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letter from the editor

Dewar and “How Dubai’s Shopping Festival marks a 
liberalized economy” by Anna Hess. Our feature story, “In 
Mars we trust: Sovereignty and governance on our next 
planet” by Zach Fisher, written about the possibilities and 
problems inherent in building a state on Mars, provides an 
outward and forward looking view of government. 

Lastly, our Interview Team has worked tirelessly to 
bring you interviews from two notable figures: Dr. Arati 
Prabhakar, Director of the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency (DARPA), and Dr. Noam Chomsky, famed 
linguist, political activist, and Penn alumni. 

As always, thank you for picking up this issue of Penn 
Political Review. We hope you enjoy reading it as much as we 
enjoyed producing it. Reader suggestions, comments, and 
responses are always welcome—reach out to us at joinppr@
gmail.com.

    Warmest Regards,

In our previous edition, we asked whether, moving 
forward, Americans will channel the anger and frustration 
provoked by the tumultuous election into enacting a 
radical transformation of our political system, or whether 
the nation will be left irreparably polarized. I write this 
letter in the wake of the Women’s March on Washington, 
a protest of Trump’s incendiary remarks about women and 
minorities that, by some accounts, garnered three times the 
attendance of his inauguration.  Clearly, strong responses to 
issues raised throughout the President’s campaign are being 
voiced even in the first days of his presidency.  

The Winter 2017 edition addresses some of the issues 
brought to light by the election. Wesley Sheker’s article 
“In defense of free trade” and Managing Editor Jack 
Hostager’s article “A calamity ahead: The future of the 
ACA” discuss some of the policies that President Trump has 
promised to change or enact. Meanwhile, Max Yulis’ piece 
about the unaddressed anxieties of the white electorate 
seeks to explain some of the tensions that culminated in the 
outcome of the election. 

Looking beyond the election, we’ve interspersed these 
articles with pieces about political and economic systems 
in countries around the world: “The Democratic People’s 
Republic of Korea: A 21st century fascist state” by Jordan 

Dear Reader,

Elizabeth Peng
PPR Editor-in-Chief
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The history of free trade in the 
United States is a strange one. 
Throughout the country’s existence, 

public opinion of free trade has swung 
dramatically as the tides of political 
support waxed and waned. Tariffs were 
once a fundamental part of the Republican 
Party platform, but during the Reagan and 
Clinton administrations, the Republican 
party swung in favor of free trade. Likewise, 
the Democrats under FDR were free 
trade advocates who sought to mitigate 
the disastrous Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act 
(parts of which still have forbearance on 
U.S. trade policy today). Under President 
Clinton, Democrat stances on free trade 

were mixed. Today, the political pendulum 
for both parties has swung firmly in 
opposition to free trade. Nevertheless, it 
remains almost universally accepted that 
free trade is fundamentally important 
to increasing the quality of life for the 
American people. These trends, a tidal 
wave of populist resistance simultaneous to 
near universal acceptance that free trade is 
economically integral, are antagonistic and 
irreconcilable. One threatens American 
prosperity, while the other embodies the 
promise of it.

International trade is critical for 
the continued economic health of the 
United States; however, current political 

discussion on trade is fueled by a growing 
trend towards protectionism. According 
to a study conducted by economists at the 
University of California Los Angeles and 
Columbia University, closing the United 
States to trade would lead to a decrease 
in the purchasing power of median 
income earners by 29% and of the poorest 
income earners by 62% .1 These numbers 
suggest that protectionist policies have 
an extremely negative impact on the 
wellbeing of households in the United 
States. Moreover, the benefits of free trade 
are immense. NAFTA, the United States’ 
biggest free trade agreement (FTA), is the 
world’s largest free trade zone totaling 

In defense of free trade

Story by Wesley Sheker
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around $17 trillion in the value of goods 
and services, with trade among NAFTA 
countries totaling $1.0 trillion in 2007. 
Since enacting NAFTA, U.S. exports to 
Canada grew by 62% and to Mexico by 
106% compared to a 36% growth in exports 
to the rest of the world.2 According to the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, without 
NAFTA, U.S. businesses have a significant 
competitive disadvantage against European 
competitors.3

 One of the foremost arguments against 
FTAs is their effect on employment, with 
many politicians claiming that FTAs 
decrease domestic employment; however, 
the Chamber of Commerce conducted a 
study in 2010 and determined that FTAs 
lead to the creation of 5.4 million jobs 
and increased U.S. economic output by 
more than $300 billion.4 Job creation 
even occurred in manufacturing, with 
NAFTA leading to the creation of more 
than 800,000 manufacturing jobs in the 
first four years after it was enacted.5 These 
studies and the observable results of 
FTAs suggest two things: 1) opposition to 
FTAs is due mainly to political discourse 
as opposed to actual economic evidence, 
and 2) the creation of responsible FTAs 
would lead to enormous benefits for 
both households and businesses in the 
United States. Inherently, protectionism 
is destructive. Moreover, the fruits of free 
trade are restorative. One study involved a 
thorough empirical analysis on the impact 
of FTAs globally. The results suggested 
that FTAs increase trade between partner 
countries by 86% after 15 years on average.6 
The U.S., however, currently participates 
in only 21 of the 398 international FTAs. 
Comparatively, Switzerland has 28 separate 
FTAs with 66 different countries.7 

Despite the overwhelming positive 
benefits of free trade, derived by numerous 
independent organizations and verified 
in countless studies, the United States 
has had a mixed history with free trade. 
After the American Revolution, both 
the Federalists under Hamilton and the 
Democratic-Republicans under Jefferson 

were somewhat protectionist, although 
Hamilton advocated a more pragmatic 
version of trade policy than Jefferson. 
Conversely, when Jefferson was elected 
President, he conducted “one of the 
most unusual policy experiments in the 
history of U.S. trade policy” by essentially 
ending international trade in the U.S.8 
The Jeffersonian embargo had a static 
welfare cost of 5% of the GDP at the time, 
meaning the embargo cut the potential 
GDP by 5%.9 This was also the only point 
in U.S. history that can be considered 
near complete autarky, or complete 
economic self-reliance. Throughout the 
Civil War and post-Civil War period, the 
manufacturing sector generally advocated 
for tariffs; however, a case study on an 
“infant industry” in the manufacturing 
sector, tinplate manufacturing, suggests 
that protectionism had a mixed impact on 
manufacturing: it harmed manufacturers 
who required the importation of natural 
resources, but somewhat helped other 
manufacturers.10

Despite the manufacturing sector 
being among the staunchest advocates for 
protectionism throughout the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries, the trade 
liberalization that occurred post-World 
War II led to the United States becoming a 
manufacturing powerhouse. The infamous 
Smoot-Hawley tariffs of 1930, designed 
to “protect northern manufacturing” 
was widely deemed a disaster.11 This 
clearly undermines the argument that 
protectionism has always promoted 
American manufacturing.

Today, the pendulum of trade 
policy has swung away from the trade 
liberalization that has the sole potential to 
lift between 108 million12  and 540 million13  
out of poverty within the next 10 - 15 years 
as a consequence of simply pursuing free 
trade policies. Progressive politicians such 
as Senator Bernie Sanders advocate for 
protectionism on the grounds that trade 
liberalization cuts jobs. In a statement on 
the TPP published by Senator Sanders, 
he completely erroneously claimed that 

“as a result of NAFTA, the U.S. lost nearly 
700,000 jobs” (emphasis added).14 This 
blatantly contradicts the number published 
by the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
the organization whose purpose is to 
collect and report on these statistics, and 
whose published numbers are analyzed by 
hundreds of independent economists and 
organizations. Likewise, President Donald 
Trump advocates a return to protectionist 
policy by vowing to “tell NAFTA partners 
that we intend to immediately renegotiate 
the terms of that agreement to get a 
better deal for our workers”.15 To support 
this statistic, his website cites a Politifact 
source that discusses a statement about 
the closure of manufacturing facilities. 
Interestingly, Politifact rated the claim that 
free trade agreements were responsible 
for the closure of those facilities only as 
“half-true,” and Politifact does not explore 
the claim that technological development 
and a transition to a service economy is 
in large part responsible for decreased 
manufacturing jobs.16 In general, Trump’s 
policy appears to emphasize nationalism 
through autarky and xenophobia over 
strong evidence against free trade.17

Trade liberalization and FTAs in the 
United States are largely responsible for 
the increased prosperity of the twentieth 
century, and continue to provide a source of 
purchasing power and economic wellbeing 
for countries that pursue liberalization 
policies. Moreover, trade has a bilaterally 
beneficial impact, with the potential to lift 
millions out of poverty while increasing 
the wealth of the United States. A war on 
trade continues to attempt to erode trade 
liberalization, but arguments against trade 
generally rest on political grounds alone, 
with little economic evidence. Trade is 
integral to this country and logical from a 
policy standpoint, and trade liberalization 
must continue to ensure economic 
prosperity for Americans in the future. 
Unless rationality prevails and anti-trade 
politicians are defeated, the country can 
only expect to slip irrevocably behind the 
trend of increasing global prosperity for all.

