
PPR A West Side Story:
The Politics of PennPENN 

POLITICAL 
REVIEW

Obama’s 5 Essentials 
for Reelection in 2012 

page 8

Sarkozy: the Media 
Manipulation Master

page 18

Shirley Phelps-Roper of the 
Westboro Baptist Church 

page 26

National Global Interview
Winter 2011





Editor-in-Chief
Ned Shell 

Senior Managing Editor
Greg Rollman

Layout  Editor
Laura Paragano 

Online Editor
John Gee

Interview Editor
Jessica Mayer

Senior Editor
Nantina Vgontzas

Chief-of-Staff
Ben Wofford

President and Publisher
Lucas Blanchard

Marketing Manager
Angel Contrera

Treasurer
Melissa Roberts

Interview Staff
Michael Soyfer

Collin Lyou
Nate Werksman

Quratul-Ann Malik
Alex Kern
Will Smith

Nick DiStefano

Layout Editors
Jeremy Brinster
Kevin Hudson
Adan Juarez

Iris You

Soapbox Blog
Jonathan Fried
Brian Goldman
Luke Hassall

Alex Kern
Urja Mittal

Laura Paragano

Contributing Artists
Chiyel Hayles
Angela Jang

Laura Paragano
Kailun Wang

Allie Zuckerman

Senior Editors
Stephen Fritz
Sarah Heinz
Emily Kim
Samuel Lee

Ariela Rosenberg
Jon Roth

Chris Shimamoto
Nick Yu

Copy Editors
Maya Bradon
David Chen

Charles Gress
Sarah Heinz

Scott Lee
Jessica Mayer

Business Committee
Jae Ahn

Robert Chajsn
Casey Anderson

Alexander Rogala
Adam Silver

Cover Art
R. Newell & Sons 

photographer 
c. 1891

PPR  p e n n  p o l i t i c a l  r ev i ew
Volume VII, Issue 1

Copyright 2011 Penn Political 
Review.  It is forbidden to make any 
reproductions, in whole or in part, 

without the express consent of the PPR.

6 Wal-Mart Environmentalism
Melissa Roberts

7 The Party of  Not Yet
Luke Hassall

4 The Tea Party Has to End
 Garrett Saito

8 A Letter to the President 
Ben Wofford

12 All Politics is Local
Ned Shell

14 A West Side Story: Land Map
Adan Juarez

17 Israel’s Identity Crisis
Sam Greenberg

18 Sarkozy and the Media
Lalita Clozel

22 The Taiwan Issue
Samuel Lee

20 Censorship in China
Max Lesser

26 Shirley Phelps-Roper
Spokesperson of  Westboro Baptist Church

NATIONAL

FEATURE

GLOBAL

INTERVIEW

To get involved, contact: JoinPPR@gmail.com

16 China’s Wall of  Diplomatic Progress
Chris Shimamoto

25

10 Save Our Stethoscopes
Jonathan Fried

The Staff

Tom Corbett
Governor-elect of  Pennsylvania



NATIONAL

4 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | WINTER 2011

Undoubtedly the Tea Party movement influenced 
several races, but its historical significance 

is over-exaggerated.

January 3, 2011 is the beginning of the 
end for the Tea Party movement. The 

day Tea Party darlings Pat Toomey (R-
PA), Rand Paul (R-KY), and Marco Ru-
bio (R-FL) are sworn in as U.S. Senators 
is the day they share responsibility for 
the problems facing the United States. 
From that day on, the Tea Party test 
cases will realize the harsh truth of for-
mer New York Governor Mario Cuomo’s 
famous adage: “You campaign in poetry 
and govern in prose.” Due to the institu-
tional constraints of American elections, 
the reliance on a decentralized grass-
roots organization, and a wholly unre-
alistic political agenda, the Tea Party 
Express will eventually run its course to 
non-existence. 

The Tea Party movement is difficult 
to define due to its organic, unstructured 
nature. Nevertheless, the Party’s opposi-
tion to the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act (the stimulus package), 
the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act (health care bill), and all cap-

and-trade legislation loosely defines the 
movement. Another definition of the 
Tea Party’s agenda can be summarized 
from the 2010 Contract from America 
(not to be confused with the 1994 Con-
tract with America), which among other 
things supports adopting a single-rate 
tax system, constitutionally mandating 
a balanced budget and a two-thirds ma-
jority for any tax increase, and compre-
hensively scaling back the federal gov-
ernment’s intervention in the economy. 
However, the ability for the elected Tea 
Partiers to turn this campaign rhetoric 
in to reality seems unlikely. 

Third party candidates come and go 
with little lasting effect. In 1992, Ross 
Perot ran for President and was able 
to win 19 percent of the popular vote. 
However, that 19 percent translated to 
zero Electoral College votes. Mr. Perot’s 
follow-up act in 1996 yielded a little 
more than eight percent of the popular 
vote, but once again no electoral votes. 
The last time a third party candidate for 
the presidency won a single electoral 
vote was George Wallace in 1968. Split-
ting with the Democratic Party, Wal-
lace ran on a pro-segregation platform 
and won 46 electoral votes in the Deep 
South. Third party candidates are typi-
cally resounding failures, or their mes-
sage is eventually co-opted by one of the 
two parties, rendering another similar 
third party candidacy moot. 

The dominant reason for the ephem-
eral nature of third parties in American 
politics is the institutional makeup of 
American elections. Because elections 
in the U.S. have districts that only one 

person can win, two parties emerge rep-
resenting divergent platforms—should a 
third party form it would naturally split 
the vote with the party it most closely 
resembles leaving the rest (and prob-
ably a winning margin) of votes to the 
last party. Voting in a single-member, 
first-past-the-post election causes a 
two-party system. In the case of the Tea 
Party’s confrontation with the Republi-
can establishment, most of that infight-
ing took place in the Republican prima-
ry, and only a few cases witnessed a Tea 
Party candidate and Republican running 
against one another in the general elec-

tion. Still, the Tea Party’s divisiveness 
handicaps the Republican Party and il-
lustrates the need to amalgamate both 
sects if Republicans hope to maintain 
leadership in the House, take back the 
Senate, and win the White House.

Another long-term failing of the Tea 
Party movement will be its lack of in-
ternal infrastructure. Trying to define 
the movement itself is nearly impossible 
considering, as Republican political con-
sultant Dick Morris says, “There really is 
no Tea Party leadership. Those who con-
duct its affairs are mere coordinators of 
local groups where the real power lies.” 
A decentralized grass roots organization 
is an effective way to mobilize and en-
ergize voters; however, it is only effec-
tive on a short timeline. Without greater 
infrastructure and internal discipline 
the Tea Party movement cannot endure. 
Most likely it will get folded back in to 
the Republican Party’s framework. 

The last reason why the Tea Party 
movement will eventually founder is 
the Tea Party test cases’ impractical 
campaign promises. The Tea Party can-
didates trumpeted their status as Wash-
ington outsiders, an effective message 
to tout during an election cycle that 
witnessed such large turnover.  Yet, that 
message is only effective as a challeng-
er—the next election cycle the Tea Party 
test cases will be the incumbents and 
have to campaign on their accomplish-
ments. The legislative process is com-
plex and requires cooperation and bar-
gaining, particularly in the Senate. Most 
of the Tea Party’s agenda refuses com-
promise and assumes unilateral action 
can cause change. Due to the impractical 
agenda that the Tea Party embraces, leg-
islative wins will be difficult to come by. 
Unfortunately for the Tea Party test cas-
es, they will be forced to choose between 
remaining loyal to their campaign rheto-
ric or fighting for half-measures that fail 
to properly address the frustrations of 
the people who voted them in to office. 
Either way, future Tea Party candidates 

STORY BY GARRETT SAITO • ART BY KAILUN WANG

The Tea Party Has to End
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will be judged by the effectiveness of the 
Tea Party test cases, contributing to the 
Tea Party’s eventual collapse.

On September 14, Christine 
O’Donnell upset the Republican Party-
backed candidate, Congressman Michael 
Castle, for the Republican Senate nomi-
nation in Delaware. Immediately follow-
ing the contest, former advisor to Presi-
dent George W. Bush Karl Rove publicly 
denounced O’Donnell and admitted, 

“This is not a race we’re [Republicans] 
going to be able to win.” The obvious 
disagreement and dissension between 
the Tea Party and the Republican Party 
will not last. The Tea Party is an impres-
sive example of grassroots organization, 
but its lack of direction makes it impos-
sible to sustain. Undoubtedly the Tea 
Party movement influenced several rac-
es, but its historical significance is over-
exaggerated. Its eventual success rate 

was only about one out of every three 
Tea Party candidates (that were backed 
by a Tea Party group or self-identified). 
Perhaps the movement will move the 
Republican Party closer to its heritage 
of fiscal discipline and limited govern-
ment once the two are united, but an in-
dependent Tea Party movement cannot 
survive.
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Are solar panels salvation for the 
corporate soul? From the flood 

of press releases announcing new sus-
tainability initiatives self-righteously 
sent out by companies from Nestle to 
PepsiCo, the answer seems to be an em-
phatic “yes.” Yet these companies are 
often undercutting the environmental 
movement rather than helping it. There 
is no question that companies can be en-
vironmentally and socially sustainable 
and still make a profit – the clothing 
company Patagonia and bath and beauty 
company Lush have been doing so for 
years. But as big companies ‘go green’ 
they have tried to divorce environmental 
responsibility from social responsibility, 
which undercuts the entire environmen-
tal movement. This can be termed the 
Walmart effect on the environmental 
movement, and what it does is dilute the 
promise of the movement, while being 
just eco-conscious enough to stop the 
push for true change. 

