this kind of [terror] activ-
ity; obviously, it is important for the security 
of the U.S., the safety of young, Muslim-
American men, and the sanctity of the faith, 
but it also is beneficial in preventing unfair 
discrimination and press to which Muslim 
Americans are often subjected. Many non-

Loudest from The Soapbox
http://pennpoliticalreview.blogspot.com/

Twitter: PennPR

The Soapbox blog allows PPR 
staff to post their thoughts on 
the pressing political and social 
issues of the day as they happen.  
We are Penn’s only dedicated 
student political blog.

[...continued] purposes in conjunction with 
government, while staying strictly between 
the double yellow lines of the separation 
of church and state?  So, my interest came 
from research, but I think I had a better 
feel for the so-called faith based communi-
ties because I had grown up in a household 
where religious faith was not absent.
 
Did the initiatives include non-Chris-
tian faiths as well?
Oh yeah. Religious pluralism was the 
watchword. Unfortunately, that’s not how it 
actually ended up playing out entirely in the 
policy realm.

What role do you think religion 
should play in presidential elections?
Citizens should vote according to whatever 
criteria they think are most important, and 
for some people their religion basically tells 
them what to think about certain issues.  
It’s important that candidates who really 
care about the public interest not use reli-
gion in a divisive or polarizing way. Clearly, 
it does matter as an empirical point in how 
people vote. George W. Bush would not 
have been elected, let alone re-elected, were 
it not for the votes of evangelical Christians. 
Although churches are not technically 
involved in politics, and they can’t endorse 
candidates, they have been a part of the civil 
rights movement; they were a part of the 
abolition movement; they have always been 
central to politics and political movements. 

How civically active do you think 
Penn students are? 
I think that there is no question that stu-
dents at Penn lead the nation. We can 
demonstrate that by the numbers doing 
community service, academically based ser-
vice learning, volunteer work, civic-minded 
engagement, no doubt about it. But the 
interest in politics and government is rela-
tively lacking here and elsewhere. And I say 
that as someone who marvels at what we’ve 
been able to do with Penn Leads the Vote 
and getting 90-plus-percent turnout.  We’re 
going to work with community-serving and 
religious groups. We’re going to work with 
the faith communities. We’re going to work 
with the secular non-profits. But lighting a 
single candle rather than cursing the dark-
ness, beautiful as it is, is no substitute for 
the electric company. And government is 
the electric company. 

Muslim Americans tend to stereotype Islam 
in general, associating it with the extreme 
factions of which it does not approve. 

Thoughts on the Nobel Speech
By John Gee

I continue to believe that [Obama’s Nobel 
Peace Prize] was given foolishly and unde-
servedly. But if our president can do one 
thing, he can deliver rousing oratory, and 
the speech didn’t disappoint…

So, in short, I’m really surprised by David 
Frum’s (a Canadian American conservative 
journalist and creator of frumforum.com) 
take:

[…] The Nobel address highlights President 
Obama’s inability to share credit with any 
identifiable human being – or to speak of 
his nation’s accomplishments in any but the 
most round-about and apologetic ways.

A note about the commentary: James Fal-
lows (the Atlantic) ventured to say, “I don’t 
think [Obama] provided even a five-second 
passage of the [Nobel] speech that could be 
isolated by U.S. opponents to show that he 
was “apologizing” for America.” The vast-
ness of the divide between that statement 
and Frum’s highlights, to me, the aggravat-
ingly tendentious nature of Frum’s foreign 
policy writing. To the neocons, and I know 
Frum does not belong wholly to that group: 
Barack Obama, as you are fond of pointing 
out, is the President of the United States. It 
is difficult for him to appear anything less 
than arrogant when speaking in that capac-
ity, especially if, when he tries to do so, you 
berate him for being wishy-washy. How 
can he be so personally arrogant and yet so 
professionally meek? How, when his speech 
defends war in front of the Nobel Commit-
tee, at the awarding of its Peace Prize, can 
you say he has a fondness for kowtowing? 

I find it difficult to attribute this contradic-
tion to much other than personal antipathy 
on the part of the critics.

National
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By Patrick Stedman
Art by Janice Dow

All Americans – Republican and Demo-
crat alike – know that one of the big-

gest threats our country faces in the coming 
century is its overdependence on foreign oil. 
While there have been many suggestions as 
to how we might become self-sufficient, one 
of the biggest proposals has been to switch 
our automobiles from combustion engines 
to hybrid and/or electric design.

There is a lot of promise in this plan. 
Hybrids consume a fraction of the gas used 
in combustion engines, and electric cars 
(assuming the power grid is powered 
by non-fossil fuels) can be com-
pletely carbon neutral. Still, 
there is one vital fact that is 
usually overlooked about such 
battery-powered cars: their 
dependence on lithium.  

Lithium is the only material 
that can create batteries that are 
both lightweight and can store a 
lot of energy. It is absolutely essen-
tial to any non-combustion driven 
car. The element is predominantly 
found (and most easily accessed) in 
brine deposits on salt flats, giving the 
US at least some degree of a domestic 
base in places like Nevada. Still, the 
majority of the lithium in the world is 
not found in the US or in the countries of 
its traditional allies, but rather in the Uyuni 
salt desert in Bolivia.  

