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This edition of PPR focuses on important issues that will greatly affect the future of our country’s 
international relations. One of the featured public policy issues is the European migrant/refugee crisis. 
It has become apparent that the United States and Europe cannot continue to ignore the issue; it must be 
addressed as soon as possible in some form. Another featured topic within this issue is the state of mental 
health in the U.S. We have often become far too reactionary on this issue, with little substantive reforms 
being proposed in the current political forum. 

As Editor-in-Chief, I hope to continue PPR’s great legacy. As the largest collegiate political periodical in 
Pennsylvania, we have a responsibility to present articles from all sides of the political spectrum. We hope 
to structure an environment where all different perspectives can be heard. Thanks and we look forward to 
your continued readership!
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On the cold January day that 
President Obama took his 
second oath of office, the 
Republican Party was still in a 

state of shock. A mere two months before, 
the Grand Old Party received an alarming 
wake up call, signaling it was out of touch 
and out of luck. According to the Roper 
Center of the University of Connecticut, 
93% of African American voters, 71% of 
Hispanic voters, 73% of Asian voters, and 
55% of women voters all voted for President 
Obama. The results were nothing short 
of catastrophe for the Republican Party. 

Pundits and Republican leaders alike 
all agreed that a hard look in the mirror 

was sorely needed. That self-assessment 
came in March of 2013, under the glowing 
title of, “The Growth and Opportunity 
Project.”  Headed by the chairman of the 
Republican Party, Reince Priebus, the 
surprisingly frank, yet lengthy, 100-page 
document picked apart the fatal flaws 
that doomed the Party in the November 
election. Most important, it also 
highlighted solutions to prevent them 
from happening again. Among many 
points, the main argument highlighted 
an obvious need to reach out to minority 
voters and focus in on a new electorate 
that is younger, more accepting, and more 
inclined to be open minded to new things. 
The report concluded that Hispanics, 

African Americans, women, members 
of the LGBTQ community, and others 
feel like they could never be included in 
a party that they perceive as advocates of 
policies that discriminate against them. 

The RNC argued that the message 
needed to be molded in a way so that 
independents and minorities could 
understand how Republican policies 
actually help them, rather than hurt 
them. They critiqued their use, or lack 
of use, of research, data, and empirical 
studies in policy platforms. Further, the 
Committee claimed to understand the 
gap between Democrats and Republicans 
in effective use of social media, as well as 
the importance of framing problems on 
a person-to-person level. It was declared 
that it should no longer be policy to 
write off large blocs of votes, simply 
because they have gone Democratic in 
past elections. Primarily, however, the 
focus was on Hispanics. Republicans 
argued that they could no longer afford to 
marginalize this rapidly growing, fiercely 
loyal, and dependably voting group. They 
needed to invest time and money to reach 
out to the Hispanic community, recruit 
them as future Republicans, and begin 
to incorporate them into the national 
Republican Party infrastructure. These 

REPULICAN 
PARTY 
REVAMP

or candidate does not want them in 
the United States [i.e. self-deportation], 
they will not pay attention to our next 
sentence. It does not matter what we say 
about education, jobs or the economy; if 
Hispanics think we do not want them here, 
they will close their ears to our policies.” 
But Trump’s sentiment wasn’t the 
exception — it seemingly became the rule. 
Each Republican candidate has in some 
ways agreed with the business tycoon 
and reality TV star. From “Washington 
outsiders” like Dr. Ben Carson and 
Carly Fiorina, to former frontrunners 
like Jeb Bush, the Republican field has 
completely renounced the ideas Trump 
spewed as radical or totally wrong. Some 

points, among many others, comprised 
the laundry list that was supposed to fix all 
existing woes and proscribe a clear path 
to a bright future. The pundits went wild. 
Republicans and Democrats alike said 
that it was exactly the new strategy that 
the GOP needed: a splash to the face and a 
clear plan forward. With this in the books, 
electoral success was all but guarantee.

Fast forward two years and roughly two 
months to a brightly lit stage, jam packed 
with American flags, bright blue curtains, 
and a podium with a campaign poster 
with five big bolded letters: TRUMP. 
The contents of the following 51-minute 
speech not only set the tone for every 
other candidate in the primary season, 
but effectively set fire to every word in the 
self-autopsied GOP handbook. In that 
single speech, immigration was defined as 
the most important issue not only facing 
the Republican Party, but also the nation. 

Trump single-handedly singled out two 
core constituencies that the Republican 
Party universally understood to be 
vital in the 2016 election: Hispanic and 
Asian Americans. Trump claimed that 
the Mexican and other Latin American 
governments are sending people who are 
“bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. 

They’re rapists.” He continued his speech 
by claiming that the Chinese were secretly 
conspiring to destroy America and that 
the American government was largely 
filled with corrupt and incompetent 
people. These claims, neither supported 
by fact nor academic study, seemed to 
marginalize, exclude, and stereotype 
— three ‘no no’s’ on the Republican to-
do list. Trump continued by claiming it 
would be his mission to deport 11 million 
people out of the country and build a 
wall so big and strong that it would be 
the impregnable symbol that defined 
America. The document that Trump was 
destroying literally said that “if Hispanic 
Americans perceive that a GOP nominee 

Article by 
JONATHAN SEROTA
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have said that a moderate version of his 
plan would work, and some have said 
that on the whole it was impractical.
The lack of unanimous opinion that 
this platform would be an electoral 
death sentence for the party shows how 
largely it has ignored its own advice.

In the subsequent weeks, the 
conversation shifted to more extremes. 
Besides marginalizing Hispanics, 
candidates like Mike Huckabee, Ben 
Carson, and Ted Cruz have made 
various statements criticizing gays, 
Planned Parenthood, undocumented 
immigrants, and Muslims. While some 
of these stances and platforms come 
from serious policy perspectives and 
sincere political beliefs, the rhetoric has 
seemingly lacked substantiated fact.
So why has this happened? Why has 
the vast majority of what the GOP 
conclusively decided two years ago gone 
largely ignored? Part of the problem is 
inherently imbedded in the primary 
process: a candidate must first appeal to 
the more extreme wing of the party to 

secure the nomination and then pivot 
to the center in the election. But if the 
comments made in the primary election 
all but guarantee a Republican loss in 
the general, what’s the point? Candidates 
know that in the end, the comments 
that get their bases to the caucuses 
to wade through frigid temperatures 
and usually several feet of snow for 
several hours, are usually matters that 
deal with deeply held, sincere beliefs. 

Are all candidates like this? No, some 
candidates, like Jeb Bush and Marco 
Rubio, seem to understand the necessity 
of playing the long game. While behind in 
the polls, the Bush camp is still expected to 
ultimately pull away with the nomination. 
As such, Bush has emphasized his 
marriage to a Mexican American 
immigrant, underscored a more positive, 
inclusive tone, and regularly decides to 
speak in Spanish.  In almost every speech 
the former Governor gives, he describes 
how he feels America is on the brink of 
a “new century.”  At the Ronald Reagan 
Dinner at the Conservative Political 

Action Conference in Washington, 
Governor Bush said that, “Way too many 
people believe Republicans are anti-
immigrant, anti-woman, anti-science, 
anti-gay, anti-worker … and the list goes 
on and on and on. Many voters are simply 
unwilling to choose our candidates 
even though they share our core beliefs 
because those voters feel unloved, 
unwanted and unwelcome in our party.” 

Unlike his rivals, Jeb Bush is saying 
exactly what the Republican Party 
was thinking back in 2012. If he does 
secure the nomination, that rhetoric 
will be extremely useful in appealing 
to moderates, independents, or swing 
voters in the general election. These 
three electorates are crucial to winning 
the White House, and no candidate who 
pivots too far from the center will be 
able to effectively appeal to these blocs.
Marco Rubio has also been beginning to 
use a more conciliatory tone. In reference 
to the Black Lives Movement, Senator 
Rubio said in a recent Fox News interview 
that “all lives matter.” He also said that, 

“It is a fact that in the African American 
community around this country, there 
has been for a number of years now a 
growing resentment towards the way law 
enforcement and the criminal justice 
system interacts with the community. 
…We do need to face this. It’s a serious 
problem in this country. There are a lot 
of different reasons for it. Not all of them 
have governmental answers.” While some 
may disagree with parts of his position, 
it represents a more conciliatory point 
of view for Republicans to embrace. If 
Senator Rubio or others continue to talk 
like this, many pundits believe he could 
give Secretary Clinton, the presumptive 
Democratic nominee, a run for her money.
While it is obvious that some candidates 
like Donald Trump did not read the 
Republican’s 2012 memo, it is also evident 
that some did. The problem is that the 
Party’s high command, and the truthfully 
moderate figures have to appeal to the 
more radical side, just as Hillary Clinton 
and   Bernie Sanders has to do with the Left. 