Given Walmart’s new push to go 
green, environmentalism must not just 
be a way to atone for horrible labor and 
community practices (Walmart has doz-
ens of pending lawsuits and is staunch-
ly anti-union), but also a way to boost 
sales. Or at least that is what Walmart 
is banking on, since it announced Oc-
tober 14th that it will be bringing or-
ganic food to the masses. This seems 
like great news, but once one stops being 
blinded by the glow from Walmart’s re-
cently purchased green halo, a number 
of problems appear.  Walmart says that it 
will charge 10 percent more for organic 
food that it does for non-organic food, 
but the question is how this is possible. 
The only way Walmart will be able to so 
sharply drive down the price of organic 
food is by using its model of squeezing 
suppliers, using big factory farms, and 
globalizing the food chain. Walmart will 
provide organic food, but not the fair 
wages and support of small local farms 
that usually goes with it.  The Walmart 

promise is to bring organic coco-puffs 
to the masses, undercutting the heart 
of the environmental movement. The 
potential of organic food is to rethink 
the food chain and grow healthier, lo-
cal, more nutritious food; it’s not to ac-
cept the high-fructose corn syrup model 
of food and supplement it with organic 
grain. While any lessening of the use of 
chemicals that leech into our waterways 
and biosystems is positive, the Walmart 
model of environmentalism holds the 
threat of making the status-quo palat-
able enough that we stop pushing for the 
revolutionary changes we need. 

So this begs the question, how does 
an environmentalist respond to compa-
nies’ new green initiatives? One could 
argue that for decades environmental-
ists have fought companies to get them 
to incorporate sustainability into their 
bottom line; this is the driving philoso-
phy behind environmental consumer-

ism. But true environmentalism cannot 
separate environmental and social re-
sponsibility. If a company buys organic 
cotton but underpays farmers so that 
they have to use unsustainable farming 
practices and burn through the Amazon 
rainforest, there is no net gain for the 
environment. Another problem is giv-
ing people the impression that change 
is occurring when it is not, so that they 
stop fighting for change. So what should 
we do? Fight against Walmart organics? 
No. We must leverage the fact that com-
panies are writing environmental goals 
into their business plans to hold them 
accountable for a true commitment to 
the environmental and social responsi-
bility – a commitment they did not nec-
essarily intend to fulfill. Most of all, we 
must never stop seeking radical change 
in practices because there is a solution 
within the system that can lessen the tra-
ditional environmental evils. 

STORY BY MELISSA ROBERTS • ART BY ALLISON ZUCKERMAN

NATIONAL

 Environmentalism

6 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | WINTER 2011

Wal-Mart



NATIONAL

 WINTER 2011 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  7

In 2008, liberals trumpeted the rise 
of a young, biracial urbanite from 

Hawaii as symptomatic of a broader so-
cial transformation supposedly sweeping 
American politics. Many commentators 
forecasted the extinction of the GOP, 
labeling it a party tied to declining seg-
ments of the electorate. In the zero-sum 
game of bipartisan politics, the Demo-
crats would carry the future as surely as 
the Republicans were mired in the past. 
Since 2008, the GOP has shown us just 
how naïve that position was. 

The nation is certainly changing. By 
2050 whites will no longer be the major-
ity, and Hispanics will make up a quarter 
of the population. Each year Christian-
ity loses ground to other religions and 
the nonreligious. For the first time in 
decades, urban centers are successfully 
retaining large populations of profes-
sionals and families. Society is becoming 
more open to alternative lifestyles and 
sexualities.  Democrats are right 
to think that these changes will favor 
the Democratic Party.  Nativism has 
wrecked the GOP’s reputation among 
Hispanics. The Republican Party is al-
most non-existnt in many cities, and is 
strongly tied to conservative Christian-
ity. The Democrats are well positioned 
to take advantage of these weaknesses. 

Yet the Republicans have staged a po-
litical comeback, not by aligning them-
selves with those changes, but by using 
more traditional strategies. They’ve rec-
ognized that the U.S. is a low turnout na-
tion, and voters and the population are 
not synonymous. They’ve taken hard-
line positions and refused compromise 
with the Democrats, eager to fire up 
their base. Their candidate lists have 
been upended by the popular Tea Party 
movement. They’ve assembled a pas-
sionate coalition of voters eager to prove 
wrong the tolling bells of an as yet un-
born future.

The Democrats, by comparison, have 
displayed little competency. Their faith 
in the changing nation was a coward’s 
plan. It was a strategy that involved the 
party not having to do anything. All they 
had to do was wait around, and unstop-

pable social forces would hand them a 
permanent lease on power. Their actual 
behavior since 2008 suggests a lack of 
strategic vision. 

The party’s leadership in Congress 
has been incompetent. Harry Reid has 
enabled GOP obstructionism by not 
forcing them to take the risky public re-
lations move of a real, prolonged filibus-
ter. Infighting between the party’s liberal 
and moderate wings has squandered op-
portunities. The party has repeatedly dis-
appointed its base with its decisions on 
gay rights, foreign policy and healthcare 
reform. Only recently have they seemed 
to recognize the ability of Republicans 
to use turnout to trump demographic 
hurdles. Perhaps most importantly, since 

Clinton, Democratic leaders have resist-
ed any muscular defense of Liberalism, 
allowing it to becoming almost a dirty 
word among non-liberals. 

The  social and demographic trans-
formation of American society cannot be 
stopped. At some point in the future, the 
Republicans will have to deal with that. 
But in the present, turnout politics can 
overrule social change. The Democratic 
Party is weak, factionalized, and ideo-
logically cowardly. No wonder then that 
the party seeks to make social change its 
strategy. But as this year has so clearly 
shown, the Republicans are not the Party 
of Tomorrow but the Party of Not Yet, 
and the Democrats will have to do more 
than dream of differing times. 

The Party of Not Yet
STORY BY LUKE HASSALL • ART BY KAILUN WANG
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To: President Obama
From: Penn Political Review
RE: 5 Essentials for Reelection

Mr. President,

As expected, Democrats took enormous losses in the House last month. Many lost because of you. Most independents 
said their midterm vote was a referendum on the President, and even those who didn’t still ousted Democrats who 
supported your initiatives anyway. You now face governing a mixed Congress, and your success will determine whether 
you win a second term. To do this, you will need to start outsmarting Republicans; thus far, they have outsmarted you. 

Like past Presidents, your reelection operation will begin this spring, and by the following March you’ll be running 
full-time. The new Congress doesn’t arrive until January, and won’t get rolling until at least a good month later. In 
American politics, this is your governing window. You’ll have eleven months to save your Presidency. Here’s how.

A Letter to the President

NATIONAL

STORY BY BEN WOFFORD • ART BY LAURA PARAGANO



Call the Republicans’ bluff. The GOP claims they 
represent the will of the people: now hold them to it, by 
forcing them to confront the same tough governing choices 
Democrats have had to face the last two years. 

Republicans know bipartisan legislation will be a 
victory for you. But let them lead the way on a major policy 
initiative of their choice. When they say, “Healthcare 
repeal,” and you say “No,” Republicans will have lived up to 
their promise but suddenly feel the eyes of a public waiting 
for them to produce results. 

When that happens, Republicans may quietly panic that 
their “Party of No” moniker will become a 2012 theme. 
Then the shoe will be on the other foot—and Republicans 
will be thankful when you signal your agreement to signing 
“their” kind of legislation, such as tort, entitlement or 
immigration reform.

Take charge of your base. If there’s one lesson from 
the midterms, it’s the blight of a demoralized base. You’ll 
need them just as much as Independents if you want to win 
reelection. This requires an achievement that can galvanize 
Democrats while simultaneously being popular with the 
public and maneuvering a Republican House. This kind of 
legislation is hard to pass, but it can be done. 

Democrats will continue to face the most rigidly 
organized opposition in Senate history from Mitch 
McConnell. But with the designed chaos of the House, 
expect to see daylight between stalwart conservatives 
toeing the party line, and moderates who need to protect 
the very seats they just wrested from Democrats (think 
Scott Brown). You must utilize these divides if you want 
to see a Democratic legislative victory. Your options can 
include Don’t Ask Don’t Tell, closing Guantanamo, or 
centrist climate legislation—each statistically has support 
from all Democrats, a majority of Independents and a 
plurality of Republicans.  

Double-down on deficits.  Is it unfair that Americans 
pin Bush’s deficits on you? Yes—but what’s new? “You can 
always count on Americans to do the right thing,” said 
Churchill, “after they’ve tried everything else.” Since the 
public isn’t buying your rhetoric on the deficit, your only 
option is cold, hard action.

This winter, the conservative-leaning Deficit Reduction 
Committee will publish its findings calling for massive 
spending cuts but hardly any tax increases.                      When 
that happens, double down and corner the GOP by reviving 
your classic call to close corporate tax loopholes (like the 
ones that “ship jobs overseas”). This will require courage; 
Democrats are often too easily convinced the public sides 
with Republicans on taxes. In fact, most Americans support 
certain kinds of tax increases, and corporate loopholes are 
a perfect example. Whatever you decide to do, make it a 
priority to deliver on deficit reduction. 

