
Donald J. Trump@realDonaldTrump45th President of the United States of America

Washington, DC43 FOLLOWING

40.5 K

26,909,656 FOLLOWERSTWEETS

MEDIA

LIKES

The 140 character revolution11.9 K

1/20/17

You tweeted
Donald J. Trump @realDonaldTrump

inside
BOOTS ON THE GROUND: AMERICAN FORCES IN MANBIJ     pg 4

THE POLITICS OF SCIENCE UNDER THE TRUMP ADMINISTRATION   pg 10

INTERVIEW WITH EVAN MCMULLIN   pg  17
Spring 2017



 

staff

National

Global

PPR  Penn Political Review
Volume XIII Issue 3

4 BOOTS ON THE GROUND: AMERICAN FORCES IN  
            MANBIJ
 by Daniel Leone

6 THE INFLUENCE INEQUALITY: WHY THE STORIES         
 WE NEED MOST ARE LEFT UNTOLD
 by Hunter Pearl

8 IN DEFENSE OF LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM
 by Max Yulis

10 THE POLITICS OF SCIENCE UNDER THE TRUMP   
 ADMINISTRATION 
 by Richard Diurba

12 EDUCATION IN A TIME OF UNCERTAINTY
 by Lena Leszinsky

Interview
17 EVAN MCMULLIN

2016 independent presidential candidate, former CIA 
officer and investment banker

19 LADY CATHERINE ASHTON
Former High Representative of the Union for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy

table of contents
EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

Elizabeth Peng

MANAGING EDITOR, MAGAZINE
Jack Hostager

MANAGING EDITOR, PENNPOLITICALREVIEW.ORG
Geeta Minocha

EDITOR-AT-LARGE
Justin Lee

LAYOUT AND ART EDITOR
Karen Whisler

INTERVIEW EDITOR
Michaela Palmer

OPERATIONS MANAGER
Lena Leszinsky

BUSINESS MANAGER
Joey Harrison

WEB MASTER
Sam Leavitt

SENIOR EDITORS
Alex Anderson (Senior National)

Kody Sun (Senior Global)

STAFF EDITORS
Laura Beck | Benjamin Fung

 Joy Sun | Czarina Yip

STAFF WRITERS
Richard Diurba | Zach Fisher

Wesley Sheker | Max Yulis

LAYOUT AND ART STAFF
Gabrielle Fink | Benjamin Fung | Carter Gale

INTERVIEW STAFF
 Cary Dannenberg | Isabella Fierro

Kira Flemke | Jamie Gleklen | William Lee 
Claire Lisker | Nishant Upender

 
THE SOAPBOX 

Nathan Ausubel | Jacob Ausubel | Laura Beck
Olivia Blom | Nicholas DeSimone | Jake Fallek

Jonathan Haskin  | Alfred “Red” Joseph | Madison Lane
Summer Osborn | Cass Phanord 

Vaios Triantafyllou | Halis Yaka | Justin Yang 
Nolan Wein | Freda Zhou 

  

Feature
14 THE 140 CHARACTER REVOLUTION: HOW DONALD  
 J. TRUMP IS RESHAPING PRESIDENTIAL
  COMMUNICATION
 by Jonathan Serota



letter from the editor

detailing how new budget cuts and policies will affect 
scientific development and education equality in the United 
States. On the foreign policy side, Max Yulis argues for the 
expansion of liberal internationalism, and Daniel Leone 
discusses the unfolding U.S. military engagement in Syria, 
starting with the deployment of Army Rangers to Manbij in 
March. 

In addition, this issue includes interviews from Evan 
McMullin, former Presidential candidate in the 2016 election 
and Wharton School alumnus, and British Labour politician 
Lady Catherine Ashton, who spoke to us about Brexit and 
the future of the European Union.

We welcome reader suggestions, comments, and 
submissions at joinppr@gmail.com.

    Warmest Regards,

Thank you for picking up the Spring 2017 edition of 
Penn Political Review. This issue serves as a comprehensive 
continuation of our previous edition, in which we explored 
some of the most pressing political questions brought 
forth in the midst of President Trump’s inauguration. The 
President has since literally and figuratively settled into the 
White House, establishing his unique brand of leadership 
in the Oval Office and enacting the policies he promised 
on the campaign trail. This edition addresses both of these 
considerations.

We are proud to present our feature article by Jonathan 
Serota, “The 140 character revolution: How Donald J. 
Trump is reshaping presidential communication,” which 
sheds light on how presidential rhetoric has drastically 
changed under the current administration. We hope 
readers enjoy our re-imagining of the view from President 
Trump’s mobile phone on the cover. Following the theme of 
communication is Hunter Pearl’s article about media bias, 
especially regarding coverage of the recent election.

Our writers also explore a variety of the key issues 
currently facing the Trump administration. Richard Diurba 
and Lena Leszinsky’s articles address the appointments 
of the Secretaries of Energy and Education, respectively, 

Dear Reader,

Elizabeth Peng
PPR Editor-in-Chief

Penn Political Review, delivered to your door!

4 FULL-COLOR ISSUES:

$15/yr
Support PPR and purchase an annual subscription today!
�	 *Payable by venmo, check, or Paypal
 For more details please visit pennpoliticalreview.org!
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In the beginning of March, around 
100 US Army Rangers  were sent to 
the Syrian city of Manbij with the 

goal of stopping clashes  between two 
key American-allied fighting forces: 
the Kurdish-led Syrian Democratic 
Forces (SDF) and a coalition of rebel 
groups backed by the Turkish military. 
Controlling and stabilizing the northern 
city of Manbij is vital to isolating and 
capturing ISIS’s de-facto capital, Raqqa. 
The Rangers’ presence has been dubbed 
a “reassurance and deterrence”  mission, 
and has seen no major problems thus far.  
However, the many disparate interests 
at play in the city are threatening the 
American goal of stabilization. The 
highly visible American ground presence 
in the contested city of Manbij could 
easily lead to further involvement 
in Syria or even spawn a dangerous 
international flashpoint.

Manbij is, in some ways, 
representative of the complexity of the 
conflict in Syria as a whole. The city has 
emerged in the fight against ISIS as a 
strategically important location for the 
major state actors in the Syrian conflict: 

Turkey, the US, Russia, and Syria. 
Understanding the situation on the 
ground involves unraveling the strange 
and intricate web of allegiances and 
goals in the Syrian quagmire. 

Last August, the US-backed SDF, 
which is primarily composed of the 
Kurdish YPG (People’s Protection Units), 
captured Manbij from the Islamic 
State. In an immediate and aggressive 
response to Kurdish control of the city, 
Turkey deployed troops into Syria and 
demanded that Kurdish forces retreat to 
the eastern side of the Euphrates River. 
Turkey has been in near-constant conflict 
with the Kurdistan Workers’ Party , or 
PKK, for more than thirty years, because 
they wish to counter the PKK’s goal of 
Kurdish independence in southeast 
Turkey. Since the beginning of Kurdish 
participation in the Syrian conflict, 
Turkish leadership has sworn to prevent 
the establishment of any autonomous 
Kurdish territory east of the Euphrates. 
Turkey is concerned that any contiguous 
Kurdish territory in northern Syria 
could serve as a base of operations for 
Kurdish PKK fighters to launch attacks in 

Turkey and increase the likelihood of an 
independent Kurdish state on Turkey’s 
southern border. The deployment of 
American forces to Manbij is a clear 
response to increasingly aggressive 
Turkish threats to capture the city from 
the SDF. American boots on the ground 
have clearly dissuaded Turkish PM 
Tayyip Erdogan from moving his forces 
into the city, but a hundred American 
troops cannot necessarily ensure even 
temporary peace between Kurdish and 
pro-Turkish forces embroiled in an 
intense conflict rooted in centuries of 
ethnic hatred and oppression. 

The Russian presence in the region 
also stems from a common desire to 
avoid a new fight for Manbij between 
Turkish and Kurdish forces. A few 
weeks ago, the SDF military government 
in Manbij reportedly requested that 
Russian and Syrian troops form a buffer 
zone to protect SDF rebels from the 
Turkish forces in al-Bab, a city 25 miles 
southwest. The Syrian regime and its 
Russian allies gladly accepted the SDF’s 
concession of territory. Now, in a bizarre 
occurrence, US Army Rangers are 

  1. DeGrandpre, Andrew. “U.S. and Russian troops are now in the same Syrian city.” Military Times. March 13, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017. 
  2. “Turkish and US-backed Kurdish forces clash near Syria’s Manbij.” Middle East Eye. March 1, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017.
  3. “The Pentagon’s ‘reassure and deter’ mission in Syria looks a lot like mission creep.” Military Times. March 18, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017. 
  4. Worth, Robert F. “Behind the Barricades of Turkey’s Hidden War.” The New York Times. May 24, 2016. Accessed March 22, 2017. 
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patrolling the streets of the same city as 
Russian troops. 

