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letter from the editor

We also take a step back in time and interview two famous 
American politicians of yore, Secretary Joseph Califano, Jr., and 
Senator Joseph Lieberman (page 20 and 23, respectively). Califano 
explains what it was like working on Great Society legislation under 
President Johnson, while Lieberman shares previously unreported 
tales from the a!ermath of the 2000 presidential election.

As we round out our tenth year of publication, we continue to 
focus on serving as an outlet for all political voices at Penn. We 
look forward to hearing your thoughts on these articles, as well 
as on our online content, at www.pennpoliticalreview.org. Let us 
know what you think, and as always, speak up!

All politics comes at a price. From the economic cost of a strong 
healthcare system (page 8) to the public health cost of privatizing 
liquor sales (page 4), cost-bene"t analyses are central to how 
we have always evaluated domestic policy alternatives.  In this 
issue, we take a look at these tradeo#s, both at home and abroad, 
particularly in light of the Olympic Games. While Brazil struggles 
with the costs of developing its infrastructure in preparation for 
the Summer Olympics (page 12), the U.S. faces dilemmas about 
reconciling its values and reputation with those of Russia in the 
lead-up to the Winter Games in Sochi (page 14).

One reason that the upcoming Olympics intrigue us is because 
they are being hosted by emerging economies for the "rst time 
since Beijing. Both Brazil and Russia are nations that have been 
plagued by the struggle to achieve not only economic growth, 
but also social and political development. In this issue, we are 
privileged to present an interview with Nobel-winning economist 
Amartya Sen, who explores issues surrounding economic 
development on a daily basis (page 19).
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One of the most pressing issues 
in Pennsylvania politics is the 
initiative to privatize state liquor 

stores. Although the privatization bill 
passed in the House last year, it failed in the 
Senate. In this term, many legislators and 
key stakeholders are raising the question: 
why not privatize? A!er all, privatization 
is American. It’s free market. It’s good 
economics.

Many privatization supporters assume 
that those who stand against liquor 
privatization are either opposed to free 
market economics or are simply clueless. 
However, the reasoning behind a state-
run liquor system is perfectly in line with 
classical economic thinking. 

We learned in ECON 010/ECON 001 
that the role of government is to reduce 
ine0cient monopolies and eliminate 
externalities. In this case, Pennsylvania has 
created a mostly e0cient monopoly in order 
to account for serious externalities related 
to alcohol consumption. Furthermore, the 
current drug and alcohol system is more 
complicated than just a few supply and 
demand curves. Legislators will need to 
analyze complicated business environment 
in order to determine what will make us 
“better o# ” as a commonwealth.

I will "rst provide an analysis of the 
current alcohol system in Pennsylvania. 
1en, I will analyze three major 
threats posed by liquor privatization in 
Pennsylvania: a threat to equity, a threat 
to our employment status, and a threat to 
public health.

!e state store system today

Admittedly, Pennsylvania has a strange 
way of dealing with alcohol sales. Wine and 
spirits are sold in state-run stores, while 
private but highly regulated distributors sell 
beer. One of the main arguments in favor 
of privatization is that these regulations 
lead to major consumer inconveniences. 
According to a 2013 survey conducted 
by the Commonwealth Foundation, 
approximately two-thirds of adults in 
Pennsylvania would like to see the alcohol 
industry privatized. 

Building on that popular support, 
Pennsylvania Governor Tom Corbett 
established state store privatization as 
one of his key objectives for his "rst term 
in o0ce, and Lieutenant Governor Jim 

Cawley has spearheaded the process in the 
House and Senate.  His goal is to privatize 
and deregulate the spirit, wine, and beer 
industries. 

1e state government has a lot to 
lose in this deal. Pennsylvania generates 
approximately $400 million each year 
from its control over the liquor industry. 
1at $400 million goes, in part, to alcohol 
law enforcement and drug and alcohol 
treatment costs. Researchers at the 
University of Michigan predict that the 
state could lose one-half to two-thirds of 
its liquor revenue due to privatization. But 
that’s not necessarily a bad thing. O!en, 
higher government revenue just means 
more deadweight loss in the economy. How 
di#erent are we from a privatized liquor 
system? Economically speaking, how far o# 
from the equilibrium price are we?

1e short answer is “not far.” 1e long 
answer is a bit more complicated. A 2013 
study performed by Siegel et al. shows 
that the average price di#erence between 
“control” states, such as Pennsylvania, and 
privatized states is small — approximately 
$2 (or 6.9% lower). To use a case study, the 
state of Washington recently privatized its 
liquor stores by referendum, and liquor 
prices actually increased sharply because 
the state had to implement higher taxes to 
compensate for lost state store revenue. So 
the price di#erence really isn’t that extreme.

What about the other axis of the supply 
and demand curve: the quantity of alcohol? 
According to Wharton Professor Katja 
Seim and her colleague Joel Waldfogel, 
Pennsylvania is far from the equilibrium 
target for quantity. We should have 
approximately 2.5 times more liquor 
stores. But is that necessarily a bad thing? 
Is it possible that the costs of privatizing 
beer (closing small businesses, higher 
unemployment, and higher underage 
drinking, just to name a few) outweigh 
the bene"ts of picking up Jack Daniels in 
a Walmart?

Beer distributors draw the short stick

If privatization goes through, beer 
distributors will likely be the most 
drastically hurt. Suddenly deregulating 
the beer industry would make every 7-11, 
Wawa, and CVS into a beer retailer, and 
privatization would destroy the small 
beer distributor market. But that’s just the 

invisible hand working its magic, right? 
Shouldn’t we allow for some businesses to 
fail in order to maximize e0ciency? 

Well, at "rst glance, that seems to be a 
compelling argument. Market capitalism 
is based on the failure of ine0cient or 
technologically obsolete businesses. 
But we’re not dealing with free market 
economics.

Since the post-Prohibition era, 
Pennsylvania beer distributors have 
been highly regulated. For instance, beer 
distributors in Pennsylvania cannot have 
more than one storefront, and they are 
not allowed to sell beer in quantities fewer 
than one case. As a result, almost all beer 
distributors in Pennsylvania are small, 
family-owned stores, owned and operated 
by local workers.

If we open up beer sales competition to 
thousands of other retailers that have not 
been regulated, such as Walmart, Target, 
and Wawa, the Pennsylvania government 
would be destroying small beer 
distributors, simply for following the rules. 
Does the Pennsylvania government want to 
show 2edgling small business owners and 
entrepreneurs how unfair it can be?

Liquor sales and unemployment

Economists are fairly con"dent that free 
market capitalism would choose big box 
stores over independent beer distributors 
and stores. But is that really what’s best for 
the economy?

1e answer to that question is, well, 
questionable. Yes, regulation almost always 
causes deadweight loss of e0ciency. But in 
an era in which one of the most important 
economic indicators is its unemployment 
rate, closing down small businesses may 
not be a great idea.

Consider the following scenario, in 
which liquor sales are privatized, and the 
state shuts down its stores. Pennsylvania’s 
3,500 state store clerks lose their jobs, 
but Walmart, Target, and 7/11 show 
tremendous pro"t margins. Do you think 
these corporate giants, based in other 
states, will employ anywhere close to the 
3,500 Pennsylvanians who lost their jobs?

Risk to public health

But privatization’s biggest fault is the 
risk it poses to public health.

STORY BY THEODORE CAPUTI | ART BY TUYET-VAN HUYNH
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1e free market works for almost 
everything — houses, technology, and 
even bread. But the e#ects of alcohol are 
not the same as the e#ects of a loaf of 
whole wheat bread. Nobody’s daughter has 
been hospitalized from eating too much 
bread at a party, and nobody’s son has been 
killed by a wheat-induced driver. 1e point 
is that alcohol poses costs to society that 
are not absorbed by the consumer or the 
producer. Families pay those costs in their 
heartache and grief. 

Approximately 80,000 people die each 
year from excessive alcohol consumption. 
But what about the dollars and cents? 
According to the Centers for Disease 
Control, the cost of excessive drinking in 
the U.S. has reached over $220 billion, or 
about $1.90 per drink consumed — that 
equals appoximately $750 for every man, 
woman, and child in the U.S. 

Even the most “free market” of 
capitalists knows that it is the government’s 
responsibility to regulate industries with 
large societal costs. Take pollution, for 
example. When a "rm has a substantial 
negative externality like pollution, the 
government has to arti"cially incorporate 
societal costs into the price of pollution 
through taxation. Alcohol consumption is 
exactly the same. 

What about Pennsylvania in particular? 
It turns out that due to its state-store 
system, Pennsylvania does tremendously 
well at avoiding alcohol-related costs. 
Pennsylvania has the fewest alcohol-
induced deaths in the nation, and alcohol 
consumption per capita is starkly below 
the average. Why are we trying to change 
that?

It’s 2013, and free-market capitalism is 
the new black. 1at’s good! I’m happy to see 
that people are pressing the government 
for a level of e0ciency that can typically 
only be seen in the free market. But 
privatizing alcohol should be a di#erent 
story. Privatizing alcohol is not “free 
market” — it is just plain irresponsible. It 
would harm beer distributors that have 
endured Pennsylvania’s regulation for over 
half a century, and it would pose a threat 
to both our unemployment rate and our 
public health. I urge all Pennsylvanians to 
see the bigger picture before supporting 
this harmful measure.