Don’t Reargue the Past, Reframe It. Argue your 

accomplishments in terms Americans actually like to hear. 
Highlighting the plight of the uninsured won’t convince 
a majority of Americans that reform was worth it when a 
majority already have insurance. Americans are nervous 
about the national debt; sell reform as an indispensable 
part of deficit reduction. Americans fear the declining 
stature of our economy; sell reform as a crucial way of 
staying competitive abroad. Americans are livid about 
foreclosures; remind them the biggest cause of mortgage 
defaults is medical costs. 

Whichever direction you choose, just make sure you’re 
changing direction. That was Bill Clinton’s furious plea 
to a Democratic leadership apparatus that failed to find 
a coherent message in this year’s midterms. Speaking of 
which, continue to communicate with Clinton; he is an 
invaluable resource and a master at distilling complex 
policy choices into clear and lucid messages.

The Economy: Show us you care. Last and most essential, 
when it comes to the economy, show the American people 
you care—and deeply. With all due respect, your decision 
to vacation on Martha’s Vineyard instead of somewhere 
Americans symbolically needed you, like the Gulf of 
Mexico, conveyed a coldness totally antithetical to the 
spirit of your campaign in 2008. 

Now is the time to take your Presidency local. Stand in 
the unemployment lines, and don’t bring a camera crew. 
Hand-deliver tax rebates to the reception rooms of small 
businesses. Deliver the convocation at ribbon-cutting 
ceremonies. Doing so will not only draw an indelible 
connection between your face and the recovery efforts, it 
will show how much you care.

Politics dictates there’s time to turn the economy around; 
economics says otherwise. Unemployment is projected at 8% 
in 2012, no matter whose policies we enact. But with a GOP 
Congress finally sharing ownership for a bad economy, the 
American people will be more forgiving of you in 2012—
but only if they have the sense that you deeply care. You’re 
backyard-speaking events were a good start, and the right 
wing’s mockery a good sign. Conservatives often similarly 
mocked Clinton for his ‘I-feel-your-pain’ posturing. But 
guess who won reelection? The choice is yours. 

In sum, Mr. President, a clear path exists for your 
reelection in 2012, but only if you enact a change of course, 
and soon. Voters, especially independents who voted blue 
in 2008 but red in 2010, don’t relish your downfall. On the 
contrary, they want so very badly to believe in you—but 
they’re waiting. They’re waiting for a President who moves 
them the way the Senator so eloquently could. They’re 
waiting for a President who doesn’t just address their 
problems but endures them, too. They’re waiting for the 
Obama they know they voted for: passionate, compelling, 
visionary. Give them what they know you’re capable of, and 
these Americans will “do the right thing” by rewarding you 
when it matters most. You can count on it. 

1

2

3
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LIKE MOST ECONOMIC VENTURES, 
the process of becoming a physician re-
quires a significant initial investment. 
To sport the white coat costs some 
$400,000 in tuition and about 8-12 years 
of post-undergraduate education (medi-
cal school, internship, residency, and fel-
lowship). Ultimately, it pays off, both for 
the new doctor and for our physician-
thirsty society. Yet today it is becoming 
increasingly difficult both for existing 
physicians to stay in business and to at-
tract new ones to the profession due to 
the rising costs and consequences of 
rampant medical malpractice lawsuits. 
Congress may have passed ground-
breaking healthcare legislation, but the 
process of reform is still far from over. 
A sustainable healthcare system must be 
supported by a sustainable legal system. 

As it stands, the current system pro-
vides every incentive for lawyers to sue 
doctors for medical malpractice, even if 
no error has been committed. Accord-
ing to CNN, lawyers receive two to three 
times as much as their injured clients on 
average in malpractice awards. With an 
average verdict of about $500,000 per 
successful case, lawyers are practically 
encouraged to convince patients to sue 

STORY BY JONATHAN FRIED • ART BY CHIYEL HAYLES

a federal noneconomic damage cap alone 
could save fifty-four billion dollars in national 
healthcare spending...a Harvard study found 
that up to eighty percent of malpractice cases 
reviewed were inaccurately decided by a jury 
of our peers...redundant tests and therapies 
account for over two hundred billion dollars 
annually—money that could go to tools 
such as stethoscopes or MRI machines.

for trivial errors. Patients always sign 
a contract that signifies their acknowl-
edgement that something can go wrong, 
but that doesn’t stop them from suing for 
even the most trivial things. Even though 
60% of cases never make it to court, such 
cases still have a price for physicians: 
over $22,000 on average. In the cases 
that do go to trial, doctors win over 90% 
of the time – yet they still spend over 
$110,000 per case in legal costs. And 
the expenses continue to increase: ram-
pant growth of malpractice lawsuits has 
driven the cost of malpractice litigation 
up 12% annually since 1970, outpacing 
inflation and creating oppressively high 
insurance premiums for physicians. 

Not surprisingly, doctors are leaving 
the field or moving to states with more 
favorable tort systems. President Obama 
has argued that making U.S. care more 
efficient will be harder “if doctors feel 
like they are constantly looking over 
their shoulder for fear of lawsuits.” His 
claim is validated by the findings of Wil-
liam Parrish Jr., CEO of the Santa Clara 
County Medical Association, who sug-
gests that “exorbitant” malpractice pre-
miums are making it harder for doctors 
to stay in business.

The cost to the American people, 
however, is far greater. The Congres-
sional Budget Office explains that mal-
practice costs directly account for 2% 
of governmental healthcare spending. 
Moreover, they have led to a significant 
increase in defensive medicine, which 
accounts for nearly 10% of national 
healthcare costs, some $239 billion a 
year, according to PricewaterhouseC-
oopers LLP. The logic is simple: when 
doctors fear getting sued for side effects 
and mistakes, they are more likely to 
act “defensively,” ordering unnecessary 
tests and additional therapies to deter 
patients from filing malpractice claims. 
It may not make much sense to order an 
expensive CT scan for a child admitted 
to the ER with a bump on the head, but 
just the thought of a lawyer asking, “why 
didn’t you rule out a brain aneurysm?” is 
enough for most doctors take the unnec-
essary step. Although it can be beneficial 
in some cases, defensive medicine’s steep 
costs significantly outweigh its benefits.

There is no single cure for the dis-
ease within our nation’s legal system, but 
substantial tort reform is a crucial part 
of an effective treatment. I suggest two 
solutions: a cap on noneconomic dam-

Why America Should Institute Medical Liability Reform, and How to Do It
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age claims and attorney compensation, 
and the institution of specialized health 
courts.

First, a noneconomic damage cap 
on claims (and not rewards) for “qual-
ity of life damages” that give arbitrary 
rewards for injury can considerably de-
crease national healthcare costs. Viable 
reform must address the system’s flawed 
incentive scheme that pushes lawyers 
to sue, sue, sue. To that end I propose a 
$250,000 limit on claims made by plain-
tiffs for noneconomic damages, with an 
allowance for a judge to award a higher 
settlement. Furthermore, attorney com-
pensation should be limited to no more 
than 40% or 50% of a patient’s award. 
An outbreak of multimillion-dollar de-
cisions, often in cases with questionable 
merit, has been a driving factor in the 
upswing of malpractice insurance pre-
miums and excessive defensive medi-
cine. By limiting extravagant claims and 
preventing lawyers from taking abusive-
ly high cuts of the pie, we can reduce the 
prevailing push for extra litigation while 
still allowing judges to dole out large 
awards as they see fit. A federal noneco-
nomic damage cap alone, says the Con-
gressional Budget Office, would reduce 
government healthcare costs by some 
$54 billion and national costs by over 
$100 billion.

The second component is just as im-
portant: specialized health courts de-
signed specifically for malpractice cases. 
According to the New England Journal 
of Medicine, about one quarter of de-
bated, unsettled cases involve no iden-
tifiable error yet still result in payouts. 
A Harvard Medical Practice study found 
that up to an incredible 80% of cases 
reviewed were inaccurately decided. A 
prevalent cause of these outcomes is the 
lack of appropriate knowledge: judges 
and juries in civil courts often have vir-
tually no background in the relevant 
medical or scientific information nec-
essary to decide a logical outcome be-
tween two conflicting scientific reports. 
Juries in particular are drawn from the 
general population where sufficient sci-
entific knowledge is exceedingly rare. 
As a result, malpractice cases are often 
decided based on emotional appeals of 

exaggerated loss by the plaintiff and are 
seldom justified by evidence. This has 
two effects: first, it results in unfair ver-
dicts and unjustly leads physicians into 
monetary ruin; second, with no clear 
message on a realistic standard of care, 
doctors perceive jury decisions as ran-
dom and are pushed to practice defen-
sive medicine with uncertainty. Separate 
health courts would require judges and 
juries to be trained in scientific evidence 
and calling neutral witnesses, and would 
rely more on medical experts to provide 
evidence-based verdicts. They would ul-
timately provide a more fair and just sys-
tem for patients and doctors alike, while 
reducing the incentive to practice exces-

sive defensive medicine.
It is not just medical liability law that 

needs reform; our entire legal system is 
abused and broken. It nearly encour-
ages people to sue for the most trivial 
of things and often encourages us to ab-
solve ourselves of all blame. Neverthe-
less, U.S. tort law is a vital, valuable facet 
of American society, one that allows pa-
tients to receive just compensation when 
they have been truly wronged or misled 
by a physician. But the system still needs 
reform: a sustainable rewriting of our 
legal system that provides a more sus-
tainable future for doctors and patients, 
a crucial balance between patient care 
rights and physician security.
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LET’S BE HONEST: Penn is pretty 
awesome. It’s the fifth best school in 
the country, has a reputation that will 
likely land you a job upon graduation, 
and boasts an impressive culture that 
balances all-nighters in the library 

with all-nighters at Skulls or ZBT. How 
could anyone dislike this fine univer-
sity? It turns out, though, that at least 
4,496 people would consider ‘dislike’ a 
serious understatement.