According to the United States Geo-
logical Survey, Bolivia possesses 5,400,000 
tons of the world’s lithium reserves, and by 
Foreign Policy’s estimates it has 50-70% of 
the entire world supply. To put that in per-
spective, Saudi Arabia, the country with the 
most oil reserves in the world, has only 25% 
of global oil reserves. As of now, Bolivia has 
yet to begin mining due 
to its lack of infrastruc-
ture, and has left most 
of the global production of lithium thus far 
to countries like Argentina, Chile, and Aus-
tralia. However, this will not last long. As 
global demand increases for lithium, Boliv-
ia’s industry will begin to develop. Indeed, 
according to a recent Foreign Policy article 
by Josh Keating, Bolivia’s government has 

stated that it “hopes its lithium treasure 
can pull it up from the bottom rungs of the 
global economy,” and has made plans to 
have its first lithium plant operational by 
next year. Global demand for this product 
has the potential to turn this country, cur-
rently the poorest in South America, into a 
commodities titan.

Bolivia, however, is rife with internal 
problems, and is governed by a radical

leftist government that is 
unfriendly with the United States. Boliv-
ia’s new president Evo Morales has sided 
much more frequently with countries like 
Venezuela, assisting drug-trafficking and 
spouting anti-imperialist rhetoric about 
American involvement in the region. In 

fact, according to The Nation, there are 
already signs that he is looking away from 
the West and towards American rivals in 
the East. In 2006, while discussing what 
he would do if he couldn’t get American or 
European investment on his terms in the 
region (regarding natural gas production 

at the time), he stated “It’s OK, there are 
plenty of other countries, like China, that 
will be willing to help us.”

That exchange was three years ago, 
and it concerned a resource much more 
prevalent and diversified across the world. 
Since then, China has begun to assert itself 
globally in resource accession (such as 
the development of both the Angolan oil 
and transportation industries), and would 
undoubtedly be willing to ‘help’ for a cut 
and increased influence in the country. In 

just half a decade China’s economy 
has grown by hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars, and its global 

influence, especially after the 
financial crisis, has soared. It is 

flush with money, and its gaining privi-
leged access to the world’s largest lithium 
reserves would be well worth any bill. Such 
an alliance could have disastrous effects for 
the United States by depriving us of needed 
resources – or at the very least by forcing us 
to pay much more.

Bolivia, however, has the potential to 
influence our policy even if it doesn’t align 
with our rivals. Saudi Arabia can already 
sway our energy policy by increasing or 
decreasing its production of oil, and it only 
provides us with 15% of our domestic oil 
needs. If electric cars and hybrids become a 
national phenomenon, then we will require 
at least that much of our lithium from 
Bolivia, simply based on the vast number 
of global reserves they possess. Chile and 

Argentina, while reliable trading part-
ners now, are unlikely to be able to 
satisfy all of our needs if we start using 

lithium on a national level (though it would 
still be dangerous to rely so much on but 
two countries for our critical resources).

Reducing our dependence on foreign 
oil is undoubtedly a must in the 21st cen-
tury. We are currently relying on a fuel that 
keeps us in the grip of foreign countries, 

s u b j u g a t i n g 
our own policy 
to theirs. As 

America transitions to new technologies, 
however, we must remember how easy it 
is to become dependent on new resources. 
Our government would do well to take this 
into consideration as we craft our energy 
policy for the 21st century.

Forget Oil, Let’s Talk Lithium.
Why lithium can become the next scarce resource

[Lithium] is absolutely essential to any non-combustion driven car.

GlobalGlobal
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Forget Oil, Let’s Talk Lithium.
Why lithium can become the next scarce resource

Dusk approaches in the “Land of the Rising Sun”

By Chris Shimamoto
Art by Allison Zuckerman

Japan was once a force to be reckoned 
with. From the rubble and ashes of a 

war-torn society arose a global superpower, 
an economic juggernaut and an increasingly 
influential presence in world affairs. As an 
ascending leader, it threatened to surpass the 
United States as the world’s premier econ-
omy, frequently exceeding 10 percent growth 
in GDP per year. Its politics were likewise 
blessed with competent leadership and tact-
ful policymaking.

Those days are now 
nothing more than pleas-
ant memories of prosper-
ous times. For the past two 
decades, a convergence of 
economic misfortune and 
political incompetence has 
jeopardized Japan’s status as 
a thriving, globally-relevant 
country. The present tumul-
tuous state of industry sug-
gests a future that leaves 
much to be desired. What 
must now be considered is 
what will come next for Japan 
and what — if anything — can 
be done to restore the country 
to its previous glory.

In the wake of World War II, a mam-
moth economic expansion boosted the once-
struggling nation. Carefully allocated capital, 
expansionary fiscal policy and a keen sense of 
innovation contributed to decades of unprec-
edented growth. Between 1950 and 1980, 
Japan’s economy grew seventy-three fold 
relative to eight fold growth on the part of the 
United States.

Then the 1990s came about. Loose 
lending and speculation had contributed to 
an asset price bubble, much like what pre-
ceded the current economic crisis. To scale 
back risky lending and artificially high asset 
prices, officials hiked interest rates. Over-
extended banks faced failure, asset prices 
imploded and consumers were neck deep 
in debt. Meanwhile, government timidity, 
wasteful spending and an onslaught of defla-
tion halted growth for a decade.

