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STORY BY CASEY ANDERSON • ART BY LAURA PARAGANO

AMERICA’S 
FAILING

MENTAL HEALTH

The recent tragic shooting in Arizona is ee-
rily reminiscent of the University of Texas shootings, 
which were eerily reminiscent of the Virginia Tech 
shootings, which were reminiscent of…the list goes 
on. This time, however, a congresswoman was injured 
and a judge was murdered. Their fame fuels the me-
dia circus surrounding the shootings. If not for their 
positions, this ordeal would have been swept aside as 

just another deranged shooting. Most tragic of all is how preventable the 
entire situation was. Maybe now Americans will finally wake up and real-
ize that something is very wrong with our nation. Yes, our response time to 
emergencies has improved, but prevention remains as archaic as ever. Each 
year the indirect costs of mental illness are around $73 billion; $63 billion 
of that is in lost productivity. 480,000 Americans with untreated mental 
illness are in jail or homeless. The costs of allowing mental illness to go 
untreated and forcing those unfortunate people to end up in the correc-
tional system or on welfare should be enough to infuriate budget-minded 
Americans. Yet nothing happens; we’d rather pay for our silence than talk 
about our mistakes. So let’s stop wasting time and face reality; we need to 
talk about mental illness.  

NATIONAL
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Jared Loughner was clearly mentally 
unstable; anyone who knew him could 
attest to that. Yet as an adult, whose re-
sponsibility was he? His parents’? His 
friends’? Society’s? Most Americans 
brush mental illness under the prover-
bial rug, choosing to let someone else 
deal with it rather than admitting to our 
problem. We have a generation of men-
tally unstable people with no recourse 
other living out their deranged fantasies 
simply because they haven’t been offered 
the support they so desperately need. 
Loughner is a by-product of this flawed 
society; we created him and must now 
deal with the consequences. 

The best way to solve this problem is 
simple: become decent people. Empower 
professors to be able to intervene when 
an academic paper looks more like mod-
ern art than research. Create an environ-
ment where it’s okay for someone to seek 
help when they need it. Fight stigma so 
it’s okay to talk about these issues. Estab-
lish an effective government-supported 
system for the mentally unstable. Mental 
facilities and psychiatric help simply are 
not there, even to the individuals who 
seek them. Caseworkers should be as-
signed to help individual patients seek 
treatment and hospitalization if neces-
sary. We must demand results or let the 
57.7 million adult Americans with a 
mental health disorder continue to fight 
their battle in silence. 

Recognition starts at home. Casu-
ally ignoring comments about troubled 
classmates or quickly escorting “prob-
lem” children from the class are the first 
signs. Such signs are often seen but not 
heard. It is a problem that no one ever 
wants to deal with, a silent killer simply 
because everyone remains silent. The ta-
boo nature of mental illness ensures that 
no one ever talks about it, even though 
mortality rates for those with mental ill-
ness are shockingly high in comparison 
to the rest of the population. Suicide is 
the second leading cause of death for 
college-aged students. Twice as many 
Americans die from suicide than from 
HIV/AIDS. Yet we refuse to provide sub-
stantial resources to help them. Typical-
ly people living with depression do not 
receive treatment for a decade; less than 
a third of people who actually seek help 
receive basic care. We must do better.

Loughner was suspended from his 
community college for disturbing be-

havior; the condition of his return was 
that he be evaluated by a mental health 
professional. Instead of taking responsi-
bility and trying to help him, the college 
simply transferred the problem to his 
parents. Loughner’s subsequent decision 
to drop out instead of seeking counseling 
shows clear signs of his unwillingness 
to seek help individually. Who would 
blame him? The stigma society places 
on people who seek help is enough to 
make anyone avoid the problem. It is 
never a topic anyone wishes to discuss, 
much less admit to being a problem. The 
fact that most mentally unstable people 
do not recognize their own instability 
demonstrates they require outside help. 
In the case that they do not have fam-
ily, it is the government’s responsibility 
to help them. Yes, such help would add 
to the maze of the healthcare industry, 
but the savings in lost productivity alone 
would cover the costs. More important-
ly, it shouldn’t be this hard to get treat-
ment. If the homeless can walk into an 
emergency room with gunshot wounds, 
they should be able to walk in when they 
hear voices. Both injuries require medi-
cal treatment.

In Loughner’s case, and in so many 
before, ignoring the problem was sim-
ply not the solution. Some may want 
to blame his parents; maybe they didn’t 
try to help him, and maybe they did. 
Regardless, forcing someone into treat-
ment is nearly impossible, and unless 
they’re a danger to society they most 
will not be admitted. This difficulty is 
why we fail at prevention. We must de-
mand changes in the law to give more 
authority to responsible individuals to 
assess if someone requires hospitaliza-

tion. Loughner’s parents, like millions of 
parents across America, probably didn’t 
know exactly what to do. The lack of re-
sources to help the mentally unstable is 
astounding enough to overwhelm any 
parent. His college, however, had the re-
sources to help him. It instead took the 
easy route and passed on its responsibil-
ity to help him. 

What can be done though? Many 
claim that effective help is a lost cause 
because of the high rate of mental ill-
ness, the difficulty of dealing with the 
mentally unstable, and all of the red tape 
one must go through to get even basic 
help. And yet these tragedies continue 
to occur. One important first step is im-
proving awareness by funding targeted 
campaigns and mental health advocacy 
groups so that the first symptoms don’t 
escalate. Schools should teach mental 
health alongside physical health, thus 
improving awareness about symptoms 
and resources. Families have fallen apart 
because they simply don’t know what to 
do about someone’s obvious deteriorat-
ing mental health. This creates a sense 
of helplessness and hopelessness that 
they won’t ever see the light at the end of 
the tunnel. They must be helped. What 
people don’t seem to understand is that 
therapy works, treatment works, medi-
cines work. Our ability to deal with a 
problem once it’s been identified is not 
the issue; identifying the problem and 
getting people the help they need is. We 
can, and must, do better. 

Resources for help: 
www.treatmentadvocacycenter.org/index.php
www.nami.org/
www.mentalhealthamerica.net/go/state-ranking

Personality Disorders

Prevalence
• 12-month Prevalence: 9.1% of U.S. adult 

population1

• Severe: Not Reported

• Lifetime Prevalence: Not Reported

Average Age-of-Onset: Not Reported

Demographics
(for lifetime prevalence)2

• Sex and race were not found to be 
associated with personality disorders. 
There was a statistical trend for men to be 
more likely to have antisocial personality 
disorder than women. 

Treatment/Services Use3

12-month Healthcare Use: Not Reported
• Percent Received Minimally Adequate 

Treatment: Not Reported

12-month Any Service Use (including 
Healthcare): 39.0% of those with disorder are 
receiving treatment
• Percent Received Minimally Adequate 

Treatment: Not Reported

1Lenzenweger MF, Lane MC, Loranger AW, Kessler RC (2007). DSM-IV personality disorders in the National Comorbidity Survey 
Replication. Biological Psychiatry, 62(6), 553-564.
2Ibid
3Ibid

courtsey of www.nimh.nih.gov/
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Robert Putnam had an idea. It 
was spring of 1995, and the Harvard pro-
fessor had just published Bowling Alone, 
his alarm siren for American civics. In its 
famous illustration, Bowling uncovered 
citizens’ declining tendency to group up 
at bowling alleys, the local  leagues  re-
placed by patrons bowling alone—and 
civic engagement at historic lows. 

Putnam’s idea was simple: create a 
seminar of 33 participants to invent so-
lutions for unifying an increasingly di-
vided country. Between 1997 and 2000, 
the Saguaro Seminar met eight times at 
private retreats. The group invited po-
liticos like George Stephanopoulos to 
mingle with academics like Penn’s John 
DiIulio and Princeton’s Provost, a young 
Amy Gutmann. But the seminar also re-
cruited undistinguished young blood. 
Thus, in Saguaro’s greatest accidental 
achievement, also invited in 1997 and 
near the bottom of the list was an un-
known civil rights attorney, then begin-
ning to make inroads in Chicago poli-
tics, named Barack Obama.

What happened? A decade later, 
America seems more divided than ever, 
and civic engagement has suffered de-
monstrably. Most Americans reflect on 
the partisan divides in 2000, the year 
Putnam declared a “civic crisis,” as 
quaint. Saguaro’s success in co-opting 
leaders to its cause could be qualified 
as total, with an alumni roster including 
media elites, college presidents and pro-
fessors, and the leader of the free world. 
Yet nothing seems able to improve our 
deplorable public and political environ-
ment. 

Enter Jared Loughner. For a slaugh-
ter motivated less by partisanship than 
paranoia, the Tucson tragedy sparked a 
markedly political soul searching—and 
rightly so. The violent shooting was only 
the tragedy’s first chapter. Its second 
became the discussion, Loughner’s mo-
tivations aside, of whether our political 
environment is inescapably vicious. It 
was harmless speculation that sparked 
a weeklong partisan rampage; not even 
the county sheriff was spared accusa-
tions of political posturing.  Specula-
tion? Confirmed.

The most alarming aspect of Tucson 
wasn’t the partisan feuding but the per-
verse sigh of relief throughout the media 
when it became clear Loughner wasn’t 
partisan, but rather “just” insane. In fact, 
divisive rhetoric nationwide did play a 
role in the Tucson shooting. To excuse 
a long-overdue conversation on politi-
cal tone simply because Loughner wasn’t 
caught wearing a political T-shirt is akin 
to hospitalizing a drunk driver but ig-
noring the alcoholism.

