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letter from the editor

the Soviets in 1980 brought optimism back to the games and 
signaled major shifts in world politics.

Sports have even come into play in politics in some unusual 
ways. In the midst of the Cold War, Henry Kissinger was analyzing 
aerial reconnaissance photographs of the Cuban seaport city 
Cienfuegos when he noticed the construction of rectangular 
sports fields. Kissinger declared: “Cubans play baseball. Russians 
play soccer.” Through sports, the United States confirmed the 
construction of a Soviet submarine deployment base that would 
bring the Soviets in closer range to the U.S. It was, quite literally, 
a game-changer. Kissinger’s shrewd observation, while a largely 
unknown story of the Cold War, serves as another salient 
reminder of the intersection of politics and sports. 

As always, I hope the articles in this magazine will jumpstart 
your curiosity, and that you will continue to tackle the issues 
beyond these pages. 

I am pleased to introduce PPR’s Spring Issue, the second 
installment in our series on the pervasiveness of politics in all 
aspects of our lives. In this issue, we charge forward and explore 
politics in the field of sports.

Politics and sports have been inseparable throughout 
history. In ancient Greece, even while athletes were permitted 
safe travel to the Olympic games, the competition was nowhere 
free from politics; city-states hoped to win competitions to 
prove their superiority. Today, international sports competitions 
are taken just as seriously, if not more so. During the Cold War, 
as the United States and other Western democracies measured 
their arsenals of nuclear missiles underground and counted 
the number of satellites in space against that of their Soviet 
competitors, they were also comparing Olympic medals. 

In most recent history, sports arenas have acted as a world 
stage for pivotal political events to play out. Black and white 
film footage of the 1963 Berlin Olympics captures a world on 
the precipice of war. Jesse Owens’ track and field success was the 
perfect answer to Adolf Hitler’s racist ambitions. The murder of 
eleven Israeli athletes at the Munich Olympics in 1972 shocked 
the world as the ugliness of political conflict, more overtly than 
ever before, breached the fences of the Olympic Village. In 
contrast, the U.S. ice hockey team’s “Miracle on Ice” win against 

Dear Reader,

Arynne Wexler
PPR Editor-in-Chief

Arynne 
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Dear NFL,
Respect your 
stakeholders

STORY BY CHRISTIAN MOORE

4 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | Summer 2014



In markets such as our own in Philadelphia, 
where the Eagles haven’t had a local blackout 
since 1999, the blackout rule has little presence 
in the public eye. However, both The NFL and 
the National Association of Broadcasters have 
attempted to argue that the policy should be 
maintained throughout the NFL for several 
reasons. Firstly, the NFL claims that “the 
blackout rule is very important in supporting 
NFL stadiums and the ability of NFL clubs to 
sell tickets and keeping our games attractive 
as television programming with large crowds.” 
The suggestion that it is important to keep 
games “attractive” on television is unfounded 
and a poor appeal to viewers. Fans care much 
more about the quality of a game than the 
quality of the stadium’s crowd and would 
prefer to watch a game on TV with no one 
in the stadium than not having the option of 
watching the game at all. Furthermore, the 
National Association of Broadcasters has 
threatened that doing away with the blackout 
rule may lead games to be broadcasted on a 
pay platform, similar to the current systems 
used to watch WWE and boxing fights. This 
argument holds little weight as well, as it 
would be unprecedented for a major league 
sport to operate on such a platform. The NFL 
cannot afford to make this move and risk the 
substantial drop in popularity that the sport 
has enjoyed.

From politicians, to columnists, to the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC), 
the protestors to the NFL’s policy are many and 
outspoken. The first - and possibly the most 
notable - challenge to the policy came with 
President Nixon’s personal frustration with the 
league when his beloved Redskins were to have 
their playoff game blacked out in 1972. More 
recently, Senators John McCain and Richard 
Blumenthal have cosponsored legislation 
in 2012 requiring the NFL to make games 
available on the Internet during a local blackout. 
Although this bill never came to fruition, the 
cooperation of a Republican and Democrat on 
an anti-blackout stance shows that it is an issue 
agreed upon on both sides of the aisle. Since 
McCain and Blumenthal put the blackout issue 

The  NFL   now  has  the  responsibility  to  recognize 
who their most important stakeholders are 
- the fans - and to eliminate this outdated rule 
in an adjustment to our modern era.

back into the spotlight, other politicians, such 
as Senator Sherrod Brown from Ohio, have 
taken a stance in demanding that the policy be 
repealed. In a petition to the FCC asking that 
the Bengals’ January 4th playoff game be aired 
whether or not the stadium sold out, Brown 
proclaimed: “This is unacceptable at a time 
when the price of attending games continues 
to rise and the economy is not yet where it 
needs to be.” The FCC has recognized Senator 
Brown’s argument in their own actions as they 
have unanimously voted to re-evaluate the 
policy and possibly petition the NFL to end it.

 It is assuring to see lawmakers address 
the issue of the existence of the NFL blackout 
policy. As an organization, the NFL now has 
the responsibility to recognize who their most 
important stakeholders are, the fans, and to 
eliminate this outdated rule in an adjustment 
to our modern era. The blackout policy makes 
no sense because fans are already financial 
contributors to NFL stadiums, whether or not 
they go to games. Each year, the NFL benefits 
directly from millions of dollars of tax money 
that goes to subsidize the cost of building and 
maintaining stadiums, as well as indirectly by 
enjoying exception from U.S. anti-trust laws. 
Fans who are both emotionally and financially 
invested in their favorite teams should not 
be deprived of watching their teams play on 
TV when they cannot afford the price-tag of 
today’s NFL tickets. In the past, the blackout 
policy has pushed fans to absurd lengths, 
demonstrated in one case as Giants fans would 
routinely commute to Hartford on Sundays 
to rent hotel rooms in order to watch home 
games during the 1960s.

Finally, from recent data, it is clear that the 
blackout policy has become ineffective and 
unnecessary. This year, only one out of the 
267 games were blacked out due to low ticket 
sales, a great contrast from the earlier years 
of the policy such as during the 70s, when 
annual blackout rates were regularly over 
50%. In addition, an end to the rule will not 
hurt ticket sales. Most fans today have no idea 
what the “blackout policy” is and do not base 
their decision on attending a game around it 
whatsoever. The NFL’s duty is to cater to its 
fans. The blackout policy must be abolished to 
put legitimacy behind this claim and respect 
the league’s most important stakeholders.

Christian Moore is a junior in Wharton.  He has 
lived in New York, Beijing, and Philadelphia. 
This is his debut article in Penn Political Review.

As the 2014 wild card playoff game 
between the San Diego Chargers and 
the Cincinnati Bengals crept closer, 

serious concerns arose as to whether the 
Cincinnati faithful would have the opportunity 
to root for their Bengals on television. Owing 
to a policy that dates back to the early days 
of NFL live broadcasting, the NFL reserves 
the right to restrict television providers from 
airing football games in home networks that 
have not sold out their stadiums. While both 
the NFL and The National Association of 
Broadcasters continue to support this rule, 
public opinion, taxpayer circumstances, and 
statistical evidence highlight its absurdity. 
Although Cincinnati networks were eventually 
permitted to air the playoff game, thanks to a 
last minute ticket buying effort by Proctor 
& Gamble, it is unreasonable and unfair that 
such an important game was nearly blacked 
out to the home team’s biggest fans. In the 
National Football League, the most important 
stakeholders are the fans: a fact that the league 
needs to respect by repealing its outdated 
blackout policy.

The NFL “blackout policy,” as it has been 
coined, stems from the earliest days of 
television broadcasting. While airing games 
on TV brought the sport to a much wider 
audience, it also gave fans the option of saving 
the time and money required to attend a 
game live by staying in and watching the 
game from home. Due to these concerns, up 
until 1973, all home games were blacked out 
to local viewers. It was not until President 
Nixon personally protested the policy to the 
NFL during the 1972-1973 playoffs that the 
old rule was finally adjusted. Starting in 1973, 
home games could be broadcasted on local 
networks under the condition that the stadium 
tickets for the games were sold out. In 2012, 
the policy was adjusted once more for teams 
to set a benchmark between 85% and 100% of 
stadium capacity that had to be filled in order 
to prevent a blackout. The consequence of this 
regulation is that any ticket sales above the 
set benchmark are subject to higher revenue 
sharing with the NFL.  

NAT IONAL
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STORY BY DILLON MAHONEY

but this victory could have little effect on 
the state of current players.

Unless the court orders the NCAA 
to also undergo a serious overhaul of its 
operations, a power which it has under 
The Sherman Act, this same illegal 
exploitation of college athletes will 
continue unabated under the guise of a 
phony amateurism. The facts show that 
college athletics is a professional industry; 
the question is one of who should enjoy 
its profits. With the aim of protecting 
players, amateurism rules merely allow 
the NCAA to exploit its athletes to a 
greater degree.

Find the nearest varsity athlete and 
ask them if they know what a 08-3a 
form is; they will likely have no idea. It’s 
one of a parade of waivers that college 
athletes must sign in order to compete in 
intercollegiate athletics and is central to 

Slated to begin June 9th is a contest 
that will prove historic for collegiate 
athletics, and it will happen far away 

from the playing field. Former UCLA 
Bruins basketball star Ed O’Bannon will 
be switching courts as he files an antitrust 
lawsuit against the NCAA over its use 
of his and other athletes’ likenesses for 
licensing and merchandising purposes. 
The case specifically revolves around 
the NCAA’s agreement with EA Sports 
that grants the video game company the 
image rights of its current and former 
student athletes. O’Bannon argues that 
NCAA regulations violate the Sherman 
Antitrust Act by illegally fixing the cost 
of its players’ image rights and many legal 
experts believe his argument has merit. A 
verdict in O’Bannon’s favor would likely 
force the NCAA to pay a substantial 
restitution and penalty to former athletes 

O’Bannon’s complaint. The 08-3a is the 
form which grants the NCAA the right to 
use a players image to “promote NCAA 
championships or other NCAA events, 
activities or programs” in perpetuity. It 
is this ‘permission’ that the NCAA uses 
when it signs licensing agreements with 
EA for video games and with television 
companies for broadcast rights. 
However, college athletes do not have a 
choice to not sign these documents and 
often do not understand the complete 
ramifications of their signing. Combined 
with the NCAA’s strict rules regarding 
its players’ amateur status, this waiver 
has provided the organization and its 
member schools a powerful tool for 
profiting from its athletes.

