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letter from the editor
With his December 2014 announcement of renewed 

relations and intention to remove the embargo, President 
Obama has begun a new chapter in U.S.-Cuba affairs. 
The long-term results of his plans, however, are far 
from clear. President Obama faces stiff congressional 
opposition in the Republican-controlled chambers. 
Could lifting the embargo help the Cuban people? Might 
Cuba become a democracy? Or will the island turn into 
an oligarchy similar to Russia?

With a Cuban backdrop, it is my pleasure to introduce 
the first magazine produced by the 2015 PPR team. For 
over a decade, the Penn Political Review has been the 
premier forum for campus political discourse. This year,  
we are adding a “Penn” section for students to voice their 
opinions on campus issues specifically. No matter where 
you fall on the spectrum, we hope to offer you a series of 
engaging perspectives. Enjoy!

History has seen the United States and Cuba 
intersect time and again. This should not be surprising 
as Cuba lies only ninety miles from the Florida Keys. 
In fact, during the 19th century, the United States 
contemplated annexing the beautiful island. Ultimately, 
Cuba gained its  liberation from Spain in 1898 following 
U.S. intervention in the Cuban War of Independence. 

50 years afterwards, there would be close economic 
and diplomatic ties between the two nations. In 1952, 
Fulgencio Batista came to power in a coup d’état and 
formed a dictatorship. Though a dictator, Batista 
remained an American ally and was favorable towards 
U.S. corporations. He colluded with the Italian-
American Mafia, allowing the streets of Havana to fill 
with casinos, gambling, and cocaine trafficking. The 
mob’s activities in Havana are even portrayed in The 
Godfather II.  

A young lawyer named Fidel Castro eventually 
expelled Batista in 1959 and established a communist 
government. A Soviet ally now just ninety miles away, 
the U.S. sought to oust Castro but was never successful. 
We would soon see the failed 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion, 
the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, various CIA plots to 
assassinate Castro, and an embargo on the communist 
island that remains to this day. 

Dear Reader,

              Brian P. Goldman
              Editor-in-Chief, PPR

Brian Goldman
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STORY BY NADIA TAREEN

WE’LL BE WATCHING YOU
OVERSIGHT OF THE CIA AND OTHER 

INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES
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I don’t think anything about this report 
stops a President who is inclined to want 
to use something like this again.

 A former CIA interrogator shared 
this opinion with TIME magazine in light 
of the recent release of the Senate Torture 
Report in December 2014. In this interview, 

CIA’s “enhanced interrogation techniques,” 
which include waterboarding and extreme 
sleep deprivation for weeks a time.  The 
interrogator’s defense came in response to 
an outpouring of criticism from many across 
the political spectrum, who asserted that 
the interrogation tactics used amounted to 
torture.  Senator John McCain, himself a 
former prisoner of war, stated that the CIA 
questioning methods “stained our national 
honor [and] did much harm and little 
practical good.” His former political rival, 
President Obama, concurred that “these 
harsh methods were…inconsistent with our 
values as a nation.”
 Despite this public outcry in the 
aftermath of this report’s release, questions 
remain about how citizens and the 

interrogator’s comment above indicates that 
given the status quo, none of the perpetrators 

punished or are barred from doing so again 
in the future.  How can we increase oversight 
of our intelligence agencies? What is the 
best way to balance national security and 
transparency? 
 Like the United States, many 
countries are facing the same questions in 
response to the leaking of morally and legally 
questionable behavior on the part of their 
intelligence agencies. In the UK, given the 2013 
disclosures on mass surveillance programs by 
the British Government Communications 
Headquarters, many have called for increased 
accountability of government agencies. 
Former Home Secretary David Blunkett 
has demanded transparency in judicial 
oversight, remarking that security services’ 
claim that “we know and you mustn’t know” is 
unacceptable. In South America, Argentinian 
President Cristina Fernandez de Kirchner 
proposed to dissolve the country’s current 
intelligence agency and replace it with a 
federally run agency, after reports broke out 
of the mysterious death of prosecutor Alberto 
Nismán. He was killed right before he was 
set to appear in Congress to present evidence 

regarding a 1994 bombing of a synagogue in 
Buenos Aires.
 Although many countries and 
governments  agree that reform of 
intelligence agencies is needed, there are no 
clear answers on how to improve oversight. 
Declassifying certain information presents 
risks to domestic security; keeping all 
operations secretive prevents accountability 
and opens the door for circumvention of 

themselves in this dilemma, caught between 
reporting the truth and protecting government 
interests. This February, the CIA asked news 
organizations to refrain from publishing a 
story about the United States’ role in the 
assassination of an important Hezbollah 
operative. Newsweek complied with the 
agency’s requests, while the Washington Post 
did not and instead published the story ahead 
of schedule. Newsweek representatives felt 

publicly stating, “Americans were not harmed 
by the story not being told immediately, 
unlike the stories about the National Security 
Agency’s wiretapping program.” 
 In this case, Newsweek felt the 
CIA’s request to withhold the story was 

retention of this information. However, in 
those instances where the CIA attempts to 
classify information that directly impacts 

the Constitution or international law, what is 
the best course of action? 

oversight lies in who we pick to lead groups 
like the Senate Intelligence Committee. 
Republican Senator Richard Burr of North 
Carolina is currently the chairman. He has 
consistently defended the culture of secrecy 
that exists in the CIA, even saying publicly, 
“I personally don’t believe that anything that 
goes on in the intelligence committee should 
ever be discussed publicly.” Before Burr began 
serving in this position and protecting the 
CIA from the public eye, Democratic Senator 
Dianne Feinstein of California was the 
chairwoman of the Intelligence Committee, 
and played an instrumental role in the 
release of the critical Torture Report. In the 
process, the CIA hacked into the computers 
of Feinstein and her hackers (and has openly 
admitted to doing so).  
 Overseeing committees need 
independence from the agencies they watch 

in order to truly hold them accountable. 
Protecting the CIA from the public eye, as 
Burr appears to be doing, and hacking into 
Senators’ computers to prevent the release of 
unsavory information erode the investigation 
process and emphasize the very issues such 
oversight committees are trying to solve. 
 The inability of American 

accountable without agency interference 
has resulted in the international community 
serving as whistleblower. The United Nations 
has spoken out about the Senate Torture 
Report, with Ben Emmerson, the UN’s special 
rapporteur on counterterrorism and human 

responsible for these alleged violations of 
international law. This response from the UN 
raises concerns about breaches of sovereignty, 

increased international oversight – possibly 
more separation from the investigated 
agencies and freedom from interference. 
 Suggestions of more stringent 
monitoring by the Intelligence Committee 
and introducing more international oversight 
have not been met with enthusiasm from 
the CIA. However, research has shown 
that stronger systems of accountability are 

The Secrecy Dilemma in National Security, 
has found that when a democracy has a 
security agency with strong accountability, 
the country is more likely to be successful 
in foreign policy crises than more secretive 
counterparts. 
 Publicizing information like the 
report released in December is an important 

for the associated legal violations, even after 

accountability deters future abuses of power 

entrusted with the responsibility to protect us. 
Independent, non-political oversight is one 
possible solution that our legislators ought 
to consider in order to prevent such shocking 
revelations in the future. 

Nadia Tareen hails from Bryn Mawr, PA and is 
a senior in The Huntsman Program studying 
International Studies, Spanish, and OPIM. On 

Impact Consulting and is on the board for the 
Cipactli Latino Honors Society. 
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The federal government should 
consider overturning the current 
export ban of crude oil produced 

in the United States. The current export 
ban dates back to 1975 and its origins stem 
from the oil shocks of that time.  The ban, 
however, is largely antiquated today due 
to the changing landscape of the US oil 
industry.  Removing the export ban will 
strengthen the US energy sector as well as 

 The 1970’s were indeed a 
tumultuous for the US energy sector and 
the US economy in general.  US crude oil 
production had begun to decline by the 
start of the decade.  This decline in supply 

was further exacerbated by the OPEC oil 
embargo of 1973, which led to an almost 
quadruple increase in the price of a barrel 
of crude oil from $3 to $12.  The shock 
this had in the economy highlighted the 
United States’ reliance on foreign oil, and 
suddenly it was no longer simply a matter 
of economic policy, but one of national 
security.  
 The Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act was enacted in 1975, 
and the Export Administration Act of 
1979 soon followed.  Together these acts 
prohibited the export of US crude oil.  
The laws themselves are complicated and 
riddled with exceptions and allowances.  