How does our rhetoric breed trag-
edies like Tucson? When the normalcy 
of political proclamations comes to in-
clude dissolving the government and 
high-stakes talk of tyranny, we afford 
crazies like Loughner, who actually be-
lieve those things, too easy a disguise. 
But post-Tucson partisanship also indi-
cated an inability to mend: conservatives 
charged not only that Democrats com-
mitted a blood libel but that Loughner 
was “liberal;” a Democratic strategist 
urged his party “to deftly pin this on 
the Tea Partiers.” When we can’t come 

together following a national tragedy, 
we concede victory to the perpetrators. 
Last, political euphemism must be used 
responsibly, not as a call to arms. Exhibit 
A: Palin’s infamous crosshairs, which 
she has defended relentlessly. Of course, 
Palin is right in one sense. No sane per-
son would ever take such rhetoric liter-
ally, but even this belies her own point. 
It’s the insane people who warp those 
euphemisms into paranoid translations. 

For the past ten years, the conversa-
tion has ended here, halfway between 
chastising a few partisan opportunists 
and a generalized lament. But Putnam 
proved scientifically that civic decline 
is a problem with tangible, testable so-
lutions. America needs solutions as in-
novative as its people. Think the Rally 
to Restore Sanity, but permanent. Think 
No Labels.

Formed last December as a nonprof-
it, No Labels was founded by leading 
Democrats and Republicans to address 
the root of this civic decline by acting 
as a prominent voice for moderation in 
American politics. Following the tradi-
tion of the “middle majority”—Ameri-
cans more interested in solutions than 
perfect adherence to political dogma—
No Labels aims to encourage healthy, 
respectful, and productive debate. The 
organization has led by example, pro-
ducing a series of forums that brought 
media and political leaders of every ide-
ology onto the same stages and organiz-
ing 500 bipartisan “citizen viewing par-
ties” for this year’s State of the Union. 
This kind of interaction leads not only 
to solutions but also to a sense of shared 

STORY BY BEN WOFFORD AND NATHAN EMMONS

LIFE AFTER LOUGHNER

America needs solutions as innovative as its people. Think 
the Rally to Restore Sanity, but permanent. Think No Labels.“ “
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purpose, something most Americans la-
ment has been particularly absent from 
political culture this last decade.  

Not everyone thinks so. Echoing a 
swath of the political elite, columnist 
George Will charged No Labels as “a po-
litical fantasyland,” glossing over policy 
disagreements like health care reform 
and instructing others how to speak 
about politics. “Partisanship is politics,” 
writes Will. If No Labels sought mod-
eration for the sake of moderation, Will 
would be correct. But history shows oth-
erwise. Bipartisan cooperation forged 
some of this country’s greatest legisla-
tion—tax reform in 1986, welfare reform 
in 1996, the Americans with Disabilities 
Act in 1990, and the recent repeal of 
Don’t Ask Don’t Tell,  to name a few. As 
the No Labels platform reads, coopera-
tion hardly means asking leaders to give 
up their political label, but “merely [to] 
set it aside.” When our elected officials 
can do that, it encourages citizens to be-
come more involved in our participatory 
system, just what Putnam aimed for.

This should hardly seem radical. Af-
ter all, our system is designed to produce 
compromise legislation. Consider the 
Senate, where 41 senators can force the 
majority to scale back its ambitions and 
work with the minority. Americans tend 
to favor divided government precisely 
for that reason, and many studies indi-
cate this kind of concerted, deliberative 
governance produces better legislation. 
No one needs to found an organization 
to prove that “death panels,” ”Nazi,” and 
“die quickly” rhetoric serves to poison 
the debate and little else. But less obvi-
ously poisonous is the rancor generated 
over a bill’s amendments process, House 
rules on debate, and even the Congres-
sional workweek. This is where No La-
bels shines its spotlight; hardly a “fan-
tasyland,” these are real problems with 
equally real solutions.

Big problems cannot be solved in a 
single political cycle, and No Labels is 
no quick fix. We shouldn’t have any illu-
sions about the deep-seated differences 
between Americans of different politi-
cal stripes. But No Labels represents a 
group of citizens who simply refuse to 
believe that these differences are insur-
mountable. We can reengage Americans 
and begin realizing Putnam’s dream, 
and it starts with the political arena. As 
long as we believe that, we can fix this 

From top left: Jared Loughner’s mug shot, book cover for Bowling Alone: 
The Collapse and Revival of American Community, the Tuscon Safeway crime 

scene, and No Labels conference with Abel Maldonado, Michael Bloom-
berg, Dylan Ratigan, and Charlie Crist (photo credit: AP)

problem the same way: speed the mend-
ing after Tucson, and begin the mend-
ing in Washington. Americans feel like 
our leaders left the bargaining table long 
ago and opted for soapboxes instead. Is 
it any surprise that Putnam found our 
civics have followed suit? No ideological 

purity can replace a strong civic repub-
licanism, and that ideal will starve un-
less we sit back down and work with one 
another. Loughner’s isn’t the only fate in 
limbo as he waits in a jail cell; so is our 
democracy’s, and its future depends on 
our response.
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Two-Face Tim: An Opinion Art Piece                 BY CHIYEL HAYLES
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We have choice in nearly every-
thing we buy—why not education? For 
many Penn students who went to great 
private or public schools, school choice 
was an issue. However, these students 
are in the minority. Most American fam-
ilies cannot afford private education, let 
alone moving to a school district with 
a good public school. They are perma-
nently locked into their school district, 
stripped of any choice for their children’s 
schooling.

This problem is most harmful to the 
urban poor, as public school student 
achievement in most American cities 
is abysmal. Graduation rates are often 
below 50%, with Detroit at an alarming 
24.9%. Many of those who do graduate 
lack basic reading and math skills. It is 
clear that funding is not the problem. 
While inflation-adjusted spending per 
pupil has risen from around $5,000 in 
1970 to around $11,000 in 2007, both 
math and reading scores have barely 
changed for all public schools. This in-
efficient and incompetent public school 
system is a key part of the vicious cycle 
of urban poverty.

School choice reforms will introduce 
the necessary competition to correct 
such inefficiency. Public schools cur-
rently have no incentive to improve, as 
each one is guaranteed a steady stream 
of students. “Open enrollment,” a system 
that allows parents to send their children 
to any school they wish as long as that 

school has not reached capacity, would 
end public schools’ insulation. Competi-
tion would drive them to succeed. Open 
enrollment would also be coupled with 
vouchers, which are cash payments from 
the government. Instead of the govern-
ment directly giving money to schools, 
parents would be given the choice to 
send their children to any school, be it 
public, charter, or private. The most ef-
fective schools would therefore attract 
the most students, incentivizing effi-
ciency.

 While opponents of choice claim it 
would destroy the public school system, 
such concerns are ultimately groundless. 
If public schools are really as good as 
their supporters claim they are, then in-
troducing school choice would not hurt 
them. Opponents also claim that choice 
leads to segregation. Research has prov-
en this conjecture false; studies of pro-
grams in Washington DC, Milwaukee, 
and Cleveland show that school choice 
actually leads to more diversity.

It is true that the data on school 
choice has not been as strong as support-
ers have hoped for, but there is a gen-
eral agreement on a few points. Voucher 
programs increase parental satisfaction. 
Additionally, though many studies show 
little difference in the effect of school 
choice programs on public schools, 
these programs often impose little true 
competition on public schools. When 
there is real competition in the pro-

grams, like the accountability standards 
issued in Florida that subjected some 
failing schools to the threat of vouch-
ers in 2002, those schools that faced the 
pressure performed better than those 
that weren’t pressured.  

However, the debate on student per-
formance is more vigorous. The notable 
study by the Institute of Education Sci-
ences reports no difference in achieve-
ment between those in charter schools 
and those in public schools over 15 
states. Similarly, other studies of Wash-
ington DC charter schools and the Mil-
waukee voucher program show little 
difference in student performance.  But 
some other studies have shown improve-
ments in student performance, and new 
school choice programs in Florida and 
New Jersey have shown promise. Addi-
tionally, the evidence of school choice 
improving underprivileged minor-
ity students is plentiful. The Education 
Gap, a recent book studying voucher 
programs in New York City, Washington 
DC, and Dayton, finds significant gains 
in achievement for African-American 
students. It is time we approach school 
choice in an optimistic new light.

All parents should be able to send 
their children to the school that gives 
them the best education. School choice 
reforms can help fix our failing schools 
and empower families to improve their 
futures. School choice is a moral impera-
tive for a just and democratic society.

Current disparities in high school graduation rate between 
urban and suburban areas of the nation’s 10 largest cities are 
huge. It is time we approach school choice in an optimistic new 
light.

A MARKET FOR SUCCESS
STORY BY CHARLES RUBENFELD

82.7%

61.1%
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STORY BY SAM GREENBERG • ART BY KAILUN WANG

Thomas Jefferson. Alexander 
Hamilton. James Madison. These are 
just a few of the prolific members of a 
generation of Americans that determined 
the destiny of our nation. The countless 
tributes to their respective names in-
clude street signs, public squares, dollar 
bills, and universities. As our founding 
fathers, they are unquestionably among 
the most influential and culturally sig-
nificant figures in American history. 
Of course, their status in our collective 
consciousness is deserved, as their past 
contributions to the development of the 
United States are beyond question. But 
they have recently experienced a rein-
carnation of sorts. Out from the his-
tory books and national monuments, 
the founding fathers have emerged as a 
posthumous force in the exact forum in 
which they do not belong— contempo-
rary political discourse. Through a re-
constructed history, they have become a 
symbol, in 2011, for irrationally clinging 
to the political realities of 1789.   

