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REVIEW BY MARC-ANTHONY SERRANO

WIN A FIGHT
HOW TO

Stephen Colbert, Jon Stewart, and Bill Maher have become masters of the extremely lucrative 

business of political satire. Detached from their opinions, Colbert and Stewart (and Maher, 

when he’s not being sexist) are agreeable, funny comedians whose job of keeping Americans 

informed about political irrationality holds politics at the forefront of topical conversations. 

While impressive indeed, more impressive is author Daniel Kurtzman’s ability to convey satirical 

absurdity in print, the simultaneously most intellectual and least sought form of communication.

LIBERAL
For the few book readers that still exist in today’s TV-dominat-

ed society, Kurtzman’s book is a sort of dream come true. As would 
be expected for a self-help composition, How to Win is heavily an-
notated and isn’t intended to be read exhaustively—though doing 
so would certainly result in an even greater appreciation of the wit 
and vitriol, which Kurtzman so snidely employs. The book is orga-
nized into eight chapters, all of which carry very specific themes, 
including the following: What It Means to Be a Conservative, How 
to Win Friends While Antagonizing People, Kick-Ass Arguments: 
A Step-by-Step Guide, and When All Else Fails: 27,000 Ways to 
Insult Liberals. Though the titles are humorous and appealing, 
much of the underlying material, while satirical, actually provides 
assistance to political debate.

Daniel Kurtzman sifts through the logic of many standard ar-
guments (e.g. whether or not to raise taxes). He indicates specific, 
intelligent points in order to win an argument with sophistication 
rather than with haste. In fact, Kurtzman’s advice is incredibly 
specific: he varies his words according to the proselytizer, from 
a spouse to perfect stranger, co-worker, or parent. He lists these 

tips in an organized fashion. For example, if one is having an argu-
ment with a significant other, one shouldn’t, “resort to amateurish, 
passive-aggressive behavior,” or, “let resentments fester.” Converse-
ly, one should, “tease their significant other,” and most definitely 
should, “agree on a safeword to signal when one has reached their 
limit.” In practice, all of these tips can be immensely helpful in 
avoiding the unwelcome recoil many experience when discussing 
such controversial topics. There is a reason why your grandparents 
tell you to never discuss religion or politics at the table.

Furthermore, the author’s contrarianism is precisely what 
makes this book so enticing. The frank manner in which all of the 
topics are conveyed can be startling to many readers. This book 
isn’t for the elders who are colorfully decorated in full suits of mili-
tary regalia. The topics are most definitely controversial and out-
right offensive and the book would likely offend many average lib-
eral readers; however, this is a contribution to the book’s success. 
To effectively debate and argue as a liberal, it’s imperative to know 
how the foe is going to approach you. This wise technique shows 
Kurtzman’s unequivocal wit. 

with a
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WIN A FIGHT

Both books have proven a great point—Kurtzman can argue on an extremely sophisticated 

level. The satire in each of these publications is exceptional and certainly deserves greater 

attention than it is currently receiving. The style of arguments and the tactics described 

mirror those that one would find in a class on the art of rhetoric and logic. Regardless of one’s 

political affiliations, all will find equal entertainment within these texts given one truth—

that one is able to recognize flaws within their own reason and accept their shortcomings. 

Please, do open up and laugh heartily, for as Kurtzman says, “Partisan warfare has never 

been so much fun,” and, for the first time, both sides of the aisle will overwhelmingly agree.

with a
 Though offensive, these jokes should be taken in jest. 

The book definitely does an admirable job at preparing the lib-
eral mind for a confrontation with its ideological opponents—and 
if one can manage to articulate liberal ideology even half as well 
as Kurtzman, resistance would likely be futile. Even so, the book 
doesn’t promote blind antagonism—though that isn’t to say that 
it doesn’t promote any antagonism. The name of the game is tact, 
and Kurtzman is its master. As he puts it, “Build your street cred 
with conservatives by bad-mouthing an annoying liberal—say, 
Jesse Jackson or Rosie O’Donnell. That way you’ll defy stereotypes 
and demonstrate that your allegiances are not blind. Continue to 
rope them in by appealing to shared values and common interests 
before unleashing your Trojan horse–style sneak attack.” Once the 
foe is appreciatively listening, then the time has come to pour on 
the slanderous comments. Surely, the likening of Rudy Giuliani to 
Newt Gingrich and their common adulterous ways would infuri-
ate most conservatives, which Kurtzman suggests as an argument 
strategy. One should understand the opponent before attempting 
to argue.

CONSERVATIVE
When considering all from the previous book, Kurtzman 

proved his political adaptability in writing How to Win a Fight 
with a Conservative. The books are almost identical in structure. 
This work is also separated into various, specific chapters for en-
countering pretty much any situation with a conservative. Ad-
mittedly, this book, though a direct counterpart to the previous, 
has much more material. Quotes are found throughout by many 
well-known satirists, like Stephen Colbert. For instance, on page 
39, Colbert is quoted for stating, “Reality has a well-known liberal 
bias.” The commonly thought liberal media bias is an advantage 
that Conservative has over Liberal, and this is a direct product of 
the media environment in which we dwell. This book also tends 
to be much funnier than its counterpart, with jokes that are more 
controversial. For example: “What liberals say: I’m tired of listen-
ing to religious nutcases and puritanical prudes trying to dictate 
what I do in the bedroom or what I can do with my body. What 
conservatives hear: I’m a godless, amoral hedonist. Where’s the 
nearest drive-through abortion clinic?” While edgy, jokes like this 
definitely get the attention of the reader.

Marc-Anthony Serrano writes the first in a series of book reviews for Penn Polit-

ical Review. He tackles Daniel Kurtzman’s pair of best-selling political satires, 

How to Win a Fight with a Liberal and How to Win a Fight with a Conservative.
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THE DAM
FLOWETH OVER
CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM SCHOLARS LIKE TO 
talk about the “hydrology problem” in politics; no matter how 
high you build the regulatory dam, money always finds a way 
to flow through the cracks and into the system. The recent ad-
vent of super PACs, however, has done more than create a few 
cracks. By effectively allowing political candidates to receive 
unlimited campaign contributions through independent prox-
ies, it has overwhelmed the whole dam in an opaque tsunami of 
money, raising serious corruption concerns. When super PACs 
can change the course of an election, wealthy individuals and 
corporations can gain undue influence on the political process. 
For example, wouldn’t President Santorum feel a great obligation 
to reward Foster Friess with some favorable executive orders?

To stem the flow of cash into our elections, we must first 
understand how and why the first cracks appeared. Many be-
lieve that the root of the super PAC problem is the landmark 
Supreme Court case Citizens United v. Federal Election Com-
mission, in which a narrow majority ruled that corporations 
are people and, therefore, have the right to spend and donate 
money as they choose. Except that’s not at all what the Court 
said. In reality, the Court staked out a position consistent with 
its earlier decisions, ruling that the government cannot limit 
political expenditures that are wholly independent of candi-
dates. In other words, I can run ten million dollars’ worth of Jon 
Huntsman 2016 ads so long as I do not coordinate the Hunts-
man campaign because the First Amendment protects my right 
to political speech. And I cannot corrupt Jon Huntsman because 
I’ll independently run the ads no matter what he does or says.

Instead, a lower court ruling is the source of the problem: in 
SpeechNow.org v. FEC, the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals ruled 
that contributions to (not just expenditures from) independent 
spending-only organizations could not be limited. This is quite 
different than what the Supreme Court addressed in Citizens 
United; instead of someone making their own expenditure, su-
per PACs allow people to contribute money to someone else’s 
speech. Backed by a series of FEC advisory opinions, Speech-
Now bears prime responsibility for the creation of the super PAC.

The problem with super PACs, as former FEC Chairman 
and current Colbert Super PAC advisor Trevor Potter explains, 
is that they almost never engage in truly independent expen-
ditures like my hypothetical Huntsman ads. Instead, a lax FEC 
definition of “improper coordination” has led to the prolif-
eration of “pseudo party committee” super PACs and “candi-

date super PACs” run by former staffers, business partners, 
and advisors with close affiliations to parties and candidates. 
Candidates have explicitly endorsed “their” super PACs and 
even solicited money on their behalf. In short, super PACs of-
ten do coordinate with candidates, who can receive huge, po-
tentially corrupting campaign contributions from wealthy 
donors and corporations. And since super PACs can receive 
donations from 501(c)(4) organizations, the true sources of 
these large donations are often hidden from public scrutiny. 

The end result of the potent combination of Citizens Unit-
ed, SpeechNow, and these FEC opinions is a flood of doz-
ens (if not hundreds) of millions of dollars in pseudo cam-
paign contributions from profit-maximizing corporations 
and self-interested individuals. Thus, the bad news: A tiny 
proportion of the electorate now has a huge ability to re-
wire the American electoral system to serve their interests. 

But, there is good news. Since super PACs are not pro-
tected by Supreme Court precedent, Congress, the FEC, or 
the courts can and should step in to regulate super PACs. 

And Chief Justice John Roberts needn’t even lift his gavel.
In theory, Congress need only pass a statute that defines in-

dependent expenditures the way the Supreme Court did - as 
wholly uncoordinated expenditures. That means no “party” 
or “candidate” super PACs. Since Citizens United only pro-
tects expenditures, Congress could also establish limits on 
contributions to super PACs as it did in the 2002 Bipartisan 
Campaign Reform Act and other statutes. Of course, this a 
pure fantasy for the gridlocked 112th Congress but real re-
form could pass as early as 2013 if either party wins deci-
sive majorities in both houses of Congress in November.

