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Party Democrats fear losing unmotivated party 
voters this fall.  In fact, they risk losing far more.

STORY BY BEN WOFFORD • ART BY LAURA PARAGANO

“Conventional wisdom has a name 
for candidates who rely on the 
youth vote: loser.”

So claimed Michael McDonald, an elec-
tions expert at George Mason, in 2008. 
But after Barack Obama’s remarkable 
victory in the Iowa Primaries, even 
McDonald had to yield. “Clearly,” he 
said, “this was different.”

Iowa had as much symbolic signifi-
cance as it did political. In a rare elec-
toral phenomenon, the “unreliable” 

youth vote made the undeniable differ-
ence, propelling Obama to victory—
and onto a path to the White House. 

The Obama Campaign didn’t just 
talk their way into the youth’s sup-
port. They earned it by handing them 
unprecedented power and organizing 
capabilities. 

I should know. I was a high school 
campaign volunteer when I received a 
call from Students For Barack Obama, 

an entirely student-run organization 
with a network of volunteers across 
America. Soon I was working in con-
junction with—and not simply for—
fully-aged staffers and coordinators 
in the Obama campaign apparatus, as 
part of a transnational youth move-
ment with no shortage of passion and 
hardly a dull moment. 

But those memories seem far off 
now, as if from another lifetime, or 
some other candidate. The man in 

the White House often seems coolly 
disinterested, and yet overwhelmed, 
crippled by media-cycle controver-
sies—like the Cordoba Mosque—that 
he could sidestep so masterfully in the 
campaign. The youth have noticed.

Party Democrats fear losing unmo-
tivated party voters this fall. In fact, 
they risk losing far more: an entire 
generation of voters statistically more 
liberal-leaning and favorable toward 

government’s role. They are the Mil-
lennials—roughly age 15-25—and we 
invested passion and energy into a 
campaign we believed in. Right now, 
we are watching to see if that belief is 
still worth something.

It starts with an economy hitting 
Millennials harder than anyone else. 
At 9.6%, Millennial unemployment is 
3.4 points higher than their Boomer 
counterparts. An August report by the 
UN’s International Labour Organiza-
tion found Millennials three times 
more likely to be unemployed than 
adults, and puts Millennial unemploy-
ment at 13 % worldwide. Incredibly, 
these numbers are only predicted to 
worsen.
 This is part of a discernible trend of 
deflating realities about the future and, 
as we see it, about us. A future of glob-
al warming is manifest today in a Con-
gress that can’t pass reasonable climate 
change legislation. A future of massive 
debt is manifest today in a perfidious 
debate between spending and tax cuts, 
when both end with the same result. A 
future of terrorism and a bloated secu-
rity state is manifest today in two wars 
whose casualties hit our generation 
hardest. And a future of endless politi-
cal gridlock is manifest today in end-

Please Save This Generation
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less political gridlock, from a vicious 
tone in Washington to record-setting 
use of filibusters. 

 These perceptions about the 
future influence the present. This year, 
Harvard’s Institute of Politics (IOP) 
found less than half of Millennials 
think they will reach the “American 
Dream.” Only 14% of Millennials feel 
likely to find a permanent job, while 
over half are concerned about afford-
ing a place to live. A plurality worry 
about staying in college. “Millennials 
are calling on government to follow 
through on the bright promise that a 
generation…has come to passionately 
believe in,” concluded John Della Vol-
pe, who directed the IOP study.

This pessimism is finding its way 
into politics. A September New York 
Times study found that “far fewer” 
Millennials self-identify as Demo-

crats than in 2008. On countless col-
lege campuses that went heavily for 
Obama, students’ worries over—sur-
prise—the economy and securing a job 
are “dampening enthusiasm for Demo-
crats and Mr. Obama.” 

Democrats may be losing young 
voters at an alarming rate, but the 
youth vote’s shift in political attitude 
is hardly irreversible. “The jury is still 
out,” concluded another recent Pew 
Research report, on whether the Mil-
lennials’ anti-Obama trend would per-
sist to Election Day 2012.

This is Obama’s moment to speak to 
Millennials if Democrats want to avert 
a massive generational loss of faith in 
our democracy and a mass exodus of 
potential voters.

That requires turning the focus 
onto long-term problems, such as cli-
mate change, debt reduction, or en-

titlement reform. Obama can reframe 
his achievements as long-term means 
for staying competitive abroad. In-
vestments in renewable energy, stimu-
lus funds for digital infrastructure or 
even healthcare reform could all be re-
framed as part of this new argument. 
These initiatives can be unified into a 
strong message on long-term prosper-
ity, laying the groundwork not for a 
five-year economic recovery, but for a 
half-century of economic rebirth. 

Presidents can have second acts, 
but especially this one. If Obama can 
catalyze a fresh wave of legislative ini-
tiatives aimed at our long-term future, 
it will summon memories of an ide-
alistic young man, thundering on the 
campaign trail. Millennials will return 
to a government they view capable of 
matching—or exceeding—our own 
idealism.

Back to reality, where “millions of 
young people are losing faith in gov-
ernment, politics and in too many 
cases, the American Dream,” accord-
ing to Della Volpe. This generation 
isn’t naïve; we know that life during 
hard times is unfair. But it’s more 
personal than that. 

When Obama needed us in Iowa, 
we were there. When he needed a 
message with conviction, he hired 
Jon Favreau, the youngest White 
House speechwriter ever. When 
the Kennedy endorsement was any-
one’s guess, it was Caroline Ken-
nedy’s children—almost exactly my 
age—who convinced their mother 
to pass the torch to Barack. From 
the crowded poll stations of swing 
states to the inner circles of politi-
cal power, we were there—and we 
will not forget. But will Obama? 
With Millennials, the President ul-
timately doesn’t risk losing a sub-
stantial portion of the electorate. 
In the end, he risks breaking our 
hearts.

Ben Wofford is a freshman in the College. 
The director of the ‘Utley For Senate’ 
citizens initiative, he believes understanding 
the double-switch should     be a requirement 
for elected office.
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The publication of secret videos and 
documents relating to the war in 

Afghanistan has crowned WikiLeaks 
and its founder, Julian Assange, with 
infamy. 

WikiLeaks is a nonprofit organi-
zation whose goal is to develop “an 
uncensorable system for untraceable 
mass document leaking and public 
analysis.”  It has published a massive 
amount of information, including 
the Australian government’s websites 
black list, an outdated Guantánamo 
Bay military operation manual, and, 
most monumentally, some 92,000 re-
ports about the war in Afghanistan, 
covering events spanning from Janu-
ary 2004 to December 2009. 

These reports, published in July, 
marked WikiLeaks as both a very con-
troversial website and as an actor in the 
disclosure of information. It is a plat-
form which reporters use to publish 
facts they are not allowed to divulge in 
the papers and which, in turn, sends 
documents it uncovers to the press. 
This is how The Guardian, Der Spiegel, 
and The New York Times received the 
documents on the war in Afghanistan 
several weeks before they were made 
public on the internet. 

This action led to accusations of 
Wikileaks endangering the lives of Af-
ghan informants by disclosing names 

and addresses, the latter sometimes 
including even GPS coordinates. Ac-
cording to Secretary of Defense Rob-
ert Gates, “the verdict is guilty on 
WikiLeaks. They have put this out 
without any regard whatsoever for 
the consequences.” More generally, 
it revealed information that could be 
used to understand US military strat-
egy. In response to Gates’ accusations, 
Assange pointed out that “Secretary 
Gates spoke about hypothetical blood. 
But the grounds of Iraq and Afghani-
stan are covered with real blood.” 

Indeed, the documents show many 
facets of the war that the government 
had been hiding. Some secret com-
mando units have “capture/kill” lists 
of important Taliban targets. The CIA 
has been funding paramilitary and es-
pionage operations in Afghanistan. 
Civilian lives, including those of chil-
dren, are easily disregarded when they 
inconvenience the troops. One of the 
leaked videos, “Collateral Murder,” 
shows an airborne attack on a group 
of men including two journalists, one 
of whom is holding a camera which a 
soldier thinks is a weapon. This sol-
dier shoots at the group while talking 
in a relaxed voice, and at one point he 
laughs insouciantly. After the men are 
killed, someone congratulates him for 
his “good shooting.”

The reactions to this video are star-
tling. When Assange appeared on the 
Colbert Report, Colbert bemoaned 

that he “doesn’t want to know” the 
tactics used by American soldiers in 
Afghanistan. His response illustrates 
the attitude that the publication of 
certain pieces of information is use-
less and harmful. Strategically, the 
revelation of the dirty realities of this 
war could make American troops even 
more unpopular amongst the people 
they are killing by the thousands. The 
leaks “may well damage our relation-
ships and reputation in that key part 
of the world” complained Gates.  Yet 
don’t the Afghans, of all people, have a 
right to understand what is happening 
on their territory?

And it would be easier for us if we 
could remain ignorant of all the crimes 
committed by our government. As As-
sange says, “you’ll be happier later.” 
WikiLeaks is not perfect. It should be 
more careful with the information it 
publishes. But in the long run, this and 
other similar websites could mobilize 
public awareness to make it harder for 
governments to commit crimes impu-
dently. As WikiLeaks proved, outrage 
can go a long way.