One need not spend too much time 
researching the Tea Party Movement to 
see how the founding fathers have resur-
faced as powerful political images. Tea 
Party rallies overflow with costumes, 
images, and signs that suggest an Ameri-
can Revolution theme. In its very name, 
the movement alludes to the Boston Tea 
Party of 1773, the famous act of revolu-
tionary protest. Along with the rise of 
the Tea Party, countless pundits, jour-
nalists, and analysts have injected the 
founding fathers into current debates 
on public policy. In today’s political dis-
cussions, the question as to whether the 
founding fathers would have approved 
of a given idea or policy is a tactic to 
stifle and delegitimize the opposition. 

As asking the question “what would 
the founding fathers think?” becomes 
increasingly common, so does answer-
ing it on its own terms. When the topic 
of the founding fathers is raised in a 

contemporary political debate, the re-
sponse is often to argue that one’s posi-
tion can indeed be reconciled with the 
founding fathers’ vision for America. As 
a result, what could otherwise have been 
a productive political discussion de-
volves into exchanging highly subjective 
generalizations about what our nation’s 
founders believed. 

Using the legacy of the founding fa-
thers as a political litmus test not only 
abandons substantive debate, but it 
comes dangerously close to a logical fal-
lacy. In some instances, it functions as a 
red herring. The founding fathers pro-
vide a convenient rhetorical distraction 
from debating the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act, for example, 
on its own merits. Otherwise, the appeal 
to the founding fathers falls somewhere 
between an “appeal to authority” and 
an “appeal to tradition.” Accordingly, “a 
small government” ideology is prefer-
able to a “big government” not because 
of facts, reality, or the needs of society 
and how to best meet them, but because 
of what the founders intended.  

Nonetheless, the biggest problem with 
this situation is that all too often, the 
dialogue accepts the historically inaccu-
rate and logically flawed assumptions of 
the original question—that the founding 
fathers were monolithic in their politi-
cal opinions and that those opinions are 
somehow binding, much less relevant at 
all, in a present-day discussion of public 
policy. Our political discourse would be 
better served by exposing these flawed 
premises of the “appeal to the found-
ers.”   

The term, “founding fathers,” in and 
of itself implies a measure of internal 
conformity. To say that the founding 
fathers thought X or that the founding 
fathers were opposed to Y is to assume 
that they held definitive and absolute 
positions on everything. Likewise, when 
one argues that an idea runs counter to 

what the founders envisioned, the impli-
cation is not only that there was indeed 
a single, comprehensive vision to which 
all the founders adhered, but that only 
one’s proposed alternative is compatible 
with that vision. 

This claim falls apart when placed 
under historical scrutiny. Almost every 
issue that the founding fathers faced, 
from the idea of declaring independence 
to the grammatical and semantic minu-
tiae of Jefferson’s proposed declaration, 
was hotly debated. In the years following 
the revolution, the founders were deeply 
divided on significant issues such as the 
role of the government in the economy, 
the proper size of the government, and 
the conduct of foreign policy. 

Hamilton, Adams, Madison, and Jef-
ferson held very different positions on 
those issues. For example, the Federal-
ists (the political faction that became 
identified with Hamilton) believed that 
the government should embrace poli-
cies that would spur industrial growth, 
while Republicans (the political faction 
that became identified with Jefferson) 
called for the government to promote 
a virtuous, agrarian economy. This dis-
pute was not just about culture and mo-
rality; rather, it cut to the heart of how 
the American democracy would func-
tion. Should the political economy be an 
engine for American growth and expan-
sion? Or, was this effort not worth the 
risk of powerful businesses interests cor-
rupting the will of the people?

As Secretary of the Treasury, Ham-
ilton supported and designed a nation-
al bank as a private corporation with 
stockholders managing the national 
debt. Jefferson, in turn, argued that the 
government could not charter such a 
private institution. These two positions 
remained at odds for years as question 
of the national bank solidified itself as 
one of the most polarizing issues of early 
American history.   

Founding Fathers Fallacy
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READ 
IT FOR 
YOUR-
SELF

Want to catch up on the founding 
fathers yourselves? This book list is sure 

to get your intellectual juices flowing 
(and 18th century wigs powdered).

“Throughout her book Lepore’s implicit 

question remains always: Don’t these Tea 

Party people realize how silly they are? 

They don’t understand history; they need to 

learn that time moves forward.” -- Gordon 

S. Wood, New York Review of Books

“Unsurpassed in his knowledge of the 

vast literature on the subject, Bernstein is 

admirably suited to the task. He is also an 

efficient retailer, having packed a great 

deal of informed exposition and wise 

commentary into a small, compact book 

of just over 250 pages.” - New England 

Quarterly

“Overshadowed by the lustrous presidents 

Washington and Jefferson, who bracketed 

his tenure in office, Adams emerges from 

McCullough’s brilliant biography as a truly 

heroic figure -- not only for his significant 

role in the American Revolution but also for 

maintaining his personal integrity in its strife-

filled aftermath.” -- Gregory McNamee

“Waldman ends by encouraging us to be like 

the founders. We should understand their 

principles, learn from their experience, then 

have at it ourselves. ‘We must pick up the 

argument that they began and do as they 

instructed – use our reason to determine our 

views.’ A good place to start is this entertain-

ing, provocative book.” — New York Times 

Book Review

Finally, nothing brought out the pas-
sionate disagreements of the founding 
fathers more than the outbreak of the 
French Revolution in 1789. Jefferson 
clamored for moral support for the rev-
olutionaries, whereas Hamilton called 
for a neutral distance from the upheav-
al in France. Their respective factions 
claimed that this was more than a debate 
over the direction of American foreign 
policy. Rather, the legacy of the revolu-
tion was at stake, and each side charged 
the other with forsaking it. Federalists 
accused Republicans of destabilizing the 
country and leading it to chaos, while 
Republicans accused Federalists of tol-
erating and supporting monarchy and 
tyranny.

Nobody would question that both 
Hamilton and Jefferson deserve to be 
called “founding fathers,” but one must 
use caution in using that term to refer to 
this intellectually diverse group of peo-
ple. To gloss over their deep-seated phil-
osophical differences and superimpose 
on them legacy of ideological purity and 
unity displays ignorance of history. 

Even if founding fathers had all 
shared one comprehensive political 
worldview, it would still not be relevant 
to a modern policy discussion. Today’s 
world is too radically different from that 
of the founding fathers; the sweeping 
technological and social progress since 
the 18th century has rendered many of 
their central concerns obsolete. For in-
stance, a principal point of contention 
between Hamilton and Jefferson was 

the issue of keeping a standing army. 
Hamilton believed that it was a necessity 
for maintaining order, while Jefferson 
feared that it would lead America down 
a slippery slope to tyranny. Contempo-
rary social and political norms are so 
incredibly unlike those of the founding 
fathers that Jefferson’s fears of a standing 
army barely resonate at all to the mod-
ern reader. A standing army has become 
an accepted fact of life and Americans 
would be hard-pressed to imagine their 
country without one. 

Similarly, the founding fathers gov-
erned in a political atmosphere that 
makes little sense to us. No reasonable 
Americans today would be so outraged 
over their taxes that they would stage a 
revolt. But in 1794, when Washington 
was forced to raise a federal militia to 
suppress a western Pennsylvanian up-
rising over a whiskey tax, rebellion was 
not so unthinkable. In the modern era, 
taxes are a hegemonic reality, but in the 
revolutionary era, they were not seen as 
such.  

Political realities have changed in 
innumerable ways since the American 
Revolution, and many of our founders’ 
ideas are simply incompatible with mod-
ern America. Therefore, the fact that this 
country’s founders subscribed to certain 
(often conflicting) ideologies does not 
mean that they should impede political 
development hundreds of years later. To 
nevertheless assert that the founding fa-
thers should guide today’s political de-
bates betrays the government’s responsi-

bility to govern in the 21st century, not 
the 18th.   

Consequently, asking what the found-
ing fathers would think about the current 
state of American politics is an exercise 
in futility. Presidential biographer Ed-
mund Morris was asked a similar ques-
tion (with regard to Theodore Roosevelt, 
not the founding fathers) on CBS’s Face 
the Nation on November 28th, 2010 and 
was astounded by the premise of the dis-
cussion, “You cannot pluck people out of 
the past and expect them to comment on 
what’s happening today,” he said, exas-
perated. Morris was right to expose the 
pointlessness of the question. Historical 
figures like Roosevelt and the founding 
fathers lived in distant realities and un-
derstood the world in a very different 
ways than we do today. How then, are 
they supposed to contribute to contem-
porary political discussions in a practi-
cal way?  

There is no shortage of substantive is-
sues to tackle for present-day policy de-
bates. With unemployment still high, the 
economy crawling towards recovery, and 
most of the Affordable Care Act yet to be 
implemented, the stakes are too high for 
distractions like appeals to the founders. 
A healthy and productive dialogue is im-
perative to solving the problems that face 
our nation today. So keep the founding 
fathers where they belong—in history 
books, not in political discourse.   
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MODERN WARGAMES
Stuxnet and the Fate of Cyber Warfare

STORY BY MAX LEVY • ART BY LAURA PARAGANO

In the 1983 classic WarGames, 
Mathew Broderick, playing a young 
hacker named David Lightman, un-
intentionally infiltrates a military su-
percomputer.  Believing he is playing a 
computer game, Lightman unwittingly 
causes a military supercomputer to 
simulate a nuclear war and nearly sets 
off World War III.  The potential for the 
military and government’s reliance on 
computers has long been a ubiquitous 
theme in American cinema and litera-
ture.  One need only watch Bruce Wil-
lis’s recent Live Free or Die Hard to real-
ize that tech scares are becoming to our 
generation what total nuclear war was to 
the 1980’s—an oft repeated threat that 
lacks a sense of immediacy or reality.  

