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Letter from the Editor

It is my pleasure to present the Summer 
2015 edition of the Penn Political Review. This 
edition represents a collection of insights 
on both relevant domestic and international 
political issues. PPR is proud to provide a 
forum for competing political dialogue to be 
published within a non-partisan framework. 
Our mission is to engage the Penn student body 
while increasing awareness of political issues.

The featured article in this edition focuses 
on India-Pakistan relations. This subject has 
significant geopolitical impacts with global 
implications. Other enclosed articles hit on 
major contemporary debates. Staying attuned to 
the political landscape is particularly important 
at this time, given the launch of American 
presidential primaries and the shaping of 
upcoming policy agendas. I hope you enjoy the 
contents of our magazine.

Dear reaDer,

Warm regards,

Brian P. Goldman
Editor-in-Chief

Brian Goldman
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STORY BY -  EVAN WADLE

IN DEFENSE OF THE RFRA

With the current controversy 
surrounding the Indiana 
RFRA and the article 
published by the Penn 

College Republican’s gaining so much 
negative attention, I feel it necessary to shed 
a more accurate perspective on the situation.  
There is much confusion surrounding the 
topic with many individuals weighing in 
who are unfamiliar and/or uninformed on 
the contents and the history of the act.  I will 
attempt to better clarify the act and those 
who have chosen to support it. 

government interest. This means the 
imposition on a religious group must relate 
directly to a core constitutional purpose. The 
act is most applicable to Native American 
tribes threatened by increasing government 
expansion on sacred land.  

Many are wondering: Why if there is a federal 
act, do individual states have their own 
version?  In 1997 the Texas Supreme Court 
overturned part of the act stating that the 
federal act applies only to federal disputes 
and the state and local municipalities would 

First, it is important to understand the history 
of the RFRA.  The act was initially signed 
into law by President Bill Clinton in 1993 
after passing by an almost unanimous vote 
in both congressional chambers. The law 
was intended to protect the “Free Exercise 
Clause” of the first amendment guaranteeing 
the freedom of religion.  In order for the 
government to burden one’s religion, the 
state, under strict scrutiny, must provide a 
compelling reason to do so. A compelling 
reason means that the imposition must be 
more than just a “routine” furtherance  of  a
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have to pass their own version in order to 
use the law on a state level.  Since then, 20 
individual states have passed their own 
versions on the law, most recently Indiana 
period.

Opponents of the act (many of whom had no 
idea a federal act as well as 19 other state acts 
have already been in place for  the past 20 
years) make a habit of painting a black and 
white picture of what will result because of 
its passage.  Many assert that this gives cover 
to bigots and racists to simply deny service to 
homosexuals because God, the Bible, or their 
church told them to do so.  This is terribly 
false.  The truth is that the act can only be used 
during a court litigation process as a way of 
challenging what one religious group feels is 
a violation of their religious freedom. Think of 
the act as a “shield” not a “sword.”  If  people 
believe that their constitutional rights are 
being threatened they have the right to defend 
themselves.  This means the religious group 
will be on one side, and an opposing party 
(most likely the State) will be on the other.  
Both sides will defend their position and a 
decision will be made.  The religious group 
actually has to prove that it is being burdened.  
They are not the accusers.  If the government’s 
interest is proven to be compelling enough to 
violate a group’s religious practices then the 
court will rule in their favor.  This is the process 
we use in America to solve disputes.

The fierce opposition to the law stems 
mostly from the belief that homosexuals will 
be discriminated against due to Christian 
opposition to gay marriage.  Considering the 
federal act has been in place for over 20 years 
and many other states have enacted their 
own version, it would be helpful to examine 
what the law has done, or has not done, in 
regard to homosexual persons.  The fact is, no 
RFRA has been successfully used to defend 
anti-gay discrimination.  There is no basis 
for the grotesque claims coming from the 
media and other RFRA opponents.  Recently, 
a prominent case involving RFRA and 
homosexuals actually went in their favor.  The 
Supreme Court of New Mexico found that a 
photography studio could not use RFRA as a 
reason for declining services to a gay wedding.  
The public outcry is grossly unsupported.

The “slippery slope” logical fallacy also holds 
no merit.  Many assert that this law will open 
the door to discriminatory practices that are 

protected by the government.  If that were the 
case, where have the examples been for the 
past 20 years?  Discrimination does occur in 
many different forms, however, not because 
of any RFRA.  In a hypothetical situation, if a 
business owner were to decline services to an
individual, group or event based on a religious 
freedom, there are two possible outcomes. 
The first (and most likely) is that the declined 

individual will simply go to another business 
that wants to provide them with a service.  Most 
citizens are not interested in giving money to 
businesses that don’t want to serve them.  If the 
individual who was declined services wants a 
lawsuit he or she will do so.  In this case the 
business owner will plead his or her case 
and potentially use the RFRA as protection. 
Our system will play out and a decision will 
be deferred one way or the other.  Again, the 
RFRA is used during the litigation process.  It 
can be struck down if it does not apply as it 
was in New Mexico.  Religious groups are able 
to use it as a defense, not a weapon.

So what makes Indiana’s law different from 
other RFRA’s?  The answer is: almost nothing.  
Indiana is almost identical to every other law 
except for the fact that the government does 
not always have to be the party burdening 
religious rights.  Indiana, along with South 
Carolina, have provisions that allow a religious 
group to defend itself from private entities 
and corporations as well as government 
groups.  Given the fact that the purpose of our 
government is to protect citizen rights both 
domestic and foreign, it is not unfathomable 
to think that a government should also protect 
constitutional rights of citizens and groups 
from other private citizens and groups.

Another common argument against 
the Indiana act is that Indiana does not 
provide language that specifically prevents 
discrimination against gays.  Unfortunately for 
RFRA opponents, this argument falls flat on its 
face.  If the absence of an anti-discrimination 
law is the issue, then discrimination would 
be happening right now with or without 
an RFRA.  The two are not intertwined.  
Discrimination can happen anywhere, 

whether an RFRA is present or not.  To date, 
no one has been able to point to any Indiana 
business that was discriminating against gays. 

So if the law does not allow for businesses to 
discriminate against gays, then who benefits? 
The truth is there are a wide variety of 
beneficiaries of RFRA’s nationwide.  Most 
recently, Native American religious leader, 

Robert Soto, won an appeal whereby his 
Eagle Feathers were seized by the federal 
government.  Soto faced 15 years in prison 
and a $250,000 fine due to the fact that the 
federal government prohibits the possession 
of eagle feathers without a permit.  Permits are 
administered to federally recognized tribes.  
Soto’s Lipan Apache tribe is not one of them. 
The feathers are vital to Soto’s faith and thanks 
to the RFRA they were returned to him and he 
was spared prison time.  As explained earlier: 
The religious group had to prove its religious 
freedom was being unfairly burdened.  On 
the other side, the government had to prove a 
compelling government interest in seizing the 
eagle feathers and prosecuting Soto.  It did not.  
Case closed.

The final question then becomes:  Why 
the enormous uproar?  The unfortunate 
answer is ignorance.  We live in a hyper 
sensitive time when many are eager to find 
something offensive or discriminatory.  It 
is not unreasonable to conclude that those 
protesting this act and making accusations 
of bigotry and hate, have not even read the 
bill.  Furthermore, clearly they were not even 
aware that a federal act existed as well as 20 
other passed acts for the past 20 years.  Where 
has the outcry been?  The media, becoming 
more and more driven to cover stories based 
on race and discrimination have decided 
to turn its attention to Indiana, and with it, 
low information citizens who are massively 
misinformed about the history of the act 
and its contents.  Hopefully this article can, 
if not persuade, at the very least give a better 
perspective of why RFRA’s are necessary and 
what they actually mean, opposed to the false 
caricature that the opposition has painted.     
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If there’s a singular umbrella issue 
that seems poised to dominate 
the future of American domestic 
policy debates, it’s almost certainly 

social mobility. Despite the increasingly 
deep and numerous points of contention 
between the American left and right, 
the rhetoric of the 2016 presidential race 
reflects a developed consensus that it 
should be easier to significantly increase 
one’s net worth than it currently is. 
From the redistributionist-liberal “Draft 
Elizabeth Warren” camp to Ted Cruz 
himself, who half-joked that “growth 
and opportunity” (the latter being the 
buzzword form of social mobility) ought 
to be tattooed on every Republican’s hand, 
even the extreme wings of both parties 
seem to agree that it’s too hard to break 
into a higher income bracket.

Although there’s bitter disagreement 
on precisely how it ought to be 
accomplished, there seems to be broad 
consensus that higher education should 

be a main, if not the primary driver of 
social mobility. A college degree can and 
should be most people’s passport into 
a higher income bracket and a more 
stable,  and secure lifestyle. This belief 
manifests itself not only in the President 
Obama’s free community college initiative 
and Bernie Sanders’ free public college 
proposal, but also in calls for more 
affordable higher education from both 
Jeb Bush and Marco Rubio, the latter of 
whom has called for more emphasis on 
vocational skills and a simplified way of 
combining traditional and nontraditional 
or online credits toward a degree.