Lalita Clozel was born in Paris, France. She 
decided to stretch her wings in an American 
college, landed in the University of Michigan, 
yearned for an urban setting, and transferred to 
Penn. She appreciates good food and political 
drama, and wants to become a journalist.

STORY BY LALITA CLOZEL Wikileaks  Controversy

NATIONAL
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STORY BY LALITA CLOZEL 

April 23, 2010 arguably marks the 
most significant conservative leg-

islative victory in recent history. While 
passage of SB 1070, the controversial 
immigration bill passed by the Arizona 
state legislature, may lack the breadth 
of healthcare reform, financial reform, 
and various other Democratic initia-
tives, the bill won platitudes from Tea 
Party activists and has served as a ral-
lying point for insurgent conservatives 
throughout the country.

That said, Republicans ought to 
hold their breath before gloating over 
their recent triumph. The bill’s passage 
may in fact mark the initiation of a 
self-inflicted death by a thousand 
cuts. Why the dark outlook? By 
foolishly supporting SB 1070 and 
other nativist policies, conserva-
tives are pushing Hispanics into 
the embrace of gleeful Democrats. 
In doing so, they are effectively 
surrendering their long-term elec-
toral viability.

The math looks daunting for the 
GOP. Hispanics are by far the fast-
est growing demographic group in 
America. By 2050, Hispanics are 
expected to double to 30 percent 
of the population while Republi-
can-leaning Caucasians become a 
plurality at 46 percent, down from 
66 percent today. The outlook be-
comes bleaker when considering 
growth in traditional swing states. 
Florida, for example, is estimated 
to see Hispanics rise from 18.5 
percent presently to well over 30 
percent of the population by mid 
century. Nevada is set to soar 
from 26.5 percent Hispanic now 
to 48.9 percent in 2050. Republi-
cans’ position in states like Texas, 
where Hispanics are projected 
to comprise 90 percent of future 
growth, will also become severely 
imperiled. If Hispanics give fu-

ture Democratic candidates anywhere 
near the 67 percent that Barack Obama 
received, or even the 59 percent that 
John Kerry received, many of these 
states will easily make the switch from 
purple to blue states.

Is there anything Republicans can 
do to reverse their demise? The answer 
is difficult to determine, but they can 
soften the blow by moderating their 
increasingly xenophobic rhetoric and 
policies. It doesn’t help, for example, 
when Sarah Palin calls for a replica 
of the draconian Arizona law in ev-
ery state. Nor does it help when Gov. 
Jan Brewer of Arizona falsely claims 

that illegal immigrants are respon-
sible for decapitations in the desert. 
And it doesn’t help when Republicans 
advocate building a border fence and 
repealing the 14th amendment while 
demonizing immigrants for working 
unwanted jobs.

Rather, Republicans should follow 
the example of President Bush, who 
employed a more conciliatory approach 
to immigration reform and avoided the 
hotheaded populism adopted by the 
Tea Party. Bush made a point of ramp-
ing up border security and strongly 
condemned the idea of amnesty for 
illegal immigrants. Yet he simultane-

ously encouraged the formation of 
a guest-worker program with the 
possibility of citizenship and con-
sidered the influx of immigrants 
as a sign of the nation’s health. As 
a result, the Bush-era GOP had a 
relatively cordial relationship with 
the Latino community compared 
with present day Republicans.

If Republicans wish to dam the 
flood of Hispanics to the Demo-
crats, they ought to quit throwing 
bones to nativists in their base. 
Plenty of other issues, namely fis-
cal and economic issues, have 
proven equally effective in rallying 
enthusiasm among conservatives. 
They must work to emulate the 
Bush strategy and communicate 
that immigrants, even undocu-
mented workers, have a place in the 
United States. Failure to do so will 
send Hispanics down the path of 
African Americans and destroy any 
chance of future electoral viability.

Chris Shimamoto is a Japanese-American-
Canadian from Tokyo with a long stop in 
suburban Connecticut. Leans center left.

The Republican Party’s 
         Hispanic Crisis

STORY BY CHRIS SHIMAMOTO

The Risks of Alienating an Increasingly Powerful Demographic

Guest speaker Brig. Gen. (Ret.) Alberto Jimenez captivated 
the audience with remarks that captured the Hispanic 

Heritage Month theme: “Heritage, Diversity, Integrity and 
Honor: The Renewed Hope of America” at the 

Aberdeen Proving Ground Hispanic Celebration in Mary-
land on  Sept. 29.

Photo courtesy of: RDECOM 
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Quite frankly,” she said sol-
emnly, “I’m exhausted. Ex-

hausted of defending you, defending 
your administration, and defending 
the mantle of change that I voted for.” 
Although President Barack Obama 
was able to respond with a short list 
of accomplishments (including stu-
dent loan and healthcare legislation), 
the discontented mood had been set.  
Velma Hart was not alone in express-
ing disappointment towards Obama 
at a Washington town hall meeting on 
September 20th. 

Less than two years earlier, such a 
scenario would have been unthinkable 
to most Obama supporters. The once-
rising star of the Democratic Party has 
since become an embattled president, 
losing popularity among the same vot-
ers that swept him to office. Hart’s 
criticism lacked the ire of a Tea Party 
activist’s, but her disenchantment was 
nonetheless telling about just how far 
from grace Obama has fallen. How 
could the candidate who showed so 
much promise find himself, on the eve 
of mid-term elections, mired in low 
approval ratings? Aside from the stan-
dard ideological abstractions and “it’s 
the economy, stupid,” there are clues 
from the 2008 Democratic Primary 
that can help explain the current mal-
aise.  

Simply put, the Obama campaign 
was a remarkable success, attract-
ing scores of young first-time voters, 
independents and Republican defec-
tors. “The suits,” as the inner circle of 

STORY BY SAM GREENBERG 
ART BY LAURA PARAGANO

Obama, Clinton, 
and the 

Politics of 
Perception

aides David Plouffe, David Axelrod, 
and Robert Gibbs were known, ran a 
well-oiled fundraising machine. Poll-
ing places across America reported the 
longest lines seen in years. Most im-
portantly, the Obama team was firmly 
in control of the key to a successful 
campaign: controlling the narrative, 
and thus public perceptions. With 
an inspiring life story, a Harvard law 
degree and a captivating eloquence, 
Obama was able to shape the percep-
tion of his candidacy as the ultimate 
bid for change. In contrast to the high-
ly unpopular President Bush, he vowed 
to change economic policies that ben-
efitted the wealthy, healthcare poli-
cies that left millions without coverage 
and foreign policies that produced two 
stalemated wars.

But what did Hillary Clinton stand 
for, if not the very same thing? The 
policy differences between the senator 
from New York and the senator from 
Illinois were too minute to be the fo-
cus of the race.  With a political chasm 
separating the two of them from the 
outgoing president, the great challenge 
of the historic 2008 Democracy Prima-
ry had been to widen it. Such was the 
politics of perception – whoever was 
perceived as a greater departure from 
the Bush administration would carry 
the Democratic nomination. 

In the end, the decisive factor for 
Obama was that he was perceived as 
a unifier. Throughout the Bush years, 
debate was stifled by partisan rheto-
ric and the petty bickering that had 

brought Congress to a standstill. The 
way to move forward in 2008 was to 
reach across the aisle. Even in the gen-
eral election, Republican candidate 
John McCain touted his own record 
of bipartisan legislation. Americans 
wanted a candidate who would unite, 
and this favored the candidate who was 
drawing support from all demograph-
ics. Not only could he transcend poli-
tics, but after Obama’s speech on race 
relations in March 2008, he seemed to 
transcend race itself. Thus, the Obama 
campaign controlled the narrative that 
he was the true standard-bearer of 
post-partisanship. And no matter how 
hard Clinton tried to pull the narrative 
in other directions, whether by way of 
3:00 phone calls or heavy drinking in 
rural Pennsylvanian bars, she could 
not shake the perception of herself as a 
fighter who would only further divide 
Washington. After all, Clinton threat-
ened to divide her own party, having 
stayed in the race long after Obama 
had won too many delegates for her to 
catch up. Furthermore, Clinton was a 
known commodity and a divisive pub-
lic figure in that some (mostly conser-
vative) voters passionately hated her. 
As a relative newcomer, Obama had no 
such political baggage. 

 If it is true that one “campaigns in 
poetry,” as former New York governor 
Mario Cuomo once said, then candi-
date Obama was a regular John Keats. 
But when the time finally came to start 
writing in prose, President Obama 
minced his words. 

NATIONAL
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His image as a unifier had won 
him the election, and now he intend-
ed to unify. Faced with the recession, 
Obama set out to tackle his first legis-
lative goal: stimulus. The plan was to 
avoid the same, tired, politics-as-usual 
squabbling, and instead strike a com-
promise quickly. But the roughly $800 
billion bill came to the dismay of many 
economists and liberals who called 
for a much higher figure. Indeed, the 
original numbers that were discussed 
by the Obama administration reached 
well into the trillions. But they were 
disregarded, as it was thought that fis-
cally conservative Republicans would 
never support such a plan. Obama 
eyed a bipartisan bill, and in an effort 
to reach across the aisle, lowered the 
amount of economic stimulus from 
the outset. Yet the arguably ineffective 
American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009 still only drew a grand to-
tal of 3 Republican votes. Those critics 
are feeling vindicated with unemploy-
ment still hovering around 10%.                    