Recent events, however, demonstrate 
that we should pay renewed attention to 
cyber warfare. 

In the summer of 2010, reports from 
Iran indicated that a computer virus had 
infected its nuclear enrichment facility 
in Natanz as early as 2009.  The virus, 
dubbed “Stuxnet,” entered the media 
with much fanfare and curiosity.  An 
independent computer consultant hired 
by the Iranian government to crack the 
virus described Stuxnet to the New York 
Times as a highly sophisticated pro-
gram with a marksman’s accuracy.  He 
explained that the virus implemented a 
two-pronged attack by sending certain 
centrifuges spinning out of control while 
releasing information to technicians giv-

ing the appearance that the facility was 
operating normally.  The virus’s origin 
remains unconfirmed, though pundits 
around the globe point towards the US 
and Israel as the two countries with the 
greatest means and interest in crippling, 
or at least harming, Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram.  Although the precise damage that 
Stuxnet inflicted on the Iranian program 
is unknown, numerous experts have 
publically suggested that Iran’s efforts to 
build a nuclear bomb were set back sev-
eral years.  

The emergence of Stuxnet reinvigo-
rated the passionate discussion about 
cyber warfare.  Many political commen-
tators and security experts continue to 
preach Stuxnet’s epic success and lay 
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Many political commentators and security experts 
claim that Stuxnet’s epic success has ushered in a 
new era of warfare in which the cyber world will 
be the world’s primary battlefield. 

claims that it has ushered in a new era 
of warfare in which the cyber world will 
be the world’s primary battlefield.  Con-
versely, others argue that Stuxnet is but a 
minor hiccup in Iran’s efforts to procure 
a nuclear bomb, thus demonstrating that 
computer warfare is relatively unpre-
dictable and generally ineffective.  Still 
others have pointed out Stuxnet’s true 
importance: in the history of cyber war-
fare it represents a significant step for-
ward on the path towards sophisticated 
computer warfare.

Although computer warfare was used 
as early as 1982 when American and 
Canadian intelligence agencies caused 
the explosion of a Soviet pipeline, in 
the past decade a flurry of cyber attacks 

have swept across the globe.  From 1998 
through 2003, the United States was un-
der intermittent but coordinated attacks 
aimed at probing government institu-
tions and private defense companies.  
The two main series of attacks, which 
reportedly originated from China and 
Russia, were referred to as Titan Rain 
and Moonlight Maze.  Since 2007, the 
United States, India, Pakistan, South Ko-
rea, Estonia, Russia and Brazil have all 
suffered substantial and damaging cyber 
attacks.  

In 2009, Jim Lewis, the director of the 
Center for Strategic and International 
Studies, told CBS that in 2007 America 
suffered an electronic “Pearl Harbor.”  
That is, an unknown foreign power en-
tered the government’s high tech and 
military agencies and downloaded over 
a terabyte of information.  As if this at-
tack was not bad enough, in November 
of 2009 someone breached the security 
of the CENTCOM network—the cen-
tral command for the wars in Afghani-

stan and Iraq.  For some period of time, 
the hacker was able to view every item 
of communication, every document and 
every image on that network.  The hack-
er essentially saw everything that the 
highest powers in the American mili-
tary could see.  Naturally, this incident 
caused quite a scare for Department 
of Defense officials and played a hand 
in Obama’s expressed commitment for 
stronger cyber defense.    

Stuxnet was not, however, merely a 
breach into a secure network. Rather, 
it was a coordinated offensive maneu-
ver that resulted in physical damage to 
its target.  While this feat might not, in 
technical terms, make Stuxnet a major 
development, from a political and mili-

tary standpoint, the virus proved that 
computer hackers should have an im-
portant role to play not just in protect-
ing our computer networks but also in 
waging war.  As computer experts and 
military officials reveal Stuxnet’s secrets 
and scramble to bolster their cyber se-
curity, governments face the grim reality 
that this incident, like those in 2007 and 
2009, suggest the emerging importance 
of hackers.  Moreover, Stuxnet reinforces 
the imminence with which governments 
must strategize and prepare for cyber 
warfare as it develops into the arms race 
of the 21st century.

In 1997, reporter John Carlin wrote 
an article titled “A Farewell to Arms” 
which argued that cyber warfare was 
completely transforming the battlefield 
and making small guerilla forces and 
terrorist groups as formidable as large 
conventional armies.  Although Obama 
recognizes the role of cyber defense and 
established USCYBERCOM (United 
States Cyber Command) in 2009 to over-

see and coordinate the U.S. military net-
works and cyber operations, he has not 
implemented changes on the grand scale 
envisioned by Carlin.  In fact, two dif-
ferent realms of cyber security need to 
be addressed.  The first is the creation 
of the apparatus and institutions needed 
to aptly defend America against cyber 
attacks and also to develop the capacity 
to execute offensive operations in cy-
berspace.  The second issue is whether 
or not the government should have the 
ability to seize control of the internet in 
times of emergency, creating an internet 
kill switch of sorts. 

Although from a strictly functional 
perspective handing this latter power to 
the government might sound alluring, 
it raises too many questions regarding 
basic rights of free expression.  While 
such superstructures might at some 
point become necessary, for the present, 
resources would be better spent improv-
ing the military’s capacity to engage in 
cyber warfare.  Even if American tech-
nology played a role in Stuxnet’s cre-
ation, the cyber arms race is one that 
must be won preemptively and categori-
cally.  America must devote substantial 
resources to make its cyber defenses im-
penetrable and to improve its capacity to 
make surgical cyber strikes. America is 
so dependent on computer networks for 
government institutions, the military, 
the economy, utilities and the media that 
we have no other choice.

Perhaps Stuxnet is not, in techno-
logical terms, a profound breakthrough.  
Perhaps it will not be viewed by future 
generations as a turning point after 
which cyber warfare was fundamentally 
and forever changed.  But today, with 
American forces engaged in two foreign 
wars, with Iran and North Korea flexing 
their military might, and with count-
less terrorist groups committed to war 
against the United States, there is no 
alternative but to assume that we are in 
the midst of a period of massive change.  
We must assume that cyber warfare is 
gaining preeminence over traditional 
defensive methods, and we must look to 
Stuxnet for both inspiration and caution 
of what can be done with effective cyber 
assaults.
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In an April 2009 speech given in 
Prague, Barack Obama outlined his vision 
for a “nuclear-free world,” officially orient-
ing long-term United States policy in the 
direction of drastic nuclear stockpile cuts. 
Since then, the U.S. and Russia have taken 
a step in the right direction with the New 
START treaty, which limits both countries 
to 1,550 actively deployed nuclear weapons. 
Still, we should set our sights on more ambi-
tious goals. When just one nuclear weapon 
can produce apocalyptic destruction, even 
the possibility of a strike should be eradi-
cated. For now, the U.S. should continue 
with significant unilateral stockpile cuts.

It’s a long path to “global zero,” and the 
fewer nukes we possess, the less deterrence 
we have against attacks from abroad. But a 
recent Pentagon report suggests that even 
after a 95% reduction of our nuclear stock-
pile from its current size of 5,113 warheads 
to a paltry 311, “America’s security [could] 
rest easily.” With these warheads strategi-

cally distributed among silos, submarines, 
and airplanes, we would still have an ar-
senal more than capable of destroying the 
world. Yet we would also acquire new le-
gitimacy that would empower us with the 
soft power necessary to bring about major 
stockpile cuts in other nations. Even if we 
can’t convince everyone to give up their 
nuclear weapons, by leading the way with 
unilateral stockpile cuts, the United States 
can take a big first step in creating a “nucle-
ar-lite world.”

over the next decade for the same purpose. 
Put in perspective, President Obama’s re-
cently announced spending freeze will save 
an estimated $250 billion over that same 
span.

More importantly, a unilateral move 
toward “nuclear-lite” means getting seri-
ous about one day achieving global zero. 
Ultimately, it is the only way to inspire the 
necessary confidence in the international 
community to convince the rest of the 
world that disarmament is safe. As a Carn-
egie Endowment for International Peace 
report explains, nuclear disarmament is a 
game of “you go first” – no one wants to be 
the first to cut their stockpile for fear that 
other states will not follow. Consequently, it 
will take a major commitment by a nuclear 
powerhouse to bring about serious multi-
national disarmament. The trick, however, 
is disarming in a drastic fashion while still 
keeping our nation safe and sound. 

That’s the beauty of 311. It may seem 
idealistic, a magic number of sorts. With 
one fewer, will our deterrence fail, inviting 
aggression from once-fearful rogue states? 
Perhaps not. Will hostile states like North 
Korea and Iran simply lay down their arms 
in response? Doubtful. But 311 can serve as 
a blueprint for the road ahead, a reassur-
ance that we are still safe, and a rallying cry 
for those who passionately believe that one 
day, the people of this Earth can live with-
out the fear of seeing everything they know 
and love turned to ash in an instant.