While the NCAA and its member 
institutions have earned billions from 
licensing athletes’ image rights, NCAA 
rules prohibit its star players from 
earning any money from their collegiate 
likeness. The NCAA argues that their 
actions ‘preserve amateur athletics,’ but 
making money to preserve amateur 
athletics is an irony too great to properly 
address in this article. Those with eyes 
for justice must see that college sports 

The facts show that major college sports 
are a professional industry; the debate 
is over who should enjoy its profits.

NCAA Athletes’ 
Amateur Status
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are a professionalized industry in which 
the productive are being exploited. To 
illustrate, consider the last time you 
took in a major college-sporting event; 
was it different from your experience 
with professional sports? The players 
are wearing Nike uniforms (a paid plug 
from the company), timeouts come 
with commercial breaks (more paid 
plugs), and the stadiums are filled with 
paying fans. These are the hallmarks of 
professionalized sports and they generate 
massive revenues for universities and 
the NCAA, while those who drive this 
revenue receive a pittance in return.

The NCAA and its defenders seem to 
believe that star athletes are compensated 
fairly by their scholarships, but their 
argument does not hold weight when 
one considers the way in which the 
NCAA capitalizes on its athletes. For 
example, take EA’s popular line of NCAA 

sports games, the impetus of O’Bannon’s 
lawsuit. Star players appear on the cover 
and earn key placement within the 
game; their characters are even rendered 
more accurately to likeness than their 
lesser-known counterparts, whose finer 
features are randomly generated. That’s 
because fans purchased NCAA Football 
2014 to run around with star athletes like 
Michigan speedster Denard Robinson 
(the game’s cover athlete) not to block 
with his linemen. While the NCAA sells 
its products relying heavily on the images 
of certain star athletes, these stars are 
only “compensated” as well as their peers 
who do not create this revenue.

There are a host of athletes who are 
denied otherwise legal opportunities to 
capitalize on their image and likeness and 
are instead required to sign over these 
rights to the NCAA. While introducing a 
new system of compensation in collegiate 

sports would bring with it a host of new 
difficulties, these do not negate the 
injustice underlying the current system. 
Professional sports underwent growing 
pains when players demanded a greater 
share of skyrocketing media revenues but 
the result was a more equitable division 
of revenues that awards players their 
just deserts. If the NCAA were actually 
interested in maintaining the integrity of 
amateur sports, pure and untainted by 
money, would they have signed a $10.8 
billion deal with CBS for March Madness 
broadcast rights? NCAA ‘amateurism’ is 
an antiquated system that far predates 
modern sports media and it is one that 
would be best left in the past.

Dillon Mahoney is a junior in The College 
of Arts & Sciences.  He is the Treasurer of 
The Penn Golf Club and calls Wellington, 
FL home.
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Richard Nixon once remarked that 
the most dangerous period of a 
crisis “is the aftermath” because 

“with all his resources spent and his 
guard down, … an individual must 
watch out for dulled reactions and faulty 
judgment.” The same is certainly true for 
national crises. It’s not difficult to conjure 
up frightening images of crises in history 
that seemed like existential threats to 
the United States: the Black Tuesday 
stock market crash of 1929, the attack on 
Pearl Harbor, 9/11, and in most recent 
times the financial crisis of 2008. What 

is harder to recall is the damage caused 
by public policies that followed such 
crises. The victims of Pearl Harbor not 
only include the 2,400 American navy-
men but also the thousands of Japanese-
Americans sentenced to concentration 
camps by President Roosevelt. The stock 
market crash of 1929 led to irrational 
and destructive public policy-making 
on behalf of Congress and the Federal 
Reserve, having caused the Great 
Depression. Looking back today, five 
years after the financial crisis of 2008, it is 
highly likely lawmakers have overreacted 

in a similar way, shape, or form.  
It would be naïve to believe that U.S 

lawmakers could have mitigated the 
consequences of the financial crisis in a 
state of reason and rationality, isolated 
from the passions and emotions of the 
American public. Of course, in a nation 
governed by the people and for the 
people, lawmakers lay vulnerable to the 
zeal of the citizenry in times of crisis. 
Thus, what followed the collapse of 
our banking system, like other national 
catastrophes, were irrational public 
policy responses and decisions guided 

Regulatory Overaction:
From Crisis

to
Bad Laws

STORY BY JORDAN ROSMAN

NAT IONAL
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by biases and emotions. The art of crisis-
politics is not just how to react, but how 
not to overreact.

In the five years since the crisis, many 
lawmakers, guided by frenzied public 
sentiment, have misunderstood the 
causes of and solutions to the financial 
meltdown. After all, our lawmakers were 
summoned to repair our banking system 
only after the crisis occurred. That is, 
with pressure from the American public, 
much of the regulatory undertakings were 
spearheaded in the beginning of 2009, 
only several months after the banking 
system had collapsed, a time in which 
few - if any - people fully understood 
the causes of the crisis. What began 
afterwards was an attempt by Congress, 
led most notably by Congressman 
Barney Frank (D-Massachusetts), to pass 
financial regulatory reform. This finally 
became known as the Dodd-Frank Wall 
Street Reform and Consumer Protection 
Act. It is extremely difficult to determine 
how the 800-page Dodd-Frank statute 
will affect our economy—even the 
nations largest banks do not know how 
it will play out. However, any regulation 
passed in aftermath of any crisis will 
probably be mired with provisions guided 
by irrationality and emotion.

When crises or catastrophes occur, the 
public yearns for clear-cut answers and 
solutions. Painting pictures as complex 
and multi-faceted following national 
emergencies rarely succeeds in the 
political arena. Thus, lawmakers pitched 
a simplified narrative to the American 
public after the financial crisis: before 
2008, we had a Gatsby-esque-high-
flying-deregulated-banking system—
thus, we need more regulation. Nearly 
everyone can agree that this was true to 
some extent. Economists and lawmakers 
from all over the spectrum agreed that 
we needed some sort of better regulation. 
Alan Greenspan, former chairman of the 
Federal Reserve, called for stricter capital 
requirements while Columbia economist 
Joseph Stiglitz called for stronger anti-
trust law enforcement.

The problem with the narrative 
pitched by Congress was not its content, 
but rather its simplicity. To quote Nobel 
laureate and behavioral economist 
Daniel Kahneman: “After a crisis we tell 
ourselves we understand why it happened 

and maintain the illusion that the world 
is understandable. In fact, we should 
accept the world is incomprehensible 
much of the time.” The narrative was 
undoubtedly more complex than how it 
was painted; the crisis was not caused 
solely by deregulation but also by bad 
regulation and in some cases, even by 
too much regulation. When we construct 
clear-cut narratives that do not exist, 
we leave ourselves susceptible to the 
causation fallacy in which we mistake two 
correlated variables as having as a simple 
causal relationship. Probably the most 
widespread narrative among lawmakers 
in the wake of the financial crisis was that 
regulators had to reinstitute provisions 
of the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933, which 
was formally repealed in 1999.  What 
Glass-Steagall did was separate the 
activities of investment banks from those 
of commercial banks, meaning that 
commercial banks could not engage in 
proprietary trading and investment banks 
cannot accept deposits. The narrative that 
had been echoed in Washington sounded 
like this—Glass-Steagall was repealed in 
1999, and then we had a financial crisis 
in 2008--ipso facto, we should bring 
back Glass-Steagall. It sounds simple 
and on paper, it makes sense. Of course, 
it is entirely possible that the repeal of 
Glass-Steagall was no direct cause of the 
crisis at all and that its absence could 
have even mitigated the crisis. One 
could strongly argue that its repeal was 
instead correlated with an era in which 
Washington aggressively deregulated 
many other sectors of the financial 
system. In 1995, Congress loosened 
lending standards to low-income 
households by rewriting the Community 
Reinvestment Act, a statute originally 
passed in 1977. In 2000, President Clinton 
signed into law the Commodity Futures 
Modernization, which “modernized” (a 
euphemism for exempted) the regulation 

of credit-defaults swaps and other over-
the-counter derivatives, products that 
Warren Buffet called in 2003 “weapons of 
mass destruction.” Thus, looking back at 
the causes of the financial crisis, we must 
be careful not to find relationships where 
they do not exist and instead take a more 
guided, detailed approach to solving 
financial-public policy issues.

Senator Warren of Massachusetts, 
one of the most influential senators in 
Washington with respect to financial 
policy, admitted that she was pushing 
to reinstate Glass-Steagall: “It is an easy 
issue for the public to understand and 
you can build public attention behind.”  
Thus, lawmakers and regulators pushed 
for what is known today as the Volcker 
Rule, named after the eminent Federal 
Reserve Chairman in the early 1980’s, 
Paul Volcker. Essentially, the Volcker 
rule attempts to achieve what Glass-
Steagall did from 1933 to 1999, to 
separate federally insured deposits 
from proprietary trading, a seemingly 
simple goal. In fact, attesting to the 
complexity of financial regulation, the 
final rule clocked in at a massive 900 
pages.  Last December, five regulatory 
agencies approved the rule, and it will be 
implemented on April 1st of 2014.

Like Dodd-Frank, it is very difficult 
to estimate the net benefit/damage 
the Volcker Rule will generate in our 
economy. The causes and solutions to 
any crisis are often far more complicated 
than any politicians spells it out to be. 
As Nobel laureate Paul Samuelson has 
said, “What we know about the global 
financial crisis is that we don’t know very 
much.”