The deployment of this small force 
of Army Rangers in Manbij is a major 
turning point for several reasons. This 
move is the first publicized example of 
American forces taking an active role in 
the conflict and serving as essentially a 
policing force as opposed to providing 
tactical support for rebel forces. US 
Special Operations Forces generally do 
not operate out in the open with the 
goal of stopping clashes between rival 
forces, and it is still unclear exactly what 
a “reassurance and deterrence” mission 
entails. The presence of American 
combat forces in close proximity to both 
Russian forces and Turkish-supported 
forces means that an unintended 
confrontation could have serious 
international consequences. Turkish-
allied rebel forces have recently been 
shelling Russian and Syrian positions 
on the outskirts of the city, while the 
Russians and Syrians operate without 
direct coordination with the Americans. 
US Lt. Gen. Stephen Townsend 
summarized  the situation appropriately, 

saying that all of the major forces acting 
in Syria have converged “within hand-
grenade range of one another”. American 
convoys have been prominently 
displaying American flags to advertise 
their presence and avoid cases of 
mistaken identity, but it is hard to say 
exactly what the American response 
would be if the Rangers come under 
fire. Pentagon spokesman Navy Capt. 
Jeff Davis told the Military Times  that 
the soldiers maintain the right to defend 
themselves but refused to elaborate on 
any possible strategic response in the 
case of a direct attack. Even if there is no 
direct attack on US troops, what are the 
Rangers supposed to do if deterrence 
fails and clashes break out between pro-
Turkish fighters and SDF forces? 

In addition to the possibility of 
major consequences stemming from 
new fighting in Manbij or an accidental 
or intentional confrontation with 
either Russian or Turkish backed 
forces, it is also unclear what the long-
term plan for Manbij is. It will be 
very difficult for the US to pull out of 
Manbij without precipitating renewed 

clashes or a Turkish invasion of the 
Kurdish-controlled city, making it hard 
to determine what might constitute an 
intelligent exit strategy. Hopefully, the 
Pentagon has a viable plan to pull out of 
the city without completely destabilizing 
the area, but the situation in Manbij 
could easily become a slippery slope. 

The new Trump White House seems 
determined to put the foreign policy 
legacy of the Obama administration 
behind them, and is clearly pursuing 
a more aggressive strategy  in Iraq and 
Syria. However, a troop surge in Syria 
could lead the United States down 
an all too familiar road in the Middle 
East. There are now around a thousand 
American ground troops in Syria, 
and some officials in the Pentagon are 
reportedly worried  about the possibility 
of ending up in another large-scale 
ground war. 

Direct intervention often leads 
to more intervention, and this small 
Special Operations Forces deployment to 
Manbij may prove to be the start of direct 
American engagement on the ground in 
Syria.

5. Deeb, Sarah El. “Turkey, Kurds, Russia, U.S. forces make up a confusing, violent pageant in Syria.” Chicago Tribune. March 11, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017. 
6.  DeGrandpre, Andrew. “U.S. and Russian troops are now in the same Syrian city.” Military Times. March 13, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017. 
 7. Rucker, Philip, and Missy Ryan. “Trump orders Pentagon to draft ISIS strategy, restructuring of security council.” The Washington Post. January 28, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017. 
8.  Bender, Bryan. “Trump’s Mideast surge has Pentagon debating ‘mission creep’.” POLITICO. March 17, 2017. Accessed March 22, 2017. 

BOOTS ON THE GROUND: AMERICAN FORCES IN MANBIJ
STORY BY DANIEL LEONE

Courtesy of Rank_X, Flickr Images



Polling data over the last two 
months have shown Marine 
Le Pen of the “National Front,” 

France’s far-right populist party, 
holding a narrow lead in the first 
round of the 2017 French presidential 
election. Even if, as expected, she 
loses in the run-off vote, her success 
mimics that European Union (“Brexit”) 
and Donald Trump’s successful 
campaign to become the US president 
– outsider movements, attacked and 

ridiculed by the media, appeal to 
the politically disconnected to build 
a winning coalition. The successes 
of these movements are some of 
the most important events of our 
generation, yet they came as a shock 
to nearly every journalist, pundit, 
comedian, celebrity, and political 
leader. It is only now apparent that 
the approximately half of UK and US 
citizens that favored Brexit and Trump 
were vastly underrepresented by news 

sources such as NBC, CNN, NPR, 
PBS, The New York Times, BBC, and 
The Guardian. These news sources 
receive large national consumption 
and are frequently turned to by those 
seeking factual accredited journalism. 
They are often referred to as the 
“mainstream media,” a term that 
Noam Chomsky explains as resulting 
from their agenda-setting power; 
only these elite media organizations 
have the resources to find tomorrow’s 

Photo Courtesy of Blandine Le Cain, Flicker Images

The influence inequality:
 Why the stories we need most are left untold

Story By Hunter Pearl
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compelling story so smaller firms 
simply copy their lead.1

The mainstream media, unlike 
the diverse populations it serves, is 
dominated by an unrepresentative 
group of people. The elite left’s 
domination of the media and thus 
speech makes metropolitan society 
ignorant to the actual feelings of the 
citizenry it claims to serve and blinds 
it to the appeal and support of populist 
movements

The consequences of bias

While media organizations 
still have progress to be made 
in representation of women and 
minorities, it has improved from its 
previous composition of exclusively 
white men. If the media is not 
diverse, they will share the same 
predispositions and will implicitly 
bias the resultant news. It is therefore 
surprising that little attention has 
been paid to the fact that the modern 
mainstream media is so heavily 
composed of upper-class cosmopolitan 
progressives. 

National Journalists and editors 
live in major cities and are far more 
likely to have gone to elite universities. 
Only 8% of US national journalists 
identify as conservative, nearly five 
times less than the national average of 
38%, and the percentage of journalists 
identifying as Republicans hit a new 
low in 2014 at 7%.2, 3, 4   Studies have 
confirmed suspicions that these 
collective preferences result in a 
left-of-center bias, with one study 
examining 20 major media outlets and 
finding that 18 of them showed liberal 
biases – the only exceptions being Fox 
News and The Washington Times.5 
This bias has been the media’s barely-
kept secret, a matter of sly winks such 
as President Obama’s jest in his 2009 
White House Correspondents dinner 
wherein he admitted, “Most of you 
covered me… All of you voted for me,” 
before looking at his lone opposition at 
the FOX table.6 Yet it took a dark turn 

upon Wikileak’s recent revelations 
about journalists at outlets like CNBC, 
Politico, and the NYT secretly helping 
the Clinton campaign.7 Meanwhile, 
British mainstream media attacked the 
United Kingdom Independence Party 
(UKIP) and its Euroskeptic message as 
fringe and deplorable – even running a 
feature a large donor to UKIP who also 
held sexist and homophobic views.8 

The shared preferences of the 
media present a problem in itself since 
the agenda-setting mainstream media 
is responsible not only for reporting 
the news but also deciding what is 
news-worthy. Elite editors and news 
executives decide how long and how 
in-depth to cover each current event, 
which social science work we should 
hear about, which politician we should 
hear when they are making a statement 
and which politician we should hear 
when they are having a statement 
made about them. Everybody lives in a 
bubble, but when the whole of national 
media and popular culture exist within 
the same socially progressive bubble it 
creates an echo chamber that allows a 
specific culture to dominate, affecting 
even the language and behaviors that 
are deemed acceptable. The fact that 
we call the progressive speech and 
behavior code political “correctness” 
reveals its domination and explains 
why many saw Trump as courageous 
for attacking it. Americans who live 
in dying towns that lost jobs overseas 
are unlikely to have a high opinion of 
the constant news stories about the 
Washington Redskins’ name. If the 
media do not address these Americans’ 
concerns, leaders and movements that 
do will be all the more appealing.

Where to go from here

Despite united opposition, the 
mainstream media was not able to stop 
Brexit or Trump. In fact, the media’s 
united opposition seems to have helped 
the Leave Campaign and Trump look 
like heroic underdogs taking on The 
Man. Yet some have taken the opinion 

that media opposition was not robust 
enough – that these phenomena 
occurred because of misinformation 
spread by the Leave and Trump 
campaigns. Perhaps the media should 
be more concerned with fact-checking, 
even having reporters interrupting 
debates between party-nominated 
candidates to reveal the truth. 