This article was adapted from a post on PPR’s Soapbox Blog. Check it out along with other articles at pennpoliticalreview.org/category/blog

STORY BY JONATHAN FRIED
ART BY ALLIE ZUCKERMAN

A NUCLEAR-LITE WORLD

NUCLEAR NATIONS
GLOBAL MILITARY STOCKPILES

         RUSSIA (8000)

UNITED STATES (5000)

FRANCE (300)

CHINA (240)

UNITED KINGDOM (225)

ISRAEL (80)

PAKISTAN (100)
INDIA (100)

NORTH KOREA (10)

*Federation of American Scientists

Ideally we could simply throw away all 
of our nuclear weapons, but so long as oth-
er states retain their own, we will need this 
deterrent factor to ensure our safety. Our 
weapons of mass destruction may have pre-
vented the outbreak of World War III, but 
stability generated by enormous risk is not 
true stability. Today nuclear arms remain a 
regrettable necessity. Even so, 1500 is exces-
sive; 311 is sensible.

So why go “nuclear-lite”? Let’s start with 
cost. In 2008, the U.S. spent $29 billion just 
to upgrade and maintain its nuclear arsenal. 
Furthermore, the Obama administration 
revealed plans in May to spend $180 billion 
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This article was adapted from a post on PPR’s Soapbox Blog. Check it out along with other articles at pennpoliticalreview.org/category/blog

SPECTATING OUR OWN DECLINE
Was it just me or did Hu Jintao’s 

visit seem extraordinarily majestic, well-
covered, and celebratory? The United 
States laid out the mats for him, giving him 
not one, but two, dinners with President 
Obama, and the American media seemed 
to cover his visit with the same vivacious-
ness and obsession as the British or Indo-
nesian media covers Obama’s visits. “Sasha 
Obama Practiced Chinese with President 
Hu” crowed one ABC article. Obama, con-
stantly smiling in pictures with Hu, stated 
“I absolutely believe China’s peaceful rise 
is good for the world, and it’s good for 
America.” The White House lavished the 
grandest of welcomes, even as Obama was 
by many accounts treated shabbily in his 
first visit to China. We hear constantly that 
China is on the rise, but it is still surprising 
and a bit eerie to see this kind of pomp be-
ing laid out, a level of American and global 
attention on a foreign leader’s visit to the 
U.S. I have never witnessed in my lifetime.

And perhaps the grandeur is merited. 
On the economic front, China is our main 
creditor and an important commercial 
partner. In the realm of foreign policy, we 
need its cooperation in deliberations over 
North Korea and Iran. And structurally, the 
Chinese offer an impressive counter model 

to America’s system of unrestrained capi-
talism and gridlocked democracy. Presi-
dent Obama’s strategy regarding China 
has always been to engage and welcome 
China, hoping that as its economic and 
military power grows, so will its sense of 
responsibility towards the global order. 
But this strategy is deeply and fundamen-
tally wrong. Obama’s efforts to get China 
to crack down on North Korea have gone 
nowhere— the final nail came down when 
China refrained from even acknowledg-
ing North Korea’s responsibility over the 
Cheonan sinking. And Obama’s diplomatic 
strategy regarding currency depreciation, 
essentially to convince China that deprecia-
tion is in its interests when it is not, has also 

largely failed. All the while, China’s econo-
my has grown by lending us money to buy 
its goods as we wallow in near 10% unem-
ployment and skimpy growth. In short, 
though we have tried to make overtures and 
be nice, China has been eating our lunch. 

It has been eating lunch because that’s 
what it does: absolutely and invariably pur-
sue policies in its own self-interest while 
doing nothing that might not be in its self-
interest. They can’t be blamed; that’s what 
most nations do and should do. But it does 
require us to recalibrate our own response. 
In this one instance, the Republicans’ in-
stincts are right; we need to be more forceful 
and cynical in dealing with China. Instead 
of asking China to do something that is ob-
viously not in its self-interest, give it real 
incentives or disincentives to do so. Adopt 
a 30% tariff on all Chinese goods, as Paul 
Krugman argues, to force it to appreciate 
its currency. Threaten to arm South Korea 
and Japan with nuclear weapons if it doesn’t 
apply real pressure on North Korea to give 
up its nukes. Obama’s initial approach has 
not worked, and given China’s purely real-
ist, always-look-out-for-my-own-interests 
attitude towards international politics, it’s 
time to recalibrate our own strategy so that 
we can realize some interests of our own.

China’s economy has grown 

by lending us money to buy 

its goods as we wallow in 

near 10% unemployment and 

skimpy growth

STORY BY SAMUEL LEE
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SILENT   BUT   DEADLY: 
THE   WAR   ON 

CONFLICT   MINERALS

It is a war that has been going on 
longer than the US conflict in Afghani-
stan, lead to an estimated 70% of the 
world’s rapes, racked up an unfathom-
able death toll of 5.4 million—eighteen 
times that of the estimated tragedies 
of Darfur or three and a half times the 
population of the entire city of Philadel-
phia—and chances are you have never 
heard of it.

Not only have you probably never 
heard of it, but you are also helping to 
fund it. Don’t worry, you are not alone; 
everyone else is doing it too—that is, ev-
eryone that has purchased a cell phone, 
laptop, GPS, camera, PlayStation, or any 
other consumer electronics product with 
a circuit board in the last decade. 

This is the story of the Eastern Dem-
ocratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), 
where a conflict that started in 1998 has 
continued in varying degrees of formal-
ity and intensity ever since. According to 
a field report published by an NGO this 
past week, the violence is driven in large 
part by the desire of the military and 
armed groups to “control the extraction, 
taxation, transport, and trade of min-
erals” in the Eastern Congo, primarily 
gold, tin, tantalum, and tungsten.

To accomplish these ends, rebel groups 
have conscripted scores of child soldiers, 
raped thousands of women, and burned 
down entire villages, displacing millions 
of civilians internally in the DRC. These 
actions are calculated attacks made in 
order to instill fear in the local popula-
tion, divert the attention and resources 
of the United Nations away from the 
mines, and increase leverage at the bar-
gaining table. The profits from this il-
licit business enrich the armed groups 

that control the mines and their political 
backers, while simultaneously supplying 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually 
for those armed groups to operate and 
start the cycle anew. 

The UN Group of Experts on DRC 
has worked to sort out the complex local 
and regional dimensions of the mineral 
trade, and their biannual reports show 
truly how global the illicit system is. The 
minerals are mined either by locals, child 
laborers, or workers forced at gunpoint 
by unscrupulous army commanders or 
rebel leaders. From there, the minerals 
change hands several times while still in 
the DRC before being smuggled to the 
neighboring countries of Rwanda, Ugan-
da, and Burundi.

The minerals are usually sent from 
these transit countries to major smelting 
plants in Southeast Asian countries, such 
as Malaysia, where they are mixed with 
other minerals from around the world. 
This process makes it nearly impossible 
to physically separate out products that 

have so-called “conflict minerals” from 
ones that do not. From this stage, the 
minerals find their way into the circuit 
boards and capacitors that make your 
cell phone vibrate and your hard drive 
spin.

This convoluted process has made it 
difficult for NGO’s to fight for this cause 
through a campaign like “Save Darfur” 
or “Blood Diamonds.” It has been easy 
for technology companies to throw their 
hands in the air, exclaiming that it is too 
complicated and expensive to clean out 
their supply chains. But no matter how 
complex, the link is inescapable: the 
electronics we buy everyday fund armed 
groups that rape hundreds of women, 
conscript countless child soldiers, and 
kill an estimated 45,000 innocent civil-
ians every month.

As intractable as the situation has be-
come, there is reason to hope that the 
“conflict mineral” situation in the Congo 
will improve—increasing awareness for 
the issue in the US and beyond. This past 
summer, buried in the Wall Street Finan-
cial Reform bill was a provision requir-
ing hundreds of technology companies 
to annually report to the SEC whether or 
not they are sourcing minerals from the 
Congo or surrounding countries. While 
a positive step, the legislation does not 
apply rigorous standards as to how com-
panies should audit their supply chains. 
This leaves a window open for civil soci-
ety and the public to make a difference.

And this is where Penn can be a leader. 
Student groups from Stanford to Yale are 
working to make their campuses “con-
flict mineral” free. By leveraging these 
universities’ billion-dollar endowments, 
a growing coalition has the potential to 

STORY BY BEN BROCKMAN
ART BY ALLISON ZUCKERMAN
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bring about a rigorous audit of technol-
ogy supply chains. A decision by Penn, 
known for its influential Wharton Busi-
ness School and strong ties to the private 
sector, would amplify the work of other 
universities and send a strong message 
to the world’s technology companies: the 
public expects better of the private sec-
tor.

