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Dear Reader,

As you hold this issue of our venerable Publication, The Soap-
box, in you hands, you may be blissfully unaware of the many urgent 
political issues swirling about your head like so many windborne 
autumn leaves; you may not have watched coverage of the Dem-
ocratic or Republican conventions; you may not be able to locate 
Georgia on a map, or you may be interested in it only insofar as it 
is a peach-producing state on the Eastern Seaboard which has very 
lovely beaches.  However, odds are that you have some pertinent 
interest in the goings-on of the political sphere.  Perhaps you own 
Rand shares.  Perhaps you have a friend or relative serving overseas.  
Perhaps you were accosted on the street by one too many cheery 
get-out-the-vote folks, punched one right in their grinning mug, and 
are reading this in a temporary holding cell before you are arraigned 
on charges of hating democracy.  If any of the above scenarios 
describe you, then I have a small request on behalf of the team here 
at The Soapbox.  

You see, we would very much like to produce a magazine that is 
up-to-date, cutting-edge, and relevant to today’s events.  If possible, 
we would like our magazine to generate a holographic projection 
of Ann Coulter and Maureen Dowd in a cage match when held at 
the right angle.  In order to achieve these goals, we need more 
manpower.  And woman-power.  Hillary didn’t put eighteen million 
cracks in the glass ceiling for nothing, folks - her admirable campaign 
has convinced us here at The Soapbox that women are in fact capa-
ble human beings and we have accordingly changed our policy of 
making them wear unitards and stiletto heels in the office.  Now we 
require boxy orange pantsuits for everyone, regardless of race, reli-
gion, gender, or creed.  

We welcome your contribution to The Soapbox - in fact, we thank 
you in advance for it, as this is an offer that you simply can’t afford 
to refuse.  Oh jeeze, that sounded like a threat, but we didn’t mean 
it that way at all.  It’s just that we’re offering your name in print, 
an orange pantsuit, and untold fame and riches, all in exchange for 
simply sharing your opinions and expertise with the campus com-
munity.  Whether you are an incoming freshman eager to sign up for 
activities which you will never pursue, or a senior who needs publica-
tions on your CV to get into grad school, we encourage you to visit 
our website or call our hotline toll-free to learn more about how you 
can become part of The Soapbox today.

Yours Truly,

The Soapbox
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By Al Moran 

The big question surrounding Sen-
ator John McCain’s quest for the 
presidency has generally involved 

the fear that, at 71, he is simply too 
old to be America’s commander-in-chief.  
Pundits rarely dispute McCain’s technical 
qualifications for the presidency; despite 

the daily drama regarding his policy 
ideas, a consensus exists that he 
has earned the privilege of the 
nomination by virtue of his 
heroic service in Vietnam and 
his status as an accomplished 
Republican leader. However, 
there is a seemingly trivial 
aspect of McCain’s biogra-

phy that presents a challenge to the legiti-
macy of his presidential bid: he was born 
at an air base in the Panama Canal Zone, 
and while there is no doubt he is an Amer-
ican citizen, he might not meet the con-
stitutional requirement of being a “natural 
born citizen.”

The U.S. Constitution has acquired 
such a sacred status that we often over-
look its inconsistencies and open-ended 
nature. Its accolades are well-earned; the 
men who gathered in Philadelphia over 
200 years ago created a document that 
has withstood the test of time remarkably 
well. Nevertheless, loopholes exist, and 
one is directly linked to McCain’s presi-

dential bid. Article II Section I outlines 
the qualifications for the presidency. Pro-
ponents of the doomed Arnold Schwar-
zenegger-for-President movement know 

them well: “No person except a natural 
born Citizen, or a Citizen of the 

United States, at the time of the 
Adoption of this Constitution, 

shall be eligible to the Office of 
President; neither shall any 

Person be eligible to that 
Office who shall not 

have attained to 
the Age of 

thirty-five Years, 
and been fourteen 

Years a Resident 
within the United 

States.” Although these 
requirements seem simple 

enough, they deserve fur-
ther scrutiny in a case like 

McCain’s. What exactly does 

the phrase “natural born citizen” mean? 
Anyone’s guess is good as mine - it has 
never been defined by the Supreme Court 
or Congress.

The First Congress addressed the 
problem in the Naturalization Act of 
1790, legislating that “… the children of 
citizens of the United States, that may 
be born beyond sea, or out of the limits 
of the United States, shall be considered 
as natural born citizens.” However, this 
act was repealed and supplanted by the 
Naturalization Act of 1795, which reads: 
“”…the children of citizens of the United 
States, born out of the limits and jurisdic-
tion of the United States, shall be consid-
ered as citizens of the United States.” The 
absence of “natural born” is striking. This 
did not occur by accident; the drafting of 
bills is a time-consuming measure done 
with meticulous precision. The claim 
that legislators simply forgot to include 
“natural born” is very dubious, although 
their motivations for excluding it are 
unknown.

Numerous other immigration/
naturalization acts have been passed 
through the years, but none solve the 
problem. The most recent laws dealing 
with citizenship, U.S. Codes Title 8, Sec-
tions 1401 and 1403, seem contradictory 
in many ways. Code 1401 states that 
those born in “outlying possessions of 
the United States are ‘citizens at birth.’” 
One may safely assume that the terms 
“citizen at birth” and “natural born citi-
zen” are interchangeable. However, Code 
1403 pertains to those born in the Panama 
Canal Zone, and states that those whose 
father and/or mother was a citizen are a 
citizen of the United States. Both codes 
were enacted on January 2, 2006, so nei-
ther trumps the other. McCain was born 
in the Panama Canal Zone in 1936. Read-
ers may form different opinions regard-
ing which law pertains to McCain, but 
I believe the latter is more applicable. In 
any case, the precise status of McCain’s 

“Although these requirements 
seem simple enough, they 
deserve further scrutiny in 
a case like McCain’s. What 
exactly does the phrase “natu-
ral born citizen” mean? .”

Proud to Be an American
McCain’s citizenship woes



citizenship is unknown.   
Furthermore, consider 

former Senator Don Nickle’s 
(R-OK) introduction of the Nat-
ural Born Citizen Act of 2004. 
This bill sought to define the 
clause, and would have con-
clusively legitimized presidential 
bids like McCain’s. The legisla-
tion never made it out of com-
mittee. However, the fact that 
the issue was even raised proves 
that the problem has never been 
settled.     

The “natural born” predic-
ament has arisen before, most 
notably with Barry Goldwater’s 
1964 candidacy and George 
Romney’s 1968 campaign. Gold-
water was born in Arizona before 
it achieved statehood, and 
Romney was born in Mexico. 
Neither came close to winning 
the election, so the question 
went unresolved. McCain’s cor-
onation as the Republican nom-
inee means that he has a very 
real shot at victory in November. 
What would happen then is yet 
to be seen.

Of course, should McCain 
lose in November, the issue will 
once again recede into the shad-
ows of American constitutional-
ism. But if he wins, an outside 
party could contend his eligi-
bility for the office before the 
Supreme Court. Given the ten-
sion between “originalism” and 
“living constitutionalism” and 
the Republican/Democratic split 
evident in the Bush v. Gore deci-
sion, the justices’ opinions would 
be fascinating. It is equally fas-
cinating that this issue has been 
tacitly overlooked for so long.  
The campaigns press onward, 
treating this issue as a mere tech-
nicality, but smaller technicalities 
have swayed the outcome of the 
American political process in the 
past. Perhaps the “Straight Talk 
Express” will be derailed before it 
ever leaves the station. 
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Congress steps into the ballpark 

Big leagues

By Noah Rosenstein

A person’s integrity is measured by a 
commitment to the truth and to 
honesty in life and sport, and is 

tested by his or her actions and opinions 
in controversial situations. The steroid scan-
dal that has plagued Major League Baseball 
challenges the integrity of the players, 
coaches, league administrators, and fans of 
America’s favorite pastime. For Congress, 
which played a questionable role in the sit-

uation, questions of integrity also lay deep 
within their motivations and interests for 
holding hearings related to the steroid scan-
dal. 