$400 
million
made by the state of 
Pennsylvania in liquor sales
each year

3500
people work as clerks in 
Pennsylvania’s liquor store

THE STATS ON 
STATE LIQUOR

Pennsylvanians support the privatization of alcohol

Alcohol is $2 
cheaper in 

nonregulated 
states 80

people die from excessive 
alcohol consumption per year 

in the U.S.

thousand
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the GOP
STORY BY JONATHAN STAHL

In the 1980s, with President Ronald 
Reagan at the helm, the Republican 
Party was thriving, and the 

organization began to cement itself into 
the party as we know it today. Reagan 
and his contemporaries established the 
cornerstones of the party’s dogma, which 
included a large military budget and 
both "scal and social conservatism. Fast 
forward to 2012 — the party of Reagan has 
begun to su#er from setbacks in national 
and state elections. Commentators have 
forecasted a shrinking Republican voter 
base, and the GOP is projected to continue 
losing support as more millennials become 
voting-age citizens. Moving forward, if 
the Republican Party does not move to 
incorporate personal liberty and autonomy 
along with economic liberty to its platform, 
it stands to alienate youth voters and may 
face trouble putting up serious contenders 
to Democratic opponents in the future. 

In order to adapt to changing social 
norms, members of the Republican 
establishment must "rst recognize that 
there is a disconnect between their social 
ideals and that of the majority of the age 18-
30 demographic. Most Republican leaders, 
including Senate Minority Leader Mitch 
McConnell, House Speaker John Boehner, 
and House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, 
are staunch social conservatives. 1ey are 
seen by many millennials as advocates for 
the War on Drugs, oppression of LGBT 
Americans, and the curbing of abortion 

rights. Although campaigning on these 
traditionalist values may have worked 
in the past, GOP leaders must recognize 
that the fastest growing bloc of voters — 
individuals under the age of 30 — feels 
ostracized by these socially conservatives 
views. Eighty-one percent of youth voters 
support gay marriage legislation, and many 
of them view the Republican stance on gay 
marriage analogous to the racist opposition 
to civil rights legislation in the 1960s. 
Furthermore, youth voters see Republican 
opposition to abortion rights as a war on 
individual autonomy and liberty, and they 
recognize the War on Drugs as a failed 
policy that does more harm than good.

In response to the party’s defeat in the 
2012 presidential election, the Republican 
National Committee published the Growth 
and Opportunity Project, a framework 
for getting the Republican Party back 
on track. 1e document acknowledges 
the vast implications of a more socially 
liberal youth. 1e report recommends 
that lawmakers and candidates present the 
Republican Party as one “that is welcoming 
and inclusive for all voters”, by “[changing] 
our tone on certain social issues that are 
turning o# youth voters.” 1e report points 
to the problem of social conservatism and 
speci"es that the GOP’s view on gay rights 
presents a serious problem for otherwise 
"scally conservative voters. 

In fact, a recent Reason.com poll 
found that youth voters are most likely 

to support a presidential candidate who 
is economically conservative and socially 
liberal, with 61 percent projected support. 
1e poll illustrates that if the party eschews 
its socially conservative platform and 
instead presents itself as the champion 
of economic and personal liberty, then 
perhaps, the GOP can regain support from 
young Americans. 

Some Republicans are already trying 
to reframe the party message to appeal 
to young voters. Senator Rand Paul is 
spearheading the transformation of 
the GOP and believes that Republican 
lawmakers should stop harping on 
conservative social issues and instead focus 
on things that young people care about, such 
as Internet privacy, particularly in light of 
the recent NSA controversy. Paul believes 
that social liberalism is not an impediment 
for the party, but rather, something that will 
“come full circle” and “is really the way the 
Republican Party will grow.”

Despite the e#ort of Republicans like 
Paul, the Republican establishment has yet 
to change its social platform. During the 
2014 and 2016 elections, the party will "nd 
itself at a crossroads, and it must decide 
whether it will adapt to the times or cling 
to its old views. 1e millennial voters could 
swing the elections one way or the other, 
and it is up to the Republican Party to 
"gure out which path it will take as it moves 
into the future.

NAT IONAL

& the Millennials
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Congress is the master of patchwork 
solutions. Ours is a duct tape government, 
what Johns Hopkins political scientist 
Steven Teles calls a “kludgeocracy”: a 
legislature that excels in creating “ill-
assorted collection[s] of parts assembled 
to ful"ll a particular purpose… clumsy 
but temporarily e#ective solution[s].” Few 
things embody this concept better than 
Congress’s treatment of the Medicare 
Sustainable Growth Rate (SGR) formula, 
which, since 2002, has mandated 
increasingly large cuts to Medicare’s 
physician reimbursement. 1ese cuts are, 

however, unrealistically large: on January 1, 
2014, the formula will cut reimbursement 
across the board by 25 percent. Instead 
of repealing the law altogether, though, 
Congress has employed the “doc "x”: 
in every year since 2002, it has voted to 
postpone these vicious cuts. 1e SGR is a 

2awed policy tool that could wreak havoc 
upon the American health care system, 
and even our extraordinarily dysfunctional 
Congress realizes this. Now, it is time to 
trim back the kludgeocracy and repeal the 
SGR once and for all.

No policy issue riles up physicians as 
much as the SGR. In a provision of the 1997 
Balanced Budget Act, the SGR rewired 
the Medicare reimbursement formula 
to cut payouts if Medicare expenditures 
grow faster than GDP. Despite this, health 
expenditures continued to rise at least 
1-2 percent faster than GDP, and the cuts 

were readied. 1us was born the “doc "x.” 
Each year, the formula dictates an ever-
larger cut to Medicare reimbursement, and 
every year, without fail, Congress votes to 
postpone it.

1e SGR is a terrible solution to the 
troubling problem of exploding national 

health expenditures. A handy chart 
produced by the House Budget Committee 
shows that health care costs are arguably the 
largest driver of the long-term structural 
de"cit: when President Obama talks about 
“bending the cost curve,” it is to this curve 
that he refers. And no wonder: Medicare 
costs, which now equal 3.1 percent of GDP, 
will rise to 5.5 percent over the next 25 
years. Former O0ce of Management and 
Budget Director Peter Orszag sums up the 
issue nicely: “Over the long run, the de"cit 
impact of every other "scal policy variable 
is swamped by the impact of health-care 
costs.”

Bending the health cost curve is 
arguably the most important "scal issue of 
this generation. So why not start by letting 
the SGR do the necessary work of cutting 
physician compensation, which, according 
to the Department of Labor, averaged 
between $183,170 (for a general internist) 
and $188,000 (for a specialist) in 2011?

1e answer: doctors are already being 
squeezed from all sides. 1is decade’s $2.6 
trillion A#ordable Care Act tab needs to 
be covered somehow, and about a quarter 
of it ($716 billion) is covered by slashing 
Medicare reimbursement; by 2020, 
Obamacare will reduce Medicare spending 
by over $100 billion a year. Meanwhile, the 

�������
��

� 	 �  � �
� 	

The Repeal of the Sustainable 
Growth Rate Formula

STORY BY JONATHAN FRIED

“Now, it is time to trim back the 
kludgeocracy and repeal the 
SGR once and for all.
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sequester will excise another $100 billion 
from Medicare reimbursement over the 
next 10 years. 

Slashing payments to “greedy” doctors 
further will only harm our already poor 
excuse for a national health system. Even 
Congress, with all its comical dysfunction, 
has realized, year a!er year, that the 
“sustainable” growth rate formula is 
anything but.

2014 is the year of Obamacare, bringing 
about the largest structural change to U.S. 
health care since Medicare and Medicaid’s 
enactment in 1965. Amidst this spirit 
of sensible transformation, the House 
Committee on Energy & Commerce has 
decided to take health reform one step 
further, voting 51-0 last July to repeal the 
SGR and implement a new reimbursement 
system that rewards superior quality of care 
rather than quantity. 1e bill has not yet 
made it to the 2oor of the House or Senate, 

but it should.
1is permanent doc "x is not cheap: the 

Congressional Budget O0ce estimates that 
it will cost $175 billion over 10 years. But 
the repeal is a productive and necessary 
step forward for Medicare payment reform, 
a critical component of bending the cost 
curve. Tying doctor payments to quality 
indicators is not only responsible, it is 
necessary. Medicare pays doctors on a fee-
for-service basis, paying for volume and 
creating perverse incentives that almost 
certainly drive up the cost of Medicare 
annually. Implementing this new Quality 
Update Incentive Program, which could 
adjust payments by plus or minus 1 percent 
based on a range of quality performance 
measures, is the correct surgical tool: a 
scalpel rather than the SGR’s chainsaw.

1is article, however, closes with a word 
of caution. At the Passover seder, Jews 
traditionally ask ma nishtana?: what has 

changed? Why is this night di#erent from 
all other nights? Similarly, policymakers 
must ensure that physicians retain the 
freedom to ask what the Children’s 
Hospital of Philadelphia’s Dr. Bernard 
Kaplan calls their own ma nishtana: why 
is this patient di#erent? And how must I 
deviate from the customary standard of 
care, the evidence-based clinical practice 
guideline, the recommended treatment 
for the average patient, in order to cater to 
his or her needs? As quality-based rewards 
slowly become the norm, as they must, 
policymakers will almost certainly de"ne 
“good care” as care that follows certain 
evidence-based guidelines. 1is is one of 
the greatest challenges of Health Reform 
2.0: de"ning the standards that delineate 
superior quality and then ensuring that 
physicians can depart from those guidelines 
in order to provide compassionate, holistic, 
and superior care to their patients.