This is not a call for immediate divest-
ment as seen in past movements against 
apartheid South Africa or Darfur, Sudan, 
in which Penn also acted as a leader. No 
technology companies can say they are 
100% conflict-mineral free, so isolated 
divestment in a broad industry achieves 
little. It is instead a proposal for Penn to 
engage the largest technology companies 
it invests in and buys electronics from 

Electronics companies such as Nokia and Apple say it is impossible to trace the source 
of the minerals used in their products. However, this minerals dealer shows the difference 
between tin ore from a rebel-held mine and a non-conflict mine (left and right, respectively). 
Photo courtesy of Grassroots Group

and to urge them to adopt the OECD 
Due Diligence Guidelines for Respon-
sible Supply Chains. These guidelines, 
developed by experts familiar with the 
conflict, create a blueprint for technol-
ogy companies to keep conflict miner-
als out of their supply chains. It instructs 
them to identify risk areas in their sup-
ply chains, take steps to mitigate them, 
and utilize third-party, independent 
auditing to ensure that these steps are 
successful. For companies that are not 
receptive, Penn should use its power as a 
shareholder to bring these issues up for 
a vote. If both these measures fail, then 
divestment and a change in purchasing 
preferences become viable options. This 
must not be a campaign to punish indi-
vidual actors, but to give an entire in-

dustry incentive to reform.
I urge the student body and the ad-

ministration to work together in the 
coming months to make a difference 
on this important issue. A successful 
policy is a chance for Penn to embody 
its core values of global engagement and 
social responsibility and be an industry 
champion for an important cause. Solv-
ing the “conflict mineral” problem is one 
important step in bringing lasting peace 
and development to the Eastern DRC. It 
is as simple as letting Penn and compa-
nies know that as much as our genera-
tion likes its iPods and Blackberries, it 
cares about the materials used to create 
the product and their implications half 
way around the world.
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January’s stunning events have 
brought enormous political and social 
tension to the fore across the Middle 
East and North Africa. With the success 
of the Jasmine Revolution in dethroning 
Tunisia’s long serving dictator, and relat-

A NEW PATH TO 
FOREIGN POLICY 

IN THE MIDDLE EAST

ed uprisings in Egypt, Algeria, Yemen, 
Jordan and even Sudan, a political cri-
sis has now become evident. Fueled by 
economic and political frustration alike, 
the region’s bulge of youth has taken to 
the streets to demand a new order. These 

demands, from jobs to reduction of cor-
ruption to core democratic freedoms, 
angrily articulated in protest march-
es and iconic self-immolations, have 
changed Middle Eastern politics. While 
Arab populations were once castigated 
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as apathetic—silently accepting the rule 
of aging autocrats—their rage has now 
exploded, forcing recognition from au-
thorities. As demonstrators threaten to 
change this region, America must con-
front the reality that it is sitting on the 
wrong side of the tide of regional history. 

The rhetoric of US foreign policy has 
long focused on Washington’s supposed 
commitment to American values and 
universal rights. In various speeches, 
presidents and top officials alike have 
long spoken of the need for reform in 
the region and US support for demo-
cratic transitions in what remains the 
least democratic region on the planet. 
On occasion, they have backed up those 
words with action. The Obama adminis-
tration, after some dithering, came out 
in favor of Iran’s Green Movement after 
that country’s fraudulent 2009 presi-
dential election. In its better moments, 
the Bush Administration pushed Arab 
leaders to reform and democratize, suc-
cessfully instigating minor democratic 
openings in both Egypt and Jordan early 
in the millennium. This is the face of US 
foreign policy that Americans, with our 
woefully inadequate mainstream media, 
are most familiar with. It is a narrative 
where officials may often be bumbling, 
perhaps making serious mistakes in 
places like Iraq, but are ultimately well 
intentioned. 

But the reality for the peoples of the 
Middle East could not be more differ-
ent. For in truth US foreign policy is 
Janus-faced; pro-democratic rhetoric 
coexists with vigorous defense of the 
repressive status quo. The US supports 
almost all of the region’s dictators. From 
the Atlantic to the Tigris, only two Arab 
states have held free elections in recent 
times: the unstable and deeply divided 
states of Iraq and Lebanon. In all other 
countries military dictators and mon-
archs rule over a dozen nations. This is a 
status quo that the US defends with bil-
lions of dollars of taxpayer dollars every 
year. President Bush’s democratic initia-
tive collapsed in the middle of the 2000’s 
after it became clear that open elections 
were leading to electoral gains by politi-

cal Islamists, leading Washington’s more 
squeamish voices to shut down the proj-
ect. In its place the government pursued 
a renewed policy of unqualified support 
for cruel dictators, while making use of 
its allies’ security states to monitor ter-
rorist organizations and pursue other US 
aims. This is the tragedy of the current 
events. As people fight for their rights in 
the streets of Cairo, they find themselves 
in conflict with security services paid for 
in part with US funding. 

Three key US foreign policy aims un-
derpin this policy: the suppression of 
Islamist terrorism, the protection of US 
economic interests, and the defense of 
Israel. In the short term, all of these re-
quire a reliance on regional despots. The 
kind of security operations that the US 
desires performed in the region could 
only be done by dictatorial security ser-
vices. In many of these countries the 
line between Islamic opposition move-
ments and terrorism is blurred at best, 
and elections in Palestine and Lebanon 
have raised the stature of groups Wash-
ington considers terrorist organizations. 
The tendency then to support typically 
secular dictators is acute. 

Israel is deeply unpopular across the 
Arab world, even in Jordan and Egypt, 
the two Arab countries with which Is-
rael has diplomatic relations. Even aside 
from the terrorism issue, Israeli leaders 
have good reason to fear that popularly 
elected governments in the region would 
take a harder stand on Israel and the Is-
raeli-Palestinian peace process than do 
the current autocrats. Any democratic 
opening would, at least in the short 
term, deepen Israel’s regional isolation. 

Finally, the global economy’s depen-
dence on oil has buttressed support for 
autocrats. Not only are global oil sup-
plies concentrated in the region, but in-
creasing shares of financial capital are 
held in the Persian Gulf and much global 
trade passes through Egypt’s Suez Canal. 
Any threat to any of these centers of eco-
nomic power could have a seismic im-
pact on the global economy, encourag-
ing America to maintain stability rather 
than encourage change. 

But it is the short-termism of all this 
which we must recognize. From Saddam 
to Bin Laden, this is a part of the world 
where America has a long record of ac-
cidentally training its future enemies. 
The region’s profound social, economic 
and political crises cannot be ignored. 
Even if the current storm passes it will 
not mean a return to stability but mere-
ly a lull before the next one. Defending 
America’s interests means recognizing 
that the status quo cannot survive; the 
longer America supports, it the worse 
things will be when it finally collapses. 

More importantly, current policy is 
already producing America’s current 
problems. George Bush was uttering 
nonsense when he said that terrorists 
hate America for its freedom. In fact 
one of the greatest things driving Islam-
ic terrorism is Washington’s support for 
corrupt Arab despots, as well as its fail-
ure to force a two state solution in Isra-
el-Palestine. Few things would do more 
to delegitimize violent Islamist politics 
than actually allowing people to vote. 
From terror to economics to Israel, what 
is good for now is bad for tomorrow.

How can the America move forward? 
This is a complex question which de-
pends on the outcome of regional events 
still changing daily. But some basic con-
tours are clear. America must be much 
more careful about what support it lends 
to Arab regimes. American tax dollars 
must no longer subsidize violent repres-
sion. What aid America does continue 
to give to these regimes must be condi-
tioned on political reform, and this time 
Washington must not balk if election re-
sults don’t produce the ‘right’ outcome. 
America must force a just peace in Pal-
estine, or that fetid sore will continue 
to poison America’s reputation in the 
region. Above all else, America needs to 
regain faith in its values and institute a 
long-term focused foreign policy. For if 
the histories of Europe and the Ameri-
cas have taught us anything, it’s that the 
gradual deepening and entrenchment of 
democratic institutions is the only guar-
antee of peace.

Three key US foreign policy aims underpin this policy: the suppression of Islamist 

terrorism, the protection of US economic interests, and the defense of Israel. 
“ “
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Tokyo, Hong Kong, Singapore, 
Shanghai, Beijing. In just a couple of de-
cades, these names have vaulted to global-
city status, putting them on the same level 
as leading Western metropolises like New 
York, London, and Paris. Tokyo currently 
has the largest metropolitan economy in 
the world, while Hong Kong is in con-
tention for the world’s most impressive 
skyline. Beijing and Shanghai have risen 
dramatically in wealth, development, and 
prominence over the last decade, with the 
massive Beijing Olympics and Shanghai 
Expo occurring in just the last 3 years.

The growth of all these East Asian cities 
has been driven by a combination of fac-
tors, from economic development and po-
litical restructuring to population growth 
and infrastructure development. They also 
reflect the growth of their countries. Bei-
jing and Shanghai currently spearhead the 
massive Chinese economic development 
that this past year gave the country the title 
of second-largest economy in the world.

So what exactly is a global city? Foreign 
Policy (FP) Magazine cites the following 
criteria for leading global cities: “influence 
on and integration with global markets, 
culture, and innovation…everything from 
a city’s business activity, human capital, 
and information exchange to its cultural 
experience and political engagement.” East 
Asian cities have made strides in each of 
these areas since the second half of the last 
century. Tellingly, the FP index of global 
cities for 2010 listed four East Asian cities 

in its top ten: Tokyo, Hong Kong, Singa-
pore, and Seoul. In particular, four crucial 
factors enhance these cities’ growing global 
influence.

Economy
Economic strength is arguably the most 

significant attribute that has propelled East 
Asian cities to global significance. East 
Asian cities have aggressively capitalized 
on world markets and trade in the last few 
decades. Tokyo, for example, has cemented 
its status since the 1980s as part of a global 
financial triumvirate along with New York 
and London. It also hosts the world’s sec-
ond-largest stock exchange, as well as sev-
eral of the world’s largest and most impor-
tant banks and corporations. Hong Kong 
has taken a similarly prominent role on the 
global economic stage and is often called 
the world’s freest economy. Low restrictions 
on trade and investment draw companies 
internationally to hold operations there, 
giving it an international character. Singa-
pore and Seoul have taken on more niche 
roles, focusing largely on trade and exports, 
which also have led to soaring GDPs.

Shanghai and Beijing appear poised to be 
the next two major East Asian players in the 
world economy. Growth in these two Chi-
nese cities has been among the fastest in the 
world in the last two decades; GDP growth 
in Shanghai has annually hit double-digits 
since the early 1990s, and Beijing’s growth 
is not far behind. Service industries have 
begun to overtake heavy industry as the 

most important economic sectors, and 
their continued growth will generate fur-
ther economic development in these cities. 
Like China as a whole, participation in the 
international economy in the last couple 
of decades has driven and will continue to 
drive these cities’ economic growth.