When news broke that Major League 
Baseball Commissioner Bud Selig asked 
former Congressman George Mitchell 
(D-ME) to conduct a thorough investigation 
of the “steroid era” in baseball, few ques-
tioned the move. After all, it was a private 
investigation by a former congressman unaf-
filiated with government in a time when 
there was endless speculation about the 
extent of the steroid problem. However, 
the controversial results of the investigation 
released in December 2007 prompted a 
formal congressional investigation with ques-
tionable purpose. 

Congress has justified its involvement 
on grounds of its relevance to public health 
policy and regulation of business, and these 
reasons are legitimate. Steroids can have 
harmful effects just like many other pro-
hibited substances, and the government is 
responsible for regulating dangerous prod-
ucts. Not only do steroids affect professional 
athletes, but they affect the young aspiring 
athletes who look to professionals as role 
models.

Since baseball is a multi-billion dollar 
business, Congress also claims the right to 
regulate it like any other business. Over the 
years they have legislated on baseball’s anti-
trust status. In 1998 they limited MLB’s 
anti-trust exemption with regard to labor 
relations in the Curt Flood Act. 

 While these issues may justify con-
gressional interest in Major League Baseball, 
Congress’s involvement in the steroid scan-
dal is still highly questionable. The largest 
problem is the way it has approached the 
various hearings and investigations. The 
Roger Clemens hearing on February 13, 
2008 made it clear that the methods Con-
gress has used to deal with this scandal 
have been completely inadequate. The hear-
ing was reduced to a pointless sideshow 
of unnecessary antics by congressional rep-
resentatives and various inconclusive but 
highly dramatic sound bites to feed the 
media frenzy. Various congressmen tickled 
their fancies by investigating a more sexy 
issue than their typical humdrum agenda. 
Besides entertaining some congressmen, 
wasting tax dollars, perpetuating the media’s 
obsession with steroids, and further dam-
aging the reputation of an American idol, 
the Clemens hearing took the attention 
away from much more pressing political 
issues. Even the chairman of the inves-
tigative committee, Representative Henry 

Waxman (D-CA) claimed the hearing 
should not have been held: “I didn’t par-
ticularly want to do a hearing,” he said, 
“We held the hearing because Roger Clem-
ens wanted [it].”

Despite having legitimate reasons to 
(continued on page 6)

“Congress has justified its 
involvement on grounds of 
its relevance to public health 
policy and regulation of busi-
ness, and these reasons are 
legitimate.”

“The hearing was reduced to 
a pointless sideshow of unnec-
essary antics by congressional 
representatives and various 
inconclusive but highly dra-
matic sound bites to feed the 
media frenzy..”



5 The Soapbox, September 2008

GlobetrottingNational
A little help from our friends

By Gideon Spitzer

At the corner of Freeman Street and 
Southern Boulevard in the Morrisa-
nia section of the Bronx lies a small 

limestone structure with fluted columns 
and rusted bronze sconces, a decayed edi-
fice concealing a harried past. Home to 
the New York Bank of the United States 
in the 1920s, this building witnessed the 
scene of the first, and largest, bank failure 
of the Great Depression.  

Fortunately, amid record losses in the 
financial industry, only one bank, Bear 
Stearns, has failed in the recent subprime 
mortgage crisis.   This is due mostly to 
proactive government efforts in combat-
ing the credit crunch.  Yet this govern-
ment involvement has been anything but 
traditional: The U.S. Federal Reserve and 
European Central Bank have made over 
$60 billion in extra credit available, orches-
trated the buyout of a failed investment 
bank, and aggressively cut interest rates 
in the U.S. Together, the world’s largest 
financial institutions including the likes 
of Morgan Stanley, Citigroup, and Mer-
rill Lynch have sustained losses of over $20 
billion. These three institutions in particu-
lar warrant specific mention because they 
found relief from the credit crunch not 
through U.S. monetary policy or Ameri-
can investors but instead through Sover-
eign Wealth Funds (SWFs), or investment 
funds owned and operated by foreign gov-
ernments.  

Over the past several decades, SWFs 
have grown in size and influence, buoyed 
by large U.S. deficits and high oil prices.  
About 20 countries including China, 
Russia, Norway, U.A.E., and Kuwait 
operate SWFs with an estimated com-
bined value of somewhere between $2 and 

$3 trillion.  These SWFs have allowed for-
eign governments, through trade imbal-
ances and government security purchases 
intended to finance our government defi-
cits, to buy up key elements of our econ-
omy.  Many recall the protectionist alarm 
that swept the nation in February 2006 in 
response to Dubai Ports World’s offer to 
manage 22 U.S. ports , an oddly anach-
ronistic phenomenon in a world that had 
simultaneously seen Thomas Friedman 
publish his  “updated and expanded” 
analysis of globalization in The World is 
Flat. Although Dubai Ports World is not 
a SWF, as evidenced by the controversy, 
the U.S. populace remains sensitive to 
foreign intrusion in the economy, partic-
ularly in regards to foreign government 
ownership of  vital economic infrastruc-
ture. 

Foreign investment remains an 
extreme boon to our economy, while 
U.S. investment abroad returns similar 
dividends to our domestic economy. Yet 
questions have arisen, particularly since 
the subprime crisis exploded last year, over 
why traditional foreign investors moti-
vated solely by profit are being replaced 
by SWFs - and corollary doubt regard-
ing the true intentions of these SWFs. 
Many question whether institutions like 
Citibank could have survived recent losses 
without intervention from SWFs, that is, 
whether these banks were sound invest-
ments strictly from a business perspec-
tive. When Citibank needed cash to stay 
afloat, it simply sent emissaries abroad, 
bringing home a whopping $14.5 bil-
lion from the governments of Singapore, 
Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait, among others. 

America looks overseas for a bailout
The credit crisis reveals an unhealthy trend towards 

dependence on sovereign wealth funds

Poster for the “War of Wealth” by Charles Turner Dazey, a play that opened February 10, 1896.



(continued from page 4)
begin its investigation, Congress 
has wasted its time investigating 
the steroid scandal by holding 
sensationalistic hearings with no 
positive outcome. Unfortunately, 
government involvement will 
continue because criminal charges 
for perjury against Clemens or his 
accuser Brian McNamee will join 
the list of federal indictments that 

currently includes Barry Bonds 
and will inevitably include other 
baseball greats in the near future. 

These charges are an unnec-
essary result of congressional 
involvement. Whether they used 
steroids or not, Bonds and Clem-
ens’ implications in the Mitchell 
Report ruined their reputations.  
They cannot be blamed for taking 
measures to salvage their names, 
but when a federal investigation 
forced them to swear an oath to 
the truth they were put in an 
impossible situation. Both icons 
made the reprehensible choice to 
act without integrity and perjure 
themselves in the effort to save 
face. These actions bear stark con-
trast to the high road taken by 
other players like Andy Pettite 
and Jason Giambi, who both will-
ingly admitted to steroid use. 
But Congress is not innocent. 
Many congressmen lost sight of 
their jobs as representatives of the 
people and chose to hold a hear-
ing for the wrong reasons. They 
unquestionably demonstrated a 
lack of integrity in this situation. 

The steroid scandal has been 
a catastrophe for the image 
of Major League Baseball, but 
the government’s involvement has 
needlessly exacerbated the prob-
lem. When NBA referee Tim 
Donaghy was caught betting on 
games and manipulating out-
comes, the NBA faced similar 
image devastation. However, they 
were able to successfully limit 
media coverage of the scandal and 
control its damage. The govern-
ment made it impossible for Bud 
Selig to similarly handle the ste-
roid scandal. 

Major League Baseball can 
crack down on steroid use and 
recover from this epically egregious 
era. However, they cannot reduce 
the drastic damage that the public 
display of immorality by American 
icons has done to society. The 
precedent has been set that the 
government has virtually infinite 
control over sports. Senator Arlen 
Spector (R-PA) has been further 
demonstrating this trend by inves-
tigating the Spygate Scandal 
involving the New England Patri-
ots’ cheating. While Congress is 
well within its jurisdiction to 
conduct these investigations, the 
recent trend in their frequency, 
depth, and publicity is unnecessary 
and needlessly detrimental to one 
of the most popular commercial 
industries in America. 