What Drives Our Debt?
(Government Spending As A Share Of Economy)

Graphic provided by author and sourced from the House of Representatives Budget Committee.
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The brief time that I have spent in 
the United States has given me 
some insights into the American 

perception of my home country, the 
United Kingdom. In seeking to explore 
the relationship between the two, it seems 
obvious to suggest that the two countries 
should have divergent attitudes. Yet people 
are o!en deceived by the intense interaction 
between the two nations — the ongoing 
trade of ideas and values, fundamentally 
based on a shared language — into 
looking at the two countries as more of an 
amorphous sphere than as sharply de"ned 
entities. From music and art to literature 
and research, it o!en seems that both 
states are on the same page for everything. 
However, when there is a major disconnect, 
such as the British Parliament’s voting 
“no” on whether or not to join a potential 
American military e#ort in Syria, the spell 
is broken and the unequal partnership 
between the two very di#erent countries 
on di#erent trajectories becomes clear. 1e 
“special relationship,” which has recently 
been viewed in the context of extremely 
close diplomatic and military cooperation, 
is more fundamentally built on a platform 
of shared culture. 1at shared culture is 
the true “special relationship,” and it will 
outlast its political counterpart. 

One should view the political 
relationship through the large-scale lens 
of America’s post-Cold War hegemony 
and Britain’s soul searching in its Empire-
less era. Arguably, the two states have 
been dri!ing apart for some time now, 
as the di#erences between them have 
grown. A partnership held together only 
by intense political friendships, such 
as the famed Ronald Reagan-Margaret 
1atcher partnership or even the Tony 
Blair-George Bush relationship is merely 
super"cial and not structurally deep. 
When an administration without a leader 
particularly interested in personally 
fostering Anglo-American relations comes 
around, the fault lines between the two 
countries seem to grow larger. But that 
is simply because the veneer of friendly 
personal diplomacy has been li!ed slightly. 
From the troubled days of the Suez Crisis 
in the 1950s to Harold Macmillan’s refusal 
to involve Britain in Vietnam, or even 
the most recent Syria con2ict, there have 
always been some structural problems in 
the “special relationship.”

All alliances have their peaks and 
troughs, and it is impossible to expect both 
countries to be in constant agreement over 
such a long period. What is important 
to note, however, is that the “cooling” of 
Anglo-American personal diplomacy has 
occurred at a crucial juncture in Britain’s 
global outlook, and perhaps in America’s as 
well. Currently, one of the crucial problems 
facing British politics is its involvement in 
the European Union, given the recent Euro 
crisis. 1e debate on the Right on Britain’s 
involvement in the EU has been so intense 
that the Tories have been forced to consider 
holding a referendum on the issue in order 
to combat the rise of “Euroskepticism.”

To more than a few British citizens, the 
“special relationship” is a crutch used by 
the United Kingdom to erase the idea that 
the country is part of a greater Europe, 
for better or for worse. In other words, 
the relationship gives Britain a way to 
be involved on the world stage without 
being perceived as “continental.” It is not 
unlike dreams of splendid isolationism 
for the modern-day era, albeit in a highly 
globalized world and in a position of far less 
power. Britain is now at the point where it 
will have to make a decision about its stance 
on Europe — most likely to stay and play a 
more active role in the EU. 1e perceived 
decline in the “special relationship” may 
do some good in catalyzing such a debate 
within Britain, something that the Obama 
administration is certainly keen on.

Likewise, with the rise of robust 

economies in Asia and Australia and the 
looming threat of China, it makes sense for 
the United States to orient its global outlook 
of diplomacy more toward the Paci"c and 
less toward the Atlantic than ever before. 
In a landmark speech in 2011, President 
Barack Obama declared the re-orientation 
a “deliberate and strategic decision,” with 
the United States “always remain[ing] a 
Paci"c nation.” With greater cooperation 
in the Paci"c, there may be less Anglo-
American diplomatic cooperation over 
the Atlantic, unless under the auspices of 
NATO.

All of this is, of course, high politics and 
diplomacy. To say that the idea of a special 
relationship is dead will do little in real 
terms except dent the imagined prestige of 
the British Government, serve as the "nal 
nail in the co0n of Empire and force the 
country toward restarting as a European 
country proper. Fundamentally, both 
countries are inescapably bound together. 
Britain’s cultural capital is astonishingly 
high given its diminishing size and 
strength, and in that respect, this culture 
remains the only way in which it and the 
United States can possibly be on par with 
each other so long as they share the English 
language. For all the policy di#erences and 
personal diplomatic frostiness, the cultural 
and linguistic relationship between the two 
is far more structurally sound and longer 
lasting. Undoubtedly, the cultural “special 
relationship” between America and Britain 
is sure to outlive its political namesake.

“Special Relationship”

Both are notable founders of:

P5
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nation and without a great price. Whether 
the Olympic Games’ e#ect will be positive 
or negative remains to be seen. 

First, and foremost, the Olympics are a 
huge "nancial commitment for any nation. 
Following up on the success of the Beijing 
Olympic Games in 2008, Rio de Janeiro 
will be the "rst city in South America 
to have the honor and responsibility of 
hosting the event. 1is would be a massive 
endeavor for any nation, but for Brazil, 
it has the potential to become a major 
focal point of worldwide prestige, both 
for the nation and for Latin America. 1e 
Brazilian government has already spent 
hundreds of millions of dollars to expand 
transportation services, massively overhaul 
and upgrade infrastructure, and improve 
the security of the region, particularly in 
regards to favelas, or slums. 

Beyond these commitments, one of 

the main topics of discussions for NGOs, 
grassroots activists, and Brazilian citizens is 
the Games’ "nancial e#ect upon Brazilian 
society. However, the total e#ect is simply 
not clear at this point 1e Olympics could 
be a boon for national prestige for Brazil 
and could further cement the nation’s role 
as the largest and most dynamic economy in 
Latin America. 1is still begs the question, 
though, of whether the Olympic Games 
shall be a boon for the nation’s "nancial 
health and society.

One major concern revolves around the 
long-term impact of the Olympic Games. 
1e two examples of Montreal in 1976 
and Athens in 2004 may provide some 
insight. In both Games, it was clear that 
the economic advantages from hosting the 
Olympics only lasted for a short time, and 
both cities were le! with infrastructure 
that was underutilized and later became 

“Fazemos um novo futuro.” One 
of many chants I overhear from news 
channels around Latin America. While 
my native language is Spanish, I can still 
understand the actions and reactions of the 
Brazilians in Portuguese, and I understand 
when normal people ask questions such as, 
“Will the Olympic games be worthwhile 
for Brazil?” I, with many others, am asking 
the very same question. In my opinion, the 
2016 Olympics in Rio de Janeiro will have 
an unknown impact on Brazilian society, 
but the government should recognize that 
it could be an immediate success with the 
right amount of foresight. 1e government 
must recognize that the whole world will 
watch how the Olympic Games unfold, 
particularly as it plays out "nancially, 
socially and politically. 1ere is a bright 
future for the citizens of Brazil, but it will 
not come without great changes for the 

     TRUE PRICE

         
  OLYMPICS

of the
the

STORY BY ISAAC BLANCAS | ART BY TUYET-VAN HUYNH

GLOBAL

12 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | FALL 2013



FALL 2013 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  13 

GLOBAL

economic burdens on these cities. In the 
case of Greece, the Olympic Games in 
Athens contributed to the growing national 
debt that eventually precipitated the Greek 
share of the wider Eurozone crisis. Greece 
had "nanced the Games through massive 
government borrowing, which became the 
crux of Greece’s massive debt, undertaken 
during a period of economic boom and 
euphoria. Nonetheless, Brazil is not 
doomed to Greece’s fate.

In 1992, the Olympic Games were hosted 
in Barcelona, Spain. 1ey held grave national 
signi"cance, as they closely followed the 
transition of Spain’s government from 
fascist dictatorship to constitutional 
monarchy and democratic governance. 
Spain’s success with the Olympic Games 
was largely due to the tremendous e#orts to 
transform Barcelona into a major cultural 
hub through the promotion of its linguistic 
and cultural heritage. 1e Spanish e#orts 
made the city a popular international 
tourist attraction, bringing it on par with 
such other global destinations, such as 
Paris, London, and Rome. In Barcelona, 
the Olympic Games brought in billions 
of dollars in infrastructure investments 
that boosted the quality of life of the 
city’s residents, while also attracting large 
foreign investments. In the end, the city 
became a center of economic prosperity 
for the country. Whether Brazil can match 
Spain’s success, though, depends not only 

     TRUE PRICE
on infrastructure investments, but also on 
proper planning and execution in order to 
produce long-term bene"ts for the nation. 