 Japan is once again in the midst of defla-
tion and stagnant growth. Government debt 

equals 217 percent of its GDP, a worrisome 
inhibitor of future expansion. Unemploy-
ment is at its highest since the end of the 
war, and a strong yen has wreaked havoc on 
export industries.

But the lingering effects of misman-
agement, debt and deflation are not the 
only burdens on the Japanese economy. An 
aging population and rapid decline in fertil-
ity threaten to undercut further expansion. 
With most countries anticipating demo-
graphic growth, Japan’s relative capability 
to produce and consume sizeable quantities 
of goods will likely diminish. 

Challenges from the developing world, 
particularly from China, also loom large. 
These up-and-coming economies threaten 
to swallow portions of Japan’s export mar-
kets with their cheaper labor and goods. 
Japanese technological innovation may be 
difficult to duplicate, but the final products 
are easily replicable.

With all this doom and gloom, what 
can be done? Turning the tables will be dif-
ficult, and even considering Japan’s historic 
ability to recuperate, recovering its former 
status seems unlikely. 
 One long term priority is to shore up 
the government’s hideous debt. The newly 
empowered Democratic Party of Japan has 
promised a new era of fiscal responsibil-
ity. Anything less than delivering on that 
promise will likely spell ruin for Japan, 
as it crumbles under the burden of mon-
strous interest rate payments — a fifth of 
the budget in 2008. Once the domestic 

economic climate has softened, the govern-
ment must rein in the exorbitant habits of its 
predecessors. Japan’s notoriously lenient tax 
enforcement policies must be reformed, and 
painful cuts in spending and subsidies will be 
necessary. Diminishing a debt twice the size 
of GDP will be a lengthy and pain-staking 
process. Inaction, however, will continue 
to fuel adverse economic conditions while 
handcuffing the government’s effectiveness.

Countering population decline is pos-
sible through sweeping immigration reform. 
Unfortunately, ethnic homogeneity is valued 
in what may be the last nation-state on the 

planet. The path to citizenship is 
a long and arduous process that 
absurdly requires new citizens to 
adopt an ethnic Japanese name. 
Reforming immigration and citi-
zenship laws would tremendously 
boost Japan’s demographic pros-
pects. Countless Chinese, Kore-
ans and South Americans would 
welcome the opportunity to con-
tribute to an economic resur-
gence, a prospect the government 
should embrace. 

Another possibility lies 
within Japan’s heralded auto 
industry. Much like the United 
States, Japanese auto compa-
nies have been hammered by the 

recession. Yet relative to their Western com-
petitors, the Japanese have a head start on 
fuel efficiency and green technology. Capital-
izing on trends away from gas guzzlers and 
an innovative advantage could aid an enor-
mous industry within the Japanese economy.

Regrettably, the Japanese have hitherto 
shown little willingness to commit to any 
painful but necessary reforms. The new DPJ 
government has promised to do away with 
many of the toxic habits of the Liberal Demo-
cratic Party, but it remains to be seen whether 
the enigmatic, ideologically divided party 
can push forward the necessary changes at 
the expense of short-term popularity. Japan 
is losing ground year by year to the United 
States, China and up-and-coming powers. Its 
future as a global industrial leader remains 
bleak without any definitive cure to its eco-
nomic maladies. Japan’s best days, sadly, 
may have settled beyond the horizon.

In the midst of economic turbulence and mismanagement, Japan’s future looks grim

Global
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Towards Middle East Democracy

How a careful utilization of domestic social trends can bring reform to the world’s least democratic region

By Luke Hassall
Art by Laura Paragano

Since the 1980s, with the collapse of 
authoritarianism in the Eastern Bloc 

and the conclusion of junta rule in much 
of the Third World, democracy has flour-
ished across the globe. On every continent, 
a majority of nations at least pretends to 
be democratic. However, one region of 
the globe remains profoundly authoritar-
ian: the Arab countries of the Middle East 
and North Africa. As a cultural bloc, their 
particular “Arabness” has been blamed by 
many for their failure to 
democratize. That Islam 
is incompatible with 
democracy is a popular 
refrain from the right-
wings of both Western 
and Middle Eastern 
politics. This belief is, 
however, fundamen-
tally incorrect. Demo-
cratic success has been 
achieved in other Islamic 
countries. The world’s 
third largest democracy, 
Indonesia, has a Muslim 
majority. If properly 
managed, democracy can be successful in 
the region by playing off the same factors 
that have helped it elsewhere. Falling birth 
rates, vibrant young populations, emerg-
ing professional and middle classes and 
abounding dissatisfaction with existing 
regimes provide the foundations on which 
democratic change can be built. 

 The political status quo in the region 
is grim at best. It boasts no functioning 
democracies. Unstable democracy eke out 
an existence in Lebanon and Iraq. Several 
semi-constitutional monarchs hold court 
over weak and disorganized parliaments, 
notably in Jordan and Morocco. In Iran, 
republican and theocratic institutions toil 
with one another, rendering the country 
only occasionally democratic. The remain-
der of the region is dominated by nation-
alists and authoritarian monarchs. Many 
leaders have been in place for decades or 
inherited power from like-minded prede-
cessors. 

 But that seems unlikely to continue. 