It is permissible, for example, to export 
an obscure type of crude oil from Alaska 
to Canada if you have a special license.  
It is also possible to export crude oil end 
products like gasoline and propane, but not 
crude oil itself.  Over the past decade, the 
United States has grown into the largest 

the world.  If the expressed purpose of the 
export ban is to keep energy within the 
US, it has already failed.  Furthermore, the 
ban was largely enacted out of the growing 
fear of depleting US oil reserves.  This is 
no longer the case.  Due to the emergence 
of fracking and shale oil reserves, US oil 
is booming and production has increased 

STORY BY BRIAN LIU

EXTENDING THE PIPELINE
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almost 50% from 5 million barrels a day 
in 2008 to 7.5 million barrels a day in 2013.  
In a sense, the spirit and purpose of the 
law, keeping energy in the US and fear of 
depletion of oil reserves, have diminished 

And while the original intent of 
the export ban has diminished over time, 
overturning the ban would introduce 
healthy reform into the US energy sector.  
Allowing the export of crude oil would 
greatly help struggling frackers, whose 
margins have been shrunk thin due to 
the recent fall in oil prices.  The bulk of 
American oil production is light crude 

heavy crude oil because of past reliance 
on imports from Latin America and the 
Persian Gulf.  In fact, there have been no 

infrastructure to process and transport 
the new crude oil leads to few viable 
domestic buyers and forces producers to 
keep the oil in the ground or to sell it at 
unfavorable prices.  Allowing the export 
of crude could provide a much-needed 
lifeline to these frackers.   Producers could 
take advantage of the spread between 

the American benchmark for oil, West 
Texas Intermediate (WTI), and the Brent, 
a standard that much of the rest of the 
world uses as a benchmark for oil prices.  
According to industry executives, crude 
oil exports would immediately rise by 
several billion dollars a year. It would 
also encourage the investment in oil and 
gas production in the US as opposed to 
abroad.  Capital expenditure spending by 
oil exploration companies would pump 
money into the economy as well as create 
jobs.  Furthermore, the elimination of 
the opaque export laws will create more 
certainty in the oil industry and could 
potentially lead to incentives to create new 
infrastructure.

would not only be felt by the oil industry but 
also by American consumers.  An increase 
in the production of oil will further depress 
global oil prices, which would be a boon to 
consumers everywhere.  The end products 

of consumer goods and would reduce the 
transportation cost of many goods going 
to market. According to an IHS report, 

export ban could lead to an average of 
$400 of disposable income per American 
household in 2018.  Furthermore, 
according to the same report, in a very 
bullish situation uplifting the ban could 
create 1 million new American jobs. 

American foreign policy.  It would show that 
America is taking a strong commitment 

our allies in Europe by relieving them of 
pressure from Russia, and it could provide 
the United States with leverage if it were 
to ever become a major oil exporter. Most 
importantly, however, allowing crude oil 
exports will not harm US national security. 

Allowing US companies to export crude 
oil will not increase American reliance on 
foreign oil.  Overturning the ban should, 

produce more oil.  And if during a time of 
war or national emergency, the US should 
need to harbor its oil supply then exports 
could be temporarily suspended.

The reasons to maintain the 
export ban have lost meaning through 
time and the ever-dynamic face of the 
energy industry.  Lifting the export ban 
will positively support oil companies, US 
consumers, and American foreign policy.  
And while, there are concerns of risks 
to national security, these risks can be 
easily mitigated, and the broader gains of 
liberalizing trade far exceed the losses that 
may arise from it.  As this article was going 
to print, lawmakers and energy industry 
executives have conducted a series of talks 

the crude oil export ban.  According to 
George Baker, director of the chief lobbying 

of very productive meetings with senators 
from both parties and the administration 
and look forward to continuing those 
conversations in the months ahead.”  The 
conversation has begun anew—hopefully 
legislation should soon follow.

Brian Liu is a junior in the Wharton School 
concentrating in Finance and Accounting. He is 
a member of Wharton Investment and Trading 
Group.

“An increase in the production of oil will 
further depress global oil prices, which 
would be a boon to consumers everywhere.”

“““



8 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | Spring 2015

NAT IONAL

STORY BY MCKENNA KLEIN

ELECTION 2016
 THE REPUBLICANS’ CIRCUS
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Too many party leaders, politicians, and 
activists are throwing their name in the 
hat in the race to be the 2016 nominee for 

the Republicans. According to the Washington 
Post, as of writing, there are 23 names and 
counting on the list of potential presidential 

of prospective candidates is destructive to the 
GOP’s prospects of taking back the White 
House in 2016, as it allows the far right-wing 
to fuel the party’s perception problem, it leads 
to a divisive primary, and it makes the most 
electable candidates unelectable in the general 
election.

The Perception Problem

 It is beginning to look like a circus 20 
months before the election. Individuals of all 
fame have hinted at their interest in running in 
the primary from former Florida governor Jeb 
Bush to celebrity millionaire Donald Trump. 
Even Sarah Palin announced her consideration 
of a run for president. Fortunately, her rambling 
episode at the 2015 Iowa Freedom Summit 
coupled with her family’s recent run ins with 

of gaining traction among very conservative 
voters and donors. 
 Also, although not being considered 

host of the Iowa Freedom Summit Steve King 
did damage to the party’s image in regard to 
immigration while speaking at his event. In 
an attempt at humor, he claimed DREAMers 
were from another planet. It doesn’t help that 
many of the Republican Party’s biggest names -  
like governors Scott Walker and Chris Christie 
- were in attendance and even spoke at the 
conservative gathering.
 Then there’s former Arkansas 
governor Mike Huckabee who quit his media 
positions and has been touring the country in an 

before the primary race begins. His provocative 
comments about same-sex marriage and his 
threat to leave the party if it were to support gay 
marriage do the Republican Party no justice, 
and it inadvertently provides fodder for the 
Democrats to continue their message that the 
Grand Old Party is out of touch with everyday 
Americans.
 A Gallup poll showed that Americans’ 
biggest critique of the Republican Party is its 
rigidity and unwillingness to compromise. 
Senator Ted Cruz (R-TX), a favorite among 
the Tea Party to run for president, protested 

President Obama’s executive order on 

appointed to judgeships and the Surgeon 

for obstructionism because it has emboldened 
his conservative base as he eyes a potential run 
in 2016. While these tactics may make Cruz 
a darling among Tea Party conservatives, it 
exacerbates the GOP’s perception problem, 
especially in regard to its perceived willingness 
to compromise.

2016: Another 2012?