Perhaps it is folly to count on politicians to stem the flow 
of money into their own campaign coffers. Fortunately, plenty 
of other actors can play their part. The FEC is currently dead-
locked between 3 Democratic and 3 Republican Commission-
ers, 5 of whom are sitting on expired terms because the Sen-
ate has refused to confirm presidential nominations. A larger 
Democratic Senate majority or a slew of Obama recess ap-
pointments, however, could allow a few fresh Commission-
ers to approve stricter coordination rules without a congres-
sional mandate. Additionally, the FCC, Congress, or the White 
House could issue new disclosure requirements that could 
bring transparency to the torrent of anonymous super PAC ads.

Finally, the Supreme Court could simply reexamine the is-
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sue. It clearly did not expect Citizens United to be stretched to 
the extremes as it has; indeed, in a concurrence signed by eight 
justices, Justice Kennedy noted the Court’s expectation that 
all independent expenditures would be fully disclosed. More-
over, the Court did not condone unlimited coordinated con-
tributions. Justices Ginsburg and Breyer have urged using an 
appeal of a Montana case regarding independent expendi-
tures to review the precedent set forth in Citizens United; such 
a situation is possible, if not terribly likely. In truth, there are 
only nine people on Earth who know the Court’s next move.

Until the November elections, successful reform is extraordinari-
ly unlikely. If anything, suggests Brookings Institution senior fellow 
Anthony Corrado, “campaign finance changes are likely to move in 
the direction of less regulation, not more.” Ideological polarization 
and election-year jitters will ensure that super PACs continue to 
grow in size and influence as the 2012 presidential campaign rolls on.

Thus, the 2012 elections will determine the fate of cam-
paign finance reform in the short-term. A return to divided 
government will likely mean that super PACs will continue 

to expand largely unregulated. A Democratic or Republican 
takeover in both houses, on the other hand, could jumpstart 
the process; even the Republicans wouldn’t mind taking cred-
it for campaign finance reform. Either way, public scrutiny 
and anger will only continue to grow as super PACs contin-
ue to flood more and more money into American elections.

“In a democracy,” Trevor Potter reminds, “the first thing we do 
is elect a government.” When corruption undermines democratic 
accountability, the very foundations of government break down 
and become unresponsive to the will of the people. As the effects 
of SpeechNow v. FEC and FEC advisory opinions continue to give 
disproportionate, potentially corrupting influence to a small num-
ber of wealthy donors, the already anemic U.S. government will 
only become even more out of touch with the moderate majority 
of the American populace. We desperately need reform. With luck, 
the upcoming elections will make it possible. And if not, suggests 
John McCain, we need only wait until the inevitable scandal comes 
along and speeds up the process of campaign finance reform.
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With issues like offshore drilling bans likely to take up the political 
sphere, more important issues like global warming and alternative 
energy investment will be pushed to the back.  Yes, Republicans may 
agree with Democrats on stopping our dependence on foreign oil, but 
their solution of increasing our oil production is simply unrealistic.  
We need an honest debate on energy policy.  However, it is unrealistic, 
given the election year divisiveness in Washington, that any debate will 
occur in the near future.

It has always been popular to claim that the federal government is 
dysfunctional, but debate over energy policy really proves this point.  
With Democrats and Republicans living in separate universes, it will 
be tough to create solutions.  Maybe playing politics over largely un-
controllable gas prices will soon end.  Some hope lies in Mitt Romney 
if he is elected.  With less pressure from his Republican base, maybe he 
will take the necessary step forward and revert back to the “moderate” 
Republican he used to be.  Only time will tell whether this political 
season will be any different than the last.  

STORY BY CHARLES RUBENFELD 

WITH GAS PRICES NEAR $4 A GALLON, ENERGY POL-
icy is slowly becoming a leading issue of the 2012 election.  
Republicans have been taking advantage of this fact by blam-
ing President Obama for the increasing strain high gas prices 
are putting on American pocketbooks.  As Mitt Romney said 
of Obama, “he has not pursued policies that convince the 
world that America is going to become energy secure, energy 
independent.”  Therefore, he is “absolutely” to blame for high 
gas prices.  Newt Gingrich went even further during the cam-
paign, claiming he would lower gas prices to $2.50 if elected.  
Republicans have cited restrictions on drilling in places like 
ANWAR and Obama’s refusal to build the Keystone Pipeline 
as areas in which he has failed.  

But commodities like oil are special in that they are traded 
on world markets.  America’s gas prices are not determined 
by our domestic supply and our demand, but by world supply 
and world demand.  Since the United States has very little of 
the world’s oil reserves (around 2%), increased drilling would 
have little effect on world prices.  This prediction has been 
confirmed in study after study, with one predicting, for ex-
ample, that the implementation of an offshore drilling ban 
would increase gas prices by a mere 3 cents.  The real reasons 
gas prices are rising, experts say, are changes in other nations 
of the world. These include increased demand from rapidly 
industrializing nations such as China and India and fears of 
supply disruptions due to tensions with Iran.

Blaming the President for uncontrollable high gas prices is 
not a new practice.  In 2006, Speaker Pelosi and other Dem-
ocrats also placed blame on President Bush.  Furthermore, 
at the beginning of his presidency, George W. Bush blamed 
high gas prices on Clinton’s previous energy policies.  Clearly, 
blaming other politicians for high gas prices has been a reli-
able strategy.  Every American needs to consume gas, and it is 
one of the most visible prices in the economy.  Furthermore, 
presidents often boast about their control of the economy.  
With these factors, you have an issue which opposing politi-
cians often exploit.  

Nonetheless, this has been part of a larger energy policy 
Republicans have pushed for years. “Drill baby drill” has 
become a mantra of the right and is arguably their leading 
policy prescription when it comes to energy policy.  Further-
more, the rise of the Tea Party and far right wing of the party 
have turned formerly moderate candidates on environmental 
policy into staunch conservatives.  For example, Mitt Rom-
ney was labeled a “climate friendly” Republican in 2004 for 
repeated callings to take action against climate change.  Now, 
he is firmly against any action.  

In this climate, the future of energy policy looks bleak.  

DRILL MAYBE DRILL 

A Historical Look at How the Youth Voting Bloc

 Can Decide the 2012 Presidential Election
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IN THE WAKE OF BARACK OBAMA’S 
successful mobilization of the youth voting 
bloc in the 2008 presidential election, po-
litical scientists have discussed at length the 
role of young people in the American elec-
torate.  They conceptualize the youth voting 
bloc in simplistic terms, prescribing basic 
steps for harnessing its potential.  However, 
an examination of youth political culture 
since the 1970s demonstrates that analysts 
have produced an incomplete understand-
ing of the group. The normative approach 
of these analysts has restricted understand-
ing of the youth voting bloc that will vote 
in the 2012 election to a vacuum, and the 
diverse dynamics of the bloc cannot be 
captured in this context. Instead, it must be 
viewed through a historical lens that traces 
its evolution back to 1971, when the pas-
sage of the 26th Amendment gave eighteen 
year olds the right to vote. Understanding 
this temporal complexity will enable young 
voters to successfully utilize their political 
strength.  As a young voter looks towards 
the impending presidential election, by ex-

amining the past they can understand how 
the complex nature of their voting bloc pro-
vides them with an opportunity to reshape 
the country, regardless of their experience 
or, more importantly, age.

Looking at data from the Center for In-
formation & Research on Civic Learning 
and Engagement (CIRCLE) at Tufts Uni-
versity, 2008 was only a peak in youth voter 
turnout.  According to CIRCLE’s data, 
since the passage of the 26th amendment, 
turnout among 18-24 year olds has varied 
erratically.  Voter participation in this age 
group began at a record turnout of 55.4% 
in 1972, with other highs in 1992 (52.0%) 
and 2008 (51.1%).  These numbers show 
that the youth voting bloc has not con-
tinuously gathered greater momentum or 
increased in size; rather, it has varied over 
time.  Youth voter turnout is volatile, and 
thus it is not easy to predict the number of 
youth who will make it to the polls.   

Looking at this basic historical data on 
voter turnout, one begins to see the nu-
ances that exist in the youth voting bloc.  

This complexity is also evident in other key 
aspects that define the composition of the 
bloc—many of which change over time.  
These characteristics are often miscon-
ceived, yet historical analysis enables their 
illumination. 

One such characteristic is partisanship.  
Today, most people associate the youth vot-
ing bloc with a liberal political ideology. 
Historically, however, this has not always 
been the case.  When one looks at party 
identification in presidential elections since 
the passage of the 26th amendment, histo-
rians target the 1992 election as a turning 
point.  President Bill Clinton, as part of his 
campaign, made it a priority to court the 
youth vote. By appearing on MTV, play-
ing saxophone on the Arsenio Hall show, 
and making speeches on college campuses, 
he demonstrated his commitment to mo-
bilizing youth in favor of the Democratic 
Party.  While these tactics may seem com-
monplace today, only twenty years ago they 
were seen as futile in light of the Republi-
can Party’s stranglehold on the youth vote.  