What is currently happening is 
unfortunate, as the Republican Party has 
some good ideas and massive political 
potential. According to the Pew Research 
Center, “17% [of Republicans] are Young 
Outsiders — fiscally conservative but 
socially quite liberal.” The problem is 
that that mindset doesn’t have a current 
place in the modern Republican Party. 
Instead the rhetoric seems to focus 
around ideas that exclude rather than 
include. While some candidates may 
get it, the fact that others don’t will most 
likely hurt their overall Party image in 
the general election. The problem is 
that Republicans are ignoring the vital 
message that they themselves crafted two 
short years ago. If all Republicans, and 
not just Bush and Rubio, simply looked 
back, they might actually begin to reshape 
their message and find their way forward.
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There is more evidence than ever 
that the global political terrain has 
been shifting leftward lately. Amid 
all the implicit opposition from the 

Democratic Party establishment as well as the 
mainstream media, Senator Bernie Sanders is 
currently favored to win the first-in-the-nation 
caucuses in Iowa and New Hampshire. On the 
other side of the ocean, Jeremy Corbyn [MP] has 
transformed himself from a “fringe candidate” to 
a viable opposition leader who could orchestrate 
a serious challenge to the Tories in the next 
general election in the U.K. 
       For the Left’s traction to be sustainable in the 
middle of skepticism about its electoral potential, 
it is imperative for the progressive wing of 
Democratic and Labour Parties to better convince 
the public at large that their initiatives are more 
than the usual populist woes and could have 
mainstream appeal. Such convincing requires 
those public servants to re-evaluate what exactly 
propelled their platforms to national spotlights in 
the first place. Only after the leaders in question 
understand—and capitalize upon—what it is 

in their messages 
that have resonated 
with their audience 
can they frame their 
policies to the liking 
of the majority of the 

voters and sincerely be 
called electable. 

       The rise of the Left may 
have come as a surprise to 

many, especially millennials 
like myself. My formative years 

took place in the U.S., Turkey, 
and  Hong Kong, and indeed, one of 

the few cultural similarities among these 
otherwise discrepant regions was the national 

liberal constituencies’ near abandonment 
of their countries’ left-wing parties. Across 
national lines, common sources of never-ending 
frustration included the compromised leadership 
of mainstream parties, less-than-transparent 
elections, and governments’ failure to provide a 
multitude of effective social programs, despite 
chronically high spending. 
       My two months of community organizing for 
the 2016 U.S. presidential elections have involved 
a few déjà vu moments which all but mirrored 
the annoyance of the previous decade. During 
many campaign events, fellow coordinators and I 
frequently came across veteran ex-activists, who 
were skeptical of the recent surge in the popularity 
of social democratic rhetoric. Some sentiments 
were “fear” that this progressivism would soon 
be impeded by the Democratic Party “machine,” 
the world is still “just too conservative” for the 
U.S. and the U.K. to be as strong welfare states as 
their Scandinavian counterparts.
       To that end, there are a few possible 
explanations for both Sanders and Corbyn’s 
unexpected gains. The first reasonable alternative 
is that social democracy’s day in the sun may 
be nothing more than a cyclical phenomenon. 

For a point by comparison, one could look to 
the 1930s: The Great Depression’s tumultuous 
economic outcomes ushered in the adoption of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal with its 
focus on three R’s - Relief from unemployment 
and poverty; Recovery of the economy; and 
Reform of the financial system. [1] Likewise, it 
could be argued that the appeal of both Sanders 
and Corbyn’s neo-Keynesian rhetoric is a direct 
result of the Great Recession in 2008, and the 
left’s surge would have still happened, with 
different leaders.
       The cyclicality argument, however, falls short 
of validity, as there is a key difference between 
the ’30s and now: Roosevelt’s first successful 
push of the New Deal policies in the early 1930s 
overlapped with a pro-spending majority in 
the U.S. Congress. [2] On the contrary, Bernie 
Sanders achieved his current popularity with the 
U.S. constituency while the Republican Party 
has dominated both the House and the Senate. 
Similarly, Corbyn’s rise overlapped with the 
aftermath of the 2015 U.K. general election, 
which gave rise to the first Conservative-majority 
government in 23 years. [3] 
       If the global anti-establishment wave is not 
an inevitable result of the cyclicality of market 
economies, perhaps, then, the rise could be 
attributed to an element specific to Sanders and 
Corbyn’s candidacies. In fact, a theory espoused 
by mainstream media these days is that the 
antipathy of the U.S. public to the calculated 
politician, which the Democratic frontrunner 
Hillary Clinton seems to be an example of, 
could simply be leading them to search for 
anti-politician figures, who have strayed away 
from the two dominant political parties. [4] This 
would explain the popularity of candidates not 
just on the left, but also on the other end of the 
ideological spectrum, including Donald Trump, 
a real estate developer, and Ben Carson, an 
embellished neurosurgeon. 

       Yet, a counterexample to this logic would 
be Reverend Jesse Jackson’s two unsuccessful 
presidential runs in 1984 and 1988. [5] A 
Baptist minister with no experience in public 
office, Jackson was more of an anti-politician 
than both Sanders and Corbyn, and despite his 
strong connection with the African-American 
constituency, a key voting bloc, his insurgent 
progressivism was not enough to even win the 
Democratic nomination. Thus, being an outsider 
candidate is likely not a factor that Sanders and 
Corbyn could stress in the long-term to make 
their popularity sustainable. A common element 
in both Sanders and Corbyn’s campaigns that I 
think contributed to their success is the rhetoric 
of economic nationalism. To illustrate, perhaps 
the key point of divergence between Corbyn 
and his top rival Andy Burnham, who ended 
up getting 17 percent of the vote to Corbyn’s 
59 percent in the Labour Party leadership race, 
was their relative stances on austerity economics. 
An important theme of Burnham’s candidacy 
was his staunch belief in the utmost importance 
of economic credibility for Labour to win in the 
years to come. [6] While Burnham slammed 
Corbyn for proposing economic policies that 
would render the party unelectable, Corbyn 
kept at his anti-austerity combat, stressing that 
reinvigorating manufacturing and the economy 
necessitated a pro-spending, “strategic state 
leading the way.” Accusing David Cameron’s 
government of “free market dogma,” he 
proposed to reserve the right to the renationalize 
of the Royal Bank of Scotland and various other 
previously privatized public assets. 
       Likewise, in the United States, one of the key 
tenets of Sanders’ platform was his firm opposition 
to regional trade agreements, especially the newly 
drafted Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), which 
intends to lower the barriers to trade between 
twelve Pacific Rim countries and impose new 
worker-related and environmental standards. 
While President Obama emphasized the TPP’s 
promise of a unified, U.S.-friendly trade bloc 
against the threat of China dominating global 

trade in the twenty-first century, Sanders called 
the deal one that had been “written by Corporate 
America, the pharmaceutical industry and Wall 
Street.” Hillary Clinton, on the other hand, whose 
husband himself introduced the controversial 
North American Free Trade Agreement, declared 
her opposition to the TPP only last week, despite 
the years of international lobbying she pursued 
for the agreement as the Secretary of State. Such 
a reversal from her usual centrism has likely been 
due to the polling success of Sanders; whose 
repeated call for not having American workers 
compete against the less costly East Asian 
labor may have helped with an increasingly 
nationalistic constituency. [7] 
       Although economic nationalism is by no 
means the only factor that reinforced Sanders and 
Corbyn’s popularity, I believe that it is definitely 
one of them. Other left wing parties who have 
successfully resorted to anti-austerity arguments 
in their campaigns include Alexis Tsipras of 
Greece and Pablo Iglesias of Spain. Despite 
criticism from the far-left for going too far in 
complying with the E.U.’s austerity demands, 
Tsipras’s Syriza won the most recent general 
election with a campaign platform that 
put into its forefront the Greek people’s 
“inherent resistance” to foreign 
intervention and the accusations 
against the Greek conservative 
bourgeoisie for “selling out the 
Greek people to foreign interests.” 
[8] In Spain, Pablo Iglesias’s 
Podemos, which was founded in 
response to Spain’s struggle with 
the aftermath of the sovereign debt 
crisis, is still trailing the center-right 
incumbent party. However, despite 
being only one year old, Iglesias’s 
party hails the second highest number 
of delegates of any Spanish party and 
has been polling between 15 to 28 percent, 
which both attest to the movement’s promise. 
[9] 
       The increasing number of such leaders 

around the world who have successfully resorted 
to anti-austerity arguments in their campaigns 
not only strengthens my view that economic 
nationalism is a contributor to today’s leftward 
surge, but also shows economic nationalism’s 
future potential in helping Sanders and Corbyn 
sustain their rising momentum. Regardless of 
either candidate’s near-term prospects, it is fair 
to say that both have dynamic movements. No 
matter what the electoral outcome turns out 
to be, any real understanding of the causality 
behind such self-organization would be a gift 
to community organizing, political theory and 
social sciences.