Jordan Rosman is a freshman in The 
College of Arts & Sciences.  He is the 
Marketing Director of College Republicans 
and is from Great Neck, New York.

It would be naïve to believe 
that U.S lawmakers could have 
mitigated the consequences of 
the financial crisis.
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The last few decades, particularly since the start 
of the 21st century, have seen a significant rise 
in polarization. Politically, American society is 

fundamentally divided, and tensions are running high. It 
might be tempting to conclude that polarization results 
from ignorance—that we are divided because we know so 
little. In reality, increased polarization might largely be 
attributed to something far more concrete: redistricting.

The effects of redistricting have been well established. 
Redrawing the boundaries of legislative districts is 
creating more politically homogenous distributions of 
voters. Inter-ideological dialogue is diminishing, and 
group dynamics are holding more sway over the political 
process.

To better understand the rise in polarization, it helps 
to think of political parties and communities as social 
institutions, rather than as mere alignments of ideology.

The idea that beliefs are tokens of communal 
identity and subject to social forces is hardly new. 
Thomas Kuhn’s 1962 magnum opus, The Structure of 
Scientific Revolutions, introduced the notion of science 
as a collection of institutions with group dynamics 
and socially enforced standards of thought. Far from 
being perfect, the scientific community passes through 
paradigms of accepted beliefs and facts, and Kuhn 
encourages readers to think about science through a 
social lens.

If that’s true of science, how much more true of politics. 
Our political institutions are collections of individuals 
operating under a set of rules. Many of those involved 

“

Groupthink and Polarization:
A Tale of Redistricting

STORY BY JONATHAN IWRY
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in the political process are genuinely 
convinced of their beliefs, but their 
justification is not always so strong—
oftentimes it is downright flimsy. 
Those beliefs frequently emerge out of a 
social context instead of through sound 
reasoning, and they might crumble 
quickly under close analysis.

Although the Founding Fathers were 
rather wary of undue social influence—
Madison warned against the “tyranny of 
the masses”—the United States’ political 
structure places considerable faith in 
the everyman’s god-given faculties of 
reason. However, recent developments 
in experimental psychology and the 
social sciences throw that optimism 
into question; it would appear that our 
faculties of reason are less divine than 
we would like to think. More precisely, 
our supposed rationality comes with 
a wide range of biases, intuitions, and 
habits, not least of which is the desire to 
conform to social settings. These rules 
of thumb, or heuristics, are a constant 
part of human cognition, and they have 
the power to dramatically affect—or 
even cloud—our everyday judgments.

Of the many sub-rational pitfalls of 
thought and behavior, the tendency 
to conform in social settings poses 
a particular obstruction to political 
progress. Birds of a feather do indeed 
flock together; like-minded voters and 
politicians tend to identify with each 
other, forging social and emotional 
bonds out of their similarities and 
creating a powerful in-group affiliation. 
Those who hold other views come to be 
seen as part of the out-group and can 
quickly turn into effigies.

The general fact of in-group/out-
group behavior applies strongly to 
political affiliations. Studies have 
shown that self-identifying Democrats 
and Republicans given partisan cues 
are more likely to ramp up adherence 

to their in-groups, as well as hostility 
toward those on the other side of the 
aisle (Ledgerwood and Chaiken, 2007).

The water cooler effect is a direct 
result. Psychology professor and author 
Nicholas DiFonzo points out that people 
are more willing to trust their own in-
groups than the media, creating “echo 
chambers” in which appealing beliefs 
circulate among like-minded groups 
and grow in perceived credibility. What 
emerges is a social amplification of 
partisan views motivated by widespread 
confirmation bias.

By increasing political homogeneity, 
redistricting puts communities at risk 
for such persuasion. If voters were to 
have greater direct exposure to opposing 
viewpoints and access to cross-party 
dialogue, they might be able to better 
understand the broader political 
context surrounding such topics; at the 
very least, they would strengthen their 
own beliefs in the process. Doing so 
would have the additional advantage 
of breaking up the emotional and 
social bonds that entrench commonly 
accepted views.

Group dynamics and social influence 
play an underlying role not only among 
voters, but also within political parties 
themselves. Pressure is just as strong 
among politicians: as increasingly 
radical and partisan representatives 
take office, they reinforce each other’s 
tendencies, eventually establishing 
them as the norm. Collective 
partisanship escalates and in-group 
behavior strengthens — individual 
politicians feel greater pressure to toe 
the party line. Breaking rank is rarely 
in their interest and would likely be met 
with sharp criticism from their peers, if 
not social isolation.

Political scientist Seth Masket puts 
it nicely when he says that our political 
system is not fragmented, but rather 

Our supposed rationality comes with 
a wide range of biases, intuitions, 
and habits, not least of which is the 
desire to conform.

“networked” – parties have strayed 
from their original function. Rather 
than represent ideological philosophies, 
they have been boiled down to power 
relationships, personal interest, and 
social status. In short, political parties 
have succumbed to party politics.

For its part, polarization likely has a 
negative effect on our ability to analyze 
politics. By dividing the political 
landscape into strict dichotomies—us 
versus them—people will frame issues 
and develop outlooks in absolute 
terms, as well. As like-minded people 
reinforce prejudices, independent 
thinking becomes easier to avoid. The 
increased polarization of political 
parties is strongly conducive to political 
ignorance.

Increased homogeneity poses a host 
of problems for reasoned political 
discourse. Lack of direct exposure to 
other views not only compromises 
people’s abilities to develop rational 
political beliefs, but also enables 
aggressively partisan politicians to 
get elected more easily by appealing 
to local partisan spirit. The problem 
isn’t political ignorance per se—it’s the 
groupthink that redistricting triggers 
and that political ignorance allows to 
incubate. Even so, staying politically 
informed might act as an effective 
buffer against the social dynamics 
inherent in our political system. Rolling 
back redistricting may be the best 
cure, but shows no sign of happening 
anytime soon; it is incumbent upon 
those interested in defusing partisan 
conflict to stay informed and analyze 
their beliefs with care. Relying on our 
social groups will no longer do the 
trick. 

Jonathan Iwry is a senior from the 
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, 
double majoring in Philosophy and 
Intellectual History. Jonathan is a 
member of The Philomathean Society, 
the Founder and Director of The Penn 
Hip-Hop Initiative, and a weekly opinion 
columnist at the Daily Pennsylvanian. 
His last named is pronounced “eev-ree.”
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STORY BY JORDAN DANNENBERG

Critics call it too bureaucratic and 
inefficient. The complaints levied 
against its logistical limitations are 

valid; however, the United Nations remains 
the most prominent international body, 
particularly within the arena of human 
rights enforcement. It serves not only as 
the foremost international forum for the 
discussion and resolution of global issues, 
but is also the most legitimate provider of 
humanitarian intervention. The impact of the 
United Nations in the twenty-first century is 
apparent: much of the present day work of 
the United Nations, providing resources and 
multilateral solutions, stems from its unique 
capabilities and status on the world stage. 
The United Nations compensates for the 
lags in a national government’s regulations 
when no other political formation has an 
incentive to interfere. The food drop during 
the South Sudan civil conflict is only one of 
many examples of the UN acting beyond 
national interests to supply nutrition for 
people starving to death during the civil war.

Originally formed after World War II to 
prevent and protect against crimes against 
humanity, the UN remains the focal point in 
global security solutions. Coordinating the 
international community in accordance with 
established international principles in a spirit 
of democracy, the annual General Assembly 
sessions are a unique political forum in 
which every state expresses its needs and 
opinions on the most crucial international 
issues. The Security Council plays a vital 
role in the formation of political opinion of 

the most influential world governments. It 
establishes an official political position on 
the major security issues, as was the case for 
Ukraine. 

Furthermore, the UN remains the most 
legitimate institution authorizing military 
intervention. Unlike state-actors, it presents 
an impartial opinion and intervenes in 
international conflicts even when nothing 
is to be gained for the organization. With 
fifteen active missions ongoing today, UN 
peacekeepers are the world’s main source 
of peace enforcement and crisis prevention. 
Their first official mission, the UN Truce 
Supervision Organization (UNTSO), 
authorized in 1948, is still ongoing, and 
seeks to monitor the Arab-Israeli cease-
fire. This mission has set a precedent both 
in its goals and its practice, a precedent that 
has informed successes in over 60 nations, 
like Lebanon, Cyprus, Egypt, Yemen, 
and Liberia. Arab-Israeli tensions remain 
high even seven decades later, yet without 
UNTSO, fewer cease-fires would have 
occurred, and many more lives would have 
undoubtedly been lost.

Because it is an impartial international 
actor, the UN can supervise the genesis 
of new states without pursuing strategic 
national interests. In the modern world, it 
has done so with a number of territories, 
such as Nagorno-Karabakh and Abkhazia. 
Efficient regulation of the territorial 
conflict prevents civil war and genocide 
from happening, saving thousands of lives. 
Having attracted international attention 

after the1991 Santa Cruz massacre, when 
the Indonesian government shot over two 
hundred demonstrators advocating for the 
separation of the region, the East Timor 
independence operation is one of the most 
significant UN successes in this area. UN 
involvement began in 1999 with an initial 
referendum and subsequent military 
intervention. It also launched a temporary 
administration, facilitating emergency 
rehabilitation of physical infrastructure, 
creating systems of sustainable governance, 
and maintaining security and order. In order 
to grant the territory sovereign status, the 
UN used the same legal means as Russia did 
in granting sovereignty to Crimea. However, 
since the political will was expressed from 
the international community as a whole, the 
measures received international approval. 
There were no political debates about the 
legal status of the newly formed state, which 
was an issue that plagued the formations of 
both Kosovo and Abkhazia.