A Historical Look at How the Youth Voting Bloc

 Can Decide the 2012 Presidential Election

POWER 

YOUNG
TO THE

 PEOPLE
STORY BY GREGORY SEGAL ART BY KAILUN WANG 
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In Change and Continuity in the 1992 Elec-
tions, analysts from Michigan State and 
Duke University take an in-depth look at 
the 1992 election. The authors comment, 
“Particularly strong efforts were made to se-
cure the support of the youngest segment of 
the electorate, which had strongly support-
ed the GOP in previous campaigns”.  Due to 
the fact that the youth voting 
bloc had a long history of go-
ing to the right, it was seen as 
a risk for a Democrat to allo-
cate resources towards pur-
suing the youth vote.  While 
people today may conceive 
of the youth vote as leaning 
left, history shows that there 
is a well-established recent 
precedent of the youth vot-
ing bloc voting Republican. 
Thus, history indicates that 
it is possible for the bloc to 
move different directions. This empowers 
young voters, regardless of their affiliation, 
to feel hopeful about their ability to shape 
the voting bloc.  

Another aspect of the youth voting bloc 
is how it breaks down as by education at-
tainment.  According to a 2009 report by 
CIRCLE, the percentage of 18-29 year olds 
with some college experience is steadily 
increasing.  Back in 1972, 59% had no 
college experience, and it wasn’t until the 
1996 Presidential Election that the youth 
voting bloc was composed of a majority 
of people with college experience.  Given 
that any voter with a higher level of educa-
tion is more likely to vote, the fact that an 
increasing proportion of the youth voting 
bloc has some higher education means it is 
comprised of more people who are likely 
to vote.  Thus, the influence of the young 
people as a group will continue to rise. 

Another factor that cannot be ignored 
are changes in the manner in which can-
didates reach out to young people.  Ob-
viously, advances in technology make it 
much easier for a candidate to connect with 
voters in the present day. President Obama’s 
game-changing 2008 campaign provides a 

clear model for any candidate. As Universi-
ty of Virginia political analyst Glenn Starks 
describes in his book The Galvanization of 
the Young Vote in the 2008 Presidential Elec-
tion, Obama heavily utilized the internet 
to connect with the youth vote.  Among 
many things, he used his website to allow 
for quick access to information on his cam-

paign, and he utilized Facebook and Twit-
ter to connect to voters.  Starks notes, “He 
used the internet and the young activists to 
go where young people could be found.  In 
contrast, other candidates expected young 
voters to come to them.”  While technol-
ogy may be rapidly increasing and already 
is categorically different than it was years 
ago, it is not unheard of for candidates to 
utilize the technology of the present day to 
attempt to reach voters, as exemplified by 
President Clinton’s use of television to con-
nect young voters back in the ‘90s.  The use 
of these tactics cannot be ignored as the 
country approaches the 2012 election. The 
youth voting bloc is intensely plugged into 
technological innovations, and a success-
ful presidential candidate must be ready to 
utilize the latest technological advances and 
social media platforms to connect with this 
key demographic. 

These are only some characteristics of the 
youth voting bloc, which only begin to paint 
the picture of the multifaceted group.  Over 
time, this bloc changes and evolves, some-
times wavering between two sides (such as 
partisanship) and at other times adopting 
stronger characteristics (such as education 

or the use of technology).  History shows us 
how the youth voting bloc is not a simple 
phenomenon. Instead, the way it operates 
greatly depends on the context of the time 
period and the efforts made to influence 
it.  Recognizing how much is learned from 
briefly peering into the past, voters have the 
responsibility to learn about the history of 

the groups 
they are a 
part of to 
fully un-
d e r s t a n d 
the nature 
of their 
power.

As the 
country ap-
p r o a c h e s 
the 2012 
e l e c t i o n , 
the elec-

torate must not forget how lessons of his-
tory pertain to the youth voting bloc.  The 
complexity gleaned from history offers an 
entirely new realm of possibilities for tar-
geting and gaining support of this valuable 
demographic. This sector’s potential was 
never in doubt, but understanding its nu-
ances provides the opportunity for a politi-
cally motivated voter to feel they can influ-
ence its great power.  For example, history 
shows how a conservative member of the 
youth voting bloc should not forget that it 
has at times formed a base for the Repub-
lican party, which should give such young 
people confidence that it is possible for the 
youth voting bloc to again lean to the right.  
History demonstrates college students and 
those with college experience are becoming 
more powerful as they comprise a greater 
proportion of the youth electorate.  With 
continued technological advances, it will 
only become easier to mobilize young vot-
ers.  In light of all of this, the youth voting 
bloc is becoming increasingly influential.  
As the country approaches the 2012 elec-
tion and beyond, it is clear that the youth 
voting bloc will continue to play a greater 
role in the American electoral process.

“As the country approaches the 
2012 election, the electorate 
must not forget how lessons 
of history pertain to the youth 
voting bloc.”
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1. Personal Wealth:  Uncle Fidel is notorious for the allega-
tions of wealth against him.  Forbes reported that Castro had as 
much as $900 million located in foreign bank accounts.  In fact, 
one of his Highness’ secretaries was spotted using Zurich banks. 
Castro has tried to beat back these accusations by claiming, “If 
they can prove that I have a bank account abroad, with $900m, 
with $1m, $500,000, $100,000 or $1 in it, I will resign.” KGB officer 
Alexei Novikov also claimed that Castro has three luxurious yachts 
and 9,700 personal guards. Delfin Fernandez, a former bodyguard 
for Castro, alleges that the Castro brothers have 300 Mercedes.
 
2. Assassination Attempts: According to a 2006 Brit-
ish documentary, the CIA concocted 638 ways to assassinate 
the Cuban Communist. Some of the proposed plots involved 
exploding cigars, a scuba diving suit infected with a deadly 
fungus, a radio station filled with noxious gas, a poison pen, 
and femme fatales.  In fact, German beauty Marita Lorenz had 
Castro at gunpoint but backed down and sighed, “I can’t.” Cas-
tro responded with, “That’s right, no one can!” Life would 
have been a lot simpler if she had just shot the son of a gun.
  
3. Burning Underwear: This deserves its own section. Ac-
cording to Fernandez, his holiness does not let his underwear get 
laundered and always has it burnt.  Although this is quite strange 
and amusing, El Comandante fears that his undergarments 
could be chemically contaminated as an assassination attempt.
 
4. Homosexuals in Cuba: During the first years of the 
Cuban Revolution, Castro and infamous revolutionary Che 
Guevara sent thousands of homosexuals to re-education camps.  
Castro believed that gays were “agents of imperialism” and did 
not embody the ideals of a true Cuban revolutionary.  However, 
in 2010, Castro recanted these persecutions stating, “If some-
one is responsible, it’s me.” Homosexuality is now legal in Cuba.
 
5. Celia Sanchez: One of the more mysterious facts about his 
despotism was his “close” friend, Celia Sanchez (more like friends 
with benefits).  Having met Castro in 1957, Celia remained one 
of his closest aides until her death from lung cancer in 1980. Cas-
tro has not elaborated on his relationship with his Cuban beauty. 
Although Castro is married to the mother of five of his children, 
Castro’s former fellow revolutionary Huber Matos stated, “When I 
returned in 1958, there was Celia Sanchez beside Fidel Castro and I 
realized their relationship wasn’t just political, but intimate too.” It 
is okay Fidelito; we all have that one friend that is more than a friend.  

6. Uncashed Checks: Although Castro does not recognize 
the U.S.-Cuba Lease agreement, the American government as-
serts that Cuba acted to validate it.  The bearded dictator inad-
vertently cashed the first monthly check he received in 1959, 
an action that Washington uses to legitimize Castro’s recogni-
tion of the Guantanamo base and treaty.  What a fool! Castro 
keeps all the un-cashed checks in his personal desk and has not 
cashed one since.  Perhaps he could use that money to feed his 
people or more realistically, go towards his personal yachts.
  
7. Harlem: Castro is a renowned figure in Harlem.  In order 
to push back against negative attention for hosting Castro dur-
ing a 1960 meeting of the United Nations, the Shelburne Hotel 
asked the new Cuban leader and his delegation to leave.  Although 
Castro threatened to camp out at the UN or in Central Park, the 
Theresa Hotel in Harlem offered the Cuban delegation a free 
stay.  At the hotel, Castro met with Malcolm X and Soviet Pre-
mier Nikita Khrushchev.  He has voiced his support for the com-
munity and has continually thanked Harlem for its hospitality. 

8. Foreign Awards: Although surprising due to Castro’s noto-
rious dictatorial reputation, Nelson Mandela has openly embraced 
Fidel for his support against apartheid with the “Order of Good 
Hope.” North Korea awarded “El Jefe” with “the Golden Medal 
and the First Class Order of the National Flag.” Ironically enough, 
Muammar Gaddafi also awarded him with the “Libyan Human 
Rights Award.” Namibia has even named streets after his highness 
for his support against apartheid in the African nation. Appar-
ently the bearded womanizer is now a champion of human rights.
 
9. Religion: Despite the fact that Cuba had a title of an “Atheist 
State” and that priests were persecuted during the Cuban Revolution, 
Castro openly embraced Pope John Paul II in his 1998 visit to Cuba 
and expressed grief over the pontiff ’s death in 2005.  Castro has also 
recently stated that his religious beliefs are more deistic than atheistic.  

10. Miscellaneous: Castro has a love for Serrano hams and 
sent Fernandez to Spain to buy $2,500 worth of the delicacy, which 
was of course for the good of the Cuban people.  Castro’s Cuba 
is only second to China in the number of imprisoned journalists, 
whom are usually deemed dangerous to the ideas of the revolu-
tion.  In fact, Castro placed former Cuban Foreign Minister Ro-
berto Rabaina under two years of house arrest for attempting to 
open Cuba to the world and make the country more capitalistic.  