Works Cited: 
1. Berkin, Carol, and Christopher L. Miller. Making America: A History of the United States. Brief Sixth Edition, International ed. Print. 
2. “Bernie Sanders on Guns, Drones, TPP and Vice President Joe Biden.” NBC News. Web. 13 Oct. 2015. 
3. Boffey, Daniel. “Jeremy Corbyn Wins Economists’ Backing for Anti-austerity Policies.” Web. 13 Oct. 2015. 
4. “Guess Who’s Polling on Hillary?” POLITICO. Web. 13 Oct. 2015.
5. Hicks, Alexander M. Social Democracy and Welfare Capitalism: A Century of Income Security Politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell UP, 1999. Print. 
6. “It Is 1992 All over Again for David Cameron’s Conservatives - FT.com.” Financial Times. Web. 13 Oct. 2015. 
7. “Power to Our People.” Foreign Affairs. 22 Sept. 2015. Web. 13 Oct. 2015. 
8. “Spanish Political Newcomers Ciudadanos Surge, Podemos Drops in Poll.” Reuters. Thomson Reuters, 11 Oct. 2015. Web. 13 Oct. 2015. 
9. Thrasher, Steven. “Cornel West: Bernie Sanders Is an Insurgent on Par with Jesse Jackson.” Web. 13 Oct. 2015.

SOCIAL DEMOCRACY’S

How Can It Persist?
Story by HAMDI SOYSAL

Photo: RevolutionBahrainMC
Cropped

TIME TO SHINE
Photo: Gage Skidmore Cropped



10 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | Fall 2015 Fall 2015 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  11 

GLOBALGLOBAL

O   n  August 15, 1945, the Japanese 
Empire unconditionally 
surrendered to the United 
States, marking the end of 

World War II.  The destruction from the 
wake of the war left the country in ruins.  
At least 2.7 million Japanese servicemen 
were killed and over 66 major cities were 
destroyed.  In the aftermath of the war, 
the Japanese turned their anger and 
bitterness toward the  military.  They 
were the ones to be blamed for all the 
destruction and loss.  Contempt for the 
military increased even more in the 
years following the war as the extent of 
the atrocities committed by the Japanese 
military came to light.  It is no wonder 
then that the Japanese adopted a 
constitution that outlined pacifist ideals.  
Article 9 of the Japanese constitution 
states: “The Japanese people forever 
renounce war as a sovereign right of 
a nation and the threat or use of force 
as a means of settling international 
disputes.” 

Despite the existence of Article 9, Japan, 
in recent years, has heavily increased its 
military presence through the passing of 
several security reforms.  The reforms 
culminated in the passing of a new 
bill this September, which will allow 
Japanese forces to help defend its allies.  
There was also a notable increase in 
the planned defense budget to 5 trillion 
yen ($42 billion), which is the largest 
defense budget that Japan has ever had.  
These reforms mark a considerable 
reinterpretation of the constitution and 
have caused alarm for many Japanese 
who still hold deep distrust for the 
military. 

The reforms have also caused alarm for 
many Chinese and Koreans who also 
remember the crimes committed by 
the Japanese military.  These security 
reforms also come at a time when 
Chinese and Japanese relations have 
become tense over the sovereignty of 
the Senkuku Islands, which China 
claims and calls the Diaoyu Islands.  It is 
against this backdrop that many people 
are concerned with the rise of Japanese 
military power.  

These fears, however, are misguided.  
Japan’s new security reforms are by no 
means a re-emergence of a militaristic 

Japan. The significant increase in 
tensions between Japan and China 
are overstated, and rather than harm 
relations in the region, Japan’s new 
security bills could actually help 
improve relations.

The Japanese defense situation is 
complicated.  In its constitution, Japan 
is forbidden from having a navy, army, 
or air force.  In actuality, it has all three.  
It gets around this by calling them Self-
Defense Forces. The SDF originated in 
the 1960s, at the encouragement of the 
United States, and has been mostly used 
for peacekeeping activities and disaster 
relief.

A large misconception is that the new 
defense reforms amount to a significant 
rearmament of the Japanese military.  
And while it is true that the defense 
budget is indeed at record levels, a 
majority of the budget will simply be 
used toward SDF salaries, and paying 
to move U.S. troops from Futenma to 
Okinawa. $1 billion will be used towards 
buying four stealth fighter jets from 
the U.S., but this purchase was agreed 
upon several years ago, before there 
were significant tensions between Japan 
and China.  Lastly a majority of the 
spending will go toward the purchase of 
non-combat machines like surveillance 
drones and combat vehicles.  Besides 
the purchase of the stealth fighters, the 
increase in the Japanese budget does 
not amount to a significant rearmament 
of the Japanese military.  Moreover, one 
of the most compelling reasons against 
the Japanese rearmament comes from 
the Japanese people themselves.  Japan 
is a democracy, and the same pacifistic 
ideals that sounded after World War 
II echo just as strongly today.  The 
Japanese people will look to history and 
their ideals, and they will choose to not 
make the same mistake again.

Another large misconception is that the 
security reforms will cause increased 
tension between Japan and China.  
And while this is true, it is the nature of 
this tension that is misconceived.  Most 
of the supposed alarm from China is 
showmanship at best.  The fact that 
Japan bought four jet fighters from the 
United States hardly poses a threat to 
China.  Furthermore, there are strong 

economic reasons for both countries to 
not increase tensions.  China is Japan’s 
largest trading partner, and China relies 
on Japan’s high tech components that go 
into many of its exports.  There is also a 
free trade agreement between China, 
Japan, and Korea.  There are strong 
economic reasons for the leaders of 
these countries to keep the peace as best 
they can.

Lastly, the new security reforms will 
help improve relations for Japan.  Japan 
is deeply reliant on American military 
power for its protection.  By passing 
these reforms, Japan is taking steps to 
transform its relationship with the U.S 
from a parent-child one to more of a 
partnership between equals.  This not 
only allows Japan to take on a larger 
role in protecting itself, but it also 
removes the burden of pressure for the 
U.S.  This is important because it would 
allow Japan to establish a framework 
to respond to unexpected situations 
without the need of the U.S.  Most 
importantly, it is necessary to remember 
that one of the primary roles of the SDF 
is peacekeeping and disaster relief.  One 
example is the SDF assistance mission 
to the Philippines after Typhon Haiyan.  
A more empowered SDF would allow 
them to perform better and to embark 
upon more missions that could help the 
common good.

Japan’s new security reforms, while 
highly controversial, are by no means 
harmful.  They do not represent 
rearmament of the Japanese military, 
nor are they escalatory in nature.  What 
they are, instead, is a means to improve 
U.S. and Japanese relations as well as a 
way for Japan to help its allies and serve 
the common good.

Art ic le by: 
Br ian Liu
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Even amongst Americans fluent in 
international politics, Northern 
Ireland is no longer a part of 
the world that garners much 

attention. Even those who are essentially 
familiar with the history the region and 
with the three-decade long conflict known 
as the “Troubles” frequently assume that 
the tensions which fueled the conflict are 
long eased; that they no longer have any 
profound effect upon the lives of Northern 
Ireland’s citizens. Nothing, in fact, could 
be further from the truth. Though the 
1998 Good Friday Agreement put an end 
to most of the violence which had kept 
Northern Ireland in the public eye since 
fighting erupted in 1969, the tensions 
between the region’s Protestant Unionist 
and Catholic-nationalist populations 
which fueled the conflict have not 
dissipated with time. Nowhere is this more 
obvious than in the capital city of Belfast, 
where neighborhoods remain sharply 
segregated, and where intercommunity 
tensions still occasionally end in violence 
when the delicate unwritten rules of non-
interaction are breached.

Testament to the resilience of political 
divisions in Northern Ireland were largely-
underpublicized events which began this 
summer and are, at the time of writing, 
still unfolding. What has happened to 
date is this: the leaderships of the two 
main Unionist political parties, the 
Ulster Unionist Party and the Democratic 

Unionist Party, resigned from the power-
sharing coalition which governs the 
Northern Irish state in cooperation with 
nationalists. For the moment, Northern 
Ireland, a region with deep-seated 
political tensions and a recent history of 
violent conflict, lacks a government which 
can be said with certainty to possess the 
capability to respond appropriately to a 
potential outbreak of civil unrest.

Before entering into a discussion of these 
events, it is worth noting that summer 
is typically a tense time in Northern 
Ireland. On July 12th, the Protestant 
Unionist community, which wishes for 
Northern Ireland to remain a part of 
United Kingdom, commemorate the 
victory of Protestant King William of 
Orange over Catholic King James, both 
of whom claimed the English throne, at 
the Battle of the Boyne in 1690. Unionist  
commemoration is typically observed by 
flying the Union Jack and holding large 
marching band-style parades in the streets. 
Both of these actions anger the Catholic-
nationalist community, which believes 
that Northern Ireland should unite with 
its neighbor to the south, the Republic of 
Ireland, thus leaving the United Kingdom. 