The media is essential to the 
exposure of the truth, but I think it is 
naïve to say that it is the media’s job 
to tell us what facts we should pay 
attention to and accept and which 
we should roundly ignore. There 
were plenty of good reasons to vote 
for Brexit and even Trump, and good 
reasons to oppose them. These ideas 
should be allowed to clash, and that 
takes respect of the other side and the 
existence of other arguments. When 
the cosmopolitan elite do not know 
any Euroskeptics or Trump supporters, 
they are less likely to treat them with 
respect and more likely to respond 
with, as a fabulous article by the 
Vox writer Emmett Rensin puts it, “a 
condescending, defensive sneer toward 
any person or movement outside of its 
consensus, dressed up as a monopoly 
on reason.”9 

We must recognize the bubble that 
the national media is stuck in. Trump 
said many legitimately awful things, 
but he also said a lot of just slightly 
off-putting and un-PC things that made 
rounds in the press for days. Focusing 
on these supposed missteps revealed 
overt media antagonism to Trump and 
discredited the media in the minds of 
Trump supporters and those who were 
undecided on Trump. The mainstream 
media should have a freer, not more 
regulated, discourse, so that it does 
not cry wolf and alienate the half of 
Americans that do not share their  
world-view. It should also take steps 
to really talk to and understand great 
numbers of “ordinary” individuals 
– those without political clout and 
outside the average journalist’s bubble 
– because those are precisely the 
people they are ordinarily oblivious to.

GLOBAL

1 Chomsky, Noam. “What Makes Mainstream Media Mainstream.” Z Magazine. Oct. 1997. 
2“State of the Media: An Annual Report on American Journalism.” State of the Media. 2008. 
3“U.S. Liberals at Record 24%, but Still Trail Conservatives.” Gallup. 9 January 2015. 
4“Few Journalists Are in GOP as Party Affiliations Decline: Study.” 2017. NY Daily News. 6 May 2014. 
5Sullivan, Meg. “Media Bias Is Real, Finds UCLA Political Scientist.” UCLA Newsroom. 14 Dec. 2005. 
6Obama, Barack. “President Obama Remarks at 2009 WHCA Dinner.” C-SPAN. 9 May 2009
7Gahr, Evan. 2016. “No Consequences From Media Peers for Reporters Caught Colluding With Hillary.” Observer. 24 Oct. 2016. 
8Doyle, David. “The Ukip donor who says gay people are incapable of love.” Channel 4 News. 30 Apr 2014 
9Rensin, Emmett. “The Smug Style in American Liberalism.” Vox. 21 Apr. 2016. Spring 2017  PENN POLITICAL REVIEW   7
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Over the past decade, 
international headlines have 
been bombarded with stories 

about the unraveling of the post-
Cold War world order, the creation of 
revolutionary smart devices and military 
technologies, the rise of militant jihadist 
organizations, and nuclear proliferation. 
Indeed, times are paradoxically 
promising and alarming. 

In relation to treating the world’s 
ills, fortunately, there is a capable 
hegemon-- one that has the ability to 
revive the world order and traditionally 
hallmarked human rights, peace, and 
democracy. The United States, with 
all of its shortcomings, had crafted an 
international agenda that significantly 
impacted the post-WWII landscape. 
Countries invested their ambitions into 
security communities, international 
institutions, and international law in 
an effort to mitigate the chances of a 
nuclear catastrophe or another World 
War. The horrors and atrocities of 
the two Great Wars had traumatized 
the global community, which spurred 
calls for peace and the creation of a 
universalist agenda. 

Today, the world’s fickle and 
declining hegemon still has the ability, 
but not the will, to uphold the world 
order that it had so carefully and 
eagerly helped construct. Now, the 
stakes are too high, and there must be a 
mighty and willing global leader to lead 
the effort of diffusing democratic ideals 
and reinforcing stability through both 
military and diplomatic means. To do 
this, the United States must abandon 
its insurgent wave of isolationism and 
protectionism, and come to grips with 
the newly transnational nature of 
problems ranging from climate change 
to international terrorism.

First, the increase in intra-state 
conflict should warrant concern as 
many countries, namely in Africa and 
the Middle East, are seeing the total 
collapse of civil society and government. 
These power vacuums are being filled 
with increasingly ideological and 
dangerous tribal and non-state actors, 
such as Boko Haram, ISIS, and Al-
Shabaab. Other bloody civil wars in 
Rwanda, Sudan, and the Congo have 
contributed to the deaths of millions in 
the past two decades. As the West has 

seen, however, military intervention 
has not been all that successful in 
building and empowering democratic 
institutions in the Far East. A civil 
crusade, along with the strengthening 
of international institutions, may in 
fact be the answer to undoing tribal, 
religious, and sectarian divisions, 
thereby mitigating the prospects of 
civil conflict. During the Wilsonian 
era, missionaries did their part to 
internationalize the concept of higher 
education, which has contributed to 
the growth of universities in formerly 
underdeveloped countries such as 
China and South Korea.1 In addition, the 
teachings of missionaries emphasized 
the universality of humanity and the 
oneness of man, which was antithetical 
to the justifications for imperialism 
and the rampant sectarianism that 
plagued much of the Middle East 
and Africa.2 Seeing that an increase 
in the magnitude of human casualty 
is becoming more of a reality due to 
advancements in military technology 
and the increasing outbreaks of civil 
war, international cooperation and 
the diffusion of norms that highlight 

In defense of liberal 

Courtesy of Paolo Forlani

GLOBAL

internationalism
Story by Max Yulis

1. “Central Themes For A Unit On Southeast Asia | Central Themes And Key Points | Asia For Educators | Columbia University”. 2019. Afe.Easia.Columbia.Edu.
2. Douglas, Bronwen, and Chris Ballard, eds. Foreign Bodies: Oceania and the Science of Race 1750-1940. ANU Press, 2008.
3. “Obama’sBroken Pledge On Nuclear Weapons”. 2016. Foreign Policy. 
4.  Sokolski, Henry. 2016. “Japan And South Korea May Soon Go Nuclear”. WSJ. 
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the importance of stable governance, 
democracy, and human rights is the only 
recourse to address the rise in sectarian 
divides and civil conflicts. So long as 
the trend of the West’s desire to look 
inward continues, it is likely that nation 
states mired in conflict will devolve into 
ethnic or tribal enclaves bent on relying 
on war to maintain their legitimacy and 
power. Aside from growing sectarianism 
and the increasing prevalence of failed 
states, an even more daunting threat 
come from weapons that transcend the 
costs of conventional warfare. 

The problem of nuclear proliferation 
has been around for decades, and on the 
eve of President Trump’s inauguration, 
it appeared that Obama’s lofty goal of 
advocating for nonproliferation would 
no longer be a priority of American 
foreign policy.3 In addition, now that 
the American president is threatening 
to undo much of the United States’ 
extensive network of alliances, formerly 
non-nuclear states may be forced to 
rearm themselves. Disarmament is 
central to liberal internationalism, as 
was apparent by the Washington Naval 
Treaty advocated by Wilson, and by 
the modern CTBT treaty. The reverse 
is, however, being seen in the modern 
era, with cries coming from Japan and 
South Korea to remobilize and begin 
their own nuclear weapon programs.4 
A world with more nuclear actors is a 
formula for chaos, especially if nuclear 
weapons become mass-produced. 
Non-state actors will increasingly eye 
these nuclear sites as was the case near 
a Belgian nuclear power plant just 
over a year ago.5 If any government 
commits a serious misstep, access 
to nuclear weapons on the behalf of 
terrorist and insurgent groups will 
become a reality, especially if a civil war 
occurs. States with nuclear weapons 
require domestic stability and strong 
security, which is why states such 
as Israel, North Korea, and Pakistan 
could be in serious trouble in the event 
of a domestic uprising or military 
coup. The disarmament of all states 
is essential for human survival, and if 
it is not achieved, then a world full of 
nuclear weapons and an international 
system guided by realpolitik could 

give rise to nuclear warfare. In today’s 
world, nuclear weapons leave all states 
virtually defenseless. But, for nuclear 
deproliferation to become a cornerstone 
of the global agenda, a pacifying and 
democratic power must rise to the 
limelight to advocate the virtues of 
peace, stability, and human rights. 

Those who equivocate democratic 
interventionism as an idealistic crusade 
cannot be further from the truth. Some, 
however, see it as an effective foreign 
policy that has a grand scheme for 
peace in mind.6 The latter contention, 
despite being widely disputed, holds 
the premise for the democratic peace 
theory. Throughout the history of all 
democracies, not one modern-day 
democracy has fought against another 
democracy.7 Whether that’s because of 
ideational symmetry, similar objectives 
and morals, or generally pacific foreign 
policies, such a phenomenon must 
be given attention by policymakers. 
According to liberal internationalists, 
democracies make better partners, tend 
to move towards increased political 
and moral agreement, oppose illiberal 
regimes, and support disarmament 
policies. This supposition is heavily 
supported by the smooth post-WWII 
transitions that the German, Japanese, 

and Italian governments underwent. 
All of the governments were formerly 
fascistic and authoritarian, but with 
intensive military and economic support 
from the West, they became some of the 
most shining exemplars of democratic 
societies. Even today, Germany is the 
backbone of the European Union and 
repeatedly champions democratic 
norms, such as human rights, economic 
freedom, and individual liberty.8 
Equipping other countries with the 
necessary foundations for democracy 
is no easy feat, but the fight for peace 
far outweighs the costs of inhabiting 
a world rife with nuclear-armed 
authoritarian and belligerent states.