TEN THINGS 
YOU DIDN’T 
KNOW ABOUT CASTRO
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War era dovetailed with Iran’s need for new 
armaments after its ruinous 8-year war 
with Iraq. Russia scrapped its sale of the 
S-300 surface-to-air system to Iran only 
after intense diplomatic pressure, yet sold 
Iran a less ambitious defense system, there-
by indicating a long history of arms sales.

Second, Russia still peddles nuclear 
power.  Fulfilling a $800 million deal with 
Tehran signed in 1992, Russian companies 
built two nuclear reactors at Bushehr.  In 
addition, Russia has established herself as a 
nuclear player in the negotiations with Iran, 
and is always the party that offers to enrich 
and return Iran’s uranium at a lower grade.  
Fundamentally, Iran serves as a showpiece 
for Russian nuclear technology exports and 
as a model for other countries that would 
also like to be Russian nuclear clients.

Third, Russia’s policymakers are still 
fundamentally anti-American, suffering 
from what is dubbed a “Cold War Hang-
over.”  Little change in Russia’s leaders has 
caused a limited change in Russia’s mind-
set. President Putin has blamed the United 
States for engineering the Arab Spring and 
the 2008 world financial crisis, revealing 
his distaste for America.  Recent events 
have solidified Russia’s anti-American 

nonsensical: why would Russia befriend 
a revolutionary Islamic country that is 
juxtaposed to Russia’s volatile Caucasus?  

The dramatic fall of the Berlin Wall is 
the image that many have conjured to show 
the lack of continuity in Russia’s policy be-
tween the Soviet era and the current day. 
The dissolution of the Iron Curtain and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was 
indeed momentous and unexpected. How-
ever, more remained of the erstwhile USSR 
than might appear at first blush. As many of 
the previous leaders remained in power, the 
general structure of their preceding policy 
also stayed intact. Putin’s recent return to 
power exemplifies this trend. Therefore, 
current Russian policy contains more than 
just shadows of its Soviet predecessors. 

Many of the core tenets of Soviet poli-
cy still exist. First is the sale of sophisti-
cated conventional weapons. Although 
the Cold War’s intense proxy wars are 
a thing of the past,  selling its conven-
tional weapons in the Middle Eastern 
bazaar is still a pillar of Russian policy.  

Russia’s sale of conventional weapons to 
Iran is very lucrative.  Indeed, the timing 
in the early 1990s was propitious: Russia’s 
need for weapons clients in the post-Cold 

ON APRIL 2, 2012, RUSSIAN FOR-
eign Minister Sergei Lavrov, a hardened 
diplomat with circular, rimless glasses, 
strongly warned against a military at-
tack on Iran during a press conference in 
Yerevan, Armenia—the next step in the 
saber-rattling dance regarding Iran’s nu-
clear weapons program.  Considering his 
history as a civil servant who serves the 
government rather than a politician who 
forges policy, Lavrov’s comment reflects 
Russia’s policy. Furthermore, it stands in 
direct opposition to Israel and the U.S.’s 
warning that all options, including mili-
tary action, remain “on the table” to pre-
vent Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons. 

Why is Russian policy at loggerheads 
with America’s?  What drives Russian policy 
in the Middle East?  What do Mideast states 
hope to gain in their relationships with Rus-
sia?  And can Russia’s policy be changed?  

In this article, Russia’s alliance with 
Iran will be used as a case study to answer 
these questions.   This relationship looms 
large in current events and, according to 
Iran’s state-run Fars news agency, will wit-
ness a “leap” with Vladimir Putin’s return 
to the Kremlin. However, the strategic 
logic behind this relationship seems to be 

STORY BY SHLOMO KLAPPER

A DANGEROUS ALLIANCE

“The value of arms transfer agreements between Iran and 
Russia ballooned from $300 million between 1998 and 
2001 to $1.7 billion between 2002 and 2005.” CFR / 2006
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sentiment.  These include the invasion of 
Saddam’s Iraq, the deposing of former Rus-
sian client and ally Muammar Qaddafi, 
and the American support of the opposi-
tion in the Syrian civil war.  By partnering 
with Iran, the leading state sponsor of ter-
rorism, Russia hurts America’s interests. 

Perhaps the adage “keep your friends 
close and your enemies closer” can be in-
structive. Russia’s leaders are well aware that 
its 20 million Muslims constitute about 15 
percent of the population. This is the fast-
est-growing section of the population and 
the only segment that reaches the replen-
ishment rate.  Indeed, Russia’s relationship 
with Islam is strained after Russia’s efforts 
to suppress insurgency in the North Cauca-
sus. This is a border area between the Black 
and Caspian Seas that includes the formerly 
breakaway Chechnya and has been the most 
violent in Europe in recent years in terms of 
ongoing military and civilian casualties and 
human rights abuses.  Instead of trying to 
combat Iran, which is the world’s foremost 
exporter of terror, including to the North 
Caucasus, Russia resorts to a cynical policy 
of fighting its own Islamic insurgency while 
promoting Iranian revolutionary Islamism. 
Tehran is placated with a quid pro quo 
agreement: Russia offers nuclear power and 
conventional arms in exchange for Iran’s 
silence regarding the Chechen rebels. In-
deed, Putin continued this policy of avoid-
ing Muslim criticism in 2003, when Russia 
was granted official observer status in the 
Organization of Islamic Conference. Russia 
received de facto immunity from criticism 
of its policy in Chechnya as a result of OIC’s 

reluctance to interfere in the internal affairs 
of member-states, even honorary ones.

The question that arises then is: what does 
Iran look for in its relationship with Rus-
sia?  In this case, there is what economists 
call “a coincidence of wants.”  Indeed, Iran’s 
and Russia’s interests seem to be aligned, in 
their desire for arms and an anti-US stance. 

Middle Eastern states are looking for 
an arms supplier. While Russian arms are 
inferior to America’s, they are more easily 
attainable.  In other words, if the US won’t 
supply what you want, Russia will supply 
what you need.  Since Iran has no prospect of 
getting arms from the US, it turns to Russia.

In addition, the anti-Americanism that 
courses through Iran is more vehement 
than that in Russia.  America in Iranian 
leaders’ eyes is “Big Satan,” so it is not sur-
prising that Iran cooperates with any coun-
try that shares antagonism toward the US.  
There are two additional levels to opposi-
tion to the United States in Iran in gener-
al.  First, Iran’s patronage of Russia can be 
likened to one’s patronage of Android or 
Linux  - that is, support intended to under-
mine a monopoly. Second, Russian policy-
makers recognize the legitimacy of certain 
groups when the US does not.  The Kremlin 
seems to be the only ones to take Assad se-
riously, and Putin’s government works with 
non-state actors, such as Hezbollah and 
Hamas, when the United States will not.

With this analysis in mind, can the 
United States pry Russia away from its al-
liance with Iran to put more pressure on 
Tehran to halt its nuclear program?  More 
broadly, how can the United States gain 
Russia as an ally to pursue its interests in 
the Middle East?  As recent events have 
confirmed, merely encouraging Russia 
to join the “international community” or 
pursuing a “reset” policy are inadequate.  
To gain Russia as an ally, one must un-
derstand what undergirds its Middle 
Eastern policy: fear of Islamic insurgen-

cy, arms sales, and anti-Americanism.  
The last issue cannot be solved as much 

as dealt with.  Russia’s disdain for America 
can be worked with since the Russian gov-
ernment tends to eschew ideological com-
mitments in favor of practical, and at times 
cynical, pursuit of self-interest. The second 
pillar, however, is trickier because arms 

sales are closely linked to political leverage. 
Thus, the chance of the United States allow-
ing Russia to place its arms, and by exten-
sion, its influence, in other regions is slim.  

It seems the best way to gain Russia as 
an ally would be to focus on a common 
threat—Islamic terrorism.  The United 
States needs to clarify that Russia’s long-
term interest regarding national defense is 
best served by an alliance with the United 
States as opposed to one with the states 
sponsoring that terrorism, such as Iran.  The 
United States must make it clear that riding 
the back of the tiger of Islamic terrorism 
will not keep Russia safe in the long-term.  

How does the US convince Russia that 
she is better off fighting terrorism with the 
United States than collaborating with Iran?  
The most efficacious way to get Russia off 
the Iranian tiger’s back is to deal with Iran 
as a real tiger, not a paper one. America’s red 
lines for Tehran’s nuclear program must be 
firm and must have a clear goal—of not al-
lowing the Iranian regime to even approach 
nuclear weapons capability, much less a 
nuclear weapon itself—in order to send the 
unequivocal message to the Russians that 
they have found themselves on the wrong 
side of this battle.  Furthermore, America 
should pit itself against Tehran in a Man-
ichaean division by legislating and enforc-
ing sanctions so firm that doing business 
with Iran or the United States are mutually 
exclusive options.  In other words, if Russia 
continues business with Iran, it must forgo 
doing business with the United States.  This 
strong economic disincentive will show 
that Russia’s alignment with the United 

States is in its economic interest in addition 
to its security interest.  Only if America 
convinces Russia through its actions—not 
its words—that pursuing its relationship 
with Iran further is detrimental to its inter-
ests will the seemingly incorrigible Russian 
bear come around to the United States’ side.