The parades in particular, which often 
heavily feature the iconography of armed 
paramilitary groups, have been a source of 
civil unrest in the past. Hoping to prevent 
this in the last few years, the government 

has placed restrictions on the routes that 
the July 12 parades may walk. In 2013, and 
again this year, Unionists have rioted 
upon meeting police barricade lines on 
streets down which they wish to parade. 
Anticipation of unrest on July 12th makes 
late summer, known locally as “marching 
season,” a perennially stressful time in 
Belfast in particular. 

Exacerbating tensions this year were a 
pair of murders, one committed before 
the marching season’s commencement 
and one after. The details of the two 
murders are sketchy, but it does appear 
that the latter was done in retaliation for 
the former. The murders were viewed 
as significant because both victims, Jock 
Davidson and Kevin McGuigan, were 
known to have been involved with the 
nationalist Provision Irish Republican 
Army (PIRA), the primary nationalist 
belligerent faction in the Troubles prior to 
its formal decommissioning in 2005. The 
murders are thought to be the product of a 
feud between two remaining (and clearly 
armed) republican factions.

Unionists pointed to the murders as 
evidence that the PIRA was still active 
and armed and accused the Nationalist 
political leadership, many of whom 
had been PIRA members themselves 
prior to the peace accords, of failing to 
hold up their end of the Good Friday 
Agreement. The agreement stipulated 

IRA decommissioning as the essential 
precondition for Unionist consent to enter 
into a power-sharing government with 
their political opponents. Whether or not 
the Davidson and McGuigan murders are 
evidence of it, there is merit to the 

Unionist claim that vestiges of the old IRA 
leadership structure remain active. Despite 
the recent eagerness of the leaders of Sinn 
Fein, the dominant hard-line republican 
political party, to distance themselves from 
the IRA, the two organizations were one 
and the same for much of the duration of 
the Troubles. The line between Sinn Fein 
leader and IRA commander was never a 
bright or sharp one, and today’s residents 
of Catholic West Belfast will readily say 
that many who were doubtlessly IRA 
leaders in the past still hold great sway in 
their communities, sometimes operating 
within the sphere of Sinn Fein politics.

What the Unionists have wrong, however, 
is how this influence is exercised. There is 
little evidence that yesterday’s powerful 
Provisionals are hatching plots to secure 
unification with the Republic by force, as 
they did prior to their decommissioning. 
Rather, it seems that their influence is 
largely being used to suppress the so-called 
“dissident republican” fringe groups that 
reject the Good Friday accords and seek 
to provoke a return to armed conflict. 
That they would do this makes a great 
deal of sense; the IRA as an organization 
negotiated and signed on to the Good 
Friday Agreement, and in its wake 
the Catholic community has seen the 
government meaningfully address more of 
its concerns than it did in 30 years of armed 
insurrection. 

A recent report published by Northern 
Ireland’s chief constable, George Hamilton, 
picked up on this when it said concluded 
that the IRA leadership structure remained 
active. “The continuing existence and 
cohesion of the [IRA] hierarchy has enabled 
the leadership to move the organisation 
forward within the peace process,” said the 
report, acknowledging what is obvious any 
savvy resident of the Republican Falls Road 
district; the IRA is functionally still active 
and still willing to use force to achieve their 
political goals. What has changed is what 
those goals are. Far from overthrowing 
the government, the modern mainstream 

IRA seeks to preserve it and protect it from 
those on the republican fringe. In the past 
several years, there have been a dozen or so 
murders generally understood to have been 
IRA “internal housekeeping”— the violent 
suppression of potentially disruptive 
dissident elements within the Republican 
community who pose a threat to the post-
Good Friday status quo. 

Complicating matters is the fact that 
these fringe groups, many no more than 
a few dozen strong, often claim to be the 
legitimate successors of the pre-Good 
Friday IRA, calling themselves the “Real 
IRA” or “Continuity IRA.” Such groups do 
claim to be seeking the overthrow of the 
government, and authorities have foiled a 
number of terrorist plots connected to such 
groups in recent years. The fact that they all 
claim to be the IRA causes public confusion 
and allows hardline Unionists to paint a 
picture of a monolithic IRA committed to 
terrorism, and thus to smear Sinn Fein and 

its political allies as terrorists.

The murders of Davison and McGuigan 
may have had something to do with a 
dispute between two such fringe groups, or 
with a dispute between a fringe group and 
the mainstream IRA, or it may have been 
completely unconnected to republican 
politics. The truth is unlikely ever to be 
known for certain. What is certainly not 
true is what Unionists have claimed: that 
the murders are evidence of the existence 
of a dangerous terrorist organization 
working hand-in-hand with Sinn Fein to 
unite Ireland by force. 

Everybody knows this, but Unionists 
insist upon it nevertheless. The probable 
reason for this is rooted in history. Prior 
to the Troubles, Northern Ireland was 
ruled by a devolved parliament, much like 
Scotland is today, only with somewhat 
greater devolved power. Since Northern 
Ireland’s borders had been drawn in 1920 

A CONFLICT ONCE AGAIN?  
Article by
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to deliberately ensure a permanent pro-
Union (and therefore Protestant) majority, 
Catholic Nationalists were perpetually 
denied access to political power. Long-
simmering sectarian hatreds prompted 
the Protestant majority to institute what 
amounted to an apartheid system which 
relegated Catholics to second-class status. 
The Troubles began when auxiliary police 
brutally attacked Catholic civil-rights 
marchers in the city of Derry.Northern 
Irish Protestants therefore came to the 
negotiating table in 1998 having never 
known anything except top-tier status in a 
two-tiered society. Good Friday sought to 
ensure Catholic access to political power in 
perpetuity by creating an power-sharing 
government in which Nationalists were 
guaranteed a higher proportion of seats in 
the legislature and on the executive council 
than they represented numerically. 

And  indeed, the power-sharing 
government proved in time to be highly 
responsive to Catholic and Nationalist 
concerns. Though Northern Ireland, and 
Belfast in particular remained highly 
segregated, much of the employment and 
housing discrimination which had kept 
Catholics from achieving social mobility 
was ended. The heavily-Protestant Royal 
Ulster Constabulary, which Nationalists 
had (with good reason) long viewed as 
the instrument of their oppression was 
dissolved and replaced with the Police 
Service of Northern Ireland which, though 
disproportionately Protestant, was more 
balanced and far less heavy-handed with 
regard to policing Catholic communities. 
A commission was established to regulate 
the parades and flags which Nationalists 
viewed as provocative. The Catholic 
middle-class, once small, has increased 
in size and prosperity. Clashes in the 
government over distribution of welfare 
and subsidies have become frequent and 
bitter.

The restrictions on flags and parades, 
and particularly their enforcement by 
police, have prompted the most visible 
outcry from the Unionist community. 
Since the parade was turned back in 
2013, loyalist marching bands have staged 
nightly protest marches and manned a 
“protest camp” at the disputed intersection 
at the border of the Catholic Ardoyne 
neighborhood in Belfast. The protesters 

argue that Unionist culture is under attack 
and that they are being deprived of their 
rights by vengeful Nationalists who have 
hijacked the government. 

Though their anger has erupted around 
cultural issues like parades and flags, 
the Unionist grievances are essentially 
economic and social ones. The Protestant 
working classes that formed the DUP 
voter base have always benefitted from 
Catholic exclusion from the most lucrative 
blue-collar jobs, and as discrimination 
decreased, they suffered economically. 
While poverty and joblessness remain 
serious problems in both of Northern 
Ireland’s communities, the general trend 
in unemployment has been downward 
for Catholics and upward for Protestants, 
though not by wide margins. Meanwhile 
the social dominance they once enjoyed 
and which was enforced by the brutal 
policing of Catholics has visibly eroded. 
For the poorest Protestants, superiority 
was all they had, and the loss of it 
is enraging. Feeding off their anger, 
Protestant paramilitaries like the Ulster 
Volunteer Force and Ulster Defence 
Association have surged, and their power 
in the most deprived Protestant slums 
is evidenced both by the prominence of 
their flags and insignia and by an uptick in 
hostility toward outsiders. This summer, 
among other incidents, a Protestant 
teenager was attacked and killed after 
being mistaken for a Catholic, having 
wandered into a neighborhood in which 
he stood out as middle-class.

As such, Unionists have increasingly 
grown to view the Good Friday Accord, 
and the government it established, as their 
enemy. This past summer, when the 12th 
July parades were again blocked by police 
from entering the Ardoyne area, it appears 
that Unionists decided they’d had enough.