After entering into the Ivy League in 

1954 and riding on soaring federal in-
vestment, Penn reached a point where it 
had to increase the size of its campus. 
Physical expansion was necessary and 
manipulation of city politics essen-
tial for accomplishing it. Moving east 

All Politics is Local
Penn’s West 
Side Story

Pictured below: construction on  Locust Walk begins in 1964 and is completed by 1965.  View is between 36th and 37th street.BY NED SHELL

“All politics is local.” 
-Tip O’Neill, former 
Speaker of  the House
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made little sense due to the proximity 
of the Schuylkill River. As for westward 
prospects, there was little open land in 
the immediate area. Unless Penn could 
somehow bulldoze an entire neighbor-
hood that had been in existence for al-

most a hundred years, extending 
the campus seemed impossible.

However, the reality of Phila-
delphia and national politics at the 
time made it very, very possible to 
destroy what used to be known as 
Black Bottom: a residential com-
munity that was situated in what 
is now University City. The cre-
ation of proxy organizations like 
the West Philadelphia Corporation 
along with Congressional support 
for destroying “slums” (Housing 
Act of 1949) allowed Penn to push 
for the legal destruction of Black 
Bottom and other nearby dwell-
ings. In the mid-1960s, the Re-
development Authority began to 
practice eminent domain in Penn’s 
immediate area and gave the land 
up to construct research buildings. 
Thousands of people (estimates put 
the tally at 4,496) were displaced, 
the majority of them stating post-
move that reimbursement was in-
adequate and that they desired to 
relocate back to their old neighbor-
hood.

This situation is not unique to 
Penn. Just look north to Columbia 
where the university is accused of 
blatantly using the Empire State 
Development Corporation to seize 
property under eminent domain 
in West Harlem for academic con-
struction purposes. Here too we 

to reverse this trend and can only hope 
for delays rather than policy reversal. 

Eminent domain, by definition, is 
meant for the government to claim pri-
vate property for public use. It was es-
pecially valuable when railroads were 
laid down across the country in the 19th 
century and continues to be used to 
construct schools, hospitals, highways 
and other public projects. But the ap-
plication of this potentially lethal legal 
tool by universities is unethical. The ar-
gument universities use is that they are 
creating public goods and improving 
the area. Besides the promise of far-off 
global benefits from research, expan-
sion usually implies bettering the lives 
of those within the local community, 
not just those outside of it. Yet nearby 
residents oftentimes can’t even gain ad-
mission to newly constructed buildings 
for lack of a university identification 
card. Sure, a few more people from the 
seized area are employed, but that fig-
ure pales in comparison to the number 
displaced.

Acres of land and years later, we have 
a united campus with ample research 
and teaching facilities. But at what 
cost? Was the physical destruction of a 
thriving community worth it? Penn em-
ploys tens of thousands of Philadelphia 
residents. It graduates great minds and 
produces cures to diseases. It also made 
huge strides in the last two decades 
to remedy its relationship with West 
Philly. But try telling that to someone 
whose house was destroyed in the name 
of benefits they may never witness. Will 
they buy it? Probably not. Will the gov-
ernment? That’s a much better bet. 

see shaky guidelines for what consti-
tutes urban “blight” and thus is subject 
to demolition. Unfortunately for af-
fected residents, community-organized 
groups and protests often don’t have 
enough sway in the local establishment 

Pictured below: construction on  Locust Walk begins in 1964 and is completed by 1965.  View is between 36th and 37th street.BY NED SHELL
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Penn’s Acquisition of West PhiladelphiaA visual representation of  the expansion of  Penn’s campus from 1870 

to present.  (Most) things never change.
Map by Adan Juarez
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Penn’s Acquisition of West Philadelphia
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STORY BY CHRIS SHIMAMOTO

China’s future looks bright. Ev-
erything about the industrial 
titan, from its economic su-
premacy to the sheer size of 

its population, suggests it ought to have 
established itself as a new regional he-
gemony.

But recent developments prove that 
simply has not been the case. China has 
embarked on an overzealous foreign 
policy agenda characterized by bully-
ing, brinkmanship and aggressive na-
tionalist overtures. The result: terrified 
Asian governments have solicited and 
received comfort and support from the 
United States. In other words, American 
authority is once again on the rise at the 
expense of Chinese regional influence.

The most recent example of this phe-
nomenon materialized during a conflict 
with Japan over the Senkaku Islands, a 
seemingly unremarkable string of rocks 
thought to encompass a rich deposit 
of natural gas. The incident revolved 
around the detention of a Chinese fish-
erman, Zhan Qixiong, whom Japanese 
officials arrested after Zhan rammed 
his boat into a Japanese patrol vessel 
near the islands. In retaliation, China 
aggressively declared its sovereignty 
over the Senkakus, arresting four Japa-

nese individuals for espionage, banning 
the exportation of rare earth minerals 
to Japan and threatening further one-
sided consequences if Zhan’s deten-
tion dragged on. Violent anti-Japanese 
demonstrations erupted throughout 
the mainland as protestors denounced 
Japan’s claims to the islands and de-
manded Zhan’s immediate release. The 
Japanese government ultimately acqui-
esced, a concession symbolic of China’s 
newfound clout. Nevertheless, China’s 
apparent victory was not without conse-
quences. Prior to the incident, the new 
Japanese government had committed to 
the development of a strong East Asian 
coalition, an implicit promise that re-
lations with China and Korea were to 
receive greater priority than those with 
the United States. America’s closest ally 
in Asia appeared poised to enter a pow-
erful Chinese-dominated sphere of in-
fluence. The Senkaku dispute, however, 
all but erased this certainty. A terrified 
Japan once again retreated to the protec-
tion of the United States and frequently 
solicited advice on how to deal with the 
Chinese. And, after the crisis blew over, 
the Japanese foreign minister revised the 
definition of an East Asian coalition to 
include the United States, an overt ne-

gation of the government’s prior for-
eign policy objectives. A supplemental 
victory for America will surely include 
greater cooperation over the retention of 
military forces in Okinawa. 

Such confrontations have become 
commonplace throughout Asia. India, 
for example, has expressed anxiety over a 
recent Chinese-Pakistani nuclear initia-
tive. The South Koreans have conducted 
military exercises with the United States 
after China blocked the imposition of 
sanctions on North Korea. Elevated Chi-
nese claims to sovereignty in the South 
China Sea terrified Southeast Asian gov-
ernments to the extent that they pleaded 
with America to facilitate multilateral 
negotiations. Hillary Clinton more than 
obliged at a regional forum of the As-
sociation of Southeast Asian Nations, 
eliciting a standing ovation from mem-
ber states while receiving a sharp rebuke 
from China for meddling in other na-
tions’ affairs.

When considered together, these re-
cent developments signal a shift in the 
direction of Asian politics. China’s reck-
less blunders have generated something 
of a demand for American assistance and 
protection. The United States, moreover, 
appears poised to establish a new coali

China’s Great Wall of Diplomatic Progress

Photo by jaaron
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At first glance, October 10, 2010 was 
a poor time for Israeli Prime Min-

ister Benjamin Netanyahu to inflame 
Arab-Israeli tensions. Peace talks were 
stalling, as Palestinian Authority Pres-
ident Mahmoud Abbas threatened to 
walk out on negotiations if the recent-
ly expired freeze on settlement con-
struction was not extended. To make 
matters worse, the hawkish members 
of Netanyahu’s coalition government 
staunchly opposed the concession Ab-
bas was asking for. Against this anx-
ious diplomatic backdrop, a 22-8 vote 
in the Israeli cabinet approved a new 
oath that required immigrants seeking 
Israeli citizenship to pledge their loy-
alty to a “Jewish and democratic state.”  

The various responses were almost 
as fierce as they were predictable. 
Right-leaning Israelis, led by Foreign 
Minister Avigdor Lieberman, cheered 
the nationalist measure, while left-
leaning Israelis, led by Opposition 
Head Tzipi Livni, lamented its dis-
criminatory edge. Israeli Arabs, led by 
Knesset Member Ahmad Tibi, cried 
foul and fascism. Overwhelmed by the 
media firestorm, Netanyahu amended 
the law to include Jewish immigrants 
– who otherwise would have bypassed 
the oath entirely since the 1950 Law 
of Return grants Jews immediate citi-
zenship upon immigration. Although 
this adjustment concedes the original 
law’s discriminatory edge, in reality, it 
rarely would have had an opportunity 
to discriminate, as very few non-Jews 
actually go through the naturalization 
process. The loyalty oath controversy 
was never about public policy – it was 
about national ideals, the Israeli defi-
nition of democracy and the country’s 
moral fiber. One might argue, there-
fore, that it was an ill-advised time to 

STORY BY SAM GREENBERG

Israel’s Identity Crisis

distract the Israeli and Arab publics 
with a heated philosophical debate. 
But the abstract questions it raised cut 
to the heart of Israel’s existence, and 
were therefore quite apropos.  