All these (eventual) candidates seem 
to share a belief that greater access to 
higher education, in one form or another, 
represents the best way to boost social 
mobility. On a facile level, one can easily 
see why this is so: college graduates, in the 
aggregate, have higher expected earnings 
than those who lack a diploma.

Relying on higher education 

to serve as the long-term engine of 
American social mobility, however, 
represents a sub-optimal solution to 
a lack of opportunity for individual 
economic advancement and there are a 
couple of reasons why. First, colleges are 
not optimized for the conveyance of job 
skills. From an organizational standpoint, 
college professors are not merely or even 
primarily educators, tasked with devoting 
their professional energies entirely to 
instruction; they are professional scholars 
who are expected to conduct research 
and produce original scholarly work. For 
a not-insignificant proportion of them, 
teaching is on the back burner relative 
to their research and writing work, 
which have a far greater bearing on their 
career prospects. This is the case even 
in explicitly pre-professional courses of 
study like Finance and Nursing. In the 
non-pre-professional world of the classic 
American liberal education, job skills 
aren’t even the point. Though a liberal 

THE WRONG TOOL FOR THE JOB

NAT IONAL

Higher education isn’t equipped to drive social 
mobility. National service might be.

STORY BY - ALEC WARD
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education has tremendous value for 
personal development in innumerable 
ways, for a student who is trying to escape 
poverty, job skills gained during the liberal 
course of study are, at best, a fortunate by-
product of its (much-maligned) primary 
goal— engagement with ideas and pursuit 
of knowledge for its own sake.

Anyone who truly wants a liberal 
college education should be able to 
get it, but that’s a different issue from 
higher education’s efficacy as an engine 
of social mobility. By funneling those 

who seek only social advancement into 
higher education, we are short-changing 
both those students and the institutions 
they attend. The pursuit of knowledge 
is hampered by the mass presence of 
students who only desire job skills and 
opportunities, and the desires of those 
students are frustrated by colleges’ 
attempts to give them a liberal education. 
In the end, nobody wins.

Those who call for greater emphasis 
on practical skills in higher education are 
almost on the right track, but they too 
have come up short of what’s required to 
prevent damaging muddling of interests 
-- a clean break between higher education 
and mass social mobility. What we need 
is not more people in college trying to 
obtain job skills, but a separate system 
altogether, an alternative option for those 
seeking skills and opportunity that can 
beat expensive pre-professional programs 
while replacing college as the culturally-
perceived gateway to adulthood. Ideally, 
it would come without higher education’s 
hefty price tag as well.

A mandatory universal national 
service term could satisfy all these needs, 
as well as providing a wide variety of 
other social benefits. As far as the public 
good goes, it isn’t hard to think of areas 
in which the U.S. government could 
benefit from a bountiful supply of low-
cost labor. Infrastructure, public health, 
and education are just a few novel options 
in addition to the more-obvious military 

service option, but there are certainly 
others. Of course, the state would have 
to train its unskilled national service 
inductees to make them useful workers -- 
that’s the important point. After working 
for the state long enough to offset the 
cost of their training, citizens would exit 
the national service with the job skills 
necessary to help ensure financial solvency 
and upward mobility later in their lives. 
Progression through the often-complex 
credentialing processes necessary 
for blue-collar employment could be 

integrated into national service training, 
removing a barrier to entry which often 
plagues military veterans who possess 
advanced technical skills from their time 
in service but lack the necessary civilian 
credentials to gain employment in the 
jobs they worked while in uniform.

There may be other less obvious 
benefits to the implementation of a new 
system (or something along these lines). 
It isn’t hard to imagine the re-emergence 
of the sort of national work ethic one 
often hears described by those who lived 
through the “total war” days of WWII - a 
broadly-felt sense of cooperation toward 
a worthy goal which engendered some 
degree of empathy across social divides. 
National service might also succeed 
at serving as a catalyst for individual 
maturation where higher education 
clearly fails. It’s not a radical idea to 
say that college, as it exists today, with 
its hedonistic sensibility and anything-
goes ethos, seems to prolong childhood 
rather than conclude it. Conversely, the 
environment of responsibility, guidance, 
and challenge which national service 
would provide might serve to foster the 
series of character developments which 
comprise maturity much more effectively 
while providing a space for the type of 
“educational failure” we so love to praise 
but which is neither incentivized nor 
actually advantageous in the graded and 
recorded environment of the college 
classroom.

Two obvious objections arise: 
expense and intrusion. Regarding 
expense, it’s impossible to pretend that 
the implementation of such a program 
wouldn’t require considerable up-front 
public investment, but it does seem 
likely that it would result in long-term 
savings both in labor costs for projects 
like infrastructure repair and healthcare 
provision which are eventually going 
to require considerable investment 
anyway and in, hopefully, reduced long-
term demand for federal higher-ed 
subsidies. Intrusion, however, is an invalid 
objection— compulsory national service 
theoretically exists already in the form 
of a potential military draft and has been 
upheld as constitutional. In principle 
mandatory national service in which 
each inductee has a choice of service 
options are far less morally objectionable 
than a military draft. Furthermore, the 
notion that the extraordinary promises 
of security and opportunity upon which 
the United States is founded might be 
fulfilled without extraordinary effort on 
the part of the citizenry toward ensuring 
their fulfillment is indeed a strange one. It 
is highly unattractive to loudly complain 
that American roads are crumbling or that 
American schools are failing our children 
if we are unwilling, as a people, to take any 
action toward remedying those problems 
than to begrudgingly hand over an 
envelope of cash each April. That is not a 
legal argument, but it is valid nonetheless.

It is not wrong for American society to 
place a uniform performance expectation 
upon every citizen, but it is tragic that 
the expectation seems to have become 
the acquisition of a Bachelor’s degree— 
the purchase of an expensive experience 
which is not designed to provide what 
most really want from it. It is a further 
tragedy that we have pinned our hopes for 
mass social mobility on it. National service 
could replace college as both the universal 
social expectation and the engine of mass 
social mobility and do a better job in both 
roles. It could repair our bridges and 
educate our children while helping to 
level the playing field for Americans born 
into unequal circumstances. If we ask 
both what we can do for our country and 
what our country can do for us, this is the 
answer: an America in which all serve is 
an America that serves all.

“By funneling those who seek only social advancement 

into higher education, we are short-changing both those 

students and the institutions they attend.”
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STORY BY - DANIEL ESPOSITO

Barack Obama’s now-distant 
2008 victory speech at 
Chicago’s Grant Park was 
a moment of national 

optimism as bright and pure as any 
political moment in recent memory.  
For black Americans, hope and change 
undoubtedly meant hope for equal 
economic opportunity and positive 
change in race relations.  After all, 
strong minority turnout in 2008 meant 
that, compared to presidential elections 
where minority turnout was low, a more 
representative swath of the population 
had elected Obama, rendering him a 
President of the People–all the people.
The 95 percent of black voters who 

propelled Barack Obama to victory 
in 2008 believed the door would now 
be open for more black politicians 
to crack higher glass ceilings and for 
the black electoral voice to finally be 
heardin American politics.  But race is 
a tricky card to play in post-plebiscitary 
presidential politics. 

Race and voting has always been 
an inflammatory combination; from 
the Three-Fifths Compromise to 
the Voting Rights Act, the American 
electoral institution is plagued by 
centuries of racism not even a black 
president can overcome.1 The losses 
suffered by liberal candidates in 

successive midterm elections show 
minority-voting power has only 
declined, despite what looks like broad 
support for a black president.   Recent 
strict voter ID laws requiring state-
issued identification (upheld last year 
by a conservative Supreme Court) 
have proven tantamount to a poll 
tax, constitutionally banned in 
1964 to prevent racist electoral 
tactics.2 A string of Republican 
governors and state legislatures have 
taken full advantage of the opportunity 
to draw up new representative districts 
following the 2010 census and have 
predictably produced a map of racially 
homogeneous districts—with many 

BARACK OBAMA:
 THE FIRST POST-RACIAL PRESIDENT?
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previously Democratic districts drawn 
off.3  Thus, the minority turnout in 
2008, which seemed to signal greater 
black participation, was an illusion.

It is no surprise that some of the 
most egregious voter ID regulations and 
unfair redistricting have been enacted 
in Texas, Florida, and other southern 
states.4 Electoral rules continue to be 
set against the black population, even 
under Obama’s watch. The political 
power wielded by elected leaders of 
southern states to marginalize black 
voters is no accident, but a matter of 
strategy.  Yet Republicans alone are not 
solely to blame for black communities’ 
simmering discontent with the 
American political system.