First, a fall in birth rates is changing family 
structures, boosting the working age share 
of the population and challenging tradi-
tional social organization. While regional 
birth rates remain high, they are declining, 
led by North Africa, but extending even 
into the hyper-fertile Arabian Peninsula. 
Falling fertility stabilizes population pres-
sures while transforming family and social 
structures in favor of change. The second 
factor is the development of what Vali Nasr, 
a renowned Iranian-American scholar, sees 
as an emergent commercial middle class. 
Such commercial elites have been crucial 
in pushing political change in history. The 

final factor is popular dissatisfaction. The 
rise of Islamism is largely due to disen-
chantment with the status quo. In Iran, the 
young push against their own regime in the 
other direction. It is change itself that mat-
ters.

 Controlling the direction of change 
is essential. If it is to be democratic, then 
Islamists must be engaged. The region is 
deeply Islamic, and the attempt to exclude 
Islam from nation-building has been a 
disaster in the past. The West, non-Mus-
lims and the secular minority must concede 
that Islamic belief will pepper constitutions 
and political discourse. To fail to involve 
Islamic political forces will both create dan-
gerous opposition and deprive democracy 
of crucial legitimacy. The record shows that 
electoral-Islamists need be no great threat. 
Turkey’s Islamist movement produced the 
currently ruling AK party, which resembles 
the GOP more than Iran’s mullahs. Indeed 
exposure to democracy has blunted the 
sway of Islamists in many countries, nota-

bly in Indonesia, where their share of the 
vote has tumbled as democracy has become 
entrenched. 

 The second step is more difficult. 
Non-Islamists, including the establishment 
nationalists as well as the liberals, socialists 
and tribal leaders they at times co-opt, must 
be convinced to organize themselves elec-
torally. This will not be easy. It took three 
years of bloodshed and revolution between 
1848 and 1850 to convince Europe’s con-
servatives that popular organization was 
necessary. If the establishment refuses to 
embrace democracy then the Islamists may 
grow tired of it. It does not bode well for 

Turkish democracy that secular-
ists have continued to reach for 
the courts and the generals while 
their political parties remain 
moribund. Non-Islamists can 
win victory in the vote. Islamists 
do their worst in Pakistan when 
the vote is cleanest. Even in con-
flict-ridden Iraq, voters turned to 
nationalists, moderates and the 
less-ideological of the Islamists 
in this year’s governorate elec-
tions. 

 Thirdly, the rest of the 
world must engage the region 
economically. In order to cur-

tail crushing unemployment and provide 
opportunities for middle class expansion, 
these countries need investment and 
market access. Iraq in the 1990s clearly 
showed that sanctioning of unsavory 
regimes merely eviscerates civil society, 
while well-resourced dictators soldier on. 
If we promote meaningful and diversified 
economic development in this region then 
we can both control popular anger and pro-
mote more social mobility, which will help 
bring democracy.

 However, nothing is inevitable. 
Democracy is not the only possible out-
come. Falling fertility and economic and 
social development could end up buttress-
ing existing regimes instead of replacing 
them. On the other hand emergent social 
forces may fuel non-democratic alterna-
tives. Al Qaeda has plenty of well-educated 
professionals. If domestic political actors 
and the international community do not 
seize this opportunity, then horror could 
ensue. 
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The Rise of Female Suicide Bombers

By Rachel Thomas
Art by Laura Paragano

The most recent successful terror-
ist attacks in the Middle East employ 

a non-traditional weapon – not guns or 
chemicals, but women.  Over the past year 
alone there has been a massive surge in 
female suicide bombers.  Recently, in mid-
October, a woman working for the Taliban 
killed 11 in Pakistan by detonating 
an explosive device hidden under 
her dress.    

Terrorist groups, such as 
Al-Qaeda and Hamas, are now actively 
recruiting women to participate as suicide 
bombers. Because these sects are often 
deeply religious, and many follow Sharia 
law, women are required to wear long 
burqas; these can easily conceal explosive 
devices disguised as pregnant bellies.  Also, 
men are less willing to frisk and search 
women in public. Another component of 
Sharia law — the separation of men and 
women in many aspects of everyday life 
— makes these attacks especially horrific 
because they often result in the deaths of 
women and children.

Women are opting to participate in 
these attacks for conflicting reasons. Some 

hope to absolve a “shame” brought upon 
their families, such as the rape or death 
of a loved one. This concept has become 
increasingly dangerous because radical ter-
rorists are beginning to believe that when 
more women are raped, more are recruited. 
Samira Ahmed Jassim, an Iraqi woman 
arrested in January for recruiting dozens 
of female soldiers, admitted that insurgents 
use rape as a tactic to force women into 
being suicide bombers.  She even noted that 

some women with Down Syndrome were 
exploited and coerced into these positions 
as well.

Other women believe that fighting for 
Islamic extremism is a form of empow-
erment — that these acts of courage will 
present women as equals to men. Funda-
mentalists encourage this notion, because 
when women become suicide bombers, 
they make men feel inferior. In order to 
overcome this ego issue, more men will 
enroll in these radical groups. 

The feminist aspect of female martyr-
dom is full of contradictions.  As Mia Bloom, 
an expert on the subject, notes, accord-
ing to Sharia law, women are not allowed 

to be alone for 
more than a day; 
thus Hamas only 
allows female sui-
cide bombers to 
carry out attacks 
that take less 
than 24 hours or 
be accompanied 
by a man while 
on a mission. 
Thus, what these 
women do not 
seem to under-
stand is that the 
cause which they 
fight for — con-
servative Islam 
— highly restricts 
women’s rights. 
By carrying out 
these attacks to 
gain equality, they 
instead create a 

dichotomous relationship between men 
and women that can never be allayed.   