To observers from the United States, 
it seems odd for a country almost six-
ty-two years in the making to still be 
unsure of what it stands for. After all, 
Americans reached a basic consen-
sus on their ideological doctrine over 
two centuries ago. In 1776, the Dec-
laration of Independence established 
American values such as the fact that 

disputed and redefined the practical 
boundaries of these laws, the core val-
ues themselves are set in stone as the 
nation’s lifeblood.

In sharp contrast, the Israeli debate 
on its core values is far from settled. 
Its Declaration of Independence estab-
lishes Israel as a “Jewish state” – just 
Jewish, with no other modifiers. Pro-
ponents of the loyalty oath have been 
quick to point out that the inclusion of 
the word “democratic” is actually quite 

Cont’d on page 24...
“all men are created 
equal” and the exis-
tence of “inalienable 
rights” of “life, liberty 
and the pursuit of hap-
piness.”  But what did 
those noble, if vague, 
sentiments actually 
mean? Just a few years 
later, in 1789, Ameri-
cans debated passion-
ately, but ultimately 
answered that question 
with the ratification of 
the Constitution. This 
seminal document did 
not just outline the 
three-pronged (legisla-
tive, judicial, and ex-
ecutive) framework of 
the American govern-
ment, but it translated 
the ideals of the Dec-
laration into legal real-
ity. Freedom of speech, 
due process of law, 
trial by jury, etc., are 
hallmarks of the great 
American ideal. Al-
though Supreme Court 
cases have historically 
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said an annoyed Nicolas Sarkozy in a 
January 2008 press conference after a 
journalist described his rule as an elec-
toral monarchy. This encounter illus-
trates the current love/hate relationship 
between the French president and the 
press. In protests against pension reform 
recently passed in France, two journal-
ists were attacked by government anti-
riot forces. These brutalities were caught 
on tape and spread rapidly throughout 
the internet. In one of the videos, we 
see the forces attack a journalist from 
CANAL +, a private liberal TV channel. 
Other footage captures anti-riot forces 
clubbing a cameraman working for the 
TV channel TF1. 

Mr. Sarkozy combines two strategies 
to control the French press. The first 
one is to manipulate public perception 
through legislation and to have friends 
in the right places. He passed a reform 
of the public media in February 2009 

that gave himself the prerogative to di-
rectly nominate the head of the national 
television channels. This direct grasp of 
power was coupled with a more subtle 
economic move: the reform also banned 
commercials from being aired on public 
television, making the latter directly de-
pendent on the government for funding. 
Furthermore, this new rule would direct 
advertisers towards TF1 and other pri-
vate channels, which made commercial 

air time more expensive and provided a 
financial boost to those channels.  With 
this single reform, the president rein-
forced his convenient friendship with the 
head of TF1, which is the most popular 
TV channel in France, and consolidated 
his control over public media. In all fair-
ness, the system for nomination has not 
fundamentally changed – previously, 
the president would propose someone 
to the public media board, who would 

 Have you counted 
the number of times I 
appear on the front 

page of Libération? 
You are the ones 
who give me so 
much power!” 

“

By weakening the media, Sarkozy has 
successfully created an atmosphere of 

insecurity in France, in which the government 
seems all-powerful while the media is limp. 

Sarkozy and the Media
STORY BY LALITA CLOZEL • ART BY ALLISON ZUCKERMAN



GLOBAL

WINTER 2011 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | 19

then officially anoint the president’s fa-
vored candidate (although board could 
in theory reject the proposal). Sarkozy 
used this explanation to argue that the 
reform merely removed hypocritical bu-
reaucracy. 

Sarkozy is indeed not a hypocrite, 
even when it comes to violating consti-
tutional principles. His second strategy 
to infringe on the press’s freedom draws 
on intimidating sources and blocking 
journalists during investigations. Be-
yond the police brutality mentioned 
above, the most striking example of Sar-
kozy’s mismanagement was the bizarre 
burglary of journalists’ computers and 
discs in three different editorial offices 
during a two week span.  The journalists 
in question were all working on the Bet-
tencourt affair, a scandal that broke out 
last summer and revealed unhealthy ties 
between members of the gov-
ernment, includ-
ing Sarkozy, 
and the rich-
est woman in 
France, the 
owner of 
L’Oreal.

In France, 
the govern-
ment subsidizes 
a significant portion 
of the media, including 
some of its most radical 
elements. The press has 
nonetheless always been 
able to criticize the gov-
ernment, a practice that 
has reached new heights 
in the Sarkozy era. This 
article was indeed in-
spired by information 
found on blogs such as 
Rue89, which publishes 
scoops that tend to de-
mean the government’s 
image. Sarkozy has dis-
regarded constitutional 
principles and found 
himself unable to re-
sist taking advantage of 
the monetary influence 
of the government over 
the press. This summer, 
the prestigious newspaper 
Le Monde was looking for a 

buyer.  The president called the head of 
the newspaper to his office and threat-
ened to lower funding if Le Monde did 
not select the buyer that he favored. The 
state had a one-third share in the inves-
tor favored by Sarkozy, and its director 
was a past member of the Sarkozy gov-
ernment. This brutish coercion did not 
have its intended effect: Le Monde ended 
up picking a different socialist-affiliated 
group to become its new owner.

It is par for the course that national 

television is as free as the current gov-
ernment allows. But Mr. Sarkozy has 
changed the laws, both written and un-
written. The lasting damage is not the 
frequent infringements on journalistic 
independence; with the rapid develop-
ment of blogs and whistle-blower sites, 
information is hard to suppress. What 
is truly frightening is that these intru-
sions of the government have laid bare 
the fragility of the freedom of the press. 
An innovator in suppressing the media 
in any possible way, Sarkozy could have 
permanently damaged the fine balance 
that has historically characterized rela-
tions between the government and news 
outlets.

By weakening the media Sarkozy has 
successfully created an atmosphere of 
insecurity in France, in which the gov-
ernment seems all-powerful while the 
media is limp. But so far, the press has 
been putting up quite a fight. Notably, 
the most prestigious French newspaper 
did not back down from bringing suit 
against members of the government ac-
cused of prying into journalists’ phone 
calls and contacts. And it is a danger-
ous strategy for a politician to anger the 
media too much: Sarkozy’s campaign 
against the press is not without conse-
quences for his popularity. Currently, 

the president’s popularity 
rating is estimat-

ed to be at its 
record low of 
29%. 

Mr. Sarkozy’s 
tyrannical press 
controls seem 
to be working 
right now, but in 
the long run it 
could be one of 
the reasons for 
his buckling un-
der popular dis-
content.
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GoDaddy.com has made itself very 
visible in the past few years, largely 

through its racy commercials featuring 
crude, sexually suggestive advertise-
ments for its online domain registra-
tion services. What it is less known for, 
though, is being a leader in combating 
internet censorship in the notoriously 
restrictive People’s Republic of China.

It may not be a revolutionary com-
pany quite yet (at least in areas outside 
television marketing), but GoDaddy.
com made an important stride this past 
March by ceasing to register new .CN 
domain names in China in an effort to 
prevent the Chinese government’s intru-
sion into its citizens’ privacy. This ac-
tion, of course, almost directly followed 
the more widely covered rift between 
Google and Beijing, which involved the 
former’s entire withdrawal of business 
operations from the country (though 
this was later partially reversed in an 
agreement made in July). This display of 
audacity by Google, a publically-owned 
corporation, against the premier rising 
global political and economic power in 
the world today was shocking to parties 
both inside and outside China.

The move, however, may not have 
been as outrageous or historically un-
precedented as it seems. As Mark 
Landler said for the New York Times, 
“Since the bad old days of the United 

Censorship in China

Fruit Company in Latin America, pow-
erful multinationals have conducted 
themselves like quasi-states, influencing 
the foreign lands in which they operate 
by deciding whether to accommodate or 
resist the unsavory practices of authori-
ties there.” Of course, the use of bully-
ing by rich multinational corporations 
to exploit labor and resources in small 
third-world countries is by no means a 
commendable use of such influence. But 
given China’s current standing in the 
world and the cause that Google sought 
to represent, it makes sense for US-
based companies to be taking a stronger 
stance against such government policies 
as China’s internet censorship. With the 
US government owing somewhere in the 
vicinity of $800 billion in debt to China, 
it is having enough trouble exerting le-
verage in such areas as global climate 
legislation agreements and sanctions on 
nuclear proliferation.

With the American government’s au-
thority over China much weaker than 
it once was, it is clear that US-based 
IT corporations need to exert their in-
fluence. Tech companies are currently 
a showpiece of continued American 
ingenuity and influence; with the na-
tional economy still in a state of fragil-
ity and political health at a dismal low, 
US tech companies continue to innovate 
and push the next frontier in improv-

ing the world. Bringing internet access 
to close to 2 billion people worldwide 
has brought about a revolution of inde-
scribable proportions. These companies, 
now, need to take on an additional re-
sponsibility and help to ensure that this 
access is unrestricted and “free” by any 
just standard of free expression.