Previous congressional 
involvement in sports has been 
much less harmful. They have 
improved sports in the past 
by increasing young athletes’ 
accountability in the classroom, 
improving safety standards in 
boxing, and legitimizing the sports 
agent industry. The government 
must return to helping sports be 
the positive social influence they 
can be and stop conducting point-
less and harmful investigations. 
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Not only has our economy become dependent on 
foreign investors, but it has traded fiscal discipline 
and appropriate regulation for the expectation of 
bailout by foreign governments.  

A recent article in the New York Times explored 
why foreign governments that scrambled to bail out 
crunched U.S. financial institutions while traditional 
value investors like Warren Buffet seemed uninter-
ested.  The Times asked Felix Rohatyn, one of the 
few remaining “wise men” on Wall Street  who served 
as an investment banker at Lazard Frères and later as 
U.S. ambassador to France, “Why [are] the Kuwaitis 

going where Warren Buffett [fears] to tread?” His 
answer was simple: “They have different objectives.” 
Mr. Rohatyn’s response speaks volumes about this 
new phenomenon on the world economic stage: 
nobody can clearly differentiate the political and 
economic intentions of these SWFs. As Sen. Charles 
Schummer (D-NY) put it, “Sovereign wealth funds, 
by definition, are potentially susceptible to noneco-
nomic interests,” that is, interests related to political 
not profit driven ends.

The U.S. has several choices going forward.  
For one, we can insist on certain base levels of 
transparency from these funds in order to more 
clearly sort out economic from political intentions.  
Another excellent option suggested by experts like 
Deputy Secretary of the U.S. Department of the 
Treasury Robert Kimmet would be to demand reci-
procity in foreign investment abroad. In many of 
the countries whose SWFs make the largest invest-
ments in the U.S., American businessmen are pro-
hibited from making investments anywhere near 
the scale of the SWFs.

Although it seems many of our national prob-
lems return to oil, lessening our dependence on for-
eign petroleum in particular would decrease our trade 
deficit and thus diminish the amount foreign govern-
ments receive from us every year.  Globalization is 
here to stay, and we should on some level feel hon-
ored that foreign governments believe so strongly in 
our economy as to use their own cash to keep its key 
sectors afloat. Nonetheless, we must remain vigilant 
in guaranteeing the existence of a level playing field 
- or, as Friedman would have it, a flat world - and 
ensuring that our economy is not held hostage to 
noneconomic foreign interests. 

“Not only has our economy become 
dependent on foreign investors, but it has 
traded fiscal discipline and appropriate 
regulation for the expectation of bailout 
by foreign governments.”  “Whether they used steroids 

or not, Bonds and Clemens’ 
implications in the Mitchell 
Report ruined their repu-
tations.  They cannot be 
blamed for taking measures 
to salvage their names...”

Congress can’t keep its mitts off 
of baseball’s steroid scandal 
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The Baptist Minister and the ACLU

GlobetrottingNational
Good fences department

By Emerson Brooking

On April 22, 2002, my 68-year-
old Southern Baptist minister, 
the Reverend Bo Turner, filed 

a lawsuit to have a framed copy of the 
Ten Commandments removed from the 
county courthouse.

The lawsuit was sponsored by the 
American Civil Liberties Union, and it 
provoked an immediate and passionate 

response from residents of the highly 
religious, rural Georgian community.  
Incensed letters to the editor appeared in 
the pages of the local paper, The North-
east Georgian¸ within a day of the suit’s 
publication.  The odyssey that followed 
was one of the most raw and contentious 
in my county’s history.  It is recounted 
in these pages not to champion a posi-
tion - for the record, I was with Bo - but 
to tell a tale of protest and conflict in a 
region altogether removed from the bas-
tion of liberalism that encompasses Penn 
and the greater Philadelphia area.

Most citizens were furious that a 
man of the cloth was suing to uproot the 
founding principles of his own religion.  
They attacked and defaced their per-
ceived enemy without ever bothering to 
understand him.  Bo Turner was unique 
for a Southern Baptist.  A former mayor 
and marine, Bo was proud of the “Jesus 
is a Liberal” tattoo emblazoned on his 

right arm.  He was 40 when he decided 
to attend theological school.  He con-
sidered the experience life-changing, and 
went on to minister a Baptist church for 
25 years.  

Bo held a deep love for his country 
and its conventions - including sepa-
ration of church and state.  He loved 
debate and challenging the status quo, 
often spending hours discussing his posi-
tion with the angry callers dialing his 
home.  This was the sort of man my 
county was faced with in the summer of 
2002, and they were wholly baffled by 
him.

The reasoning of the ACLU-backed 
suit was simple: the county violated sep-
aration of church and state by commis-
sioning the Ten Commandments plaque 
using taxpayer money and displaying it in 
a public forum.  As Bo said of the law-
suit, “You don’t want the state interfering 
with religion or religion with the state.”  
He was never against the Ten Command-
ments, as his opponents would go on 
to claim.  In fact, when placards of the 
Ten Commandments began appearing on 
lawns all across the district, Bo confessed 
his delight at this turn of events to his 
congregation.  By questioning the public 
display of the Commandments, Bo had 
triggered a fierce resurgence in the number 
of private displays.  This development 
would have pleased any self-respecting 
clergyman, and Bo was no exception.

Not understanding or perhaps not 
caring about Bo’s stand on the issue, 
letter writers were quick to attack the 
Southern Baptist minister.  The opinions 
section of the May 24 edition of The 

Northeast Georgian was saturated with 
vitriol.  “How dare you even preach God’s 
word!” one letter exclaimed.  Another 
one was jussive. “People, stand up…be-
fore your beliefs are outlawed!”  More 
were just preachy.  “You think corrup-
tion is bad, you think teen pregnancy is 
bad, you think murder rates are high…
wait until you [remove the Command-
ments].”

Some submissions were even more 
severe.  One author stated, “…he’s gone 
into the camp of God’s enemy - the 
ACLU.”  A particularly biting submis-
sion thanked The Northeast Georgian 
for featuring a picture of Bo on the front 
page because, “I enjoyed using it as a 
litter box.”  One extremely ardent letter 
ranted, “Our country was founded on 
religion and the ways of God Almighty 
himself, not on the basis or terms of sep-

aration of church and state.  Who sep-
arated the two?  Did God separate the 
church from the state?  I think not.  Our 
government did.  And in the end, who 
will you have to answer to, our govern-
ment or God?”

The crux of the conflict came in a 
July 19 meeting of the county commis-
sioners and prominent citizens set on 
defending the Commandments.  Attor-
ney Douglas McDonald rose to address 
the assembly, saying, “[Separation of 

The Reverend Bo Turner was criticized for siding with “God’s 
enemy” in his ght for separation of church and state

“[Turner] loved debate and 
challenging the status quo, often 
spending hours discussing his 
position with the angry callers 
dialing his home.”

“[Turner] wrote, “It would be a 
refreshing change if people would 
get as worked up over injustice 
and poverty and homelessness as 
they do over posting Bible verses 
on courthouse walls. ”



Globetrotting
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church and state] is really intellectual 
dishonesty…why [does Bo] think the 
Ten Commandments can be separated 
from government?”  He added, “Our 
Declaration of Independence refers to 
God four times.  [Does Bo think] the 
Declaration should be abolished too?”  
McDonald compared the legal conflict 
to a fight between the forces of good 
and evil, exclaiming, “We will not be 
overcome.  Don’t run and don’t flee in 
the face of battle - I don’t believe [any of 
you] will.  I’m here tonight to encour-
age you to stand up and not falter.”  His 
speech received a standing ovation and a 
vocal round of “amens.”  Afterward, the 
county commission voted unanimously 
to defend the Ten Commandments in 
a court of law, with McDonald and his 
practice as the consulting firm.