In conclusion, liberal 
internationalism can have a lasting 
legacy on the prospects for peace if it is 
executed properly. Putting democracy, 
humanism, and liberty on a pedestal is 
what states ought to do if they seek to 
save humanity from itself. Although the 
rise of transnational issues pertaining to 
climate change, nuclear weapons, and 
civil wars should make international 
cooperation an increasingly desired 
aim, states seem to be thinking just the 
opposite. Only time will tell whether 
this is a short-lived trend, or a more 
ominous warning for the world at large.

GLOBAL

Flag of the United Nations, Courtesy of sanjitbakshi, Flickr Images

5. “Belgian Nuclear Research Centre Security Guard Murdered”. 2016. Mail Online. 
6. Democratic Jihad. 2007. Ebook. 1st ed. Nils Petter Gleditsch, Lene Siljeholm Christiansen & Håvard Hegre. 
7. WEART, SPENCER. 1998. “Never At War”. Nytimes.Com. 
8. Janning, Josef and Almut Möller. 2016. “Leading From The Centre: Germany’S Role In Europe”. ECFR.EU. 



In one of the most comical moments 
of the 2012 election, former 
Governor Rick Perry (R-TX) forgot 

one government agency he would cut 
as president, known commonly as his 
“Oops” moment. In a great twist of 
irony, President Donald Trump has 
nominated former Governor Perry 
to the role of the agency he forgot: 
the Department of Energy. Nearly 
four years later and with a high-
profile government job on the line, 
Perry had a change of heart and told 
Congress that the Department of 
Energy represents a dedicated group of 
scientists and engineers that are vital 
to the advancement and management 
of science and energy in the United 

States that he hopes to support. 
However, his statement could not be 
more meaningless. Department of 
Energy funding, along with the funding 
of multiple scientific agencies in the 
United States, is currently susceptible 
to large cuts from Secretary Perry 
and the Trump administration. With 
the administration’s censorship of 
government climate science and unease 
towards guaranteeing funding, science 
policy in the United States is greatly 
threatened by the nascent Republican 
administration. 

To understand how science policy 
works under the Trump administration, 
a discussion on the funding of science 
from the government and how scientists 

organize themselves is required. Science 
funding is a billion-dollar endeavor in 
the United States with over $145 billion 
devoted to research and development 
in the 2016 fiscal budget. Of that $145 
billion, $68.6 billion of the budget 
goes to non-defense research and 
development and scientific development. 
The funds are distributed among the 
United States agencies. The top agencies 
that receive funding are Health and 
Human Services ($31.04 billion), the 
Department of Energy (DOE) ($12.4 
billion), NASA (NASA) ($12.238 billion), 
and the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) ($6.309 billion). Most of this 
funding goes to biomedical and health 
research to the Health and Human 
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Services, which contains the National 
Institute of Health ($29.6 billion). 
Funding for biomedical and health 
research will not disappear, given that 
defunding research that could “save 
lives” carries enormous political risk. 
Therefore, the funding most at risk 
from being cut goes to the Department 
of Energy, NASA, and NSF. 

The politics of science policy is 
organized using spokespeople and 
organized groups representing either 
specific scientific experiments or 
representing a specific field of science. 
The latter type of scientific groups 
are typically divided by subject. For 
example, all the chemists have a 
professional body (American Chemical 
Society), all the physicists have a 
professional body (American Physical 
Society), etc. In addition to these 
groups, government agencies and large 
scientific collaborations—such as the 
Large Hadron Collider in Geneva, 
Switzerland—act similarly to civil 
interest groups that represent the large 
body of scientists that work for the 
project. All these scientific projects and 
professional bodies use spokespeople 
to disseminate information to other 
groups of scientists and to interact with 
funding agencies, such as governments 
and nonprofits. These spokespeople, 
which also act as lobbyists and 
communicators with the general 
public and the scientific public, are 
the key bridge between scientists and 
the political system as they lobby 
and advocate on behalf of scientific 
interests. 

However, the Trump administration 
intends to diminish the Department 
of Energy and curtail the ability of 
spokespeople and scientists from 
sharing scientific information. On the 
topic of funding, the initial plans for 
the Trump administration were to levy 
significant cuts to government agencies 
after the inauguration. This included 
eliminating Department of Energy 
programs on energy regulation and 
fossil fuel research, but also funding 

to the Office of Science, specifically a 
cut that would take research programs 
in advanced computing and nuclear 
physics to the funding levels of 2008.  
These cuts are not drastic and the 
Office of Science will continue its 
bigger projects in biology and high 
energy physics; however, the Trump 
administration’s secrecy towards the 
cuts has caused greater concern. While 
the proposed cuts have not actually 
occurred, Secretary Perry has neither 
confirmed nor denied the existence 
of cuts in 2017 to the Department 
of Energy. Scientific projects take 
decades to plan, propose, build, and 
analyze, such as the Deep Underground 
Neutrino Experiment (DUNE) 
a Department of Energy funded 
experiment that will study neutrinos 
and will take an additional twenty years 
of research and hundreds of millions of 
dollars to build. Without stability and 
clarity from the administration, these 
projects are stuck in political limbo and 
are unable to progress.

The scarier portion of Trump’s 
scientific policy lies in his 
administration’s silencing of climate 
scientists studying climate change. 
Trump’s administration has stopped 
the distribution of climate change 
information from government scientists 
and it froze funding for research 
initiatives investigating the effects 
of climate change. While these anti-
climate change policies are intended 
to show an allegiance to the fossil fuel 
industry, the larger issue with scientists 
comes from trust and guaranteeing 
funding. If the government does not 
trust and permit climate scientists 
from advancing their research, then 
fears grow that the government may 
cut and stop research from other 
scientific fields.For many climate 
scientists studying climate change, 
the research represents their lifelong 
work. The Trump administration’s 
flippant behavior to please special 
interests and silence their findings on 
climate change is alarming. It sends 

the signal that if Trump can silence 
those scientists and cutoff their funding 
then there is nothing stopping him 
from stopping biomedical or physics 
research that his administration finds 
either politically dangerous or not 
valuable. Without this trust, science 
has decided to organize and fight 
against the Trump administration. 
For example, the upcoming March for 
Science protest in Washington D.C. 
on April 22nd, 2017 intends to combat 
the “alternative fact” mentality of the 
Trump administration and fight for 
science regardless of President Trump’s 
agenda. Partnered with groups like 
the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science (AAAS) and 
Entomological Society of America, 
the protest hopes to pushback at the 
Trump administration and make it 
clear that scientific organizations and 
trust in science must be taken seriously. 
However, this lack of mutual trust 
between scientific organizations and 
the Trump administration presents a 
serious dilemma as the government 
manages the $70 billion budget that 
scientists desperately need for research 
at universities, industries, and national 
laboratories. While deep cuts are not on 
the immediate horizon for the majority 
of scientific organizations, besides 
some departments in the Department 
of Energy and climate research, more 
cuts and more pushback from scientific 
groups may occur as both sides continue 
to distrust each other.

If the excellence of American 
science is to continue, it is vital 
the Department of Energy and its 
counterparts continue receiving funding 
and support. It means that the Trump 
administration needs to provide the 
financial stability and freedom of 
speech that President Trump and 
his administration are refusing to. 
Without this assurance, the Trump 
administration and Secretary Perry 
will have their own “Oops” moment of 
forgetting the United States scientific 
community. 

NATIONAL
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Millions of Americans are 
suffering from metaphorical 
neck pain, stiffness, and 

headaches—symptoms of whiplash, 
caused by the recent and rapid shift 
in American politics. The government 
seems to be disorganized, long-held 
liberal policies are now being questioned, 
and Twitter is the new fireside chat. 
Policies are changing at a breakneck pace, 
and it is unclear what exactly is going to 
change.

Education seems most poised to do 
so. Our new Secretary of Education, Betsy 
DeVos, champions voucher programs 
and school choice as an alternative to the 
public schools preferred by the Obama 
administration. Mostly, the line between 
philosophies on this issue is a party one, 
with most Republicans agreeing with 
DeVos and most Democrats agreeing 
with Mr. Obama. 

The oldest programs in the United 
States for vouchers were instituted in 

New England in the late 1800s, as some 
towns had no local schools. With these 
vouchers, children could attend either 
public schools in other towns or private 
schools without a religious affiliation. 

One hundred years later, Milton 
Friedman, a famous economist and 
proponent of the free market, also 
supported vouchers. He argued that 
school choice would inspire competition 
and improve schools, extrapolating from 
market successes with the mail system 
and the telephone industry. Private 
companies entered those markets, 
inspiring competition that led to greater 
efficiency and innovation. 