1.  Fajgelbaum, Pablo D., and Amit K. Khandelwal. “Measuring the Unequal Gains from Trade.” Quarterly Journal of Economics (2015): 1-50. Accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://www0.gsb.columbia.edu/faculty/akhandelwal/papers/mugft_FINAL.pdf
2. “NAFTA Triumphant: Assessing Two Decades of Gains in Trade, Growth, and Jobs,” U.S. Chamber of Commerce, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/legacy/reports/1112_INTL_NAFTA_20Years.pdf
3.  See footnote 2.
4.  “The Open Door of Trade.” U.S. Chamber of Commerce, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/open_door_trade_report.pdf
5.  See footnote 2.
6.  Guglielmo, Maria Caporle, et al. “On the Bilateral Trade Effects of Free Trade Agreements between the EU-15 and the CEEC-4 Countries” (CESIFO Working Paper No. 2419). Munich: 2008. Accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://ideas.repec.org/p/ces/ceswps/_2419.html#author
7.  “Free Trade Agreements.” State Secretariat for Economic Affairs (SECO), accessed 7 Dec. 2016. https://www.seco.admin.ch/seco/en/home.html
8.  Irwin, Douglas A. “The Welfare Cost of Autarky: Evidence from the Jeffersonian Trade Embargo, 1807-09.” Review of International Economics, 13(4) (2005): 631-645. Accessed 29 Nov. 2016. http://www.dartmouth.edu/~dirwin/docs/Embargo.pdf
9.  See footnote 8, pg. 645.
10.  Irwin, Douglas A. “Historical Aspects of U.S. Trade Policy.” The National Bureau of Economic Research, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. http://www.nber.org/reporter/summer06/irwin.html
11. Destler, I. M. “America’s Uneasy History with Free Trade.” Harvard Business Review, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://hbr.org/2016/04/americas-uneasy-history-with-free-trade
12.  Wesibrot, Mark, et al. “Poor Numbers: The Impact of Trade Liberalization on World Poverty.” Center for Economic and Policy Research (2004): 1-23. Accessed 29 Nov. 2016. http://cepr.net/documents/publications/trade_2004_11.pdf
13.  Cline, William R. “Reducing Poverty.” The Magazine of International Economic Policy (2004): 76-78. Accessed 29 Nov. 2016. http://www.international-economy.com/TIE_Su04_Cline.pdf
14.  Sanders, Bernie. “The Trans-Pacific Trade (TPP) Agreement must be Defeated.” Bernie Sanders United States Senator for Vermont, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://www.sanders.senate.gov/download/the-trans-pacific-trade-tpp-agreement-must-be-defeated?inline=file
15. “Donald J. Trump’s 7 Point Plan to Rebuild the American Economy by Fighting for Free Trade.” Trump-Pence 2016, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. https://www.donaldjtrump.com/policies/trade
16.  Greenberg, Jon. “MSNBC’s Ed Schultz: Trade deals closed 50,000 factories.” PunditFact, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. http://www.politifact.com/punditfact/statements/2015/apr/23/ed-schultz/msnbcs-schultz-trade-deals-closed-50000-factories/
17.  Davenport, David. “Trump and Sanders in Agreement? The Strange Politics of Free Trade.” Forbes, accessed 29 Nov. 2016. http://www.forbes.com/sites/daviddavenport/2016/04/01/trump-and-sanders-in-agreement-the-strange-politics-of-free-trade/#4ad4a02f28bc

NATIONAL



Winter 2017  PENN POLITICAL REVIEW   6

The Affordable Care Act—popularly 
known as Obamacare—is 
undeniably the most important and 

controversial piece of President Obama’s 
legacy. Over 21 million Americans have 
received healthcare coverage under the 
law, and the number of Americans who 
are uninsured has been almost cut in 
half.1  However, the law has also increased 
healthcarea premiums in many parts of the 
country and become one of the most divisive 
domestic issues in American politics.

Republicans have been fighting the ACA 
since it was first introduced. The bill passed 
in 2010 without a single Republican vote, 
and House Republicans have voted to repeal 
all or part of the law over 60 times since 
gaining control of the chamber in 2011. 

President Donald Trump succeeded in 
making the ACA a lightning rod of his 2016 

campaign: the “disaster” of Obamacare was 
a routine part of his stump speech, and he 
repeatedly vowed to “Repeal it, replace it, 
[and] get something great!”2 Trump’s case 
against the law was strengthened by news 
from the Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS) in the weeks leading up 
to the election that premiums on the 
healthcare exchanges set up under the ACA 
were expected to increase by an average of 
25% across the country. The anticipated rate 
hikes are even higher in certain states like 
Arizona (where premiums are projected 
to rise by over 110%) and in Pennsylvania, 
which will see a 53% price increase.3  These 
numbers certainly contributed to the wave 
of support that Republicans shored up in 
the weeks leading up to November 8th. 

Now that Republicans have control 
of the White House and Congress, they 

finally have their opportunity to repeal and 
replace Obamacare. The ACA, however, is 
far from dead. There are several realities 
facing Republicans that make dismantling 
Obamacare easier said than done. 

First, 44% of new enrollees were 
already eligible for Medicaid even before 
Obamacare expanded the program—they 
just came out of the woodwork during 
open-enrollment campaigns.4  Their 
coverage would not be affected even if the 
law were to be repealed. Another 2.3 million 
previously uninsured 19 to 25 year olds 
gained coverage after the provision allowing 
young adults to stay on their parent’s plan 
until age 26 went into effect, and virtually 
every Republican alternative to the ACA 
has kept this provision because of its high 
popularity and relatively low cost. This 
means that over half of Americans who 

NATIONAL

Courtesy of Fibonacci, Flickr Images

1 Cohen, Robin, et al., “Health Insurance Coverage: Early Release of Estimates From the National Health Interview Survey, January–March 2016,” National Center for Health Statistics, September 2016, https://www.cdc.gov/
nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/insur201609.pdf.
2 Paul, Jeff, “Trump: America ‘A Dumping Ground For The Rest Of The World,’” CBS Dallas-Fort Worth, September 14, 2015, http://dfw.cbslocal.com/2015/09/14/trump-america- a-dumping- ground-for- the-rest-of- the-
world/.
3 “Health Plan Choice and Premiums in the 2017 Health Insurance Marketplace,” US Department ofHealth and Human Services, October 24, 2016, https://aspe.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/212721/2017MarketplaceLandsca-
peBrief.pdf

A calamity ahead: 
The future of the ACA

Story by Jack Hostager
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gained coverage under Obamacare will 
get to keep it—even if the law is repealed. 
However, this still leaves about ten million 
Americans who gained coverage under the 
Medicaid expansion and on the healthcare 
exchanges set up under the ACA. They are 
the ones most at risk of losing coverage.

Secondly, a successful fight for repeal 
this spring is actually a dangerous scenario 
for Republicans. If the law is repealed 
before they are ready with a comprehensive 
replacement bill, it puts Republicans at risk 
of failing to develop a replacement plan 
that will garner enough support to pass 
before the end of the legislative session. 
Republicans know that this scenario would 
be an unmitigated political disaster: an 
estimated 24 million Americans would lose 
out on coverage that Obamacare would 
have provided by 20215  and insurance 
companies would again have the power to 
deny coverage to people with pre-existing 
conditions. Evidence also suggests that 
premiums would increase even more than 
they would have under Obamacare.6 This 
would infuriate millions of Americans and 
could even embolden Democrats to reenact 
the law if they won control of Congress or 
the White House in 2020.

Unfortunately, this is more likely than 
one might think. Six years after the 900-
page ACA was introduced, Republicans 
are still struggling to rally around a viable 
replacement package. House Speaker Paul 
Ryan released a Republican healthcare plan 
this past June. This plan has not yet been 
written into a bill, and according to a report 
by the Center for Health and the Economy-- 
a research group which attempted an 
analysis of the proposal -- “The Plan does 
not include comprehensive details on all the 
provisions included.” Donald Trump also 
released his own healthcare proposal during 
the campaign, and several other prominent 
Republicans have plans of their own.

From what we do know, the basic 
framework of most Republican plans is to 
scrap the key components of Obamacare: 
the individual mandate, Medicaid 
expansion, and insurance subsidies for 
those who cannot afford it. Republicans also 
want to keep two popular provisions of the 
ACA, the section allowing children to stay 
on their parent’s healthcare plan until age 26 
and prohibition of denying coverage based 
on pre-existing conditions.

In place of Medicaid expansion, some 
Republicans have proposed a block-grant 
program that would give states a fixed 
sum of money to finance their Medicaid 
programs. Most alternatives to the 
exchanges involve a system of tax credits 
or non-taxable health savings accounts to 
buy insurance. While these proposals may 
certainly give people more choices than the 
federal exchanges currently provide, high-
risk individuals that have low income, but 
do not qualify for Medicaid will still struggle 
to find affordable insurance. The only 
direct solution for these people in the plan 
proposed by Speaker Ryan is $25 billion 
allocated to subsidize high-risk insurance 
pools, but this is an unsustainably modest 
solution for the millions of Americans 
who would need this coverage. Ultimately, 
the Center for Health and the Economy 
estimates that the Ryan Plan will result in 
an increase of four million in the number of 
uninsured Americans by 2026.7 

The problem is that keeping only the 
popular parts of the law while scrapping 
the unpopular parts - especially the 
individual mandate - will likely not work, 
because the law is premised on offsetting 
higher healthcare costs with premiums 
from healthy people who require less 
healthcare. Before the ACA, several states 
tried adopting a system in which insurers 
could not deny coverage for pre-existing 
conditions without an individual mandate. 
Invariably, young, healthy people did not 
sign up, so prices skyrocketed and insurance 
companies left the market. Take the case 
of New York: insurance prices more than 
doubled between 2005 and 2014 when New 
York adopted such a law, but after 2014, 
when the ACA took effect, prices dropped 
below 2005 levels.8  

Obamacare is not perfect, and 
Republicans are right that fresh ideas could 
improve some of the challenges associated 
with the law. Republicans have a lot to lose 
by blindly pushing forward with a repeal 
that will raise costs and leave millions of 
Americans out of healthcare. If anything, 
Congress may need to prop up the ACA’s 
fragile exchanges in the short term until 
they rally around a viable replacement 
package with bipartisan support. This may 
be a tough pill for Republicans to swallow, 
but it is the only way their quest to reform 
the ACA has any chance of success.