Which brings the issue back to Davison 
and McGuigan. First the UUP, and then 
the DUP leadership claimed that the two 
murders evidenced that the Government, 
and Sinn Fein in particular, were turning 
a blind eye to, and possibly participating 
in, a large-scale resurgence of the IRA. 
That Chief Constable Hamilton’s report 
acknowledged the continued existence of 
some form of IRA leadership structure, 
a fact known to everyone in Belfast, 

provided them with “proof” that the police 
who block their parades are in cahoots 
with the IRA. Nobody seriously believes 
either of these things, but it gives Unionist 
politicians cover to withdraw from the 
power-sharing government, thus plunging 
Northern Ireland into instability. Their 
hope, it seems, is that the power-sharing 
arrangements laid out under Good Friday 
will not be salvaged in ongoing talks with 
the UK government, and that Westminster 
will have no choice but to renegotiate the 
terms under which Northern Ireland is 
governed. There is little doubt about what 
they hope to accomplish under a new 
agreement—a restoration of Protestant 
ascendancy in Northern Ireland. 

It appears now that there is at least a decent 
chance that power-sharing will survive 
the effective government shutdown which 
resulted from the resignation of the DUP 
leader and First Minister of Northern 
Ireland Peter Robinson and much of his 
cabinet on September 10th. Talks are 
underway between Robinson, Sinn Fein, 
and British Secretary of State for Northern 
Ireland Theresa Villiers in an attempt 
to persuade the Unionists to return to 
government. Failing that, it is likely that 
new elections will be held in an attempt to 
reconstitute the Assembly and Executive. 
Re-imposition of “direct rule” from 
London, an outcome which would almost 
certainly result in the outbreak of violence 
from the Republican community, seems 
unlikely but remains a distinct possibility. 
In the intervening time, the state is being 
run by what The Economist has called 
a “zombie government” whose ability 
to effectively handle a possible terrorist 
incident is dubious. The risk, as of now, 
that Northern Ireland will experience a 
rise in violence is high. Robinson’s stunt is 
dangerous and his goals are suspect. 

It is hard to predict as of now what will 
happen in the weeks and months ahead. 
All those who are about maintaining 
peace in Northern Ireland can do is hope 
that the negotiating politicians would 
rather compromise and prevent violence 
than stubbornly allow it to rise again. 
Given Northern Ireland’s history, that 
they will cannot be taken for granted.  
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When the Arab Spring first 
broke out in Tunisia in 
2010, the world held its 
breath, waiting to see the 

outcome for an historically tumultuous 
Middle East. Other uprisings in Algeria, 
Egypt, and Libya followed soon thereafter. 
The relative success or failure of these 
revolts can be debated, and the situation 
is certainly more complex than a standard 
“good vs. evil” 

In 2011, seeking to participate in this 
movement, the people of Syria began 
staging large, mostly non-violent protests 
against the policies of President Bashar 
al-Assad, who has been in charge of the 
country for fifteen years. He was re-elected 
twice with no opposition. The initial 
aim of the protesters was for increased 
government transparency, release of 
political prisoners, and more civil liberties. 
The regime’s response to these demands 
was swift and brutal. Under direct orders 
from Assad, the Syrian Army deployed 
tanks, infantry, and fighter jets to crack 
down on civilians. Within a few months, 
more than a thousand civilians had been 
killed or injured, with many more detained 
by soldiers and police. 

The United Nations has in the past 
condemned the Assad regime for torturing 
prisoners. France recently opened a probe 
into the war crimes committed by the 
regime, including kidnapping, death by 
starvation, torture, and assassination. 
Since then, the civil war has raged on, 
with casualties estimated to be as high as 
250,000. 

It is no longer a viable option to ignore 
Assad’s blatant disregard for basic human 
rights. Understandably, public sentiment 
in the United States is not exactly in favor 
of getting involved in yet another Middle 
Eastern quagmire reminiscent of Iraq 
and Afghanistan. At some point, however, 
a free country claiming to champion 
democracy must make itself responsible 
for helping to alleviate the suffering and 
destruction caused by a despotic regime. 

In fact, taking action will almost certainly 
have long-term benefits for the United 
States and its allies. The chaos and unrest 
in the region has provided a foothold for 
ISIS forces to take over towns and establish 
oppressive control over the area. By 
maintaining control of approximately one-

third of Syria, ISIS has been able to recruit 
thousands of new fighters. Clearly, this 
situation cannot be allowed to continue. 
The safety of every free and independent 
country in the area, as well as the future 
safety of the rest of the world, depends on 
stopping this threat in its tracks. 

In terms of U.S. interests, it would 
admittedly be more beneficial to refrain 
from any action than to misread the 
situation and get involved in another 
military disaster along the lines of 
Vietnam or Afghanistan. As such, it is 
imperative that any action be taken after 
careful deliberation by experts and, most 
importantly, with the cooperation and 
help of the international community. 

SYRIA’S CURRENT STATE OF AFFAIRS
Taking the role of a global police force, 
particularly in the Middle East, has not 
worked effectively in the past. The United 
States must therefore act as a leader in an 
international coalition, with each member 
assuming equal responsibility and 
accountability. 

Western Europe in particular must be 
recruited into this conflict, since they are 
directly dealing with the massive influx of 
refugees displaced by the war. Whatever 
the decision, it has to be the product 
of careful consideration. But make no 
mistake: forceful military action, maybe 
even boots on the ground, is required in 
the face of such inhumanity. The United 
States cannot enjoy only the benefits that 
come with its superpower status, but must 

assume the responsibilities as well.

Russia, by way of contrast, has 
demonstrated extreme lack of 
responsibility in this situation with recent 
airstrikes against positions held by rebels 
who are backed by the U.S. While Russia 
claims they are launching the strikes to 
combat ISIS forces, the BBC reports that 
this may not be entirely true. Additionally, 
Russia has also armed the Syrian military 
with weapons and artillery, essentially 
enabling them to continue carrying out 
the brutal campaign against their own 
people. 

These actions are most likely a challenge 
to U.S. power in the region, with Vladimir 
Putin maintaining plausible deniability 
by claiming all his actions are meant to 
help combat ISIS. Using the suffering of 
millions as a play to try to assert some kind 
of international dominance is despicable, 
and makes it all the more imperative that 
we do our best to get this situation resolved 
as soon as possible.

While it is easy to sit and write about 
what should be done, the road ahead is 
not clear. In fact, the only thing we can 
know for certain is that it will be difficult 
and dangerous, with many chances for 
mistakes. However, the United States 
as a country did not reach its status as 
a superpower through cowardice. For 

decades, we have celebrated our country 
as a beacon of freedom and hope. How 
can we sit back and watch as millions lose 
their homes, their families, and their lives 
because they dared to open their mouths 
and demand freedom from a brutal 
dictator?

In the end, the Syrian people are no 
different from us. They want to live without 
fear, have a say in their government, and 
raise their children to know freedom and 
peace. Democracy and rule of law should 
be treated as a human right, and depriving 
an entire country of these rights is a crime 
that should be answered with the utmost 
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If Europe fails on the question of 
refugees then it won’t be the Europe 
we wished for, German Chancellor 
Angela Merkel stated, calling for the 

application of a quota system across the 
European Union to evenly distribute the 
influx of refugees and migrants. Despite 
the fact that a quota agreement was finally 
reached, the colossal number of refugees, 
migrants, and asylum seekers who have 
flocked to all parts of the European 
continent has caused the community 
to essentially disband. Many European 
nations are now following selfish policies 
in an attempt to curb the influx of refugees 
to their own countries, regardless of the 
effects on their neighbors. Many nations 
have already voiced their opposition to the 
new quota system, while China and Russia 
are continually hindering the efforts of the 
United Nations Security Council to pass 
a resolution to combat the smuggling of 
migrants across the Mediterranean. The 
situation has become an international 
crisis and is laying the building blocks for 
a failure of the European dream. However, 
the European Union as an institution is 
not at fault for responsibility lies with each 
sovereign state.

Germany, Europe’s de facto leader, will 
accept more than one million refugees in 
2015 and is one of the only three nations—
the others being Sweden and Turkey—to 
offer asylum to any refugee in its territory. 
Furthermore, Germany’s general public 
has shown enormous compassion and 
charity to the incoming asylum seekers, 
allowing for the political will necessary 
to support the implementation of a quota 
system to help relocate some 120,000 
migrants. However, as the crisis intensifies 
and other nations remain reluctant to 
assist Germany, German public opinion 
has started to sway in the other direction 
too. Other member states have also 
begun to install so called “hot-spots” to 
better identify and register refugees and 
differentiate them from migrants, an 
arduous, yet crucial task. At the individual 
level the overall response has been 
positive, with volunteers and donations 
increasing nearly exponentially. Sadly, 
this has not been the case everywhere, 
both at the bureaucratic and personal 
levels.