The two motives for the increase of 
these acts — shame and empowerment — 
are quite different.  However, in order to 
prevent more women from succumbing to 
the lure of jihad, one must understand that 
the two share a similar solution.  Combat-
ing this type of violence cannot be achieved 
through an increase in troops or more 
raids on terrorist cells.  It must be fought 

with education.  Women must 
learn that rape is not their sin 
to carry, and that killing other 
women and innocent civil-

ians will only foster more shame and vio-
lence. The same notion holds for women 
who become martyrs for empowerment.  If 
women yearn for a better life for their peers 
and children, prolonging violence is not an 
answer. 

One solution is giving women other 
outlets to address their difficulties. Pro-
viding women with education or economic 
opportunities can give them ownership 
of something they can be proud of so they 
do not need to prove themselves through 
jihad.  These types of solutions also carry 
on to the next generation, where young men 
will see their mothers as contributors, and 
stop objectifying and exploiting women.

Radical terrorists are beginning to believe that 
when more women are raped, more are recruited.

How do we explain the increasing number of female suicide bombers?
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The Valence Effects of Troop Surges
By Gideon Spitzer

Art by Allison Zuckerman

In response to a proposed plan of the 
Obama Administration to pay Taliban 

fighters who renounce the insurgency and 
join Afghan government-backed militias, 
Conan O’Brien commented, “Yeah, in a 
related story, 10 million unemployed Amer-
icans just joined the Taliban.” Mr. O’Brien’s 
jocularity focuses in on a key issue in the 
War in Afghanistan: whether 
the Iraqi “Awakening Move-
ment” can be replicated in 
Afghanistan, and whether 
that requires a simultaneous 
“surge” in NATO troop levels 
in order to succeed. 

Iraqi “Awakening Move-
ments” involved the mon-
etary cooption of tribal 
militias onto American mili-
tary and Iraqi government 
payrolls, transforming these 
groups from thorns in the 
side of coalition forces to 
allies against al-Qaeda and 
other insurgent groups. It is 
no coincidence that the cre-
ation of a homegrown anti-insurgent move-
ment coincided with the 2007 “surge” of 
American troops in Iraq. Indeed, the Tal-
iban’s provincial foot soldiers make prime 
targets for monetary cooption by the US and 
Afghani governments. But these lower-level 
militants, like their Iraqi counterparts, will 
only join Afghan government-backed mili-
tias if they sense the creation of a semi-per-
manent secure environment with dwindling 
Talibani influence, a goal which necessitates 
a significant boost in foreign troop levels.

Afghanistan is not Iraq. Key differences 
mark the relationship of al-Qaeda and the 
Taliban to the Afghani population compared 
to al-Qaeda’s relationship with Iraqis, dif-
ferences which make the need for additional 
troops all the more acute. In a 2007 article 
for smallwarsjournal.com, David Kilcul-
len, a counterterrorism expert who served 
as an advisor to General Petraeus, detailed 
the “standard technique” of al-Qaeda (AQ) 
to “to marry [its] leaders and key operatives 
to women from prominent tribal families…
creating a bond with the community…and 
so ‘embedding’ [their] network into the soci-

ety.” Yet in Iraq, Kilcullen writes, “the tribes 
only [give] their women within the tribe or…
to other tribes…in their confederation,” a 
custom which hampered al-Qaeda’s effort 
to infiltrate Iraqi society. Thus while both 
al-Qaeda and the Taliban have had decades 
to entrench themselves in Afghani society, 
Iraqi tribal leaders had comparatively little 
reason to maintain a continuing a relation-
ship with the violent Sunni extremists in 
their midst, and many reasons not to do so 

(especially as al-Qaeda in Iraq led a crack-
down on smuggling businesses run through 
tribal leaders).  

Unlike the small cadres of foreign fight-
ers and native Sunni extremists that com-
posed al-Qaeda in Iraq, the Taliban used 
its rise to power as the governing regime 
of Afghanistan between 1996 and 2000 to 
embed itself within Afghan society.  As Pak-
istani reporter Ahmed Rashid writes, the 
Taliban’s membership consisted primarily 
of provincial foot soldiers and clerics mobi-
lized against “evil Muslims” within Afghani-
stan. Over time the Taliban leadership’s 
contact with a group of Arab implants to 
Afghanistan known as the “Arab-Afghans,” 
(a group led by Saudi Arabian Osama 
Bin Laden) transformed the provincially 
focused Taliban into an organization whose 
thinking was “increasingly…dominated” by 
“Bin Laden’s [Pan-Islamic] world view,” 
according to Rashid. The idea of a Pan-
Islamic state has in fact always been within 
the Taliban’s worldview; the group is known 
to have close ties with the Pakistani Jamiat 
Ulema-e-Islam Party, a radical Islamist 

party founded by Pakistani followers of the 
Muslim Brotherhood, the intellectual origi-
nators of a global Islamic revolution. 