Short-term consequences should also 
be taken into consideration as well. One of 
major sources of controversy regarding the 
2016 Games are the methods utilized by the 
Brazilian government and security forces to 
sti2e the violence typically associated with 
favelas. In Rio de Janeiro, o0cials are trying 
to determine how to display the positive 
characteristics of the city when it faces 
serious issues of violence, crime, and drug 
tra0cking. 1e national government is 
utilizing a plan where the Pacifying Police 
Unit (Unidade de Polícia Paci"cadora) and 
the Special Police Operations Battalion 
(Batalhão de Operações Policiais Especiais) 
are sent to troubled areas. 1ese units then 
take measures to secure, arrest, and placate 
the recurring violence in the favelas. 1e 
o0cials also plan to build more personal 
connections with citizens, to gain trust, 
and to establish an amicable relationship 
between the people and state apparatus. 

In practice, however, this has not gone 
without incident, and there continue to be 
occasional events in which innocent people 
are killed. 1ese incidents have resulted 
in high levels of violence in opposition 
to these special forces, mostly from drug 
tra0ckers resisting arrest and loss of their 
respective areas of control. 1ere have also 
been concerns about human rights abuses 

perpetrated by these Special Forces, as 
well as concerns about racially motivated 
abuses, a particularly salient problem in a 
nation as multiracial and multicultural as 
Brazil.

Many Brazilian citizens worry about 
the measures that o0cials are taking to 
improve life in favelas, both in reality and in 
the public eye. 1ese concerns are shaped 
by Brazil’s complicated history of racial 
tension and division. Many Brazilians of 
mixed and African heritage continue to live 
a lower quality of life than those of fairer 
complexion. Many of those same citizens 
continue to live in favelas, in which the 
majority of homes lack a title or o0cial 
documents for land use in Rio de Janeiro. 
Residents in some favelas live without such 
basic services as clean water and electricity, 
and the majority of favela residents lack 
access to education. 1e possibility of 
upward economic and social mobility is 
but a faint hope for most.  Favelas are, in 
uno0cial terms, slums of the worst type 
in Brazil, and a reality for far too many 
Brazilians.

Leading up to the Games, the citizens of 
Brazil have a huge task to undertake. 1e 
path will not be easy, but it is important to 
understand that world is focusing on Latin 
America as a place of development and 
prosperity, with Brazil leading this great 
change. For now, we must wish Brazil, “Boa 
sorte.”
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 From Russia Sans Love
FALL DEBATE, WINTER OLYMPICS

At this point, the odds of boycotting the 2014 Winter Olympics 
in Sochi, Russia are extremely low. In July 2013, U.S. Olympic 
Committee spokesman Patrick Sandusky remarked, “While we 

acknowledge the seriousness of the issues at hand, we strongly oppose 
the notion that a boycott of the Olympic and Paralympic Games is in our 
country’s best interests.” 1e following month, President Barack Obama 
said, “I do not think it’s appropriate to boycott the Olympics. We’ve got a 
bunch of Americans who are training hard, who are doing everything they 
can to succeed.” Nevertheless, the debate over the Sochi Olympics carries 
on, regarding either a boycott or a potential other means of expressing 
displeasure over Russia’s recent politics.

While the arguments on both sides of this conversation are compelling, 
the persistence of this debate is even more fascinating. Moreover, the 
continued debate over the Sochi Olympics is less about the 2014 Winter 
Games and more about the dissatisfaction over the current state of U.S.-
Russia relations. 1e sentiment that the U.S. must assert itself more strongly 
against Russia, on issues both diplomatic and social, is being channeled 
into the debate surrounding the upcoming Winter Olympics. With this 
framework in mind, the Sochi Olympics serves as a prism through which to 
view the state of this relationship, re2ecting the increasing tension between 
the two countries and a desire on behalf of the U.S. to proactively change 
the current status quo.

As the U.S. struggles to "nd an appropriate means with which to respond 
to Russia’s recent behavior, this frustration is brought into the discussion 
over the Sochi Olympics. In recent months, there have been a variety of 
headlines featuring Russia that appear to publicly challenge the U.S. 1ese 
include Russia’s granting of temporary asylum to former NSA contractor 
Edward Snowden despite U.S. e#orts to bring him back to the America to 
face trial, Russia’s frequent stances counter to the U.S. on the Syrian crisis, 
and Russian President Vladimir Putin’s op-ed in 1e New York Times in 
September 2013, which criticized American calls for intervention in Syria 
and accused the U.S. of “relying solely on brute force.” Other than America’s 
cancellation of bilateral talks with Russia before the G-20 Summit in St. 
Petersburg, it has been di0cult for the U.S. to "nd formal avenues for 
responding to Russia’s actions. Enter the 2014 Olympics in Sochi, during 
which the eyes of the entire world will be on Russia. Whether through a 
boycott or other protests, the Sochi Olympics provides a stage for responding 
to Russia’s behavior. With so much debate over how the Winter Olympics 
could be used as such a platform, it is clear that there is a strong desire to 
take a stronger stance regarding America’s relationship with Russia.

1e idea that the U.S. should boycott the Sochi Olympics over Russia’s 
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gay rights policies not only re2ects the shi! 
of opinion on this issue in the U.S., but also 
demonstrates a desire that the U.S. attempt 
to a#ect Russia’s domestic policies. In June 
2013, Russia passed a law “prohibiting 
propaganda of homosexuality to minors.” 
According to Russian news source RT, “If 
found guilty of promoting ‘non-traditional 
sexual relationships,’ 
individuals could face 
"nes of up to 5,000 
rubles (USD$150).” 
Without question, this 
law has formed the core 
of the debate over the 
2014 Sochi Olympics. 
President Obama 
touched on the issue 
of gay rights as a main 
theme of this discussion. 
In August 2013, he 
stated, “Nobody’s more 
o#ended than me by 
some of the anti-gay 
and -lesbian legislation 
that we’ve been seeing 
in Russia...one of the 
things I’m really looking 
forward to is maybe some 
gay and lesbian athletes 
bringing home the gold 
or silver or bronze, which 
I think would go a long 
way in rejecting the kind of attitudes that 
we’re seeing there.” 1e issue of marriage 
equality serves as a divisive moral issue 
between the two countries, with American 
progress on the issue on one side and 
Russia’s recent law on the other. Notice the 
goal that President Obama articulated for 
the Sochi Olympics — bringing Russians 

closer to “rejecting” this policy. Dissatis"ed 
with Russia’s policies, the Sochi Olympics is 
being treated as an avenue to bring change 
inside of Russia. With this social issue in 
mind, the U.S. is illustrating a desire to be 
more active in bringing Russia’s domestic 
policies into line with U.S. public opinion. 

Nevertheless, this focus on the 

upcoming Olympics runs the risk of 
making relations even more tense in the 
short term. By focusing on an event so far 
into the future, it takes energy and attention 
away from issues that are more important 
in the short term, such as the crisis in Syria. 
Using the Olympics to rhetorically take a 
stand against Russia brings with it many 

unintended connotations. For instance, 
drawing parallels to the U.S. boycott of the 
1980 Olympics in Moscow drags present-
day dialogue back into Cold War patterns 
and implies that relations with Russia 
resemble those of the superpower rivalry 
with the U.S.S.R. Connections drawn to the 
1936 Olympics in Nazi Germany (thus far 

made by prominent U.S. 
politicians such as Senator 
Lindsey Graham (R) of 
South Carolina) only serve 
to make current talks more 
adversarial.

Because of the 
tremendous focus 
placed on the 2014 Sochi 
Olympics, it is clear that 
the event will serve as a 
turning point in Russo-
American relations. 
Whether it leads to 
positive or negative 
developments depends 
on several key questions. 
How will the Obama 
Administration approach 
these Olympics? Will 
President Obama attend? 
Will there be protests in 
Sochi, either by athletes or 
by civilians, from Russia 
or from other countries? 

While it is di0cult to gauge the long-term 
impact without knowing exactly how these 
Olympics will take shape this February, 
the attention that has been placed on these 
Games intensi"es their importance as a 
moment during which the U.S. will have the 
crucial opportunity to alter the status quo 
of Russo-American relations.
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One image dominates discussions 
of the Syrian Civil War — that 
of the noble freedom "ghters in 

opposition to a despotic dictator. It is easy 
to compare the events of the Arab Spring 
to the French and American Revolutions, 
to claim that the path to democracy comes 
at a brutish and bloody cost, and that the 
people must persevere with the hopes 
of attaining progress and civilization. 
However, these fantastical narratives fail 
to approximate the multifarious voices 
of the Syrian people and only serve 
to dehumanize their struggles in the 
quest for a more fair and representative 
government. Discourse regarding the 
Syrian con2ict largely revolves around 
the idea of an opposition that is, if not 
entirely homogenous, at least united with 
a common mission against an enemy. 1is 
is not the case. 1e opposition "ghters are 
fraught with their own complex structures, 
alliances, and ethnicities. 1ey have 
di#erent political aspirations and advocate 
di#erent methods of achieving political 
stability. As a result, an important question 
remains unanswered and undiscussed: in 
the event of victory, could this fragmented 
"eld of "ghters come together to form a 
coalition capable of rule of law and respect 
for human dignity?