A fundamental disconnect has 
emerged between the actual political 
wants and needs of black people and 
the direction taken by black politics.  
University of Chicago professor, 
author, and activist Cathy Cohen’s 
comprehensive study identifies 
improved political and economic 
opportunity, better social safety nets—
any policy that might help to level the 
playing field and begin to reverse a 
century and a half of institutionalized 
racism—as black political goals.  But 
by minimizing race as a political issue, 
Obama and other third wave black 
politicians undercut the prevailing 
belief amongst blacks that racism is 
still a major problem affecting politics.5

Black America’s political voice 
has been reduced to a desperate cry.  
In the tradition of Reagan, Gingrich, 
Santorum, and Romney—to name 
a few—Obama has responded by 
castigating and reprimanding the black 
community.  He charges black fathers 
with being M.I.A., black mothers with 
feeding their children junk food, and 
stays silent until pushed on racial 
events from Henry Louis Gates to 
Trayvon Martin. It seems unfair that 
in Obama’s era of feigned post-racial 
politics, income inequality continues 

to grow, social and economic mobility 
has stalled, and re-segregated public 
schools are failing black youth.  All 
while the Supreme Court is met with 
little resistance as it chips away at 
affirmative action. 6 

Standing at a historic moment 
in political time, Barack Obama’s 
reluctance to take a stance has denied 
black Americans entrance to the 
political community. Furthermore, his 
statements in the wake of the recent 
Baltimore protests in which he called 
protesters “thugs” and “criminals” is 
further proof that castigation rather 
than understanding has become 
Obama’s modus operandi when it 
comes to race issues.  

   
Baltimore residents cried out to 

be heard as a result of having no other 
political recourse and Barack Obama’s 
condemnation of the black community 
during a period when he could have 
started a discourse on a more inclusive 
political system epitomized the 
disconnect between black political 
wants and the reality they face.  Cohen 
concludes, “Once young blacks have 
been accepted as full and equal 
members of the political community…
then we as a community and a nation 
can legitimately ask things of young 
black Americans.”7 Obama continues 
to ask things of young black Americans 
without holding up his end of the deal.  

 
On issues of race, the president 

has stepped out of the looming shadow 
of the Civil Rights Movement and into 
a future of black politics where race 

is treated as a non-issue. Rather than 
address race directly and speak out 
against racial injustice, Barack Obama 
choses to remain ambiguous on race 
issues rather than portray the angry 
black man.  The first black president 

failing to usher in a 
new age of improved 
race relations and black 
political participation 
does not bode well 
for his successors.  It 
will be interesting to 
see if Hillary Clinton, 
should she be elected 
as the first female 
president, can fight for 
and empower women 

and minorities the way Barack Obama 
could not for black Americans.

1  John Paul Stevens, “The Court and the 
Right to Vote: A Dissent,” The New York 
Review (August 15, 2013). 
2 Ari Berman, “The New Nullification 
Movement,” The Nation (November 11, 
2013).
3  Chris Kromm and Sue Sturgis, “Tug 
of War: What Happens When a State 
Becomes More Progressive and More 
Conservative at the Same Time?” The 
American Prospect (May-June 2013): 
23-24; Bob Moser, “The End of the Solid 
South,” The American Prospect (May-June 
2013): 14.
4   Robert Draper, “The League of 
Dangerous Mapmakers,” The Atlantic 
(2012).
5 Cathy J. Cohen, Democracy Remixed 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 
2010), 222-224.
6   Frederick C. Harris, “The Price of a Black 
President,” The New York Times (October 
27, 2012).
7   Cohen, “Democracy Remixed,” 233.
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JAPAN’S 

POPULATION 
PROBLEM 

STORY BY - BRIAN LIU
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J apan is facing a large series of 
structural problems with its 
economy that stem from shifting 

demographics.  Chief among these is 
Japan’s population problem.  If left 
unchecked, it could mean devastating 
economic consequences for Japan and 
the world economy.  In order to solve 
this problem, Japan should focus on 
educational reform, making targeted 
structural changes to the economy, 
and opening immigration.

Japan’s population has been 
declining steadily over the last decade, 
with its most recent fertility rate of 
1.43.  It takes at least a fertility rate of 
2 to maintain a population, with each 
child taking the place of his or her 
parent.  This fertility rate is even lower 
than China’s 1.66, whose government 
has an explicit policy of limiting 
population growth.  
In fact, there are 
more domesticated 
cats and dogs than 
there are children 
under the age of 
eight in Japan.  

This is 
worrisome for 
several reasons.  As 
a population shrinks, 
a smaller work 
force has to support 
a more populous 
retiring class.  This 
means supporting 
pensions, benefits, 
and other potential 
liabilities that may 
go unfunded.  To 
make matters worse, 
Japan’s government 
is currently straddled with debt 
composing of 220 percent of Japan’s 
GDP.  While smart government fiscal 
policy is certainly necessary for any 
economically responsible future that 
Japan wants to take part of, equally 
if not more necessary is fixing Japan’s 
population growth problem.  A 
growing population can help support 
an old retiring one and would certainly 
provide a boon to Japan’s GDP.  

The suspected driver for Japan’s 

low fertility rate is the lack of marriages 
in Japan.  People who do get married 
in Japan usually contribute more than 
two children to the population.  The 
problem herein is that people are 
waiting until much later to get married 
and some simply don’t get married 
at all.  This is caused largely by two 
main factors.  The first is an education 
problem.  Many uneducated Japanese 
youth have trouble finding jobs, and 
those that do find jobs usually find 
ones that are low paying.  Because 
of this, many Japanese youths are 
increasingly staying home and living 
with their parents.  Further, low 
incomes and lack of financial security 
usually also dissuade marriage as 
marriage ceremonies are pricey and 
extravagant in Japan.  Education 
reform is essential here as it would not 
only provide more opportunities for 

jobs for Japan’s youth, but it would also 
create more human capital for Japan’s 
workforce.  The second problem is 
related to workforce treatment of 
women in Japan’s private companies.  
Many women who work for private 
companies fear getting married, 
as companies usually don’t offer 
good maternity benefits and some 
companies will simply fire women 
who get pregnant.  By improving 
upon maternity benefits and working 
towards a better environment for 

women in the workforce, the Japanese 
government can quickly solve 
problems that both contribute to a 
shrinking population and equality.

One last measure that the 
Japanese government could take is 
to open the borders to immigration.  
Japan has always had an incredibly 
homogeneous culture and population 
that has always been resistant to 
more liberal immigration ideas.  The 
benefit of immigration is that it would 
certainly increase Japan’s workforce.  
The negative is that there are always 
social problems when immigrating 
into a distinctly homogeneous culture.  
Immigrants would certainly be labeled 
as outsiders, and it would be difficult 
for them to integrate into Japanese 
society, which could create slums 
and lead to an increase in poverty, 

crime, and violence.  
While completely opening 
immigration is by no 
means a perfect solution, 
the Japanese government 
will have to make tough 
fiscal and social decisions 
ahead of it.

There is no quick or 
easy way to fix a population 
problem.  The problems 
that led to Japan’s current 
circumstance have been 
building and growing over 
time.  Many years of low 
economic growth and poor 
corporate culture have 
contributed to a steady 
decline in population.  
Much like the problems 
themselves, the solutions 

will take many years to fully realize.  
It will be years before an impact to an 
increase in education and workplace 
equality will be felt on Japan’s 
population.  And while these changes 
might take many years to fully realize, 
it is all the more reason for Japan 
to start to think about addressing 
these reforms immediately.  If left 
unchecked, a shrinking population 
will surely contribute to a growing 
economic crisis.

“If left unchecked, it could mean 
devastating economic consequences 
for Japan and the world economy.”
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Turkey anxiously awaits the 
parliamentary elections 
in June, the first since the 
controversial ex-premier 

Recep Tayyip Erdogan has become 
president. How the incumbent 
Justice and Development Party 
(AKP) will fare without Erdogan’s 
leadership – ignoring the possibility 
of his unofficial guidance – is a 
curious question. The plunging lira, 
skyrocketing unemployment, and 
rapidly eroding relations with the 
West are only a few of the numerous 
challenges facing the AKP before 
the election. In the meantime, the 
government faces a rather tricky 
macroeconomic backdrop: the 
Federal Reserve is set to raise interest 
rates soon, the prospects of which 
will likely cause significant outflows 
from emerging markets and thus, 
further the fall in the lira.

During this pre-election period, new 
issues have come to replace ones 
that previously dominated news 
headlines. One of these ex-highlights 
currently on the verge of oblivion is the 
controversial public order law passed 
in late March. The law, which came 
after embarrassing physical quarrels 
among the members of parliament, 
imposes further bans on Internet 
access. It gives the police the right to 
use arms against demonstrators with 
“serious weapons” and expands the 
legal grounds for justifying police 
surveillance.

The law might sound to some like 
little more than a new addition to 
the ongoing streak of authoritarian 
policies, already championed by 
Erdogan and the AKP. Yet, it will 
likely lead to a rapid increase in the 
arbitrary use of force. A bewildering 
aspect of the law is the premise 
upon which that arbitrariness would 
be based: counterterrorism. The 
President believes that opposing the 
increasing power of police forces 
“amounts to opposing the struggle 
against terrorism.” Echoing his stance, 
Prime Minister Ahmet Davutoglu and 
Serdar Kilic, Turkey’s ambassador to 
the US, have challenged opponents 

to point out any provisions within the 
legislation that are at odds with EU 
norms. 