Theoretically, what Friedman says 
makes sense. Parents wanting only the 
best for their children seem likely to 
reject “bad” schools and choose “good” 
schools—thus making the poorly-
performing schools’ outcomes improve 
via the Invisible Hand. 

But the data from several voucher 

programs do not support his hypothesis. 
The Milwaukee Journal Sentinel 
published an article concluding that 
parental choice is not the only driver of 
quality in schools, and in fact cannot 
completely account for better quality in 
voucher programs.

Milwaukee instituted the first 
modern voucher program in 1990. In the 
beginning, results were not as positive 
as expected. Schools were not properly 
regulated and often, corruption was 
commonplace. This program—and 
instances of corruption—persists to 
the modern day. LifeSkills Academy, 
for instance, received over two hundred 
thousand dollars in taxpayer money 
before shutting down in December 
2012, having produced only one student 
proficient in reading for that year. The 
public money spent by the school was 
lost, and the school became a tragic 
example of a voucher program gone 
wrong.
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of government regulation especially 
affects schools like LifeSkills, and results 
in fraudulent spending. Therefore, 
the theoretically lower cost per pupil 
associated with school choice is too large 
a risk to take, especially at the cost of 
destroying public schools and children’s 
educations. Voucher programs take 
students out of public schools, leaving 
mostly disadvantaged students behind. 
Due to the decrease in students, public 
schools lose thousands of dollars in 
funding and suffer from losing badly-
needed resources. It’s easy to take one 
hundred kids out of a school—it’s hard 
to fire so many teachers, which deprives 
the economy of jobs and, eventually, 
a well-educated workforce. Instead of 
abandoning the public schools for a risky 
and questionable experiment, resources 
should be invested into the public system 
so that everyone can benefit from better 
education.
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But corruption does not belong 
to choice schools alone. As a native 
of Michigan, Devos points out that 
Detroit Public Schools (DPS) are rife 
with corruption. She does have a valid 
argument—the corruption in DPS is 
infamous. Recently, authorities uncovered 
a $2.7 million kickback scheme. It was just 
one of many. (Interestingly enough, the 
cause of this large-scale corruption may 
have been the fault of city “emergency 
managers” installed by Rick Snyder, 
the current Republican governor of the 
state, who also is a passionate supporter 
of school choice.) In Michigan, school 
choice and charter programs are as close 
to a free market as possible, with an easy 
entry and little regulation.

But the presence of school choice 
programs and market competition in 
Detroit hasn’t inspired DPS to improve. 
These choice schools have less oversight 
than ever before, and seem free to use 
taxpayer money however they wish. A 
common example of this is excessive 
spending; for instance, a charter school in 
Bedford Township spent more than one 
million dollars on unused swampland. 
Of charter schools in Michigan, sixty-
one percent are run by for-profit 
organizations. All of these schools receive 
little to no oversight. 

The Detroit Free Press reported that 
schools were allowed to be opened by 
companies without a record of success 
in previously-opened schools and were 
not given proper oversight. A record 
number of these schools failed to report 
on how they spend their money, inviting 
corruption that hurts school kids more 
than if they had stayed in the public 
schools. 

Once children do get a choice, the 
journey to a better education is often not 
possible. School choice does not work in 
Metro Detroit, for instance, where public 
transportation is nearly nonexistent and 
thousands of children are left in DPS as 
more affluent families with a means of 
transport send their kids away. 

Additionally, in order to be able to 
afford private schools, voucher recipients 
often choose schools with relatively 
cheaper tuitions: religious schools. 
Instead of a secular education, children 

are taught religiously-biased agendas. 
The program in Milwaukee showed 
that attendance and overall number of 
religious schools rise with the institution 
of voucher programs.

Contrarily, public education fares 
better when investment increases. 
Research from economists at 
Northwestern University shows that 
increased investment in schools improves 
outcomes such as years of education, 
wages, and the annual incidence of adult 
poverty. The research also concludes that 
poor communities benefitted at a greater 
rate than non-poor communities from 
investment in public schools.

If DeVos and the new administration 
decide to abandon public schools in 
favor of vouchers, education in this 
new era of America will change forever. 
Vouchers are markedly different 
from public schools in their lack of 
oversight and mixed results. The lack 
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rhetoric surfaces in moments of national 
tragedy. In times of mourning, presidents 
take on the mantle of ‘National Eulogizer’, 
and help the nation process its grief.3  
When the Challenger Space Shuttle 
exploded in January of 1986, it was Ronald 
Reagan’s beautiful prose that helped the 
nation do just that. In his speech, Reagan 
beautifully eulogized the loss of the 
Challenger crew, telling the children who 
had watched the event in their classrooms 
that the lost astronauts had “slipped 
the surly bonds of earth” to “touch the 
face of God.”4   President Reagan helped 
the citizenry understand the loss, and 
encouraged it to not lose its sense of 
curiosity, or faith in the noble exploration 
of space.

It is hard to imagine President 
Trump being as eloquent. During the 
Presidential campaign, Mr. Trump’s 
success as a candidate relied heavily 
on his candid and often shocking 
rallies and speeches. After the shooting 
at the PULSE nightclub in Orlando 
in the summer of 2016, Trump’s first 
statement about the tragic incident 
focused mainly on the congratulations 
he was receiving for “being right” on 
terrorism.5  Mr. Trump made no attempt 
to process the tragedy, and didn’t even 
care to mention the victims or the 
senselessness of the violence that had 
occurred.  The unvarnished rhetoric he 
currently employs will unlikely help the 
public process national events as past 
presidential rhetoric has. 

In addition to interpreting events, 
presidential speech plays an important 
role in shaping them. When Harry 
Truman pushed the Marshall Plan 
through Congress, he purposefully 
remained silent and allowed his 
Congressional opponents to believe that 

they had the upper hand in negotiations. 
Despite getting almost everything he 
wanted, Truman never bragged, and 
instead bolstered the ego and stature of 
his Congressional opponents at his own 
expense.6  This deft use of speech—or 
deliberate non-use of it—helped redefine 
the post-War world.

Conversely, President Trump has

It’s hard to imagine monolithic 
presidents of the past employing 
the Trumpian style of presidential 

communication.
What if Franklin Roosevelt had 

given his response to Pearl Harbor in 
140 characters or less? “Appreciate the 
congrats for being right on radical Japanese 
Imperialism, I don’t want congrats, I want 
toughness & vigilance. We must be smart!” 

What if Lyndon Johnson had live-
tweeted the filibuster of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Bill? “Fake Tears Russell is old and 
out of touch with the REAL America! 
SAD!” 

What if Richard Nixon had tweeted 
immediately after finding out Congress 
had subpoenaed him to turn in the 
Watergate Tapes? “SEE YOU IN COURT, 
THE SECURITY OF OUR NATION IS AT 
STAKE!”

While these hypotheticals seem 
anathema to the image that Americans 
have of past presidents, they represent the 
current paradigm shift that presidential 
communication is currently undergoing. 

Presidential scholars like Karlyn 
Kohrs Campbell and Kathleen Hall 
Jamieson have long held that presidential 
communication is both delicate and 
important.1  They claim that each speech a 
president gives helps to define the moment 
they are in. Furthermore, the way that 
presidents speak can either advance or 
deter the progress of the nation. Presidents 
help the citizenry mourn its collective 
losses, celebrate its monumental successes, 
and understand itself in the process.2  
Ultimately, presidential speech matters, 
and Donald Trump’s oratorical tendencies 
threaten to radically alter decades of past 
communicative tradition.

One long-held tradition of presidential 
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already embittered an already divided 
Congress and nation. He seems to relish 
insulting his Congressional opponents, 
particularly Senate Minority Leader 
Chuck Schumer who he claims is a 
“hypocrite” and “fake.”7  While he has 
tried to improve his Congressional 
relations while pushing his plan to repeal 
and replace Obamacare, his mid-March 

legislative role out was just short of a 
political disaster.

Rhetoric can also be used to push 
the momentum of social movements or 
political opportunities. Even though he 
wasn’t able to accomplish many tangible 
results, John F. Kennedy used a televised 
address to the American people to 
forcefully come out in favor of civil rights. 

His public support and decision to label 
civil rights as a moral issue helped set the 
stage for the progress of the Great Society.8  
After JFK’s assassination, Lyndon Johnson 
used his first address to Congress to tie 
his civil rights program with the mantle 
of Kennedy’s legacy. He skillfully worded 
his speech to equate civil rights as the 
extension of a martyred president, making 
the passage of The Civil Rights Act of 1964 
much easier.9

President Trump has already proven 
somewhat maladroit at drawing the 
connections between his political agenda 
and the predominating political mood. 
After his electoral victory and inauguration, 
President Trump seemed to continuously 
re-litigate the 2016 election by claiming 
that millions of illegal votes had been 
cast.10  Rather than attempt to move the 
nation together and push his political 
agenda forward, his statements seem to 
continuously remind the public that he lost 
the popular vote, and that bipartisanship is 
harder to achieve day by day. 