 Another negative dimension to 

divisive atmosphere that will surely result 
from a contentious primary season. In fact, we 
could see an arguably more disruptive repeat 
of the 2012 primary. In 2012, former Republican 
nominee for President Mitt Romney, was seen 
by pundits and analysts as the frontrunner 
for the nomination throughout the 2012 
Republican primary.  But, he experienced 
wave after wave of more right-wing candidates 
starting with Gov. Rick Perry (R-TX) and ending 
with former Sen. Rick Santorum (R-PA). 
Evidently, the more conservative element of the 
GOP felt that Romney was never conservative 
enough.
 We can expect similar attacks 
on Jeb Bush, as it appears he will be the 
Republican frontrunner in this election cycle. 
He has already taken heat from conservative 
activists for his stances on Common Core and 
immigration.
 Further, not only does the high 
number of potential candidates result in the 
deepening of the divide within the party, but 
it also exhausts the GOP’s money supply. 
Currently, Bush and New Jersey governor 
Chris Christie are vying for the Establishment’s 
money supply. Not to mention, potential 
Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton appears 
to be facing little competition in her primary 
race, and she has been laying the foundation 
for a strong campaign anchored on a war 
chest of funds. Interestingly, Clinton has found 
success in courting some of Romney’s Wall 
Street donors.
 Aside from the threat of Hillary 
Clinton’s fundraising abilities, a divisive, drawn 
out primary will exhaust Republicans’ donors. 
According to the Washington Post, former 
governor Bush and Sen. Marco Rubio are trying 
to attract the same donors in Florida. In Texas, 

Bush is tapping into his family’s ties while these 
benefactors are also being courted by Gov. Rick 
Perry and Sen. Ted Cruz. Then, Huckabee, 
Santorum, Louisiana Gov. Bobby Jindal, and 

evangelical donors like investor Foster Friess. In 
the 2016 presidential election, the GOP cannot 

money supply if it wishes to be successful 
against presumptive Democratic challenger 
Hillary Clinton and her giant campaign.

(Un)Electability

 As expressed earlier, the 2016 
Republican primaries are shaping out to be 
very similar to the 2012 primaries in which 
the frontrunning establishment-endorsed 
candidate faces a barrage of right-wing 
candidates. Like in 2012 - and generally-
speaking most primaries - the more moderate 
candidate gets pulled closer to the extremities 
within to party to be able to survive the criticism 
and win the nomination. 
 In 2012, Mitt Romney was a very 
electable candidate. He may not have had 

experience as a businessman and governor 
were appealing to many independent and 
moderate voters. That said, his comments on 
self-deportation as a viable immigration policy 

statements, but it served as an attempt to win 
over the conservative side of the GOP. As a 
result, he was torn apart by the Democrats in 
the general election, and his inability to attract 
Hispanic voters in swing states like Florida and 
Colorado was one of the many reasons why 
he lost a winnable race. Thus, a combative 
primary with many contestants will make 
electable candidates unelectable. It will be of 
great interest to watch how the more moderate 
Jeb Bush or more libertarian Sen. Rand Paul (R-
KY) handle pressures to take more conservative 
views, as they face an onslaught of Tea Party 
and evangelical contenders.
 Ultimately, many of the prospective 
candidates need to re-evaluate their decisions 
because a crowded, contentious primary is 
destructive to the Republican Party’s future 
and will lead to Democrats maintaining their 
occupancy of the White House.

Mckenna Klein is a sophomore studying Philosophy, 
Politics, and Economics with a concentration in 
Public Policy. He is a member of the boards of The 
Statesman and Tamid.
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as of February 1st, allegations of sexual 
assault brought to the University are resolved 
in a three-step process. An investigation of 

led by former Philadelphia prosecutor 

of fact. The team then decides whether 
the accused student is responsible for a 
violation of the University’s sexual violence 

 Either the respondent or the 
complainant may appeal the Investigative 

Panel, a group of three faculty members 
who receive a copy of the Investigative 

interviews of all concerned parties. There 
is no opportunity in the hearing for 
the complainant, respondent, or their 
representatives to question each other. 

determination of responsibility, and a 
sanction. 
 Either party may appeal any or 
all of these decisions to a faculty member 
designated as Disciplinary Appellate 

On February 18th, a group of Penn 
Law faculty including professors 
of a broad range of legal, political, 

and philosophical perspectives, and 
comprising about one third of the school’s 
tenured and tenure-track faculty, published 
an open letter voicing strong objection to 
Penn’s new sexual assault policies. These 
recently implemented changes govern the 
University’s handling of claims of student-
on-student sexual violence within the 
campus disciplinary system. 
 The letter’s release made Penn 
the second Ivy League university to be 

of its law school faculty after amending 
sexual violence response policies. This 
past October, twenty-eight members of the 
Harvard Law School faculty published an 
op-ed in the Boston Globe condemning 
amendments to Harvard’s sexual assault 
adjudication policies, which were enacted 
the previous July. Similar to the letter 
released by the Harvard professors, the 
criticisms of the signatory Penn Law faculty 
focused on the new policy’s abridgment 
of the due process and fundamental 
fairness rights of students accused of 
sexual misconduct in campus disciplinary 
hearings. 

material, which may include new materials 
not seen by the hearing panel or the 
investigator, and makes -- depending on 

of fact, determination of responsibility, and 

 The law faculty’s letter critiques 
the single-investigative-entity model of 

requirement in the hearing phase, and the 
“preponderance of the evidence” standard 
used by all three phases. They argue that 
the use of a “single-investigator” combines 
the functions of investigator, prosecutor, 

body, whose decision is likely to be 
simply ‘rubber-stamped’ by later appeals. 
The hearing panel, given its lack of a 
unanimity requirement and its low (50.01%, 
numerically) evidentiary standard means 
that it would be obligated to render a verdict 
of “responsible” if only two out of three 
members were only slightly more than 
halfway-certain that the accused student is 

bound by the “preponderance” standard, 

“responsible” if they are almost 50% certain 
that the accused student is innocent.
 Additionally, the professors note, 

STORY BY ALEC WARD

STANDING IDLY BY: 
PENN’S NEW SEXUAL ASSAULT POLICY 

REPRESENTS A FAILURE TO 
STAND UP FOR STUDENTS
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Procedure Act requires that “substantive” 
new federal regulations — understood to 

upon those against whom they are enforced 
— must be submitted for public notice and 
comment before adoption. The DCL was 
never submitted for notice and comment, as 
OCR claims the rules imposed are merely 
“interpretive,” meaning that they do not 

colleges must behave. I would venture to 
say that, given the nature of the DCL’s rules 
and the vigor with which they have been 
enforced since being changed, this claim 
would be extremely unlikely to hold up in 
court. In other words, if  Penn were to seek an 
injunction against the DCL’s enforcement, 
they would almost certainly be successful. 
 Penn’s choice to enact DCL-
compliant policies despite the relative ease 
with which these backward requirements 
could likely be defeated in court 
demonstrates that the institution simply 
can’t be bothered to stand up for its students’ 
rights and its faculty’s convictions when it 
has nothing tangible to gain by doing so.

Alec Ward is a College Sophomore from 
Washington, DC studying History. He writes 
a weekly column for The Daily Pennsylvanian 
which appears on Wednesdays.

an accused student who is also facing 
criminal charges for the same accusation 

having to remain silent in their own defense 
on campus in order to preserve their right 
to non-self-incrimination in a criminal trial, 
since any testimony they give to University 

court.
 For all these reasons and more 
(the list of ways in which new policies at 
Penn, Harvard, and many other schools 
fail the basic requirements of due process 
and fundamental fairness could, without 
exaggeration, take up a dozen pages or 
more), the policies at Penn and Harvard 
create adjudicatory processes which 
are, in the words of the Harvard letter, 
“overwhelmingly stacked against the 

country seem to recognize this, so why don’t 
the administrators who write these policies? 
The answer seems to be that, in the face of 

the University would rather roll over on 
fundamental fairness than challenge the 
government’s wrongheaded mandate to 
reduce due process. In other words, they 
seem, in the face of federal pressure to do 