Currently, the largest rebel group is 
the Free Syrian Army (FSA), which is an 
organized front of defectors from the Syrian 
Armed Forces. 1e FSA is operates on a 
non-sectarian basis and includes Alawites 
among its ranks. It is largely regarded as 
secularist and has indicated that its sole 
purpose is to bring down Syrian president 

Bashar al-Assad’s regime. One of the FSA’s 
allies is the Syrian Islamic Liberation Front, 
which has a large number of Sunni "ghters. 
1ey are not to be confused with the Syrian 
Islamic Front, which has a smaller number 
of "ghters, is based upon Sala"st Islamist 
ideological lines, and aims to create an 
Islamic state a!er overthrowing Assad. 

Perhaps the most troubling of the rebel 
groups is the Jabhat al-Nusra Front, which 

the United Nations has designated as a 
terrorist organization. 1e rebel group has 
espoused a jihadist ideology and indicated 
that they wish to create a pan-Islamic state; 
furthermore, the group is a part of the Al 
Qaeda network. Unsurprisingly, the FSA 
has condemned some of the Jabhat al-
Nusra Front’s actions.

In addition to these paramilitary forces, 
there are a number of opposition political 
groups in Syria. 1e FSA is a0liated with 
the Syrian National Coalition, which is 
a political group of leaders who oppose 
Assad. However, the relationship between 
the two has become increasingly complex 
as the war rages on. A number of states, 
notably Turkey and France, and the 
Arab League have recognized the Syrian 

THE WAR IN SYRIA
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National Coalition as the representative 
government of the Syrian people. Kurdish 
nationalist sentiments are manifested in 
the involvement of Kurdish oppositional 
groups to the Assad government such as 
the Kurdish Supreme Committee and the 
Syrian Kurdish Democratic Union, which 
are both secular in nature and aim to create 
a Kurdish state.

1e involvement of non-Syrian countries 
and institutions that consider themselves 
stakeholders in the war’s outcome further 
complicate matters. 1e most visible 
disagreement over responses to the Syrian 
Civil War has been seen in negotiations 
between the U.S. and Russia over Syria’s 
future and its use of chemical weapons. It 
is not clear at this time how involved the 
U.S. and Russia are willing to be in order 
to e#ect change in Syria, nor is it clear that 
their in2uence would lead anymore towards 
a stable, inclusive government than would 
their noninvolvement. It seems likely that 
the two powers’ interests are geopolitical 
and not genuinely aligned with those of 
Syria. A!er all, Russia maintains a naval 
base in Syria and has sold billions of dollars 
of weapons to Assad’s government, and the 
U.S. has pursued interventionist policies in 

the Middle East for decades. 1ese factors 
all cloud the possibility of disinterested 
intentions and positive in2uence on the 
part of these two actors.

1ese international con2icts are further 
muddled by the contentious national issue 
of sectarianism. 1e Alawite minority 
Ba’ath Party has controlled the Syrian 
government for decades despite Syria being 
a country with a Sunni majority. Both Iran 
and the Lebanon-based political party 
Hezbollah are backing Assad’s regime in 
order to maintain their Shiite allies in the 
con2icted region

Amid these state and international level 
struggles for power are the daily struggles of 
the Syrian people. With the United Nations 
estimating a death toll of upwards of 
100,000 over the past two years, the con2ict 
has evolved into much more than just a civil 
war; it is a humanitarian crisis of epidemic 
proportions. Given the multitude of voices 
and parties in the con2ict, it is necessary to 
ask whether the simplistic characterizations 
that dominate popular discourse on the war 
serve any positive purpose. It is important 
to determine how popular discourse can 
be mobilized in a way to prevent it from 
detracting from the everyday violence that 

marks daily life in Syria. Furthermore, in the 
case of the fall of Assad, can such a diverse 
range of opposition groups, both untested 
and unelected, ever consolidate to establish 
a representative and stable democracy?

As evidenced by the problems plaguing 
Egypt a!er the democratic election of 
Mohammad Morsi, a stable and just state 
needs more than simple democracy in 
order to function e#ectively and ensure 
the security and well-being of its citizens. 
A!er all, the citizens of these countries 
are concerned about more than just how 
their governments maintain legitimacy — 
economic prosperity, upward mobility, and 
access to healthcare are all just as pivotal in 
the daily lives of the people. Taking these 
factors into consideration, it is highly 
unlikely that the transition to stability 
within Syria will be smooth, even in the 
case of the fall of Assad and the installment 
of a representative democracy. 

Not only is this question of Syria’s future 
increasingly frightening — particularly as 
the opposition splinters further with the 
agony of the ongoing civil war — but as time 
passes, it becomes increasingly clear how 
complicated the situation on the ground 
and how unsettled the nation’s future is.

GLOBAL

18 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW | FALL 2013



FALL 2013 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  19 

INTERV IEW

You wrote the book !e Argumentative 
Indian. Do you think there is the 
argumentative Chinese?

Well, the Chinese, they have been 
very argumentative for a long time. 1e 
Confucian culture is also argumentative. I 
think being argumentative is a feature that 
"ts into the Chinese culture and background 
very well. In the religion, there are con2icts 
between Confucianism, Taoism, and 
Buddhism, and they all 2ourished in China 
in di#erent areas and at di#erent times, but 
sometimes also simultaneously with each 
other. 1ey are arguing all the time – a very 
argumentative culture.

What then do you think of China’s 
democratic prospects?

I think the prospects are very good. 1e 
Chinese had made good progress in the 
direction of freeing up information and 
allowing dissent. But they are not as tolerant 
of a diversity of political views as India is. 
1ey are also not very keen on multiparty 
politics. But these are issues that China will 
have to address. But do I think, in the long 
run, that the prospects of democracy in 
China are very strong? Yes. 

How do you see the Nalanda University 
project contributing to greater 
understanding and collaboration between 
India and China?

Well, that is a big thing, because the 
Chinese, next to the Indians, made up the 
largest group in Nalanda University in the 
past. 1e Chinese and Indian intellectual 
interactions were very strong from the early 
"!h century. So Nalanda was an exceptional 
place, and I think you have to recognize that 
Nalanda was the only institution of higher 
learning to which Mandarins in ancient 
China went for education outside China. 
In this sense, it is completely unique. 1ere 
is good evidence that the Chinese attach 
a high level of seriousness to the Nalanda 
University project. 

What do you consider to be one of the 
world’s most underappreciated challenges 
today?

1ere are so many of them! Well, I 
think health care across the world is very 
dysfunctional. It’s even dysfunctional in 
America. It’s more dysfunctional in many 
other parts of the world, particularly in 
Asia and Africa. Second, I think it’s an 
absolute scandal that so many people are 
still illiterate in so many parts of the world. 
1at’s a very big problem. 

What about the gap in wealth between the 
‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’?

I don’t think that’s the really important 
way of looking at it. It is certainly a factor. 
And to some extent it also in2uences the 
neglect in education and healthcare. But I 

would put my focus on the really serious 
failure in healthcare and education in a 
way that is totally unnecessary and entirely 
unjusti"ed.

Let’s switch gears a little. What is your take 
on micro"nance?

Well, it has been less successful in India 
than in Bangladesh. You have to ask why. 
I’m not an absolute expert on that.

What about micro"nance’s role in the 
sex workers’ union activism in places like 
Calcutta?

But micro"nance wasn’t that important 
in that; micro"nance was only marginally 
related to the e#orts of the sex workers 
union. My daughter, who is a journalist and 
teaches journalism in the City University of 
New York, did one of the early studies on 
sex workers.

What is your take on the cooperative model 
for micro"nance?

I don’t take the view that there is a model 
that informs everything else in every "eld. 
I would only be able to judge with much 
more data.

!is interview contains minor edits for 
clarity and grammar.

INTERVIEW BY JOHN CHEO

Amartya Sen is an Indian economist who has made extensive contributions 
in the "elds of economic and social justice, development economics, and 
social choice theory, among others. He has served on the faculty of several 
universities around the world, including serving as Master of Trinity College 
at Cambridge University, and is currently at Harvard University. He will serve 
as the "rst Chancellor of the proposed Nalanda International University in 
India. In August 2013, Sen published An Uncertain Glory: India and its 
Contradictions on reshaping development and policy priorities in India.
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In this issue, we take a step back to look at how politics in Washington was conducted in decades past. History and politics have always been 
inextricably connected, and in these two interviews, we invite you to learn about the history behind current issues and public policies — from 
social welfare to anti-smoking initiatives to presidential campaigns.

Politics: Past & Present

Joseph Califano, Jr. was the 12th U.S. Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare under President Jimmy Carter. As Secretary, 
Califano led anti-smoking initiatives (which later led to his exit from the administration), childhood immunization campaigns, 
and programs to reduce health care costs and restructure federal aid for education. Prior to being Secretary, Califano served 
as President Lyndon B. Johnson’s top domestic policy aide and as an attorney in the Department of Defense under Secretary 
Robert McNamara.
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You began your career as a civil servant in 
the Department of Defense in 1961. What 
was your role as a lawyer under Defense 
Secretary Robert McNamara? How did 
your time in the Pentagon shape your 
views on the Vietnam War?

I went to the Pentagon as a very young 
lawyer, 28 or 29 years old, to do the legal 
work for McNamara’s reorganizing of the 
Pentagon. He reorganized the whole place. 
I would write opinions that basically said 
that if you want to do this, it’s legal.