Petitions and rallies rounded out 
the remainder of the year.  Tensions 
remained high as county and state offi-
cials took highly publicized stands in 
favor of retaining the Ten Command-
ments plaque.  Meanwhile, Bo was 
speaking with angry callers on an almost 
nightly basis.  His elderly wife, a 
Sunday School teacher at his church, 

once answered the phone 
to receive a death threat.  
Bo was critical of the 
travesty the issue was turn-
ing into, remarking in an 
October 2003 letter to the 
editor, “If I wanted to be 
around a bunch of clowns, 
I’d go to the circus…I 
don’t think one out of ten 
people [at the latest pro-
test rally] could actually 
recite all the command-
ments in order.”  

Bo maintained a 
cheerful outlook through-
out the proceedings, stress-
ing the Christian principle 
of loving thy neighbor.  
Addressing the heart of the 

Ten Commandments issue, Bo wrote, 
“It would be a refreshing change if 
people would get as worked up over 
injustice and poverty and homelessness 
as they do over posting Bible verses 
on courthouse walls.  What if we actu-
ally obeyed the Commandments rather 
than putting them on paper and granite 
and bronze?”

November 23, 2003 was a red-let-
ter day for the Ten Commandments 
controversy.  Forced by court order, the 
county removed the Ten Command-
ments plaque in full view of an angry 
crowd.  The county commission vowed 
to appeal the ruling, but the back of 
the opposition had been broken.  On 
February 13, 2004, the commission 
rescinded its court appeal, marking the 
end of a two-year odyssey that had 
stirred the ire of the close-knit South-
ern community like none before it.  Bo 
was personally satisfied, but he did not 
gloat.  Mission accomplished, he shifted 
focus to ministering his church, still 
happily debating with the occasional 
angry caller.

The Rev. Bo Turner passed away 
peacefully July 16, 2005.  Those that 

wrote to The Northeast Georgian did so 
in reverent tones.  “Bo did more Chris-
tian deeds in one day to be remembered, 
than some people will accomplish in a 
lifetime,” reflected one writer.  “Christi-
anity is about love, not hate, and I think 
Mr. Turner exemplified his love for his 
fellow man without shame and without 
contempt for those who disagreed with 
him,” remembered another.  Bo’s critics 
remained silent, a fact that likely would 
have irked the controversy-loving min-
ister had he been in a position to weigh 
in.

Bo’s fight for separation of church 
and state stands as an example of activ-
ism in the face of overwhelming oppo-
sition.  His letters and rebuttals, while 
perhaps a bit inflammatory, countered 
his naysayers’ impassioned rhetoric with 
facts and an unwavering commitment 
to his cause.  If there were moderate 
voices among his opposition, they were 
drowned out by a steady stream of 
personal attacks that began in May of 
2002 and only subsided with his death.  
Ignoring the scorn of his peers and 
taking an unpopular stand on an issue 
that needed addressing, Rev. Bo Turner 
set his goal - and won.

 Administration’s exploitation of 
presidential power may leave a legacy 
that continues to grow and damage our 
government for many years to come.   
If he wants to prove himself more than 
another Bush lackey, Mukasey must 
distance himself from the President, 
abide by the Constitution, and enforce 
the separation of powers between the 
three branches of government.  In addi-
tion, Congress must keep continuous 
checks on Mukasey and make sure that 
the President and the new attorney 
general do not take advantage of the 
powers the Constitution grants them.  
Congress cannot afford to waver on 
this point and must take a stand against 
the President’s clear misinterpretation 
of the law.
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Balkan troubles

International

Kosovo’s forgotten conict

By Patrick Stedman

I still remember watching the U.S. 
bomb Kosovo on CNN as a child.  
Though I understood little about the 

conflict at the time, I was proud because 
I assumed our intention was to uphold 
justice and ensure the freedom of the 
people in the region.  

The war ended soon, without much 
cost to the U.S., and whatever interest 
Kosovo held for the media was soon 
diverted to the up and coming election 
season.  However, the problems concern-
ing Kosovo had still not been resolved.  
Thus, Kosovo’s declaration of indepen-
dence this past winter was, despite much 
of the hype, not surprising.  Kosovo 
already had de-facto separation from 
Serbia proper due to NATO troops and 
checkpoints; it was only a matter of time 
before the dam of Albanian nationalism 
broke.

A “solution” without the involve-
ment of all parties, however, is not only 
inherently unfair but also bound to fail.  
By being one of the first countries to 
endorse Kosovo’s claim without precon-
ditions, the U.S. once again showed its 
hypocrisy and ignorance of the ethnic 
crisis in the Balkans and the ramifica-
tions of its outcome across the globe.  

A little background information: The 
Serbian-Albanian rivalry began after the 
Ottoman conquest of Kosovo in 1389 
and the subsequent Albanian immigra-
tion into the region, facilitated by the 
Ottomans due to the Albanians’ previ-
ous cooperation under Ottoman rule.  
(Many even converted to Islam to gain 
favor with the Muslim Empire, over time 
accumulating control over the divided 
territory.)  It was the fragmentation of 
the Ottoman Empire in the late 1800s, 

however, that brought the ancient feud 
to the forefront again; the newly liber-
ated Serbians began pushing to increase 
their influence in the region to make up 
for their loss and decline 500 years ear-
lier.  The Muslim Albanians reacted by 
forming the Prizren League, an organi-
zation emphasizing “ethnic cleansing” to 
keep the Serbians out of the region.

The tug of war over control of the 
territory went well into the Nazi occu-
pation of Yugoslavia. Serbian guerillas 
fought the Nazis tooth and nail, at one 
point tying down 700,000 Germans, 
while the Albanians used the opportu-
nity to gain the upper hand.  By the 
time the Nazis were forced to retreat, 
100,000 Albanians had immigrated to 
Kosovo, and thousands of Serbians had 
been killed and driven out by the Alba-
nian conscripts in the German army.  

Already in a weakened position after 
the war, the Serbians faced oppression 
under Yugoslav leader Tito’s anti-nation-
alistic - and, in matters involving Kosovo, 

arguably anti-Serbian - regime, while the 
Albanians continued to immigrate to the 
region and multiply. This gave the Alba-
nians a 5-1 demographic advantage over 
the Serbians in Kosovo by the 1990s, a 
450% increase in 50 years.  Slobodan 
Milosevic’s rise to power was merely the 
culmination of years of festering Serbian 
resentment at policies and events con-
cerning Kosovo. The brutal killings and 
mass deportations against the Albanians, 

while abhorring, were little more than 
a continuation of a centuries-old rivalry 
that had never been resolved, only 
ignored.   

NATO’s intervention in 1999 was 
supposed to end it once and for all.  
Despite the resulting ceasefire, however, 
persecution of the Serbian minorities in 
Kosovo continued.  Orthodox churches 
across Serbia’s ancient heartland were 
destroyed by the Albanians, and the Ser-
bian people continued to be harassed by 
Albanian nationalists and gangs.  

Clearly the conflict is overdue for a 
real resolution.  But in order to be effec-
tive, it must be a resolution that is both 
fair and logical. Such a solution, how-
ever, is not what the U.S. has endorsed.  
Obviously the Serbians will not be able 
to gain control over all of their ancient 
heartland.  Far too much has happened 
in the past 650 years to base a resolution 
off of much else but the present situa-
tion on the ground.  But while it is true 
that Kosovo is 92% Albanian Muslim 
now, much of the Serbian population in 
it resides in the northern three districts 
and the small northern portion of the 
fourth.  In fact, not only do over half the 
Serbians in Kosovo live there, but they 
make up over 92% of the region’s inhab-
itants.  

The solution is, in theory, simple: 
Northern Kosovo should be incorporated 
into Serbia proper.  While half the Ser-
bian population would still be under 
Albanian rule in the south, most of these 
Serbians are dispersed in villages and 
towns, making any sort of arrangement 
impossible.  Giving Northern Kosovo to 
Serbia, however, at least allows the areas 
connected to Serbia with an overwhelm-
ingly concentrated Serbian population 
(continued on page 12)

A stopgap solution has failed to resolve 
underlying ethnic tensions 

“Giving Northern Kosovo to 
Serbia at least allows the areas 
connected to Serbia with an 
overwhelmingly concentrated 
Serbian population to be a part 
of their ethnic community.” 
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Our island friends

The new face of Cuba
Fidel’s little brother may emulate the Chinese 

model of communism

By Brandon Paroly

Castro. The name invokes the 
image of a man in conflict with 
America for over 50 years, head 

of one of the world’s most regressive 
regimes, a die-hard communist, and 
one of recent history’s most charismatic 
and flamboyant national leaders. But 
w a i t - w h i c h 
Castro are we 
talking about?