NATIONAL

4. Zinberg, Joel, “Repeal and Revise,” American Enterprise Institute, November 22, 2016, https://www.aei.org/publication/repeal-and- revise/.
5. Buettgens, M, et al., “The Cost of ACA Repeal.” Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, June 2016, http://www.cnbc.com/2016/06/13/obamacare-repeal-would-lead-to-24-million-more-people-without-health-insurance.html.
6. Tuttle, Brad, “Here’s What’s Happened to Health Care Costs in America in the Obama Years,” Time Magazine, October 4, 2016, http://time.com/money/4503325/obama-health-care-costs-obamacare/.
7. “A Better Way to Fix Health Care,” Center for Health and Economy, August 23, 2016, http://healthandeconomy.org/a-better-way-to-fix-health-care/.
8. Sanger-Katz, Margot, “Why Keeping Only the Popular Parts of Obamacare Won’t Work,” The New York Times, November 15, 2016, http://www.nytimes.com/2016/11/15/upshot/why-keeping-only-the-popular-parts-of-obamacare-
wont-work.html.
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The Dubai Shopping Festival (DSF) 
celebrated its 20th anniversary 
during its month-long run in 

January 2015. The festival, led by the Dubai 
Festivals and Retail Sector Promotions 
Establishment (DFRSPE), welcomed over 
4.4 million visitors from all over the world 
and included a full calendar of more than 
150 entertainment events complemented by 
fireworks, live music from regional stars, and 
widespread, tax-free sales.1  Over the course 
of two decades, the festival has drawn over 
$39 billion in revenues for the travel, retail, 
hospitality, and entertainment sectors. 2

In the face of the DSF’s opulent success, 
it is hard to comprehend that, forty years 
ago, Dubai was considered one of the 
least-developed regions in the world.3  The 
explosion of Dubai as one of the world’s 
top tourist attractions highlights its ability 
to leave behind its developing nation status 
for that of an internationally renowned 
economic center in just a short few decades. 
The DSF serves as an exemplary case 

study in which the previously oil-centric, 
authoritarian emirate diversified its 
economy by capitalizing on the intersection 
of retail and tourism — creating the 
profitable tool of “shopping tourism.” Dubai 
can thereby serve as a model for other 
oil-dependent countries that are currently 
struggling to diversify and to achieve long-
term, sustainable prosperity. 

In the early 1980s, oil production in 
Dubai accounted for two-thirds of the 
country’s gross domestic product, effectively 
carrying the emirate’s economy.4  However, 
the volatility of oil resources spurred Dubai 
to take significant steps to increase non-oil 
sectors’ economic contributions by the year 
2030.5  Dubai’s Department of Tourism 
and Commerce Marketing (DTCM) now 
reports that tourism accounts for 22.6% of 
the emirate’s gross domestic product (GDP), 
leaving oil to account for only 7%.6  This 
shift places tourist-centric events like the 
DSF at the forefront of Dubai’s economic 
stage. 

Dubai’s Rise to International Port 
and Commercial Hub

In the 1940s, the Second World War 
allowed Dubai to prosper as a trading post 
at the expense of poorer Gulf countries, 
like Qatar and Bahrain, by opening a black 
market for colonial food rations from 
Britain. At this point, Dubai’s energetic 
business community and British Political 
Agent status gave Dubai a leg up in 
international trade into the 1950s.7  This 
merchant community set the groundwork 
for Dubai’s diversification of its economy 
by improving the ports and waterways. The 
modern rise of Dubai’s economic success 
was then spearheaded by the trade-minded 
Sheikh Rashid bin Saeed Al Maktoum, 
the Vice-President and Prime Minister of 
the UAE and Ruler of Dubai (1958-90),8  
who is famously known for transforming 
Dubai from a modest settlement to an 

How Dubai’s Shopping Festival marks 
a liberalized economy
Story by Anna Hess

  1. International Festivals and Events Association. 2015. IFEA World Festival and Event City Winner 2015: Dubai. 57.
  2. Parag Deulgaonkar, “DSF Visitors Spend Dh2,590 per Person; Total Spend Crosses Dh145bn,” Emirates 24/7, January 30, 2015.
  3. Richard Sharpley, “Planning for Tourism: The Case of Dubai,” Tourism and Hospitality Planning and Development 5, no. 1 (2008): 14.
  4. C. Ellson, “Oil Change,” Conference and Incentive Travel, December 1999, 62.
  5. Sharpley, “Planning for Tourism: The Case of Dubai,” 25.
  6. Dubai Economic Council and Secretariat General, Dubai Economic Outlook Q1-2013, report (Dubai: Dubai Economic Council, 2013).
  7. Ibid., 97.
  8. Ibid., 98.

GLOBAL
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international commercial hub. A quote 
popularly attributed to him is, “My 
grandfather rode a camel, my father rode a 
camel, I drive a Mercedes, my son drives a 
Land Rover, his son will drive a Land Rover, 
but his son will ride a camel.” 9  The quote 
emblematizes the Sheikh’s intention to 
break Dubai’s dependency on oil before the 
fossil fuel runs out and forces the emirate to 
lose all its hard-fought prosperity. It reveals 
his determination, in other words, to avert 
the return to the camel.

For this purpose, Sheikh Rashid 
continued to focus on improving liberal 
trade even as oil concessions grew. The 
Sheikh allowed for the privatization of 
many community services and utilities 
by merchants, namely electric and 
telecommunications. 10 In the 1970s, oil 
extraction in the Arabian Gulf exploded, 
and oil wealth was used in Dubai to develop 
infrastructure, such as further improvement 
of the port, and to raise the standard of 
living for its citizens.11  Sheikh Rashid 

continued to pursue sustainable economic 
and administrative reforms that aided 
the success of business such as the city’s 
low tax system; customs duties in Dubai 
have never exceeded 2 percent.12  In the 
1990s, Dubai fine-tuned its diversification 
efforts, positioning itself to abandon all oil 
dependency by 2010.13   In this way, through 
shrewd and responsible investments in 
its own future, Dubai developed new, 
sustainable sources of income and sectors 
such as retail and tourism.

Taking the Initiative for Retail 
Tourism

Dubai’s first innovations to welcome 
robust tourism began in the early 1980s 
under Sheikh Rashid. He delineated 
a strategic vision for the emirate in 
which tourism would encourage direct 
foreign investment and wider business 
development rather than simply function 
as an independent sector.14   Some of 

these efforts included infrastructural and 
transportation developments, such as the 
establishment in 1985 of the state-owned 
Emirates Airlines, which offers cut-rate 
flights during the DSF and is the official 
transporter of the event. The government 
also set up the Dubai Commerce and 
Tourism Promotion Board (DCTPB) — a 
government body in charge of promotional, 
tourism-centered events.

By 1996, tourist arrivals reached 1.9 
million a year, which marked the success 
of the Sheikh’s primary strategies.15  The 
government also legislated several 
successful pro-tourism polices, such as more 
liberal trade policies and the elimination of 
its traditional dress code and restrictions on 
alcohol consumption.16  The government 
began to take specific steps towards the birth 
of tourism attractions such as the DSF by 
primarily investing in facilities and products 
revolving around leisure. Specifically, large 
investments from state-owned international 
hotel chain brands such as Jumeirah have 

How Dubai’s Shopping Festival marks 
a liberalized economy

9. Yaw Nyarko, “The United Arab Emirates: Some Lessons in Economic Development,” in Achieving Development Success: Strategies and Lessons from the Developing World, ed. Augustin     
 K. Fosu (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 492.
10. Al-Sayegh, “Merchants’ Role in a Changing Society: The Case of Dubai, 1900-90,” 98.
11. Mike Davis, “Fear and Money in Dubai,” New Left Review 41 (October 2006): 51.
12.  Ibid., 99.
13.  Al-Sayegh, “Merchants’ Role in a Changing Society: The Case of Dubai, 1900-90,” 100.
14.  Sharpley, “Planning for Tourism: The Case of Dubai,” 21.
15. Ibid., 21.
16. Phil Camble, “Oil Is Dead? Long Live Tourism!” Middle East Insight 14, no. 5 (1999): 39.

Dubai skyline at sunset. Courtesy of the_dead_pixel, Flickr Images
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investments from state-owned international 
hotel chain brands such as Jumeirah have 
aided the development of several lavish 
hotels.

Dubai made a strong effort to encourage 
strategic partnerships between the 
government and private sector to guarantee 
the success of these massive projects. That 
open relationship between wealthy public 
and private firms helped attractions and 
events like the DSF thrive and evolve over 
time from public sector to tradable, private 
sector entities.17  In this way, Dubai has 
been able to lead the region in business 
innovation through its willingness to 
implement more open economic policies. 
On top of progressive economic policies, 
Dubai liberalized visa restrictions in 2001, 
which led to an immediate 30 percent 
uptick in the annual growth rate of tourist 
arrivals, accommodating a total of 4.7 
million tourists that year. In 2006, within ten 
years after the creation of the DTCM and 
the DSF, Dubai welcomed over 6.4 million 
tourists.18 

Inside the DSF’s Formation

The DSF was therefore established to 
expand tourism in the region: a shopping 
extravaganza intended to reduce the 
seasonality of tourism travel to Dubai. The 
original idea of the festival was to utilize 
the existing fifteen shopping malls in 
Dubai to create a festival that would offer a 
combination of experiences other than just 
shopping — namely family entertainment 

and sweepstakes.19  The DSF then quickly 
became one of the world’s leading unique 
and creative event offerings due to a well-
researched and systematically-planned 
package.20  

Government backing aided the DSF by 
facilitating waivers for event implementers 
to ease government regulations 
surrounding the production of the festival.21 
The Dubai International Airport also 
accommodates visas designated to aid 
tourist travel for the DSF, and state officials 
arranged the mooring of Greek cruise ships 
in the emirate’s harbor to allow for more 
accommodations in the early years of the 
festival.  These efforts, along with mass 
investment from government-sponsored 
public and private firms, allow the DSF to 
flourish internationally under the auspices 
of an authoritarian government. Dubai’s 
prioritization of the success of international 
events like the DSF over more nationalistic 
economic efforts allows the entire emirate 
to benefit annually from the month-long 
event.  
  