I le! the Pentagon in 1965 before the 
buildup in Vietnam. I was not involved 
in the policy part of the war in Vietnam. 
I wasn’t an advocate for getting out of 
Vietnam, and I wasn’t an advocate for 
increasing our involvement. 1e greatest 
hawk in the government was Secretary 
McNamara. If you go back and look at 
his memos in those days, he was that guy 
who wanted to mine Haiphong harbor. 1e 
whole government believed in the Domino 
1eory and believed we would lose all of 
South Asia With the exception of George 
Ball, who was the Under Secretary of State, 
and a lawyer named Clark Cli#ord, who was 
not in the government but a big Democratic 
lawyer who wrote powerful memos saying 
“Don’t build it up; let it go,” everybody else 
was for it.

You have to remember that Johnson had 
run against Barry Goldwater in 1964. One of 
the big issues in the campaign was defense 
and anti-communism. 1e Democrats were 
constantly being attacked for being so! on 
communism. 1ey were constantly looking 
over their right shoulder at that. [President 
John F.] Kennedy was very concerned 
before he died about Barry Goldwater 
beating him. We have a wonderful view 
of Kennedy today, but he was in trouble in 
terms of getting elected for a second term at 
that time on this issue. You had Eisenhower 
who "rst put troops in. 1en, Kennedy, 
who had 16,000 advisors. 1en you had 
Johnson, who started building it up. It was a 
consistent policy.

When [President Richard] Nixon ran 
for reelection, we got intercepted phone 
conversations about Nixon trying to go 
through Anna Chennault, the wife of 
the Chinese leader, to get to the South 
Vietnamese to say, “Don’t make a deal with 
the North Vietnamese with Johnson now. 
I’ll get a better deal for you when I am 

President.” Nixon came, and [we had] four 
more years, with all the demonstrations 
and everything else because, by and large, 
though it was a losing war and sadly, a futile 
war, the establishment of America — as 
distinguished from the people — was for 
it. We really didn’t have demonstrations 
except from the hippie le! until Johnson 
said “Poor people are "ghting the war. 
We are going to end the deferments for 
graduate school, because the black and the 
poor are "ghting. We are going to end the 
deferments, and we are going to start taking 
people right out of college.”

At that point, in October of ‘67, we had 
our "rst major demonstration, in which 
the crowd — thousands of people out there 
on the Mall — were not black and poor. 
1ey were just middle-class, upper-class 
Americans saying, “Wait a minute. 1is war 
is not worth my son.”

As President Lyndon B. Johnson’s top 
domestic policy advisor from 1965 to 1969, 
what was your role in formulating and 
implementing Great Society legislation?

1e way we would do it, by and large, 
was that we knew some major areas in 
which we wanted to move — we knew civil 
rights, poverty issues, economic issues, 
environmental issues. In the late summer, 
I would go out and around the country. 
I would go out to New Orleans, San 
Francisco, Denver, New York, etc. and have 
a dinner meeting with a group of people, 
usually a couple of university presidents 
and experts in various "elds.

For example, in the West, we had a 
couple of water experts, because LBJ used 
to say “You don’t know a goddamn thing 
about water. You grew up in Brooklyn. 
You just turn on the faucet. You have to 
understand water.” He had come from the 
hill country where, when he was elected 
to Congress in 1938, there was no running 
water and no electricity.

1en, we would get the best ideas, and 
out of that process came a lot of things. 1e 
importance of early childhood education 
came out of it, [as did] the importance of 
taking care of women who were pregnant 
because of the impact [the care] would have 
on the health of the child. Other things, like 
advanced books that were published, like 
Ralph Nader’s book on auto safety, Unsafe 
at Any Speed, [led to] the Auto Safety Act 

and Tire Safety [i.e. the Tra0c and Motor 
Vehicle Act of 1966] and all the cushions on 
the seatbelts.

But it was all within in a general area. 1e 
"rst time that I saw President Johnson, he 
said, “1ere are three things I want to do for 
sure. Transportation system of the country 
is a mess. I want to put all the 35 di#erent 
agencies into a single department. I want 
to create a Department of Transportation. 
Two, the cities. I want to prove that we can 
rebuild cities. So, we want a program for the 
worst neighborhoods in the cities. 1ree, 
fair housing. Now, we will do a lot of other 
things but for whatever else we do, we are 
going to do those things.”

What was it like to be so close to the 
President? What was the most interesting 
thing you learned in this role?

It was exhausting! You have to 
understand that this is somebody who 
got up at 5:30 in the morning and would 
pick up the phone (we are talking 1965 
Washington), and you get a call at a quarter 
to six in the morning, and he’d say, “What 
are you going to do about the New York 
Times story on education?” And he was 
probably the only person in Washington, 
D.C., with 1e New York Times at a quarter 
to six in the morning. He would say “How 
could you be a White House aide and not 
understand or read what’s in the paper?”

And he worked at night. You never knew 
when he was going to eat a meal. Lunch 
could be at noon or could be at four. Dinner 
could be at four or could be at midnight. 
He just worked. He took a nap every day 
for about an hour every a!ernoon some 
point. He worked basically two days, i.e. he 
worked 16 hours — two eight-hour days 
and took a nap and slept.  So it was constant 
work.

What did I learn? So many things. I think 
he taught me more about poverty than I 
ever thought in the context. I think it was 
because he had grown up in such poverty 
out in the hill country. As I mentioned, 
there was no running water, there was no 
electricity. 1ere was really abject poverty. 
He taught Mexican-Americans kids in 
Cotulla, Texas, when he was 21 or 22. He 
never got over that. He said, “I looked in 
their eyes, and they were hungry. We have 
to do something.”
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and Air Force Academies won’t be able to 
play football on Saturday. 1at is nonsense! 
1ey could easily play football on Saturday. 
But you pick something like that because 
everyone will know it and you feel a bit bad 
for them.

1e House won’t keep sending the 
same writers on the bill. No real change. 
1ey just send the same thing back. 1ey 
know it’s going to be voted down. It’s like 
ping-pong up there. [House Speaker John] 
Boehner and Reid aren’t talking to each 
other. Boehner doesn’t control his caucus. 
Reid has his own problems in the Senate. 
1ere are not as visible now but with the 
liberal part of the Senate. But he has several 
senators in conservative states and he is 
very worried about them.

Nobody wants to give. It doesn’t have 
to happen. We will survive. We have been 
through it many times. I think 17 times, 
the papers say. 1e last time was about 
three weeks. And the market goes up — 
that’s the incredible thing! Every time that 
the government has been shut down, the 
market has gone up.

A#er serving as President Johnson’s top 
domestic aide, you served as the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare for 
President Jimmy Carter. In that role, you 
were a staunch advocate against tobacco. 
How did your views on this issue make you 

On the human side, [I learned] how to get 
things done, how to make Washington 
work, how to work with Congress, how 
to work with the interest groups, how to 
work with corporations and labor unions, 
Catholic lobbyists, and black groups, all 
of which were quite varied. You had the 
old groups, e.g. the NAACP, but then, 
we were getting the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee (SNCC), Stokely 
Carmichael, that whole world. 

What is your take on this year’s government 
shutdown, the "rst government shutdown 
in 17 years? 

It’s a mess. 1ere is an element of plague 
on all your houses. You have an impossible 
situation in the House of Representatives 
with the Tea Party, which is more interested 
in "ghting than getting something done. 
You have the Democrats in the Senate and 
[Senate Majority Leader] Harry Reid, who 
has demonstrated neither creativity nor 
2exibility. You have the President who, 
in my judgment, should be much more 
engaged than he has been. He should be 
getting these guys together. Let me put it 
this way: it strikes me as all politics. 1e 
Tea Party is playing politics. Harry Reid is 
playing politics. 1e President is playing 
politics.

I think I saw today that the Army, Navy, 

stand out? Did they have any in$uence on 
your leaving the Carter administration?

I was "red in the Carter Administration 
over the tobacco issue. I got into it, because 
when I became Secretary, I had to interview 
a lot of doctors for jobs. Probably 100 
doctors. I asked everyone, “What about 
health promotion and disease prevention?” 
We were operating on the theory that 
there is only one way to reduce healthcare 
costs and that is to stay out of the sick care 
system. Every doctor said that you can’t 
have a serious program in health promotion 
and disease prevention unless you go a!er 
smoking.

We did a survey and found out for the 
"rst time in 1977 that 90% of adults who 
were hooked on tobacco were hooked when 
they were teenagers, which really showed 
us where the tobacco companies were 
aiming. Secondly, about half of the people 
who smoked had tried to quit within the 
last year. In those days, they may have not 
made it out of bed without reaching for a 
cigarette when they woke up, and it was on 
their mind. 

1at led to a very public campaign, and 
it led to a lot of controversy. 1ere were 
billboards in the South that said “Califano 
is dangerous to your health.” Kentucky 
and North Carolina’s legislatures voted to 
impeach me. I don’t think you can impeach 
a Cabinet o0cer. So it got to be very 
controversial. It was very di0cult. In the 
real world, President Carter was in a tight 
re-election battle. He could not have not 
carried Kentucky, Virginia, North Carolina, 
and maybe not even Georgia if I had stayed 
in the Cabinet. So he had no choice. 

But he eventually apologized? 

He eventually apologized. Ten years 
later, at a dinner in New York at the 
Carnegie Foundation, [President Carter] 
pulled me aside and said “On tobacco, Joe, 
you were right, and I was wrong.” I thought 
that was very gracious, big. 1at’s a lesson 
I learned. 