As the U.S. 
general election 
approaches, we 
are reminded of 
the promises 
presidential candidates often make to 
change things “within their first 100 days 
in office.” While the two major parties 

battle for supremacy within a democratic 
republic, surprising, yet murky, changes 
are occurring just 90 miles south of our 
coast, in a country with only one legal 
party. A different Castro, Fidel’s younger 
brother Raúl, has taken Cuba’s helm, and 
the results of his first 100 days have been 
interesting, to say the least. Raúl has 
loosened travel restrictions for Cubans, 

r e l e a s e d 
p o l i t i c a l 
prisoners, 
a n d 
a l l o w e d 
C u b a n s , 
for the first 
time, access 

to staples taken for granted by citizens 
of developed countries, including cell 
phones, computers, and hotel rooms. Of 

course, all this needs to be taken with a 
grain of salt. The prices of these commod-
ities are still wildly out of reach for most 
Cuban citizens, and to a certain degree 
these reforms remain more for show than 
for actual change in the Cuban standard 
of living. At the same time, they are baby 
steps for a country that previously stood 
stock-still for decades.

Raúl Castro has also played a major 
role in past reforms that demonstrated 
a loosening of communist ideology by 
Cuba’s government.  For instance, Raúl 
was in charge of the creation of the 
state foreign tourism agency. Even more 
importantly, when the Soviet Union fell, 
and the end of its aid to Cuba threat-
ened a massive economic downturn, it 
was Raúl who convinced his brother to 
(continued on page 12)

“Raúl has loosened travel restrictions for 
Cubans, released political prisoners, and 
allowed Cubans, for the first time, access 
to staples taken for granted by citizens of 
developed countries...”

Copy of a letter written by Fidel Castro to Franklin Delano Roosevelt on November 6, 1940, in the 
collection of the U.S. National Archives.
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Bread and circuses

By Rachel Thomas

Lately, it seems like news correspon-
dents have increasingly been the 
subject of stories rather than being 

the reporters.  I don’t know if it’s the 
nature of the 2008 presidential cam-
paigns, or if these reporters want their 
own faces in the papers, but commen-
tators are spending far too much time 
promoting themselves rather than talk-
ing about worthwhile issues.

In April I read an article of 8000-plus 
words in the New York Times Magazine 
about MSNBC’s Hardball anchor Chris 
Matthews.  About a month later, I saw 
that Drudge Report had posted a link 
to an article about another MSNBC 
commentator, Keith Olbermann, being 

called “crazy” by Rupert Murdoch.  Don’t 
these journalists have anything better to 
talk about than each other?  This past 
summer saw earthquakes in China, a 
heated presidential primary, and contin-
ued global inflation, yet all we are read-
ing about is the next offensive comment 
that comes out of a reporter’s mouth.

It’s not just MSNBC whose anchors 
perpetually pop up in the news.  Bill 
O’Reilly always has something to say that 
earns him a few seconds of fame on other 
nightly broadcasts.  In our generation, 
comedians like Jon Stewart and Stephen 
Colbert are getting more respect for pre-
tending to be anchors than the people 
they imitate.  To make up for this, 
commentators such as O’Reilly and Shus-
ter are pretending to be celebrities by 
making themselves newsworthy by any 
means possible. It makes sense for Lind-
say Lohan to try to get as much press as 

she can, but when the reporter becomes 
the story, his credibility vanishes.

Journalists were once a force that 
had the power to inspire change and 
hold our leaders accountable for their 
actions.  In the early 1900s, Upton Sin-
clair uncovered horrible working condi-
tions and started a movement to improve 
the lives of our 
citizens.  Wood-
ward and Bernstein 
turned the world 
upside down when 
they broke the 
story of Watergate 
in 1972.  Now, the only investigative 
reports I see are local news stations explor-
ing such riveting questions as whether 
bras cause breast cancer (and yes, this was 
an actual story).   I 
thought the media 
was a service for the 
citizens, not a way 
for reporters to find 
fame. 

 As more 
people turn to the 
internet to figure 
out what is going 
on in the world, 
reporters are doing 
anything they can 
to attract viewers.  
Respectable news 
programs are shut 
out by entertain-
ment talk shows 
that pose as news 
broadcasts.  Many 
people don’t tune 
in to Bill O’Reilly 
because they want 
to know about 
important issues, or 
because they agree 
with what he says.  
They watch his 

show because they want to see someone 
self-destruct.  

As we continue down this “info-
tainment” highway, the importance of 
the stories and the media’s role as the 
informer disappear. Admittedly, I watch 
MSNBC often, but a part of me cannot 
take seriously a station whose only 

shows after 10 p.m. are 
To Catch a Predator and 
Lockup.  Hopefully in 
the future America will 
realize that commenta-
tors do not belong in the 
news; they are there to 

report it.  If not, at least there’s a chance I 
can find a job yelling at a panel of expert 
guests on my own prime time “news” 
show.   

“Journalists were once a 
force that had the power to 
inspire change and hold our 
leaders accountable for their 
actions.”

“Now, the only investigative 
reports I see are local news 
stations exploring such rivet-
ing questions as whether bras 
cause breast cancer (and yes, 
this was an actual story)”



(continued from page 10)
privatize agriculture and prevent 
mass hunger.

 Even in the latter years of 
Fidel’s rule, it appears that Raúl 
began to change his view towards 
economic liberalism and private 
enterprise, and that he was serious 
enough about it to convince his 
brother.

These measures all seem to 
imply that Raúl is a pragmatist 
and reformer where his brother 
was an idealist and a hard-liner. 
But this alone does not give us 
the full picture of Raúl’s political 
outlook. Raúl fought hard along-
side his brother in the revolution 
against the Batista regime, and 
was his right-hand man during 
his entire rule. Ironically enough, 
Raúl became a committed com-
munist before Fidel did, and he 
introduced Fidel to Che Guevara, 
his ideological mentor. Raúl threw 
countless enemies in jail and in 
front of the firing squad, and 
was known for decades as Fidel’s 
enforcer.

So what is in store for Cuba 
under Raúl Castro? Nobody 
knows for sure, but 
there is much spec-
ulation that he will 
turn to the relatively 
economically liberal 
China as a new model 
for his rule, rather 
than the radical 
model of the USSR. 
Fidel ruled the island, 
to a large degree, 
through charisma 
and force of charac-
ter, something Raúl 
lacks. Instead, he will 
have to create a more 
practical system of 
rule, and to do this he 
will probably look to 
improve the material 
lives of Cubans. Fur-

thermore, Raúl himself has stated 
that he would like a better relation-
ship with America. This statement 
would have been unthinkable 
during his brother’s reign, and 
may be another indicator of a very 
different attitude in Havana going 
forward.

While extending an olive 
branch to a communist militant 
after a few small reforms would 
be an extreme about-face in light 
of our past with Cuba, adopting a 
more encouraging tone and keep-
ing an open mind towards a Cuba 
that may be changing could lead 
to diplomatic progress not seen in 
decades. In an era in which the 
vilification of foreign leaders has 
made diplomacy with them that 
much more difficult, it would be 
wise not to paint the new head 
of Cuba with the same colors as 
his predecessor, and instead allow 
him leeway to pursue a détente of 
sorts.  Americans may have reason 
to look forward to a new era of 
relations with the island nation-
good news, especially for those of 
us who love linen pants and great 
cigars.

International

(continued from page 9)
to be a part of their ethnic community.  Even other 
issues, such as control of resources, are solvable; the 
iron-rich mountains in the north are accessible by 
both nations based on the geographical separation of 
the areas by the Ibar River.  

The current U.S. policy simply doesn’t make 
sense.  If the principle guiding Kosovo’s indepen-
dence is to allow the self-determination of peoples, 
then why are we so ready to force 65,000 Serbians, 
who are in a contested territory next to Serbia and 
would prefer to join Serbia, to be put under Albanian 
rule?  