The counterterrorism justification 
has resulted in some seeing the 
law as an abuse of the terrorism 
threat that has plagued Turkey for 
more than thirty years. Indeed, 
Amnesty International, Human 
Rights Watch, and other like-minded 
institutions were quick to express 
their concerns regarding increasing 
authoritarianism.

Such criticism is far from rare. 
What is especially common is for 
the governments of most developed 
countries, namely that of the 
United States, to criticize their 
peripheral counterparts for civil 
liberty violations. It is, in turn, also 
common for the East’s strongmen 
to react to the West’s warnings with 
disdain, fueled by national pride. Yet, 
bearing in mind its long-established 
democracy and culture of individual 
liberty, the US has stood as the 
foremost potential guide to Turkey 
and comparable quasi-republics 
in clearing the path towards true 
political development. Who, after 
all, would be a better model than the 
Capitol to the Erdogans, Orbans and 
Assads of the world?

But one might start to think otherwise 
nowadays. 

From the looks of it, Congress may 
kill the Patriot Act. Passed to increase 
nationwide security controls after 
Al Qaeda’s attacks in 2001, the Act 
has been the backbone of the NSA’s 
activities and without it, they should, 
no longer be able to justify their vast 
collection of data from the American 
citizens. Some could even interpret 
the Act’s disbandment as a sign that 
the end of the post-9/11 era is near. 

Such logic would be overoptimistic, 
however. According to many leading 
advocacy groups, the NSA could 
justify legal grounds for surveillance 
via Section 214, along with some other 
remaining provisions of the Patriot 

Act. As a result, most, if not all, of 
the existing data surveillance activity 
would continue. In other words, 
there is no guarantee that the bulk 
of the counterterrorism policies will 
go away. With the NSA’s surveillance 
programs alive, unrestricted privacy 
is not on the horizon. 

Meanwhile, the rest of the world is 
becoming increasingly globalized. 
In today’s world of U.S. hegemony, a 
country’s integration into the world 
economy inevitably depends in part 
on their adaptation to the American 
way of international commerce. 
Thus, many developing countries 
are following America’s direction 
on privacy issues in exchange for 
increased involvement in global 
“free” trade. But are labels such as 
“free” and “fair” really applicable 
to trade practices that involve the 
receipt of personal information 
without the consent or knowledge of 
the subject? With Lincoln, Mandela, 
Ataturk and other champions of 
liberty in mind, is it not disrespectful 
to associate freedom with such 
Orwellian business practices? 

Ghana is a recent example of those 
countries that have been conducting 
trade by the American rules. The West 
African country has been rebranding 
itself as a major outsourcer. “When 
you live in a country where it is very 
difficult for the ordinary person 
to make ends meet — provision 
of very basic needs such as food, 
clothing and shelter — privacy 
and personal data protection 
becomes an abstract idea that 
least gets their attention,” said 
Teki Akuetteh, director of Ghana’s 
Data Protection Commission, in 
2014.

I do not hereby intend to condemn 
Ghana, India or any other nation 
for not standing up against the 
West’s practices. Like Ghana, the 
countries that are only newly 
opening themselves into the 
global economy are undoubtedly 
aware of the tradeoffs they must 
accept. 
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The ability to decisively sacrifice 
necessities such as privacy in order to 
further a nation’s economic progress 
deserves sympathy, not criticism. 

However, the U.S. is not the compass 
the world needs regarding privacy 
today. While Google, Facebook, and 
other contemporary “Big Brother”s 
export their unethical, yet routine, 
data collection practices, Americans 
are growing increasingly frustrated 
with respect to their privacy, or lack 
thereof. According to a recent study 
by the Pew Research Center, 91% of 
Americans believe that they have 
lost control over corporations’ use of 
their personal information. 

The two-pronged attack – through 
counterterrorism and free trade – 
on individual privacy is an issue 
that should be prioritized on the 
international agenda. The relevant 
American and international 
policymakers need to understand that 
when uncontrolled, capitalism and 
national security measures are prone 

to deviate from the purpose that they 
were originally put in place to serve: 
maximization of citizens’ well-being. 

One step that core powers could take 
to better ensure their citizens’ privacy 
would be to create accountable data 
protection agencies that are free of 
any monetary or political conflicts 
of interest, or empower the existing 
institutions that they have. The 
peripheral countries that strive to 
begin or strengthen their partnerships 
with those powers would inevitably 
be positively impacted. Although it 
could not bindingly interfere with 
any sovereign’s affairs, forming an 
international advisory body may also 
help. Ideally, in that body, Germany 
and other core countries that are 
wrongly accused of overprotecting 
individual rights at the expense of 
stifled trade would have as much say 
as the U.S. Having such measures in 
place would be a crucial leap onto 
a path of increased liberty. Once on 
that path, we could maybe worry 
less about today’s “Big Brother”s and 

maintain national security and free 
trade, without exploiting each other’s 
goodwill. 
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Democracy, once an outlier on the 
world stage, has swept the globe 
as the political phenomenon 
of the century. Interestingly, 

conservative candidates have done exceedingly 
well in recent contests around the world and 
are ushering in what some believe to be a wave 
of conservatism for years to come. Recently, 
there have been more substantive wins by 
conservative candidates despite polls predicting 
highly contested races. The results sent shock 
waves reverberating globally, a reaction leading 
to great implications for the international 
political landscape. Often, the overwhelming 
election results left political pundits as well as 
liberal party heads dazed and confused leading 
them to reevaluate their manifestos. This rising 
conservative tide abroad is epitomized by four 
recent elections. 

India’s Modi
In May 2014, while polls predicted a 
conservative shift in India’s governance, the 

resounding victory by Narendra Modi and 
his center-right BharatiyaJanata Party (BJP) 
exceeded expectations. In a historic shift in 
the balance of power, the BJP picked up 166 
seats in India’s legislative body, thus delivering 
Modi the Prime Minister position. Modi, who 
has been characterized as an ardent believer of 
conservative ideals, offered the most attractive 
platform to the people of India. He promised 
economic growth for the country and a plan for 
a brighter tomorrow, a message that resonated 
with a country weary of global financial 
instability.

Furthermore, his conservative ideals 
were able to transcend India’s problematic 
demographic breakdown. For decades, India 
has been marked by a messy democratic system 
disrupted by an ever-present caste system and 
regional loyalties. Modi’s decisive electoral 
success in 2014 overcame the deep cultural and 
political divides within India.

In his short tenure, he has focused his 
attention on igniting an Indian economic 

revival. He has made efforts to reduce 
government spending as well as privatize many 
government-run companies. In particular, 
he has encouraged the privatization of India’s 
coal company Coal India and the country’s 
national airline Air India. His reformist agenda 
has evoked comparisons to that of the late 
British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
and US President Ronald Reagan, whose 
implementation of conservative economic 
policies in the late 20th century transformed 
the course of British and American history, 
respectively.

Abenomics
Japan’s 2014 election overwhelmingly affirmed 
the people’s faith in Prime Minister Shinzo 
Abe’s agenda. In 2014, Abe and his Liberal 
Democratic Party (LDP) maintained their two-
thirds majority with their coalition partner, 
center-right New Komeito Party (NKP). His 
meteoric rise since first being elected Prime 
Minister in 2012 has drawn ire and amazement. 

STORY BY - MCKENNA KLEIN
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His push for free market economic reforms 
has been gifted the moniker of “Abenomics.” 
During the campaign, he called for a revival of 
the Japanese economy still scarred by its asset 
price bubble in the 1990s. He has delivered on 
his promise by targeting the Japanese central 
bank. Haruhiko Kuroda, head of the Bank 
of Japan, promised to get Japan to 2 percent 
inflation rates by all means necessary. Abe, 
feeling that the head central banker has 
underperformed, decided to act independently 
of Kuroda’s recommendations. Subsequently, 
the Abe government began encouraging a 
bond-buying spree in an effort to spur an 
increase in inflation. 

The policies, while effective thus far, have 
been implemented too recently to be measured 
in terms of their long-term effects. Nevertheless, 
under Abe, the stock market and property 
values have risen sharply and unemployment 
has fallen from 4.3 percent to 3.5 percent. Thus, 
there is promise going forward that Abe’s 
agenda will have an overall positive effect on 
the health of Japan’s economy.

Alongside domestic economic 
reforms, Abe has pushed for a more visible 
Japanese presence in Asia and, more broadly, 
the international community. In 2015, his 
government has worked with the United 
States to develop a trade agreement between 
the East and the West by creating the Trans-
Pacific Partnership. TPP is an effort to open 
up trade among countries like the US, Japan, 
Canada, Mexico, Vietnam, South Korea, and 
the Philippines. For Abe, the trade agreement 
allows him another channel to enact economic 
reforms, especially in regard to opening up 
sectors in the Japanese economy. TPP also 
allows Japan and the United States to attempt 
to contain China by setting the trade rules in 
the region before China can.