Aside from its role as an international 
police force, the UN tackles the most 
critical humanitarian issues. The High 
Commissioner for Human Rights has 
succored refugees from extreme violence in 
northern Iraq, Sudan, Congo, Rwanda, and 
the former Yugoslavia. The World Health 
Organization (WHO), works on eradicating 
smallpox, eliminating polio and tuberculosis. 
In the modern world, with its extremely 
high infection rate, especially in developing 
countries, the WHO is a central element in 
the fight against fatal contagious diseases, 

STORY BY KRISTINA KULIK AND ANDRIANA LOUKANARI

Is the 
UN 
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such as HIV, and a guarantee of medical 
help for people in the developing countries, 
where health systems are practically non-
existent. Another agency, the United Nations 
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), provides 
vaccines for forty percent of the world’s 
children, supplies schoolchildren with food, 
and arranges educational opportunities for 
girls in countries where women are deprived 
of education.

But its role is not solely reactive; it also 
takes preemptive actions. It has created 
an independent legislative system starting 
with the Genocide Convention and the 
Declaration of Human Rights in 1948, and 
even today, international conventions led by 
the UN draft implement international law 
in almost every aspect of global affairs. The 
UN synthesizes local cultural moralities into 
a comprehensive universal system of values: 
quite a complex task when governments 
justify human rights abuses through local 
cultural values, such as the mandating of 
125 million women who undergo genital 
mutilation in 27 African countries.

Furthermore, the UN has its own court 
system, the International Court of Justice. 
It has a legal authority to resolve political 
disputes by demanding compulsory actions 
and expressing advisory opinions. In one of 
the litigations, for example, the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo accused Uganda 
of illegitimate intervention and armed 
aggression. With the onset of a globalization, 
international litigation is increasingly 
evoked to solve interstate problems, as it 

does not threaten the lives of citizens or 
incur extremely high military expenditures. 
As such, it is an indispensible international 
legal system for the twenty-first century. 
The International Criminal Court that was 
established with the help of the United 
Nations, in order to prosecute individuals 
for genocide, crimes against humanity, 
and war crimes, is a realization of one of 
the most ambitious ideas to investigate 
the most horrendous crimes. It uses 
international resources, instead of letting 
cases go to the national, and often corrupt, 
judiciary system.

From economic and social revision 
plans to resolutions pertaining to national 
security, protection of sovereignty and 
human rights advocacy, the United Nations 
does what no country can do alone. 
Through its various committees, it has a 
complex system of humanitarian programs 
that fulfill the basic needs of citizens of 
developing countries and contribute to 
decreasing the gap between the global 
North and South. The UN also provides 

internationally approved peacekeeping, 
prevents aggressive military intervention, 
and protects civilians from being killed 
by abusive authoritarian governments. 
It balances the world and pushes it in a 
direction of preventive diplomacy and the 
rule of law.

Kristina Kulik is a sophomore in The College 
of Arts and Sciences studying Economics. She 
is the Deputy of the United Nations Advocacy 
at the University of Pennsylvania. Kristina is 
an international student from St. Petersburg, 
Russia.

Andriana Loukanari is a sophomore in 
The College of Arts and Sciences studying 
International Relations and Economic Policy. 
She is the United Nations advocate at the 
University of Pennsylvania as well as the 
Founder and President of Penn’s UNAUSA 
chapter. She has always been interested in 
politics and diplomatic affairs. In her spare 
time, Andriana enjoys traveling and theater.

Relevant 
Anymore?

The United Nations compensates for the lags 
in the national government’s regulations 
when no other political formation has an 
incentive to interfere.
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There may have also been safety-
related concerns that prompted Congress 
to take action. A 2004 Center for Disease 
Control study discovered that the number 
of teenagers using steroids had tripled in 
recent years to nearly 500,000. To many, 
this represented a PED epidemic that had 
started to leak into athletics on a youth 
level. These concerns were also enhanced 
following the death of two teenaged athletes 
who had committed suicide after abusing 
anabolic steroids. Given the general concern 
for public health among the constituencies 
of Congress, it seems clear that there may 
have been some pressure to act. 

On February 7th, after months 
of arbitration, Alex Rodriguez 
dropped his lawsuit against Major 

League Baseball for being dealt a 212-game 
suspension. Although the suspension was 
appealed and has since been reduced to 162 
games, it represents the longest suspension 
ever given for a Performance Enhancing 
Drug-related (PED) infraction and dwarfs 
the 50-game suspension typically given for 
a first-time offender. A suspension of this 
length would never have been considered, 
let alone given, just a few short years ago.

In 2004, following the high-profile 
release of former all-star Jose Conseco’s 
Juiced, an exposé alleging rampant use 
of PEDs in Major League Baseball, the 
U.S. Congress held a series of official 
hearings. In the course of these hearings, 
they questioned many of Major League 
Baseball’s former and current stars about 
their experience with and knowledge of 
PED use. Shortly thereafter on November 
15, 2005, under extreme Congressional 
pressure, senior Major League Baseball 
officials instituted the revamped suspension 
policy that is still in place. This meant more 
than tripling the existing penalties for first 
and second time offenses and instituting 
a lifetime ban for third time offenders. 
These harsher penalties have been issued 
to several all-stars in recent years including 
Manny Ramirez, Ryan Braun, and most 
recently, Alex Rodriguez.

The legacy of Congress’ involvement in 
Major League Baseball is clear. The effects 
of their involvement still plague baseball 

today, evidenced 
by the extreme 
suspensions (which 
inexplicably fall well 
outside the guidelines 
for punishment) 
handed down by 
Major League 
Baseball recently. 
Given the clarity of 
this relationship, for 
better or worse, it is 
worth understanding 
why Congress never 
should’ve gotten 
involved some 10 
years ago.

It is worth 
examining, from 
a constitutional 
perspective, what 
power Congress 
holds that warranted its presence. One 
of the responsibilities of Congress as the 
legislative body of the United States, as 
defined in Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. 
Constitution, is to regulate interstate 
commerce. Technically, this includes 
professional sports leagues. The use of 
various PEDs by professional players 
represents an illegal advantage of one 
party over another in an otherwise fair 
commercial exchange. Eradicating these 
sorts of advantages can be interpreted as 
a valid goal for Congress in this situation. 
The means by which that can be achieved, 
however, may be a point of contention.

STORY BY VICTOR CASTRO | ART BY CIARA STEIN

Is Congress’ Role in Affairs of Major
League Baseball Justified?
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It can also be assumed that holding 
Congressional hearings is no small expense. 
With the current average salary of a United 
States Congressperson topping $174,000, 
the man-hours spent by Congressmen 
and women and their staff in PED-related 
hearings since 2004 would be worth 
millions.

Therefore, it is worth asking what the 
effect would be on the American people, 
even if Congress were able to make a dent 
in the number of major leaguers using 
PEDs. One could speculate that perhaps 
fewer young people would use steroids and 
a handful of professional baseball players – 

players who happen 
to have an average 
annual salary of $3.39 
million – would face 
fairer competition. 
However, for the 
average person, the 
only change might 
be that their favorite 
player will hit fewer 
home runs. So, 
while it is important 
to recognize that 
Congress may not, and 
perhaps should not, be 
doing a cost-benefit 
analysis for every topic 
they discuss, for this 
issue, the ends seem to 
fall short of justifying 
the means.

Even disregarding 
these tax-dollar effectiveness concerns, the 
question remains: who really cares? ABC 
News polls show that while 61% of people 
believed more should be done to prevent 
steroid use, only 30% thought the federal 
government should be involved in enforcing 
the rules that are set. This is far from a ringing 
endorsement from the American people and 
illustrates the distaste for Congress’ activity.

Another consideration should be whether 
or not Congress’ efforts would create tangible 
outcomes in baseball. Are even the most avid 
fans’ habits affected by the use (or potentially 
reduced use) of PEDs? An NPR study showed 
that nearly 54% of people felt their thinking 

about baseball following allegations about 
PED use was unaffected. Not even Major 
League Baseball itself stands to lose much 
of their fan base or attendance as a result of 
PED use.

While Congress’ role in the legislation of 
Major League Baseball may be justified in 
the legal sense, its legitimacy fails on several 
counts. From a practical perspective, the 
time and money that has been poured into 
Congressional examination of baseball is 
massively disproportional to the potential 
benefits that can be attained from their 
efforts. Congress’ actions have also been 
found wanting in the court of public 
opinion where less than one-third of the 
public endorses their involvement. Perhaps 
Major League Baseball should have been 
left to their own devices to monitor for and 
punish PED use among its players. Maybe 
the United States Anti-Doping Agency, 
the same force that recently brought down 
Lance Armstrong and stripped him of his 
7 Tour-de-France titles, should have been, 
and perhaps should be, more involved. One 
conclusion is certain: Congress should never 
have gotten in the way of America’s favorite 
pastime.

Victor Castro is a junior in Wharton from 
Charleston, South Carolina.  He serves 
as the Vice President of Marketing for 
The Undergraduate Sports Business Club 
(USBC).

Is Congress’ Role in Affairs of Major
League Baseball Justified?
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Argentine 
and American 
Polarization 

STORY BY NADIA TAREEN
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Last October, during my semester 
abroad in Buenos Aires, 
Argentina, I recall my host mom 

commenting to me as we watched the 
news over dinner, “Wow, the politics 
in your country are just as bad as they 
are here!” The U.S. government had just 
shut down. At various points during my 
experience in Latin America, it seemed 
like Argentina and the U.S. were worlds 
apart, from language to culture to level 
of development. However, despite these 
differences, both these countries are 
facing a similar challenge: deep political 
polarization. At home in the U.S., 
political psychologist Jonathan Haidt 
recently commented that we are entering 
a “dangerous era in U.S. politics,” with 
an increasingly more pronounced split 
between liberalism and conservatism. 
Simultaneously, the population of 
Argentina is fiercely divided over the 
controversial politics of President 
Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner, with 
Buenos Aires and other major cities 
frequently grappling with city-paralyzing 
protests from all extremes of the political 
spectrum. I witnessed for myself how 
my peers at the Catholic University 
of Argentina would ostracize the sole 
student sympathetic to the Kirchner 

government in our class. Despite 
many differences between these two 
countries, a concerning level of division 
on ideological lines is threatening the 
future of healthy political debate in both 
Argentina and the United States. In both 
cases, this polarization can be traced to 
the role of the media and its increasingly 
sensationalist, demonizing reporting.