 Obama used a similar strategy for 
healthcare. Once again, he set the 
terms of the debate to his right, leav-

ing liberal wish-list options such as a 
single-payer system, for all intents and 
purposes, off the negotiation table. 
Obama banked on bipartisan support 
justifying the pre-debate concessions, 
but none would be forthcoming. Not 
a single Republican voted for the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, even though it fell short of many 
Democratic goals. 

By making such concessions, 
Obama gave up the greatest strength of 
his campaign: control of the narrative. 
Instead of promoting his agenda force-
fully, he let his rhetorical guard down, 
expecting Republicans to compromise 
in turn. But the opposition took con-
trol of public debate on healthcare 
and forced him to be on the defensive. 
While candidate Obama deftly steered 
the narrative away from his politically 
toxic associations with Rev. Jeremi-
ah Wright and William Ayers, Presi-
dent Obama could not wrestle it from 
baseless accusations of “death panels” 
and “socialized medicine.” Instead of 
spending the summer of 2009 discuss-
ing the finer points of cost control, the 
narrative was occupied with ranting 

and raving at town hall meetings. In 
the politics of perception, the Repub-
licans now held the higher ground. As 
the dust settled, Obama found himself 
saddled with two flawed bills, a still-
struggling economy, a disappointed 
base and an aggressive opposition.

Looking back on the Democratic 
Primary, the notion of post-partisan-
ship separating Obama from Clinton 
seems laughable. The Obama cam-
paign’s narrative simply could not ac-
count for the fierce Republican oppo-
sition his agenda would meet. Once in 
office, he followed the post-partisan 
model from the campaign to his politi-
cal doom. Today’s low approval ratings 
and general mood of discontent can be 
traced to that failed strategy. Would 
Clinton’s more aggressive executive 
playbook have produced different re-
sults? Exhausted Obama voters like 
Velma Hart can only wonder.

Sam Greenberg is a sophomore in the College 
majoring in History and Political Science. Please 
stop asking what he’s doing after he graduates.

A realistic representation of a political caricature
Is he still all ears?
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The United States is home to 
some of the world’s most sto-

ried cities: from New York to Los An-
geles and Chicago to New Orleans, 
there is no shortage of iconic metrop-
olises.  With more than 50 percent 
of the global population living in ur-
ban areas for the first time in history, 
these cities will define us ever more. 
Areas of Asia and Africa, once synon-
ymous with small villages and arcane 
tradition, are now host to bustling, 
rapidly expanding cities. As Foreign 
Policy magazine’s recent cover story 
indicates, the future of our planet will 
be an urban one. Sadly for America, 
more foreign cities mean increased 
competition.

As the world becomes more urban, 
American cities are failing to keep up. 
Foreign Policy named New York as 
the world’s most global city, but look-
ing forward, it’s hard to imagine that 
remaining the case. Part of the reason 
is simple demographics. New York’s 
population of 8 million has been rela-
tively static since 1950. The metropol-
itan area is less than 20 million. The 
national drop thereafter is steep, with 
the number 5 city, Phoenix, having 
only 1.6 million people. As economic 
growth and transformation continue, 
millions of migrating peasants across 

Africa and Asia will create even more 
cities with dozens of millions of inhab-
itants. Just as a relatively low Chinese 
GDP per capita is set to overtake our 
economy, so too will mega-cities in 
Vietnam and Nigeria surpass Ameri-
can metropolises on the global stage. 
The envious position American cities 
hold as magnets for talented immi-
grants, investment and global business 
activity will be undermined by the 
growing urban centers abroad, eclips-

ing the capacity New York and Los 
Angeles have to offer.

But there is a way forward, and it 
comes from recognizing that US cities 
have a second, solvable, concern: ex-
tensive qualitative deficiencies. In the 
great East Coast cities, the problems 
are obvious. Decades-old housing is 
often poorly maintained. Some cities, 
such as Philadelphia, retain pockets of 
intense economic depression and crim-
inality that are unacceptable in such a 

rich country.  Urban public schools 
are avoided like the plague. Most im-
portantly, much of the infrastructure 
is woefully obsolete. The basic infra-
structure of most major US cities has 
remained virtually untouched since 
post-WWII suburbanization. The ris-
ing cities of Asia are investing mas-
sively in high tech public transporta-
tion systems, while even New York’s 
subway system is a creaking edifice by 
comparison. However, these problems 

don’t extend to the entire first world. 
European and Australasian city plan-
ners have put great efforts into main-
taining infrastructure, keeping up the 
quality of the housing stock, and im-
proving city services. These are prob-
lems America can and must fix. 

First, the United States must end 
its long love affair with the suburbs. 
Since the 1950s, the American people 
have been enamored with iconic sub-
urbia. As a consequence, cities have 

America: Metropolis No Longer?
STORY BY LUKE HASSALL • ART BY LAURA PARAGANO

As the world becomes more urban, 
American cities are failing to keep up.
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been deprived of many productive 
residents as infrastructure was rerout-
ed to serve the suburbanite at the ex-
pense of the urban dweller. Highways 
slicing through downtown areas have 
transformed once-loved cities like St. 
Louis into hollow suns around which 
vast suburban bodies orbit. Detroit has 
been pushed to the point of extermi-
nation by suburbia’s march. Today we 
have become a country where our cit-
ies are worked in but not lived in, vis-
ited by car because public transport is 
either gone or was never built. We are 
a country where people who work in 
Los Angeles live closer to Arizona. To 
rebuild America’s cities, we must rec-
ognize once more their value, and be-
gin to question the entrenched forces 
that perpetuate suburbia.

Great new cities cannot be built un-
der existing laws. Americans don’t ap-
preciate the degree to which suburbia 
is not just demanded by but enforced 
upon the public. Even in places like 
Manhattan, stringent building codes 
and other property laws make the con-
struction of high-density living spaces 
difficult. Part of the reason why new 
housing stock is uncommon in places 
like New York and Philadelphia is that 
if existing buildings were torn down, 
their replacements would not be al-

lowed to be as dense. If America is to 
rebuild its cities, let alone build new 
ones, a reformed legal infrastructure 
must precede its the physical counter-
part. Our institutions create the incen-
tives in which individuals make their 
decisions, and they can be changed.

Finally, the US must prepare itself 
for massive investment in new infra-
structure and services. This country 
has not seriously built infrastructure 
in 40 years, so the process will be ex-
pensive. We need modern subway 
lines in all major cities. We need to 
expand light rail as well as high-speed 
connections between cities. The pretty 
words of the administration are not 
enough. We need to turn New York, 
Los Angeles and Chicago into giant 
construction sites, developing the in-
frastructure that will nurture new de-
velopment and encourage more people 
to spend their lives in the city. We 
need to route out the major highway 
connections that make walkable ur-
ban living spaces so much harder to 
achieve. Finally, we must not be afraid 
to adopt the maxim that the past is to 
be valued only when it provides a path 
to the future. 

Given the deficit, funding such a 
project seems daunting. But it is an 
investment that must be made. As 

an investment in America’s future, it 
could be partially paid for by reform-
ing the hideously broken Social Secu-
rity and Medicare systems that threat-
en to engulf the budgets of tomorrow. 
User fees for public transport will pay 
for some outlays. Most interestingly, 
modern technology has given us an-
other method of revenue collection: 
road congestion pricing: the electron-
ic charging of motorists for their use 
of previously free public streets and 
highways. That would also discourage 
excessive suburbanization and reward 
public transport usage. 

However hard it may be, America 
must find the will and the means to re-
invest in her cities.  By combating the 
institutional barriers and apathy that 
have long trapped US urban areas, and 
by making whatever sacrifices neces-
sary to reverse decades of neglect in 
both public and private investment, 
our great cities can still be restored. If 
they are not, America will be doomed 
to become the crumbling backwater of 
a new metropolitan world.

Luke Hassall is a senior in the College, study-
ing Political Science and Economics. He plans to 
head off to Law School next year.
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THE DECLINE OF INDIVIDUAL 

privacy in the wake of growing 

social networking giants such as 

Facebook and the expansion of Internet 

usage in general has become a defining 

feature of 21st century society. Despite 

being a relatively new phenomenon, this 

trend has had major implications that 

extend beyond the social realm. 
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winning in November, his poll num-
bers were adversely affected by this 
incident. It is a classic example of how 
a man’s past can come back to haunt 
him, and revelations such as this will 
proliferate in the future. As technolo-
gy continues to grow and social media 
continues to expand its role in society, 
an individual ’s personal history will 
become increasingly accessible, creat-
ing problems for future Rand Pauls.

Everyone makes mistakes in their 
youth, but unless someone develops a 
revolutionary method of controlling 
the spread of information and protect-
ing privacy on the Internet, these mis-
takes will become increasingly public. 
If politicians continue to be vetted like 
they are today, the next generation of 
political hopefuls will suffer from un-
precedented amounts of embarrass-
ment. Aspects of their personal lives 
which should remain private will be 
cast onto the pubic stage for relentless 
scrutiny and analysis. While our elect-
ed officials should be held to a higher 
standard, the growing extent to which 
candidates are overexposed does not 
ultimately benefit the electoral pro-
cess. Unless the culture in Washington 
changes, however, these developments 
will be unavoidable and will come to 
define the next generation of politics.