Like any totalitarian ideology, the 
global political aspirations of the Taliban’s 
version of Islam remain potent and funda-
mental to the group’s existence. Although 
monetary cooption of the Taliban on its face 
offers an appealing shortcut to winning the 
war in Afghanistan, this strategy is doomed 
to failure as a means of neutralizing the Tal-

iban’s ability to organize or 
provide sanctuary to others 
who seek to launch attacks 
against Americans, indeed 
our original purpose for 
invading the country after 
9/11. While such a strategy 
may help defeat an Afghan 
insurgency, the Taliban’s 
hardcore members will con-
tinue pursuing their radi-
cal internationalist Islamist 
agenda as part of the “syn-
dicate of terror” (in the 
words of Secretary of State 
Hillary Clinton) responsible 
for the 9/11 attacks.  

The creation of an 
extensive security environment across Iraq 
required the 2007 “surge” of troops, an 
investment that paid off by demonstrat-
ing the commitment of coalition forces to 
the security of Iraqis and bestowing upon 
them the confidence to turn on extremists 
in their midst. In Afghanistan, the Taliban 
and al-Qaeda represent an especially intrac-
table threat due to their history in the coun-
try, and only with a significant increase in 
international troop levels can the US dem-
onstrate its commitment of Afghani secu-
rity and replicate its success with the Iraqi 
“Awakening Movement” in Afghanistan. 
Policymakers must be careful not to cherry-
pick successful tactics from the Iraq theater 
for implementation in Afghanistan without 
considering the full strategy that allowed 
them to succeed in the first place.  The 
“surge” strategy cannot promise success; yet 
it does represent the best thinking of mili-
tary planners with fresh knowledge of coun-
terinsurgency from Iraq, and eight years of 
experience managing an under-resourced 
effort in Afghanistan. 

Why President Obama’s Afghanistan decision is the correct one
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“Wizard of Wharton” on the Economy

By Anne-Garland Berry, 
Jessica Mayer, and Ned Shell 

Dr. Jeremy Siegel is the Russell E. 
Palmer Professor of Finance at the 

Wharton School. He is a frequent com-
mentator on CNN, CNBC, and NPR, and a 
regular columnist for Kiplinger’s, Yahoo! 
Finance, The Wall Street Journal, The 
Financial Times and other national and 
international news media. He authored 
the best-selling “Stocks for the Long Run”, 
which the Washington Post has named one 
of the 10 best investment books of all time.

What got you interested in econom-
ics? 
I would say it was my desire to understand 
what moved the stock market. I really 
wanted to know how money influences mac-
roeconomic factors, such as inflation and 
interest rates.

Who was your biggest influence?
Milton Friedman. I began reading him when 
I was in college, your age, and then I went 
to MIT as a graduate student. But I kept on 
reading Friedman, and I really wanted to be 
his colleague. I taught at the University of 
Chicago – where he was a faculty member 
before he retired – for four years. So from 
1972-1976 we were colleagues, and I got to 
know both him and his wife very well. My 
wife and I [recently] flew to Chicago for a 
memorial service – Rose Friedman passed 
away just a few months ago.”

What do you enjoy most about your 
job as a professor and scholar?
I love teaching. There is no question about 
that. I always have. I’ve also loved doing 
research. I like working on books. I don’t 
have to satisfy the journals anymore (laugh-
ter), although I’ve been invited to write a lot 
of journal articles. I’d still say my first love 
is teaching.

What is your opinion of Obama’s eco-
nomic policy?
I think he’s got very good advisers; I support 
Ben Bernanke, and he supports Ben Ber-
nanke. I wouldn’t have gone down the same 
road in health care that he is, but we’ll have 
to see what finally happens. I think we’re on 

EXCLUSIVE INTERVIEW

Editor Ned Shell with Dr. Siegel

a good road to recovery, and I think Obama 
is basically leading good economic policy. 
Things could have been a lot worse politi-
cally given the mess that Wall Street and 
the regulators made. I think that there’s 
a lot of antipathy towards Wall Street by 
Main Street, and I think he’s channeled 
that fairly well. He’s pursuing a pretty cool-
headed economic policy. As I say, it isn’t 
all good, but I feel that he is pursuing poli-
cies—and supporting people who are pur-
suing policies—that I think will be good for 
this country.

What would you want to change 
about how our economy is run?
My feeling is that we are emerging from, 
by some measures, the worst economic 
recession in the Post-World War II Period, 
so one wonders why we are doing health 
care right now. I know they try to link the 
two, but we should have had more targeted 
spending that would help firms hire people, 
and [we should] engage in investment that 
is productive and in new programs that 
could move us forward. It’s either you like 
what he’s doing or you hate it. I am one of 
those people who thinks that he is trying 
to pursue a course down the center and be 
cool-headed about it, and I appreciate that.

Do you think we were ever on the 
verge of a complete global economic 
meltdown?
Yes. It wasn’t saved by Obama because he 

wasn’t president then. It was saved by 
the Federal Reserve—by prompt liquidity 
provisions, which basically saved us from 
a meltdown.

Do you think the Federal Reserve 
has done a good job in regulating 
the economy and do you see its role 
changing in the future?
I give it a D up to the crisis in terms of 
foreseeing the crisis. Once the crisis 
really hit, I give it an A for proceeding to 
make sure it didn’t spread in a way that 
could have been far more serious. 

Is Bernanke the right man for the 
job?
Absolutely. He is a student of the Great 

Depression. This is the closest thing we’ve 
had that looks like the Great Depression. 