What exactly does political 
polarization look like in each of these 
countries? Here in the United States, 
many point to the emergence of 
ideologically extreme movements like 
the Tea Party as the shift towards deep 
political division. The Pew Research 
Center conducted studies in 2012 that 
indicate a recent nationwide shift towards 
more extreme, partisan views among 
the public. In surveys asking about 
various political, economic, and social 
issues, the gap between Democrats and 
Republicans now stands at 18 percentage 
points – about double the size of the 
gap found in survey results from 1987-
2002. Few moderate representatives are 
currently being elected to Congress, 
instead replaced by representatives from 
districts dominated by only one party. As 
a result, the recent levels of polarization 
in U.S. politics have blurred the lines 

between campaigning and the logistics 
of governing. The government shutdown 
in October 2013 is just one example of 
a crisis caused by the rising ideological 
division within Congress.

In Argentina, polarization has 
manifested itself in the form of 
disruptive clashes between the 
supporters and opponents of President 
Kirchner’s populist policies. Supporters 
of Kirchnerismo herald la Presidenta 
and her policies as harbingers of social 
inclusion, higher employment, and 
the end of neoliberalism. On the other 
hand, the anti-Kirchneristas express 
many complaints about the government, 
including manipulation of inflation 
figures, wide-ranging corruption, 
and anti-business measures that they 
claim are stymieing the future of the 
Argentine economy. The Latin American 
country is currently facing a myriad 
of serious economic issues, including 
soaring inflation at 24 percent, and 
is still recovering from a devastating 
dictatorship that only came to an end 
in 1983, in which tens of thousands of 
people were tortured and killed because 
of their political views. Even with all 
of these critical challenges, scholars 
from the Inter-American Dialogue 
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think-tank agree that one of the most 
crucial obstacles facing Argentina is the 
“deep political polarization marked by 
excessive demonization of the left by the 
right and vice versa.”

Not surprisingly, political division 
has taken different forms in the U.S. and 
Argentina, two very distinct countries. 
Yet both nations are dealing with the 
same issue that can partly be blamed 
for their shared polarization problem: 
partisanship, bias, and increasing 
control of the media. Around the world, 
the average citizen now has access to 
more options than ever for keeping up 
with the news. With the shift from the 
previous generation’s solitary choice 
for mainstream news to a variety of 
options in print, 24-hour TV channels, 
and online, many openly partisan 
media outlets have emerged. In the 
U.S., these outlets are represented by 
conservative voices like Fox News and 
Wall Street Journal, as well as the left-
leaning New York Times and MSNBC 
News channel. In Argentina, partisan 
media outlets take the form of pro-
government newspapers like Página 12, 
versus the media conglomerate Clarín, 
which controls over 150 cable television 
licenses and is highly critical of 
Kirchner’s administration. Almost every 
media outlet in Argentina has a clear 
political bias, exacerbating the problem 
of polarization. There have even been 
direct clashes between these news 
organizations, with particular hostility 
between the Kirchner government and 
Clarín. Reporters Without Borders say 
this tension in the media “typifies a 
climate of polarization.”

In the U.S., there tend to be more 
options for unbiased (at least, on the 
surface) mainstream news outlets. 
Nonetheless, increased media choice 
in America has also worsened political 
division. Individuals who already have a 
strong ideology tend to be the most avid 

viewers of the partisan news channels 
that are consistent with their views, while 
more politically moderate Americans 
are turned off by these partisan 
channels and often choose to watch a 
non-political program instead – thus 
disengaging from political debate 
altogether. As Penn Political Science 
professor Matthew Levendusky, author 
of How Partisan Media Polarizes 
America, explains, this situation 
causes only those extreme in their 
ideologies to be active in politics: “the 
growth of media choice strengthens 
the extremes while hollowing out the 
center, making the electorate more 
divided.” This effect trickles to who 
represents the population in Congress. 
Representatives with extreme views in 
turn cause crises like the government 
shutdown, perpetuating a cycle of 
political disengagement – as Yale 
Professor Beverly Gage remarked, 
people “throw their hands up and say, 
oh, it’s all such a mess. I don’t really 
want to make sense of it. I don’t want 
to deal with it.”

The media alone cannot take full 
responsibility for the current state of 
political division.  In the context of the 
U.S., Fareed Zakaria of CNN points 
to changes in Congressional rules 
that hinder compromise legislation 
and redistricting as other factors 
contributing to polarization. In 
Argentina, the memory of the military 
dictatorship undoubtedly continues 
to divide the population on political 
terms. Nonetheless, the narrowcast 
and partisan media reinforce, if not 
cause, the polarization problem in 
both these countries. Fact checking 
can help alleviate media bias, with 
the work of organizations like Penn’s 
own Factcheck.org and the related 
Argentine counterpart Chequeado. 
More importantly, it is up to us – 
Americans and Argentines alike – to 
demand fair reporting from the media, 
encourage healthy political debate, and 
refrain from demonizing our political 
“enemies.”

Nadia Tareen is a junior from Bryn Mawr, 
Pennsylvania studying International 
Studies and Business. She is pursuing a 
minor in Hispanic Studies and studied 
Political Science in Buenos Aires, 
Argentina last fall as a student in The 
Huntsman Program.

Yet both nations are dealing with the same 
issue that can partly be blamed for their shared 
polarization problem: partisanship, bias, and 
increasing control of the media.
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To many individuals, sports are 
considered a fun way to stay healthy, 
as well as engage in competition.  

Having been an athlete for most of my life, I 
can attest that the rush that a participant gets 
from competition is one of the best feelings 
that one can experience.  And for athletes, 
there is nothing better than competing on 
the world’s largest stage.   Many athletes 
dream of representing their countries in 
large scale sporting events such as the FIFA 
World Cup and the Olympics.   And for 
those not competing, such events prove to 
be not only a source of entertainment, but 
also an opportunity express the pride that 
they have for their nation.

But what if I told you that sports could 
have other sociopolitical benefits, such as 
stopping civil wars, improving presidential 
approval ratings, and even ameliorating racial 
tensions?   Of the many benefits that sport 
can confer to its participants and its fans in 
terms of competition and entertainment, it is 
perhaps its ability to confer political benefits 
as well that are perhaps most intriguing.   
Sports diplomacy is defined as “the use of 
sport as a means to influence diplomatic, 
social, and political relations,” and is often 
utilized as a way to approach and negotiate 
difficult and sensitive political issues.

With regard to sports diplomacy, a 
sociopolitical landscape that immediately 
comes to mind is South Africa.  For the 
majority of the 20th century,  South 
Africa was banned from participating in 
international sports due to their apartheid 
policy; this ban that was not lifted until 
the early 1990s, when the dismantling of 
apartheid began to occur.  A few years later, 

South Africa was chosen to host the 1995 
Rugby World Cup, which served as a coming 
out party of sorts for the newly unified 
nation; what transpired was honestly quite 
shocking.

Rugby union is not even South Africa’s 
most popular sport; that distinction belongs 
to soccer, which is the most played sport 
due to its popularity among the Black 
African and Coloured ethnic groups. These 
groups combine to represent 89 percent 
of the population today.  Rugby is not 
even the second most popular sport; that 
spot belongs to cricket.  Indeed because of 
rugby’s popularity with the Afrikaner ethnic 
group (comprising roughly 5% of the total 
population), it is only the country’s third most 
popular sport.  The Springboks, the mascot 
of the national rugby team, was viewed as 
symbol of oppression by the predominately 
Black and Coloured population.

Yet despite rugby being a distant third 
in terms of its popularity as a sport, it still 
helped to assuage tensions that were still 
present during the nations first official 
transition of power in its history.   At the 1995 
Rugby World Cup Final in Johannesburg, 
South Africa defeated New Zealand in 
the final, 15-12.   In an unprecedented act, 
longtime political prisoner and recently 
elected president Nelson Mandela presented 
World Cup-winning captain Francois Steyn 
the trophy while wearing a Springboks 
uniform and baseball cap; this was especially 
significant given the aforementioned 
symbolism of the rugby team.  It was an 
act of sports diplomacy that showed that 
Mandela was more than willing to move 
past the nation’s checkered past and into a 

new era.   The 1995 Rugby World Cup was 
an example of success in terms of sports 
diplomacy; however, hosting large-scale 
sporting events can sometimes bring more 
costs than benefits. 

This upcoming summer will present an 
interesting case study in terms of sports and 
its effect on a sociopolitical landscape.  Brazil 
will be hosting the 2014 FIFA World Cup, 
an event that the Brazilian government has 
stated will improve the economic outlook 
of the country, ostensibly though the job 
creation from the construction of massive 
stadium venues, and the expected increase 
in tourist visits.   So far the government’s 
gambit has not paid off; as an article from the 
Economist reports, the Brazilian economy 
experienced a significant slowdown in 2013, 
with GDP growing at a rate of 2.3 percent, 
compared more robust GDP growth of 4 to 
5 percent that Brazil, one of the four BRIC 
nations, had seen in the past.  Where has the 
“economic development” that was purported 
by the government been?  Perhaps hosting 
the World Cup is not really about giving 
the country an economic boost, but about 
something else entirely.