 That federal pressure has come 

in a variety of forms, including the implied 
threat of burdensome investigations, 
the explicit threat of costly sanctions. In 
addition, the resolution agreements struck 
between the Department of Education’s 

of other schools have showcased the 
government’s preference for stripped-down 
adjudication procedures. The policies OCR 
has been zealously enforcing come mainly 
from a 2011 document known as the “Dear 
Colleague” letter (DCL) that purported 
simply to explain requirements imposed by 
federal Title IX anti-discrimination law on 
colleges and universities that receive federal 
funding. Title IX does not actually refer to 
sexual assault in its statutory text, but rather 
prohibits “discrimination on the basis of 
sex,” which a series of legal decisions has 
decided extends to assault and harassment. 
As such, OCR is permitted to regulate sexual 

federally funded colleges to adjudicate 
claims of sexual assault on campus using 
the preponderance of evidence standard. In 
the history of Title IX, this requirement had 
never before been articulated or enforced.
 As such, there is a very strong case 
to be made that the DCL’s requirements were 
illegally imposed. The 1946 Administrative 
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From now on, Puerto Rico will 
no longer only share a similar 
f lag and culture with Cuba. As 

a leader within the Caribbean region, 
Puerto Rico has played an important 
role for the United States in promoting 
economic development and serving 
as a sounding board for diplomatic 
relationships with other islands in the 
region. Now that Cuba and the United 
States will normalize their diplomatic 
and economic relationship, Puerto 
Rico will play a quintessential role in 
mediating new economic, political, 
social, and cultural developments 
between both countries. 
 Puerto Rico and Cuba’s 
common colonial pasts explain – to a 
great extent – why the two had such 
a strong relationship at the end of the 

nineteenth century. In a constant battle 
for independence from Spain, Cuban 
and Puerto Rican leaders met to devise 
strategies to further the independence 
movement. Both islands had the idea 
of aiding each other, which led to 
meetings in New York City and even an 
almost-identical f lag that differed only 
in color organization. Many influential 
individuals, including José Martí and 
Lola Rodríguez de Tió, were at the 
forefront of the movements. 
 More than shared political 
interests, Puerto Rico and Cuba share 
music, food, climate, and language. 
Nevertheless, at the turn of the 
twentieth century the relationship 
became increasingly dissimilar. 
On one side, Cuba developed as an 
independent country, while Puerto 

Rico grew increasingly Americanized. 
As Fidel Castro seized power in Cuba, 
both islands developed even more 
distinctive approaches to development, 
as Cuba established itself within the 
Soviet bloc and Puerto Rico formalized 
its relationship with the United States 
through the Constitution of Puerto 
Rico. On the f lip side, the Cuban crisis 
also produced a different relationship 

was receiving thousands of Cuban 
exiles (most of whom are still alive 
today), which contributed to a Puerto 
Rican-based interest in Cuba. 
 One of the most important 
aspects of the normalization of the 
relationship between the United States 
and Cuba will be change to both 
countries’ economic policies toward 

STORY BY SEBASTIÁN NEGRÓN REICHARD

THE ROLE OF PUERTO RICO IN
THE U.S.-CUBA RELATIONSHIP
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each other. As the United States develops 
its economic and energy policies 
through the Caribbean and Latin 
America, it can benefit from having 
Puerto Rico serve as a middleman 
considering both its shared history and 
culture with Cuba and its current status 
as a U.S. territory. Although Puerto 
Rico’s political situation is another 
matter, the island currently benefits 
from the U.S. federal legal framework 
ranging from immigration to economic 
policies. In terms of potential economic 
cooperation, the United States and 
Puerto Rico could benefit from many 

• American corporations with Caribbean/
Latin American headquarters in Puerto 
Rico can use the Puerto Rican office as a 
sounding board for entering the Cuban 
market. The shared culture and language 
between both islands will facilitate 
engagements, deals, and understanding 
of the market. 

• U.S. investors who have moved – and 
will continue to move – to Puerto Rico 

laws implemented by the Puerto Rican 
government including Acts 20 and 
22. These laws provide tremendous 
opportunities for wealthy individuals 
and corporations to headquarter in 

Puerto Rico while paying considerably 
less taxes. In turn, these individuals 
and corporations can initiate 

aforementioned point. 
• Both American and Puerto Rican 

universities can partner with Cuban 
universities to share knowledge 

the Cuban academics can provide 
American ones with excellent medical 
sector knowledge, while Americans 
can provide Cubans with knowledge of 
the technology and innovation sectors. 

• Puerto Rico can provide opportunities 
for Cuban students and companies to 
learn from its increasing participation 
in the aerospace industry. 

 In terms of potential 
disadvantages of the renewed Cuban-
American relationship, Puerto Rico could 
face increased competition for American 
tourists. Hence, Puerto Rico must 

positioning itself as a strong player within 
the Caribbean. Moreover, Cuba could 

encourage companies to relocate from 
Puerto Rico to Cuba. This, however, would 
come at the cost of an unsophisticated 
manufacturing labor force.  

 The opportunities for American 
growth in Cuba are innumerable. The 
role that Puerto Rico can play is also 
unique. Puerto Rico can capitalize on 
the fact that Miami is unlikely to serve 
as the central link between the Cuba and 
the United States, as strong, conservative 
Cuban exiles reasonably do not approve 
of the normalized relations. It will take 
time before Cuban exiles in the United 
States begin to assimilate to the idea of an 
open Cuba. In the long run, Puerto Rico’s 

States in general considering Cubans 
can reconnect with the shared culture, 
history, religion, language, and music 
between the two islands. 
 The real challenge now is for 
Americans to acknowledge Puerto Rico 
as an entry point to Cuba and for Puerto 
Ricans (especially government, business, 
and organization leaders) to acknowledge 
this opportunity for self-promotion. 
Hopefully Puerto Rico and Cuba can 
come to cooperate “as two wings of a 
bird.”

Sebastián Negrón-Reichard is a junior from 

and international studies in the Huntsman 
Program at Penn. He is currently president of 
Wharton Latino and Co-Chair of the Seniors 
for The Penn Fund Committee.
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THE FATE OF CHRISTIANITY IN IRAQ
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I          SIS’s efforts to expunge the 
Christian presence from 
northern Iraq have gone 
beyond the mass murder 

and expulsion of local Christians. 
Attempting to destroy all signs of 
Nineveh’s Christian heritage, ISIS 
has destroyed historic buildings 
and holy sites associated with 
Christianity. Sometime in late July, 
ISIS militants demolished two 
shrines in Mosul believed to house 
the remains of the prophets Jonah 
and Daniel respectively. Considered 
sacred by many Muslims as well 
as Christians in Mosul, ISIS first 
prohibited prayers at the historic 
sites before lining the structures 
with explosives, reducing them 
to rubble. Along with the shrines, 
an 1,800 year old church was 
burned under orders from ISIS, 
and Christian schools have been 
renamed and their curricula 
modified in order to erase the 
memory of the Christian presence 
in Mosul.
            To date, the majority of 
Iraqi Christians live as internally 

displaced refugees in the urban 
centers of the KRG. While some 
were lucky enough to find work 
and housing, most reside in 
cramped and squalid conditions 
in churches, tents, and unfinished 
construction projects, halted due to 
the conflict.  With no end in sight 
to Iraq’s conflict with ISIS, many 

Iraqi Christians are despairing of 
any hope of a return to their homes, 
and many plan to leave the country 
permanently.

On February 17,  2015, 
President Obama discussed the 
need to tackle the roots of terrorism 
and extremist ideology in the 
Middle East by fighting poverty and 

institutionalizing stable democratic 
governments in the region. If 
democratization is indeed to be a 
component of America’s strategy for 
combating terror, then just helping 
to better the lives of the region’s 
Muslims is not enough. The ability 
of Arab countries such as Iraq, 
but also Egypt, Syria, and others 
throughout the region, to assure 
minority rights and institutionalize 
ethnic and religious pluralism is 
a potent barometer of the region’s 
ability to sustain democracy. 
Understood in that context, 
protecting Iraqi Christians is not 
simply a moral obligation, nor a key 
to helping rebuild a broken Iraqi 
state. Safeguarding Christianity 
in Iraq, along with the Yazidis and 
others, must be viewed as a national 
security interest. 

Daniel Williams of the 
Washington Post reports that 
one priest who was ransomed in 
Baghdad was warned by a Muslim 
acquaintance, “Saturday’s gone. 
Why are you still  here Sunday?” 
After a 2,500 year history in the 
“land between two rivers,” Iraqi 
Jewry has for the most part departed, 
driven out by a combination of 
state persecution and anti-Semitic 
violence at the grassroots. Today, 
one of the world’s most ancient 
Christian communities appears 
to be facing a similar fate in the 
aftermath of the Arab Spring. Will 
the international community stand 
idly by as another thread in Iraq’s 
communal fabric unravels, or will 
the Obama administration commit 
the force necessary to fight the 
ideological battle he has proposed? 
Only time will tell,  but for Iraqi 
Christians it may be too little too 
late. 