Instead of trying to combat Iran, which is the world’s 
foremost exporter of terror, Russia resorts to a cyn-
ical policy of fighting its own Islamic insurgency 
while promoting Iranian revolutionary Islamism.
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STORY BY RAQUEL MACGREGOR

Since the imposition of the economic embargo on Cuba in 
1961, diplomatic and economic relations have been nonexistent 
between the United States and Cuba.  The dearth of communication 
and trade has led to an increasingly hostile and hypersensitive 
relationship between these two neighboring states.  In 2009, 
however, relations with the Castro regime improved due to the 
Obama Administration’s loosening of travel restrictions.  Since this 
momentous step, there has been much hype surrounding the idea 
of lifting the embargo.  Nevertheless, since 2009, little progress has 
been made.  Why has the United States not lifted the embargo?  With 
highly controversial topics such as Obama’s current healthcare bill, 
the war in Afghanistan, and the upcoming presidential election, 
press coverage on less imminent foreign policies, such as that 
with Cuba, has declined. With such little progress being made in 
Washington regarding Cuban-American relations, it seems the 
public has forgotten Obama’s move toward conciliation. However, 
the current embargo on Cuba is both antiquated and inappropriate 
in today’s social climate; an era of normalized relations with Cuba 
is imminent.

The establishment of the embargo on Cuba 1958 can be 
partially explained through its historical framework.  The embargo 
was created in the midst of the Cold War.  Communism had been 
rapidly spreading throughout the world.  In response, the United 
States adopted a containment strategy, which sought to suppress 
communism through diplomatic pressure and military action. 
Extreme cases of assertive anti-Communist strategy during this 
time period can be seen in Vietnam and South Korea.  Likewise, 
an economic embargo against Fidel Castro’s communist Cuba 
followed this pattern.  However, since the end of the Cold War in 
the beginning of the 1990s, communism has lost its intimidating 
might.  Without the support of the Soviet Union and nuclear 
weapons, Cuba no longer poses an immediate threat.  Why then, 
have American foreign relations changed so little in response?  

Other countries with similar government structures and 
comparable legacies of civil rights abuses have not received such 
isolationist treatment.  China, which has a notorious reputation 
for imprisoning citizens without due process, and which in 2005 
executed more criminals than the rest of the world combined, 
has not received such severe treatment.  Although imposing 

similar sanctions on China would be difficult given the economic 
interdependence of the two nations, such an example points to the 
hypocrisy of the embargo with Cuba.  Furthermore, the United 
States has had a history of supporting fascist military dictatorships 
in Latin America, such as with Pinochet in Chile or Batista in Cuba, 
when it serves the United States politically.  Yet, the United States 
continues to cite Castro’s politically repressive domestic politics as 
a reason to continue the embargo. It seems that Cuba’s diplomatic 
history with the United States has clouded logical judgment by 
politicians

Significantly, the embargo has not achieved its goal of pressuring 
the Castro Regime into changing its authoritarian policies.  The 
embargo was created in order to pressure the Castro regime into 
renewing democracy and restoring human rights.  Such progress 
has not been achieved. William Ratliff, a specialist in U.S. Foreign 
policy and Latin America at the Hoover Institution writes, 
“[The embargo] has not furthered progress in human rights or 
democracy in Cuba and has come at the expense of other direct 
and regional strategic U.S. interests”.  After over fifty years with 
no significant change in the Cuban government, what has the 
embargo achieved? What, then, is its objective?  The 1996 Helms-
Burton law, which tightened the embargo and enumerated a series 
of rigid preconditions to allow the lifting of the embargo, is not 
a realistic piece of legislation.  The law extends the embargo to 
foreign companies conducting business with Cuba and prevents 
the executive branch from lifting the embargo.  The only removal 
of the embargo can happen when “both Castros are out of office 
and free elections on way.”  Clearly, the embargo has had little to 
no effect on pressuring Castro to change his domestic policies, 
and waiting for a regime change could take several more decades. 
Therefore, this law is both impractical and ineffective.  In many 
ways, Castro benefits from the embargo because he can use it to 
point a finger at the United States as the cause for Cuba’s continuing 
economic hardship, thus redirecting scrutiny from his own failed 
policies.  In the hands of Castro, the embargo has become a tool to 
incite international sympathy and foreign assistance.  

Both Cuban and American attitudes are shifting. The 
predominant Cuban-American population has shifted from 
political exiles of the 1960s to economic immigrants.  300,000 

Embargo on Cuba?
TIME TO END THE
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Cubans immigrated to America in the mid 1990s due to a new visa 
program.  As such, the general Cuban mentality towards Cuban-
American relations has been improving.  The Cuban-Americans 
who left Cuba during the period of nationalization in the early 
1960s lost their power, property, and political freedom.  These 
Cuban-Americans generally have deep-seated hostility toward 
Castro.  Joe Garcia, a Cuban-American candidate for the House 
of Representatives from Miami, like many Cuban-Americans, 
believes that the embargo is a “policy based on revenge.”  More 
recent Cuban immigrants have a new set of priorities; many just 
want to maintain communication with their families 
back home.  This desire to remain connected can be 
witnessed through the waves of Cuban-Americans 
visiting Cuba since the loosening of travel restrictions in 
2009. Despite this shifting mentality, Cuban-Americans 
from the revolutionary generation hold a majority of the 
congressional districts in Miami, and their firm stances 
against easing relations have a great weight in politics.  
Until the younger generation of Cuban-Americans 
raises their voice, it seems little change in foreign policy 
will be achieved.  

Additionally, Cuba has been shifting its governmental 
policies to conform more to international standards.  
For instance, as a sign of goodwill, eighty-two political 
prisoners were released in the beginning of Raul 
Castro’s reign; in March 2010, fifty-two more prisoners 
were released.  Thus, it seems that Cuba is slackening 
its persecution of dissenters.  In addition, Castro has 
recently become more tolerant of Western business 
practices by allowing minimal privatization of certain 
industries in November 2011.  Both the recent release 
of political prisoners and the increasing privatization of 
Cuban markets have occurred after the 2009 easing of 
travel restrictions between the United States and Cuba.
As this shift marks a significant change in the Castro 
regime’s strict practices, it is important to note that these 
policy changes have not been in response to a tightening 
embargo, but perhaps partially in response to an easing 
of foreign relations under the Obama administration.  
Thus, it can be concluded that further opening of Cuban-
American relations could perhaps encourage further 
change by the Castro administration. 

Despite these shifts in policy, a relationship that 
has been static for half a century will not reconcile 
itself without significant lobbying and pressure.  Many 
supporters of the embargo cite it as a symbol of the 
United States’ moral commitment against despotism.  
They fear that withdrawing the embargo while the Castro 
regime is still in power will signal weakness.  Others fear 
that increased economic gains from reopened trade will 
afford Castro the resources to expand his military reign. 

Those who continue to favor the embargo favor 
obsolete practices.  Typically, modern day economic 

sanctions are imposed multilaterally in response to decrees by the 
United Nations Security Council and international institutions.  
What “moral” authority does the United States possess that allows it 
to impose such sanctions unilaterally?  The Obama administration 
took a step in the right direction in 2009.  Although recent events 
have shifted international attention away from Cuba, an increase 
in media coverage on Cuba as well as a vigorous generation of 
lobbying immigrants could force the Obama administration to 
revisit its foreign policy.  The end of the embargo is a tangible 
possibility.  Reconciliation is on the horizon.  
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OFTEN OUR POLITICAL LEADERS AND THE MEDIA por-
tray the use of sanctions as a peaceful means of exerting influ-
ence on other governments. As international trade increases and 
economies become more interdependent, sanctions have the po-
tential to severely impact government power. Economic modes 
of intervention are becoming primary policy tools due to their 
perceived non-violent character. Countries are less willing to 
bear the high monetary costs and soldier casualties associated 
with military interventions. In addition, they are portrayed as 
ethical and peaceful foreign policy choices that prevent violence 
and bloodshed. However, although the targets are often govern-
ments or individual leaders, the whole populations of targeted 
countries are affected, some sections more harshly than others. 

Protest divestment movements that began in the late 1980s 
against South Africa’s apartheid system of white supremacy ex-
emplify the strong influence of economic measures in exerting 
political pressure. The African National Conference (ANC), un-
der leaders such as Nelson Mandela, became a prominent force 
in South Africa and called for economic sanctions and foreign 
divestment to fight the National Party (NP) government that 
continued to subjugate the black and colored populations. The 
NP used the state to strengthen specific institutions designed to 
segregate “whites” from “non-whites.” Through increased rec-
ognition in the international media, countries denounced the 
white supremacist regime and embraced economic policy tools 
as an effective solution in pressuring the NP. The UN Resolu-
tion 1761 of 1962 openly condemned the apartheid regime, 
called for voluntary sanctions from its members, and established 
a UN Special Committee on Apartheid. Although it took time 
for countries to embrace these policy recommendations, by the 
1980s substantial legislative efforts were implemented by many 
countries. The United States government passed the Compre-
hensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986, which banned new invest-
ment in the South African economy until certain conditions 
regarding the end of apartheid where met. Thus, the fall of the 
apartheid regime has become a prime example of the effective-
ness of protest divestment as a tool to exert political pressure.

But how does one ensure that the sanctions only affect the gov-
ernment or leadership? Economic policy tools affect targeted in-

dustries as a whole, and therefore it is nearly impossible for only 
a certain segment of the population, in this case the white labor 
force, to be negatively affected. Indeed, it is often the very peo-
ple that the sanctions are supposed to help that are affected first 
and most harshly. There is a side to protest divestment in South 
Africa that is often ignored: unemployment for the black labor 
force. Critics of the economic pressures maintained that inter-
national corporations could provide workers with higher wages, 
and thus divestment would lead to large-scale unemployment; 
some of these companies encouraged equal working conditions 
regardless of race, thus working against the apartheid system.