!is interview was conducted in early 
October 2013 and contains minor edits for 
clarity and grammar.
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Obama’s victory — is the absence of bias. 
To put it directly, Gore and I got a half 
million more votes than [George W.] Bush 
and [Dick] Cheney. I don’t say that to 
reargue the election results but just to say 
that a ticket on which there was a Jewish 
American was truly winnable. 

As Al Gore’s running mate during the 2000 
presidential election, what was it like to be 
in the center of the recount controversy?

1at was a very odd and di0cult time. 
Al Gore oversaw a very intense vetting 
process of vice presidential possibilities. I 
was picked up as a result of that process. 
Picked up and put on this going train, 
which was the campaign. It was the most 
demanding part of my professional life that 
I’ve ever had. 1ank God I had my Sabbath 
observance, because you could at least stop 
and re2ect. 1e typical day, you go to two, 
three, four states up 18-20 hours a day. You 
are constantly on, and then it suddenly 
stopped on Election Day. But then it didn’t 
fully stop, so we went back to Washington, 
and the lawyers, and to some extent the 
political activists in Florida, took over.

It was a very strange time. We were 
watching, and we were meeting to talk to 
some [people] — if this worked out in our 
favor, who would be appointed to what, 
things like that. Sometimes, Al, Tipper 
[Gore], my wife, and I would go out to 
dinner or lunch, and it would be a media 
event, because the whole world was focused 
on it.

What can I say? When it ended the 
way it did, it was very frustrating, very 
disappointing and infuriating. I was lucky 
that I still was in the Senate. By nature, 
I went right back. 1e Senate happened 
to still be in session even though it was 
December. Believe it or not, there was a 
budget crisis, so I went right back in. But it 
was quite an experience.

I’ll tell you a little story. When I got to 
my o0ce, the "rst call [I received] — my 
secretary called me and said Senator [Bob] 
Dole is on the phone. He said, “Joe, I called 
to congratulate you.” I said, “For what?” He 
said, “Well, you have become a member of a 
very exclusive club of people who have lost 
national elections, and I am the president of 
that club, because I lost more than anybody 
else.” It was just the nicest call you could ask 
for. Just a good guy! 

What was your greatest accomplishment 
in the U.S. Senate? 

1ere was a time when the Senate was 
still accomplishing things, and that hasn’t 
been happening lately. It’s hard to pick one 
out. I am very proud of the work that I did 
in the post-9/11 period to reorganize our 
government to protect our people better 
from the new threat of terrorism. I was one 
of the original cosponsors of the bill creating 
the Department of Homeland Security. John 
McCain and I cosponsored the legislation 
creating the 9/11 Commission that worked 
very hard to adopt its recommendations 
that reformed our intelligence agencies. It 
was the biggest transformation of America’s 
security apparatus since the late 1940s when 
the Cold War began, which was appropriate 
since we were trying to "gure out how to 
meet a new enemy.

I did a lot of other things I was proud 
of. I did a lot of environmental work on the 
Clean Air Act. 1e e#ort to repeal Don’t 
Ask Don’t Tell, which was successful, was 
really something I feel great about.

How did your religion in$uence your 
career in the Senate? How did it in$uence 
the 2000 election?

My religion has really for most of life 
been important. I say most of my life 
because in college, I stopped some of the 
observance, but I came back to it. As I brie2y 
alluded to earlier, the lessons that I learned 
from my rabbis and from my parents about 
how we got here and what we are supposed 
to do now. A lot of it ended up in the idea 
of service. So that, along with very di#erent 
lessons from history, Kennedy’s inspiration, 
all came together.

My religion had an important role 
in my decision to go into politics. In 
2000, Al Gore gave me an unprecedented 
opportunity so it was obvious he was 
breaking a barrier when he chose me [as 
his running mate] — not only that was he 
choosing somebody Jewish, but somebody 
who was an observant Jew — sort of out 
there! I thought the American people 
responded really not just with tolerance but 
with acceptance.

Politics in a lot of ways is like sports, 
because it does get down to numbers. 1e 
remarkable thing you say about America 
in 2008 — and it continued in 2008 with 

Your endorsement of Senator John 
McCain in the 2008 presidential election 
was controversial. How did you rebound 
from the criticism, particularly from the 
Democratic side?

McCain was my friend. I had just gone 
through this really unusual reelection 
in 2006, where the party denied me 
nomination. I ran as an independent. So I 
really was free. I stayed in the Democratic 
Caucus in the Senate, because I needed to 
do that to keep my seniority.

It was interesting. 1ere was no 
question that there were hard feelings 
among Democrats in Connecticut. Part of 
it was McCain’s selection of [Sarah] Palin, 
because McCain had been for most of his 
career, the kind of Republican that people 
in Connecticut like — an independent, a 
maverick. When he chose Palin, it felt like 
he had become more conservative, and 
people in Connecticut were unhappy about 
that and that I was a0liated with him.

But time heals all wounds. With 
Democrats in the Senate, it was very 
interesting. 1ere was actually a movement, 
by some Democrats, to essentially deny 
me my seniority based on the fact that I 
supported McCain. Senator [Harry] Reid, 
two days a!er the election, talked to me 
about it. But he stuck with me.

It was a fascinating experience. I don’t 
know the last time it happened. It hasn’t 
happened during my time in the Senate. 
1e caucus actually entertained a motion 
to strip me of my seniority and that would 
have meant I wouldn’t have been Chairman 
of the Homeland Security Committee. I 
told Senator Reid that if it happened, I 
would leave the caucus. 1e leadership — 
Harry, [Chuck] Schumer, [Dick] Durbin — 
stuck with me. I won that vote 42-13, and 
we kind of went back to normal. Every now 
and then, Reid would say to the Democratic 
Caucus “I know some of you thought we 
should kick Joe Lieberman out a!er he 
supported McCain, but we wouldn’t have 
been able to pass this if he wasn’t here and 
pass that if he weren’t here.”

My relations with my Democratic 
colleagues in the Senate became very good 
and went back to where they were before 
McCain. My relations with the Connecticut 
Democratic Party never got back to where 
they were, although they did with individual 
Democrats, Democratic mayors, certainly 
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my colleague Senator Chris Dodd, and my 
other colleague Senator Dick Blumenthal. 
1ey were "ne. But it was unusual.

We are in a greatly partisan time, and 
the idea that I would support somebody 
from the other party, notwithstanding the 
fact they knew we were very close friends. 
Incidentally, I was still a persona non grata 
in the Democratic Party because of my 
position on the Iraq War. Neither Senator 
[Barack] Obama nor Senator [Hillary] 
Clinton were asking for my support. 

Is Congress broken? Is there any chance 
of reduced political polarization? Are 
Senators Ted Cruz and Rand Paul threats 
to the institutions in Washington?

I am worried about it. I can tell you that 
I loved my 24 years in the Senate. I felt 
very lucky every day that I was there. I felt 
proud of the things that I was able to do. 
1e last two years of the 24 were the most 
polarized and therefore the least instructive 
and productive of the whole time. 1at’s not 
why I didn’t run again, but it made it a lot 
easier not to run again.

People ask me periodically, “Do you ever 
miss being in the Senate?” Do you know 
how many times this year that the crisis in 
Syria or something like that [has led me to] 
wish that I had been there? 1is week [of 
the government shutdown], though, I don’t. 
Not only is it a mess, but in all honesty, if 
I felt that I could make a di#erence, I’d 
miss it. But it’s so polarized I don’t believe I 
could. I don’t know how you break it.

1ere is a dynamic that’s going on. 
1ere are a lot of good people who come to 
Congress for good reasons. 1ey get there, 
and they are pulled apart by their parties, 
by interest groups, by ideological groups. 
People have lost the ability to compromise. 
You never should compromise your 
principles. But if you go into a lot of issues 
and say, “I have to get a 100% of what I want 
or I am not voting for it,” then you probably 
are going to get 0%. By the nature of the 
system, you have to compromise.

It’s hurting the country. We are not 
solving problems. I can tell you, because I 
have spent a lot of time on foreign policy, 
that a lot of people around the world who 
depend on our strength and credibility 
are worried about us. 1ey don’t think we 
have the strength to lead. But they are also 
now worried about our competence as a 

government, as a nation. I am not sure how 
you break out of it.

Ultimately, it’s up to the people to rise up 
and send people to Congress who want to 
work together. But to be honest, if you look 
at last year’s election, with all of the anger at 
the politicians and incumbents, I [thought], 
“Wow, maybe this is the year when they are 
going to vote against incumbents and going 
to send a message.” But what happened? 
1e House and the Senate stayed 
Republican and Democratic, [respectively]. 
1e President got reelected by a lot. I know 
each and every race has unique things 
about it. But the unproductive status quo 
was continued.

I’m afraid that’s going to send a message 
to the people in Congress that even though 
they are generally unpopular, somehow 
they are reelected. But this has to stop. I 
know that the President hopes the House 
will go Democratic so that during his last 
two years, a Democratic Congress can get 
things done, but I wouldn’t count on it. 

What are your views on the con$ict in 
Syria and the threat of Iran? Do you believe 
that the deal regarding the elimination of 
Syrian chemical weapons is the right one? 
Are you more optimistic now with Iranian 
President Hassan Rouhani in power?