Upon his rise to power, he faced 
expectations to be Japan’s Reagan as a 
conservative reformer. His domestic and foreign 
policies could easily be seen as Reaganesque 
from the promises of economic recovery to 
dealing with China in a manner similar to 
Reagan’s handling of the Soviet Union. 

The Tory Takeover
On May 7, 2015, Britons turned to the polls in 
what was expected to be a hotly contested race 
between Labour’s Ed Miliband and the Tories’ 
David Cameron to occupy the Prime Minister’s 
residence at 10 Downing Street. Heading into 
Election Day, pollsters and pundits predicted 
a neck-and-neck race and a subsequent hung 
parliament. Ultimately, when the final votes 

were tallied, the Conservatives cruised to 
victory, seizing control of Parliament with 331 
seats to Labour’s 232 and returning Cameron to 
the seat of power. 

On his path to victory, Cameron 
presented a vision for a dynamic, competitive 
United Kingdom that offers opportunity to not 
only the wealthy, but also the working class. 
Cameron and the Conservative Party advocated 
for an expansion of childcare for working 
class families, protecting and preserving 
Britain’s single payer healthcare system, and a 
referendum on Britain’s future participation in 
the European Union. Cameron set out to paint 
a picture of a more prosperous Britain without 
overpromising. The Tories’ manifesto provides 
achievable policy goals that appealed to people 
from all walks of life. 

Ultimately, Britons viewed Cameron as 
a capable leader able to accomplish what he 
sets out to achieve regardless of his popularity 
(or lack thereof). Since his premiership began 
in 2010, Cameron and the Tories have cut 
personal and corporate tax rates. They even 
reformed the very popular National Health 
Service. In early 2015, the NHS agreed to the 
largest privatization move in the health service’s 
history in an effort to address the backlog issue 
plaguing the country’s single-payer health care 
system. Thus, Cameron has managed to claim 
victory in even the most difficult of political 
battles.

In terms of foreign policy, Cameron 
has been hawkish in dealing with the threat 
of terrorism and with Russia. While many 
Britons have radicalized and joined the ranks 
of Islamic State, Cameron stands tall, pushing 
for increased surveillance tactics to snuff out 
terrorist cells in the United Kingdom. Cameron 
has adopted a hardline approach to Putin’s 
dealings in Ukraine, calling for even stricter 
sanctions against Russia. He has even advanced 
Britain’s nuclear weapons development as a 
defense measure.  

The 2015 election was not only a way 
of legitimizing Cameron’s authority, but also 
an indication of a shift in Britain’s political 
landscape that mirrors the growing global 
conservative movement. Britain’s right-wing 
party, the United Kingdom Independence 
Party (UKIP), received the third largest vote 
share with nearly four million votes. The 
sharp rise in popularity is astonishing. UKIP 
is characterized by its euroscepticism and 
anti-immigration policy positions. The 
party’s success will shape a more conservative 
conversation in British politics, which presents 
the Tories with a predicament of balancing the 

generally moderate electorate and the right-
wing UKIP’s large following.

Bibi Returns
Like the British general election, the build-up 
leading to the 2015 Israeli elections was colored 
by discussion of a hotly contested race between 
the hawkish Prime Minister Netanyahu and the 
dovish challenger Isaac Herzog. On Election 
Day on March 17, political experts forecasted a 
Netanyahu and center-right Likud Party defeat 
at the hands of Herzog’s center-left Zionist 
Union Party. As was the case in the United 
Kingdom, the political experts missed the mark 
entirely. The Likud Party picked up 12 seats to 
give them a majority total of 30 in the Knesset. 

Netanyahu’s re-election exemplifies the 
faith that the Israeli people have instilled in him 
to navigate the turbulent predicament in the 
Middle East. From his exhibition of strength 
during the Gaza war last summer to his public 
opposition to the removal of sanctions on Iran, 
Netanyahu has not wavered in his steadfast 
belief in uncompromising security for Israel.

Coupled with his hawkish foreign 
policy positions, he has been a champion of 
free market principles. During his tenure, 
Netanyahu reformed banking by removing 
restrictions and regulations on businesses. He 
has also lowered income taxes in an effort to 
broaden the tax base. Under his leadership, 
unemployment has fallen and investment in 
the economy has increased by an annualized 
380 percent. 

While he remains a polarizing figure 
both in Israel and abroad, Netanyahu has a 
demonstrated focus on economic growth and 
international security.

Takeaway
Interestingly, the tide of conservatism abroad 
has been premised on economic and foreign 
policy mandates. The aforementioned 
conservative leaders rarely highlighted 
their social views, instead prioritizing their 
political agendas in a way that best served 
the interests of their constituents. For Prime 
Minister Cameron, it was imperative to 
continue his agenda and oversee Britain’s 
economic recovery and return to greatness, 
whereas Prime Minister Modi needed to revive 
India’s economy and build the nation into 
an influential global player. In each instance, 
conservatives abroad have presented visions 
of bright futures with expanded opportunity 
and, as a result, have ushered in sweeping 
majorities in their countries’ respective political 
institutions.
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While India and Pakistan 
have been at odds with 
each other over the issue 
of Kashmir ever since both 

countries were formed in 1947, things have 
never been more uncertain in the region. A 
spate of recent terror attacks in Gurdaspur, 
Udhampur, Pulwama and Poonch district, 
have taken place against the backdrop of 
a sharp uptick in ceasefire violations—an 
estimated eighteen took place in the last 
month—along the Line of Control (LoC) 
and the International Border. Reports are 
also coming in about the return of home 
grown militancy, with 33 local recruits 

added to Kashmiri militant outfits in this 
year alone. Hawkish statements by Indian 
officials, including those made by National 
Security Advisor (NSA) Ajit Doval, and 
Prime Minister Narendra Modi’s resolve 
to take a harder stance on the Kashmir 
issue, have increased fears that India and 
Pakistan are sliding further towards war. The 
diplomatic flip-flopping of both Indian and 
Pakistani governments between peaceful and 
aggressive rhetoric has done nothing to allay 
them. 

The fears surrounding violence in the 
region are well founded, but they do not need 
to be addressed immediately. Indo-Pakistan 

relations are currently at a tipping point 
where both sides are toying with sticking 
with the status quo, or with heading in a 
completely new direction. Only after their 
current policies get a little clearer can we 
gauge where the next phase of this conflict is 
headed.  

Historically, India and Pakistan have 
stuck to the same respective policies towards 
Kashmir for the last 68 years. India’s policy 
towards Kashmir has always been about 
containment, which has meant controlling 
the situation as much as it can. On the other 
hand, Pakistan’s policy towards Kashmir 
has always been about provoking India to 

STORY BY - NIKHIL VENKATESA
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acquiesce to its claims over Kashmiri territory. 
These policies have influenced the military 
and diplomatic spheres of engagement 
between these nations, as well as the political 
interaction between the governments of 
India and Kashmir. The LoC and the firing 
that regularly takes place across it, are 
manifestations of the clash between these 
two policies. Pakistan’s strategy of conducting 
“proxy wars” through the funding and 
training of Kashmiri separatist militants since 
the late 1980s and the tendency of the Pakistan 
Army to orchestrate ceasefire violations 
just as Indo-Pak relations take a turn for the 
better, are examples of Pakistan’s policy of 
provocation. India’s shadowy involvement 
in Kashmiri politics, including the arrest of 
Mohammed Abdullah in 1953, and the 1972 
Simla Agreement, which prevents countries 
other than India and Pakistan from getting 
involved in resolving the Kashmir crisis, are 
examples of India’s policy of containment. 

What’s at stake for both countries goes 
beyond simply the material advantages of 
Kashmir’s territory; it is a tussle between two 
nationalistic ideals. The Partition of India 
and Pakistan in 1947 took place because the 
Muslim League, led by Mohammed Ali 
Jinnah, believed that the Muslim population 
of British India needed their own territory. 
For Pakistan, Kashmir has been owed to it 
since Partition because of Kashmir’s majority 
Muslim population. For India, on the other 
hand, Kashmir represents India’s affirmation 
of its secular ideals; it is the only state in India 
with a majority of Muslims residing in it. The 
nationalistic dimension to this conflict adds 
to its intractability. 

Although their stances have stayed 
relatively the same over the years, Indo-
Pakistan relations entered a new phase 
in 2008. In November of that year, twelve 
coordinated attacks took place across Mumbai 
by Lashkar-e-Taiba, a terrorist group with ties 
to Pakistan. Ten Islamist militants took the 
lives of 166 people and wounded 300 others in 
this brutal attack, now dubbed as 26/11. India 
had known about Pakistan’s involvement in 
funding terrorist groups and its function as a 
safe haven for terrorists, but 26/11 elevated the 
Pakistani threat to another level. While the 
previous administration under Manmohan 
Singh took no retaliatory action, Modi, Doval 
and Defense Minister Manohar Parrikar 
have suggested that they will not tolerate 
such aggression with impunity again; Doval 
himself has warned Pakistan, “If you do one 
more Mumbai, you may lose Balochistan.” 