In Simon Kuper and Stefan Syzmanski’s 
New York Times bestseller Soccernomics, 
one of the major topics the authors study 
is the hosting of large-scale sporting events 
and the motivations behind them.  Kuper 
and Syzmanski’s findings would surprise 
some individuals; most World Cups fail to 
generate profit and often generate significant 
losses.  The building of World Cup stadiums, 
generally financed by taxpayers, tend to cost 
far more than expected.   While stadium 
construction in Brazil was estimated to cost 

Sports
in

Poor Places
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around $1 billion, the cost in recent years has 
ballooned to over $4 billion.  And that just 
factors in construction; there are significant 
costs for the maintenance of these “super 
stadiums” that continue accrue well after 
the marquee event is over.   Furthermore, 
when the tourists leave the country and are 
no longer buying tickets, those stadiums will 
never get filled.   Many of Brazil’s citizens do 
not have the wealth necessary to pay for 
the expensive tickets, which will further 
exacerbate these losses.  This begs the 
question; would it not be better for Brazil 
to use that money and spend it directly on 
issues such as their education system, roads 
and infrastructure, and the reduction of 
poverty (16 million citizens lived under the 
poverty line as of 2011)?

In observing the protests and riots that 
have taken place in Brazil over the nine 
months, it seems as though many citizens 
feel that the money is not being well 
spent.  Last June, hundreds of thousands 
of Brazilian citizens took to the streets in 
the largest protests for a generation and 
brought three main grievances to the table: 

high living costs, poor public services and 
political corruption and greed. Why was the 
government using taxpayer money to build 
extravagant World Cup stadiums for visitors, 
when there were problems at home that had 
yet to be solved?

Kuper’s theory on the motivations 
behind the hosting of a World Cup or large-
scale sporting events is surprisingly simple: 
countries host tournament because they are 
fun and make their citizens happier.  They 
are great way to boost a nation’s morale, with 
positive effects that can last up to six months 
after the event ends, according to studies 
that he and other researchers have conducts.  
Kuper’s hypothesizes that the Brazilian 
government is hosting both the World Cup 
and the Rio Olympics (in 2016) as a dual 
gambit to increase the level of happiness 
throughout the country.  The main problem 
with this plan, as Kuper notes, is that for 
countries with a per capita income of under 
$15,000, like Brazil, increases in income 
tend to bring more happiness because they 
allow individuals to escape “sheer physical 
poverty”, as he puts it.  It’s already clear that 

the World Cup will not increase income 
levels, and therefore won’t lift any of Brazil’s 
citizens out of poverty.  This reasoning 
explains why there have been so many 
protests against government policies: how 
can money be being spent on World Cup 
stadiums when many individuals do not 
even have basic needs covered?

So the upcoming World Cup may in 
fact just be the Brazilian government’s 
(expensive) political plan to keep people 
happy and distracted from the nation’s 
many problems.   It is probably not the most 
efficient way to do so – and yet, if the host 
nation were to win the World Cup for a 
record sixth time (as they are favored to do), 
then all bets are off.

Kamar Saint-Louis is a junior in Wharton 
concentrating in Finance and Strategic 
Management.  He hails from Potomac, 
Maryland and is a member of the Penn 
Men’s Varsity Soccer Team.  He is also the 
Vice President of Corporate Relations for the 
Undergraduate Sports Business Club (USBC).

20 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  Summer 201



Summer 2014 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  21 

INTERV IEW

Summer 2014 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  21 

Interview with
Governor Michael Dukakis

INTERVIEW BY SAM RUDDY AND MADISON RUSS
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Michael Dukakis served four terms in the Massachusetts House of Representatives and as the 65th and 67th Governor 
of Massachusetts.  He is the longest serving Governor in Massachusetts history.  He was also the 1988 Democratic 

Party nominee for President of the United States.

the Boston Global Forum that’s looking at 
some key international issues. Life is busy 
but it’s a lot of fun.

Would you say that you have something 
that you feel extremely passionate about 
that you’re working on besides teaching at 
the moment?

I feel passionate about a lot of things. Foreign 
policy stuff, domestic. Two principle issues 
domestically: one is transportation and the 
other one is health care.  But I kind of range 
around a bit. 

I’m a big fan of high-speed rail in California, 
and the rest of the country. I think we’re 
falling badly behind the rest of the world 

and they’re going right by us when it comes 
to high-speed ground transportation. 

I also happen to think working Americans 
and their families should have decent, 
affordable healthcare. Why there are people 
who don’t believe that or don’t think that’s 
a good thing is beyond me. If you went 
out and took a poll tomorrow and asked 
the American people should working 
Americans and their families have decent 
affordable healthcare, 93% of them would 
say yes, and 85% of the uninsured people 
in this country are working or members 
of working families. They’re not sitting 
around, they’re not on public assistance. If 
you’re on welfare, you get Medicaid. These 
are working folks with no health care. We 

First we want to say thank you for taking 
the time to meet with us. We know 
you’ve been very busy since we’ve had to 
reschedule this interview a few times. 

I apologize for that. Life doesn’t seem to get 
any less busy these days. 

What have you been focusing on lately?

I teach full time at Northeastern, three 
months at UCLA, and then I’m up to my 
eyeballs in a million things. You know we’ve 
had one election after the other around here, 
starting with the Elizabeth Warren thing. 
It’s been kind of non-stop on that front. I’m 
very much involved in transportation policy 
and health care. I’m chairing something on 
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have one of the most expensive health care 
system in the world. I’m very committed 
to that and I’m obviously doing whatever 
I can to help the President and Congress to 
move on this thing.

Talking about your passion for health 
care, what are your opinions on the kind 
of reactions to these kinds of seemingly 
broken promises on the Affordable Care 
Act that have been coming out lately? 

Back during the Bush administration, the 
second Bush administration, Congress 
passed for the first time a prescription drug 
benefit for seniors under Medicare.  Now, 
they did it in a way which I thought was 
ill-advised; they tried to create a market. 
Markets don’t work on health care. I mean 
I could go on great length about this but 
in any event we got a prescription drug 
benefit. And because they decided they 
wanted to get the private health insurance 
companies into this, they created this so-
called market place for a year. It was chaos. 

This is nothing compared to what we went 
through when it came to that prescription 
drug benefit. The Republican investigating 
committee … point of fact, the Democrats 
are trying to help the Republicans make 
the thing work. You know, from time to 
time you’re going to have some glitches in 
this stuff. It took us two years for us here 
in Massachusetts to get the information 
system we have squared away so people 
could apply for coverage through what we 
call the “connector,” which is the model for 
the exchanges. Today, 98% of the people in 
this state have comprehensive health care. 
But this isn’t a question of people reneging 
promises. This is a question of information 
systems, which in part – because it’s a 
Supreme Court decision – allowed a 
bunch of states to get off the hook for 
reasons that frankly, as a lawyer, I do not 
understand. I mean, this notion that we 
can’t constitutionally require states to meet 
certain conditions in order to get their 
Medicaid money is preposterous. I don’t 
know where the court came up with this 
thing. Because in the states, as you know, 
that have accepted it and are moving ahead 
on it, it’s working fine. They have their own 
individual information systems … But I’m 
pretty confident that in the next month 
or so this thing will be straightened out 

and people will be able to apply for their 
benefits, and the more they hear about this, 
and the more they learn about it, I think 
the better they’re going to like it. 

Obviously it hasn’t been all that perfect, 
a hundred percent smooth on this, but I 
haven’t any doubt it’ll be working. And 
remember, 85% of the people that are 
insured in this country are working or 
members of working families. These people 
aren’t sitting around, they’re not loafing. Of 
course, when they get so sick, they can’t 
stand up they end up in the emergency 
room at ten times the cost of going to the 
doctor in the first place. So I’m really quite 
optimistic about this and I think it’s going 
to be fine. But there are going to be some 
glitches. Governor Patrick the other day 
[said] it was a couple of years before we 
really had the thing working smoothly in 
a way that has now made it possible for 
virtually everyone in this state to have good 
and affordable health care.

Since we’re on the subject of healthcare, 
how do you feel about the government shut 
down that just concluded and the current 
state of our partisan politics compared to 
when you ran for president? 

For those of us who lived through the 
McCarthy era, and I was at Swarthmore 
during the McCarthy era, that was bad. 
When, among other things, the FBI was 
taping the Swarthmore switchboard, 
if you can believe it, and when I was 
drafted in the military after I graduated, 
the guy that was interviewing me for the 
personnel side of things had a complete 
dossier of every political organization 
and every political campaign I had every 
been involved in. And who was I? This 
kid from Brookline, Massachusetts who 
was going to Swarthmore? That doesn’t 
mean that I’m happy about what’s been 
going on in Washington. I work with a 
lot of very good Republicans who seem 
to share a lot the same common values. 
Maybe we differed somewhat, but you got 
a bunch of people there that are really very 
anti-government that I don’t think care 
whether the government works or not, and 
really don’t understand what an impact all 
of this is having on our ability to recover 
economically. Because we’re not recovering 
as quickly as we should, and a lot that has 

to do with this stuff that’s going on in there. 

Now as a Democrat, all I’m going to tell 
you is that I blame my party. Why did we 
let these guys take over the congress in 
2010? It was our fault. And we better take 
it back in 2014 if this president is going 
to even have at least a couple of years 
where he can work more cooperatively 
with the Congress. The other thing that’s 
happened since those times is the filibuster 
was really used back when I was your age, 
thinking about going into politics nine 
miles southwest of Philadelphia. Today, it 
is almost an automatic in the Senate and, 
frankly, I’m a guy that’s always believed the 
filibuster should be eliminated. I do not 
understand this. There are ways that you 
can ensure full and robust debate in the 
Senate of the United States. Democrats are 
just as guilty of as the Republicans because 
they used it all the time when they were 
in the minority. It’s a recipe for gridlock, 
and that’s what we’re getting. And I don’t 
think the country is being helped by that, 
or that the government as an institution is 
being helped by that, and I think it’s very 
unfortunate. 

On that note, in what way do you think the 
government could work more efficiently 
across the aisle? 