The crisis has resurrected many aspects 
of Europe’s darker history – nationalism 
reminiscent of Nazi Germany is on the 

rise, while fences are being constructed 
with astonishing speed, bringing back 
memories of a walled-off Eastern Bloc. 
Bulgaria exemplifies this behavior as the 
country has seen a constant increase in 
radical right-wing supporters in the last 
few years and is painstakingly building 
a wall on its Southern border, exactly 
where the communist People’s Republic 
of Bulgaria once had to keep people in. 
Hungary, Bulgaria, Greece, and Great 
Britain have all built fences in the past two 
years to help curb the influx of immigrants 
and refugees from the Middle East, failing 
to realize that this is a more temporary 
than permanent solution. These policies 
are intensifying the crisis as more people 
end up in the bureaucratic limbo of 
refugee camps and holding spots. Thus 
the refugees become a source of economic 
drain, instead of integrated contributors to 
society as laborers. 

The only true long-term solutions to the 
crisis are acceptance, understanding and 
integration. The majority of these refugees 
are not fleeing economic hardship, 
but rather running for their lives. The 
majority of refugees hail from Syria 
because of the current civil war, which 

A FAILURE OF STATES 
Article By:

ANDRO MATHEWSON

has already claimed more than 300,000 
lives. Many Western nations contributed 
to the series of events leading up to this 
intrastate conflict. President Bush’s 
reluctance to even attempt to improve 
relations with Syria and the West’s general 
indifference to the dictatorship in Syria 
allowed for continuous anti-democratic 
decisions by Assad and thus an increase 
in internal tension. President Obama 
was also inactive in the early stages 
of the war, despite his threats of Syria 
“crossing a red-line” if chemical weapons 
were used, no retaliation has taken place. 
This is the largest refugee crisis since the 
Second World War and the international 
community is left with a difficult decision. 
Sovereign states can either submit 
themselves to the rulings of international 
organizations to achieve a common goal 
or unify for the greater good to initiate a 
justified war.

The first option is to accept all the refugees, 
a daunting and arduous task, but arguably 
the morally right choice. This is the option 
supported by the majority of international 
institutions. However, this raises many 
questions: How can states distinguish a 
refugee from a migrant, asylum-seeking or 
potential terrorist? Is it possible to integrate 
more than four million people into an 
already diverse and densely populated 
European continent? How should other 

states, such as the United States or Canada 
act? How can the international community 
fairly and equally divide migrants among 
individual states? Among many others, 
these questions need to be answered 
before a comprehensive solution can be 
found and implemented. Nevertheless, 
there is an example the international 
community can follow, namely Germany. 
Despite many difficulties, it seems to be 
on the right path. In collaboration with 
the European Union, it has both accepted 
a tremendous number of people, but also 
fought for the relocation of many to other 
nations, to equally share the burden 
between nations.  

The second option, as some argue, is more 
expensive, dangerous, and potentially 
unethical: full-out war against the Syrian 
dictatorial regime. In this case, completely 
different problems arise, the most obvious 
being the huge loss of human life that 
would ensue, but also: Who would carry 
the responsibility? What would Russia or 
China’s reactions be? Is the international 
community willing to make that decision? 
Both the United States and Russia are 
already following policies of limited 
warfare in the region through aerial 
attacks and by supplying various groups 
on both sides of the conflict. 

Yet both options are not mutually 

exclusive, but in order for a resolution of 
the problem to succeed, cooperation and 
determination are necessary. Whatever 
the path that the international community 
or individual sovereign states take, the 
world cannot continue to act as it is today. 
Building fences and obstructing the work 
of international organizations will simply 
intensify the issue–more refugees will 
start taking the Mediterranean route, 
increasing the number of unsafe migrant 
boats, smugglers, and the chance of death 
on the journey. Fences and border police 
will only increase tensions between 
neighboring nations within Europe, 
in opposition to the European Union’s 
ultimate goals. The solution is charity 
toward all others. In contrast to its role in 
Europe just seventy years ago, Germany 
is now a shining beacon of humility and 
humanity in a sea of hostility and hatred, 
and a model state for how to respond to 
this refugee crisis.
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It’s simple physics: for every action, 
there is an equal and opposite 
reaction. This was true on October 
1st, 2015 when Christopher Harper-

Mercer pulled the trigger of his semi-
automatic handgun in a classroom at 
Umpqua Community College, and it 
was also true after the dust settled and 
politicians swept in from right and left, 
denouncing the tragedy with fierce 
rhetoric on how to prevent another 
mass shooting. 

More often than not, conversations 
about mental illness in America take 
place in the context of the reactionary, 
emotionally-charged debate about 
gun violence. While occasionally this 
has led to honest discussion and even 
reform, mass shootings are the wrong 
reason to talk about mental health.

To start, it is not factually appropriate. 
Roughly 20% of Americans suffer from 
a mental illness at some point in their 
lives, and a vast majority of them are 
not violent.[1] In fact, several studies 
have shown that after controlling for 
environmental factors and substance 
abuse, those with mental illness are no 
more likely to commit violent crime 
than the rest of the population.[2] 

Secondly, approaching mental health 
reform from the angle of violent crime 
reinforces the false disconnect between 
physical health and mental health, 
implying that those who struggle 
with mental illness are permanently 
flawed criminals instead of victims of 
a treatable psychological disease. It 
dehumanizes and stigmatizes mental 
illness, and may even discourage people 
from admitting they have a condition 
and seeking treatment.

Thirdly, zeroing in on the few victims 
of mental illness who perpetrate mass 
violence takes focus away from the 
deeper problems with America’s mental 
health system. 60% of mental illness 
in the United States goes untreated 
because there is a systematic disconnect 
between mental healthcare providers 
and those who need their services. 
Many experiencing a mental health 
crisis cannot find treatment: almost 

90 million Americans live in federally-
designated mental health professional 
shortage areas, and nationwide there 
are less than a third of the number of 
psychiatric beds considered necessary 
for minimally-adequate care.

The costs of this system are enormous. 
Thomas Insel, director of the National 
Institute of Mental Illness, estimates 
that the indirect costs of mental illness 
(which include lost earnings and 
disability payments for the mentally 
ill) took $467 billion out of the US 
economy in 2012.[3] For context, that 
is more than what the entire country 
spent on Medicaid in the same year. 
Suicides, 90% of which are related 
to mental illness,[4] claim the lives 
of 40,000 Americans annually.[5] 
Americans with serious mental illness 
are also likely to die more than 20 
years sooner than other Americans.[6] 
Most strikingly, having a mental illness 
increases a person’s likelihood of being 
assaulted by fivefold.[7] Rather than the 
perpetrators of violence, the mentally 
ill are the biggest victims of it.

So what can be done?

First, we need to invest in prevention 
and early detection programs. This is 
especially important in middle and 
high schools, as most mental illness 
begins to manifest itself in adolescence. 
President Obama recently allocated 
$15 million through the Department of 
Health and Human Services to provide 
grants for mental health first aid 
training in school across the country.[8] 
This training helps educators recognize 
the signs of mental illness and respond 
appropriately to someone in the midst 
of a mental health crisis. Congress 
and states should expand this effort 
all teachers have this training. School 
counselors also need to be supported in 
identifying students at risk for mental 
illness and coordinate with local 
mental health providers to ensure that 
all students receive the care that they 
need as early as possible.

Second, gaps in insurance for 
psychiatric care must be identified 
and bridged. Though the Affordable 

Reforming 
Mental 
Health Care
in America

Chronic 
Inertia:

Care Act requires that all insurance 
plans include comprehensive mental 
health coverage, almost four million 
Americans are locked out of this 
requirement. Some states rejected the 
federal Medicaid expansion, while 
others received waivers to write their 
own standards of essential care that 
did not include robust mental health 
coverage. States, insurers, and the 
federal government need to work 
together to fill these gaps.
Third, the healthcare system needs to 
be better integrated with the criminal 
justice system. Right now, a mentally 
ill person is three times more likely to 
end up in a prison than a mental health 
facility. In many cases someone with 
mental illness can only be admitted to a 
psychiatric bed after they are deemed to 
be an immediate danger to themselves 
or others, and are released as soon as the 
immediate crisis has passed. In order 
to break this vicious cycle, the mental 
healthcare system needs to focus on 
identifying those most at risk for ending 
up in prison and targeting treatment to 
them. Additionally, inmates need to be 
screened for mental illness and have 
access to streamlined, rehabilitation-
focused treatment that continues after 
they leave the prison system.

Most importantly, the national 
conversation about mental health 
must be squarely oriented in the 
context of healthcare. We need to 
consider proposals that move beyond 
haphazard crisis management into 
proactive prevention and long-term 
rehabilitation. We need to develop 
an integrated system of care that 
makes mental health the priority and 
responsibility of the entire community. 
We need to make sure that access to 
mental healthcare is equitable to all 
other forms of healthcare. 