Our policy makes even less sense on a geopo-
litical level.  Disputes with Russia in the last few 
years have reached a peak since the Cold War.  Why 

aggravate Russia further by insulting its Slavic ally 
and politically undermining its own position against 
Muslim separatists in Chechnya?  Furthermore, how 
can we claim the moral high ground in protecting 
the rights of the Kosovar Albanians while we simul-
taneously chastise Russia for helping rebels in the 
breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia in 
Georgia?  Note that Russia’s involvement in Georgia 
has increased largely in the last few months.  One can 
only speculate, but I would imagine Russia is fed up 
with America unilaterally deciding who’s right and 
who’s wrong.  I would also imagine Russia’s not alone 
in these sentiments.

America has become too caught up in solely one 
chapter of Serbian-Albanian history and risks com-
mitting an injustice of its own with its current policy.  
While the Albanian genocide in the 1990s was truly 
horrible, it is not and should not be the only con-
flict remembered between the two peoples.  Neither 
side has played nice over the years; America needs 
to remember this.  The Serbians are still people and 
deserve to be involved in the partition process and 
treated fairly, if not based on the whole context of 
history then at least on the present situation on the 
ground.   Current U.S. policy disregards this neces-
sity.  It is instead based on willful ignorance and stub-
bornness, and discredits our nation and its values. 
Resolving ethnic conflicts is not about being right; 
it’s about doing right.  Let’s do the latter. 

A new Castro in townSolution still needed 
for Kosovo

“Why aggravate Russia further by 
insulting its Slavic ally?”

Fidel Castro arrives at MATS Ter-
minal, Washington, D.C, 1959.
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Saturation point

By Nathan Green

These days it seems some people just cannot get enough of 
the cable news networks; the pundits, the coverage, and the 
debates seem to have some supernatural appeal. For a few 
years, even my father was hooked on Fox News, despite his 
liberal politics. The way these networks draw in viewers is 
astounding, and no one can underestimate their impact on 
the political sphere in the United States today. But there 
is an outstanding problem with these networks: they are 
often not as unbiased and informative as they should be. 
They cover news in such a cursory and meaningless way, 

and the tone of 
many of their 
anchors - rang-
ing from the 
likes of Bill 
O’Reilly to 
Keith Olber-
mann - is 

hyperbolic, representing what is wrong with news networks 
today. Fox News’s moniker of being “fair and balanced” is 
often mocked, and for good reason. But one cannot claim 

these problems are limited just one network - there 
are problems with the whole industry that need to be 
addressed.

While I dislike how substantial stories are often 
covered in a cursory manner on the cable channels, the 
primary problem with these networks is their sensa-
tionalism and “noise level” - that is, that their anchors 
cover the news with more self-important fanfare than 
journalistic depth. It is the pundits that seem to have 
the most trouble with this. They often blindly spout 
out their points of views, and when other guests on 
their show disagree, they are often simply told to 
“shut up.” This passes as “argument” on many shows. 
O’Reilly’s well-publicized attack on Jeremy Glick, who 
questioned O’Reilly’s references to 9/11 on the air, is 
an example of this problem. This carries on in the tra-
dition of talk radio, and its persistence and popularity 
is astonishing. And often the issues they discuss are 
blown out of proportion or are simply not newswor-

thy at all. A simple fist bump from Barack Obama to his wife 
during a campaign speech prompted a Fox News anchor to 
ponder (albeit half-heartedly) if it was a “terrorist fist jab.”

I recently watched 
a bit of the news cov-
erage on PBS (which I 
admittedly do not do 
often) for the purposes 
of writing this article, 
and I was struck by 
how “tame” everything 
seemed. The news ticker, typically ready to distract viewers 
from what was actually being discussed on the program, was 
missing altogether. The tone of voice from each reporter was 
actual calm, contrasting heavily with the forced, halting words 
of many of the cable network anchors. And most amazingly, 
there was actually substantive discourse on the topics of the 
show! Sound bites were lengthier, and even guests were allowed 
to say more than would be allowed on the regular networks. 
Broadcasting as a non-profit seems to be helping PBS remain 
as unbiased as possible.

Perhaps I have simply become too frustrated by the argu-
ments and debates that occur on the likes of Fox News and 

“...the primary problem with these 
networks is their sensationalism and 
‘noise level’ - that is, that their 
anchors cover the news with more 
self-important fanfare than journal-
istic depth.”

“I find it very hard to take 
emotional spectacles like that 
seriously when there are other 
alternatives that talk about 
the issues with actual respect 
and integrity.”

Cable news: friend or foe?



By Myrna Minkoff

I am proud to say that cable 
news is what’s right with this 
country.  In an age of Internet 
memes, message board assaults, 
and the virtual gang raping of 
truth through viral marketing 
campaigns, the further Ameri-
cans stay from their computer 
screens, the more upstanding 
and well-informed they are likely 
to be.  The only other screen 
that will welcome us back into 
its radiant embrace is our old, 
spurned companion, the televi-
sion tube.  

Like a beloved mutt shoved 
aside during the frenzy of Christ-
mas morning, television waited 
patiently until we were done 
choking on small Lego parts and 
stomping foam packing peanuts 
into the carpet.  It even ate some 
of the packing peanuts, just 
out of curiosity.  They tasted 
bitter - bitter with the taint of 
digitization.  
Those pack-
ing peanuts 
are hyper-
links.  Those 
b i t e - s i z e 
Legos, candy-
colored but 
about as edible as your grand-
mother’s decorative glass mint 
collection, are blogs.  

Yes, the Internet was a glori-
ous Christmas morning promis-
ing endless material bounty and 
instant gratification of our crass-
est desires.  Being Jewish, I knew 
the truth about that crap while 
all the other kids were still pray-
ing to Santa Claus, or that guy 
who founded Google, depend-
ing on whether or not I’m still 
extending this metaphor beyond 
all good taste and reason.  When 
everyone woke up and smelled 
the dot-com bubble aflame, like 

so much tinsel ignited by a care-
lessly tossed cigarette butt, I just 
sat back and laughed.  

Although some claim to have 
learned a lesson from the spon-
taneous combustion of all their 
beloved family ornaments, their 
living room carpets, and their 
life savings, they are clearly full 
of crap.  Now, they’re ready to 
follow the Pied Piper of Web 2.0 
over another sheer cliff face, like 
a flock of sheep each of which has 
had its eyes gouged out with hot 
pokers so that they have no idea 
where they’re going.  What kind 
of monster gouges out sheep’s 
eyes?  It’s not like they won’t 
follow you anyway - they’re sheep 
for Christ’s sake.  

This demonstrates the 
unnessecary cruelty and wanton-
ness of what is now called the 
“blogosphere.”  Bloggers clearly 
have no regard for sheep, and 
never will.  They will die unre-
pentant, tossing one final cig-

arette butt from 
their shriveled 
fingers onto the 
dry tinder-heap 
of our 
wiki-rotted soci-
ety and setting 
the whole thing 

ablaze, cleverly evoking the ear-
lier trauma that should have 
been a lesson to us all but merely 
stoked our collective appetite for 
substance abuse and high-risk 
sexual practices.  

I don’t smoke, I don’t blog, 
and I never had a beloved pet 
mutt.  But I do like cable news.  
As I mentioned previously, it is 
what’s right with this country.  
God bless you, Stephen T. Col-
bert, and you, Bill O’Reilly, and 
you, creepy Access Hollywood 
woman.  God bless you, every 
one.
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MSNBC. I find it very hard to take emotional spec-
tacles like that seriously when there are other alter-
natives that talk about the issues with actual respect 
and integrity. Others have noticed this; Jon Stewart, 
for example, once appeared on the former (and rather 
divisive) show “Crossfire” on CNN. Stewart was not 
a fan of its argumentative nature, and famously said 
that the program was “hurting America” on a broad-
cast of the show itself. Regardless of Stewart’s status of 
being a satirist, the point stands. Crossfire was eventu-
ally canceled due in part to its “noise level” problems, 
but unfortunately that doesn’t happen often enough.