Well, first, I would get rid of the filibuster. 
I think at some point a majority has to 
govern, and everyone seems to think that’s 
going to be terrible. It won’t be. You’ve 
got a President who’s got a veto power, a 
Supreme Court of the United States that 
could exercise [its] authority … I was a 
state legislature for eight years, which is 
also seen as a filibuster. In fact, after about 
three or four or five hours of debate on a 
particular issue, we always had a bunch of 
windbags who would go on and on and 
on. Most parliamentary bodies – including 
my legislature at that point – anybody 
can get up and say, “Mr. Speaker, I move 
the question.” Can’t be debated, can’t 
be amended. You got to go to a vote on 
whether or not it’s time to end debate and 
take a vote. Now we didn’t abuse it, don’t 
get me wrong, we didn’t cut people off the 
minute they spoke. But after two hours, 
three hours, four hours, of debate on a 
particular issue...what more is there to say? 
So I think it’s time that the majorities rule. 
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And that’s true whether the Democrats are 
the minority or the Republicans are the 
minority. 

On the House side, if we’re going to end this 
kind of obstructionism, then it’s up to my 
party to go out and elect sufficient members 
of Congress, or it’s up to the American 
people to elect sufficient number of 
Congress Republicans and Democrats alike 
who after a reasonable debate are prepared 
to move and not hang up the entire country 
on this debt limit thing. Which, by the way, 
the Republicans have repeatedly voted for 
until recently. So there’s a lot of ways to do 
this. Nobody is being served by this kind of 
obstructionism. And I would say that if the 
Democrats were doing it. Just so happens 
we’ve got these Tea Party folks who seem 
to want to do this and don’t understand 
the damage that is being done to our ability 
to get people back to work and to get an 
economy humming again. 

Talking about getting the economy, what 
in your opinion is the way forward for the 
American middle class?

Well, it’s two things. You know Jack Kennedy 
used to say the best social program is full 
employment, and I agree with him. You can 
do all kinds of things to try to be helpful to 
people but there’s nothing like an economy 
that’s operating at full employment which 
employs people with good jobs and 
decent benefits. That’s what middle class 
Americans want, and I think they ought to 
be able to get it. 

I’m sure you are aware of the fact the 
gap between the rich and the rest of us is 
growing, that we have serious problems 
when it comes to creating the kinds of 
jobs that can provide a decent middle class 
life for people. And those are some of the 
issues we should be focusing on. I think we 
need a much higher minimum wage. If the 
minimum wage we had in 1969-1970 had 
simply kept pace with inflation, then the 
minimum wage we have today would be 
somewhere between ten to eleven dollars 
an hour. It’s around eight. You can’t support 
yourself and a family on eight dollars an 
hour. I think we need  good comprehensive 
health care for Americans and their 
families. I think this is fundamental. 
That would make a huge difference. And 

providing comprehensive healthcare to 
people would make it possible for folks to 
get the kind of healthcare that people in 
other advanced industrialized nations with 
whom we compare ourselves accept as a 
matter of course and have for years. That 
would make a difference. 

I think we’ve got to do some significant 
investing in affordable housing, particularly 
in metropolitan areas like the one I now live 
in. I live in a town just west of Boston where 
Kitty and I bought half a brick duplex in 
1971 for $25,000, and it wasn’t a bargain. 
In fact it was a little overvalued. Our half 
of a brick duplex in the town of Brookline 
is now assessed for a million dollars. This 
is a house we bought for 25. And a young 
couple like us today could not afford to live 
in the town, unless, of course, we do some 
things to make it possible for them to do 
so. And that requires some public support.  
We don’t have to go back to the old housing 
projects, they didn’t work – but some public 
support for mixed income housing, which 
we pioneered in this state and did a lot of 
when I was governor, and a variety of other 
things. Those are the kinds of things that 
will provide for good and decent life for 
middle-income people. 

I think we’ve got to do a better job training 
folks for the kinds of jobs that we’re now 
creating. That’s not rocket science, we know 
how to do it. There are a number of things 
that we could be doing now. Overall, if we 
have an economy that’s creating these kinds 
of jobs, you’re going to have to make it a lot 
easier and better for folks to get decent jobs 
that pay a living wage that can support a 
family, and I think that’s got to be front and 
center here. Herbert Hoover economics 
won’t do this. We tried that once, and it was 
a failure. And these folks in Congress want 
to go back to what I call Hoover economics. 

Didn’t work then, and doesn’t work now. 
So why would we do that again? Frankly, I 
don’t know why the EU thinks that austerity 
is going to bring the European economy 
back, it won’t. So we’ve got to learn from 
the past. 

But I’m quite optimistic, folks. I think 
that this country has the capacity to do 
great things. I’m proud of the job that my 
former lieutenant governor, who is now the 
Secretary of State, is doing. Didn’t I train 
him well? And for a change, I think we’re 
looking at what appears to be the road to 
peace in Iraq and a variety of places, and 
not the road to war, and I think that too 
will have a profound affect on our ability to 
create a good life here in the West. So I’m 
optimistic.

You’ve mentioned your time as Governor 
a couple of times. What would you 
say you are most proud of in terms of 
your achievements as the Governor of 
Massachusetts?

Well, a lot of things actually. Remember, 
I was elected to the legislature back in the 
early 1960’s in a state which was one of 
the three or four most corrupt states in 
the country. So just basic integrity was an 
important factor, and I, among others, was 
one of the people who worked very hard to 
get this state to the point where we set very 
high standards of integrity for ourselves 
and our public servants and enforce them, 
and that was important. 

Secondly, we were an economic basket case 
when I was elected Governor back in 1974. 
We had the second-highest unemployment 
rate in the country, and they were calling us 
the new Appalachia here in New England. 
Today, Massachusetts is one of the nation’s 
leaders when it comes to the new economy, 

I’m a guy that had always been elected from the first 
time I had run for local office up to and including 
three successful gubernatorial campaigns with very 
strong precinct-based grassroots organizations. 
I’m a huge believer in that.
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high-tech, biotech, and all those kinds 
of things, but we also have a good deal 
of traditional manufacturing, and I’m a 
great believer in working at that. I don’t 
buy this notion that someone else does 
manufacturing and all we do is consulting 
or something. I think there’s great potential 
there. And I did sign the second universal 
health care bill in the country in 1988, but 
unfortunately my successor did everything 
he could to screw it up. And it took us 
another 20 years to get something close to 
universal coverage. 

I’m a big public transportation fanatic. I 
inherited a transportation system in this 
state that was a basket case as well, and 
today we have one of the best transit systems 
in the country, and it has everything to do 
with the fact that Boston is booming. And 
while I was governor I rode it [the T]. I was 
the transit-riding governor, and it wasn’t 
an act. I had been riding it since I was 
about five. But we’ve got an excellent public 
transportation system now. And I’m a big 
fan of high-speed ground transportation 
between cities. I’m very concerned about 
the fact that the rest of the world seems 
to be going right by us when it comes to 
high-speed rail transportation. There’s no 
excuse for this. We worked hard at that, 
and it had something to do with setting the 
stage for the Northeast Corridor project 
that produced the Acela and that kind of 
stuff. So these were some of the things that 
I did, and as I say to young people these 
days – and I speak a lot on campuses –
there’s nothing like public service. To be in 
a position where you can make a difference 
in the lives of your fellow citizens is really 
special, and I think we were able to do that 
here in Massachusetts. Others were able to 
continue with that, and I think we can do it 
nationally.

On the topic of achievements and prior 
time in office, how do you feel that your 
presidential candidacy has impacted the 
rest of your political career?

Well, obviously I didn’t make it. And as I 
say these days, I owe you all an apology. 
If I had beaten Bush 1, you would have 
never heard of Bush 2, and we wouldn’t be 
in this mess. You can blame me for what 
happened during the second Bush years, 
which I thought really were some of the worst 

we’ve ever experienced. But I made some 
mistakes on the campaign. 

We had a great primary campaign, not 
a good final campaign, and I made two 
mistakes in particular. One was in making a 
decision. It was my decision to not respond 
to the Bush attack campaign. Unfortunately, 
as we saw, it turned out to be a pretty dumb 
decision. You’ve got to assume that it’s a 
contact sport, and it wasn’t as if I hadn’t 
been involved in these kinds of campaigns 
before. But I’m a positive guy, I thought 
people were tired of the kind of polarization 
we had during the Reagan administration, 
and so I made this decision that turned out 
to be probably the worst decision I ever 
made. 

Secondly, I’m a guy that had always been 
elected from the first time I had run for local 
office up to and including three successful 
gubernatorial campaigns with very strong 
precinct-based grassroots organizations. 
I’m a huge believer in that. I mean, seriously, 
a precinct captain and 6 block captains 
in every single precinct making personal 
contact on an ongoing basis with every 
single voting household. And that’s how I 
won elections, time after time after time. 

Well, coming up to the presidential 
election, I talked with a lot of people who 
I thought knew more about how to get 
elected President than I did, all of whom 
pooh-poohed this notion of grassroots 
campaigning for the Presidency. They’d say, 
“Well, maybe for city council, but not for 
the Presidency. That’s all about money and 
media and that kind of stuff.” And it has 
really taken us until ’08 and ’12 with Barack 
Obama to understand that it doesn’t make 
any difference at what level you’re operating; 
precinct-based grassroots organizing makes 
a huge difference. He wouldn’t have been 
elected President without it, Elizabeth 
Warren would not have been elected to 
the Senate, Ed Markey wouldn’t have been 
elected to the Senate, and I’m not sure 
that it’s something that either of the major 
political parties still understands as well as 
they should. But had we done that – and 
you’re only talking about 200,000 precincts, 
200,000 precinct captains in the country of 
what, 300 million people, so it’s quite doable 
– so, lessons learned. Those are the two 
things that I came away with. 