Conclusion

The DSF has an undeniable, distinct 
effect on Dubai’s economy as a whole 
despite the challenges of integrating 
a public and private sector. The retail 
industry in Dubai contributes to 29 percent 
of the country’s total GDP, and the DSF 
is the single largest retail event of the 
year.22  According to the DFRSPE, the DSF 
contributed approximately $4 billion to the 
Dubai economy from retail, hospitality, and 

travel expenditures in 2012.23  In this way, 
the DSF has helped to brand Dubai in the 
world market; Dubai as a whole has seen 
major growth in tourism from non-Arab 
countries, with Europe and Asia leading the 
pack. Through these bonds outside of the 
Arab world, Dubai now holds a permanent 
place in the international skyline. The DSF 
is the embodiment of these strides, and 
of the lucrative intersection of retail and 
tourism. 

This case study is especially relevant 
given that the economic diversification of 
oil-dependent countries today is crucial 
to developing economies. Since the 
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting 
Countries (OPEC) cut oil production this 
year due to the economic languishing of 
oil-dependent nations such as Nigeria, Iran, 
Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela, economic 
diversification has been at the forefront of 
development discussions. The success of 
Dubai as an economic center can impart 
some important lessons to these struggling 
markets. First, the liberal economic polices 
that Sheikh Rasheed implemented in Dubai 
function as evidence that protectionism 
is perhaps not the best option to shelter 
a weak economy. Secondly, Dubai has 
proven the ability of a budding state sector 
to support and work with the private sector. 
In this way, the two arms can work together, 
with the impetus emerging from state-held 
funds to grow an open private sector. Lastly, 
retail and tourism industries can function 
as major development spaces within the 
public or private sector of a dependent 
economy.

  

17. Ibid., 27.
18. Ibid. 
19. K. Prakash Vel, Laila Mohamed Suhail, and Amal Dokhan, “Events Marketing Model of Dubai Shopping Festival,” REMark 13, no. 6 (2014): 140.
20. Ibid., 138.
21. Bray, “Dubai Tries Hedging Its Oil-Thin Future with Six-Week Souk.”
22. Oxford Business Group, Dubai 2015, report (Oxford: Oxford Business Group, 2015), 192.
23. Deena Kamel Yousef, “DSF 2012 Rakes Dh14.7b during Festival Period,” Gulf News, December 26, 2012.

Advertisement for 2017 Dubai Shopping Festival. Courtesy of parasholidays.in



It is quite unfortunate that, much like 
Brexit, misinformation and propaganda 
significantly influenced the decisions 

of many ordinary Americans, who only 
wanted better lives for themselves and their 
families. Rust Belt voters are responsible 
for electing a man who not only displays a 
lack of intellect and tact, but also chooses 
to exploit the concerns of rural whites who 
feared of the excesses of multiculturalism, 
immigration, and trade liberalization. 

Ironically, the voters who are most 
shielded from the effects of two out of the 
three previously mentioned phenomena 
are these rural, white manufacturing 
workers. Rarely do they have to worry 
about multiculturalism or immigration 

due to the fact that an overwhelming 
number of America’s rural communities 
are populated by non-Hispanic whites, 
according to the 2010 Census. Urbanites 
are more likely to face the effects of 
a rapid influx of immigrants and the 
problems associated with assimilation and 
integration, while much of rural America 
is increasingly falling victim to rapidly 
evolving automation and technology. Thus, 
the white rural electorate that resides in 
the Rust Belt has largely been duped by 
the narrative that there will be a foreign 
takeover of the country; instead, it looks 
as if the economic prospects for them is 
a natural consequence of international 
trade and technological progress. An 

overwhelming size of Trump’s voter base 
believes that the most concerning issues 
facing the United States are the economy 
and terrorism, both being roughly equal 
in importance. So, while the economy is 
important, immigration and terrorism 
constitutes a large portion of the calculus of 
many Trump supporters. Rural America is 
especially attentive to matters concerning 
immigration and jobs, which is why Trump 
managed to outdo Romney in many rural 
communities throughout the Rust Belt. 
Clinton’s support in rural America hit a new 
low for Democrats, capping in at 29%, while 
Obama managed to garner 38% of the rural 
vote in 2012. If the Democrats want to mend 
the cultural and political gaps between the 

The unaddressed anxieties 
of the white electorate

Story by Max Yulis
Courtesy of Gage Skidmore, Flickr Images
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cities and the countryside, then they must 
take into account the real and visceral 
grievances that the countryfolk have, 
such as job loss, drug epidemics, and the 
seemingly disappearing future of the 
manufacturing sector. 

 A very similar dynamic occurred 
in Britain this past summer; voters who 
resided in the countryside of Britain, 
Scotland, and Wales overwhelmingly voted 
for Brexit, while city-dwellers, including 
those who lived in London, Glasgow, and 
Edinburgh, voted decisively against the 
bill. The urban and rural divide is indeed 
very similar in America, as rural voters 
in both the Republican and Democratic 
primaries voted primarily for both Trump 
and Sanders over the other establishment 
candidates. This results shows that despite 
the divide appearing to be caused by 
economic problems and in response to 
the perceived drawbacks of international 
trade, immigration, and multiculturalism, 
there is also widespread discontent with 
Congress and the establishment factions 
of both parties. The approval rating of 
Congress has been consistently below 20% 
since mid-2011. According to a PRC poll, 
62% of Americans view the Republican 
Party unfavorably, while the Democratic 
Party only suffers from a 50% disapproval 
rating. These ratings may explain why 
Republicans were far more eager in this 
election to overthrow the establishment. 
Similarly, only 15% of Britons trust 
their politicians, indicating that there is 
widespread resentment against the status-
quo that ultimately was voiced in the 
aftermath of the Brexit referendum. 

Furthermore, concerns about the 
potentially adverse effects of globalization 
and liberal trade policies have not been 
properly attended to by the majority of the 
Democratic establishment. The hypocrisy 
of the Democratic Party surrounds the 
fact that it overwhelmingly focuses on 
improving the social safety net for low-
income households, rather than for 
much of the white working class, which 
is increasingly suffering at the hands of 
globalization. The neglect of millions of 
manufacturing workers who lost their 
jobs and futures catalyzed the creation of 
a candidate who zealously campaigned 
against the globalists and interventionists. 
In sum, Trump’s success stems from 
his ability to exploit the most alarming 
concerns of white Americans, including 
the effects of globalization, immigration 

and national security policy—all of which 
have been heavily scrutinized under 
Obama’s administration. 

While there is an economic argument 
against immigration, much of Trump’s 
argument is visceral, rather than fact-
based. Trump posits that many of the 
Hispanic immigrants from Mexico are 
merely criminals and possess an inherent 
threat to American culture. Likewise, he 
says that many of the Muslim immigrants 
attempting to enter the United States are 
not inclined to assimilate into American 
society and that they may possess leanings 
sympathetic to radical Islamism. The 
fear of a foreign takeover in the United 
States appears far more threatening to 
white, working class voters, since they 
reside in fairly homogeneous cities and 
towns that are far less likely to be affected 
by mass-immigration. The white voters 
who interact least with other cultures, 
religions, and races have indeed voted 
for a candidate who caters to their most 
instinctive and primal fears.

To expand on an earlier contention, 
the Democratic Party has been fairly 
complicit in the rise of Trump. Considering 
that much of the white voter base 
prioritizes issues related to the economy 
and national security, many Democrats 
are more focused on simply upholding 
the politically correct ethos of American 
society. Simply questioning the associated 
problems of multiculturalism or illegal 
immigration can occasionally be shut up 
by mainstream liberals who claim that 
such sentiments are either xenophobic 
or just plain bigoted. The best solution 
to countering such fact-averse attitudes 
is by encouraging open and transparent 
dialogue, grounded on facts and statistical 
evidence. Allowing people to voice their 
fallacies or standpoints on the most 
pressing and sensitive political issues is 
necessary, and it is equally conducive 
to allow even the most hateful opinions 
to stay afloat. The only way to dispel 
hatred and fear is through education and 
tolerance, not the creation of spaces that 
forbid various forms of political dialogue. 
Now, one can counter this approach by 
saying that we live in a world where the 
majority of people gravitate towards their 
own confirmation bias. Furthermore, 
social media is creating filter bubbles, 
which effectively makes people even 
more ideological and narrow-minded. 
Despite this fateful trend, social media 

executives, like Mark Zuckerberg, are 
taking measures to combat misinformation 
and filter bubbles by changing algorithms, 
appointing public editors, and improving 
the user interface.  This can set a very 
positive and effective precedent for other 
social media platforms, such as Twitter and 
Tumblr, which also suffer from the same 
problems. 

White Europeans are increasingly 
aligning themselves with similarly bigoted 
and extreme populist platforms, which 
only goes to show that this is not only 
an American problem. The growth of 
globalization and the erosion of national 
borders have harmed rural workers 
worldwide, the unrestricted flow of 
Muslim refugees has ignited the most 
hateful sentiments throughout Europe, 
and assimilatory policies have largely 
been ineffective throughout France, 
Belgium, Germany, and Britain. The 
main predicament right now surrounds 
the quest for a panacea for right-wing 
populism. Perhaps we are witnessing the 
collapse of the neoliberal world order, 
which is troublesome for advocates of 
Western hegemony and the spread of 
liberal and secular values.

Moving Forward

Sadly, the worries of minorities across 
the country are confirmed: the shadowy 
forces of white supremacy are rising yet 
again. Trump has indeed utilized white 
nationalism and socioeconomic instability 
to garner political power, and American 
liberals have done nothing but spout the 
tenets of identity liberalism. Simon Jenkins 
mentions in his recent column that “The 
apostles of identity liberalism have fallen 
into Mill’s trap. They see authoritarianism 
in others, but not in themselves. They see 
discrimination in others, but not their 
own. In guarding their chosen tribes, they 
fail democracy’s ultimate test, of tolerance 
for the concerns of those with whom they 
disagree. Someone else is always to blame.” 
With this being said, the only path forward 
for this country is to embrace solidarity, 
and to strive to understand the humanity 
within all of us. Freedom, civil rights, 
and tolerance are not going to fade away 
anytime soon so long as we, the American 
people, continue to stand by the very 
principles that our country has advocated 
for: pluralism, humanism, and unity with 
all marginalized peoples. 