It is clear that President Trump prefers 
more impromptu speech, than formal, 
pre-written remarks. When he has taken 
to the teleprompter, the results have 
produced either monotonous recitations 
of pre-written remarks, or dramatic 
portents of darkness and decay. The 
President’s inaugural address seemed to fall 
somewhere in between. The America the 
President described was faltering and in 
crisis; its future was unclear and potentially 
disastrous.11  The doom and gloom of the 
Trump Inaugural appears to stand in stark 
contrast to those of preceding presidents, 
who have come into office at arguably more  
uncertain times. Had Franklin Roosevelt 
taken such a stance in his first presidential 
address, perhaps the country would have 
had a lot more to fear than fear itself. Had 
Kennedy portrayed the state of the union as 
defined by, “rusted-out factories scattered 
like tombstones across the landscape of our 
nation” as President Trump did, perhaps we 
would have been less willing to ask what we 
could do for our country, and less inclined 
to work towards the civic responsibility of 
the New Frontier. to work towards the civic 
responsibility of the New Frontier. 

Furthermore, while the media seemed 
to stand in uniform praise over the 
President’s first address to Congress, their 
commendation was mainly due to the fact 
that he was able to get through the speech
without veering off message.12  Their
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analysis seemed to delve less into the 
President’s message, and more into the 
fact that he didn’t employ his typical 
disjointed rhetorical style. 

That address to Congress seemed 
to be the exception to the rule. 
Since President Trump began his 
administration, he has elected to use 
Twitter as a method to advance his 
agenda.  For example, he has been 
known to take to the social media 
platform to complain about the 
exorbitant costs of federal contracts, 
as well as to denigrate companies who 
were threatening to move jobs out of 
the country.13  His corrosive and abrupt 
statements prompted decisive action, and 
caused several companies to change their 
policies. 

At the same time, however, his shoot-
from-the-hip style caused diplomatic 
chaos when Israel Prime Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu visited Washington 
in February. President Trump expressed 
apparent antipathy to the two-state 
solution, which may reverse about four 
decades of American foreign policy 
in a single stroke.14  Furthermore, in 
March the President met with German 
Chancellor Angela Merkel. In their joint 
press conference President Trump made 
cavalier jokes about past U.S. surveillance 
practices, which seemed to make 
everyone in the room, including the 
Chancellor, incredibly uncomfortable.15

But, beyond subject matter, President 
Trump’s sentence structure seems to be 
particularly suited to misdirection. The 
shortness of his sentences combined 
with his use of uncomplicated adjectives 
creates perfect sound bites for the 
media to consume. The circular, and 
often disjunctive nature of his speeches 
aims to inflate his own successes while 
drawing attention away from his failures. 
Perhaps the President’s unorthodox 
speaking style is why some have deemed 
him un-presidential, even though he 
is the president. The public expects 
presidential rhetoric to be inspiring, 

coherent, and visionary, a style that 
President Trump has yet to embrace.

While Presidential speech is a 
function of the men who have occupied 
the Oval Office, never before has it been 
used in the way it currently is now. 
Somewhat paradoxically, President 
Trump is using rhetoric to strengthen the 
power that presidential speech has, while 
systematically undermining its historic 
functions. By delegitimizing institutions 
like the media and Congress, President 
Trump makes it seem like his ideal world 
would be one where his words are the 
only ones that are heard or considered 
legitimate. But at the same time that he 
is attempting to increase the importance 
of rhetoric, he is undermining its very 
purpose. The presidency and its pulpit, 
when used properly, have the ability to 
lift up the citizenry and encourage the 
acceptance of shared democratic norms 
and notions.16  So far, President Trump 
has used his powerful communicative 
platform to intensify, rather than mollify, 

the sharp divides that currently persist in 
our country.

Ultimately, the fate of presidential 
communication seems to be headed 
down one of two divergent paths. It could 
be the case that in four years’ time, the 
public will be so desperate for the lofty 
presidential rhetoric that they have come 
to expect from their leaders that they 
will demand extraordinary rhetorical 
ability in the next President. Conversely, 
the explosive protests and uptick in civic 
participation that has been evident since 
the President’s inauguration may signal 
that the public will want to redefine its 
relationship with its elected officials. 
Instead of viewing government passively 
and the president as an omnipotent 
demigod needed to unravel global events, 
the citizenry may begin to believe that 
the power of government is ultimately 
exercised through their own civic 
participation. Only time will tell, and 
perhaps, it will be in 140 characters or 
less.
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Penn Political Review: Donald Trump 
has been in office for some time now. 
What do you think of his presidency 
so far and what would you be doing 
differently right now?

Evan McMullin: I think he’s had a 
lot of... I was going to say ups and 
downs, but it’s been mostly a lot of 
challenges in the first days, with some 
of his appointees not working out and 
having to withdraw. Certainly, the 
immigration executive order didn’t go 
well. The constant feuding with the 
press has been not good for our country 
most importantly but also not good 
for his leadership and his presidency. 
You asked what I would be doing 
differently... there’s a lot. First of all, my 
tone would be different. When you’re 
the President of the United States you 
have a tremendous opportunity to bring 

people together, even with your words. 
That’s one thing that would be very, very 
different. But also, it’s understanding 
where challenges to our national 
security actually come from. I feel like, 
for example, his immigration policy 
demonstrates a lack of understanding of 
where security threats really come from. 
And I’m not just talking geographically, 
but I’m talking about from whom, from 
which people and then how we guard 
against those. I think the executive order 
he released before demonstrates a lack 
of understanding, or, frankly, bigotry 
against Muslims. That, I thought, was 
damaging to our national security 
interests. That’s one thing I simply 
wouldn’t have done. I understand 
we’re not at war with Islam. We need 
Muslims to help us be successful in our 
efforts against terrorists. We have a lot 
of critical Muslim allies in that effort. 

I would have stepped up the effort to 
destroy ISIS, but I would have done it 
in collaboration with our Muslim allies. 
Also, I’d be working on criminal justice 
reform, I’d be working on poverty. I 
would be trying to further our trade 
relationships but also address some of 
the challenges the American worker 
faces due to automation. It’s more 
automation than it is trade. These are 
some of the issues that I’d be dealing 
with right off the bat. 

PPR: FiveThirtyEight forecasted 
your chance of winning the election 
at 1-3%. Republican critics said that 
your running for President, along with 
Gary Johnson, hurt the chance of a 
Republican President. Why did you run? 
Between Trump and Clinton, did you 
think there was a lesser of two evils?

INTERVIEW

Spring 2017  PENN POLITICAL REVIEW   17

Conducted by Michaela Palmer and  
Jamie Gleklen 
   Transcribed by Michaela Palmer



EM: I ran because I didn’t think people 
should have to make a “lesser of two 
evils” decision. That necessitated, for 
constitutional conservatives, a run by 
somebody like me. If I hadn’t run, I 
think most people that voted for me 
would have voted for Gary Johnson, or 
Darrell Castle... other more obscure 
candidates. But there were two major 
party candidates, certainly, but I do 
think we have to get away from the 
idea that we have to choose one or the 
other, because as long as we think that 
way and as long as we continue to vote 
for what we believe to be the lesser of 
two evils, we’re just going to get more 
candidates that don’t live up to what we 
hope our candidates will live up to. In 
the case of Donald Trump obviously, 
I have well-documented concerns 
about him, but in the case of Hillary 
Clinton, I thought that we could have 
had someone on the Democratic side 
who didn’t have the scandals she had 
and who treated classified information 
more appropriately. Some of that pales 
in comparison to what we’re facing 
with Donald Trump now. But the point 
is, we shouldn’t have to make these 
lesser of two evils decisions. The parties 
need to do a better job giving us better 
candidates. Better people need to step 
forward and run for office. The whole 
premise of my campaign was that we 
shouldn’t have to choose the lesser of 
two evils and it only does us harm in the 
long run.
 
PPR: How do you respond to people 
who criticize independents for splitting 
the electorate and making it harder for a 
major party candidate to have won?

EM: That’s what I’m talking about. 
It’s so ingrained in our minds that 
the only legitimate candidates are 
the Republican and the Democrat. 
Some people say, and I understand 
the point – that Gary Johnson and 
Jill Stein pulled votes from Hillary 
Clinton and had they not been in the 
race then Clinton would have won and 
we wouldn’t have President Trump. 
Those candidates have to deal with 
that. Most of my voters were people 
who were conservatives who couldn’t 
vote for Trump. So they were going to 
stay home or they were going to go but 
leave the presidential spot blank and 
vote down the ticket for Republicans. 