Infrastructure
The world’s most advanced infrastruc-

tures have come to be associated with East 
Asian cities. The world’s fastest high-speed 
rails, for example, are in Tokyo and Shang-
hai. The largest growth in subway systems 
has been in Shanghai, Tokyo, and Seoul, all 
of which now have trains and stations that 
make New York’s look old, creaky, and dirty. 
Beijing, Tokyo, and Hong Kong have some 
of the highest airport traffic in the world. 
Tokyo and Seoul are often considered tele-
communications capitals of the world, with 
highly advanced wireless phone and inter-
net networks. Whereas a couple of decades 
ago East Asia’s major cities were considered 
backwater, they have undergone a continu-
ous makeover with new roads, parks, and 
buildings constantly emerging.

Politics
East Asian cities have become major 

centers for world political and economic 
forums and conferences. Whereas prior to 
the second half of the 20th century, inter-
national politics centered in Europe and the 
United States, East Asian cities are now a 
significant force and both send and draw 

TILTING EASTWARD
The Rise of East Asian Megacities
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many international delegates a year. As 
national capitals, Tokyo, Singapore, Seoul, 
and especially Beijing in recent years have 
played large roles in international diploma-
cy. Other prominent cities like Shanghai, 
Hong Kong, and Osaka have also hosted 
their share of international meetings. The 
UN, the World Bank, the IMF, the WTO, 
and the G8/G20 have all had numerous 
conferences in major East Asian cities in re-
cent decades, indicating that these cities are 

of significant influence on the global stage 
and that other countries want to be engaged 
with them.
World Visibility

Finally, the names and images of East 
Asian cities have skyrocketed in visibil-
ity the past couple of decades. The names 
Tokyo, Hong Kong, and Shanghai resonate 
almost as much, if not equally, as the big-
gest names of Western cities. Images of 
East Asian cityscapes are widely recogniz-

able—Tokyo’s illuminated streets, Hong 
Kong’s skyline, and Shanghai’s waterfront. 
Skyscrapers are another feature that has be-
come characteristic of East Asian cities, as 
East Asian skyscrapers currently comprise 
half of the top ten tallest buildings in the 
world. Tourism has increased accordingly 
with greater world visibility; Tokyo, Hong 
Kong, and Shanghai are more and more de-
sirable destinations every year.

Perhaps the rise in world visibility of 
East Asian cities is best seen in their fre-
quent association with high profile events. 
South Korean and Japanese cities co-hosted 
the 2002 World Cup. The massive Shanghai 
Expo in 2010 was the largest ever World 
Fair. Most notably, the Olympics became 
coming-out platforms for two of the most 
important East Asian cities—1964 signaled 
the emergence of Tokyo as a modern in-
dustrial powerhouse and 2008 showcased 
Beijing’s ascendance to global-city status. 
These were all events that announced to 
the world that East Asian cities are not to 
be ignored.

Future
Can East Asian cities keep up the pace 

of growth that they’ve maintained in the 
last decades? If so, will it be the result of the 
same factors that have driven their surge 
thus far? It seems likely that East Asian cit-
ies will continue their progress. China’s cit-
ies are leading the pack in terms of current 
growth rate, and with the Chinese govern-
ment’s strong hand and proactive nature, 
this momentum looks unlikely to slow any-
time soon. Even the “veterans,” the more 
established cities among East Asia’s urban 
centers, continue their ascendancy despite 
more stagnant growth levels. Pricewater-
houseCoopers not only ranked Tokyo as 
the world’s largest metropolitan economy 
in 2005, but it projects that it will maintain 
a strong lead ahead of New York even in 
2020. This projection also places Shanghai, 
Hong Kong, and Seoul snugly in the top 
twenty. It wouldn’t be surprising if these 
cities are able to keep up the innovation 
and development that have served them 
so well thus far, building the economy, de-
veloping infrastructure, playing a strong 
international political role, and improving 
global visibility. Even more so than now, 
East Asian cities will represent “the place 
to be” for global business, politics, and cul-
ture. As the world tilts eastward, it will be a 
spectacle to see these cities take on a more 
dominant role in the world.

1 New York

2 London

3 Tokyo

4 Paris

5 Hong Kong

6 Chicago

7 Los Angeles

8 Singapore

9 Sydney

10 Seoul

GLOBAL 
CITIES 
INDEX 
2010

*Rankings from Foreign Policy Magazine

“The world’s biggest, most interconnected cities... are the engines of growth for their 
countries and the gateways to the resources of their regions.” - Foreign Policy, 2008
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PPR: You did a lot for Pennsylvania 
during your time as governor. What 
specific achievement would you most 
like to be remembered for?

Ed Rendell: It’s interesting. Some-
body found a memo that was done two 
weeks after my election, in 2002, before 
I had taken office. It listed forty pages 
of campaign promises, and we put to-
gether a chart, with the promises on the 
left and the steps we have taken to ful-
fill those promises on the right. It’s not 
amazing, because I sort of expected it, 
but in virtually every area we’ve made 
substantial progress towards fulfilling 
those promises, if not even more. 

In education, the increase in tar-
geted funding to education, for early 
childhood learning, for after-school 
tutoring, for reduced class sizes, for 
teacher training, for technology in 
the high schools, have led to sensa-
tional results. The Education Research 
Policy Center in Washington said that 
Pennsylvania was the only state in the 
union to make substantial progress on 
the national test in every grade level 
tested and in every subject tested in the 

Q&A  
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The former Governor of Pennsylvania
reflects on his terms in office, his legacy, 

the challenges PA faces in the coming
years, and much more

last eight years. So educationally we’ve 
done a great job. 

In terms of economic development: 
In the 96 months that I’ve been gover-
nor the unemployment rate has been 
significantly lower than the national 
average. Today it is 1.2 percent lower 
than the national average. We have the 
best unemployment rate (although it’s 
not good, don’t misunderstand me) 
of any of the large industrial states. In 
year to year job growth we rank sev-
enth among the fifty states, higher than 
any industrial state by far. So that eco-
nomic development has been rapid be-
cause we have been willing to invest in 
infrastructure, invest in our traditional 
industries, invest in green energy jobs. 

In terms of the environment itself, 
we’ve made tremendous progress. We 
have a higher auto emission standard -  
the California standard. We’ve passed 
regulations restricting the level of mer-
cury that can be put into the air. We 
have increased our recycling program. 
Overall, the state itself has been award-
ed by the EPA the number one state in 
the union in percentage of its own en-

ergy needs that come from renewable 
alternative sources. When I became 
governor it was ten percent, and I said 
that I would double it to twenty, but 
we’ve actually quadrupled it to forty. 

We have also made significant 
progress in healthcare. We have al-
most twice as many of our citizens in 
the state’s prescription drug program, 
which is the best in the country. We in-
creased by 75,000 the number of young 
people in our CHIP program, and we 
adopted a plan called “Cover All Kids” 
in 2006. Now any parent can get access 
to affordable healthcare, even if they 
make more than the high poverty level 
for subsidy. If you are 300% of poverty 
level or above, you can still buy into 
the plan at our cost. You are getting a 
much better deal than you could get in 
the private market on your own. 

PPR: Do you think that those achieve-
ments were helped by having a divid-
ed government in Harrisburg, or did 
you get that done in spite of having a 
divided government?

ER: I’ve never had a Democratic-



 SPRING 2011 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  25 

INTERVIEW

controlled legislature, and I think I’ve 
gotten a lot done in spite of that fact. 
We had to compromise, and on some 
occasions those compromises actually 
produced a better result, but in some 
they kept us from achieving 100% 
where we wanted to go. It’s sort of a 
mixed bag.

PPR: What do you think will be the 
outcome of the redistricting process 
in the state? Will lawmakers engage 
in gerrymandering as they redraw 
Pennsylvania’s already somewhat 
oddly-shaped districts?

ER: Unfortunately, the answer is 
yes. They will. The Republicans, who 
control both houses of the legislature 
and the governor’s office will try to 
redistrict in a way that increases their 
majority. I strongly believe that the re-
districting should be done by a citizen’s 
committee.

PPR: What is your opinion of the 
mandates in the new federal health-
care bill? The incoming governor, 
Tom Corbett, recently filed a suit 
against the bill.

ER: Over the long run, I think it will 
be a significant benefit to Pennsylva-
nians. Well over a million Pennsylva-
nians who don’t have health care today 
will have it. Senior citizens will see the 
donut hole in their federal prescription 
drug coverage done away with. The in-
surance reforms will be awesome. The 
insurance companies won’t be able to 
disqualify you for a pre-existing illness. 
Insurance companies won’t be able to 
cap what they pay out to you in a life-
time. There will be many huge reforms. 
Small businesses will get tax credits for 
providing health care to their employ-
ees. 

PPR: Do you think that the health-
care bill went far enough?

ER: I think it was groundbreaking, 
but more should have been done to 
prevent some of the chaos that is going 
on right now.

PPR: Many have criticized the num-
ber of no-bid contracts that your ad-
ministration has awarded, and your 

successor has already expressed his 
opposition to no-bid contracts. What 
did your administration see as the 
benefit to no-bid contracts?

ER: No-bid contracts should be 
used sparingly, in emergency situa-
tions or when you have a vendor who 
has done a great job. When the vendor 
has performed in an exemplary fashion 
for the state, they should be rewarded 
by an extension of their contract. That’s 
what a private business would do, that’s 
what a non-profit would do, and gov-
ernment should have the leeway to do 
that. Otherwise, there is no incentive 
for the vendor to perform well, because 
they know no matter how well they do 
it has to be rebid and sent to the lowest 
bidder the next time. 