GLOBAL
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Considered one of the few remaining 
communist states after the fall of the 
Soviet Union in 1991, North Korea 

maintains a policy of intense isolation with 
juche, a concept of self-reliance supposedly 
based on Marxist thought, as its guiding 
ideology. This is the official narrative of the 
Korean Workers Party, the ruling party of 
North Korea since its establishment in 1948. 
Although the propaganda disseminated 
to the outside world displays a generally 
communist attitude, internal North 
Korean propaganda tells an extremely 
different story: a state modeled on ideas 
of xenophobia and ethno-centralism, 
ideals that do not belong in a communist 
state created in the image of communist 
China and the Soviet Union. Instead, the 
rhetoric and actions of the North Korean 
government as well as the structure and 
principles of the North Korean state align to 
a greater degree with fascist beliefs rather 
than communist ones.

Communism centers on self-denial 
for the benefit of the greater community 
and the ideas of “from each according 
to his ability, to each according to his 
need,” which, if not applied in practice in 
communist states, is at least emphasized in 
their propaganda. Fascism, in contrast, is 
an inherently nationalistic system centered 

on the idea of ethnocentrism where one 
racial group within a state is held up as 
inherently superior to others, which then 
leads to the construction of a hierarchical 
system within the state where those in 
this racial group end up at the top and all 
others are below them. The idea of working 
for the greater good of all is promoted in 
communist rhetoric while fascist rhetoric 
focuses on inherent differences within 
races and the eventual triumph of one over 
all others. While communism dissolves 
classes (except for the ruling party) fascism 
enforces them.

Communism and fascism have a few 
important similarities, blurring the line 
between them and allowing confusion to 
occur. A key element of both ideologies 
is the mass-mobilizing power of the 
modern state, and an emphasis on loyalty 
to a group instead of to the individual; 
however, by overly projecting nationalist 
sentiments and beliefs in racial superiority, 
a fascist state cannot seek to spread its 
ideology to other countries not ethnically 
homogenous to their own except through 
war or ethnic cleansing. Fascism promotes 
the idea of ethnic superiority rather than 
the superiority of the working class, and 
while the upper classes of a society can be 
brought to a level of perceived equality with 

the lower classes, those deemed inferior 
by fascist can never become part of the 
preferred ethnic group. This leaves fascism 
without the internationalist aspect that 
communism has, as communism focuses 
on the union of all the working-class 
peoples of the world regardless of race, and 
the eventual unifying of all people.

North Korea has a government-
enforced class system of its own. Called 
songbun, a North Korean receives his or 
her class standing at birth. Based on her 
relatives’ actions and political standing, 
as well as her racial background (those 
with ancestors from China or Japan have a 
lower songbun than pure Koreans), a North 
Korean’s songbun stays with her for life and 
dictates her demographics: her livelihood, 
her neighborhood, and even how much 
food she receives. North Korea rejects the 
idea of a classless society both officially and 
unofficially.

Furthermore, North Korea rejects 
the idea of a multiethnic society in favor 
of rigid uniformity. North Koreans pride 
themselves on their ethnic homogeneity, 
with outlandish claims like the absence of 
handicapped people. North Korea projects 
an image of a society where all citizens 
are healthy and genetically identical. As a 
citizen of North Korea said when asked this 

The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea: 
A 21st century fascist state

Story by Jordan Dewar Performance during Arirang Festival, Pyongyang, North Korea. Courtesy of (stephan), Flickr Images
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same question by a tourist to the country, 
“ [North Korea] is a very homogenous 
nation. All North Koreans are born strong, 
intelligent, and healthy.” North Korean 
women who return from China pregnant 
receive a state mandated abortion to protect 
the homogeneity of the Korean race. This 
bears similarity to the Nuremberg Race 
Laws of Nazi Germany, which, in part, 
forbade marriage or racial mixing between 
non-Aryans and Aryans.  North Koreans 
learn that dark skin symbolizes the morally 
inferiority of a race, to the point where the 
North Korean citizens tried to murder the 
Cuban ambassador when he visited the 
country. This directly contradicts Marx’s 
internationalist teachings, but bears great 
similarity to fascist racial teachings where 
external characteristics such as skin color 
or facial structure serve to differentiate ally 
from enemy.

All fascist countries have a designated 
scapegoat, a set of people they deem 
responsible for all their country’s 
difficulties, and this group tends to be 
either a historically marginalized group 
within the state or a historical enemy 
of the government. Although all those 
considered not of the ‘chosen race’ receive 
scorn and hatred from fascists, fascists 
view this particular group or groups as 
sub-human and unworthy of existence. In 
the 20th century, the Jews held that spot 
in the minds of the fascist European Axis 
powers. For North Koreans, Americans and 
Japanese hold this position. North Koreans 
integrate anti-American and anti-Japanese 
lessons into the school curriculum from 
kindergarten where children learn math 
through problems like, “three soldiers from 
the Korean People’s Army killed thirty 
American soldiers. How many American 
soldiers were killed by each of them if 
they all killed an equal number of enemy 
soldiers?” On playgrounds, North Koreans 
insult others by calling them “miguk nom,” 
Korean for “American bastard.” These 
biases are also enshrined in the official 
North Korean history. This history states 
that Americans began the Korean War, 
lost it, and until today have worked to 
destroy the reunification process. These 
biases also affect the North Korean view 
of South Koreans and the South Korean 
government, harming the reunification 
process by weakening the ability of the 
North Korean government to recognize 
South Korea as a true independent state 
and not an American puppet. North 
Koreans consider Koreans in the South 

part of the chosen race, and South Korea 
is portrayed as a subjugated puppet of 
the American imperialists and in need of 
freeing from its masters. To North Koreans, 
this leaves South Koreans exempt from 
blame for the division of the peninsula but 
removes the legitimacy of the government 
of South Korea. 

North Koreans see Americans as 
inferior not only due to the status of 
the United States as an enemy to the 
current North Korean regime, but also 
due to their lack of ethnic homogeneity. 
They are disgusted at the thought of a 
multi-ethnic society, as their government 
sponsored news agency states on their 
Korean-language website “mono-ethnicity 
is something that our nation and no other 
on earth can pride itself on…There is no 
suppressing the nation’s shame and rage 

at the talk of ‘a multi-ethnic, multi-racial 
society’…which would dilute even the 
bloodline of our people.” In art, North 
Koreans’ illustrations of Americans often 
give them dark skin and hooked noses, 
the latter part of which bears similarity to 
Nazi Germany’s anti-Semitic cartoons. It 
also emphasizes the idea that Americans 
lack ethnic homogeneity the way North 
Koreans do and provides the North Korean 
government with a further reason to refuse 
to make peace with the United States. 

Another difference between fascist 
and communist values lies in the tone the 
leader’s personality cult takes. The power 
of a communist leader comes from his 
strong leadership, and most importantly, 
his status as a champion of the proletariat. 
Joseph Stalin, one of the most famous 
communist leaders, even changed his 
last name from Dzhugashvili to Stalin, 
meaning “man of steel” to demonstrate 
his strength and image as a hardliner. In 
contrast, a fascist leader’s power comes 

from his almost divine status as the 
savior of his race and nation and fatherly 
demeanor. Communist leaders celebrate 
their supposed humble beginnings; 
fascist leaders are born, not made. In a 
communist country, a leader who was 
born into privilege would be condemned, 
but North Korean leaders such as Kim 
Jong-il and Kim Jong-un who were born 
into luxury remain revered because for 
North Koreans, genetics and their leader’s 
link to Kim il-Sung are more important 
than the achievements of said leaders. In 
contrast to the communist “man of steel” 
Stalin, fascist Hitler was frequently called 
“Uncle Hitler” or “Uncle Adolf” by his 
followers. Continuing with the theme of 
ethno-centralism, North Koreans believe 
their racial homogeneity makes them both 
superior to all others as well as childlike 
and pure. B.R. Meyer, a scholar whose work 
focuses on the Korean peninsula, describes 
North Korean ideology in this way: “the 
Korean People are too pure blooded, and 
therefore too virtuous to survive in this 
world without a great parental leader,” and 
as such, in need of a near divine parental 
ruler to protect them from the evils of the 
world and to guide them. As a defector 
from North Korean, Ms. Chae Young Hee, 
who fled the country 11 years ago, said in 
reference to the nation’s leaders in a CNN 
interview: “they’re God…And we can’t think 
for ourselves. When North Koreans watch 
news on the dear leader [Kim Jong-il], they 
believe in it. We live because of him.” North 
Koreans see the Kims as people sent to save 
them and their southern brothers from 
those who threaten to destroy their race, 
just like how Germans viewed Hitler.

The North Korean government hides 
all this behind a shield of propaganda 
and intense rhetoric that makes North 
Korea look like a familiar Cold War relic 
of Stalinist communism. Many observers 
feel content in believing this image because 
it makes North Korea more predictable. 
However, North Korea has many of the 
basic features of communism: a classless 
system, a belief in internationalism, and a 
desire for equality. It does, however, have 
the characteristics qualifying it for fascism: 
xenophobia, a strict class system, a belief 
in racial supremacy, a parental leader, 
and a hated “other” group. North Korea’s 
doctrines center on its racial supremacy 
and its enemies’ moral degeneracy, which 
makes the current structure of North 
Korea’s government more aligned with 
fascist principles than communist ones.

North Koreans see 
Americans as infe-

rior not only due to the 
status of the United States 
as an enemy to the current 
North Korean regime, but 
also due to their lack of 
ethnic homogeneity.” 