Joshua Spector is a senior in the College 
where he studies Modern Middle East 
Studies and Political Science with a 
focus on International Relations. He 
is the former head of the Penn Israel 
Public Affairs Committee (PIPAC) and 
has interned for Senator Robert Casey, 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
and the Anti-Defamation League.

“After a 2,500 year history in the ‘ land 
between two rivers, ’  Iraqi Jewry has for 
the most part departed , driven out by a 
combination of state persecution and anti-
Semitic violence at the grassroots.  Today, 
one of the world’s most ancient Christian 
communities appears to be facing a similar 
fate in the aftermath of the Arab Spring.”
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While Americans twiddle their 
thumbs in anticipation for the 
2016 showdown between Hillary 

Clinton and some Republican candidate, one 
of the most intriguing and for many, worrying, 
political stories of the year is unfolding across 
the Atlantic in Spain.  There is a political 
revolution on the rise that may herald a new 
era of government in Madrid. Complete 
with arenas for communal discussion 
(Iberian soviets), and mantras pledging the 

party, Podemos (Spanish for “We can”) is 
aiming to reshape the nature of Spanish 
politics by rejecting austerity.  Founded by a 

Iglesias in 2014, Podemos has exploded 
onto the political scene in Spain, and in the 
last 13 months, it has gained almost 350,000 
members.  Podemos is now the second largest 
political party in the country, trailing only the 
current ruling party, the center-right Partido 

could be immense, extending beyond the 
Pyrenees and across the Atlantic. 

Podemos is a Spanish iteration of 
the broad and pervasive dissatisfaction with 
technocratic austerity measures taken by 
European governments in the wake of the 
Eurozone crisis.  Spain, as one of the troubled 
PIIGS countries (Portugal, Ireland, Italy, 

Greece, and Spain), faces unique economic 
challenges and some of the harsher debt 
management techniques in the EU.  The 
housing bubble that buoyed Spanish 
economic prospects during the early 2000s 
burst violently, dragging the economy down 
with it. Unemployment stands at a staggering 
24% with the youth unemployment rate 
pushing over 50%.  Inequality in Spain grew 
more than in any other OECD country. The 
S&P sovereign debt rating is BBB-, the lowest 
non-junk investment grade assigned.  Since 
2008, Spain’s debt-to-GDP ratio has shot up 
from 40.2% and is projected to top 100% this 
year.  But, GDP growth is gaining steam and 
the economy exited recession at the end of Q2 
of 2013. More impressively, Spain recorded a 

Economist wrote in 2013 that “The worst may 
be over” and in 2014 that Spain’s recovery had 
been “surprisingly strong,” but most Spaniards 
are not listening. 

When conservative Partido Popular 
(PP) Prime Minister Mariano Rajoy took the 
reins of the Spanish state from the outgoing 
center-left PSOE (Partido Socialista Obrero 
Español) PM Jose Luis Zapatero in December 
2011, he proclaimed aggressive and ambitious 
austerity and debt-reduction measures that 
would hit Spanish social spending. Prime 

from 10.3% of GDP in 2013 to 6.8% in 2014.  
According to a report from Luis Linde, the 
Governor of the Bank of Spain, “there has 
been progress in private sector deleveraging” 
and he spoke about the small, but measured 
steps towards recovery. Rajoy’s Draft Budget 
for 2015 is ambitious in its frugality, aiming 

improvement over the 2014 Budget.  Mr. 
Linde stated, “The results…show that 
the restricting process undertaken in the 

successful” and that “the structural reforms 
undertaken in recent years have played a 

He also emphasized the need to focus on 
unemployment reduction and sustenance of 
consumer demand.  From a macroeconomic 
perspective, Spain is on the road to recovery, 
but it is hard for the millions of unemployed 
Spaniards to extract much optimism from 

The dissatisfaction with the PP 
and PSOE is not merely economic, but also 
political. In a New York Times article in 2011, 
Jonathan Blitzer critiqued the “enfeebled 
democracy” of Spain and the decline of the 
PP and PSOE.  Spain’s current governmental 
arrangement is relatively new, only existing 
since the fall of the Francoist Falange state in 
1975. This means that many of the youthful 

STORY BY JOSEPH KIERNAN

A GUILLOTINE ON THE 
PUERTA DEL SOL

POPULISM, PODEMOS, AND 
THE FALL OF THE SPANISH STATE
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supporters of Podemos do not remember life 
under the authoritarian system that dominated 
the country for more than three decades. For 
them, the success of multiparty democracy 
seems less remarkable and two-party PP-PSOE 
dominance appears less palatable.  Combined 
with the forceful austerity measured imposed 
by the Rajoy Government, the seeds for a 
political movement were ripe for growth. 

A lot about the character of Podemos 
can be explained by its secretary-general, 
Professor Pablo Iglesias.  Iglesias, a former 
Communist, invokes references to the French 
Revolution as the true advent of democracy, 
quoting Maximilien Robespierre to accentuate 
his rhetoric. He is strongly anti-globalization, 
anti-austerity, and anti-corporate.  Many 
Podemos supporters fawn over the 
“achievements” of Hugo Chavez’s Bolivarian 
Revolution in Venezuela, which is treated as 
a noble attempt to establish a government of 
social and economic justice.  Chavez and his 
successor, Nicolas Maduro, have also managed 
to implode the Venezuelan economy, which, 
despite the world’s largest oil reserves, is in 
serious trouble with massive shortages and an 

avoids those details. 
In a February interview on the leftist 

news program, Democracy Now, Mr. Iglesias 
explained, “We have a program. We have a 
program defending democracy. We want social 
services. We want public education. We want 
sovereignty.”  He went on to attack the PSOE 
and PP’s handling of the economy, remarking, 
“The socialist party and the popular party in 
my country understood that the best way to 

years, or more, even six years, the situation was 
worse than before.”  He went on to express 
his admiration for the radical Greek Syriza, 
his feelings that “Europeans need a good 
relationship with Russia,” and his aversion to 
NATO. 

However, talk is only worth so 
much, and it is more illuminating to examine 
Podemos’s actual platform, espoused in the 
party’s policy menu for the EU elections 
in Spain. The manifesto employs jejune 
invectives against the political establishment, 

and employing the term “democratization” 
ad nauseam. If Podemos were able to 
implement its agenda, as championed in 
this document, there would be some major 
changes coming to Spain.  Under the “Defend 
Peace” section, Podemos calls for a national 

referendum to leave NATO and pursue 
drastic demilitarization. Addressing the debt 
problem, Podemos seeks to amend Section 
135 of the Spanish Constitution, which would 
allow a Podemos government to eliminate 
the constitutional requirement that Madrid 
pay interest on its sovereign debt. This 

Spain’s already-mediocre investment grade.  
Podemos calls for unprecedented liberalized 
immigration policies, but similarly calls 
for the protection of Spanish sovereignty, 

revolutionary tenet of the Podemos platform is 
Article 1.6 which calls for the nationalization of 
strategic industries or their replacement with 
parastatals. Under Mr. Iglesias’s premiership, 
Spain would take a hard turn to the Left.

The likelihood of Podemos seizing 
control of the government is a possibility 
considering recent polling.  In a recent 
February 15 poll from La Razón, support for 
Podemos trails slightly behind the PP and is 

utilizes a party-list proportional representation 
system for the Congress of Deputies (the lower 
house of the Cortes Generales, the national 
legislature), Podemos, even if it does not beat 

number of parliamentary seats.  Contrast this 
eventuality with Eurosceptic UKIP’s electoral 
prospects in Britain where the UK’s winner-
take-all constituency system will make it 

Commons.  