The shooting at Umpqua Community 
College has focused national attention 
on mental illness. As the raw horror of 
this tragedy fades from the news cycle, 
we need to use this as an opportunity 
to sustain the conversation about fixing 
America’s mental healthcare system. It 
should not take a mass tragedy to incite 
action on this issue, because the real 

Article By
JACK HOSTAGER

[1] “Results from the 2013 National Survey on Drug Use 
and Health: Mental Health Findings.” National Institute of 
Mental Health. Nov 2014. http://www.samhsa.gov/data/
sites/default/files/NSDUHmhfr2013/NSDUHm-hfr2013.pdf

[2] “Mental Illness and Violence.” Havard Medical School. 
Harvard Health Publications. 1 Jan 2011. http://www.
health.harvard.edu/newsletter_article/mental-illness-and-
violence

[3] http://www.nimh.nih.gov/about/director/2015/men-tal-
health-awareness-month-by-the-numbers.shtml

[4] https://www.nami.org/Learn-MoreMental-Health-Con-
ditions/Related-Conditions/Suicide

[5] http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/suicide.htm

[6] National Association of State Mental Health Pro-gram 
Directors Council. (2006). Morbidity and Mortality in People 
with Serious Mental Illness. Alexandria, VA: Parks, J., et al. 
http://www.nasmhpd.org/sites/default/files/Mortality%20
and%20Morbidity%20Final%20Re-port%208.18.08.pdf

[7] http://bjp.rcpsych.org/content/206/4/275

[8] https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/



ADAM BRISKIN-LIMEHOUSE

22 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | Fall 2015 Fall 2015 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  23 

INTERV IEW INTERV IEW
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Adam Briskin-Limehouse is a second year student in the Master 
of Public Health Program at Johns Hopkins University. He has a 

great deal of experience with campaigns, including helping to run 
the Question 6 Campaign in Maryland for marriage equality. He 
has also volunteered with the Peace Corps, done work with the 

AFL-CIO in Washington, DC, and hopes to one day run for office. 
The Penn Political Review talked with Adam about his interest in 

politics and his advice to undergraduates.

PPR: So, let’s get started then. I was 
wondering if you could tell me a little bit 
more about how you became interested 
in politics and what led you to choose 
that as a career. 

Adam: Sure! So, it’s funny, I wrote down 
a response, and it sounds a little campy 
now that I want to say it, but it’s true, you 
know, politics is kind of a family business, 
specifically politics and advocacy. My 
grandfather is a lifelong member of the 
South Carolina Democratic Party, and 
was an elected county Tax Assessor in the 
70s, and in fact, helped to professionalize 
that system so that it would be a little bit 
less bad. So around that same time, in the 
70s and 80s, my mom and dad were taking 
part in the anti-proliferation (nuclear 
proliferation) protest movement in New 
England, and helped found New Haven’s 
War Tax protest. And they have always 
taught me – both my grandfather and my 
parents–that if you believe in something, 
then go out and do something about it. 
Don’t complain and hope that it magically 
changes, make the change happen. 
So, that led to my own involvement. 
My grandfather sort of dragooned me 
into working on Election Day. I was 16 
maybe, maybe younger than that, and 
doing that I just really caught the bug of 
working in global politics rather than just 
issue advocacy, even though I ended up 
working a lot in issue advocacy. Having 
caught the bug and graduated from high 
school, my grandfather set me up with his 
protégé, a guy named Lachlan McIntosh, 
who is still doing campaign consulting in 
the Southeast. And Lachlan hired me the 
year before I went to college to work on 
my first campaign. I’ve been doing it ever 
since. 

PPR: Maybe a better question would be, 
did you ever think about doing anything 
else?

Adam: I will say that working in politics 
and campaigns is a lot like being in 
priesthood. If you can imagine yourself 
doing anything else, you should do that 
because it is not for the faint of heart.

PPR: I know you worked in the Peace 
Corps for a while– why did you decide to 
do that? How did that connect back into 

your interest in politics? 

Adam: Well, to me, politics is about 
public service. It’s about looking out for 
the good of the Commonwealth and the 
Republic. Although that’s super abstract, 
in a lot of ways I have found that working 
on campaigns and wanting to do public 
service are intimately connected. And 
after college, and after having done some 
social work, I found that I really needed to 
broaden my horizons, both personally and 
professionally, and I had already decided 
to do the Peace Corps a few years before 
that, and it just felt like the right time to 
execute. And so, I did and went out to be a 
community health educator.

PPR: How did you like it? What were 
your experiences? 

Adam: You will never talk to a Returned 
Peace Corps Volunteer who doesn’t have 
some variation of the, “I have mixed 
feelings on Peace Corps.” And that’s 
because Peace Corps is hard– it’s a two-
year long commitment. In fact, about a 
third of the people can’t do it, and these 
are successful applicants who go through 
what used to be an even more grueling 
application process, and is now, still, a 
grueling application process. For me, it 

meant being cut off and away from home 
for the first time, because I didn’t go away 
for college. I stayed in my hometown. So 
that was hard, and then add that you are 
thrown into a situation without a whole 
lot of preparation. You know, you do three 
months of programmatic and language 
training before you start, and then - you 
start. They drop you off in the jungle and 
go, “Cool. Get started!” Especially for a 
smaller post like mine, the sense of isolation 
was intensified because there were so few 
of us in the country. I worked with some 
great counterparts and some great NGOs. 
I had the opportunity see that maybe the 
UN system of organizations isn’t fantastic. 
I worked with national organizations 
who were doing some really hard work 

on limited budgets, and got to be a part 
of that–bringing those resources to bear, 
and improving community health in a way 
that, if you live in the metropolitan areas 
of the world, you just don’t ever do. You 
don’t ever see what goes on. It’s something 
that other people do. This was being one 
of those other people. It really clarified for 
me my personal political personality. 

PPR: So, changing topics a little bit, how 
did that affect the way that you chose 
to join campaigns, and how did you get 
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involved with campaigns? Was it sort of 
something where people would pull you 
in, or were you really connected to the 
issues?

Adam: It’s really a combination. I’ve 
worked and done work with some really 
fantastic folks who have done good by me 
and I have tried to do well by the ones who 
are coming up behind me. The opportunity 
to work on each of the campaigns I staffed 
was a combination of being in the right 
place at the right time and thinking 
critically about whether or not to hit the 
‘Go’ button. In the questions you sent me 
you mentioned specifically what got me in 
with the Question 6 campaign, and that 
was a combination of having a heart and 
soul dedicated to preventing the passage 
of Amendment 1 in North Carolina, and 
having that dedication rewarded by Marty 
Rouse, the Human Rights Campaign, and 
the manager on Question 6, Josh Levin. 
They were impressed by the work I did, 
they were impressed by the leadership I 
showed, and they asked me to move up to 
Maryland to take a more senior role on 
that campaign. I got into LGBT politics 
because of my best friend in college. She is 
a lesbian who had grown up being bullied 
by some of the same people that I thought 
were friends and that wasn’t ok. It wasn’t 
ok with me, it was unfair. The work I did 
for the LGBT civil rights movement was a 
contribution into a real political struggle 
that could actually change society. 

PPR: A lot of the people reading the 
magazine are thinking about decisions 
about where to go to grad school, and 
how to take the next step– can you talk a 
little bit about how you transitioned out 
of campaigns and into graduate school 
and why you made that shift?

Adam: So, for me, it was a matter of 
upgrading my skills. As an undergrad, 
I mixed a bit of philosophy, with a little 
bit- well, a fair amount- of political 
science coursework, and psychology 
coursework. And campaign life is those 
skills that you learn: critical thinking, 
and basic statistical analysis, and even 
just basic writing, over and over again- 
those are fundamental to campaigns. But 
to really move up, you need to have more 
concrete training. And after two years in 

Peace Corps and five years working on 
campaigns, I needed better hard skills. 
That was my interest in coming to Johns 
hopkin-policy analysis and economics. It 
has really allowed me to focus on where 
I want to work in policy and politics 
beyond working in advocacy. Because 
unfortunately advocacy is a funnel, and 
you can work on it your entire career if 
you make that choice, but that involves 
being a nomad–going from campaign to 
campaign to campaign. There’s a great 

joke on a Tumblr called Campaignsick–
which is supposed to be homesick, not like 
you’ve got the flu– “it’s campaign o’clock 
somewhere, it’s always campaign o’clock 
somewhere”. And it’s true! There’s always 
a campaign happening, and the skill set 
of running a campaign, either as a field 
organizer or doing the fundraising, or 
doing the communications- are always 
required somewhere. But there’s a ceiling. 
There’s a personal financial ceiling, and 
there’s a professional ceiling. And that 
financial ceiling is about $60,000 a year. 
That’s fine if you’re single, and you live in 
the Midwest, and you want to make doing 
politics your career, but if you want to 
come back and get into politics in terms 
of running for politics, it’s a little harder. 
And if you want to stick to a single state 
it’s much harder. The professional ceiling 
is, unless you’re Robby Mook, you’re not 

going to run national campaigns. Unless 
this is the calling of your life and you 
happen to be one of the great talents, 
and you happen to get connected with a 
winning presidential campaign, you’re 
not ever going to make a lot of money, 
and you’re not going to be at the very top 
professionally. Going forward, I expect I 
will have to work in the private sector for 
a while, to repay the Hopkins, and that will 
put me on the path to running for office. 