I didn’t pull votes from Hillary Clinton 
and I actually don’t think I pulled 
votes from Donald Trump. The people 
who voted for me were so principled 
they were not going to vote for Trump. 
They were conservatives who were not 
going to look themselves in the mirror 
and say, “I voted for Donald Trump.” 
We gave people who weren’t going to 
vote an opportunity to cast a vote they 
could be happy with and then go down 
ticket and vote for whoever they were 
going to vote for. Unless the parties 
somehow miraculously offer us better 
leaders, we’re going to have to break 
out of this idea that we can only vote 
for Republicans or Democrats. I say 
that as somebody who may run as a 
Republican. It’s not that I don’t see any 
utility in the parties, I’m just saying 
that we’ve got to do something to put 
pressure on the parties to do better. If 
not with our vote, how will we do that? 
If we’re unwilling to use our votes to 
inspired better leadership, then what are 
we willing to do? How can we have an 
impact if at the end of the day, we’re still 
going to go back to the Republicans or 
the Democrats no matter what? 

PPR: You believe in climate change. 
This opinion differs greatly from those 
of many conservatives in Washington. 
Do you think these officials truly do not 
believe in the facts supporting climate 
change or do you believe their stated 
opinions are motivated by politics? 

EM: It’s really hard to say, but I do think 
that there is a lot of pressure on the 
Republican side not to acknowledge that 
the climate is changing, and on other 
issues. I think there is probably pressure 
on other issues on the left like that. 
In general, we tend not to really have 
leaders. We tend to have representatives. 
Elected leaders face this tension 
between leadership and representation. 
Representation is of course just doing 
what your constituents want you to 
do. That’s easy enough. Leadership is 
taking a position that is not popular and 
risking political consequences, perhaps 
losing your seat, for doing that. That’s 
where leadership happens. You’re not 
leading if you’re only representing. And 
maybe it’s not necessary to lead all the 
time. Many times representing is good 
enough because people are in the right 
place and you agree with them so you 

just represent. But in some cases, it is 
necessary to lead and by definition, 
leading is doing something that is 
not the norm. You’re moving in a new 
direction and hopefully pulling people 
with you. That’s risky. I think our 
members of Congress lack the courage 
and the principle these days to do that. 
But on climate change specifically, yes, 
I think there’s an issue with that with 
the Republicans. But there are plenty 
of Republican leaders who I think 
really don’t accept the idea that the 
climate is changing. Still. They really 
don’t accept it.

PPR: You were a CIA operations 
officer for ten years. How do you think 
that shapes how you view foreign 
policy and national security today? 
Do you have thoughts on Trump’s 
relationship with the intelligence 
community?  

EM: I think I certainly understand a 
lot about how the different players 
act on the world stage and what our 
interests are and where our power 
comes from. I saw firsthand that 
American power comes ultimately 
from our ideals, from the truths 
that are enshrined in our founding 
documents. Like the fact that we say 
that all men and women are equal 
and we try to be consistent with that, 
imperfectly, but we’re making progress 
over time. The fact that we believe 
that people should have liberty and 
power ultimately should be in the 
hands of the people. That creates 
enormous goodwill throughout the 
world. Because of that, countries and 
people are willing to work with us. 
That’s something that our leaders 
absolutely must understand. Donald 
Trump does not understand that. He’s 
doing everything he can to abandon 
any value-based leadership. That is 
going to harm the goodwill that other 
countries and people have for us. That 
is going to decrease their willingness 
to work with us and that is going to 
decrease our power. That is probably 
the most essential thing that I learned 
during my service, and that is certainly 
missing from this administration.

This interview has been condensed and 
contains minor edits for clarity and 
grammar.
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INTERVIEW
Penn Political Review: What are 
your thoughts on Brexit? How will it 
affect Britain and how will it affect the 
European Union?

Catherine Ashton: You have to look 
at why people voted for leaving the 
European Union and I think there are 
sort of three big reasons. The first is 
for some people the idea of pooling 
sovereignty or giving up anything 
that could be yours as a nation state 
is something they don’t like at all. 
There are people for whom it’s about 
taking back control. Secondly, there 
are people who feel that especially 
with freedom of movement of workers 
– that anyone can come from any 
European Union country and live and 
work – that wages have stagnated or 
they’ve lost opportunities. They felt 
very strongly that that was the wrong 
policy and that directly flows from 
being part of the European Union. And 
the third probably was about money. 
Because in the campaign a lot was 
made of the amount of money we pay 
to the European Union; much less was 
made about the amount of money that 
comes back. Or the benefits that you 
kind of buy with the money that you 
get, not least access to a huge single 
market where you could sell your goods 
and services openly and freely. But 
those three reasons I think were the 
underpinning and we weren’t able to 
combat those reasons in people’s minds. 
The question now will be what kind of 
Brexit will we see.

PPR: How do you think Theresa May 
has been as Prime Minister? Do you 
disagree with any of her decisions?

CA: I think Theresa May has found 
herself Prime Minister in perhaps quite 
challenging circumstances. She was a 
“remainer,” not a “Brexiteer.” But she 
has pledged to implement the results 
of the referendum and I think probably 
feels quite a lot of pressure to do that, 
and to do it in a very sort of clean way, 
from her own party. The difficulty is 
that it’s very complicated to achieve 
and I think one of the big issues when 
you look at her premiership right now 
is how she is going to manage the 
challenges coming from Scotland for 
a second referendum and the fears 
of Northern Ireland about the Good 
Friday Agreement, which is based on 
the fact the European Union exists and 
the ability to move so easily across the 
border between Ireland and the north 
of Ireland. So from my perspective, I 
think these challenges are enormous 
and we’ve yet really to see how they’re 
going to play out and how she’s going 
to try and address them in ways that are 
going to keep the UK together if that’s 
what happens, and ways that are going 
to give the best deal for Britain.

PPR: What are your thoughts regarding 
the EU’s relationship with Russia and 
do you have any concerns regarding the 
relationship or thoughts on how it’ll 
change?

CA: Russia is a huge neighbor to the 
European Union and we are very 
conscious of the way that Russia acts in 
its relationships with both individual 
countries and with the EU as a whole. 
So I think our concerns would be that 
Russia and its actions in Ukraine, 

the taking of Crimea and the role it’s 
played in the east of Ukraine, are not 
conducive to the kind of relationship 
we would want to see Russia have with 
its neighbors, nor indeed conducive to 
the proper activities that should take 
place, especially in thinking about 
international law. I think the EU is 
always trying to find a way to develop 
a good and positive relationship 
with Russia, but equally to stand up 
for things that matter and Russia’s 
interventions, especially with Ukraine 
have been very challenging for the EU. 

PPR: A lot of people have been quick 
to compare Brexit and the election of 
Donald Trump, and relate them to the 
rise of nationalism across the world. Do 
you agree that these events might be 
related in this context?

CA: I certainly think that there is 
a move for simple sort of slogans 
to replace what are often quite 
complicated debates and arguments. 
And certainly in Europe you’ve seen 
the rise of more populist movements, 
which have played on both the notion 
that you can get a simple answer to 
a difficult question and on people’s 
concerns and worries which are 
genuine about their own future and 
the future for their families. Whether 
we are going to see more of that in 
Europe, I don’t know. The results in 
the Netherlands suggest that perhaps 
one of the consequences of Brexit is 
that other countries are beginning to 
think harder about which direction to 
travel and in some European countries 
there may a sort of populism, but it 
doesn’t go hand in hand with a desire 
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to leave the European Union. I don’t 
think you can ever really compare what 
goes on. You can find some common 
threads but what happens in different 
countries is based often on a whole set 
of things that have been going on for 
years. So, for elections in the US, you’d 
have to look at what the key issues were 
that people felt were really important 
and undoubtedly you’ll find lots of 
economic issues. People feeling that 
they’ve been left behind, that life has 
not gotten better for them and feeling 
that perhaps people who’d always done 
well were still continuing to do well 
and weren’t, in a sense, representing 
their interests. You get lots of different 
reasons but they often come down to 
economics, to the capacity of political 
parties or politicians to explain things. 
Not because people can’t understand 
them, but because if you’re not steeped 
in the day to day of issues, then why 
would you know all the detail? And 
that means you’re susceptible to people 
giving you quite simple solutions. So, 
explaining better what’s going on, and 
getting people to participate more fully 
rather than feeling that things are done 
to them. 

PPR: Do you think either event – Brexit 
or the election of Donald Trump 
– which make it look like the two 
countries are turning inward, will leave 
room for other countries to rise up on 
the world stage? Or do you think the 
influence of the two states will stay the 
same?