Here is how tech companies currently 
assist China with their censorship pro-
gram: internet media companies actively 
censor news content and search results 
as per request of the Chinese govern-
ment, providers of services like email 
and domain registration give up sensi-
tive information about Chinese citi-
zens to the government, and hardware/
software companies supply the Chinese 
government with equipment like routing 
devices that are outfitted with technolo-
gy that can be used to censor online con-
tent. Yahoo, Microsoft, Cisco, AOL…the 
list of potential culprits goes on and on. 
Google, of course, was guilty of self-cen-
sorship as well prior to the shutdown of 
its mainland Chinese search engine (it 
continues limited operations in China, 
with the main Google.cn site providing a 
link on its home page to the uncensored 
Hong Kong version of Google). These 
companies provide the same IT services 
that shape daily internet functions as 
here in the US, but by actively enabling 
repressive censorship practices, they are 

STORY BY MAX LESSER
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and the advertising on those sites is also 
being blocked and the trade in the prod-
ucts and services advertised are inter-
fered with.” China’s monstrous growth 
in the past few decades has relied heav-
ily on its participation in free trade (it is 
currently the world’s largest exporter). If 
it seeks to reap benefits from free trade 
arrangements, then it cannot on its own 
part block foreign websites from access-
ing the Chinese population and stifling 
their ability to compete with Chinese-
based websites; US websites need to rec-
ognize this and use it as a tool in lever-
aging for free access in China, with the 
ultimate goal to promote the disman-

t l i n g of censorship as a whole. Ap-
pealing to the WTO, for example, could 
be a productive approach in this effort. 
Discontent towards China is mounting 
as a result of its refusal to follow WTO 
policy, evidenced by a WTO ruling 
against Beijing in August 2009 for limit-
ing imports of books, songs, and mov-
ies. Limits on access to foreign websites 
should be the target of restless competi-
tors.

US IT companies are in a powerful 
place right now. China’s development is 
now driven primarily in the economic 
sphere; they are currently largely con-
cerned with the economic consequenc-
es of their actions. It must be seen as 
an opportunity to be able to frame the 
consequences of internet censorship as 
economics-related, terms which China 

can appreciate and understand. US com-
panies need to make it clear that busi-
ness relations will be impacted by persis-
tent enforcement of internet censorship. 
Again, no clear solution exists, but this 
could be an excellent opportunity for 
IT firms to corroborate on a whole new 
level. Collective lobbying and limiting of 
services on these firms’ part is the only 
way China will be sent a clear message. 
With sustained economic growth still 
reliant on the many technologies that 
US companies continue to provide, only 
swift action can ensure that Chinese 
tech firms will not simply fill the void, 
as Baidu already has.

US-based IT companies play an im-
portant role right now in the global on-
line infrastructure, and their actions will 

indubitably shape the future internet 
landscape. Human Rights Watch 

says, “It is…important to note 
that many governments around 
the world are watching the way 
in which companies are adapt-
ing their business practices to 
Chinese government demands. 
If Google, Yahoo!, Microsoft and 
others actively collaborate with 
political censorship in China, it 

will be difficult for them to turn 
down similar requests made by 

other governments seeking to con-
trol their citizens.” Clearly, the respon-

sibility for ensuring worldwide freedom 
of internet access and freedom of ex-
pression rests in large part in the hands 
of these tech companies. While there are 
risks in taking decisive action, there is 
also an obligation to do so. 

China is a complicated country with 
a wholly separate set of values and tradi-
tions from the western world. But giv-
ing its citizens free access to information 
and communication is something it has 
an obligation to do as a powerful gov-
ernment, and US companies who have 
power to assist in this regard have the 
same responsibility to take action. It 
may seem like a formidable challenge for 
any single company to do anything but 
comply with the dictations of the coun-
try with the now second-largest econ-
omy in the world, but with Google and 
GoDaddy.com having taken steps down 
the right path, there has been no better 
time to follow.

complicit in perpetuating a machine 
that blocks the flow of information and 
knowledge among an entire population.

So should companies entirely with-
draw their business operations from 
China in protest, or cease any new op-
erations in the country as GoDaddy.
com has for the moment? This is clearly 
not a viable or enticing option for most 
companies. The 400-million-person 
internet-using population in China 
(the largest in the world) is a market 
most companies would be reluctant to 
neglect. The most common prediction 
prompted by Google’s initial withdrawal 
from China was that the already-leading 
search engine there, Baidu, would sim-
ply expand its market share. Addition-
ally, most companies in defending 
their current practices in China 
point to the practice of respect-
ing local laws in the country in 
which they’re operating. No clear 
answer exists to these dilemmas, 
but it is certain that these com-
panies have an important role to 
play in lobbying, limiting their 
services, or outright protesting 
in order to prevent censorship 
practices. Congressman Christo-
pher Smith (R-NJ) posed in a con-
gressional hearing on internet cen-
sorship, “if the secret police a half 
century ago asked where Anne Frank 
was hiding, would the correct answer 
be to hand over the information in order 
to comply with local laws?” Companies 
with a history and faculty for enabling 
new freedoms cannot be content to aid 
a government in achieving the opposite.

As recent Chinese censorship poli-
cy has turned more and more toward 
straight-out banning of several major 
US-based websites, from Facebook to 
Twitter to Youtube, another path is pre-
senting itself in which tech companies 
can pursue breaking barriers in online 
access in China. This approach comes 
from a free trade perspective. Edward 
Black, president and CEO of the CCIA 
put forward in a congressional hearing 
on internet censorship in March, “Re-
strictions of Internet traffic affect trade 
in a number of ways. Such restrictions 
may constitute a non-tariff barrier… 
there must be a trade remedy when a 
country blocks access to a US Web site 
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The Taiwan Issue
According to Robert Gilpin, a renowned scholar of inter-

national relations, when one power overtakes another as the 
dominant power in the international state system, this transi-
tion is almost invariably facilitated by what he calls a “hege-
monic war.”  For the declining power, there is the incentive 
to destroy or otherwise retard the growth of the rising power, 
while it still has the ability to do so. For the rising power there 
is a sense of optimism and entitlement as it grows stronger. 
These incentives increase the probability that what would 
otherwise be minor conflicts spiral into full-fledged war. 

With China’s recent moves to exert greater control over 
the waters and islands in the South China Sea and its embar-
go on exports of rare earth minerals to Japan and the United 
States, we see that China is already seeking to further its in-
terests as its capability to do so increases. And within China, 
Chinese bloggers, students, and military officers are agitating 
for a more nationalistic and assertive China. As Gilpin pre-
dicted, many Chinese feel entitled to the protection of a larger 
circle of interests and optimistic about China’s prospects for 
success in military and economic conflicts. And the one inter-
est that is most salient and important to the Chinese is Tai-
wan— specifically, reacquiring complete sovereignty over it.   

To understand the Taiwan issue, one must look to its his-
tory. Taiwan had been part of China for thousands of years 

STORY BY SAMUEL LEE • ART BY CHIYEL HAYLES

The Chinese Nationalists flee 

to Taiwan after losing a civil 

war to the Communists. The 

US recognizes Taiwan as 

the legitimate government of 

China.

1949

A BRIEF HISTORY OF 
BRINKSMANSHIP

The US responds to a terri-

torial dispute in the Taiwan 

Strait by signing a mutual 

defense treaty with Taiwan 

and threatening a nuclear 

attack against the mainland.

1954 1979
The US transfers diplomatic 

recognition from Taiwan to 

mainland China. Congress 

passes The Taiwan Relations 

Act, requiring the US to provide 

the island with defensive arms.

until Japan acquired it in 1895 after the first Sino-Japanese 
War. China reacquired Taiwan in 1945 after Japan lost 
World War II. But when the Chinese Nationalist Party 
(KMT) under Chiang Kai Shek lost the Chinese Civil War 
to the Chinese Communist Party, the KMT fled to Taiwan 
in 1949, where it set up a government called the Republic of 
China (different from the People’s Republic of China which 
governs mainland China). China has since been unable to 
absorb Taiwan, because Taiwan enjoyed and continues to 
enjoy implicit if not explicit American protection. 

The U.S. has no official treaty alliance with Taiwan, 
though the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 obliges it “to pro-
vide Taiwan with arms of a defensive character” (hence all 
the arms sales that we see in the news). The U.S. has a stance 
of “strategic ambiguity” with regard to Taiwan: it purpose-
fully does not make clear if it would intervene should China 
invade Taiwan. Despite this ambiguity, it is evident that the 
U.S. would suffer a great loss of face if it did nothing during 
a Chinese invasion, given that the U.S. has been implicitly if 
not explicitly protecting Taiwan for over 50 years. 

If you talk to the Chinese today, most will, perhaps 
understandably, point to Taiwan as their greatest grievance 
against America, and will probably point to Taiwan as 
China’s most important foreign policy interest. Taiwan is, 
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for all those reasons, the prime location for a conflict. China 
will see Taiwan as the first tangible and important interest 
that they can gain as a benefit of becoming a superpower. 
The United States will see a successful military defense of 
Taiwan as a signal that the United States is still the dominant 
military power.  

The US thus has two options: work for a China-Taiwan 
peace settlement that removes the need for a continued 
American commitment to Taiwan or prepare earnestly for 
war. It must ultimately make sure that if there is a conflict in 
Taiwan, the US does not lose.  If China succeeds in forcefully 
reacquiring Taiwan, it will be a stunning and momentous 
defeat, signaling the end of American hegemony and the 
rise of its replacement, accelerating America’s decline and 
China’s rise. Between the aforementioned two options, the 
former is far more preferable, for two reasons.    