However, these threats lack credibility. 
Containment is not an offensive strategy, 
and aside from boosting defenses at the 
LoC, India has not really followed up on 
this hard line. To do so would be to play into 
Pakistan’s hands and risk escalation. But 
India is not really committed to diplomacy 
either. A high-profile meeting between the 
National Security Advisors of both countries 
scheduled in August was cancelled by India 
the week before it was scheduled to take 
place. Although Pakistani Prime Minister 
Nawaz Sharif seems to want to solve the 
conflict through diplomatic means, he 
is currently being held hostage by the 
Pakistani Army, an institution that has come 

to operate beyond the military sphere of the 
country. The most recent example of this 
occurred two months ago, at the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization summit in Ufa, 
Russia. At the summit, India and Pakistan 
made a joint announcement that they would 
be committed to fighting back terrorism in 
the region and working together to improve 
relations between the two countries. Both 
countries provided actionable commitments 
that were encouraging, including the mutual 
release of fishermen that had been captured 
in both countries and jointly expediting the 
26/11 case trial that is taking place in India. 
Soon after the summit, Pakistan reneged on 
its commitment to the latter, turning in the 
opposite direction by refusing to provide a 
voice sample to India.

What does this state of flux mean for 
Kashmir? It remains to be seen, but if current 
events on the ground continue, it doesn’t 
seem like Modi and Pakistani Prime Minister 
Nawaz Sharif have a lot of time to choose 
their stances. One element that can be dealt 
with immediately is the issue of homegrown 
militancy in Kashmir. The ruling alliance in 
Kashmir between the Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP) and the People’s Democratic Party 
(PDP), announced in March 2015, was seen 
as a beacon of hope in resolving Kashmiri 
calls for self-determination, since Delhi was 
now linked at the hip with Srinagar. Thus far, 
the alliance has not taken any major action 

in the region. To quell the violent extremists, 
it is imperative that Modi take steps to 
demonstrate the legitimacy of the BJP-PDP 
alliance.

Multiple stakeholders on both 
sides of the conflict, including the media, 
political blocs, military personnel, and the 
international community, regularly scrutinize 
every detail of the Kashmir conflict. Taking a 
leaf out of the recent thawing of American and 
Cuban relations and conducting backchannel 
talks, away from the public eye, could be 
beneficial towards arriving at a common 
ground between the two countries. Progress 
has already been made on this front; in 1999, 
Sharif initiated backchannel talks with then-

Indian Prime Minister AtalBihari Vajpayee, 
resulting in a working document that could 
be parlayed into a treaty. Former Pakistani 
President Pervez Musharraf further refined 
this document until 2008, when he lost the 
general election that year and was forced to 
resign. Public opinion in both countries has 
never been a major proponent of peaceful 
resolution; respective governments regularly 
stoke these nationalist sentiments. If Modi 
and Sharif want to avoid full-scale war, 
they will have to continue working on this 
document, while simultaneously improving 
ties through group military exercises and 
trade agreements. However, this is easier said 
than done and remains even more distant 
as both governments figure out what their 
current Kashmir policy should be. 

In 2014, All India Bakchod, an Indian 
comedy group, uploaded a video on August 
15th, India’s Independence Day. The video 
depicted Indians speaking to Pakistanis over 
the phone, and having casual conversations 
that end up surprising callers on both ends 
of the line. As impractical as it may seem, 
the only permanent solution to the Kashmir 
crisis is if India and Pakistan are able to 
work together, whether in secret or not. If 
both countries continue to vacillate between 
different stances, tensions and uncertainty 
will only rise, ultimately leaving no option 
but full-scale conflict. The clock is ticking, 
just as it has been for the last sixty eight years.

“Indo-Pakistan relations are currently at a tipping point 

where both sides are toying with sticking with the status 

quo, or with heading in a completely new direction.”



20 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | Summer 2015

INTERV IEW

INTERVIEW WITH
SHEN LYU-SHUN

INTERVIEW BY -  JONATHAN HASKIN



Summer 2015 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  21 

INTERV IEW

P. CASEY, 
JR.

Ambassador: Well, Taiwan is a very 
unique country. We are not a UN member, 
and we don’t have too many diplomatic 
allies who officially recognize us, and just 
because of that we need the knowledge, 
function, and operation of diplomacy 
even more than any other regular country. 
For an ordinary country, no matter [if it’s 
a] big country or small [country], they are 
UN members, they belong to all kinds of 
international organizations, [and] they 
have easy access to rest of the world. 
But Taiwan, we have to fight for almost 
everything because we are not a regular 
country like the rest of the world, and 
mainland China, as of today, still tries to 
block us, at almost every corner of the 
world. But that would make our jobs [as 
diplomats] even more interesting, and 
more challenging. You see what I mean? 

I started out as a Congressional lesion 
officer in our Washington mission, and 
so sometimes when we can’t go to the US 
government directly, we go to Capitol Hill.  
We can get a lot of support and sympathy 
from Senators and Congressman, and, for 
example, they can jointly write a letter, 
or introduce legislation or resolutions 
in support of us, so that makes us even 
more friends. It makes our career[s] more 
fruitful. If you are a regular diplomat 
from a regular country, you probably 
have to deal with the state department or 
government agencies, but people like us 
go to Capitol Hill almost every day to make 
more friends. We get to see American 
politics in action. We learn more. We get 
to experience more. So that’s a benefit. 
Even though, at the end of the day, 

today, you ought to know everything 
from A to Z- from agriculture, trade,and 
things like pork and beef, which today are 
probably the most difficult issues in my 
business and dealing with USPR, all the 
way down to things like climate change, the 
South China Sea, anything. I think Penn 
has given me probably the best training, 
the best perspective [I could have gotten] 
to prepare [as] a career diplomat, and this 
is why I appreciate my education from 
my alma mater. For foreign students, the 
language barrier and cultural difference 
makes it even harder for us to get a PhD 
degree– it took me six and a half years– 
but it was a very, very good experience. 
Also, Penn has a very good East Asian 
study program, the books, the archives– I 
took great advantage in my time at Penn 
not only to study international relations, 
but to study my own country. While I 
was in Taiwan, in those days, Taiwan 
was still somewhat restricted in terms of 
atmosphere. We couldn’t see a lot of books 
or materials about mainland China, 
but Penn offered me a full picture. As 
someone from Taiwan, I probably got to 
see the trees, but Penn also offered, even 
in those early years of the 70s, I think, 
to show me both the trees and forest. So 
I consider myself very lucky having my 
education at Penn. I was honored that you 
guys invited me to go back the other day, 
and talk to the younger generation, so to 
speak, about my experience. 

PPR: How would you describe, in your own 
words, what about Taiwan makes it unique in 
terms of the interests you pursue?

PPR: Can you tell me a little bit about your 
upbringing and your education? What about 
it got you interested in diplomacy?

Ambassador: As you know, I was born 
and raised in Taiwan. I went to law 
school in Taiwan- in Taiwan, we have an 
undergraduate law school program, and 
I was very interested in international 
law. Then I found that [a] country’s 
international behavior is actually dictated 
by political and other considerations, not 
just international law, so I switched to 
major to international relations. I applied 
to American universities while I was in 
Taiwan, and in those days it very difficult 
for our students to get into Harvard or 
Yale, but I think Penn was the best school I 
applied to. I was accepted, and at that time 
Penn had what we call an interdisciplinary 
International Relations program, which 
was [that] the program itself only offered 
two courses: One was introduction to IR, 
the other was Methodology. So you would 
go to the Political Science department to 
take American foreign policy, which at 
that time was still called Soviet Foreign 
policy, you’d go to the History department 
to take diplomatic history, you’d go to the 
Econ department and take International 
Economics, you’d go to Wharton school 
and take International Business, and you 
could still go to [the] law school and take 
International Law. Then, you would need 
a geographical concentration- for me, it 
was East Asia- and then you formulate 
your own study program. So I think that is 
probably the best, and it … [was] flexible.

It helped my career, because as a diplomat 
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of Foreign Affairs. He also received his Master’s and PhD in International Relations 
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to discuss his study at Penn, his experience as a diplomat from Taiwan, and advice 
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lot. This is why we are so proud of having 
this kind of relationship.

PPR: Just one more question: What is your 
advice for young people who want to be 
involved in diplomatic issues in their own 
countries?

Ambassador: I think the first thing is you 
have to be very open- minded. In the old 
days, the old school thing was to only study 
International Law and Diplomatic History. 
As I said, you have to the basic knowledge 
from A to Z. Even today, someone like me, I 
need to know a lot about the ICP [Industrial 
Cooperation Program] industries. This 
is one of the very big areas. Taiwan is one 
of the most advanced countries in terms 
of manufacturing ICP products. You 
need to know something about aviation. 
For example, did you know that we have 
more than 500 flights a week between the 
United States and Taiwan. We fly into 14 
American cities. You need to know, we are 
in the process of buying about 300 Boeing 
Aircraft 737s, triple 7 ER [Extended Range], 
which can fly non-stop between New York 
and Taipei in about 13 and a half hours. 
You need have to have basic knowledge of 
everything today.