Graham White is a sophomore and political sci-
ence major in the College.  He has previously 
worked on several high profile political cam-
paigns, including Barack Obama’s presidential 
campaign and the senate bids of Arlen Specter 
and Joe Sestak.

 All it takes is one ridiculous photo, one 
misinterpreted ‘status update’, or one radical 

tweet to ruin a person’s image - and it’s 
only a matter of time before politicians start 

feeling these effects like the rest of us.

the web for decades, exposing person-
al, embarrassing information is going 
to get a whole lot easier. The extent 
to which the personal lives of future 
politicians will be exposed is going to 
be unprecedented. For example, Rand 
Paul ’s Senate campaign, which seemed 
destined for a landslide victory in the 
‘red state’ of Kentucky, encountered 
major turbulence when the media 
learned of his scandalous college days. 
As technology continues to develop 
and serve as a catalyst for the spread 

of personal information, the case of 
Rand Paul will become the rule, not 
the exception. 

A few months before the midterm 
elections, Paul ’s lead shrunk to single 
digits after a GQ exposé uncovered 
damaging information about his col-
lege antics. Paul was a member of a 
secret underground liberal brother-
hood known for its unorthodox activi-
ties. In one instance, Paul and a friend 
allegedly kidnapped a female college 
student and forced her to smoke mari-
juana and worship their god “Aqua 
Buddha.” While the son of renowned 
Libertarian Ron Paul may still end up 

All it takes is one ridiculous photo, 
one misinterpreted ‘status update,’ or 
one radical tweet to ruin a person’s 
image - and it’s only a matter of time 
before politicians start feeling these 
effects like the rest of us.  In this day 
in age, anything can be taken out of 
context - and the result can be an un-
fair, negative alteration of a person’s 
public persona.

The Internet as we know it is young, 
so to speak. Today’s politicians have 
not had a lifetime with which to use 

the Internet to share personal infor-
mation, photos, videos, and ideas. 
They haven’t created public photo al-
bums on Facebook of every college 
party they attended during freshmen 
year. They haven’t posted drunken, 
ludicrous status updates for all to see. 
For the most part, we don’t know what 
our elected officials’ college lives were 
like (which is probably a good thing). 

That will soon change. Campaign 
operatives search every corner of an 
opponent’s background to find dam-
aging information, and since the next 
generation of politicians will have 
been sharing personal information on 
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According to the French govern-
ment, the European Union’s ‘open 

borders’ are really more like semi-per-
meable membranes. These membranes 
should of course filter out the poor, 
minorities, and anyone who does not 
like croissants from entering France. 
The French government has explained 
that they had no idea poor people or 
ethnic minorities would want to come 
live and work in their country. As 
thousands of Roma travel to France 
to find better lives, one French Minis-
ter has explained that the French, “are 
not big fans of this whole poor people 
thing”. The French government made 
the obvious assumption that poorer 
countries in Europe only wanted to be-
come part of the EU so that the cool 
kids would accept them. They are now 
shocked that the real and devious rea-
son was that the immigrants wanted 
better lives. While the laws of the Eu-
ropean Union clearly state that any 
EU citizen can live and work in any 
member state, the French find actually 
doing so very rude. The French were 
banking on the fact that their haughty 
attitudes would keep people away, but 
apparently abject poverty in Romania 
is slightly worse than having to toler-
ate French people. 

In a flattering imitation of George 
W. Bush, French President Nicolas 
Sarkozy has decided that he too will 
use ‘national security’ as an excuse to 
circumvent the law and has begun to 
forcibly expel the Roma. According to 
the New York Times, so far over 1,000 
Roma have been expelled from France. 

While ruining a thousand people’s 
hopes for a better future and thwarting 
the laws of the European Union might 
be considered a job well done for less 
ambitious Presidents, Sarkozy is so 
hard-working that he has said he will 
keep deporting Roma.  

Unfortunately for France, radical 
liberals like the EU’s Justice Commis-
sioner Viviane Reding just don’t un-
derstand that racism and intolerance 
are the best ways for the President to 
garner support and unite his country. 
And Sarkozy does have tradition on his 
side; the Roma are the most vulnerable 
minority in the EU and have been per-
secuted for hundreds of years. What 
else is a President to do when the econ-
omy falters and social tensions mount? 
The answer has been the same in Italy, 
where the government is breaking up 
Roma camps in Milan and Rome. 

There is only one area in which 
President Sarkozy can be faulted, and 
that is that he really has not taken his 
brilliant idea far enough. If he really 

wants to protect national security, re-
duce welfare program spending, and 
create more social cohesion, he should 
really just start deporting all poor 
people from France. The main prob-
lem France seems to have with the 
Roma is that since they have been dis-
criminated against and economically 
marginalized, they don’t have much 
money. Shockingly, other poor people 
in France also lack financial assets, so 
to ensure that it is not discriminating 
based on ethnicity, France should be-
gin deporting all poor people, regard-
less of race.  As everyone knows, poor 
people are just fundamentally differ-
ent from the rich, so deporting them 
would create more social cohesion. 
President Sarkozy has taken a brave 
first step, but his idea has so much 
more potential. 

Melissa Roberts is an Environmental Studies 
major and hopes that at some point she will be 
able to parlay a desire to save the world into a 
paying job.

While the laws of the 

European Union clearly 

state that any EU citizen 

can live and work in any 

member state, the French 

find actually doing so 

very rude.

STORY BY MELISSA ROBERTS 
ART BY KAILUN WANG

France, the Border, and the Roma
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This past Christmas, millions of 
Americans turned on their TVs to 

find that a man named Umar Farouk 
Abdulmutallab had attempted to blow 
up an airplane en route to Detroit. The 
international community immediately 
fixed its collective gaze upon the ideo-
logical source of the failed “Christmas 
Day Bomber”: Yemen, a chronically 
impoverished, thirsty and unstable na-
tion at the bottom of the Arabian Pen-
insula. Yet despite its relative obscu-
rity in the minds of most Americans, 
Yemen may soon become a household 
buzzword with as much power as Iraq 
or Afghanistan. As it teeters toward 
outright collapse, Yemen stands poised 
to become a “third front” for the U.S. 
in the Middle East, albeit a “soft front” 
without a major troop commitment. 
Nevertheless, as Central Command 
debates sending $1.2 billion to Yemen 
over the next six years, America must 
take measures to combat the root eco-
nomic causes of Yemen’s instability 
rather than simply dealing with their 
extremist security consequences.

Today Yemen faces unprecedented 
challenges, each of which threatens 
to overwhelm its government. Al-
though rebellions in the north and 
south have brought the nation to the 
brink of civil war, America is mainly 
concerned  with the steady flow of al-
Qaeda operatives into Yemen’s under-
governed areas. Yet even these press-
ing obstacles pale in comparison to 
the nation’s long-term structural re-

source and economic challenges. The 
Congressional Research Service lists 
Yemen as the poorest country in the 
Arab world, with a 35% unemploy-
ment rate, a sub-50% literacy rate and 
five million citizens that go hungry 
each day. Its future economic pros-
pects give little reason for optimism: 
Yemen derives 80% of its revenue from 
oil exports with no substantial plans 
for change, even though estimates pre-
dict it will run out of exportable oil 
within the next decade. Equally wor-
risome, Sana’a may soon become the 
first capital city in the world to run 
out of water due to poor management, 
corruption and wasteful irrigation. 
Even if Yemen somehow manages to 
survive its personal economic purga-
tory, its resources will be stretched to 
the snapping point as its population 
doubles in the coming two decades. 
Ominously, the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace concludes that 
the Yemeni government is rapidly los-
ing stability and may soon be unable 
to distribute the funds that hold the 
country together.

The confluence of these problems, 
especially if left unaddressed, could 
overwhelm the Yemeni government 
and provide a fertile breeding ground 
for Islamic extremists. An American 
Enterprise Institute report notes that 
as al-Qaeda continues to attract ter-
rorists to the region, Yemen is becom-
ing ever more attractive as a base from 
which to regroup and launch attacks. It 

is locked in a feedback loop of poverty 
that fuels extremism and state instabil-
ity. Should U.S. policy fail, Yemen will 
truly become the jihadist haven that 
analysts have long feared.

However, Lisa Wedeen of the Nor-
wegian Peacebuilding Center astutely 
observes that Iraq-style military inter-
vention will not solve Yemen’s prob-
lems; in fact, it would more likely 
further entrench al-Qaeda and put 
American lives at risk. Indeed, the car-
rot, not the stick, may lead Yemen in 
the right direction. By catalyzing eco-
nomic development, especially with 
direct aid, the U.S. could stave off the 
specter of economic collapse and give 
Yemen much-needed time to push 
reforms like curbing harmful diesel 
subsidies and introducing agricultural 
diversification. Any further American 
aid, however, should be conditioned 
on the enactment of necessary reforms 
to ensure it is used properly and does 
not fall into the  pockets of the corrupt 
Yemeni bureaucracy. U.S. aid commit-
ments aside, only 7% of a pledged $4.7 
billion in aid promised at a 2006 in-
ternational donor conference has been 
delivered to date; a diplomatic effort 
to unlock the remaining aid could 
yield fruitful results.