Another problem is that sometimes biased infor-
mation comes to the networks from an outside source 

and gets passed through unquestioned by the net-
work. One example of this occurred in early 2002 
when the U.S. Department of Defense initiated a pro-
gram to have retired military commanders appear on 
network and cable news channels to talk positively 
about the Bush administration’s views on Iraq. The 
program lasted for quite a while, and was only called 
into question in April of this year when the New York 
Times noted that these commanders were actively 
working for the government and were given rewards 
for promoting these views on the air. Obviously, bias 
is a problem when the analysts appearing on the shows 
are not even expressing their own views.

Aside from articles in the New York Times and 
two mentions on PBS, this scandal was largely ignored 
by the mass media, and it certainly was not reported 
on the cable networks themselves. As an attempt at 
saving face, it appears as if the networks will not be 
confronting their mistakes and holding themselves 
accountable for their actions.   It’s a shame to see 
things like this happen.

I am not saying that these networks necessarily 
need to serve the public good - they are, after all, com-
mercial entities. In the end, it is the public that needs 
to be more critical of the commercial cable networks, 
especially in light of fiascos like the Pentagon military 
analyst program.  Too often people rely only on these 
sources of news as if they are inherently true.  Part of 
the problem is one of ignorance: many people either 
do not have the time to research news topics indepen-
dently or simply do not care. But without an informed 
populace to question what the networks say, how can 
we trust the news we get?

Cable news, our friend from way back 
who we really should have called, but 
we totally lost its number

Counterpoint

“I am not saying that these networks 
necessarily need to serve the public 
good - they are, after all, commercial 
entities. In the end, it is the public 
that needs to be more critical of the 
commercial cable networks...”

“[bloggers] will die unre-
pentant, tossing one final 
cigarette butt from their 
shriveled fingers onto the dry 
tinder-heap of our wiki-rot-
ted society...” 
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The sunset of militant athiesm 
It’s time to drop the posturing and engage in a productive dialogue 

By Kevin Rodden
This article is written in response to 
Josh Stanfield’s piece Artifacts of Faith 
on Locust Walk, published two issues ago 
in The Soapbox Volume IV Issue 1 (avail-
able at http://dolphin.upenn.edu/soapbox/
volume4issue1.pdf ). The author approached 
a pair of self-proclaimed evangelists and 
based his article on their conversation. His 
discussion and obvious biases are examined 
below, along with a counter argument in 
favor of religion. 
The experiment was flawed. Stanfield’s 
approaching the proselytizers and self-
proclaimed prophets perched on their 
pulpits on Locust Walk would of course 
yield a predictable 
response. Criticiz-
ing the myopia of 
zealots has always 
been an easy out 
when discussing religion. But to use these 
preachers as the standard and apply their 
extremes to the entire God-fearing com-
munity of the world is borderline absurd. 
The fringes of a culture or religion repre-
sent just that: the people on the farthest 
edges. Trying to lump together everyone 
who subscribes to a belief system with the 
fanatics creates not only a flawed argu-
ment, but a logical fallacy. Stanfield’s arti-
cle begins with the parochial believer and 
ends with an equally parochial nonbe-
liever. 

Stanfield himself writes “It’s hard to 
argue about the divine because in doing 
so you reference the unknowable…[it] 
is not accessible through human facul-
ties.” Despite this acknowledgement, the 
author then goes on to do just that: to 
attempt to explain that which he himself 
believes to be inexplicable. He believes 
that science explains all that needs to be 
explained (or that research will eventu-
ally explain what is currently unknown), 

and that the illusion of a higher power 
is no longer necessary in an enlightened 
society. Meanwhile, a 1998 University of 
Michigan study indicates, at least among 
Americans, just the opposite: “[H]igh 
American church attendance and interest 
in religion may reflect a well-educated and 
rapidly aging population’s search for the 
meaning and purpose of life” (emphasis 
added). Enlightened society at the fore-
front of scientific research demonstrates 
rising levels of religiosity, not its obsoles-
cence. 

The problem with unequivocally 
denying the existence of a supreme being 
or a creator, something that by its very 

nature cannot 
be fully under-
stood, is that 
eventually the 
answer to any 

“big” question becomes “That’s the way 
the world works” or some other form of 
“just because.” No theory in science has 
every answer to every question, without 
this inevitable cop-out.

Everything has to start somewhere; 
something has to create movement. This 
is not to say that the proven scientific 
research about how our bodies work is 
wrong or even con-
testable. Most intelli-
gent people recognize 
that some evolution 
had to have occurred, 
and in my experience few people (save the 
extreme religious right) actually believe 
that Eve was created from a rib that God 
took out of Adam, who was created from 
dust. Any enlightened theist need only 
look at Genesis to see that taking the 
Bible literally in all cases can only con-
fuse. Adam and Eve had two sons, Cain 
and Abel. Cain killed Abel. Humankind 
would have had to have ended after Cain. 

Therefore, taking the Bible word-for-
word presents problems when explain-
ing the rest of human history after Cain. 
Understanding that a story intends to 
instruct is not the same as blindly accept-
ing everything with the word “Religion” 
stamped on it, as Stanfield seems to con-
tend.

Not all believers blindly accept the 
Bible as God’s official version of histori-
cal fact. The discrepancy between what 
the Bible says and the reality of events 
- as with the Cain and Abel example 
- provides ammunition for atheists to 
attack the faithful, looking for a fight 
where none should exist. Many, includ-
ing myself, believe that the Bible offers 
examples of moral superlatives on which 
human beings should base their behav-
ior on earth, whether that behavior is an 
end in itself or a means to getting into 
heaven. But as this is unknowable, who 
am I and who is Josh Stanfield to assume 
that we know that such an afterlife does 
or does not exist? It cannot be tested or 
proven, but what harm is there in 
living a moral life in the hopes of final 
peace? The difference between the sup-
posedly narrow-minded religious folks 
and the atheists and agnostics is that 

these “rationalists” 
fear the unknown, 
and so disregard it, 
while the religious 
fear the unknown, 

and so try to prepare for it. 
My main problem with Stanfield’s 

article is the heavily condescending tone 
he takes. In describing anyone who 
believes in God as arrogant, unrealistic, 
nonsensical, and possessing a “slave men-
tality,” Stanfield pushes too hard. He 
condemns religious people for their pros-
elytizing and their insistence on their 
belief system, while claiming that any 

“Any enlightened theist need only look 
at Genesis to see that taking the Bible 
literally in all cases can only confuse.”

“Not all believers blindly accept 
the Bible as God’s official version 
of historical fact.”
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Faith vs. Reason, now available 
at bookstores near you

Turtles all the way down

intelligent and rational person should sub-
scribe to his non-belief system. He advo-
cates accepting what he has come to believe 
- not through any sort of rational argu-
ment, but merely as the reaction to what 
he sees as irrational - as cold hard truth, 
indisputable and impenetrable: “[There] 
is no reason for rational people to surren-
der themselves to the same mentality as 
believers: a slave mentality that denies real-
ity, subordinates the self to the unknow-
able, and is utterly unnecessary in today’s 
world.” Stanfield’s argument is as dogmatic 
as the faith systems he purports to con-
demn, and his implied air of superiority 
over the billions of people worldwide who 
claim some religious belief weakens his 
position.

We do not throw away Shakespeare 
because contemporary drama leans more 
toward naturalistic language and behavior 
than poetics. We still teach ancient meth-

ods of calculating geometrical functions by 
hand even though computers can do it 
all in seconds. Not only does Stanfield’s 
argument attempt to control and restrict 
people’s beliefs through an appeal to their 
rationality and modernity, it belies a com-
plete and utter misunderstanding and mis-
representation of religion and the faithful. 
The extremes are never representative of 
the majority, and religion is no different. 
Religion does not deny reality; it offers 
the possibility of greater truth, an unknow-
able phenomenon. Maybe if more people 
open themselves to the idea that their lives 
and actions have greater consequences - 
that something bigger might exist - people 
might treat each other a little better. Of 
course, they might wind up brainwashed 
by the rhetoric of the Locust Walk proph-
ets, but at least they would not cling to 
their so-called intellectualism to avoid con-
fronting their hypocrisy.