But, the important thing is International 
Law, Diplomatic History, and Area Studies, 
the three basics. If you can know the 
history of the country that you are sent to 
even better than the average people of the 
country, you will gain respect. You will make 
your job much easier, almost immediately. 

Here, for example, when I go to Capitol 
Hill and talk to some of the Congressmen, 
Senators and people from Illinois, they still 
have paintings and pictures of President 
Lincoln in their office. So I can tell them 
that as a high school student in Taiwan, 
we were required to memorize President 
Lincoln’s Gettysburg address. “Four 
score and seven years ago, our father 
brought upon this continent a new nation, 
conceived in liberty, and dedicated to the 
great proposition that all men are created 
equal.” They will be surprised! They will 
be delighted. You will immediately break 
the ice and make a lot of friends. I went to 
West Virginia to talk about the Rockefeller 
family because Senator Rockefeller was 
elected from West Virginia. You have to 
know this country, not just the current 
stuff, but some of the history, which makes 
you even more efficient in your day to day 
operations. And people respect you if you 
know them better on average even better 
than they know themselves. That’s the 
very simple, short message. Even though 
it’s difficult, because you have to collect all 
the stories here and there, but at the end 
of the day, that’s why our job is not 9 to 5. 
It’s almost all the time. And you have to 
try to absorb all the little things here and 
there and make yourself a true friend to 
the country you are sent to. Not just trying 
to work for mutual interest, but trying to 
promote mutual understanding as well. 

we still suffer since we are not a regular 
country. But even without a normal nation 
state status, we still manage to have 118 
missions all over the world, which is quite a 
sizable presence for any country regarding 
its diplomatic operation. And here, we 
have a very big mission in Washington, 
and all over the United States. We have 13 
offices. Not too many countries have such 
a big operation in the United States.  As a 
small island, we are only about 1 quarter 
the size of Pennsylvania, but we are the 
10th largest trading partner of the United 
States. Don’t think the United States is 
only trading with about 20 countries in the 
world; you are trading with 224 countries 
and territories. Small Taiwan at number 10 
is a very big deal for us, and for you.

Last year, around this time, we were the 
12th largest. Within one year of time, we 
jumped two places. Guess which countries 
we overtook. One is Saudi Arabia. Saudi 
Arabia, I must say, is probably not so 
difficult, because the oil price dropped, 
but another one, which we overtook even 
to our surprise, is India. You know how big 
India is. President Obama just travelled 
to India to try and expand American 
economic relations with that country. That 
country’s population is 50 times the size 
of the Taiwanese population. Territory 
is about 100 times the size of Taiwan. But 
we overtook India as your 10th largest 
trading partner in the world. This is a 
very big achievement. I feel very proud 
representing my country, and what I’m 
doing today is not only just for the interest 
of Taiwan, but also benefits Americans in 
our mutual interest. For example, recently, 
just last month, President Obama started 
what they call select US Aid campaign. 
He invited the rest of the countries in 
the world to Senate delegations to look 
for investment opportunities, and invite 
foreign investors to the United States. 
Taiwan is a small country, but we sent you 
the second largest delegation among all 
other countries among all others in the 
world, about 75 of …[which] came. That is 
what we are doing now. For example, one 
of our very big multinational enterprises, 
Formosa Plastics, went to Texas and 
decided to increase their investment by 
over $2 billion. Last year they also invested 
$2 billion there. Things like that, we try 
and help each other even though we are a 
small island country. And we have done a 
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autonomous weapons systems. So, I 
teamed up with people I’d worked with 
in the government actually, who’d also 
left and were at a think tank in DC called 
the Center for a New American Security, 
and we got some funding and started a 
project called Ethical Autonomy, which 
is designed to explore the legal, ethical, 
and strategic dimensions of autonomy 
in weapons systems. And because of that 
research, I was invited out to Geneva to 
participate in a week-long UN dialogue 
on autonomous weapons systems. The 
CNAS team basically flew out there for 
the week to participate in them as a non-
governmental organization. 

PPR: Well so then more on that, a lot of your 
research, obviously, has to do with a lot of 
thinking for the future, which– it’s hard, 
in the realm of foreign policy or political 
science, it’s hard to think ahead. But, thinking 
ahead, with all the new developments 
and technologies, what do you see as the 
future of warfare changing with regards to 
autonomous weapons? Do you see people 
being desensitized to violence, or just what 
role do you think they’ll play in the future?

Horowitz: I think a lot of it depends 
on actually how you define what an 
autonomous weapon is, which is what we 
spent a lot of time in Geneva discussing, 
in that– there’s an NGO campaign to 
“stop killer robots”, it’s a conglomerate 
of several dozen NGO groups that view 
autonomous weapons as a significant 
threat. And they fear that people will be 
desensitized to war, that the robots will 
run amok, all sorts of bad things will 

PPR: So you’ve kind of been balancing both 
now, I mean you’re teaching here, and then 
you’re at the UN meetings speaking as an 
expert panelist. How did you get into that, 
what exactly were you speaking about there, 
and just maybe a little bit if you could speak 
about what the debate is looking like now 
regarding autonomous weapons. 

Horowitz: Sure, well in 2013 I had an 
International Affairs Fellowship, which 
is a fellowship offered by the Council on 
Foreign Relations to provide academics 
who study foreign policy/national 
security issues with the opportunity to 
spend a year working in the government, 
and then there’s another half of it to allow 
people that work in the government to 
spend a year on the outside so they can 
spend some time, take a deep breath, and 
try to write something. And so I had that 
opportunity, and worked in what’s called 
the Office of Force Development. And 
that’s the office that was focused on, given 
America’s strategy in the world, what 
kinds of military forces do we need. And 
from an academic perspective, my first 
book and a lot of my research had been 
on military invasion, and as I got into the 
government I found myself increasingly 
drawn to some of the initiatives involving 
next-generation technologies–whether 
drones, autonomous systems, you know, 
things designed to help sustain America’s 
military edge into the next generation. 
And so, as part of that, when I left the 
government, and started a new academic 
research agenda and policy-oriented 
research agenda focused on some of these 
next-generation technologies including 

PPR: So I’m just interested, first of all, in 
hearing a little bit of background from you. I 
know a little bit, but how did you get to where 
you are today– I’m especially interested in 
hearing about what’s been different working 
in the government sphere versus education.

Horowitz: So actually the wall in my 
office probably explains a lot more of this. 
I’m from Lexington, Massachusetts, or as 
we like to say in Lexington, the birthplace 
of American liberty–

PPR: I’m wearing a completely patriotic 
outfit, I realized on the way here actually.

Horowitz: There you go. So I grew up in 
Lexington, then went down to Emory for 
college and actually took an introduction 
to international relations class that I liked 
a lot and started doing more– you know, 
got into some of the academic research 
angles, and after college I worked at the 
Center for Strategic International Studies 
in DC, and decided to go to grad school 
to see if I would like it and ended up 
here. From my perspective, when I was 
in grad school, it was really important to 
me to do research that was both rigorous 
and on topics that were relevant for 
the real world. But I was always a little 
bit conflicted between working in DC, 
working in the policy world, and working 
as an academic, and I decided I wanted to 
attempt to at least do both of those things. 

PPR: And it worked out.

Horowitz: I mean, it hasn’t been so bad 
thus far.

Michael Horowitz is an associate professor of Political Science at Penn. He has published 
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sources such as Politico and Foreign Policy. He was also an International Affairs Fellow in 
2013 at the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy in the Department of Defense. He 
sat down with the Penn Political Review to discuss his research into drones and autonomous 

weapons, the 2016 elections, and his work with the UN. 
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happen. A lot of this depends on what you 
think these weapons systems really are 
though. One, if an autonomous weapons 
system is a weapons system that once 
activated can select and engage targets on 
its own, then in a very simple way there 
are characteristics of autonomy that are 
part of weapons that the United States 
and the rest of the world have used for 50 
years, and those are weapons that have 
for the most part made war more precise, 
made militaries more effective, made war 
safer for civilians. And so what we spent 
a lot of time discussing in Geneva was 
what’s the thing of concern here. Is the 
thing of concern new targeting systems for 
weapons? Because that’s a different thing 
than you know, beady-eyed humanoid 
robots that are gonna destroy us all. I think 
we can all get behind, you know, we don’t 
want the Terminator. That’s not really that 
hard. But, we don’t want the Terminator– 
does that mean we thus want to stop doing 
research that could continue to make our 
military systems more reliable, more 
effective, and less dangerous to civilians. 

PPR: I was reading online and found this 
thing about the robot sentry in Korea, so what 
do you think about that?