Aid alone, however, will not keep 
Yemen’s government afloat; its core 
economic afflictions must be ad-
dressed if it is to avoid collapse. At 
the heart of its resource woes is qat, a 
semi-narcotic plant habitually chewed 

STORY BY JONATHAN FRIED

Islamic Extremism's Heaven on Earth: 
How to Stop Yemen from Becoming al-Qaeda's Next Haven
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needs far more than aid and resources; 
to achieve any lasting stability, it re-
quires a fundamental restructuring of 
its economy, government and even its 
culture. Without intervention by the 
international community, state col-
lapse is a real possibility. The United 
States, with a carefully calculated ap-
proach, must make a substantial effort 
to combat the core economic causes of 
Yemen’s strife, or watch as extremist 
Islam spreads even further across the 
Middle East.

Jon Fried is a College freshman from Yardley, 
PA. He enjoys competitive speech and debate 
and is perhaps best known for leading an ill-
fated penguin rebellion against the nonexistent 
rulers of the Antarctic.

by a majority of Yemenis. Due to its 
cultural importance and profitability, 
qat cultivation consumes 40% of agri-
cultural water and a majority of the na-
tion’s arable land. Yemeni social critic 
Mohammed Al-Sabbry notes that “no 
development can be achieved in Ye-
men as long as… qat takes up 90% of 
the spare time of the Yemeni people.” 
Any successful U.S. policy must focus 
on substantially reducing Yemeni qat 
cultivation. A demand-side approach 
might involve educational campaigns 
with the Yemeni government to elu-
cidate the detrimental effects of qat, 
while a supply-side plan might involve 
starting a national qat importation 
program to buy the plant as a luxury 
commodity from other nations, thus 
freeing up necessary land, water re-
sources and worker productivity.

Still, much of Yemen’s frailty stems 
from systemic weakness and corrup-
tion in its political system. According 

to the New York Times, outside of its 
capital, Yemen is tribal, undeveloped 
and virtually lawless. If Yemen is to 
achieve lasting stability, it will require 
a fundamental restructuring of its gov-
ernment to become more inclusive by 
removing the incumbent elites from 
power. Unilaterally, the U.S. cannot 
force such reform. But a regional, mul-
tilateral effort can succeed by using 
membership in the Gulf Cooperation 
Council (GCC) economic alliance, a 
longstanding Yemeni aspiration, as 
an incentive to promote reform. The 
State Department could convince the 
GCC to accept Yemen as a member 
nation while making its inclusion con-
tingent upon the adoption of stability-
promoting reforms, like addressing 
corruption and restructuring its po-
litical system.

In many ways, Yemen epitomizes 
Murphy’s Law: “anything that can go 
wrong will go wrong.” In truth, Yemen 
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Day after day, we hear of the evils of 
sweatshops.  Movie stars, student 

groups, and political talking heads 
alike rant about the “horrors” they in-
flict on society.  Swedish Economist Jo-
han Norberg has a different view. “One 
mistake that Western critics of global-
ization make is that they compare their 
current working standards to those in 
the developing world: ‘Look, I’m sit-
ting in a nice, air-conditioned office. 
Why should people in Vietnam really 
have to work in those terrible facto-
ries?’ But you’ve got to compare things 
with the alternatives that people actu-
ally have in their own countries.”  Here, 
Norberg touches on a very important 
point—while sweatshops are bad, their 
alternatives are worse.  Whether we 
boycott goods produced in these con-
ditions or push for labor law reform, 
ultimately, we would be causing more 
harm than good.

In order to understand why sweat-
shops are necessary, one must first un-
derstand why free trade works.  The 
law of comparative advantage states 
that countries ought to specialize in 
goods that they can produce relative-
ly efficiently, while importing goods 
that other countries produce more ef-
ficiently.   We can see a clear example 

of this when the United States exports 
Hollywood movies and China exports 
cheap toys.  Because each country is 
specializing in something it produces 
more efficiently, both countries ben-
efit from trade.  

On a more emotional level, sweat-
shops often take flack for facilitat-
ing child labor.  But while child labor 
is unfortunate, it is still necessary in 
many countries.  Children must work 
in sweatshops because their families 
may starve without the extra income, 
or because they need money to finance 
their own educations. And while some 
say these children should be in school, 
who can ultimately make the best de-
cision: family or the government?  
Clearly the former.  For example, po-
litical pressure in the 1990s forced a 
German company to lay off 50,000 
child garment workers in Bangla-
desh. The British charity group Oxfam 
found that many of these laid off chil-
dren turned to crime, prostitution, or 
simply starved to death.  Similarly, an 
international boycott of Nepal’s carpet 
industry put thousands of children out 
of work.  UNICEF found that many of 
these children turned to the sex trade 
for money.  Examples like these are 
abundant throughout the developing 

world.  
Sweatshops also provide the best 

jobs available for many workers.  The 
alternative, agricultural work, is much 
worse.  A young Vietnamese sweatshop 
worker Norberg met concurred, with 
Norberg commenting that the most 
important thing “is that she doesn’t 
have to work outdoors on a farm any-
more. Farming means 10 to 14 hours 
a day in the burning sun or the inten-
sive rain, in rice fields with water up to 
your ankles and insects in your face.”  
Polling of workers in Vietnam and 
similar countries likewise show sweat-
shop workers have a comparably high 
job satisfaction rate.  

But it is not just the working con-
ditions that attract workers; wages at 
sweatshops are significantly higher 
compared to alternative jobs.  One 
study determined that sweatshops paid 
above average wages in nine of eleven 
countries surveyed. In Honduras, for 
example, sweatshops pay about six 
times the average national wage. Per-
haps most shocking is that those who 
work for an American multinational in 
a typical developing nation earn about 
eight times the average wage in that 
respective country.  Many third world 
workers dream of working for compa-

Tolerating Sweatshops
STORY BY CHARLES RUBENFELD • GRAPHIC BY JEREMY BRINSTER
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dissatisfied (24.7%)

satisfied (65.7%)
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How do sweatshop 
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their direct supervisors?

82.4%
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74.0%

How many workers are satisfied or very 
satisfied with facilities available at their 
factories?*

*Global Alliance for Workers and Communities
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nies like Nike, a frequent target of glo-
balization critics.  

So workers in poor countries are 
better off, and when companies sell 
cheap goods from foreign countries, 
American consumers benefit greatly: 
It’s truly a win-win situation. But what 
about American workers? Shouldn’t we 
worry about those losing jobs to for-
eign competition?  Considering this is-
sue, we find the answer to be no.  It is 
true that in the short run, there will be 
“losers.” Certain industries like manu-
facturing may permanently “lose jobs” 
due to foreign competition.  But in the 
long run, these workers are retrained 
into areas where their labor may be 
used more efficiently; and consumer 
savings due to lower prices will help 
foster demand for new jobs anyway.  
The Industrial Revolution aptly illus-
trates this phenomenon.  In the pre-
Revolution period, roughly 70-80% of 

Americans were farmers.  Today, only 
2-3% make a living off of agriculture. 
While there was obvious short-term 
pain and suffering for many farmers, 
it is easy to see why everyone is bet-
ter off due to the altered composition 
of the economy.  Labor allocated most 
efficiently always leads to the best out-
come. Our efforts to prevent it may 
seem noble in the short run, but they 
hurt in the long term. 

Finally, we should tolerate sweat-
shops because of the impact of di-
rect foreign investment on economic 
growth.  Nike not only employs people 
when it sets up a factory, it transfers 
knowledge and technology to local 
economies.  Foreign investment also 
fosters a culture of entrepreneurship 
and capitalism, which is crucial to a 
country’s long-term success.  If Nike 
profits from its investment, it is a sig-
nal to other investors of opportunities 

in a given country.  This kind of invest-
ment can improve workers’ productiv-
ity and eventually leads to wage hikes 
in the long run.  To understand this 
phenomenon, consider the economic 
history of many modern industrial 
powers.  Some present day econom-
ic powerhouses like Hong Kong had 
sweatshops as recently as sixty years 
ago. Direct foreign investment was a 
major contributor to their growth.

The evidence in support of sweat-
shops is overwhelming.  The next time 
you hear about how terrible they are, 
do not ask why. Instead, ask compared 
to what?

Charles Rubenfeld is a freshman in the College 
from Jericho, NY.  His character is Captain 
Falcon. 

Photo courtesy of: marissaorton

For many Americans, thinking of sweatshops as better for some people is inconceivable.
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It has now been five long decades 
since the American embargo on 

Cuba was first implemented. In the 
early 1960s, with the Cold War raging, 
the United States imposed severe eco-
nomic sanctions on the Caribbean na-
tion in the hopes that it would curtail 
communist revolutionary Fidel Cas-
tro’s reign. The goal of this measure 
was clear: to starve Cuba into a new 
revolution that would restore a pro-
American government. In the midst 
of the Cold War, this embargo seemed 
justifiable as a temporary method to 
prevent the establishment of a com-
munist stronghold so close to the con-
tiguous United States. But today, in a 
changed global landscape, a complete 
economic embargo on Cuba no longer 
serves the purpose it once did.