1is is a long story. I think the 
Arab Spring uprisings have been really 
remarkable. 1ey are di0cult because they 
don’t go up a straight line. In some ways, 
it’s the best reaction/rejection against Al 
Qaeda and Islamic extremism. 1ey have 
been led for people that just want a better 
life, more freedom, and more economic 
opportunity. Unfortunately, in some of the 
countries, like Egypt, people have turned 
toward the Muslim Brotherhood, but 
the people rejected them. 1at’s the "rst 
striving toward a democratic future.

1at’s the way I view what happened in 
Syria when people started the opposition 
to Bashar al-Assad. I went over there with 
McCain earlier on, and I thought [the 
opposition] was very impressive. 1ey 
were in some sense disorganized, but they 
really were freedom "ghters. 1ey were not 
Islamic extremists. 1ey were nationalists 
and patriots. But we hung back too long, 
and we allowed the opposition to su#er and 
Assad to kill a lot of them.

Now, a lot Islamic extremists are in there 

from outside of the country. So all along, 
particularly as a world leader, [the U.S.] 
has disappointed the opposition to Assad. 
I am very critical of how the President has 
handled this. He drew the red line — I wish 
had had done more — but he drew the red 
line on chemical weapons. Assad obviously 
used chemical weapons. And then he 
comes out and announces that he has the 
authority to take military action to punish 
them for using chemical weapons, but he is 
going to go to Congress. He had to know 
that his chances were at best 50/50. He 
was in real trouble. By the time they were 
headed toward the vote, it was going away 
from him.

1en, the Russians came up with this 
idea. It would be great if the Syrians really 
do get rid of their chemical weapons. But 
there are two problems that make me really 
skeptical. One, the Syrians’ record for 
keeping their word is bad. I am still "nding 
hard to believe that Putin and the Russians 
wish us well. 1ey are playing a game here. 
Two, even if they get rid of their chemical 
weapons, which would be great, Assad is 
still there. People are still getting killed.

More generally, it sends a message of 
uncertainty at the helm of America. 1at 
not only agitates Israel and our Arab allies 
but also allies of ours in Asia. I have talked 
to Japanese and South Koreans, and they 
are very nervous.

Rouhani — here, too, I am skeptical, 
based on the record of this Iranian 
government. But the consequences of a 
failure here are so great that I think it is worth 
aggressively exploring the Iranians’ true 
intentions. I wouldn’t turn away from this. 
It’s worth trying to focus on what they are 
prepared to do. 1ey appear to be su#ering 
from the economic sanctions. I know they 
are su#ering from the economic sanctions. 
What is new is that the government actually 
seems to be reacting to that. I think we 
have to test them. Ultimately, unless we 
keep the economic pressure on, and they 
really believe that if we don’t come to an 
agreement, we’ll take military action, or the 
Israelis will do so to disable their nuclear 
program, there is no chance of a peaceful 
resolution.

!is interview was conducted in early 
October 2013 and contains minor edits for 
clarity and grammar.

INTERV IEW

FALL 2013 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |  25 



26 | PENN POLITICAL REVIEW |FALL 2013

INTERV IEW

What prompted you to found CREW? Was 
it one speci"c instance of corruption that 
shocked you or was it a general sense that 
Washington needed work?

It was a general sense that Washington 
needed work in the Tom DeLay era. It was 
really because of the way the former House 
majority leader was running Washington 
and the fact that most Americans had no 
idea what he was doing. In Washington, 
it was just considered the way things were 
done. If you told people some of the details 
outside Washington, they’d be shocked 
and it seemed like that needed to be 
highlighted. People’s complacency with the 
status quo needed to be upended.

Describe the typical methods of corruption 
in government?

It’s campaign contributions. It’s 
basically a system of legalized bribery. 
People routinely do favors in return for 
campaign contributions. Some of it is just 
human nature — you are likely to help the 
people who help you. For example, if there’s 
somebody who’s been a bundler for you, 
bringing in contribution a!er contribution 
for a decade and then suddenly they call 
and they have a problem, you’re at least 
more likely to listen to their problem. You 

would give them a better hearing than 
the person on the other side of that issue, 
whom you’ve never met, who has never 
been to campaign functions, and who 
hasn’t been a supporter of yours for years. 
I think the system itself takes advantage 
of human nature. But then I also think 
there are more outright exchanges where 
members of Congress will introduce 
legislation or send letters in response for 
campaign contributions.

Do you believe public "nancing for 
campaigns is a solution to this corruption?

I do. I think public "nancing, which I 
don’t expect to see anytime in the near 
future, would be the answer. I think many 
politicians would be relieved if they didn’t 
have to spend a signi"cant portion of 
each day raising money. 1ey hate that. 
Lobbyists hate being hit up for campaign 
contributions all the time and attending 
functions every morning and every night. 
1ey’d rather be with their families. So 
it’s a system that everybody hates, but 
everybody has to jump at once and change 
it. It doesn’t seem likely anytime soon.

How have super PACs changed the 
relationship between candidates and 
donors — is there more corruption now or 

less? Is this legalized corruption?

I think super PACs are one of the 
worst things for our democracy since 
Watergate. 1e amount of money that the 
super PACs can throw around is enough 
to cause politicians to quiver with fear. It’s 
important to make the distinction between 
the super PACs and the 501(c)(4)s. 1e 
super PACs are not quite as dangerous as 
the 501(c)(4)s, because at least you know 
who the donors to the super PACs are. For 
example, Americans for America is a super 
PAC, but you know who the donors to it 
are, so you can at least judge its statements 
and put them in some context.

When it’s a 501(c)(4) organization with 
anonymous donors and signi"cantly more 
cash 2ow, then we as Americans really 
have no idea who is behind that. However, 
just because we don’t know doesn’t mean 
that the politician who bene"ts from 
super PAC-funded negative campaign ads 
doesn’t know, and then we don’t know what 
those politicians have promised and what 
they’re doing in return for all of the e#orts 
to elect them. I think that’s been incredibly 
destructive. 

!ere’s a very telling quote on your website 
that says, “It is always easier to tear 
something down than to build it up.” Do 
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you believe that watchdog groups today 
try to tear down or build up? 

O!en, it is a criticism leveled at us 
that we create more cynicism on the part 
of the American people, but I think two 
things. First, we can’t all hide our heads in 
the sand and pretend that these problems 
aren’t going on so that we can all be happier 
about our government. 1at doesn’t make 
any sense to me. Second, perhaps if we can 
tear down the institutions that don’t work, 
we can make room for change so that we 
can see a better future 

Do you believe mass media, speci"cally, 
cable news, plays a constructive role in 
your work, or do you feel that the media 
oversimplify issues and create more 
problems? 

I think it’s a mixed bag. I think cable news 
likes its sex scandals better than anything 
else and will over focus on those. In part, it’s 
because we live in a tabloid culture and sex 
scandals are more immediately digestible 
and they’re titillating. Campaign "nance 
scandals are long, involved, complicated, 
and o!en boring for people. But those are 
far more serious and pose a much greater 
threat to our democracy than any one 
member of Congress’s sexual indiscretions.

Let’s talk about the IRS. How was a 
government agency subject to oversight 
able to systematically target certain 
groups? How did the checks on executive 
power fail? Whom should we hold 
responsible?

Well, I think the scandal has been blown 
out of proportion, and it is not the scandal 
it’s made out to be. 1ere were employees 
in the IRS who created this “Be on the 
lookout” list. It is not as overwhelmingly 
conservative as it was initially portrayed. 
It now turns out that there were also many 
progressive groups on that list. I think a 
signi"cant part of the problem is that the 
IRS is basically a tax collecting organization, 
and they were put in a very di0cult 
position of judging which organizations 
meet the standards to be a 501(c)(4), which 
is a political determination. I don’t think it’s 
appropriate for the IRS to be in that role.

We have a larger problem with the role 
of 501(c)(4)s, some of which are, in fact, 

not following the law. I think some IRS 
o0cials recognized that people are abusing 
this status and tried to make sure they 
weren’t approving more organizations that 
would violate their c4 status. Obviously, the 
whole thing didn’t go well.

1e way they made their judgments 
was improper, but I think this is a larger 
problem that Congress needs to solve and 
this is a problem Congress is showing very 
little desire to solve at this point. 1e law 
regarding 501(c)(4)s should be amended, 
because otherwise this problem is just 
going to happen again. 

In terms of transparency, how do you rate 
the Bush Administration? How do you 
rate the Obama Administration? Do you 
believe there has been real change?

1e Bush Administration prided itself 
on its secrecy, so it had a policy where it 
would "ght every Freedom of Information 
Act for press. 1ey said that they would 
defend that. 1e Obama Administration 

came in promising a new level of 
transparency, and I don’t think they’ve 
met that promise. In some areas, they’ve 
been better. Some agencies are more 
transparent than others. But for example at 
the Department of Justice, they’re at least 
as secretive, if not more secretive than the 
Bush Administration, so I would say that 
there’s no change there. 

What advice would you give to aspiring 
political activists today?

Never simply accept the way things are. 
If something seems wrong, you can change 
it, and the idea that because things are a 
certain way, they must always be a certain 
way is simply wrong.

In fact, if we see problems in our society, 
it is our responsibility to do something 
about it and not wait for others to try and 
"x those problems.

!is interview contains minor edits for 
clarity and grammar.