PPR: You mentioned this a little bit when 
you were talking about your campaign 
work, but I was wondering what your 
experience has been with getting support 
from your family, and from mentors, 
and other people in your life, and how 
that affected your career decisions?

Adam: As I mentioned before, my 
grandfather got me started in politics with 
his protégé, and Lachlan really showed 
me the ropes on Democratic politics 
in South Carolina and what could and 
could not be accomplished, which he still 
struggles with. Those first few campaigns 
in Charleston taught me that I really 
needed to broaden my experience, and 
that led to my college mentors suggesting 
the Peace Corps as a viable path of public 
service. In that way, mentors have shown 
me when it was the right time to make 
those jumps. They’ve both guided me and 

when I asked, “is this the right campaign 
for me to be on right now?” they’ve either 
said, “ehh, maybe not,” or they’ve been 
able to say, “yea, you just need to go.” 
At the same time, my family–my parents, 
my wife– they’ve all been extraordinarily 
supportive. There’s a great joke my wife 
tells, which maybe is not a joke, that 
I’m her contribution to the progressive 
movement. She is as dedicated to politics 
and to the same issue set that I believe 
is really important in this country, but 
the sort of everyday, nitty-gritty fighting 
between conflicting interests is just not for 
her. She doesn’t want anything to do with 
it. It makes her crazy. And so instead, she 
says, she sends me. And I think that is a 
way to contribute. 

PPR: How would you say you go about 
cultivating those relationships? I mean, 
family I suppose comes a bit naturally, 
but what about mentors, and other 
people in the field?

Adam: Do the work. It seems simple, 
but do the work, keep your nose to the 
grindstone, stay in your lane, and when 
you get the opportunity to sit down and 
have a drink, or grab a cup of coffee with 
a supervisor, or a campaign manager, 
do it. And ask the questions, “How am I 
doing?”, “What could I be doing better?”, 
“How can I make a better contribution 
to this campaign?” And then later on, 
after the campaign, after you’re finished 
with whatever project you’re working 
on, sit down and do it again. I have had 
that coffee and have had that drink with 
campaign managers that I’ve worked for, 
that I’ve wanted to work for, with staff 
at the Human Rights Campaign and the 
DNC, and said that. It’s led me in some 
ways to focus my skill set, and it finally 
led me to realize that I either need to go 
to grad school or accept that I was going 
to be a nomad. 

PPR: I was wondering if you had any 
advice for undergraduate students who 
are really interested in getting into 
politics or campaigns maybe, and are 
trying to figure out how to get involved. 

Adam:  Secondly, campaign work is the sine 
que non of experiencing the connection 
between local political personality and 

national politics, or even state politics. 
And the way to get into a campaign is 
to find one, apply for it, get hired, and 
do the work. Because there is nothing 
that’s going to teach you, in a visceral 
way, better than working on a campaign, 
either a legislative or a referendum, or a 
candidate campaign. Any of them will do 
that for you, but that needs to be tempered 
with the understanding that you don’t do 
it because you want a job in somebody’s 
office, you do it because you want to 
do the work. And if a job happens to be 
available, you apply for it, but maybe it’s 
not. 

PPR: So then my last question would be, 
what do you see in your future? I know 
you talked about going into the private 
sector after graduating from Hopkins; 
what are you sort of aiming for in your 
career?

Adam: So, in the longest term, I hope 
to run for Congress. I think that for me, 
campaigns and policy are part of a long 
journeymanship towards becoming a 
master legislator. I think we need those. I 
think we need master legislators who care 
about the crunchiness of policy, who care 
about the Republic in a real way, who 
are concerned not so much with where 
they are on that day, but on where their 
work as legislators and governors of the 
Republic is taking the country. And I think 
there isn’t enough of that right now. I’m a 
realist- there will always be times when 
politics and the negative connotations of 
that trumps good sense. But I really want 
to be the kind of master legislator that 
understands when that is unnecessary 
and can push back on it. And you know, 
I think people like Lyndon Johnson are 
a great example of that- somebody who 
had a solid vision of the country, for the 
Republic, and executed on it, and made it 
perfectly clear to his caucus, and to his 
political allies, that there were places and 
times for compromise, and others that 
weren’t. So that’s where I ultimately see 
myself going. I’d like, in the interim, to 
work in the private sector to get a better 
sense of how the market and especially 
business at the Fortune 500 or Fortune 
1000 level operates, because I don’t think 
it’s fair to say, I’m going to regulate you, 
if I haven’t ever actually worked there. 
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Mark Pryor was a Democratic senator from Arkansas from 2003 
to 2015 and the Arkansas Attorney General from 1999 to 2003. 
He currently works with Venable, a large lobbying and law firm. 
The Penn Political Review talked with Senator Pryor about his 
experiences in the Senate, the ways in which his family has influenced 
his political career, and his thoughts on the 2016 elections.

Conducted and transcribed by Trudel Pare

PPR: Before getting into politics, you 
were in private practice. Can you tell 
me about why you chose to become 
a lawyer, and how that affected your 
political career?

Senator Pryor: My father was a lawyer.  
Several of his good friends were lawyers.  
I always liked the  law and history.  It is 
a good base education for a lawmaker.  
Obviously, not a requirement, but when 
you are making laws, it is good to know 
a little about the law.  When I was in 
the state legislature, they put me on 
the Judiciary Committee.  I served as 
Arkansas’s Attorney General for 4 years.  
In the Senate, the law degree was very 
helpful.

PPR: Your father had previously held 
the Senate seat that you held, and 
actively campaigned for you when you 
were running. How has his influence 
and support, as well as the influence 
and support of the rest of your family, 
impacted your career?

Senator Pryor: I don’t think I would ever 
have been in politics if my family had not 
been.  My grandfather, great grandfather 
and great-great grandfather were all 
Sheriffs of Ouachita County (Camden, 
Arkansas).   My grandmother, Susie Pryor, 
was the first woman in Arkansas to run for 
public office.  My father, David Pryor was 
in the state House, US House, Governor’s 
Mansion, and the US Senate for a total of 
34 years. 

PPR: During your time in the Senate, 
you worked a great deal on issues 
related to veterans’ services–can you 
describe why those issues are important 
to you and how you chose to work on the 
legislation that you did?

Senator Pryor: I appreciate our veterans.  
I am not a veteran, but I think it takes 
someone special to put on the uniform and 
put their lives on the line for their country 
and their ideals.  We do a lot for them, 
but there are gaps and I tried to fill those 
gaps.  This also is an example of what 
is special about the Senate–I was never 
on the Veterans Committee and I offered 
several bills and amendment to help our 
vets.  The Senate rules allow us to do that 

and we need to protect the institution of 
the Senate.

PPR: You also were known to have great 
constituent services and to have brought 
a great deal of money back to Arkansas to 
help build infrastructure there. How has 
your commitment to your community 
influenced your political career?

Senator Pryor: I am a little old school 
on this. I believe that Senators and 
Congressmen represent the people who 
elected them.  So I represented Arkansas.  
That was my job. I didn’t represent the 
Democratic Party or just the people who 
voted for me. I wasn’t there to support 
or oppose a president. Arkansas has 
infrastructure needs so I tried to help.  Some 
Arkansans need assistance in navigating 
the maze of federal government, so I 
tried to help.  That is the way our system 
is designed to work and it works well, 
if we let it work as designed.  Too many 
politicians today care more about their 
party and their own re-election.  Good 
government is good politics – and if you 
govern well, the politics usually take care 
of themselves.

PPR: After the Senate, you returned to 
private practice. Do you think you’ll 
ever be interested in reentering public 
service? If so, in what way? If not, why 

not? Where do you see your career 
headed?

Senator Pryor: I like being back in the 
private sector.  I am not sure at this point 
if I will ever run again.  I loved doing it 
and I was able to get a lot of good things 
done.  It was a huge honor.  Only time will 
tell.

PPR: In 2008, you supported Hillary 
Clinton. Do you have any comments 
on her current run, and the broader 
Democratic field? Do you plan to get 
involved with the election?

Senator Pryor: I think Hillary Clinton will 
be our next president.  When I was in the 
Senate, we served together for 6 years and 
she was the best Senator in the Senate.  
We sat side-by-side on the Armed Services 
Committee.  Very smart, very prepared, 
good staff, asked great questions.  Going 
in, many of the Republican Senators hated 
her because the party had made her out 
to be a horrible person during her years 
as First Lady.  Once elected, she got to 
work and they all had tremendous respect 
for her.  In fact, she passed a lot of bi-
partisan legislation through the Senate.  
She received a 94-2 vote for Secretary of 
State, so that will give you some indication 
of how the people who worked with her 
felt about her.  Yes, I will help her in 2016.

SENATOR MARK PRYOR
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