The Soviet Union is no more. The 
Cold War threat of communism is no 
more. The reign of Fidel Castro as 
President of Cuba is no more. Yet the 
plight of the Cuban people continues. 
A recent report by the Cuban govern-
ment suggests that the American em-
bargo has cost Cuba $751 billion since 
it went into effect. While some of that 
money possibly would have gone to-
ward Cold War anti-American efforts, 
most of it would have instead found its 
way to the Cuban populace, especial-
ly following the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. Rather, the embargo has re-
sulted in greatly inadequate supplies of 

medicine, food, and potable water for 
a large portion of the island’s popula-
tion. As a consequence of this failure, 
it is time to reassess an act that, rather 
than liberating Cuban citizens from 
the perils of communism, has only 
doomed them to impoverishment.

Cuba, to its credit, has begun to 
reassess its own economic strategies. 

Currently, about 85 percent of the Cu-
ban workforce – approximately 5 mil-
lion people – is part of the public sec-
tor. That number is down from over 
90 percent before the end of the Cold 
War, and is certain to fall to a far lower 
level in the coming months. Due to the 
effects of the global economic crisis, 
Cuba, under current President Raúl 
Castro, has announced its intention 
to terminate almost 500,000 public 
sector workers by March 2011, a stag-

gering 10 percent of its workforce. To 
compensate, 250,000 self-employment 
licenses will be granted so that many 
of those who find themselves out of a 
job will be able to begin working in the 
private sector. The issuance of these 
licenses coincides with an expansion 
of the number of job fields that can 
be privatized, meaning more Cubans 

will now be able to maintain their own 
businesses. While certainly not a capi-
talist revolution, these reforms exem-
plify an effort on the part of the Cuban 
government to adapt economically in 
a changed landscape; a similar will-
ingness by the United States to adapt 
its policies would serve to ameliorate 
some of Cuba’s financial woes.

Despite the importance of the in-
creased welfare of the Cuban people, 
however, it is not the only benefit 

The idea was to create popular discontent within 
Cuba so that citizens would enact change for 
themselves... yet no uprising has taken place.

STORY BY MAX LESSER 
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The End of the Embargo Era  
Reevaluating U.S. Policy Toward Cuba
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changed drastically in the last 50 years, 
but toward Cuba, America’s policy has 
remained remarkably rigid. In truth, 
there is little reason for this to be the 
case. Cuba no longer poses any seri-
ous threat to America or its interests. 
Its communist tendencies are on the 
decline, while the seeds of capitalism 
are prime for planting. Cuba is closer 
now than it has been in decades to es-
tablishing a democratic system. And 
that, after all, was the very goal of the 
embargo in the first place. Instead of 
continuing to use the embargo to cen-
sure communism, it is time to lift the 
embargo and show the Cuban people 
that capitalism will help them prosper.

Max Lesser is a sophomore in the College from 
Stamford, CT. He is an undeclared International 
Relations and History double major and His-
panic Studies minor who considers himself an 
amateur talking head.

that would result from a change in 
the American government’s attitude 
toward Cuba. Last April, President 
Barack Obama, addressing the Sum-
mit of the Americas, stated that it was 
time for “a new beginning with Cuba.” 
With promises of improving America’s 
image abroad in mind, a change in 
the US government’s embargo policy 
would go a long way toward achieving 
that goal. In fact, global sentiments 
against the United States embargo on 
Cuba have risen steadily in the past 
two decades. A vote in the United Na-
tions General Assembly last year con-
demned the embargo for the 18th time 
in a row. Furthermore, the vote was 
nearly unanimous at an astounding 
187 to 3, with only the United States, 
Israel, and Palau voting in favor of 
the embargo. This overwhelming dis-
approval should come as no surprise. 
Most other nations have long main-
tained an economic presence in Cuba, 
and even American allies like Canada 
have been vocal against US legislation 
that imposes fines on foreign corpora-
tions that do business within Cuba. If 
President Obama is serious about his 
intentions to repair perceptions of the 
United States across the globe, he must 
listen to his own words and reexamine 

a policy that the vast majority of na-
tions in the world have condemned.

The stumbling block for change lies 
in a lack of understanding of the goals 
of the embargo. In essence, the plight 
of the Cuban people that resulted from 
the embargo was a crucial component 
to its intended goal. While an unfortu-
nate means to an end, the idea was to 
create popular discontent within Cuba 
so that citizens would enact change for 
themselves. The regrettable economic 
hardship in Cuba was thus seen as a 
sign that the embargo was working. 
Yet those who continue to champion 
Cuban travails as an American victory 
seem to ignore the simple reality that 
even with decades of troubles, no up-
rising has taken place. Clearly, the for-
mula must be recalculated.

With Cuba, America has an op-
portunity. Economically, Cuba is an 
untapped market. In a world where 
globalization is quickly permeating 
through once unattainable markets, 
the embargo has left Cuba lacking in 
investment from American corpora-
tions and entrepreneurs. Establishing 
an economic foothold in Cuba could 
bring great dividends to US businesses 
while simultaneously fostering capi-
talist development on an island that 
is, for the first time in decades, inter-
ested in doing so. Opportunity simi-
larly extends into the political realm. 
Cuba can be a shining precedent for 
a revamped American foreign policy 
if the US eases restrictions in accor-
dance with international sentiment. 
Add to these benefits the humani-
tarian impact that increased aid and 

availability of resources would have 
on the Cuban population, and all 

signs point to the advantage 
of a change in American 

policy. 
 The world has 
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Call it splendid isolationism. Or 
call it a stubborn sense of detach-

ment.  Regardless of how it is labeled, 
Britain’s perceived aloofness from the 
remainder of the European community 
has posed new challenges in the age of 
globalization.  The question of Britain’s 
role in the context of Europe is by no 
means a new one: the country’s inter-
national policy has long been defined 
by an almost haughty detachment 
from the affairs of mainland Europe.  
In recent decades, Britain has only in-
creased its reputation as an outsider in 
the realm of Continental politics, es-
pecially with the nation’s comparative 
tardiness in joining the Common Mar-
ket, its refusal to adopt the euro, and 
its repeated “opt-outs” and exemptions 
from European Union standards and 
measures.  Nevertheless, with the for-
mation in early May of Prime Minis-
ter David Cameron and Deputy Prime 
Minister Nick Clegg’s coalition gov-
ernment, Britain may soon be moving 
from its traditional role on Europe’s 
institutional periphery to a more in-
volved position in European affairs.

A product of the contentious April 
parliamentary elections, the union of 
Cameron’s Conservatives with Clegg’s 
Liberal Democrats was a momentous 
development that came as a surprise 
to many Britons, largely because of the 
immense differences that separate the 
two parties, especially in regards to 
European affairs.  To truly grasp the 
size of the gulf that divides the two 
parties’ attitudes towards Europe, one 
need only look at the ideological back-
grounds of the coalition’s two leading 
men.  On one end of the European 
policy spectrum lies Prime Minister 
Cameron - an old-money Conserva-
tive,  long-standing euro-skeptic, and 
one of many prominent right-wing 
critics of the previous government’s 
cession of authority to the European 
Union (especially through the EU-bol-

ties.  In a political climate where find-
ing a middle-ground is key, the power 
of the extreme left and right has been 
marginalized; too much opposition on 
both sides of the parliamentary bench 
is arrayed against their radical views.  
While serving as party heads, Cam-
eron and Clegg were forced to make 
concessions to these Conservative and 
Liberal Democratic radicals in order 
to remain in power.  Now, as the heads 

of a coalition ministry, the pair has al-
ready begun to define a new, moder-
ate European policy that combines the 
best of both philosophies into a prag-
matic strategy for expanding Britain’s 
cross-Channel influence. 

First, this hybridized euro-policy 
actually incorporates measures to 
maintain British sovereignty indepen-
dent of interference from Brussels, a 
major concern of the Conservatives. 
Conservatives’ opposition to adopt-

Britain's Changing of the Guard
stering Treaty of Lisbon).  On the other 
ideological flank sits Deputy PM Clegg 
- a progressive Liberal Democrat with 
family ties to the Continent, a former 
Member of the European Parliament, 
an avowed Europhile who has tirelessly 
pushed for increased integration with 
the EU, and even (insert a collective 
Tory gasp here) a staunch supporter of 
replacing the pound sterling with the 
euro.  One would be hard pressed to 
find two men – or 
two parties – that 
were more opposed 
on the issue of Brit-
ain’s proper place 
in European affairs.

The sharp split 
over Britain’s rela-
tions with Europe 
was very much evi-
dent in the run-up 
to the April elec-
tions, with euro-
skeptic Conserva-
tives frequently 
butting heads with 
pro-Europe Liberal 
Democrats over 
the issue.  Yet, the 
months following 
the creation of the 
C a m e r o n - C l e g g 
ministry have wit-
nessed a remark-
able transition 
from conflict to 
cooperation, as the 
coalition govern-
ment has forged an 
effective compro-
mise on European 
policy that has the potential to rede-
fine Britain’s role within the European 
community.

The key to this strategic compro-
mise lies in the somewhat paradoxical 
fact that although the nature of the co-
alition government effectively ensures 
that neither party will entirely get its 
way with regard to Europe, it also re-
moves much of the pressure exerted on 
Cameron and Clegg by the more radi-
cal elements of their respective par-
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ing the euro and other pro-European 
measures may draw the ire of inter-
nationalists, but their Britain-centric 
attitudes serve as both an important 
guarantee of Westminster’s power and 
a prudent check against excessive for-
eign intrusion into British domestic 
issues.  In fact, the efforts of Euro-
skeptics like Cameron have on sev-
eral occasions prevented Britain from 
being saddled with Brussels-imposed 
regulations that did not reflect the in-
terests or wishes of the British people 
(going all the way back to Margaret 
Thatcher’s famous EU rebate).  