Horowitz: So the sentry is a South Korean 
border robot system that protects the 
South Korean side of the Demilitarized 
Zone. So there’s a demilitarized zone that 
was established between North and South 
Korea when the Korean War ended, and 
both sides patrol it, in theory to prevent 
one side from crossing. And the South 
Koreans have a system called the Sentry 
that they’ve put up there. And the details 
of that system are actually unclear–it’s 
unclear what kinds of capabilities it has. 
Some descriptions of the Sentry system 
suggest that it has some fully autonomous 
capabilities. Other descriptions make it 
sound like it’s human supervised. And 
that would make it more like– so there’s 
a system called the Phalanx that the US, 
and actually like 30 countries around the 
world operate something like this. It’s 
basically an enormous Gatling gun that 
we put on ships, outside military bases in 
Afghanistan, you know, places like that. 
And it’s a system that’s designed to track 
incoming threats- incoming missiles, 
maybe slow-moving planes, you know 

stuff like that. And then there’s a person 
there that is like, “Oh we need to direct 
the system to hit that threat coming 
in” and then it fires. But if there are too 
many threats coming in at the same time, 
so that a person could not individually 
targeted fire on them, the system also has 
automatic mode, that you could then flip 
on, to ensure that the system could still 
operate to protect the ship or the military 
base or whatever from those incoming 
threats. And it’s unclear whether the 
Sentry system operates more like that, 
where there’s always a person supervising 
its operations, or whether it’s fully 
autonomous in a different sort of way. And 
honestly, I don’t know the answer to that 
question– I’ve read a lot about the Sentry, 
and there are conflicting reports. 

PPR: So now moving on a little bit to the 
aspect of American politics, you know, there 
has been a lot of discussion on drones in the 
US, and specifically there have been some 
accidents recently, and so it looks like up 
til now, I mean the President has not had 
much oversight with this, so my question is, 
where do you see this going– this seems like 
a relatively new issues, or an issue that has a 
lot of kinks to solve. So where do you see this 
going, and further on, what role do you see 
this taking in the next election? 

Horowitz: So, I think there are a couple 
of things about the current generation 
drones that are worth noting. I think 
the first is that– I’m confident that the 
President does actually have oversight 
over US operations. I mean the President 
isn’t necessarily selecting every target in 
particular to be attacked, and that would 
probably be the least efficient way to do 
things, so that’s not necessarily a bad thing, 
depending on the particular context, so 
the President does have oversight over the 
system. The President does have oversight 
over US drone activities. The second thing 
is that it’s really important to distinguish 
between drone operations conducted 
by the Pentagon and the Department 
of Defense, and those conducted by 
other national security actors in the US 
government like the CIA, in that the 
way that the Defense Department uses 
drones, whether for surveillance or strike 
purposes, is actually fairly transparent 
and according to rules of engagement 

that are either well known or easy to find 
out. It’s the operations by other actors that 
seem to raise more questions, in large part 
because the rules surrounding them don’t 
seem as transparent, and that uncertainty 
obviously leads to lots of suspicion. My 
concern as someone whose research 
focuses in part on the next generation 
of military technologies is that we miss 
the military robotics forest for the drone 
strike trees. And what I mean by that 
is, drone strikes are the thing that’s in 
the media, they’re the thing that people 
focused on, but if you look at the way that 
many countries are thinking about these 
kind of technologies, whether armed 
and unarmed– the current generation 
drones are just the tip of the iceberg, and 
what you don’t want is a situation where 
concern about US drone strike policies 
today leads to reactionary decision-
making that makes it harder for the US 
to invest in these technologies in general, 
including undersea, ground, surface, 
other applications. 

PPR: So a little bit more on that– I was 
reading that Obama is thinking about 
transferring more of the program to be part 
of the Pentagon rather than the CIA, I’m 
interested to hear your opinion, especially 
because of your experience working in that 
branch, if you have a specific perspective on 
that. 

Horowitz: I didn’t work on the operational 
details of drone strikes. So I can’t tell you 
anything you can’t read in a newspaper 
on that point in particular. What I can 
say is that if the Pentagon took control of 
all drone strike operations, they would 
almost assuredly be more transparent. On 
the other hand, the Pentagon is famously 
bureaucratic. I spent a whole year working 
in essentially the largest office building in 
the world. There are also some that think 
that having some of these systems under 
the authority of the CIA and other actors 
help enable rapid reaction and activities 
by the United States in important national 
security situations. 

PPR: Not having it all rely on one 
organization, or just the Pentagon.

Horowitz: The other challenge is that 
the Air Force in particular has sometimes 
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been hesitant to incorporate drones into 
its actions, in part because there is some 
fear that it could threaten the status of 
pilots. And that can lead to rules for 
drone operations by the Air Force that 
can seem a little bit more bureaucratically 
constraining. 

PPR: So do you think as this seems to be 
becoming more prevalent, or maybe just more 
talked about by the public, that this will have 
to play a bigger role in the 2016 election? 
Or, is that something that the public is still 
relatively uneducated about and that won’t 
really influence [the elections]?

Horowitz: I think drone strikes are– Here, 
I’ll make a prediction that will almost 
assuredly be wrong. I think drone strikes 
are unlikely to be a major issue in the 2016 
campaign. The reason is that the likely 
Democratic nominee, Hillary Clinton, 
is relatively hawkish, as are almost all of 
the main Republican contenders except 
for Rand Paul. Maybe Scott Walker, 
we don’t really know a lot about Scott 
Walker’s foreign policy preferences. But it 
seems unlikely that you would end up in 
a situation where you had a Republican 
nominee criticizing a Democrat for 
being too interested in investing in the 
US military, and, you know, going after 
America’s enemies abroad. I mean, that 
certainly doesn’t seem likely. And Hillary is 
hawkish enough that it’s hard to imagine, 
at least from where I sit, her allowing 
herself to be portrayed as not interested 
in striking at America’s enemies abroad. 
So I suspect that while this is becoming 
a large political issue in general, it’s not 
an issue where I imagine there’ll be a lot 
of differences between the presidential 
candidates. You might have some maybe 
campaign platform differences specifically 
about this question of, you know, how 
much authority should the CIA have over 
drones versus how much authority should 
the Pentagon have, but I don’t think it’s an 
area where I imagine there being a lot of 
daylight between the candidates unless 
Rand Paul is nominated. 

PPR: Well, since we’re on the topic of Hillary, 
and you making some predictions, whether 
they’re gonna be correct or not– this is not as 
related to everything we’ve been talking about 
but I’m curious what you think Hillary’s 

role as Secretary of State and considering 
the Benghazi affair will take in the election, 
assuming she becomes the nominee. 

Horowitz: I’m not an expert on American 
politics or on American elections, so take 
everything I say on this with a grain of salt. 
I mean you should probably take most of 
what I say with a grain of salt. But on that 
specifically, my sense is that people have 
mostly made up their minds already on 
Benghazi– I mean, Hillary is one of the 
most well-known politicians in American 
history. She’s been on the national stage 
continually since ‘92. Just about everybody 
has an opinion on Hillary already. Unless 
there’s some crazy new information on 
Benghazi that would drop in the middle 
of the campaign that nobody has seen, I 
suspect that Benghazi’s already baked in 
to how people think about Hillary in that 
people inclined to vote for her tend to 
not think it’s that important, and people 
inclined to not vote for her think it’s really 
important. I don’t personally see Benghazi 
as an issue that’s gonna drive the decision-
making of lots of voters. But I could 
certainly be wrong.

PPR: Well that’s all of the questions I have 
prepared regarding autonomous weapons and 
trying to see if you’re prophetic or not (laughs). 
But just a little more on you– so where are you 
headed, where’s your research headed?

Horowitz: So, my current research is 
moving along a number of tracks. I have a 
book coming out this October, written with 
a couple of people, on something totally 
different, on the background experiences 
of world leaders and how it affects their 
behavior when they get into office. This 
is something that, I mean, in the real 
world, we obviously know that leaders 
matter. I mean if you think back to Bush 
v. Gore, or lots of elections in American 
history it seems consequential who won. 
But for many international relations 
theorists, for lots of political scientists, 
our theories of how international politics 
work tend to be driven by material power, 
by domestic regime type, by basically 
anything but the person. So, working 
with the support of the national science 
foundation, some co-authors and I built 
a data set of all heads of state around the 
world, from, I think 1875 until the end of 

the 20th century, and gathered data on a 
variety of background characteristics– 
their military experience, vocational 
experience, family backgrounds etc. to 
try to understand how those background 
experiences influence the way that leaders 
behave when they get to office. So, I’m 
doing a lot of research on that, I’m doing 
a lot of research on autonomous weapons, 
drone proliferation, and issues relating 
to military effectiveness. And then, you 
know, some research on religion and war, 
on forecasting international politics, a 
bunch of things.

PPR: Wow. And teaching at the same time.

Horowitz: Sure, why not?

PPR: Well, I think that’s about it. Is there 
anything you want to add, any wisdom you 
want to impart?

Horowitz: I’m not really sure I have any 
wisdom in particular to impart. I think 
we live in a very interesting time right 
now, where for a variety of societal, and 
political, and technological reasons 
things seem to be changing very quickly 
and that makes the world in some ways 
more dangerous– that also makes it more 
interesting, and it’s going to be up to all 
of us to try to figure out what the world is 
actually going to be like moving forward. 

PPR: Well, thank you so much. This has been 
very interesting!

Horowitz: Absolutely. 
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