Reactionary populism can be dangerous. We 
have seen Eurosceptic and radical parties gain 
unprecedented popularity in Europe, from 
France’s far-right National Front, to Hungary’s 
Jobbik, to Britain’s UKIP, to Greece’s Syriza. In 
the best cases these parties aim to rashly replace 
careful, programmatic policies with full-
throttle, populist initiatives that often ignore 
the complexity of technocratic governance 
in the 21st century.  In the worst cases, these 
radical expressions manifest as neo-fascist 
or destructively revolutionary forces. The 
moderate return to normalcy, described by 
Mr. Linde and desired by Mr. Rajoy, is unlikely 
if Podemos gains power in the Cortes.  The 
Spanish electorate is fully empowered to 
decide its leadership, and the government must 
aggressively address the unemployment crisis, 
lest the nation disintegrate. However, investing 
faith in a party whose age is counted in months, 
and whose entire parliamentary delegation 
would be anti-institutionalist neophytes seems 
naïve and risky. As the venerable English 
parliamentarian and scholar Edmund Burke 
presciently remarked, “Our patience will 
achieve more than our force.” It is Mr. Rajoy’s 
burden to ensure that Spain’s patience for him 
outlasts the force of “yes, we can.”

Joe Kiernan, Class of 2017, is a University Scholar 
in the College studying Political Economy and 

of the Government and Politics Association and 
serves as Editor-in-Chief of The Statesman, a Penn 
political publication.

“ However, talk is only worth so much, and it 
is more illuminating to examine Podemos’s 
actual platform, espoused in the party’s 
policy menu for the EU elections in Spain. 
The manifesto employs jejune invectives 
against the political establishment, alleging 

employing the term ‘democratization’ ad 
nauseam.”

GLOBAL
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As the United States grows 
gradually icier towards its old foe 
Russia, U.S.-Cuba relations are 

beginning to thaw. As of December 2014, 
Cuba and the U.S. are planning to engage 
in “high-level talks.” The economic 
restrictions that Washington has imposed 
upon Cuba since 1960 may begin to be 
relaxed. Many are skeptical of the move, 
positing that we are ceding to socialism 
or giving credence to a repressive regime. 
Others praise President Obama for 
his Cuban initiative – they argue our 
strangulation of the island nation is no 
longer useful. A glance at the history 
of U.S.-Cuba relations reveals that our 

the Soviet threat disappeared along with 
our impetus to isolate the island, our 
policies towards Cuba metastasized into 
the realm of the preposterous.
 From Columbus’ 1492 voyage 
until the 1898 Spanish-American War, 
Cuba was a Spanish colony. Early 
American presidents believed that 

through the entire hemisphere; Cuba 

of the United States once European clout 
waned. John Quincy Adams, widely 
regarded as one of the original American 
grand strategists, predicted in 1823 that 

the island would gravitate to the U.S. just 
as “an apple severed by its native tree 
cannot choose but fall to the ground.” 
 As Spain weakened, Cuba 
began to liberate itself from its 
European patriarch. The American 
public sympathized with the Cuban 
independence movement, leading 
many American journals to publish 
anti-Spanish diatribes – the beginning 
of “yellow journalism.” After the USS 
Maine exploded in Havana Harbor, anti-
Spanish sentiment among the American 
public became so intense that President 
William McKinley was forced into 
action. Madrid refused the armistice that 

STORY BY WILL SHIREY
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McKinley demanded, marching Spain 
and the nascent power America down the 
path to war.

The U.S. drove the Spanish back 

the threat of European imperialism had 
not gone away – at the turn of the century, 
policymakers in Washington became 
aware that the Kaiser’s Germany posed 

take Puerto Rico and bomb New York 
can be found in the German archives of 
the early 20th century). The American 
government needed to strengthen 
its Atlantic defenses; it demanded 
a perpetual lease of Guantanamo 
Bay, rights to intervene in the Cuban 
economy, and an assurance that Cuba 
would enter no other foreign alliances. 
This aggressive move signaled to the 
global community that the United States 
would not sit idly by while European 
imperialists endeavored to redraw the 
world map.

While the German threat 
merited a reaction, the United States’ 

It is worth mentioning that the strategic 
fathers of the Spanish-American war 
did not have plans for an imperial 
crusade; this much can be gleaned 
from their private correspondences. Yet 
Guantanamo was by far the most valuable 
port at Cuba’s disposal. Its orientation is 
eastward, making it easily accessible to 
most of Cuba’s trade partners. Since 1903, 
the U.S. has refused Cuba’s demands to 
relinquish the Bay, smothering foreign 
trade for the entirety of its existence.

“Free” Cuba was under the U.S. 
government’s close watch and protection 

The injustice towards the Cuban people 

Batista staged a military coup and 
became the nation’s dictator in 1952. His 
administration was brutal, unjust, and 
corrupt – but he kept the United States’ 
business interests happy. As John F. 
Kennedy pointed out, “At the beginning 
of 1959, United States companies owned 
about 40 percent of the Cuban sugar 
lands, almost all the cattle ranches, 
90 percent of the mines and mineral 
concessions, 80 percent of the utilities, 
practically all the oil industry, and 

supplied two-thirds of Cuba’s imports.” 
Only when Fidel Castro – a 

profound threat to U.S. investment in 
Cuban resources and labor – overthrew 
the Batista dictatorship in January 1959 
did the U.S. devote military forces to 
Cuba. The U.S. began to arm anti-Castro 
insurgents in May 1959; it carried out 
incendiary bombing campaigns the 
following winter aimed at destroying 
the communist regime. In 1960, the U.S. 
carried out a naval blockade and began 
its Cuban embargo policy. One year later, 
the American military failed at an attempt 
to invade the Bay of Pigs; afterwards, 
the Kennedy administration undertook 
a covert operation called Operation 
MONGOOSE that aimed to disrupt 
the Cuban government and economic 
infrastructure. The Cuban missile crisis 

long, Cuba began to Sovietize. 
Our policies towards Cuba 

in the light of the Cold War, although 
the scent of cronyism can be detected 
at this juncture of American history. It 
is certainly reasonable to believe that 
the protracted struggle against illiberal 
states may not have ended in 1991 had 
the U.S. not applied the pressure against 
International Communism that it did for 
four decades. Yet our anti-Cuban actions 
that began under Eisenhower formed a 
grand crescendo into the absurd. 

for our actions in Cuba vanished when 
the Soviet Union fell 24 years ago. The 
international community has nearly 
unanimously rejected the measure in 
the modern age; during the 2012 UN 
General Assembly, 188 countries cast 
opposing votes to our Cuban embargo, 
with only the United States itself and 
Israel supporting it. The embargo is 

Control shows that the United States 

the exchanges and movements of Cuban 

goods than monitoring the assets of both 
Saddam Hussein and Al-Qaeda in the 
period between 1990 and 2003.

The crux of the absurdity 
may be that the Cuban embargo has 
not achieved any of our goals – for 
the 55 years that it has been in place, 
it has never come close to deposing a 
single Communist administration. The 
argument that ending our embargo is 
rewarding a brutal dictatorship is inane 

sanctions always fall on the backs of the 

embargo – that the rules of Fidel and 
Raoul Castro have been inhumane is to 
ignore the painfully obvious fact that 
our economic strangulation of the island 
exacerbates the cruelty leveled upon the 
Cuban people.

If Cuba is to become a liberal 

be introduced. If Cuba is to become a 
member of the larger community of 

rest of the developed world through 
commerce. Continuing an embargo that 
has categorically failed in catalyzing any 
change for its entire 55 years of existence 

liberation is the best way forward.
There are many intractable 

issues in world politics. Nationalism, 
genocide, and war are phenomena 
that mankind has been sadly unable to 
excoriate from human existence ever 
since societies began to interact with 
each other tens of thousands of years ago. 

is both senseless and easily resolvable. 
The economic toll that our strategically 
worthless Cuban embargo has a human 
side. It’s time to abandon the idea and 
never look back.

Will Shirey is a College student studying 
History. He is from Waterloo, Iowa, where 
he was born and raised. His interests include 
politics, diplomacy, and history, and his 
favorite writer is Edmund Burke.