The coalition’s European policy 
compromise takes many of these cau-
tionary attitudes to heart, with the for-
mal Coalition Agreement containing 
several provisions explicitly aimed at 
protecting British sovereignty.  These 
include: 1) that the euro will not be ad-
opted in Britain within the term of the 
current Parliament, 2) that there will 
be no “transfers of sovereignty” from 
London to the EU over the same pe-
riod, and 3) that any future transfers of 
sovereignty will be subject to popular 
referendum.  These three main guar-
antees have assuaged the fears of Eu-
ro-skeptics about British sovereignty 
and have paved the way for Britain to 
become, as the Coalition Agreement 
states, “a positive participant in the 

European Union.”         
In this regard, Cameron has openly 

stated that maintaining the security 
and stability of the euro is in Britain’s 
interest, a rather obvious conclusion 
given that euro-zone countries ac-
count for fully half the British export 
market, yet one that has until recently 
seemed to be absent from British poli-
cy calculations.  Significantly, the Brit-
ish government seems to finally recog-
nize that establishing greater British 
involvement and presence in Brussels 
can help shift institutional policy in a 
direction that favors British interests.  
The prime minister’s stated support 
of euro-stabilization measures and his 
commitment to the expansion of the 
EU’s membership reflects the coalition 
ministry’s willingness to utilize the 
institutional power of the EU as a ve-
hicle for the implementation of British 
policy aims.  

Arguably the most important of 
these policy objectives is the promo-
tion of less restrictive trade policies 
both within Europe and between the 
EU and non-European nations, an ob-
jective that flies in the face of the more 
protectionist strategies of France and 
Germany.  This free trade emphasis 
was reflected in Cameron’s July visit 
to Ankara, during which the prime 
minister displayed vocal support for 

expediting Turkey’s admission into 
the EU. Turkish entry would facilitate 
profitable commercial ties for Britain 
by extending to Turkey reduced tariffs 
and other related institutional benefits 
provided by the EU.  

Cameron’s efforts  to bring Turkey’s 
considerable economic assets into the 
EU fold not only help to cast Britain 
in the role of a free trade advocate 
and champion of European economic 
growth, but also illustrate the coalition 
ministry’s strategy of building pro-
British commercial ties through the 
existing institutional structure.  By us-
ing EU-based incentives like lowered 
trade barriers as carrots to encourage 
continued and future international 
cooperation, Britain can thus work 
within the framework of the EU and 
its umbrella organizations to promote 
free market economic relationships 
that maximize British influence in and 
outside of Europe.

In this way, even if British leaders 
continue to take a protective stance 
on national sovereignty, the coalition’s 
European compromise will lead Brit-
ain into a more active and central role 
within the European community.  By 
proactively using the EU’s institutional 
powers to support expanded coopera-
tion and free trade initiatives, Britain 
can establish itself as a free market 
power alternative to the more protec-
tionist attitudes that prevail elsewhere 
in Europe.  At the same time, Cam-
eron’s continued emphasis on British 
economic autonomy from the euro-
zone and his push for reductions in the 
EU’s budget and scope will ensure that 
no additional power is transferred from 
London to Brussels.  If this “middle-
ground” euro-policy is pursued with 
the same pragmatism that helped cre-
ate it in the first place, Britain should 
emerge as a more involved player in 
Brussels, leading the European move 
towards open trade policies while still 
maintaining the political autonomy 
and sovereignty that lie at the core of 
the British historical identity.  

Greg Kurzhals is a sophomore and a history 
major in the College.  Although he hails from 
Southern California, he has been a diehard Bos-
ton Red Sox fan his entire life.
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STORY BY QURATUL-ANN MALIK

The Fate of Pakistan
Why Pakistan Shouldn’t Have Accepted US Aid

Photo courtesy of: DVIDSHUB

After the devastating attacks on 9/11, 

the United States allied with Pakistan in hopes of 

defeating the Taliban government in Afghanistan. 

Nine years after the War on Terror began, the 

United States has somewhat successfully removed 

the Taliban government in Afghanistan. 

Pakistan, meanwhile, has drifted into 

economic collapse, exacerbating the already poor 

standard of living for most of the country’s citizens.
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The Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act, 
although intended to alleviate suffering, comes 

with conditional offers that are further upsetting the 
general populace. 

A f ter  t he  de vast at ing  at -
t acks  on  9/11 ,  t he  Unit -

e d  St ates  a l l i e d  wit h  Pa k is t an 
in  hop es  of  de fe at ing  t he  Ta l i -
b an  gover nment  in  Afg hani-
s t an .  Nine  ye ars  a f ter  t he  War 
on  Ter ror  b egan ,  t he  Unite d 
St ates  has  s ome w hat  success-
f u l ly  remove d  t he  Ta l ib an  gov-
er nment  in  Afg hanis t an .  Pa k i -
s t an ,  me anw hi le ,  has  dr i f te d 
into  e conomic  col l aps e ,  exac-
erb at ing  t he  a l re ady  p o or  s t an-
dard  of  l iv ing  for  most  of  t he 
count r y ’s  c i t i zens .  Not ic ing 

t h is  change  in  dynamics ,  t he 
Unite d  St ates  has  t a ken  me a-
sures  to  work  wit h  t he  Pa k is t ani 
gover nment  to  cre ate  e conomic 
s t abi l i ty  and  e l iminate  a l l  p os-
s ib le  t hre at  of  rad ica l i zat ion  in 
t he  nat ion .  The  En hance d  Par t -
nersh ip  wit h  Pa k is t an  Ac t ,  a l s o 
k nown as  t he  Ker r y-Lugar  Ac t , 
repres ents  an  Amer ican  e f for t 
to  cont ain  Ta l ib anizat ion  in 
Pa k is t an .

T he  Ac t ,  p ass e d  by  C on-
g ress  l as t  ye ar,  incre as es 

f inanc ia l  a id  to  Pa k is t an .  The 
f unding  –  $7 .5  bi l l ion  over  a 
5-ye ar  sp an  –   i s  cont ingent 
on  t he  subs er v ience  of  Pa k i -
s t an’s  mi l i t ar y  to  t he  c ur rent 
c iv i l i an  gover nment  and  t he 
e l iminat ion  of  any  t hre at  of 
mi l i t anc y  in  t he  count r y.  The 
s enators  w ho prop os e d  t he  bi l l 
sug gest  in  t he  l eg i s l at ion  t hat 
t he  f unding  wi l l  ass i s t  Pa k is t an 
wit h  promot ing  demo crac y, 
bu i ld ing  cap ac ity  in  gover n-
ment a l  ins t i tut ions ,  incre as ing 
e conomic  f re e doms and  much 
more .  One  of  t he  more  conten-
t ious  asp e c ts  of  t he  bi l l  a l lows 

tension between civilians and the gov-
ernment. Pakistani President Zardari 
has isolated himself from both the 
public and the military by strongly 
supporting this conditional interna-
tional aid. While the executive is ul-
timately responsible for negotiating 
foreign treaties such as this one, Presi-
dent Zardari’s failure to inform the 
necessary stakeholders caused him to 
lose support. He already has a reputa-
tion of giving in too quickly to foreign 
demands, and acceptance of this finan-
cial aid only affirms this perception. 

A poll conducted by the Interna-
tional Republican Institute states that 
roughly 80 percent of the Pakistani 
population disagrees with the way the 
government has handled the War on 
Terror. By accepting this financial as-
sistance, President Zardari has created 
a larger gap between himself and the 
general population.  With this type of 
polarization in the nation, the future 
for Pakistan does not look bright.

If Pakistan had refused U.S. aid, the 
country would have been better off in 
the long run. Along with earning the 
trust of the people, the government 
would have gained more respect from 
the military and other important play-
ers. The Pakistani masses have suf-
fered from a variety of hardships over 
the last decades: from impoverished 
conditions to the instability of the gov-
ernment to neighboring a war-torn 
country. Now, people want justice and 
change. The Enhanced Partnership 
with Pakistan Act, although intended 
to alleviate such suffering, comes with 
conditional offers that are simply fur-
ther upsetting the general populace. 

While the senators who proposed 
the Bill undoubtedly hoped that the 
funding would help President Zardari 
in his efforts to maintain political 
stability, the Enhanced Partnership 
with Pakistan Act seems to have sadly 
achieved the opposite effect. 

Quratul-Ann Malik is a political science major 
from Gaithersburg, MD.

Noticing this change in dynamics, 
the United States has taken measures 
to work with the Pakistani govern-
ment to create economic stability and 
to eliminate the possible threat of radi-
calization in the nation. The Enhanced 
Partnership with Pakistan Act, also 
known as the Kerry-Lugar Act, rep-
resents an American effort to contain 
Talibanization in Pakistan.