What do you think is the biggest 
threat to the U.S. economy?
One could think about the deficits going 
forward. I am more benign; I think that 
most of these deficits are because of the 
recession. The solution isn’t government 
and government spending, so we have to 
get those deficits under control going for-
ward. I do worry about over-regulation in 
the financial sector and over-intrusion by 
the government.

Is China a threat to the U.S. economy?
I think they’ve been very good to the U.S.; 
they’ve been providing us with cheap goods 
we wouldn’t have otherwise. They’ve been 
buying our treasury bonds. My feeling is 
that we shouldn’t view China as a threat. 
Globalization is not a threat. Globalization 
helps everyone. One of the first principles of 
economics is that it is not a zero sum game. 
There can be winners all the way around. 

Will the U.S. maintain its winning 
position in the global economy?
We’re the winners if we open ourselves up 
to what’s going on globally. The commu-
nication revolution has brought talented 
people to critical masses of research and 
development, which could lead to very good 
breakthroughs. The global economy can 
be win-win for everyone. Again, we cannot 
view it as a threat. We have to view it as an 
opportunity.

Global
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improve the material conditions of the voter 
can spell electoral death. 

Indeed, the Congress party can look to 
state governments to appreciate the impor-
tance of delivering economic opportunities to 
voters. In India’s largest state, Uttar Pradesh, 
the previously minor BSP captured the state 
legislature in the 2007 elections by overcom-
ing a fault line in Indian society – caste. The 
BSP became the first political party in India 
to develop support across all sections of the 
caste system. It was widely expected that 

this success would be repeated in the 2009 
national election. Instead, it fared poorly, 
polling well behind its main political rivals. 
The overriding concern of voters was that 
despite the formation of a stable, inclusive 
government, it failed to improve the material 
lives of the state’s voters. 

Political parties across India are recog-
nizing that the political success is not solely 
dependent on creating broad coalitions of 
support. It is only the starting point from 
which to build future success. The BJP has 
generally failed in achieving the first require-
ment, and its fate seems in decline. The 
Congress party, however, now has the oppor-
tunity to build a series of successful govern-
ments. It is likely that the Congress Party will 
come to accept economic policies that sup-
port free trade, increase foreign economic 
investment and limit government regulation. 
If not, it is likely they too will face electoral 
defeat. 

By Neal Gupta
Art by Allison Zuckerman

Just five years ago, India’s political future 
seemed certain – the saffron flag of the 

Hindu nationalists was rising across the sub-
continent. The ruling, right wing Bharatiya 
Janata Party appeared to be on the verge of a 
resounding electoral success. Widely popular 
Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee could 
claim credit for sustained economic growth 
and growing international recognition of 
India as a potential superpower. By embrac-
ing globalization and economic liberaliza-
tion, the BJP rested their upcoming election 
triumphs on an election manifesto’s vision of 
a “Shining India”. Hence, when the BJP lost 
the 2004 and 2009 elections to the tradition-
ally socialist Congress Party, many observers 
concluded the Indian electorate had signaled 
reservation with free market reforms.  The 
BJP’s electoral setbacks, however, cannot 
be fully explained by experiments with eco-
nomic liberalization. Instead, they largely 
stem from the party’s Hindu nationalist ide-
ology, not its inclination towards economic 
reform. The BJP’s election misfortunes are 
a vote against Hindu nationalism, not eco-
nomic liberalization. 

The BJP’s right wing message, Hin-
dutva (“Hinduness”), suggests that religious 
minorities are foreign elements in Indian 
society. Nationalists suggest that Christian-
ity and Islam, which do not view India as 
the cradle of their religious traditions, pose 
a particular threat to communities across 
the subcontinent.  Along with propagating 
this extremist philosophy, the BJP has been 
associated with instigating religious violence, 
especially communal rioting. Such brazen 
activities have successfully mobilized core 
supporters of the party. But when faced with 
the task of forming governments on the basis 
of parliamentary coalitions, the BJP has had 
to tone down its message. Indeed, the only 
successful BJP-led government was one 
that did not fulfill core Hindutva demands, 
namely the re-building of ruined ancient 
temples and the abolition of minority legal 
codes, civil laws honoring the traditions of 
religious minorities.

Hence, when the most radical members 
of the BJP attempt to rekindle its Hindu 
nationalist roots (especially during election 

seasons), it is not surprising that their tone 
fails to resonate with the masses. It instead 
alienates religious minorities as it attempts 
to impose radical cultural initiatives across 
a diverse country. The BJP’s difficulty in 
establishing political coalitions suggests 
that its ideology cannot underline the gov-
ernment of a culturally heterogeneous 
nation.  The Congress Party offers a more 
inclusive vision of India, and its success 
in forming new governments suggests its 
message resonates with voters. This trend 

towards broad, inclusive coalitions is evi-
dent at all levels of Indian democracy. In 
state governments, for example, political 
parties that can establish cross-class or cul-
tural coalitions are most successful. Indian 
voters are closing a chapter on the commu-
nal and political divisiveness that has char-
acterized the BJP for the past two decades. 