First, it is only a matter of time before China possesses 
the ability to invade Taiwan. While the US will still possess 
overall military superiority over China for the next several 
decades, it will not be long before China obtains military 
superiority in regions near to it, including Taiwan. China 
has already been purchasing amphibious assault ships ca-
pable of ferrying large numbers of troops into Taiwan, has 
been developing a “carrier-killer” missile capable of tak-
ing out American aircraft carriers, and is in the process of 
building an aircraft carrier of its own. While it is debatable 
when China will become powerful enough to succeed in war 
against both Taiwan and the United States, it is not debat-
able that China will eventually possess that ability. There are 
various estimates as to when China’s economy will pass the 
United States. Some estimates predict as soon as 2020— just 

10 years from now— while more conservative estimates are at 
2030. Since military power tracks economic power, there is no 
doubt that China’s military will in the not-too-distant future 
rival the United States’, and since Taiwan is so close to China, 
it will have the ability to reacquire Taiwan even sooner.   

Secondly, the US runs the risk of escalation, even nuclear 
escalation, if war over Taiwan breaks out. As Gilpin writes, 
“[in hegemonic war] the course of events begins to escape 
human control…Although in going to war they desire to in-
crease their gains or minimize their losses, they do not get the 
war they want or expect; they fail to recognize the pent-up 
forces they are unleashing or the larger historical significance 
of the decisions they are taking…” For China, their national-
ism will be on the line in Taiwan, for the US, its reputation. 
Those are important considerations that both sides would be 
willing to risk a lot for.  

 So what would a peace settlement look like? It would 
have to have two core components: a promise from Taiwan not 
to seek de jure independence, and a pledge from China not to 
use force to unify Taiwan. The US can help move Taiwan and 
China move towards this peace settlement by telling Ma Ying-
jeou, the current President of Taiwan, that the US is okay with 
a peace deal, in a reversal of the US’s current position— keep-
ing the status quo. While Ma ran on a status-quo stance— “no 
reunification, no independence and no war”— his policies 
have largely been pro-China, causing people to think that he is 
steering Taiwan to eventual reunification. Whether eventual 
reunification or peace settlement, the US should become an 
active supporter, 
not a spoiler, of 
the process.  

20101996
Taiwan chooses pro-indepen-

dence candidate Lee Teng-

Hui in its first free elections. 

Clinton authorizes an official 

visit for Lee, prompting China 

to recall its US ambassador.

Obama announces his inten-

tion to sell a $6.4 billion arms 

package to Taiwan. An an-

gered China threatens to cut 

back business with US com-

panies operating in China.

Brinkmanship (n): the practice of pushing dangerous events 

to the verge of disaster in order to achieve the

most advantageous outcome
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China’s Great Wall... cont’d 
from page 16:  

tion of anti-Chinese governments 
fearful of further impending aggression.

But China need not squander its 
potential for greatness. The powerful 
sphere of influence that it aspires to as-
semble remains a distinct possibility. It 
is essential, however, that China stop 
alienating the region with bullying and 
brinkmanship. Its economic capabilities 
should be more than enough to draw 
neighbors into a formidable coalition. 
The exercise of soft power, not overt ag-
gression, could be the means by which 
China enhances its position in Asia.

A notable example of this potential 
once more relates to the Sino-Japanese 
relationship. Before the deterioration 
of their relationship, the two countries 
had agreed to jointly develop a natural 
gas field in the East China Sea. Policy-
makers in China likely realized that the 
Japanese economy stood to benefit from 
enhanced industrial cooperation. The 
agreement proved to be an intelligent 
move on the part of the Chinese to shore 
up support among their historic rivals 
and incorporate them into a China-led 
Asia. The deal has since been scrapped, 
however, and as noted, Japanese foreign 
policy has come to reflect considerable 
pro-American sentiment.

The Chinese government should also 
ignore the populist nationalist emo-
tionalism embraced by the public. After 
more than a century of weakness and 
mistreatment at the hands of foreign-
ers, the rise of China no doubt proves 
exciting for the populace. Newfound 
glory and prestige will surely entice the 
masses to press for an aggressive foreign 
policy emblematic of the country’s clout 
and capabilities. But the government has 
already attempted to appease the pub-
lic in this manner, and the outcome has 
been disastrous. China’s nationalistic 
ambitions have proven to be thoroughly 
unpalatable to the rest of Asia and have 
simply compounded China’s political 
isolation.

China’s influence will continue to di-
minish as long as it thrashes about like a 
blind monster. If it continues its irratio-
nal and irresponsible behavior, it risks 
sabotaging its painstakingly developed 
position as a forthcoming Asian super-
power. 

ISRAEL:

progressive compared to the wording 
of the nation’s founding document. At 
the same time, the Declaration is not 
discriminatory either, as it affirms that 
Israel “will ensure complete equality of 
social and political rights to all its in-
habitants irrespective of religion, race 
or sex.” Without a written constitution 
(though several drafts have been pro-
posed by academics), the practical and 
legal implications of these ideals are still 
the subject of vigorous debate.  

Today, Israel finds itself where Amer-
ica did in the 1780s with a unique ethno-
religious twist. Israel was founded as a 
state with both Jewish and democratic 
values, which begs the question: can the 
two be reconciled? From Noam Chomsky 
on the left to Meir Kahane on the right, 
many have answered with a resounding 
“no.” The notion of a Jewish country 
with a Jewish majority is antithetical to 
the ideals of liberal democracy, naysay-
ers claim. Depending on their political 
beliefs, they argue that either Arabs will 
never be equal citizens with equal rights, 
or that Arabs should never be equal citi-
zens with equal rights. Therefore, they 
conclude, it is only a matter of time until 
Israel is forced to solve its identity crisis 
by choosing between its two seemingly 
contradictory values.

Yet, the two extremes outlined above 
both fall short in their insistence on ide-
ological purity. According to them, there 
is no acceptable alternative to embrac-
ing one value absolutely.  Can Israel be 
both a Jewish and a democratic state? 
Yes, but only if it compromises. It can-
not be exclusively Jewish, as minority 
groups must be afforded full political 
rights. At the same time, Israel cannot 
be exclusively democratic, as it is has to 
maintain a Jewish majority to in order 
to preserve its Jewish character. Though 
the result is neither totally Jewish nor to-
tally democratic, imperfection is a small 
price to pay for the resolution between 
Israel’s most important ideas. 

 Where do the Palestinians fit into 
this picture? Most Israelis believe that a 
Palestinian State is an existential need. 
They see the status quo, in terms of Jew-
ish and democratic values, as untenable, 
since depriving the Palestinians of po-
litical and social rights betrays Israel’s 
democratic tradition. Should Israel an-
nex the West Bank and absorb the Pales-
tinians, Jews will soon be outnumbered 
in their own country. Democratically, 
the Zionist dream would be crushed. 
The only option that stays true to Israel’s 
Jewish and democratic values is Pales-
tinian statehood. 

While the new loyalty oath surfaced 
at a diplomatically sensitive time, it was 
symbolically significant. Modern-day 
Israelis are still debating the ideas be-
hind their nation’s founding and how to 
actualize them like the federalists and 
anti-federalists of American history. The 
proposed loyalty oath, for all its inflam-
matory wording, is an important step in 
the right direction. As an effort to bridge 
the gap between Israel’s ideals and its re-
ality, the loyalty oath attempts to channel 
Jewish and democratic values into some 
legal framework. Hopefully, the end re-
sult will lead to an Israel upholding its 
dual identity as an imperfect democracy 
with a Jewish character.  

Israel’s Identity Crisis cont’d from page 17:  

1075.4% OF 
CITIZENS ARE JEWISH

OUT OF TEN 
ON POLITY’S 

SCALE OF 
DEMOCRACY
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PPR: Why did you become involved in politics? Have your 
motivations changed throughout your career?
Corbett: I have been a teacher in our schools, a prosecutor at 
the county, state and federal levels, a businessman, a Captain 
in the National Guard, and an executive in charge of a state-
wide agency with operations in every community in the Com-
monwealth.  This breadth of experience has allowed me to see 
Pennsylvania’s public and private financial interests from mul-
tiple perspectives. 

For too long, Harrisburg has been governed by “what’s in it 
for me” instead of what’s best for the taxpayers.  As governor, 
I will change that culture and put the taxpayers ahead of po-
litical agendas.  During my tenure as Attorney General, I have 
sent a message that our state’s political culture has to change 
if we are going to make our government accountable to the 
people.  It is this record of reform and accountability that I will 
bring to the office of the governor. 

PPR: In March 2010 as attorney general, you filed a lawsuit 
against the mandates in the federal healthcare bill, claiming 
they were unconstitutional. What prompted this decision? 
Do you feel that you will be successful?
C: I support healthcare reform and know that it is important 
to Pennsylvanians, but not at the expense of the Constitution. 
I believe that the healthcare reform law as written is uncon-
stitutional and that Congress has exceeded its authority by 
requiring citizens to purchase government-approved health 
insurance. Those who fail to comply with the mandate will be 
punished with an annual tax penalty. I believe that Pennsylva-
nians deserve access to quality healthcare, but not mandated 
coverage.