The Act, passed by Congress last 
year, increases financial aid to Paki-
stan. The funding – $7.5 billion over 

a 5-year span – is contingent on the 
subservience of Pakistan’s military to 
the current civilian government and 
the elimination of any threat of mili-
tancy in the country. The senators 
who proposed the bill suggest, in the 
legislation, that the funding will as-
sist Pakistan in promoting democracy, 
building capacity in governmental in-
stitutions, increasing economic free-
doms and much more. One of the more 
contentious aspects of the bill allows 
the United States into some of the most 
sensitive Pakistani issues, such as ac-
cess to Pakistan’s nuclear-proliferation 
networks. The majority of the fund-
ing, however, will serve as an incentive 
for military success and will allow the 
United States access to intervene in 
Pakistani affairs. 

President Asif Zardari has accepted 
the United States’ offer, which, with the 
emergence of Talibanization threaten-
ing the national government and the 
devastation of the recent flood, was 
obviously tempting to Pakistan. How-
ever, this aid will not help Pakistan in 
the long run; instead, it will prevent 

the country from becoming economi-
cally self-sufficient, damage the na-
tion’s sovereignty and create a greater 
gap between the government and the 
military. 

American money will prevent Paki-
stan’s economy from becoming self-
sufficient. And, if Pakistani citizens 
do not establish self-sufficient mecha-
nisms for economic growth, they will 
be worse off in the long run, especially 
once the American aid expires. Fur-
thermore, by receiving funding from 

the United States, the Pakistani gov-
ernment puts its sovereignty even more 
at risk than before. Pakistan, founded 
about 63 years ago, has had periods in 
which it struggled to maintain a stable 
government. There have been many 
cases, such as in 2001, under General 
Pervez Musharraf, in which a mili-
tary coup has overthrown a corrupt 
government in the hopes of creating a 
fairer system.  

These unstable conditions have es-
calated over the years and have led 
many to question Pakistani social and 
economic policies. Since the financial 
aid depends on the Pakistani military 
following orders from a government 
funded by the United States, Pakistan 
lacks the ability to solely look out for 
its own national security. History has 
shown that when a country cannot 
look out for its own interests, the peo-
ple grow tired of the government and 
the vicious cycle of instability contin-
ues.

The Enhanced Partnership with 
Pakistan Act, alongside other recent 
political issues, has already caused 
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Dan Onorato is the current Chief Executive 
of Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, and 
the Democratic nominee for governor.

PPR: When a state is strapped for cash, 
university funding comes under heavy 
pressure. Is there room in the budget over 
the next several years for continuing the 
current level of subsidization of state uni-
versities?

Dan Onorato: Well, everything is not 
going to get funded, particularly some of 
the waste that’s going on. I’ll give you a 
few examples. As we speak today, the leg-
islator is sitting on $200 million of what 
they call Leadership Account money, to 
be used in whatever way they want. I 
would make sure that gets put back into 
the operating budget. Look at the legisla-
tor itself. We spend over $300 million a 
year. I’ve called for reform in downsizing 
the Senate and the House. The measur-
ing stick I would use is at least a 20% sav-
ings on what it costs to run the legislator. 
Look at the $28 billion state budget. A 1% 
improvement across the board is $280 
million. My view is that there are certain 
functions the state has to be involved in. 
Included in these is funding basic educa-
tion, helping with higher education and 
keeping it affordable especially for first-
generation kids so you don’t have a life-
time of debt coming up. That’s where I’m 
going to focus and that’s what my policy 
papers focus on.

PPR: You support reforming healthcare 
in the state, to make access more afford-
able to all Pennsylvanians. What is your 
opinion on the national healthcare reform 
bill?

Onorato: I am for implementing the 
new federal healthcare bill by 2014, 

I’m looking for ways to create afford-
able, accessible, and quality health-
care, and make Pennsylvania a leader 
in healthcare reform. The status quo 
wasn’t working, there’s no competition 
currently and we needed something 
done. It’s not perfect, but it’s much bet-
ter than the status quo and as governor 
I will implement it.

PPR: What problems specifically do you 
have with the healthcare bill?

Onorato: I think it could have fo-
cused a little more on the cost saving 
side, but it leaves enough flexibility for 
states to be creative in how to do that. 

We’re unique in Pennsylvania because 
we have a lot of different health care 
systems. We have a lot of big facilities 
that if we get the best and brightest and 
we focus on costs then we can make it 
even better.

PPR: State workers’ pensions have became 
an increasingly significant component 
in states’ budgets, and many believe that 
states will be unable to continue paying 
these pensions without incurring disas-
trous debt. How will you attempt to con-
front this issue in Pennsylvania and walk 
the line between balancing the budget and 
fulfilling promises made to state workers?

INTERVIEW BY JESSICA MAYER, 
QURATUL-ANN MALIK AND NICK 
DISTEFANO

Exclusive PPR Interview with: 
Dan Onorato
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“It’s very simple. It’s called jobs, jobs, jobs.”

    -Dan Onorato

Onorato: We have to understand that we 
have a problem not because we have a de-
fined benefit plan but because the state 
abuses that defined benefit plan. A lot 
of state and local governments took the 
pension money to balance their budget 
and never put it into the pension fund. 
You need sustainable benefits through 
reasonable contributions to make this 
thing work. New employees are going 
to have a whole different system than 
what’s up there right now. It’s the only 
way to get rid of that bubble.

PPR: Do you believe the stimulus package 
was effective in its goal? 

Onorato: I think it was needed and it 
worked. It’s my job as a candidate to 
remind the voters why we have that 
stimulus package. President Obama 

inherited the worst recession since 
the Great Depression. We were losing 
hundreds of thousands of jobs a week 
in this country. The president put to-
gether a stimulus package that did a 
couple things. Part of it went to sta-
bilize states, because you had twenty 
states ready to go bankrupt. It stabi-
lized the safety net. So yes, it was suc-
cessful. Would I change a few things if 
I could? Probably. I would have liked 
to see more money into infrastructure 
and building things, but am I glad we 
had it as opposed to not having it? Yes. 

PPR: Would you support a second stimu-
lus package if they believed it was neces-
sary to prevent a second recession? 

Onorato: I think that the federal gov-
ernment has to look at what’s hap-
pening in the country, and if they do 
a second stimulus I think it should 
be narrowly focused. I would focus it 
on maybe three or four infrastructure 
projects. I think it would be a good 

move for the federal government to in-
vest back in this country.

PPR: How do you feel the state should 
go about drilling in the Marcellus Shale? 
What do you believe are the benefits and 
risks of allowing drilling in Pennsylvania, 
and as governor how would you regulate 
the process? 

Onorato: My opponent and I are to-
tally opposite on this issue. I believe 
that the Marcellus Shale is a golden 
opportunity with a lot of risk in Penn-
sylvania. I have made it clear that, as 
governor, I will make sure that we have 
a competitive severance tax. I would 
replace all the cuts that were made in 
the Department of Environment Pro-
tection. By funding DEP with a sever-
ance tax, you can have regulation and 

inspectors to watch what’s happening 
to the water and to the environment. 
Number two, I would fund an impact 
fund. That would be money set aside 
for municipalities for the wear and tear 
from the trucks and from the water 
that’s being used.

PPR: Currently, over 75% of Penn’s gradu-
ates leave Pennsylvania after graduation. 
Do you think that this is a problem, and 
if so what would you do as governor to 
change it?

Onorato: It’s only a problem if they’re 
leaving the state because they can’t 
find a job. The one thing I’ve learned 
running the second largest county is 
that you don’t need a magic formula to 
figure out how to keep young people. 
It’s very simple. It’s called jobs, jobs, 
jobs. Pennsylvania is a beautiful state; 
it has all the amenities; people want 
to be here; young people want to stay 
here. So for Penn graduates, or any 
university graduates, the way we keep 

young people in Pennsylvania is to 
turn around the economy and get real 
good paying sustainable jobs here.

PPR: Property tax reform was a huge issue 
during the Rendell administration and in 
Allegheny County during your time in of-
fice. What is your plan for property taxes 
in the state if elected governor?

Onorato: What I’ve learned is that the 
state’s got to fix the entire system. Only 
Pennsylvania and Delaware do what we 
do, where every county gets to do what 
they want. Number two, if you want 
real reform, and I mean real reform, 
you have to seriously look at eliminat-
ing property taxes as a way to fund 
schools and replacing it with a differ-
ent revenue. So as governor I would 
look to fix the current system and be 
willing to explore a radical change for 
real reform going forward.

PPR: Over the last several years Hazel-
ton Pennsylvania has gained notoriety 
for passing laws that many viewed as dis-
criminatory against Hispanics. If a local 
government passes a law that is so directly 
opposed to Pennsylvania state law, how 
should the government deal with protect-
ing the rights of local citizens?

Onorato: I believe that the immigra-
tion issue has to be dealt with only at 
the federal level. So we need a true 
comprehensive immigration bill done 
at the federal level. Because if we don’t, 
you’re going to get laws like Hazelton 
and laws like Arizona, and that is a 
dangerous precedent. What you’re go-
ing to have is a race to who can be the 
toughest and all the political dema-
goguery. What we have to recognize is 
that there are real issues with the im-
migration policy right now, and that 
the federal government has to deal 
with these issues in a comprehensive 
immigration bill. The fact that they 
don’t do it is a big problem. 

To read an interview with the Republican 
nominee for Pennsylvania governor, Tom 
Corbett, visit our website at: 
www.pennpoliticalreview.org