CA: I think it depends on how you 
define “looking inward.” What’s 
interesting about the post-Brexit Britain 

is that everybody’s talking about doing 
more trade and being more global. 
So “global Britain” has become the 
mantra. And that’s partly because 
we’re a small island so we’ve always 
had to look outwards and do. I think 
it’s more a redefinition of outward 
facing. It’s saying, “we’re no longer part 
of this block,” which for some people 
was defined as preventing Britain 
from operating in the way it might 
and so there’s a sense of freedom, and 
translating that into “therefore we can 
have bigger and stronger relationships 
with everybody.” The reality is the 
biggest and strongest relationship 
you need is with the 27 countries you 
just left. But they want to also look 
outward and that’s positive. Whereas 
I think in the US, one of the elements 
of the election was about whether that 
outward facing US had found itself 
both politically and economically 
vulnerable… jobs leaving and going to 
other countries, trade deals that didn’t 
deliver and so on. It was this sort of 
mantra as part of the election campaign. 
I can understand why you might get a 
more inward focus for an election than 
you would perhaps in Britain. There are 
sort of echoes that we hear. The reality 
is trade is a good thing.

PPR: You mentioned the election in the 
Netherlands. Do you think that election 
is indicative of how other elections in 
Europe will turn out for the rest of the 
year? How do you view the rise of far 
right political movements?

CA: I’ve given up making predictions 
because I can be quite wrong…. We 
won’t know until it happens. We have 

the French elections, we have the 
German elections, and undoubtedly 
there will be a lot of people who are 
voting in what you might call populism. 
It’s unlikely, I think, to be able to end 
up taking the countries. Certainly not 
in Germany, and in France I think you 
could be close but I don’t think it will 
happen, though it could. But you still 
have to deal with the underlying fact 
that in countries across Europe there 
is a growing view, a large number of 
people who feel drawn to that sort of 
populist approach and I think we have 
to unpack the reasons for that and deal 
with them.

PPR: How do you respond to critics who 
say that the EU limits individual states’ 
sovereignty?  

CA: When you join an organization 
you invest in that organization things 
that you want to do. So if you join a 
trade union, you give the trade union 
the right to speak on your behalf. If 
you join a political club, you invest in 
that, the right to say you are a member. 
If you join, you know, a choir, you put 
your voice into the mix. And it’s the 
same thing, if you join something you’re 
doing it because you see advantages for 
you in giving a bit of your self, in this 
case sovereignty, in order that it can 
operate more effectively. The classic 
example is trade deals. The British, 
along with all the other countries, 
invested in trade deals by saying that, 
having agreed on the outline of the deal, 
the European Union could negotiate 
it. I was the negotiator for a trade deal 
and of course I reported back to the 28 
countries but I did have the power to 
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do the deal and to negotiate aspects of 
the deal and come back to them when 
I initialed it. That meant that it was a 
better deal because you weren’t trying 
to do a deal with 28 different countries 
individually. I was speaking on behalf 
of half a billion people and therefore 
able to get a better offer from the other 
side. That is pooling sovereignty. Now 
I think that is a very good example of 
the positive side of pooling sovereignty. 
Second and final point I’ll make is that 
you don’t pool it unless you want to. 
Nobody takes it off of you. You know 
anything the British signed up to do, 
they debated in Parliament. They had 
the right not to. They chose to do it. 
There is a sort of fantasy, I think, that 
somehow we have given up things that 
we really would prefer not to. But for 
some people just the concept of pooling 
anything doesn’t work and that’s a view 
they’re entitled to have, of course. And 
if you have that view then you don’t join 
the club, you don’t join the choir.

PPR: In what ways do EU countries 

work together to combat terrorism and 
in what ways could they improve? 

CA: That’s difficult because I’m not 
there now. A lot of work that’s gone on 
since, for example, the events of Paris, 
I’m not party to. But certainly, not just in 
the EU, but across the world, there have 
been lots of efforts made to coordinate 
and collaborate. It’s a combination of 
things, from intelligence, which is so 
vital to trying to head off and prevent 
attacks, to political and economic 
support in areas that have been affected, 
to thinking again, for example, on 
cybersecurity, about what measures you 
can take to try to resolve it. So it’s that 
sort of collaboration. The thing about a 
lot of the ways in which our security is 
challenged is, they don’t know borders 
in the same way and you need to be 
able to work together in a much bigger 
sense, especially in areas like cyber 
which could be coming from anywhere 
and can do amazing, alarming damage, 
as well as of course terrible events 
where people have lost their lives.

PPR: The New York Times cited 
the idea that the EU’s agreement to 
establish a headquarters for military 
training could create a rival for NATO. 
Do you share this idea or see it more 
as an opportunity for cooperation with 
NATO?

CA: When I was High Representative – 
and I’m sure my successor is the same 
– I met with the Secretary General 
of NATO every month. Nothing we 
did was in any way, shape, or form 
designed to get in the way of NATO, 
but to complement it. I’ll give you one 
example. We spent 200 billion euros 
a year in Europe on defense. I believe 
it could be spent more efficiently. 
We could, for example, stop the very 
small variations in the purchase of one 
particular kind of helicopter or aircraft, 
and instead buy the same one, thus 
reducing the price and getting better 
economies of scale. Equally, research 
on issues like improvised explosive 
devices were done in the European 

EU headquarters in Brussels. Courtesy of Thijs ter Haar, Flickr Images
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Union through the European Defense 
Agency, and that research helped to 
identify who was planting them, helped 
to find out where they are and helped 
to deal with making sure the vehicles 
and so on were well-armored to prevent 
them causing great damage. All of 
that research, done between the 28 
countries, was then available to NATO 
and to others as well. So, it’s not either/
or with NATO and the EU, it’s both/and. 
There are occasions when it’s important 
to have an EU military mission with 
an EU flag rather than a NATO flag. 
Because the issues are different, the 
areas of operation are different and of 
course the memberships are different. 
But they are very complementary, 
they’re in the same city, and they 
work very closely together, but it’s not 
and it should not be about any sort 
of usurping of the role, but rather 
adding on. Final example – in the Libya 
campaign, we did a lot of training of 
midair refueling for countries who 
were involved. In Europe, because 
countries are quite small, they can 
get up and down, they don’t need to 
refuel very often. So we did all that 
training, and NATO didn’t have to. It’s a 
complementary effort.

PPR: How do you view Britain’s 
relationship with China and do you 
anticipate any changes in the coming 
years?

CA: I think the British have been 
very receptive to elements of Chinese 
investment and in a European context, 
Britain has been more open to Chinese 
engagement than many. Certainly, as 
we leave the European Union, Britain 
will have to develop its own strong 
bilateral relationship with China. It 
has a strong one anyway but it will 
be different. And whereas there are 
negotiations going on between the EU 
and China on an investment package, 
Britain won’t be part of that so it will 
have to decide what it is going to do. 
I imagine they will get stronger, I 
imagine we will welcome elements of 
Chinese investment, but as with many 
nations that comes with a sort of health 
warning that for many people it makes 
them nervous. And it doesn’t mean 
that China will simply be allowed to 
invest anywhere and everywhere, and 
it will still go alongside concerns that 

China may be dumping on the market, 
which has been a concern about the 
steel industry. That will continue to be 
watched. China will say it isn’t dumping 
on the market and I’m not saying it is or 
it isn’t, but those issues will continue to 
be part of the thinking in Britain as it 
looks at its relationship with China.

PPR: What could the US and Europe 
and their allies be doing to alleviate the 
humanitarian crisis in Syria?

CA: There are more refugees now than 
there have been since World War II, so 
it’s not just Syria. But the humanitarian 
issues that we face now are enormous. 
Whatever we do, we’re going to need to 
do more of it. First of all, for Syria it’s 
about trying to stop the war, because if 
you stop the war, you in a sense start to 
alleviate the humanitarian crisis. That’s 
very complicated and very difficult, 
otherwise it would have been done by 
now. But efforts need to continue and 
develop to try and get that to happen, 
whether it’s one big ceasefire or a series 
of smaller ceasefires. That’s got to be the 
goal. The second is that having achieved 
that, it’s then about trying to rebuild a 
country so that people can go home. 

Most refugees in the world don’t want 
to be refugees; they want to go home. 
Some will never go home in some parts 
of the world because there’s nothing 
to go home to. But I hope that for 
many Syrian refugees the opportunity 
to go home will come. And I think 
thirdly, it’s about trying to think in a 
global sense about how we deal with 
the challenge of refugees. Individual 
nations find it very difficult to cope with 
large numbers of refugees. Especially 
if they’re not economically strong and 
especially if they don’t have a history of 
knowing how to manage and support 
refugees very well. So they do need 
the role of the UN, they do need the 
role of international organizations that 
can help them. The countries around 
Syria like Jordan and Turkey have had 
millions of people coming in, which 
they’ve managed very well but it’s still 
been incredibly challenging, just in 
terms of water and food supplies which 
in some countries are not so easily 
available. I’s a global effort and it needs 
to carry on.

This interview has been condensed and 
contains minor edits for clarity and 
grammar.
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