Debates over the 
existence of god 

are nothing new; 
however, Richard 

Dawkins’  2006 
book, The God 

Delusion, brought these 
arguments into the public 

sphere to an unprece-
dented extent, provoking 

a slew of copycats and 
“fleas,” (Dawkins’ term 

for books that personally 
attack him and his ideas) 

.  If you ‘d like to contrib-
ute to this discussion in 
the Soapbox, please con-

tact us.

“The extremes are never representa-
tive of the majority, and religion is 
no different. Religion does not deny 
reality; it offers the possibility of 
greater truth, an unknowable phe-
nomenon.”
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“...the white guys are stealing our women!”

Undercover in an interracial 
dating workshop

Love lives

By Bob Ma

Last semester, I attended the CheckOne Inter-
racial Dating Forum in hopes of finding out 
what Penn students thought about interracial 
dating. I had expected some tension entering 
the forum, but was surprised to discover 
that a lot of this tension emanated from 
those who were personally involved in 
interracial relationships. 

Part of the awkwardness resulted 
from long silences and a constant 

struggle by the moderators 
to strike up dialogue. The 
disproportional demo-
graphic representation 
added to the unease: 
most of the 70-plus 
attendees were minority 
females, with a total 
of three Asian males, 
four black males, and 
seven white males. 
Minority females 
who had dated 
white men and 
females of mixed 
heritage drove the 
discussion, almost 
to the exclusion of 
the men. It was also 
interesting to note 
that the only male 

“The girl may well have con-
jured up the unease in her 
own mind, based on personal 
anxieties about her boyfriend’s 
race, which, let’s face it, is 
bound to be conspicuous at 
an all-Asian party.”



who was actively involved in the discussion was bisexual. 
One Asian girl commented that she felt others were 

“looking at” her and her white boyfriend when she went to 
an all-Asian party. But were people really? Most folks today 
are liberal enough to accept interracial dating, or at least have 
the common decency to not leer or even do a quick “turn-of-
the-head” when they see an interracial couple. Steven Levitt 
and Stephen Dubner’s bestselling Freakonomics notes that on 
a popular dating website, 50% of white women say race does 
not matter, (although they end up sending 97% of their email 
queries to white men). Most people want 
to at least appear liberal-minded, if only 
to avoid being labeled a racist.  The girl 
may well have conjured up the unease in 
her own mind, based on personal anxi-
eties about her boyfriend’s race, which, 
let’s face it, is bound to be conspicuous 
at an all-Asian party.

It was interesting that an Asian girl 
mentioned this unease, as Asian female/white male relation-
ships seem to be the most accepted interracial coupling in 
North America. It is also the most common in both media 
and real-life. In Amy Tan’s classic Asian-American novel, The 
Joy Luck Club, all three second-generation Asian female-lead 
characters marry white men. Furthermore, as if to alienate 
Asian males, the film adaptation of the novel replaces one of 
the white husbands, who is one-dimensionally characterized 
as a stingy miser, with a hideous Asian man resembling the 
Emperor Hirohito on steroids. As for the other two dashingly 
handsome white husbands, one is a multi-million dollar heir, 
and the other, while not rich, is named Rich. 

One amusing real-life instance illustrates this Asian 
female-white male stereotype: my Management 100 group 
was leaving a downtown 
restaurant when one of 
my teammates suddenly 
pointed and said, “Look 
at that!” I looked down 
the street to where he 
pointed, and saw only 
a few people walking. 
But before I even had a 
chance to ask my team-
mate for clarification, he 
said, “Oh my God, the 
white guys are stealing 
our women!” I looked 
again, and sure enough, 
the few people walking 
were two Asian female/
white male couples. My 
teammate was an Asian 
male. So perhaps the 
resistance to these inter-
racial relationships is 
more on the side of 
minority communities 
who feel like white folks 
are “stealing” their eligi-
ble mates, or otherwise 

intruding into a community that they don’t understand.
Back at the forum, I tried to pinpoint the source of our 

conversational awkwardness.  The tension resulted from a lack 
of understanding of the issue combined with a curiosity to 
learn. At one point, the moderator asked the Asian males for 
their opinions, and happily commented in the fact that I was 
taking notes (for this article, of course!). All three of us just 
sat there for a good ten seconds of awkward silence. I did not 
know what to say. 

The strongest opinions regarding interracial dating came 
from those of mixed heritage, and those 
who have been, or are in, interracial 
relationships. They brought up some 
resoundingly negative aspects of inter-
racial dating, implying that there was 
something inherently awkward about 
their situations. For example, one black 
girl mentioned that some of her black 
friends jeered at her white boyfriend. 

Another girl, whose father was black and mother was white, 
said some of her mother’s relatives were once part of the Ku 
Klux Klan. It was impossible not to find this just a little ironi-
cally funny. But at the same time, it was admirable to note 
that our society has broken down seemingly insurmountable 
racial barriers. 

At Penn, interracial dating is a common occurrence. Per-
haps some people make conscious notes when they see an 
interracial couple, but I think most of us genuinely do not 
care. It raises some issues among minority communities who 
feel “invaded,” but ultimately the choices in a relationship 
belong to the two individuals involved; they are not obligated 
to take into account the entire history of their respective racial 
and ethnic groups.  For the interracial couple, there isn’t much 
to fear but fear itself.
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“At Penn, interracial dating 
is a common occurrence. Perhaps 
some people make conscious notes 
when they see an interracial 
couple, but I think most of us 
genuinely do not care.” 
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“An examination of her long and convoluted past 
raises many more questions than it answers.”
Al Moran puts the Democratic candidate under the micro-
scope.

The new face of Cuba (page 7) 
“Raúl Castro has also played a major role in past reforms 
that demonstrated a loosening of communist ideology by 
Cuba’s government.  For instance, Raúl was in charge of 
the creation of the state foreign tourism agency.”
Brandon Paroly sees hope for a friendlier neighbor to the 
south.
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“[viewers are] frustrated by the arguments and debates 
that occur on the likes of Fox News and MSNBC. I find 
it very hard to take emotional spectacles like that seri-
ously when there are other alternatives that talk about 
the issues with actual respect and integrity.”

“A simple fist bump from Barack Obama to his wife 
during a campaign speech prompted a Fox News anchor 
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“[bloggers] will die unrepentant, tossing one final ciga-
rette butt from their shriveled fingers onto the dry tinder-
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Rachel Thomas, Nathan Green, and Myrna Minkoff 
ponder the state of our nation’s glowing screens.

The tradition of standing on a soapbox 
began in England in1855, when the 
Sunday Trading Bill caused riots 

throughout London.  Protesters assembled 
in a small corner of Hyde Park and broadcast 
their views from the top of a wooden soap-
box. This corner became known as “Speaker’s 
Corner,” and was officially ordained for 
that purpose by an 1872 Act of Parliament.  

Karl Marx, Vladimir Lenin, George 
Orwell and William Morris all declaimed 
at Speaker’s Corner, and today many 
people still assemble to argue, debate and 
listen every Sunday.  The traditional soap-
box has evolved into a small stool, as soap 
no longer comes in sturdy wooden crates 
upon which one might stand.  But the pur-
pose of Speaker’s Corner has not changed.   

Just as anybody can jump into a 
Speaker’s Corner debate, it is our hope 
that you will use this Soapbox as your 
speaker’s corner, and that you will voice 
your ideas and opinions within this mag-
azine.  

Founded in 2003, Soapbox has grown 
over the past four years to include a wide 
spectrum of student, faculty, and guest 
opinions.  Our articles are chosen by 
a non-partisan Board of Editors which 
seeks incisive, provocative pieces repre-
sentative of Penn’s diverse community.

Penn’s only political commentary magazine

e Soapbox accepts submissions 
from all members of the Penn com-
munity.

Articles, reviews, drawings, pho-
tographs, etc. are welcome.

To apply for a position as a staff 
writer or editor, please visit our 
website:
http://dolphin.upenn.edu/~soapbox/

To recieve updates about deadlines 
and future issues, join our listserv 
by emailing: 
soapbox.upenn@gmail.com

e Soapbox holds regular meetings for interested contributors.
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