Richard Brody (1986) argued in “Black South African Opinion 
on Divestment” that black South African public opinion should 
have been given a larger role in discussions regarding foreign ac-
tions against the South African government. He states: “To argue 
that black opinion can be disregarded or heavily discounted is to 
argue that the people who most directly suffer from the oppression 
of apartheid and from being deprived of citizenship do not know 
what is best for themselves.” In his article, he cites several surveys 
that demonstrate the various viewpoints of black South Africans. 
For example, in a MORI survey in July 1986, 29% of “all black” 
South Africans favored sanctions, 32% opposed sanctions, and 
39% had no opinion. Thus, the black South African population 
was not as unified as many believe; although some were willing to 
give up their jobs to bring a rapid end to apartheid, others were 
against foreign sanctions if it meant losing their wages. In addi-
tion, black South Africans had varying opinions on the effects that 
withdrawn investments would have on society. Although more 
black South Africans began to approve of sanctions as the ANC 
rallied more support, in the future foreign governments should be 
careful not to ignore dissenting opinions from within the country.

Finally, the media has portrayed South Africa’s transition to 
a democratic government as a peaceful one, with credit given to 
the negotiations between Nelson Mandela and F. W. de Klerk. 
However, periods of democratic transition are often violent and 
South Africa was no exception: between 1990 and 1994 there were 
around 14,000 violent deaths that were instigated covertly by state 
security forces. Although Mandela and de Klerk were able to work 
together on an individual level, dismantling the system of white 

US SANCTIONS TARGET INDIVIDUALS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND NATIONS ACROSS THE GLOBE. 
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supremacy that had become entrenched in South African soci-
ety was anything but simple. There is a common misconception 
that the transition to a multi-racial democracy stemmed from the 
peaceful acceptance by the South African government that had 
no choice but to bow to domestic and foreign pressures. In fact, 
the use of sanctions did not fully prevent violence and bloodshed. 

This is not to say that sanctions are ineffective and should 
not be implemented. Economic sanctions allowed foreign coun-
tries to exert political pressure on the South African govern-
ment and motivate NP to consider negotiations with the ANC. 
Of course, the role of domestic social movements should not be 
overlooked; foreign pressure was not the only influential fac-
tor in de Klerk and Mandela’s cooperation. Without a doubt, the 
interplay of numerous factors contributed to the toppling of the 
apartheid regime, including internal resistance from all com-
munities, declining NP support, and economic disadvantages of 

apartheid. This discussion aims to show that economic sanctions 
should not be simplified and crystallized as the most effective 
mode of intervention in all cases. Depending on the context, these 
policies can have negative effects on those they seek to protect.

Currently, there have been discussions regarding the implemen-
tation of boycotts, divestment, or sanctions in Syria, Iraq, North 
Korea, Israel, and other countries. Often the threat of sanctions is 
enough to encourage government action, but when leaders remain 
resistant, certain policy choices have unintended consequences for 
innocent civilians. Economic policy tools do not carry the same 
symbolism as do bloodshed and death, but their effects can be just 
as harmful if not closely monitored. It is important for governments 
to critically examine the consequences of economic sanctions to de-
termine whether they will achieve the desired effects. Yes, war and 
violence destroy lives. But economic measures can be deadly too.

LATIN AMERICA
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EASTERN EUROPE
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AFRICA
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‘offsetting’
EMERGING MARKET 

POLITICAL RISK
How the developing world can improve its 

business climate by noting how 
industrialized nations procure military 

equipment.

STORY BY NED SHELL 

WESTERN COUNTRIES AND INTERNATIONAL REGIMES 
like the International Monetary Fund and World Bank decry 
states that impose repressive regulation on foreign multinationals 
seeking to invest in under-accessed emerging markets. National-
ization, expropriation, contract repudiation, and a host of other 
political risks plague companies seeking to extend operations into 
developing countries with leftist regimes dedicated to protecting 
their people from the perceived ruthlessness of capitalist busi-
ness. Their fear is not unfounded: Western multinationals have a 
history of exploitation. Nike sweatshops have been the source of 
widespread protests since the 1970s, with a notable culmination 
in 2005 when images of large student-led protests hit Nike with a 
public relations nightmare. More recently, the Fair Labor Associa-
tion, in a report on Apple’s Chinese supplier Foxconn, described 
“extensive overtime violations, safety problems and managers 
cheating workers out of wages” (New York Times, March 2012).

A host of countries legislate strict laws that limit the control 
multinationals have over their operations in those states. Bolivia 
and Venezuela, for example, have been known to nationalize for-
eign gas and oil assets by forcing share buy-backs or simply seiz-
ing control if negotiations fail (as happened with American firm 
Ashmore Energy in 2008). Other laws limit foreign ownership to 
49% (ensuring government control) and mandate profit-sharing 
agreements in which the company must pass on a certain cut of 
their profits to the government. Leftist regimes argue that the ben-
efit to their populations is in the form of enhanced government 

services and subsidies possible from the increased revenue. More 
important to some is what Bolivian president Evo Morales labels 
the “dignity” that comes with rejecting control of Western busi-
ness “bosses” (BBC, June 2008).

When governments get involved with directly requisitioning 
profits from foreign business operations, political risk agencies 
take note—and their clients do too. Mandating profit sharing is a 
slippery slope; if the government is pressured by its people to gain 
even more from a foreign operation, there is a substantial chance 
the populist leadership will listen to its people rather than the con-
tract it drafted with the company in question. Eventually, national-
ization becomes a possibility if the firm is resistant to further cuts 
to its bottom line. Further, business-to-government profit sharing 
increases the opportunity for corrupt politicians to get their hands 
on some of the proceeds. Many developing country governments 
do not have institutions in place to ensure government officials 
allocate funds in a way that maximizes benefits to taxpayers. Yet 
many of these regimes believe that the best way to advance their 
nation is through these types of regulations. Though political risk 
specialists would point to the deterring nature of such laws, po-
litical icons such as Evo Morales value the control this legislation 
provides over the country’s business environment so as to avoid 
the kinds of exploitative practices suffered in the past.

Other developing country governments take a drastically dif-
ferent approach to engaging with foreign business. Myanmar (Bur-
ma), an unlikely candidate for large influxes of foreign direct in-
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vestment given its recent past, is in the process of passing a host of 
updates to its regulatory environment that are designed to attract 
industry of all kinds to its borders. Just a few years ago, images of 
self-immolating monks protesting the government crackdown on 
its primarily Buddhist people were fodder for international me-
dia that spread the news of Myanmar’s brutality across the world. 
Now, unprecedented incentives such as tax holidays, permission 
for 100% repatriation of profits, and the ability to import skilled 
workers (rather than just employ Burmese laborers) are being of-
fered to multinationals that begin operations in the country. Gen-
eral Electric and Standard Chartered—two major companies with 
global footprints—have already declared an intention to enter the 
Myanmar market.

While such actions would on the surface appear to satiate the 
concerns of experts that call for the liberalization of world trade, 
Myanmar’s actions are causing a degree of worry. Such sudden 

openness could cause a number of problems. Without infrastruc-
ture to support foreign business, uneven investment will take 
place. With few controls on foreign investment, many domestic 
companies will go out of business when faced with the well-oiled 
multinationals that come in offering similar products and servic-
es. Furthermore, an influx of currency could cause inflation akin 
to what Cambodia faced in the 1990s when its Riel plummeted 
after a drastic liberalization of the country’s investment code.

While regulation that leaves room for future nationalization 
or increased profit cutting is incompatible with business interests, 
rapid liberalization and de-regulation is also dangerous to both 
expanding multinationals and developing country governments. 
A solution to this problem—one that would benefit both sides of 
the transaction—is, strangely enough, found in how some West-
ern governments procure defense purchases. The practice of “off-
set” is a trade technique that has often been employed to man-
age capital-intensive durable military acquisitions. This practice 
should be modified and adopted more frequently by developing 
world nations in lieu of populist tendencies to simply seize profits 
from multinational investors.

An offset occurs when a buying country mandates that the 
selling country “offset” some of the purchase by using assets in 
the buying country to help fulfill the purchase. In other words, 
the buying country may spend a lump sum of money for a set 
of goods but require that their trading partner in essence return 
some of that money by spending it within the buying country. In 

offset agreements, this often means that the buying state will man-
date part of the purchase be fulfilled within its borders (through 
subcontract work) rather than allowing the selling party to fulfill 
the order however it wishes. For example, in 1975, Canada signed 
a $2.7 billion deal with McDonnell Douglas (MDC), an American 
military plane manufacturer. As part of the arrangement, MDC 
had to sub-contract a portion of the manufacturing to Canadian 
aerospace and technology firms. This meant that while the Cana-
dian government did not get a direct cut of MDC’s profits, firms 
within its borders directly benefited from the deal by gaining busi-
ness and technology know-how. This, in turn, meant more em-
ployment for Canadian laborers.

The use of offset should be adapted to regulations in develop-
ing countries worried about too much foreign control. Instead of 
mandating part of an investment’s profits be dumped into govern-
ment coffers, states should require the partnering multinational 

company source operations in-country and provide business for 
smaller firms seeking to become big enough to compete on a larg-
er scale. A theoretical example of this would be mandating all in-
vesting oil companies source 50% of their capital costs in the host 
country. This would not only provide capital to developing-market 
companies, but also provide them with the experience needed to 
progress their businesses further.