At the same time, it is important to 
realize that all governments are expected 
to deliver economic growth, regardless of 
political ideology. The BJP’s electoral losses 
should not be linked towards its economic 
liberalization policies. While confidence 
in policies that emphasize privatization of 
publicly owned companies, increased free 
trade and encouragement of foreign invest-
ment has declined in the face of a global 
recession, it remains critically important 
that Indian governments provide real 
improvements to the welfare of Indian 
voters. Debates about political ideology ebb 
and flow in Indian democracy, but failing to 

The Saffron Wave
What is the fate of Hindu nationalists in Indian democracy?
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By Mikhail Nikolaev
Art by Laura Paragano

A strong army and hard-talking politi-
cians have become the national sym-

bols of Russia. Beginning with Vladimir 
Putin’s presidency in 2001, the Russian 
government’s mission has been to restore 
influence and prestige abroad after the post-
Soviet decline, to the detriment of domes-
tic political and social change. 
By focusing almost exclusively 
on anti-Western rhetoric, Mr. 
Putin has effectively masked 
the uneasy relationship devel-
oping in the Far East, where 
Chinese interests are beginning 
to expand into Russia’s tradi-
tional backyard, Central Asia. 
The recent reorganization of the 
Russian military signals an end 
to Euro-centric defense, and a 
move towards strategic defense 
of interests in Central Asia.

After the troubled 90s, 
gone were Russia’s economic 
capabilities, research funding 
and production facilities. Out of 
100 identified “strategic indus-
tries” that allow a country to independently 
supply its defense industry, the Soviet 
Union had sufficiently developed 94 by 1991. 
Russia is now at about 60, so most electron-
ics and high-tech military equipment must 
now be imported from old NATO rivals. 
This has finally led politicians—and even 
voters—to realize that there are more unit-
ing than dividing factors between Russia 
and its European neighbors. 

The long-overdue post-Soviet military 
reform is finally responding to these eco-
nomic and political changes. The Russian 
view is that small buffer states in Central 
Europe will only witness low-intensity wars, 
and a major conventional confrontation 
with NATO is highly unlikely, especially 
given the alleged 8:1 disparity in defense 
budgets. Therefore, China, a rising super-
power, has become the focus of Russian mil-
itary concern. This is especially true for the 
Russian-Chinese overland border, which is 
the longest in the world. 

The first prospective arena for Russo-

Chinese conflict is Siberia, where border 
confrontations in the Amur region almost 
escalated into war in 1969. The Soviets 
deployed two tank armies and airdropped 
a whole division in Eastern Mongolia, while 
also almost obliterating a small island 
that had been invaded by Chinese forces. 
Times have changed, but old rivalries still 
exist over a region that contains major gas 
and oil reserves vital to Chinese growth. A 
potentially volatile situation could be fur-

ther exacerbated by the presence of tens of 
thousands of Chinese migrants participat-
ing in the development of booming oil and 
gas industries. These workers will only grow 
in number once the construction of a gas 
pipeline to Harbin begins. If many choose 
to stay, the Chinese government will have a 
perfect excuse for intervention in the region. 

The second and more pressing issue is 
Central Asia. Rich in fossil fuels and min-
eral deposits, it is a natural area for Chinese 
expansion. In Russia’s eyes, Beijing has 
Uighur troubles that could stir-up regional 
conflict, or so the Chinese may claim, and 
“force” a natural intervention by Chinese 
troops. Central Asia, however, is Russia’s 
backyard and is a major source for gas rev-
enues and migrant workers, whose popula-
tion in Russian cities will increase over the 
next few years. These migrants are ethni-
cally similar to those that have stirred trou-
ble in China’s Xinjiang province. As their 
numbers are rapidly increasing, the Rus-
sian electorate is becoming more sensible to 

problems in the Xinjiang region.
These new situations have been 

addressed by Russia’s new military reforms. 
Russia will reduce its large division-sized 
forces into 40 autonomous but smaller, 
“Western-style” brigades. The only remain-
ing division-sized force will remain on the 
Chinese border, demonstrating that Russia 
views this area as the only future zone for 
high intensity conventional warfare. The 
newest T-90 tanks are also being sent almost 

exclusively to the Far Eastern 
forces who will also be the 
first to receive the new mili-
tary uniform by 2010. Russia 
has also decided to focus on 
rapid redeployment, making 
7 out of 40 brigades fully air-
borne. Building a formidable 
airborne force allows Russian 
to keep most of its army per-
manently based in Europe, so 
it can continue to maintain a 
hard-line appearance towards 
the West. 

Despite the persistent 
anti-Western talk in Russian 
political discourse, Russian 
military cooperation with the 
West is on the rise. For exam-

ple, Russia has signed an unprecedented 
agreement to allow US military planes to fly 
over Russia to airbases in Afghanistan. The 
American presence in Central Asia is benefi-
cial in checking both Islamic terrorism and 
Chinese activities. The recent Kyrgyz crisis, 
with the closing of a US base supplying 
troops in Afghanistan, is rumored to have 
been caused by Chinese pressure. US forces 
in Kyrgyzstan could potentially encourage 
Uighur rebels in Xinjiang (near the Kyrgyz 
border) to increase their activity and reveal 
a clearer picture of Chinese intervention 
and atrocities in the area. 

The future of Russian-Chinese relations 
consequently seems grim as proxy wars and 
conflicts in Central Asia may still continue 
creating friction between the two regional 
superpowers. As Russia well knows, the 
one who responds quickest and “plants its 
flag” first in a low-intensity conflict will be 
the victor. Its new military organization is 
aimed at assuring that. 

China in the Sights of Russian Military Reforms
How Central Asia has become a potential flashpoint between Russia and China

The Saffron Wave
What is the fate of Hindu nationalists in Indian democracy?
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