“ If Cuba is to become a liberal democratic 
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have a signing ceremony in the Rose Garden 
and applaud the good work of Congress and 
the President for getting it passed. But it is 
a process, and I don’t have a crystal ball to 
know what the end game is just yet, but we 
are going to keep at it and see where it ends 
up. 

PPR: How would you describe your relationship 
with Congressional Republicans during your time 

biggest challenge you encountered when working 

environment and as a Director of Legislative 

You have to navigate those waters that are 

compromise and look for common areas of 
shared interests. You have to be completely 
cognizant of your counterparts’ politics and 
you have to be able to navigate all these things. 
Someone joked to me recently that being the 
face of President Obama’s relationship with 
Congress must be a tough job. And it was 
tough at times, but what I’ll say is that no 
one’s motivations were ever full of malice. 
The parties disagree on ideology and maybe 
philosophy, but I’ve never been in a place 
where I’ve questioned anyone’s motivations 
in the sense that I never thought, “Man they 
don’t care about what is best for the country.” 

common ground wherever I could. And that 
is challenging. Sometimes folks don’t want to 

was my job. 

relationship between Senate Democrats and 
Senate Republicans. Particularly, you had 
this gang of 8 who were really driving the 

reform done and they joined together. They 
went through the regular process in the sense 
that they formulated a bill,  and they put a 
bill together. You know the White House was 
helpful in providing technical assistance and 
other support. They drove the process. In May 
of 2013 and then June what we brought to the 

debate that ultimately ended up in a passed 
bill. I’ll note that unlike ‘06 and ‘07, the 2013 
bill that passed the Senate had the support of 
all Democrats. We hadn’t seen that before. In 
addition, you had over a dozen Republicans 
supporting the bill. So you felt good about 
the prospects. Understanding of course that 

Republican House. 
 And so my role in the Senate 
process was to be helpful, supportive, and 
help the Senators work through their debate. 
Then in the House I was trying to create 
space for Republicans Congressmen take up 
the bill or some process that would ultimately 
end up resulting in some type of legislation 
getting passed. As you look back and see the 
course of the debate, it’s very easy for folks to 
get frustrated and say, “Wow, we’ve been at 
this for 10 years, for 20 years, for 30 years, how 
have we not gotten this over the goal line yet?” 
And what I would say to that is that at each 
point that you’ve had this debate play out you 
have made some incremental advancement. 
It might not be as fast as anyone would like, 
but you have seen progress and my hope is 
that this most recent round of debate will 
put us in a situation where ultimately we can 

PPR: Being a son of Hispanic immigrants and 
having served a President who has shown a 
dedication to pushing for immigration reform, 
could you describe your work with Congress on 

something that is an issue that I worked on for 
years prior to me arriving at the White House. 
There are people that have worked on this for 
over a generation, who are real champions 
for reform. I started working on the debate 
in the Senate in 2006 and had worked on the 
issue for a couple of years prior but really dug 
deep into it in 2006 when I was working for 
then Senator Hillary Clinton in her Senate 

issues meant for the nation, but also for New 
York, the people I worked for. I also helped 
the Senator formulate her policy positions 
in regard to the issue. As is well known, the 
debate in 2006 didn’t lead to law and then the 
Senate took it back up in 2007. Again, very 
kind of thorough and robust debate in 2007, 
but again you didn’t end up with something 
to turn into law. So you have a lot of people 
who have worked on this issue for a number 
of years. And the most recent experience with 
immigration reform is  not just informed by 
those experiences in ‘06 and ‘07, but you have 
a whole host of people who have litigated 
these issues back in the ‘90s and the ‘80s. 
 When I got to the White House, 
the President was very motivated to get 
immigration reform done. What you 

to work with Congress on a package for 
immigration reform that could pass. I’ll say 
that in 2013 what you saw was a good working 

Miguel Rodriguez began working in public service after leaving a job at a highpaying law 
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PPR: Could you speak about how you were 
chosen to be Director of Legislative Affairs 

made you stand out and be the adequate 
person for that job in that precise moment 

in the Senate in the early 2000s and I 
would like to think that I demonstrated 
an ability to get things done and to 
work across the aisle. Coming off of 
the elections in 2012 my sense is that 
those were the traits the President was 
trying to find for the White House. 
That is what I brought to the table. 
It is a difficult thing for some not to 
stick to their guns and maybe disagree 
without being disagreeable. I would 
think that many people would say, 
“Man, I disagree with Miguel, but he is 
someone I can work or deal with.” And 
I think that is what was appealing and 
that is kind of how I do business. And 
still in my current role that is what I 
do. I am constantly trying to figure out 
how we can reconcile these differences 
to get things done. 

PPR: During that time, what would you 
consider to be your proudest or most 

a lot of things that I am proud of 
and, you know, a lot of the things 
that you’re proud of don’t necessarily 
make the papers. I am proud of getting 
the president’s cabinet confirmed. 
I am proud of the work we did on 
immigration reform, again not 
everything we wanted, but we did, 
I think, make some progress where 
it was lacking in previous debates. 
Education issues, particularly around 
student loans, I’m proud of that work. 
There are a lot of things I wish we had 
more success on, but you can’t win 

every single argument and so I think 
it’s hard to look back at those jobs and 
say, “yep, I got it all done and I tied it 
up with a neat bow in the end, and I left 
and everything got resolved.” There is 
always going to be a feeling that you 
could have gotten more done, but I’m 
proud of what we did. 

PPR: So tonight is the State of the Union. 
Could you tell us what you think is going 
to be different in this State of the Union in 
terms of the president’s approach and the 
content of the speech as compared to those 

done an interesting thing with this 
State of the Union. They kind of 
flipped the script, and it’s gotten a lot 
of attention because it is so different 
from what has been done in the past. 
Whereas in past State of the Unions 
you would have the president, not just 
President Obama but any president, 
come out with half a dozen different 
proposals and announce them at the 
State of the Union and follow that up 
with a tour, you have this president 
and the White House team taking a 
completely different approach. They’ve 
spent the last couple of weeks slowly 
rolling out agenda items and issues 
that they want to highlight, giving each 
of these issues their own space to kind 
of breathe and be on the pedestal for 
a little while. This makes the State of 
the Union, for lack of a better term, a 
“closing argument.” I think it’s really 
a novel way of doing it and I think it 
could very well work, especially in this 
environment of a 24 hour news cycle. 
One way that you can lose these agenda 
items is if you dump them all at once. 
By slowly rolling them out beforehand, 
what you have is the ability to elevate 
a message for a new cycle or two, move 
on to the next one, elevate that issue, 

and really then have the speech be the 
culmination. I think it’s a really smart 
way, given the current environment, to 
do it. 

PPR: How would you describe your 
transition from the private sector to the 
public sector and then back again to the 

funny, when I was at a law firm prior 
to going to the Hill, and I left the 
private sector to go work on the Hill, I 
think it was a head-scratcher for a lot 
of people, including my mother, who 
didn’t understand why I was leaving 
this lucrative job to pursue public 
service. But it was something that was 
really the motivation for me to go to 

career in public service and to do this 
kind of work. So I was thrilled to do 
it. And even though I was making a 
fraction of what I made at the law firm, 
it was a lot of fun and I really enjoyed 
that work. In that time when I was on 
the Hill and in government, I’ve since 
gotten married and had kids. Public 
service absolutely is a sacrifice for a 
lot of people, and I count myself as one 
of them. You sacrifice not just money, 
of course, but time. As I transitioned 
out of government, the one thing that I 
really wanted to put a premium on was 
of course making some money but also 
trying to figure out how to spend more 
time with my kids, who are now six and 
four. But what I’ve always liked about 
my career and what I’ve envisioned for 
my career is not just going from the 
private sector to the public sector and 
back to the private sector, but having 
the opportunity down the road to 
perhaps go back into public service. I’ve 
always thought that that was the kind 
of career I admired from people who 

go back and forth. It’s very difficult for 
me to look ahead and say, in five years, 
I’m going to be doing X, because I’ve 
never been good at that, but I do think 
that there probably is another chapter 
of public service in there somewhere. 