Developing market governments are not wrong to regulate the 
business climate within their borders. Nationalization, ownership 
limitations, and profit-sharing mandates, however, are ineffective 
and unsustainable tools to improve the welfare of their citizenry. 
Offset agreements will limit the possibility of corruption, provide 
more direct benefits to a country’s people, and allow for a transfer 
of knowledge and experience that provide the groundwork for fu-
ture growth. The benefits of such a change in regulatory environ-
ment will exceed any loss in “dignity” leaders like Evo Morales feel 
they might lose with less stringent control over a foreign multina-
tional’s profits. 

An offset occurs when a buying country mandates 
that the selling country “offset” some of the purchase 
by using assets in the buying country to help fulfill 

the purchase.
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So, I’ll start out by pandering to my au-
dience of college students a bit. I imag-
ine working with Stephen is a little 
bit more fun than working with the 
average Caplin and Drysdale client. 

Oh, I wouldn’t want to disparage our 
other clients! It’s unique working with 
Stephen Colbert, that is certainly true. 

Could you describe how you got involved 
working with the Colbert folks and 
what its like working for a comedian ac-
tor instead of your average law client? 

I got involved because I got a call from 
his staff saying that he had done a segment 
on the show about a PAC ad, a PAC con-
trolled by Governor Tim Pawlenty. He had 
spoofed the ad and said, “You know if I was 
going to an ad, I would do something that 
looked better, I would do something like 
this,” and then he showed the Colbert PAC 
ad endorsing the Pawlenty PAC endorsing 
governor Walker of Wisconsin firing the 
workers. The next day, I’m told, his staff 
got a call from his network, which said 
that was a great show last night and, by the 
way, I assume that PAC ad stuff is all just 

poetic license, because you can’t actually 
have a PAC. His staff passed that message 
onto Mr. Colbert, and he said, “Why can’t I 
have a PAC? What is a PAC? Find me some-
one who knows something about PACs!”

And so they found me through a rec-
ommendation of someone else, another 
lawyer who had been on the show, and 
they called me out of the blue and started 
asking me lots of questions about PACs. 
After 45 minutes of this, they said, “Would 
you be willing to talk to Stephen about it?” 
I said sure. And then after a half an hour 
on the phone with Mr. Colbert, he said, 
“Would you be willing to come on the show 
and discuss what you just told me?” I said 
sure, it’s all pretty straight forward stuff. 

So I went on the show and afterwards, 
Mr. Colbert came and saw me and said, 
“I’m really interested in this, and I’d like to 
have a PAC, but I understand now this is 
going to be complicated—given the show, 
the corporations involved, and so forth—
so I’m gonna need a lawyer. Would you 
be willing to be my lawyer and guide me 
through this?” And I said yes at the time, 
assuming that it would be a legal represen-
tation like other legal representations, but 
it quickly became clear it was not. Because 

his method of operating has been to say, “I 
don’t want to do things behind the scenes; 
I want to do this in a way that I can dis-
cuss on air so that the viewers will be par-
ticipants with me in the process. So if you’re 
gonna give me advice, I would ideally like 
advice to be something I can talk about on 
air or you can give on air. And if I’m going 
to do something, I would like to do it in a 
public way so that people can see what the 
process is, how it works, and what happens. 
And that’s what’s led to this whole series 
of events and shows as he’s gone through 
creating a super PAC, having a 501(c)(4), 
getting an FEC advisory opinion, talking 
to people in South Carolina about spon-
soring the primary, and all those issues. 

What I love about the work you are do-
ing with Stephen Colbert is the educa-
tion value. The average viewer, college 
student, whoever at home has heard this 
vague thing about PACs that are influ-
encing things, that are supposedly bad 
for democracy but nobody seems to know 
really terribly much about it out in pub-
lic. Have you talked to Stephen behind 
the scenes about this? Does he view this 
as an educational experience for peo-

INTERVIEW BY JOHN FRIED AND AMY LOPEZ
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FORMER FEC CHAIRMAN, LAWYER TO THE POLITICAL STARS
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ple or is he just doing it for the comedy? 

Well, I certainly view it as an educa-
tional experience. That’s why I’m willing 
to devote the time to it. I’ve taught in law 
schools and have spent a lot of time trying 
to explain how the campaign finance rules 
work and don’t work. So I have a piece of 
an educator in me, and I’m happy to have 
the opportunity through the Colbert show 
to do it. My basic rule with Mr. Colbert as 
a client of mine is that I don’t put words in 
his mouth and I don’t ascribe motives to 
him. Our deal is that I can talk about why 
I’m doing it, and I leave it to him to talk 
about why he’s doing it. That said, it seems 
logical that he would be pleased that people 
are learning about this through the show; 
that’s what I hear consistently. Even Wash-
ington lawyers say, “You know, I vaguely 
understood this stuff but it’s suddenly clear 
to me.” What I think is Stephen Colbert’s 
great gift is that like a good lawyer or a 
good advocate before the Supreme Court, 
he can take a very complicated subject, 
spend hours thinking through it, and come 
up with a way to describe it in four-and-a-

half minutes that captures the essence of it. 
It’s almost like a biblical parable: you take 
all these complicated thoughts and you 
turn it into an example that people can un-
derstand and say “Oh, now I get it!” And 
so that’s what I think he’s really good at. 

I promise this is the final Colbert ques-
tion. On the show you’ve done several 
things: you’ve created an anonymous 
shell corporation—which I thought 
I though was brilliant by the way—

Filed with the state of Delaware! 

..with (c)(4)s, you’ve done some work 
pointing out why the coordination 
laws don’t work so well. What’s next? 

That’s up to him. I don’t know. 
I wait for my phone to ring. 

On super PACs in general, do you think 
the super PACs are actually helping the 
individual Republican candidates in the 
nominating process right now? And, if so, 
do you see a tragedy of the commons that’s 

developing where, ultimately, the effect of 
super PACs is hurting the party as a whole 
by forcing them into this long, drawn-out 
process where they have to fight each other?

Clearly, they’re having an effect on the 
process. Everything that I have read indi-
cates that they probably determined the 
outcome in Iowa and South Carolina. They 
took Gingrich from almost-might-be the 
apparent nominee at the starting gate and 
turned him into nothing and then turned 
him back into a winner, for a while. The 
Romney PAC has been carrying much of 
the burden of the Romney television adver-
tising. I think what we are seeing is the abil-
ity of a couple of people to fund presidential 
campaigns, which we haven’t had since 1968 
and Eugene McCarthy’s campaign funded 
by a couple millionaires who didn’t like 
Lyndon Johnson. But through super PACs, 
a couple of people can change the whole 
contest. That is not to say that they can guar-
antee a winner—nobody can—but they can 
certainly guarantee that somebody stays in 
the race. In the world we have known for 
the last 30 years, somebody loses primaries 

INTERVIEW BY JOHN FRIED AND AMY LOPEZ
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and their money dries up, whatever they 
had on hand gets spent, they don’t raise any 
more money because nobody thinks they 
are a winner and they have to leave the race. 

Even as recently as 2008, that’s basically 
what happened. Romney could have stayed 
in against McCain, but he would not have 
gotten any additional money from anyone 
else, so he would be paying for it himself and 
I think he said, “Why bother, I’m not going 
to win, and so now is a good time to pull the 
plug.” This year, that doesn’t happen. If you 
have only one person who for whatever rea-
son is willing to keep you going, then you 
can stay in the race. And we don’t know the 
reasons for these people; do they think this 
person is going to win? Do they want to have 
a long drawn-out debate?  Who knows? On 
those circumstances there is the chance to 
keep the campaign alive that would oth-
erwise wither without popular support. 

In some way, this takes the pressure off 
the candidates to go out and raise money 
themselves. A feature of this year’s primary 
cycle is that all the candidates are raising 
less money than was raised in 2008. Rom-
ney had a huge push to raise small do-
nors, but there is less of that now because 
you are seeing the core fundraising people 
moving money to the super PACs. So the 
candidates are raising less money—and 
they still have their regular campaign ex-
penses that can’t be paid for by the super 
PACs—but they are basically outsourc-
ing much of their media message to the 
PACs. How much this affects the parties-
-we’ll see. I remind friends that say “Oh 

it’s February and the race is still going, it’s 
gonna go into March,” that, well, Clinton 
and Obama went on into June and it didn’t 
seem to hurt the eventual nominee. So it is 
not clear to me that this is a disaster for the 
Republican Party. But it does change the 
dynamic to have these large sums spent by 
groups who are not directly the candidate. 

You served on the FEC for a time, and I’ve 
heard you speak recently on NPR saying 
that the FEC is mostly ineffective these 
days because it is deadlocked between 
the Republicans and Democrats that are 
on the commission. Do you think there is 
any way to fix that or is that inevitable? 
Is the FEC crippled in its decision-making 
capabilities for the foreseeable future?

Oh, I think there are definitely ways to 
fix that. When I was on the Commission I 
think it was a productive time for the com-
mission because we worked together. We 
were still three Republicans and three Dem-
ocrats, but I think it is safe to say that the 
view of the Commissioners who were there 
then was we needed to find ways on a bi-
partisan basis to make the law work. What’s 
happened today is that you have a philo-
sophical divide, with half of the commis-
sioners basically believing the law shouldn’t 
be there, the commission shouldn’t be there, 
and that McCain-Feingold as a piece of leg-
islation—which they are supposed to be en-
forcing—was a mistake and in some ways 
contrary to the First Amendment. So, with 
all of that it is very hard to expect the com-

mission to pull together and reach agree-
ment on what to do when half the com-
missioners don’t want to enforce the law. 