Performance during Arirang Festival, Pyongyang, North Korea. Courtesy of (stephan), Flickr Images
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The once romantic pipe dream of a 
human presence on Mars is inching 
closer and closer to becoming 

a reality. Elon Musk and his aerospace 
company SpaceX stand out amongst 
a growing arena of players including 
NASA and the nonprofit Mars One in 
developing technologies to establish a 
permanent settlement there as early as 
the mid 2020s.  While success is highly 
dependent on the continued progress of 
technology, transportation and especially 
innovation which can enable habitation, 
the possibility has intellectuals and 
adventurers everywhere brimming with 
excitement. But one topic few discuss, 
save for Musk himself (because, of course, 
he’s that thorough), is the political aspect 
of such an endeavor. In examining the 
prospect of a second human civilization 
based on Mars, there ought to be a robust 
discussion about both the international 
political implications here on earth and 
the appropriate way to approach domestic 
Martian governance.

Discourse regarding a potential human 
presence on Mars has often been carried 
out using the vocabulary of colonization. 
But just what would Mars be a colony 
of? In the 1967 “United Nations Treaty on 
Principles Governing the Activities of States 

in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
Including the Moon and Other Celestial 
Bodies”, no planet can be appropriated 
by any specific country. So no, there will 
not be a “United States of America and 
Mars.” The nascent colonizers of the 2020s 
and 2030s are likely to be “international,” 
sharing expertise, technology, and Martian 
property - not tied to a single country. 
But who’s to say that a group of countries 
can’t annex an extraterrestrial territory? 
For example, NATO or the European 
Union could surely imagine some strategic 
benefits to possessing the sole outpost on 
humanity’s next frontier.

More likely, the political spacescape 
is destined to be dominated, at least 
in part, by corporations like SpaceX. 
Certainly, multinational corporations 
already command increasing power in 
a globalizing Earth. Private multi-planet 
entities are going to wield an extraordinary 
amount of leverage in proprietary 
technologies and talent, not fully 
funded, let alone elected, by taxpayers. 
Furthermore, national space programs 
have been waning in recent decades, 
particularly NASA, whose urgency and 
excitement centered on the US’s military 
rivalry with the USSR until the 1990s. As 
part of a larger decline, the moneys and 

labor devoted to the agency have reached 
all time lows. NASA commands about 
.5% of the federal budget, down from its 
peak of 3-5% in the 1960s, and employs 
about 18,000 people, down from almost 
40,000 with hundreds of thousands of 
outside contractors. Still, the US outspends 
its closest competitor, Russia, by almost 
four to one. The steady decline has made 
room for private entities like SpaceX to 
make a big splash in the space arena. 
Policymakers should examine what kind 
of role these companies could and should 
play. Of course, there is a lot of uncertainty 
surrounding this debate: perhaps humans 
will be capable of establishing multiple 
settlements on Mars, that way all of Earth’s 
players can jockey for natural resources on 
two planets instead of one.

Indeed, it is likely that the trajectory 
of history will hold: Earth “colonizes” 
Mars in some fashion, and its cultures, 
customs, and politics will play critical 
roles in shaping a Martian analog. Still, 
the question remains as to what kind 
of government might be suitable for 
humanity’s first interplanetary outpost. 
Musk envisions a direct democracy, where 
colonists vote directly on issues, to limit 
corruption. He also stipulates that it should 
be more difficult to create new laws than 

IN MARS WE TRUST
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repeal ones that aren’t effective. He posited 
an example where it would take a 60 
per cent majority to pass legislation but 
only require 40 per cent to repeal it. As if 
incentives for repeal aren’t strong enough, 
Musk also believes sunset provisions 
should automatically be built into any law, 
asserting, “if it’s not good enough to be 
voted back in, it shouldn’t be there.” 

Critics suggest that Musk’s idea of 
governments is born more out of his 
distaste for modern politics on Earth, 
and specifically the US’s, instead of how a 
colony on another planet represents to him 
a shiny opportunity to begin anew. Beside 
the obvious omissions of a legislative 
administrator or a chief executive, there 
are problems with Musk’s ideal. The 
romantic prospect of an equitable, highly 
participatory, and libertarian society seems 
somewhat plausible on the surface, with 
a Martian settlement being composed 
early on of a few hundred highly educated, 
selfless, technocratic frontiersmen of sorts. 
But scaling out the settlement the way 
Musk envisions, potentially with millions 
of inhabitants, would complicate such a 
system. Socioeconomic divisions are bound 
to form, especially when the colony will 
need blue-collar workers, who would do 
important but “invisible” work. And then 

there is the inevitable friction between 
Martian “natives” (generations born and 
raised there) and the constant stream of 
newcomers from Earth. Furthermore, the 
extreme conditions of living on the Red 
Planet - such as catastrophic accidents, 
natural disasters, lethal epidemics - may 
cause inhabitants to call for a strong, 
commander-like figure to keep order and 
impose a rigid hierarchy of defined roles.

Perhaps human civilization on Mars 
shouldn’t be a colony at all, but rather 
an independent, sovereign, autonomous 
political body. Some, like Jacob Haqq-
Misra of the Blue Marble Institute, believe 
that allowing Mars to develop its own 
technologies, governments, and even 
values with minimal interference from 
Earth will not only prevent Martian wars 
of independence but may help human 
Martians tackle many of the problems 
that plague Earthlings. Furthermore, it 
is possible that laws on Earth would not 
be able to accommodate the immense 
uncertainty of such a tenuous existence 
on Mars. In August of 2015, Haqq-
Misra laid out guidelines to accomplish 
this independence. These guidelines 
stipulate total noninterference by 
Earth governments, corporations, and 
individuals, including the minimal sharing 

of resources and scientific research. 
Of course, it’s a stretch to expect a 

corporation, country, or international 
entity to shell out billions of dollars to 
get to Mars only to relinquish any claim 
to its land, resources, and inhabitants. 
Interestingly, Haqq-Misra along with Sara 
Bruhns published a report in November 
that accommodates humanity’s inevitable 
lust for colonization. They call for a 
system of Earth country-established 
“planetary parks” – exclusive economic 
zones where colonists remain under the 
legal jurisdiction of their host nation. The 
plan also describes administrative Mars 
Secretariat to arbitrate disputes. While 
some point out that a true blank slate is 
impossible - colonists will bring their own 
cultural baggage and biases - eventually 
Martian culture would still evolve to be 
completely distinct from Earth’s. The 
critical question remains, though: who 
gets to make judgments on these questions 
about sovereignty and governance? Is it the 
prerogative of visionary entrepreneurs like 
Musk? Unelected international bodies and 
democratic representatives of states could 
make the case. Ultimately, Earthlings ought 
to champion the brave voyagers’ right to 
self-determination – the space to create a 
distinctly Martian society.

Courtesy of nasa.gov

IN MARS WE TRUST
Sovereignty and governance on our next planet

Story by Zach Fisher
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Dr. Arati Prabhakar is the director of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), a branch of 
the US Department of Defense tasked with researching and developing new technologies for the American 
military. Dr. Prabhakar is an electrical engineer by training and has worked in the public and private sector 
throughout her distinguished career. PPR spoke to her about emerging technologies and DARPA’s role in 
national security.
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Penn Political Review: How does DARPA 
play a role in developing technology for 
the changing national security and defense 
needs of the US government?

Arati Prabhakar: We have a very specific 
role in the business of technology for 
national security. And that role – probably 
the easiest way to understand it is how 
DARPA started. In 1957, the first time human 
beings ever put a satellite in orbit, it was 
Sputnik. And you would have thought 
that was good news, but it turns out a lot 
of people were very concerned because 
it was the Soviets doing it at the height of 
the Cold War. At that time, we already had 
the National Science Foundation, National 
Institutes of Health, we had research and 
development in the Army and the Navy and 
the Marine Corps and the Air Force. But 
DARPA was created in the wake of Sputnik 
specifically to have a place whose day job 
was to prevent that kind of surprise. So that 
meant then and it means today that our 
job is specifically to focus on breakthrough 
technologies for national security. Because 
we think the best way to prevent surprises 
is to create surprises. What we are always 
looking for is the things that can have really 
disruptive impact. 

PPR: How threatened is the US today by the 
potential for cyber attacks? What role does 
DARPA have in developing technology to 
either prevent them or help us recover after? 

AP: Cybersecurity is a very big issue 
that's on everybody's plate, whether 
you're the Defense Department worried 
about military systems, any other part of 
government, or any company or university 
or even an individual. And I think we all 
have this sense that really what's happening 
is... information and information systems 
are so valuable – that's why we use our 
smartphones more and more and every 
enterprise uses more data and we're now 
putting out more and more sensors and 
we've got the Internet of Things. And so 
we keep grabbing this technology because 
it's so useful but every time we grab more 
of it, it comes with more attack surface. It's 
just more opportunity for people to cause 
mischief or for nation states to undertake 
an attack. So I think there's very much the 
sense of this problem continually growing 
and we're chasing behind it and not really 
able to keep up with it. Lots of people 
are working on cyber security. Again, 
DARPA's specific objective is – and this is 

an area where we have some significant 
investments – to create a future where we 
are ahead of that explosion of capability and 
vulnerability. So what does that mean? We 
have programs that are about taking whole 
classes of vulnerabilities off the table. We're 
scaling formal methods to using deep math 
and computer science to build systems that 
are secure from the get-go so they simply 
can't be attacked. That helps enormously 
but you can't build everything you want 
that way. So the second part of our strategy 
is to build systems that can operate in the 
cyber domain and protect our systems and 
our data through the use of  automated 
tools that can scale at the rate at which the 
exposure is growing. We just did a really 
fun project called Cyber Grand Challenge. 
It was one of DARPA's big prize challenges, 
which we do once in a while. This was a 
competition. We challenged people to build 
machines that could find vulnerabilities in 
code and automatically patch them with no 
humans touching anything. So the way the 
competition worked was we built basically a 
cyber environment in a box with fresh code 
that no one had ever seen and the seven 
competitors turned on their machines and 
then they couldn't touch anything and the 
machines actually had to examine the code, 
try to find vulnerabilities and patch it. Now, 
they couldn't do things at the high end of 
sophistication, but they did some things 
that were pretty hard for humans. Things 
that typically take human teams months or 
even years, they were able to do in fifteen 
minutes. It really starts changing our ability 
to grapple with cyber security when you see 
that kind of new technology.