This interview contains minor edits for 
grammar and clarity.

“There is always going to be a feeling 
that you could have gotten more 
done, but I’m proud of what we did. ”
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to think it ’s  given me the respect of 
people on both sides and the ability 
to listen to people and work with 
people on both sides.  Ultimately, 
our framers have designed a 
system that requires bipartisan 
cooperation to work,  and I  l ike to 
think I  was able to contribute in 
some way to that in my years.
 
PPR: As chairman of  a subcommittee 
that deals  with health issues,  how was 
your perspective on the Affordable 

play into that process of  gett ing that 

of the original authors of the Act 
introduced in the House,  and I 
tried to take the years of experience 
I  had seeing real world problems 
and tried to craft  a law that would 
help fix them. The Affordable 
Care Act was not perfect,  but I 
think by any fair measure it  has 

15 million people have insurance 

job at  the  t ime as  a  reporter.  I 
wanted to  be  a  sports  wri ter  when 
I  was  that  age,  and I  got  ass igned 
to  cover  town meetings ,  school 
board,  c i ty  counci l  meetings , 
and the l ike .  And I  not iced that 
governments  could do things .  And 
then I  not iced that  our  family 

needed some real is t ic  path for 
my dad to  get  a  job,  and i t  wasn’t 
there .  He was  61  years-old,  and i t 
was  impossible  to  f ind a  job at  that 
age .  And so,  to  me,  the  col l iding 
world views were  that  government 
could do something,  but  
government  wasn’t  doing anything 
for  our  family.  And that  real ly  was 
a  motivat ing experience.
 

PPR :  So  you’ve  been  character ized 
as  a  moderate  Democrat .  Do you 
th ink  that  your  more  unconvent ional 
v iews  in  comparison  to  the  rest  o f  the 
Democrat ic  Party  have  inf luenced 
the  way you interact  with  part i san 

PPR: After graduating from law 
school ,  you were both a professor 
and in private practice .  Did your 
experience in those environments 
influence your dec ision to get  into 

a lot of  people in my practice who 
were starting businesses,  and I  saw 
some of the challenges they faced, 
and I  felt  I  could alleviate some 
of those burdens if  I  went into 
politics.  So yes,  it  did.  Although, 
the really formative experience for 
me was my family.  My father was 
a shipyard worker and lost  his job 

I  was old enough to know what a 
big problem that was,  but not really 
old enough to do anything about it. 
And that for me was a formative 
experience that drove my interest 
in politics.
 

something that would influence the 
way that you studied in high school 
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not have a career without my wife. 
In politics, you’re surrounded by a 
lot of people who give you advice 
that may be based on your needs, 
but may be based on theirs. When 
someone is your life mate and your 
spouse, you can never doubt whose 
side they’re on. So I value her advice 
more than anyone else’s,  I value her 
judgement more than anyone else’s, 
and I’m extremely fortunate she 
stuck with me all this time.
 
PPR: Would you say she’s played a 
critical role in your campaigns then 

much so. She’s a critical advisor and 
a very smart person.
 

 
 
 

a mixture of three things. We are 
educating two daughters, one of 
whom proudly is a graduate of this 
school and who is going to medical 
school, we hope. The other is a 
freshman at USC. I don’t want my 
daughters to graduate from school 
with a mountain of debt. I would 
really like to see them start their 
careers on a level playing field. 
Number two, I would like to be 
able to spend more time with them. 
They’re interesting, successful 
young women. I blink my eyes, and 
they went from being 9 years-old to 
being 20. I don’t want to blink them 
again and find that they’re 30 with 
spouses and children. I missed all 
that. And the third reason is I loved 
my old job. I really loved what I 
did, but I did it for nearly 25 years. 
And like anything else, you want 
to see if you can do anything else 
well,  and I’m very fulfilled and very 
happy and very much enjoying my 
practice.

This interview contains minor edits 
for grammar and clarity.

determ in e d  by  130  mil l ion  vote rs 
in  2016 .
 
PPR :  So  you  su pport e d  Hi l lary 
Cl inton  in  the  2008  e l ec t ion  as  a 
superdelegate .  Who do  you  th ink 
i s  a  promis ing  candidate  for  the 

Hil lary  Cl inton .  I  s u pport  he r.
 
PPR :  I f  she ’s  go ing  to  run  aga in ,  do 
you  th ink  the  emai l  scandal  wi l l 

nothing .  The  2 4-hou r  cable  n ews 
cycle  an d  a l l  the  s ocia l  me d ia  have 
created  an  insat iable  appet i te  for 
“news,”  an d ,  you  kn ow,  I  u s e d  my 
governme nt  e mai l  s e rve r  a lmos t 
a l l  the  t ime for  what  I  d id .  She 
didn’t.  My  sense  here  i s  that  i f 
you don’t  l ike  Hi l lary  Cl inton , 
then you  thin k  this  i s  a  b ig  d e al . 
I f  you d o,  you  thin k  i t ’s  n ot  a  b ig 
deal .  An d  I  thin k  that  i t ’s  an  i s s u e 
that  wi l l  be  examined and largely 
forgotten about.
 
PPR :  I  want  to  say  that  the  Governor 
o f  New Jersey  i s  th ink ing  about 
running  as  wel l .  Wh at  wou ld  you 

wil l  run.  I  thin k  the  br id ge  thin g 
wi l l  have  a lmos t  n othin g  to  d o 
with  hi s  can d id acy.  His  chal le n ge 
i s  going  to  be  ge tt ing  out  of  the 
Republ ican  pr imarie s .  I  l ike  him, 
I  conside r  him to  be  a  f r ie n d ,  an d 
I  respe ct  him ve ry  mu ch.  He ’s 
going  to  have  a  proble m be cau s e 
his  v iews  are  n ot  n e arly  as  r ig ht 
wing  as  a  lot  of  the  pr imary  vote rs . 
That ’ l l  be  a  chal lenge  for  him.

PPR :  So  whi l e  you  we re  running 
for  the  Senate  in  2008 ,  your  wi fe 
ran  for  your  congress ional  seat  and 
ac tua l ly  gave  up  her  candidac y  in 
favor  o f  su pport in g  you .  How h as 
her  support  been  cr i t i ca l  to  your 

who didn’t  have it,  healthcare 
costs are growing at about half  the 
rate they were growing before the 
Act,  and the Act curbed insurance 
company practices that were really 
harmful to people,  cutting people 
off  of  their policies because they 
got cancer,  running into lifetime 
policy limits when you really 
got sick.  The worst was someone 
having a pre-existing condition 
and being told you couldn’t  get 
insurance because you had skin 
cancer or you were pregnant or 
whatever.  I  think these are real 
steps forward for the country,  and 
there are problems with the law, 
but no one I  know disputes that the 
things I  just  said needed to be fixed 
-  which is  costs growing too fast,  a 
lot  of  uninsured people,  arbitrary 
practices by insurance companies - 
that we should just let  those things 
fester.  And so my perspective was 
that it  was a chance to address 
problems that people have been 
talking about for a very long time.
 
PPR: What do you think of  the new 
Supreme Court case regarding the 

hopelessly biased.  I  think the case is 
totally without merit.  The premise 
of the case is  that the statute means 
that only people in state exchanges 
can be paid subsidies.  I  will  tell 
you that no one,  and I  speak as 
one of the authors of the bill ,  no 
one who was either for or against 
the bill ,  who evaluated its  budget 
impact,  who argued what it  might 
do to the marketplace,  no one 
thought that the subsidies would 
only be limited to state exchanges. 
No one.  And this fiction that’s  been 
invented to say that’s  what the 
law means I  think is  a very poorly 
thought-out legal position.  So 
I ’m hopeful the court will  realize 
that and also realize that this is 
a political  dispute masquerading 
as a piece of l itigation.  The fate 
of the Affordable Care Act should 
not be determined by 9 Justices 
in Washington. It  should be 
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