When I was there we didn’t have half 
who didn’t want to enforce it. All of them 
wanted to enforce it fairly to the extent 
there were Republican versus Democratic 
views, it was “I want to make sure that if 
you’re asking me to vote that a Republican 
broke the law that you are equally willing to 
vote that a Democrat broke the law when 
that case comes up.” That was the sort of 
back and forth, but that’s very different than 
the big philosophical divide you have today.

Can it be fixed? Yes. There is nothing 
inherently wrong with a six-member com-
mission. It’s a little unwieldy, but you have 
to have the right commissioners, which is 
to say that they are all willing to enforce the 
law and work together. I think you could put 
in a collection of six reasonably non-parti-
san people, six people who came from state 
or local campaign finance commissions, 
people who had been former judges, people 
who had been involved in politics. Interest-
ingly, there is some history of having for-
mer members of Congress on the commis-
sion, and it worked pretty well on the initial 
commission. They were very independent, 
they knew how the system worked, and they 
thought it should work fairly. So, yes, I think 
it can be fixed even in the current struc-
ture. The structure could also be changed, 
but that would require congressional ac-
tion. You could go to three commissioners; 
you could do a range of things like that. 

Trevor Potter was a commissioner and chairman of the Federal 
Election Commission. He has also served as general counsel to 
John McCain’s 2000 and 2008 presidential campaigns. Mr. Pot-
ter is the founding president and general counsel of the Campaign 
Legal Center, a nonprofit organization that promotes strong en-
forcement of campaign finance laws. Potter currently leads Caplin 
& Drysdale’s Political Law Practice. He is a leading expert on cam-
paign finance, lobbying regulation, and government ethics. And, 
yes, he is Stephen Colbert’s personal campaign-finance lawyer.
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Roméo Dallaire is a Canadian Senator and re-
tired general. He served as the Force Command-
er for the ill-fated U.N. peacekeeping force in 
Rwanda from 1993-4, when the Rwandan Geno-
cide occurred. Dallaire is also a Senior Fellow 
at the Montreal Institute for Genocide and Hu-
man Rights Studies, where he is co-director of 
the Will to Intervene Project. He has written ex-
tensively on human rights, genocide, and child 
soldiers.
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“

You worked for many years to bring 
attention to and eradicate the issue of child 
soldiers.  Drawing from your experience 
and your 2010 book They Fight Like 
Soldiers, They Die Like Children, what is 
your view on the “Kony 2012” campaign 
going on right now?  Do you feel that its 
directors are raising awareness in the right 
manner?  Do you feel that this campaign 
could materialize into any tangible results 
in or around the Uganda region? 

I have very, very mixed opinions on that 
campaign. Let me say the positive side first.  
The positive side is that they have mastered 
the social communications instrument, and 

that, I think, is a great step forward because 
that’s what we want people to do, that’s what 
we want the youth to do.  We want to move 
the yardsticks of that significantly in order 
to achieve far more links with the rest of 
the world, particularly the developed world 
and also make the developed world more 
conscious of the problems that exist.  So, 
as Tunisia was a success, I think this sort 
of mastering of how to do it was a great 
success.  

However, where I think the thing went 
down was—and we are not sure that they 
realized the full impact of what they are 
doing—the information is not fully correct.  
In fact, some of the stuff is old information 
that if they had their homework a bit better, 
they would have not put out the material, 
like Kony is still operating in Uganda. He 
hasn’t been for years.  I think, secondly, 
they have made the individual the essence 
of the problem, where in fact the problem 

is not just Kony.  Child recruitment didn’t 
start or stop with Kony. Child soldiers have 
been going on in a whole whack of other 
places with a far, far greater number of 
children.  The way they focused on Kony 
has made that sort of thing a target that if 
they do get Kony people will think the news 
that child soldiers has been solved.  And it’s 
coming across like that versus the scale of 
the problem—of which Kony is one. It also 
makes him far more of a celebrity than he 
deserves, which makes it more difficult.  

Third, the use of force by outside 
countries is not well explained.  What we 
do have is helping Africans by reinforcing 
them with capacity to do the job and not 

doing the job for them.  The movie comes 
across as if we are finally going in, and we 
are going to sort the problem out, which is 
totally, totally false.  This has made it very 
difficult for us to do work in that area, 
to work with the Africans because they 
are really, really peeved of having been 
portrayed as inept, which is no more the 
case.  They’ve got problems, but are not 
inept.

And then the last point is that with all 
that money coming in, where is it going?  
And so, if the film, if “Invisible Children” 
was an instrument of advocacy, and that 
the money they are collecting is for them 
to do advocacy, then that’s fine.  But if 
they’re saying they are doing advocacy 
and also field work, but as some statistics 
have been articulating—and we still don’t 
have the hard data—that something like 30 
percent only makes it to the field, well that 
is not correct. And it’s maybe even a little 

questionable whether it is ethical.  So it’s 
a real mixed bag that I think is difficult to 
work with right now.  

So, referring to what you said a little earlier 
with the issues such as child soldiers, and 
specifically child soldiers, governments—
and you said this before—might not feel 
the need to get involved if there is no threat 
to their national security.  In other words—
and I am paraphrasing you—there is no 
political will.  How do you hope to change 
that or how should we as an international 
community change that, especially during 
hard economic times, when countries like 
the US are looking to cut their costs? And 

maybe, do you think NGOs have a part to 
play in this?

First of all, let’s bring it right home to the 
United States.  And that the United States 
take on not the fact that they should be the 
first ones in with the mostest, as is so often 
the case, but being the leading power to 
significantly influence other powers to go 
in.  That has been lacking.  They have not 
found the code even with NATO to convince 
other nations that have the capability—
like Canada—who are not insignificant in 
their capabilities, but have been riding the 
coattails of the United States.  So, I think 
the first things the Americans should be 
doing is reassessing how they get other 
people to be significantly engaged, as they 
quite rightly feel that they are carrying far 
more of the burden than they should.  And 
that includes working far more effectively 
in the UN to do that.  

I THINK THAT THE RESPONSIBILITY TO 
PROTECT THAT MAKES NOW-SOVEREIGN 
STATES NO MORE ABSOLUTE HAS BEEN 
THE GREATEST ADVANCEMENT.  THE ONLY 
PROBLEM IS THE WILL TO INTERVENE TO 
USE IT. 
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I think, secondly, in regards to these 
difficult times, it’s in wealthier nations’ 
self-interest to act. Contrary to previous 
eras, this is an era with greater ease of 
transport—of people moving around and of 
communications. And then there are these 
failing states, these imploding nations, 
where the use of child soldiers is often 
extensive and they end up creating massive 
humanitarian problems, like refugee camps 
and internally-displaced camps.  Well, 
those are the sources of pandemics that will 
get spread through the NGOs and refugees.  
And those pandemics come here.  Secondly, 
the rage in those places degenerate to 
extremism and to terrorism, and that can 
spread right now to our borders also.  We 
have seen what the extremist element of 
the Islamic world has done.  Now, there is 
nothing preventing the African world from 
doing the same thing.  

Third, a number of our resources that 
we need are in these conflict zones, and 
we have a hard time getting at them.  They 
are using kids to exploit it, we are paying 
through the nose for it, it’s unethical use of 
labor, and that creates problems. 

And, lastly, the Diaspora communities 
in our countries are being influenced by 
these conflicts over there.  That creates 

some internal situations, and we have yet to 
see what the impact of these will be.  

When you talk about the US going in, are 
you referring to unilateral action by the 
U.S. or are you referring to U.N. action led 
by the U.S.?

I am talking about the United States 
being the world leader and its taking its 
power and its influence—whether political 
but mostly economic—and going to other 
countries and getting them engaged in a 
number of these problems and to maximize 
them doing it in the following ways.  

One, reinforce regional capabilities, like 
the African Union, so you can go and help 
them build capacity.  Not the Americans, 
but these other powers.  

Secondly, do it through a Chapter 8 
through the UN, so we go and reinforce 
regional capabilities through the UN under 
Chapter 8.  

And third is either creating coalitions 
of the willing or maybe even NATO in 
extreme and leading it that way, however 
sanctioned by the U.N.  So, a whole bunch 
of options are there that don’t necessitate 
the United States being the lead.  

Let me take a step back and talk about 
Rwanda for a quick second while we are 
talking about international bodies.  Your 
time in Rwanda showed you firsthand the 
difficulties associated with international 
governance. Consequently, what lessons 
did you take from your experience in 
Rwanda and how has that informed the 
way you think about the UN and other 
international bodies?

It has made me an adamant proponent 
of the responsibility to protect doctrine.  
And that is the only significant reform 
that’s come in since the capacities of 
Cambodia and Rwanda, in which we can 
engage the international community, 
through the UN, into intervening in order 
to protect the innocents.  And because we 
have been late in operationalizing it—that 
is to say take that doctrine and make it into 
tactics and organization and so on—that 
has simply made our situation much less 
responsive than it should be.  So, I think 
that the responsibility to protect that makes 
now-sovereign states no more absolute has 
been the greatest advancement.  The only 
problem is the will to intervene to use it. 

exCeRpt fROM Shake handS with the devil: 

My story is not a strictly military account nor a clinical, academic 
study  of  the breakdown of Rwanda. It is not a simplistic indictment of 
the many failures of the UN as a force for peace in the world. It is not a 
story  of heroes and villains, although such a work could easily be written. 

This book is a cri de coeur for the slaughtered thousands, a tribute to 
the souls hacked apart by machetes because of their supposed difference 
from those who sought to hang on to power... This book is the account of 
a few humans who were entrusted with the role of helping others taste the 
fruits of peace. Instead, we watched as the devil took control of paradise 
on earth and fed on the blood of the people we were supposed to protect.
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