The Tea Party Movement has recently become a significant 
force in national politics. How closely do your beliefs align 
with those of the Tea Party?

I support our citizens becoming involved in the political 
process. The Tea Party movement has spurred many people to 
stand up for what they believe in and let their voices be heard. 
My message of reducing the size of government, lowering taxes 
and promoting the free enterprise systems resonates not only 
with members of the Tea Party but with Republicans, Indepen-
dents and Democrats. 

PPR: Currently, over 75% of Penn’s graduates leave Pennsyl-
vania after graduation. Do you think that this is a problem, 
and if so what would you do as governor to change it? 
C: I am very concerned that 25% of students who are born, 
raised and educated in Pennsylvania leave the Commonwealth 
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to find jobs in other states. That puts Pennsylvania among the 
worst states when it comes to losing our young people, and I 
feel this “Brain Drain” is unacceptable. Pennsylvania has a vast 
amount of resources, from our world class colleges and uni-
versities, global corporations, thousands of small business and 
emerging industries.  I believe it is time to change our business 
climate in order to attract more businesses and job creators so 
our recent college graduates do not have to leave friends and 
family behind to look for employment. 

PPR: You support the Pennsylvania Marriage Amendment 
Act, which would define marriage as being between one man 
and one woman. Do you support any type of legalized same-
sex union?
C: No.

PPR: On your website, your state that you are in support of 
developing Pennsylvania’s Marcellus Shale resources. Ex-
tracting oil from shale is a very messy and environmentally 
damaging process. How do you plan on making sure there is 
minimal environmental damage from this process?
C: I will work to harness Pennsylvania’s energy potential to 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil and make energy af-
fordable for all Pennsylvanians. I support the development of 
Marcellus Shale in an environmentally sound manner. I will 
work with energy and environmental leaders, consumers and 
state and local governments to blend our diverse portfolio of 
energy resources with a common-sense environmental policy 
that protects Pennsylvania’s air, waterways and lands. Extrac-
tion of natural gas can co-exist with environmental protection 
thanks to innovative technological advances in drilling, equip-
ment, water protection and treatment. I will make protecting 
our state lands and water quality a top priority by thoroughly 
reviewing all permits, dedicating staff to ensure water quality 
and conducting a complete overhaul of DEP.

Interview with Tom Corbett:  
Governor Elect of Pennsylvania

Tom Corbett won the 2010 election with over 70% of the vote.  He is 
pictured, right, speaking at the 2008 McCain Rally.
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PPR: As you argue before the Supreme 
Court, your right to free speech sur-
passes the need to protect the emotions 
of the families of deceased soldiers.  Who 
do you feel this right extends to? For ex-
ample, should LGBT activists be able to 
attend the funerals of members of your 
church and protest there?
Phelps-Roper: Of course. Not only do they 
have the right, but if they didn’t protest, if 
this nation didn’t create gridlock between 
here and the Kansas City Airport, they bet-
ter never open their mouths again.

PPR: Do think that the whole First 
Amendment is compatible with the views 
advanced by your church? So freedom of 
speech, freedom of assembly and freedom 
of religion, do they all fit?
P-R: Yes. You’ve got to understand, we are 
not trying to change people. What we’re do-
ing is we’re trying to make sure that when 
your destruction comes, when you stand 
before God, that you will have to explain 
what you did with these words that were 
put before you.  We don’t care what you do 
with them. We can’t control your heart; we 
don’t want to. We don’t own salvation. All 
we have is the duty, and we see the amaz-
ing thing that God did by putting that First 
Amendment right here on the ground in 
this country so there would be hundreds of 
years of organic law that would be in place 
when these last hours, these last minutes 

of the last hours, came upon this earth. So 
that somewhere in this earth, people could 
stand flat-footed on the ground, looking 
you in the eye and say, “You have got to 
obey your God.” What you do with those 
words , what you do with his command-
ments, that is irrelevant to us. We under-
stand that you have the right, by law, in this 
country to be a filthy practicing pervert.  
But you don’t have the right to do that and 
expect to see heaven. 

PPR: And you have the right to tell us that 
we are being “perverts?”
P-R: Absolutely. But you freely tell every-
one, the whole day. The same First Amend-
ment that gives me the right to stand on 
these streets gives others the right to pump 
filth. We are out on a public highway. The 
Supreme Court of the United Sates calls 
that a traditional public forum. You have 
the right to stand out there too. 

PPR: So, what was the process by which 
God put the First Amendment on earth? 
Did he inspire the founders to do it, or 
was it by some other mechanism?
P-R: There are some people in history that 
stand out in this discussion about the first 
amendment. Those people went to the 
Contential Congress, and one of them was 
John Madison.  He had  a competitor, who 
could have taken that spot from him. His 
name was John Leland. He was a preacher 

who preached just like us. He believed these 
doctrines of grace. He had that first amend-
ment in tow and was determined to pass it.  
In England, you could not preach the doc-
trines of the Bible within five miles of any 
city. These people in America, not knowing 
their own history or how they got that first 
amendment, they want a ten mile act. So 
here’s what happened: Leland got a head-
lock on Madison, and he said that I’ll give 
you this vote, if you take this first amend-
ment and see to it. And so he did.  

PPR: Are there countries that aren’t 
doomed?
P-R: No. But there aren’t any that are in as 
much trouble as this country, because this 
is the place where God put his servants 
twenty years daily on your streets. Within 
one week, God cast Saddam Hussein and 
Gerald Ford into hell. One by murder at the 
hands of doomed America …

PPR: Do you think that that was murder?
P-R: This country had no business over 
there. There were no weapons of mass de-
struction. Thou shalt not kill. This country 
stuck their nose over there where it didn’t 
belong, and they lied every step of the way. 
This country has blood dripping off of her 
hand.

PPR: When you say “you”, who are you 
referring to?

Shirley Phelps-Roper
 
PPR had the opportunity to sit down with Shirley Phelps-
Roper, spokeswoman for the Westboro Baptist Church. 
The WBC is nearly universally condemned for its hateful 
policies and practices, and PPR does not endorse its 
views in any way. However, as the defendants in a recent 
Supreme Court case, we feel that the WBC has a unique 
perspective on the issue of freedom of speech. We wanted 
to get beyond the simple slogans reported by the media 
and uncover the WBC’s deeper motivations and perspective.

Editor’s Note:
the woman that loves to be hated

The First Amendment protects those people who have something to say that you hate.

INTERVIEW BY JESSICA MAYER
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Westboro protesters stand outside of Penn’s Hillel building at 39th and Walnut, 
December 2009.  Photo credit: Alex Remnick / The Daily Pennsylvanian

P-R: Everyone who is not picketing is 
equally guilty. 

PPR: Even people who protested the Iraq 
War?
P-R: Yes. It’s not because they say we 
shouldn’t be over there for righteous rea-
sons. Only if they say that your sin is taking 
you to hell. They have to have God’s stan-
dards.

PPR: You focus a lot on homosexuality 
as the big sin in America. Are you saying 
that that is the worst possible sin?
P-R: We are saying that you are worse than 
Sodom. Why should we talk about your 
adultery? You don’t have an adulterers’ 
pride parade. You do it freely and fully, but 
it is still somewhat condemned.

PPR: But there are also people who say it’s 
okay to worship idols, and that is a much 
bigger deal in the Bible than homosexual-
ity, isn’t it?
P-R: It’s a two-headed monster. Once you 
become a nation of raging idolaters, you are 
doomed to commit other sins.

PPR: What do you mean when you say 
idols?
P-R: You are about to launch into your big-
gest season of idols. Thanksgiving, when 
you do nothing that remotely resembles giv-
ing thanks. You sit and stuff your faces and 
watch football, and then the next day you 
launch your season of idols, on Black Friday.  

PPR: In the Commandments it says 
“Thou shalt not take the Lord’s name in 
vain.” If you had a society, would you al-
low people to do that?
P-R: I’m not congress, I’m not president. I’m 
just a servant of God, who is so thankful to 
be exactly what I am doing where I’m doing 
it. What I’m telling you is that if this nation 
was ever going to flip their hand toward 
repentance, they will necessarily make sod-
omy a crime  punishable by death. It was in 
the Law of Moses, from the mouth of God, 
so it’s good enough for doomed America. 
 
PPR: But I’m talking about taking God’s 
name in vain. Should that be covered by 
freedom of speech?
P-R: It was not allowed under the Law of 
Moses. So yes, make it a crime. 

PPR: So you don’t believe that the First 
Amendment is absolute, because it 
wouldn’t allow that kind of speech, right?
P-R: The First Amendment in this country 
of course allows for it; it is absolute. The 
First Amendment protects those people 
who have something to say that you hate.

PPR: So you do believe then that the First 
Amendment is just a means for God to 
achieve his goals? 
P-R: It is for us, so we can stand here and 
say these words. And until our testimony 
is complete, it will be here. But when it is 

complete, you won’t get to have it anymore.

PPR: During the hearings for your case, 
Ruth Bader Ginsburg asked, “Why should 
the First Amendment tolerate exploiting 
the Marine’s family, when you have so 
many other forums for getting across your 
message?” Why do you go to  funerals? 

P-R: That is where God’s wrath is spoken. 
You call it exploiting; we call it delivering 
the message. We call it warning. You are ex-
ploiting the Marines in this war.

The First Amendment protects those people who have something to say that you hate.
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