PPR: What are your thoughts on artificial 
intelligence? Are you developing technology 
in the AI arena for the government?

AP: DARPA's had a very long history of 
funding the core technologies of artificial 
intelligence. If you use Siri, you're using a 
product from Apple that traces back to a 
company called Siri that spun out of SRI, a 
research institution where we were funding 
a project that had a little effort called "Siri." 
And all of those companies and Apple did 
a lot more work after our research, but the 
AI that we're surrounded with today often 
has a lot of deep research roots with what 
DARPA has funded in the past. AI is in 
a period of great excitement and activity, 
and as consumers we see it when we go 
on Facebook and there's a photo that we 
didn't even know someone had taken 

Courtesy of Wikimedia Commons

and we've been automatically identified, 
or the fact that we're getting cars that are 
closer and closer now to being able to drive 
themselves. It's showing up in microtrading 
and finance. It's showing up in lots of places. 
We are doing two things with artificial 
intelligence today. One is to apply those 
technologies for national security problems. 
So, as an example, one of my program 
managers, a few years ago went to a meeting 
on human trafficking and he learned that in 
human trafficking sometimes it's possible 
to buy a human being for $90. He was 
heartbroken and he was infuriated by that. 
He started talking to our colleagues in law 
enforcement and found that the only way 
they have to look at all of the online ads for 
human trafficking is sort of the way anyone 
searches. You use Google or whatever your 
favorite search engine is. And the problem 
is that those search engines only index a 
really small fraction of all the web – the 
part that's commercially valuable to index. 
So Chris White, our program manager, set 
out to build tools for law enforcement that 
would allow them to search the dark web 
and the deep web, and do that in specific 
domains where they could look at the kinds 
of ads that people were posting but that they 
were hiding from the conventional search 
engines. The net of all of that is those tools 
are now being used by District Attorneys’ 
offices around the country. They've been 
used in hundreds of investigations already. 
They've just started, but already they've had 
27 indictments and several convictions. And 
I think it's a great example of using the tools 
of AI that aren't used commercially and in 
our consumer lives, and applying them in a 
place where commercial tools weren't going 
to solve the problem. There are many, many 
other examples ... but I think it's important 
to say that as powerful as AI is today, it's 
still very, very limited. It's statistically very 
good at identifying what's in an image, for 
example, but when these systems make 
mistakes, they make mistakes that no 
human being would ever make. They lack 
common sense and context. And so we have 
new programs in areas like “explainable 
AI” – AI that would explain why it came to 
the weird conclusion it came to so we can 
start doing something about it. We're also 
looking at how you could embed AI within 
systems rather than always going out to the 
Cloud. So I think there's quite a big research 
agenda out ahead of us.

This interview has been condensed and contains 
minor edits for clarity and grammar.
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Dr. Noam Chomsky is a world-renowned linguist, cognitive scientist, philosopher and political activist. 
Dr. Chomsky received his BA and PhD from the University of Pennsylvania, and is Institute Professor and 
Professor of Linguistics emeritus at MIT. His work revolutionized the field of modern linguistics. PPR spoke to 
him about his political views, opinion of socialism, and what might happen during Trump’s presidency.
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Penn Political Review: Do you believe 
that it is possible for socialists to aim to 
humanize the existing system of production 
by means of “compensatory redistribution 
through tax-and-transfer” in order to 
alleviate the burden of those suffering (as 
proposed by Bernie Sanders)? Or should 
socialists just try to achieve the long-term 
goal of abolishing capitalist economic 
organizations altogether? 

Noam Chomsky: Well, first of all we 
should recognize that, like most terms of 
political discourse, socialism has more or 
less, lost its meaning. Socialism used to 
mean something. If you go back far enough 
it meant basically control of production 
by producers, elimination of wage labor, 
democratization of all spheres of life; 
production, commerce, education, media, 
workers control of factories, community 
control of communities, and so on. That 
was socialism once. But it hasn’t meant 
that for a hundred years. Socialism meant 
something different. In fact, what were 
called the socialist countries in Eastern 
Europe were the most anti-socialist systems 
in the world. Workers had more rights in 
the United States and England than they 
had in Russia, and it was somehow still 
called socialism. 

As far as Bernie Sanders is concerned, he 
is a decent, honest person, and I supported 
him. What he means by socialism is New 
Deal Liberalism. In fact, his actual policies 
would not have been a great surprise to 
General Eisenhower. The fact that this is 
called a “political revolution” is a sign of 
how far to the right the political spectrum 
has shifted, mainly in the last 30 years 
since the neoliberal programs began to be 
instituted. What he was calling for was a 
restoration of something like New Deal 
Liberalism, which is a very good thing.

So, going to your question, I think we 
should ask: should people who care about 
human beings, their lives, and concerns 
seek to humanize the existing system of 
production by the means you describe? 
And the answer is sure they should do that, 
that’s better for people. Should they set out 
to the long term goal of abolishing capitalist 
economic organization altogether? Sure, I 
think so. It has had its achievements, but it 
is based on quite brutal assumptions. The 
very idea that there should be a certain 
class of people who give orders by virtue 
of their ownership of wealth and another 

huge class who take on orders and follow 
them because of their lack of access to 
wealth and power, that’s unacceptable. So, 
sure it should be abolished. But, those are 
not alternatives. Those are things you do 
together.

PPR: So you think one is the prerequisite of 
the other?

NC: They go in parallel.
 
PPR: There are political forces that emerge 
aiming to take advantage of some people’s 
desire for a transition to socialism. In the 
case of Greece, you claimed that it was 
“hard to see what options Syriza [a left-
wing Greek political party] had with the 
lack of external support.” 
Given that Syriza never stepped down even 
after they were forced to cooperate with 
the European Union, and even today show 
no evidence of pursuing socialist motives, 
how do you think that people can protect 
themselves from political forces that aim to 
take advantage of a desire for socialism but 
won’t follow through?

NC: The fact of the matter is, I think that 
the real tragedy of Greece – aside of the 
savagery of European bureaucracy, Brussels 
bureaucracy and northern banks, which 
was really savage –
is that the Greek crisis didn’t have to 
erupt. It could have been taken care of 
pretty easily at the very beginning. But 
it happened and Syriza came into office 
with a declared commitment to combat it, 
and in fact as I recall they actually called 
a referendum, which horrified Europe. 
The idea that people should be allowed 
to decide something about their own fate 
is just anathema to European elites… As a 
result of this criminal act of asking people 
what they want, Greece was punished even 
further. The demands of the Troika became 
much harsher because of the referendum. 
They were fearing a domino effect; if we 
pay attention to people’s desires others 
might get the same idea and the plague of 
democracy might actually spread, so we 
have to kill it right away at the roots. Then 
Syriza did succumb and ever since then 
they have done things that I think are quite 
unacceptable. 

You ask how people should respond? By 
creating something better. It is not easy, 
especially when they are isolated. Greece, 
alone, is in a very vulnerable position. If the 

Greeks had had support from progressive 
left and popular forces elsewhere in Europe 
they might have been able to resist the 
demands of the Troika, but they had almost 
no support. Not even from Portugal, Spain, 
or other left forces. They were left alone.

PPR: Is it possible to transition to socialism 
if it is not embraced by a clear majority? 

NC: I would hope not, because if it is 
imposed by a minority it will be another 
form of dictatorship and autocracy.

PPR: What is your opinion of the way Fidel 
Castro managed the transitional period 
during which he tried to move towards his 
long-term goal of establishing socialism in 
Cuba, given the disgraceful circumstances 
he was faced with? What is your response 
to the allegation that he led this transitional 
period as a dictator? 

NC: Well, what Castro’s actual goals were, 
we don’t actually know. He was sharply 
constrained from the first moment, by a 
harsh and cruel attack from the reigning 
superpower. We have to remember that 
literally within months after his taking 
office the planes from Florida were 
beginning to bomb Cuba. Within a year, 
the Eisenhower administration secretly, 
but formally, decided to overthrow the 
government. Then came the Bay of Pigs 
invasion. The Kennedy administration was 
furious about the failure of the invasion 
and immediately launched a major terrorist 
war and economic war that got harsher 
through the years. Under these conditions 
it is kind of amazing that Cuba survived.  
It is a small island right offshore a huge 
superpower which is trying to destroy it, 
and has obviously depended on the United 
States for survival for all of its recent history. 
But somehow, Cuba survived. It is true 
that it was a dictatorship: a lot of brutality, 
a lot of political prisoners, a lot of people 
killed. The transitional period refers to the 
period after Russian support declined and 
the US attack on Cuba was ideologically 
presented as necessary to defend the US 
from Russia. As soon as Russia disappeared 
the attack got harsher and there is almost 
no comment on that. What it tells you is 
that preceding claims where just outright 
lies… If you look at US internal documents, 
they explain very clearly what the threat of 
Cuba was. So, back in the early 1960s the 
State Department described the threat of 
Cuba as Castro’s successful defiance of US 
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policy, going back to the Monroe Doctrine. 
The Monroe Doctrine established the US 
claim to dominate the Western hemisphere 
and Castro was successfully defying that. 
That’s not tolerable. It is like somebody 
saying “let’s have democracy in Greece,” 
and we just can’t tolerate that so we have 
to destroy the threat at its roots. Nobody 
can successfully defy the master of the 
hemisphere, in fact of the world, hence the 
savagery. 