PPR: What do you think will be the 
most important social and legal is-
sues facing the state in the coming 
years?

ER: What we do about education 
funding. Pennsylvania has made such 
spectacular gains, and peeling back the 
education funding significantly would 
be a huge mistake. Not only would we 
be hurting the individual students, but 
it would be hurting the state’s econom-
ic viability in the future. 

PPR: Does that also apply to higher 
education too, or just primary and 
secondary education in the state?

ER: Well, first and foremost K 
through 12. But yes, college and uni-
versity education are important, al-
though there are going to have to be 
some cuts. It is important that we try 
to minimize the cuts and that we try to 
help our institutions on the investment 
side of the coin.

PPR: During your time as governor, 
you tolerated capital punishment. 
What place do you believe capital 
punishment will hold in American 
society going forward? 

ER: In most states we don’t have a 
system of capital punishment. In Penn-
sylvania for example I signed death 
warrants for over 120 individuals, yet 
not one of them has been executed, nor 

are they anywhere near having an exe-
cution date set, and this has been eight 
years. The death penalty can only have 
a deterrent effect if it is used in a rela-
tively strict time and used when a jury 
has found someone guilty of first de-
gree murder. With DNA and expanded 
technology, the likelihood of mistake 
is much less than it’s been in the past, 
and as a result I think the death penalty 
could be a fair and effective deterrent. 
If it’s not going to be used all it’s going 
to do is cost the state money.

PPR: You recently talked about the 
“wussification” of America after 
an Eagles game was postponed be-
cause of snow. Does that only refer to 
sports, or has it manifested itself in 
other areas of American culture?

ER: It is very much in other areas. 
You can’t listen to a TV advertisement 
without hearing half the ad being a dis-
claimer that some insurance person or 
lawyer wrote. Kids are not allowed to 
bring peanut butter and jelly sandwich-
es to school in many school districts 
now because they are afraid of other 
kids getting peanut shock. Look at our 
dealings with China. We have literally 
backed down time and time again with 
China when they steal our intellectual 
property, when they manipulate their 
currency to hurt our economy, when 
they subsidize products and dump 
them into the American market in an 
effort to drive out the Americans who 
make that product. 

PPR: Do you have any advice for other 
Penn graduates who want to go into 
politics, and would you recommend it?

ER: It’s a very difficult profession. 
You’re held to a standard by the me-
dia that they don’t subject themselves 
to. Your personal life becomes totally 
open to the public and everything you 
do and say gets scrutinized.  You don’t 
get paid very well and the working con-
ditions aren’t very good. So there are a 
lot of downsides to it, but the upside 
is that you are in a position to change 
people’s lives for the better. That upside 
is tremendous, and I think it makes it 
worth it.
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PPR: In light of the recent 
uprisings in the Middle East, do 
you believe that the United States 
has a responsibility to intervene in 
the situation there?

Newt Gingrich: No, we do not 
have a responsibility to intervene. 
But I do believe that we have a 
moral responsibility to side with 
the people, and to be encouraging 
the development of democracy. It’s 
interesting. No one gives the Iraqi 
people any credit. The first great 
breakthrough is that Iraq has been 
through several elections; they’ve 
been through the complex agony 
of shaping governments; they have 
been having real campaigns. Second, 
the person who most explicitly 
articulated democracy and self-
government in the Middle East 
was George W. Bush in his second 
inaugural. The position he took was 
the right position. It is our moral 
necessity, here in Philadelphia 
where the Constitution and the 
Declaration of Independence were 
written, to favor self-government 
and to favor people’s right to be 

An interview with the former Speaker of 

the House and potential 2012

 presidential candidate

engaged in the public policy process. 
We should favor it whether it is in 
Tunisia or Libya or Iran, or for that 
matter in China or North Korea or 
Russia.

PPR: How should we support those 
movements?

NG: There are different ways for 
different areas. First of all I think 
that we want to indicate clearly 
that we are deeply opposed to 
Libya’s bringing in of mercenaries 
to kill people. It’s a little bit like 
Sudan, where I’ve always felt that 
we should be much more aggressive 
than we have been. I also think that 
we ought to actively indicate that 
people who actively engage in these 
kinds of human rights violations are 
subject to prosecutions. If we said, 
“Any time you see someone who’s 
doing something clearly wrong, 
take their picture with your cell 
phone and submit it to a tribunal,” 
you’d suddenly find a lot of security 
people saying, “I’m not sure I want 
to be a part of this next opportunity.” 
We both want to arouse the moral 

of those who want freedom and we 
want to lower the morale of those 
who are trying to oppress people 
from being free. 

The Daily Pennsylvanian: 
There has been a fairly recent 
GOP initiative to cut wasteful 
government spending, and one of 
those cuts has been to the National 
Science Foundation. Penn is a 
research university, and some of 
its research funding has thus been 
cut. Why go after the NSF?

NG: I personally wouldn’t. When 
I was Speaker of the House, while 
balancing the budget, we doubled 
the size of the National Institutes 
of Health and I said since then the 
biggest mistake we made was not 
tripling NSF at the same time. I 
think one of the major functions 
of government should be basic 
research and a continuous effort 
to expand our understanding of 
science and technology. I think it’s 
highly ironic  when people who use 
the internet explain how they’re 
opposed to the government doing 

INTERVIEW BY STEPHEN FRITZ, JESSICA MAYER, AND NED SHELL

Pictured above: PPR Board members Ned Shell, Jessica Mayer, 
and Stephen Fritz  with Mr. Gingrich
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things, because the government 
invented the internet. 

PPR: Do you feel that the tone 
of political rhetoric has changed 
since you left political leadership 
over the past decade or so?

NG: No. I always remind people 
that Jefferson and Hamilton each 
subsidized newspapers to smear 
the other. Washington almost left 
after his first term because the New 
York newspapers were criticizing 
Martha for having high tea, which 
they thought was a sign of incipient 
monarchy. A former Secretary of 
the Treasury was killed by a former 
Vice President in a duel over being 
slandered. For our entire history, 
politics in America has been a very 
difficult and challenging business, 
partly because politics in a sense 
is the sublimation of civil war. It’s 

a very positive solution-oriented 
approach, and that people would 
instinctively like that approach if 
somebody had the nerve to do it. 

The DP: In light of the recent 
protests in Wisconsin, what 
concessions do you feel that 
government employees will have 
to make in the future?

NG: I think Wisconsin is an 
interesting case study and is 
different from some other fights. 
Scott Walker was three times 
elected to be the County Executive 
for Milwaukee County, which is 
the largest local government in the 
state. He campaigned explicitly 
on reforming government unions. 
At the end of a two year effort, he 
was elected and Republicans gained 
seats in the Senate and in the House 

from, for example, the Philadelphia 
Teachers’ Union is helpful. It’s 
not really about money. It’s about 
management; it’s about getting rid 
of people who are incompetent; it’s 
about having merit. Most of the 
things that work in America have 
merit pay. 

PPR: Do you think that states 
should be allowed to declare 
bankruptcy when their budgets are 
unstable?

NG: I did an op-ed with Jeb Bush 
saying that it was worth examining if 
we needed a federal bankruptcy law. 
My purpose is not because I think 
that states should go bankrupt, 
although in the 1840s a significant 
number did, but because I want to 
send a signal to every state capital 
that a federal bailout is hopeless. 
You’re not getting any extra money. 
Part of the 10th Amendment 
movement should not be only to 
return power to the states, but also 
not to send them free cash. My goal 
is to say if our choice is a state going 
bankrupt or a state getting a bailout 
from Washington, I would prefer 
the state to confront bankruptcy. 

PPR: Do you think that states have 
a right to determine policies for 
same-sex marriage?

NG: I think that under states’ 
rights they do. There is no federal 
prohibition.

PPR: Do you think there should be 
one?

NG: I think it raises a question, 
because we have an agreement to 
recognize each other across state 
boundaries. If you have a state that 
says no and a state that says yes side 
by side, what do you do about that? 
But I would rather have that solved 
by the states. But I do think that 
the only way you could fix that if 
you wanted to would be through a 
constitutional amendment. 

My goal is to say if our choice is a state going 

bankrupt or a state getting a bailout from Washing-

ton, I would prefer the state to confront bankruptcy. 

a fight over values; it’s a fight over 
resources; it’s a fight over your 
definition of future positions. So it’s 
always been a very tough business. 

PPR: Do you think that there is a 
need for improvement right now?

NG: I think that the more you 
can focus on policies rather than 
personalities and the more that you 
can focus on talking about what we 
should be doing rather than finding 
somebody to attach will make us 
better off. Part of the reason we 
wrote the Contract with America 
in 1994 was to design a remarkably 
issue-oriented campaign. If you go 
back and see the original ad we did, 
which is in the Smithsonian, we 
don’t mention Clinton and we don’t 
mention Democrats. What we say 
is that if you elect us this is what 
we’ll do and this is our contract. 
I think that there is a hunger for 

and they now have basically a sixty 
percent majority in both houses. 
Now the Democrats who lost that 
debate and lost that campaign are 
now trying to find some extra-
parliamentary technique to avoid 
the reality that they lost. I think 
that there is going to be a change. 
It actually returns us to the world 
of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. 
Roosevelt said in the 1930s that he 
was very much for private sector 
unions but that he was deeply 
opposed to government unions. He 
thought that they were inherently 
contradictory. It is a fundamental 
violation of the purpose of being a 
government employee. 

PPR: To be explicit, you would 
not support public sector unions 
continuing if you had the option?

NG: I don’t think that the kind of 
collective bargaining that you see 
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