Now what’d it do to my political career … well 
I didn’t make the presidency, and you rarely 
have a second bite at that apple. I finished 
up my third and last term, and I had kind 
of privately made a decision that the third 
term would be it – not that I didn’t love being 
governor, I did, but three terms is about 
maximum. But now I’ve been teaching ever 
since. I love teaching and working with young 
people. I happen to be here at Northeastern, 
which is a so-called co-op school, which is 
also like Drexel, by the way, where kids go 
for 5 years not 4 and they rotate from study 
to work-study to work, and these are paid 
jobs related to their majors. And I just love 
teaching these young people. You guys are 
part of a, I don’t know how many people 
tell you this, an extraordinary generation of 
young people. I mean, you’re miles better 
than we were. And a lot of young people really 
want to do public service, and it’s inspiring to 
meet with you, talk with you, and teach it. So 
that’s an important part of my career too – 
one that I’ve really thoroughly enjoyed.

Do you see yourself continuing to teach going 
forward, or is there any elected office in your 
future?

You’re asking if I want to run again, and I say 
not if I want to stay married. Not that Kitty 
has not been a full partner in all of this. I’ve 
been blessed with a great wife and three kids 
and eight grandkids. So we really have an 
extraordinary life. But for some reason, she 
likes these three months out in Los Angeles 
in the wintertime. And we have a very full 
life out there, we’re not just sitting around. I 
have a full teaching schedule at UCLA, but 
it’s really been a lot of fun. And our son is 
here in Boston with his family, but we have 
a daughter in Denver and a daughter in San 
Francisco, so it gets us out there and we 
spend time with them. So I’m not going to 
be running for elected office again, but I’m 
still fully and actively engaged in politics and 
policymaking, and I actively help in making a 
contribution to making this country a better 
place.

This interview contains minor edits for 
clarity and grammar.
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Jon Runyan is the U.S. Representative for New Jersey’s 3rd Congressional District.  He has served since 2011 and is a 
member of the Republican Party.  Before entering politics, he was an American football offensive tackle in the NFL for 
fourteen seasons, playing for the Houston Oilers, the Philadelphia Eagles, and the San Diego Chargers.  He announced 
in November 2013 that he would not be seeking reelection to Congress in 2014.  

Summer 2014 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | 25

Interview with
Congressman Jon Runyan



26 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | Summer 2014

INTERV IEW

What made you want to run for Congress 
after playing in the NFL?

I decided to run for Congress after my career 
in the NFL because I saw it as a way to serve 
the South Jersey community that had become 
home for me and my family.  During my tenure 
with the Eagles, I spent a lot of my free time 
taking part in various philanthropic activities, 
including raising money for cancer research 
and serving on the board of the Alzheimer’s 
Association.  When presented with the 
opportunity to run for Congress, I simply saw 
it as another way to give back to the South 
Jersey community and to the country.  

What encouraged you to become active in 
politics? Did you always have an interest?

Community service and giving back 
became a huge part of my life while playing 
football at Michigan.  As members of the 
team, we were required to get involved in 
community outreach and to volunteer.  
Over time it just became a part of me and 
was something that stayed with me through 
my entire NFL career.  And although I never 
had a specific interest in politics, I simply 
saw running for Congress as another way 
to serve. 

How did being an NFL player, especially 
a Philadelphia Eagle, help you run in 
NJ’s 3rd Congressional District? Do 
constituents speak to you more about 
football or policy? Do fellow congressional 
members joke around with you and ask for 
autographs?

The district that I represent is actually split 
50/50 between Giants fans and Eagles fans, 
so I don’t really think I had any advantage.  
Any favorable name recognition that I 
would have received from Eagles fans 
probably ended up working against me 
with most of the Giants fans.  

You were in Congress for a bit with fellow 
former NFLer Heath Shuler. What was 
that like? 

It was a pleasure having the opportunity to 
serve with another former NFL player in 
Congress. After being elected, I teamed up 
with Congressman Shuler and established 
the Men’s Health Caucus, which focused 
on raising awareness on health issues that 
affect men, boys, and their families. 

Over the years, there has been great debate 
over the role of Congress in regulating 
sports. Having seen both sides, what is your 
take on this? 

In general I feel confident that the professional 
sports industry has the capacity to regulate 
itself, without Congress getting involved.  With 
all of the challenges facing the country right 
now, congressional involvement might make 
things worse.  One area where Congress has 
been able to make a sound contribution to 
professional sports, while not allowing politics 
to become a distraction, is around the issue of 
concussions.  Much of the research we’re doing 
around traumatic brain injury in the military 
can be hugely beneficial to the NFL and other 
sports as they deal with this pressing issue.

How did you balance time with your family 
while in the NFL? How does that compare 
with your time in Congress?

Obviously I was away from my family quite 
a bit when I played in the NFL, and that was 
tough.  I made a promise to myself during 
those years that after I retired, I would be there 
for my kids. Being away from my wife and 3 
kids was hands down the hardest part during 
my time in Congress as well.  Ultimately missing 
time with them was one of the main factors 
regarding my decision to not seek re-election. 

You recently announced that you were not 
running for re-election. Could you elaborate 
as to why you made that decision?

“I can’t really pinpoint a specific moment when 
I made the decision not to seek a third term in 
Congress.  It was more like a series of gut-check 
moments.  Like on the third day of a seven-day 

family reunion vacation – I was leaving the 
next day to return to Washington – when my 
youngest daughter sat on the end of my bed and 
made it very clear to me she did not want me 
to go back, ever.  A month before that, I was at 
the Detroit airport after dropping my son off 
at football camp at the University of Michigan 
(my own alma mater), letting me know that my 
son was being offered a scholarship to play ball 
there.  I missed the first plane that day to take 
the phone call, but I really missed being with 
my son and sharing that moment that you get 
once in a lifetime.” (Excerpt from “Forth and So 
Long,” Politico Magazine, January 24, 2014.)

Would you ever consider running for public 
office again?  Any plans after your service in 
Congress?

When I launched my campaign for Congress I 
made it clear that I had no intention of making 
a career out of politics.  In fact I strongly believe 
that making a career out of politics is part of 
the problem.  For me, serving in Congress was 
another way to give back to the community and 
the country.  I’m very proud and honored to have 
had this opportunity to serve and now I am ready 
to happily turn the reins over to someone else.

What advice do you have for those that wish 
to go into public service? 

I applaud anyone who is willing to step out 
there into public service.  I am very proud 
of the work that I have done on behalf of my 
constituents, and these last few years have been 
some of the most rewarding of my entire life.   

This interview was conducted in early January 
and contains minor edits for clarity and 
grammar.
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Could you describe what life is like as the 
White House Press Secretary? Did you 
ever get nervous at the podium in front of 
the White House Press Corps? 

You can’t help but be nervous. My first 
times at the podium were typically just to 
introduce someone when I was Deputy 
Press Secretary. I was never answering any 
questions at that point. But even then you 
are nervous! 

[The reporters] put you on your guard right 
away and you just have to be aware from 
the very first second you’re up there that 
you can make a mistake. But like anything 
else you eventually get used to it. It’s a very 
intense job because you spend all morning 
trying to make sure that you have every 
possible question covered and that you 
know exactly what the White House wants 
to say about it. You get up there and it’s live 
fire. You don’t get any Q-cards, possibly a 
book. But you don’t get much chance to 
refer to it when you are under the gun. But 
a fun job in a lot ways.

What was your relationship like with the 
media?

I have some great friends in the media, both 

people I met at the White House, people 
I met who covered political campaigns, 
people who covered economics or banking. 
I respect what reporters do. They have 
to write virtually every day. These days, 
sometimes three to four times a day. 
They get heavily criticized if they make 
even the smallest mistake. I know that 
because sometimes I was the one doing 
the criticizing. It’s a high-pressure job and 
really an important one. I have friends who 
dedicate their lives to that. 

Having said that, when you’re dealing with 
them professionally, it’s professional. The 
friendship might mean when they are off 
camera their tone is less adversarial, but 
they are still doing their job and they need 
to do their job. You have to understand 
it’s not personal when they take a tough 
tack at what the president is doing. But 
when you are younger that’s a lot harder to 
understand. You tend to get a little caught 
up in the battles of the day. You are caught, 
as many have said before, in the role of 
the White House Press Secretary, needing 
to understand the press’ point of view 
and represent it inside the White House, 
but then when you are with the press, 
understand the White House’s point of view 
and represent that to the press. You play a 

very unusual role because most people 
inside the White House are loyalists to the 
president who are trying to achieve his or 
her goals and have very little tolerance for 
the press’ job and what they do. So you 
have to be the one explaining why it might 
make sense for the president to hold a 
press conference and answer some of these 
questions or why it may make sense to allow 
the press access to a meeting that they think 
they have the right to cover when the White 
House prefers to keep them out of. So you 
are in this unique bridging role. 

How are your roles as the Global Gead 
of Corporate Communications Goldman 
Sachs and your duties as WH Press 
Secretary similar and different?

Both deal a lot with the media. But it is 
very different here. Even on your worst 
day here, you are not seeing the volume or 
interest as you do at the White House on 
a daily basis. You have more time in the 
corporate world to think ahead, to plan, 
to be a little more selective in what you 
choose to publicize and what you don’t.  At 
the White House you have no choice but to 
deal with everything. When you wake up 
in the morning, there are five or six things 
happening in the world that the White 
House has to respond to at some level. 
There are many things that Goldman Sachs 
does not need to have a position on. There 
are a lot things happening in the world 
where it’s not clear that you have to have an 
opinion. But today with what is happening 
in Ukraine, the White House has to have a 
view on that. Goldman Sachs or General 
Motors or whoever does not need to have a 
fully developed view on that. It is very, very 
different. 

The similarities are that the press corps 
that covers finance is very smart, very 
diligent, and they are more focused. The 
White House Press Corps could be easily 
distracted by the next thing that comes 
along. Here, they have often covered the 
industry for 10, 15, or 20 years and they 
know it very well. They can sometimes drill 
a lot deeper than someone that has been 
at the White House for four years and has 
covered 2,000 issues in those years.  

This interview contains minor edits for clarity 
and grammar.

Richard L. “Jake” Siewert served as White House Press Secretary during the Clinton 
administration and in the Treasury Department under the Obama administration. 

He is currently Global Head of Corporate Communications for Goldman Sachs.
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