But the reaction was mixed. They were 
achievements, like health, literacy and so 
on. The internationalism was incredible. 
There is a reason why Nelson Mandela 
went to Cuba to praise Castro and thank 
the Cuban people almost as soon as he 
got out of jail. That’s a third world reaction 
and they understand it. Cuba played an 
enormous role in the liberation of Africa 
and the overthrow of Apartheid, sending 
doctors and teachers to the poorest places 
in the world, to Haiti, to Pakistan after 
the earthquake, almost everywhere. The 
internationalism is just astonishing. I don’t 
think there has been anything like it in 
history. The health achievements were 
astonishing. Health statistics in Cuba 
were about like in the United States, and 
take a look at the differences in wealth 
and power. On the other hand, there was 
a harsh dictatorship. So there was both. 
Transition to socialism? We cannot even 
talk about this. The conditions made it 
impossible, and we don’t know if there was 
an intention. 

PPR: As far as long-term socialist goals 
are concerned, do you agree that concrete 
proposals for socialist structures in the 
absence of capitalist forces are vital for 
creating a solid alternative, capable of 
appealing to a majority?  

NC: People are interested in authentic 
long-term, socialist goals, which is not 
what is usually called socialism. They 
should be thinking through carefully 
how the projected society should work, 
but not in extensive detail because a 
lot of things just have to be learned by 
experiment and we don’t know enough 
to plan societies in detail by any means. 
But, general guidelines could be worked 
out and many of the specific problems can 
be discussed. That should just be part of 
people’s popular consciousness. That’s how 
a transition to socialism could take place. 
When it becomes part of the consciousness, 

awareness and aspirations of the large 
majority of the population. So, take for 
example one of the major achievements 
in this direction: the anarchist revolution 
in Spain in 1936. There had been decades 
of preparation for that. In education, in 
activism and efforts, sometimes beating 
back, but when the moment came with 
the fascist attack the people had in their 
minds the way they wanted the society 
to be organized. We have seen it in other 
ways, too. Take, say, Europe’s reconstruction 
after the Second World War. The Second 
World War had really devastating effects 
for much of Europe. It really didn’t take 
them very long to reconstruct state 
capitalist democracies because it was in 
people’s heads. There were other parts of 
the world that were pretty much devastated 
and they couldn’t do it; they didn’t have 
the conceptions in their mind. A lot of it is 
human consciousness. 

PPR: There are several movements 
criticizing the current form of social and 
economic organization. Most of these 
movement unite against a common enemy, 
instead of uniting under a common vision, 
and also lack concrete alternative proposals. 
Do you believe that in organizing a socialist 
front, it is important to back criticism with 
proposals? Did the people involved in 
Occupy Wall Street or other movements in 
the United States do this successfully? 

NC: First of all, let’s take the Occupy 
movement. Occupy was not a movement, 
it was a tactic. You can’t sit forever in a park 
near Wall Street. You can’t do it for more 
than a few months. It was a tactic I had not 
predicted. If people asked me, I would have 
said “don’t do it.” But it was a great success, 
an enormous success, with a big impact on 
people’s thinking, on people’s actions. The 
whole concept of concentration of wealth 
(1% and 99%)… it was there of course, at 
the background of people’s understanding, 
but became prominent in the mass media 
(in the Wall Street Journal, for example) 
and it led to many forms of activism, it 
energized people and so on, but it was not 
a movement. The Left, in a general sense, 
is very much atomized. We live in highly 
atomized societies. People are pretty much 
alone; it’s you and your iPad. 

The major organizing centers, like the 
labor movement, have been severely 
weakened in the United States by policy. 
It didn’t happen like a hurricane. Policies 

are designed to undermine working class 
organization and the reason is not only the 
unions fight for workers’ rights, but they 
also have a democratizing effect. These are 
institutions in which people without power 
can get together, support one another, learn 
about the world, try out their ideas, initiate 
programs, and that is dangerous. That’s like 
a referendum in Greece. It is dangerous to 
allow that. 

We should recall that during the Second 
World War and the Great Depression 
there was an upsurge in popular, radical 
democracy. In all over the world. It 
took different forms, but it was there, 
everywhere. In Greece it was in the Greek 
revolution, and so on. And it had to be 
crushed. In countries like Greece, it was 
crushed by violence. In countries like Italy, 
where the US forces entered in 1943, it 
was crushed by attacking and destroying 
the anti-German partisans and restoring 
the traditional order. In countries like the 
United States it was crushed not by violence 
– capitalist power doesn’t have that capacity 
here – but starting in the late 1940s huge 
efforts were undertaken to try and destroy 
and undermine the labor movement. It 
picked up sharply under Reagan, it picked 
up again under Clinton, and after that the 
labor movement has been really weak, and 
in different countries it has taken different 
forms. But that was one of the institutions 
which did let people come together to act 
cooperatively and with mutual support and 
others have been pretty much decimated 
as well. 

There are a lot of people that form 
movements around particular 
commitments, like gay rights. It is 
important, but it does not link easily to, 
say, economic rights, and it often looks 
like it’s opposed to them. The attempt to 
bring these together has yet to be done in 
a truly effective way, and I think it can be. 
The Sanders and Corbyn movements, the 
Podemos and others could move in that 
direction.

PPR: Do you believe that Trump’s 
presidency could actually lead to “friendly 
fascism,” or is he just another side of the 
political establishment? Does his rise 
provide ground for re-defining and uniting 
a socialist movement under a common 
vision in the United States?

NC: The answer to that is basically up to 
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you and your friends. It depends on how 
people, especially young people, react. 
There are plenty of opportunities, and they 
could be taken. If they are, I think we could 
have something like that, but it is basically 
a choice. It is not inevitable by any means. 
Just take what is likely to happen. Trump 
is highly unpredictable. He doesn’t know 
what he plans. What might happen for 
example, is this: a lot of people who voted 
for Trump, working class people, voted for 
Obama in 2008. They were seduced by the 
slogans “hope” and “change.” They didn’t 
get hope, they didn’t get change, they were 
disillusioned. This time they voted for 
another candidate who is calling for hope 
and change and has promised to deliver 
all kinds of amazing things. Well, he is not 
going to deliver them. So, what happens in 
a couple of years, when he hasn’t delivered 
them and that same constituency is 
disillusioned, what’s very likely, is that the 
power system will do what it typically does 
under such conditions: try to scapegoat the 
more vulnerable to say, “Yeah, you haven’t 
gotten what we promised, and the reason 
is those worthless people, the Mexicans, 
the blacks, the Syrian immigrants, the 
welfare cheats. They are the ones who are 
destroying everything. Let’s go after them. 
The gays, they are the ones to blame.” 
That could happen. It has happened 
over and over in history with pretty ugly 
consequences. And whether this could 
succeed depends on the kind of resistance 
that will be mounted by people just like 
you. The answer to this question should be 
directed to you not to me. 
 
PPR: One of the main arguments against 
socialism is that human nature is by 
definition selfish and competitive, so 
people can only flourish in a capitalist 
environment, which requires those 
characteristics. Do you agree? 

NC: Bear in mind that capitalism is a tiny 
period of human society. You never really 
had capitalism, you always had one or 
another variant of state capitalism. The 
reason is capitalism would self-destruct in 
no time. So the business classes have always 
demanded strong, straight intervention 
to protect the society from the destructive 
effects of market forces because they don’t 
want everything destroyed. So we had 
one or another form of state capitalism 
during an extremely brief period of human 
history, which tells us essentially nothing 
about human nature. If you look at human 

societies and human interactions, you can 
find anything. You find selfishness, you find 
altruism, you find sympathy.

Let’s take Adam Smith, the patron-saint of 
capitalism, what did he think? He thought 
the main human instinct was sympathy. 
In fact, take a look at the word “invisible 
hand.” Which, of course, you learned 
about, or you think you’ve learned about. 
Take a look at the actual way in which he 
used the phrase. There is almost no relation 
to what is claimed. Actually, it is not hard 
to find out, because he only used it twice 
in any relevant sense. Once in each of his 
two major books. In his major book, The 
Wealth of Nations, the phrase appears 
once, and it appears to what amounts to a 
critique of neo-liberal globalization. What 
he says is, he is interested in England; in 
England the manufacturers and merchants 
invested abroad and imported from 
abroad. They might benefit but it will be 
wrongful to England. Their commitment 
to their home country is sufficient, so they 
are unlikely to do this and therefore, by 
an invisible hand, England will be saved 
from the impact of what we call neo-liberal 
globalization. That is one use. The other 
use is in his other major book, The Theory 
of Moral Sentiments, which people do not 
read much, but for him it was the major 
book. He is an egalitarian, he believed in 
equality of outcome, not opportunity. He is 
an enlightenment figure, pre-capitalist. He 
says, suppose in England, one landowner 
got most of the land and other people 

would have nothing to live on. He says it 
wouldn’t matter much, because the rich 
land owner, by virtue of his sympathy for 
other people would distribute resources 
among them, so that by an invisible hand, 
we would end up with a pretty egalitarian 
society. That is his conception of human 
nature. That is not the way invisible hand 
is used by the people who you took courses 
with or whose books you read. That shows 
a difference in doctrine, not in fact. What 
we actually know about human nature, is 
that it has all of these possibilities. 
 
PPR: As we observed in recent examples, 
misuse of power especially in the 
transitional period is a serious obstacle in 
an effort for the establishment of socialism, 
and can lead to what you have referred 
to as “miserable tyranny.” What do you 
think democracy should look like in the 
transitional and steady state stages of 
socialism?

NC: First of all, as I said, I don’t really think 
there have been transitional periods to 
socialism. There have been efforts, but 
they have usually been destroyed by a 
combination of external force and internal 
corruption. The way the two interact with 
one another is a question of empirical 
inquiry for different times, so I don’t think 
we can draw any conclusions, except that 
there is a lot of struggle. 

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