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By Gabrielle Lustig 

Since the spring of 2013, New 
York City has been gearing up 

for a big change to its political scene. 
The 2013 mayoral primary race has 
had several front-runners through-
out its course, but ultimately Bill de 
Blasio acquiesced the most support, 
stemming primarily from the outer 
boroughs. Christine Quinn began as 
the front-runner and maintained her 
lead until July when Bill de Blasio’s 
gained the number one spot. Almost 1 
million voters stepped out to vote on 
Tuesday September 10th.
     Former Congressman Anthony 
Weiner garnered much controversy as 
he sought redemption from his previ-
ous scandal. Weiner painted himself 
as a family man with his wife Huma 
Abedin helping soften his image and 
gain support from female voters. 
Weiner ran on a campaign of helping 
the middle class by cutting their taxes 
10% and creating a single payer health 
care system. 
     Initially, Weiner’s name recogni-
tion spelled trouble for City Council 
speaker Christine Quinn who hoped 
her strong record and personality 
would win her support. Quinn aimed 
to raise her support in Manhattan, 
drawing from her base of female, gay 
and lesbian voters. She planned to 
open 40,000 new affordable housing 
units, expand early childhood educa-
tion, and improve safety by putting 

more police officers on the streets.  
Quinn’s complicated relationship with 
Mayor Bloomberg created a sticky 
situation for those who opposed his 
third term, and created an oppor-
tunity for attack by Bill de Blasio. 
Public Advocate de Blasio ran on the 
anti-Bloomberg ballot, calling for 
drastic democratic change. He plans 
to implement a free universal kin-
dergarten paid for by those earning 
more than $500,000, create jobs in all 
five boroughs, and expand accessible 
health care. Much of Bill de Blasio’s 
support came from what he called 
the overlooked outer boroughs and 
those attracted to the diversity within 
his very own family, with his wife 
Chirlane McCray being of Caribbean 
descent. 
     William Thompson also hoped 
to raise support from the African 
American and Latino voting blocs by 
promising not to raise taxes, put an end 
to stop-and-frisk tactics, and decrease 
commuting times on mass transit. 
Having run for mayor in 2009, Bill 
Thompson hoped to redeem himself 
from previously falling only a few 
points short of mayor Bloomberg. 
John Liu retained a firm grasp on the 
Asian and immigrant sectors. Liu 
aimed to create fair and affordable 
housing, aid small businesses, and 
most notably increase the minimum 
wage to $11.50 and hour. 
     Contrary to the comptroller race 

and republican mayoral nomination, 
the results for the democratic nomi-
nation were not as clear-cut. Anthony 
Weiner took 4.9%, John Liu held 7%, 
Christine Quinn gathered 15.5%, Bill 
Thompson collected 26.2% and Bill 
de Blasio raised 40.3% of the vote. 
The winning candidate must collect 
40% of the electorate, or else there is a 
runoff election. Initially after the Sep-
tember 10th primary, it was unclear 
weather de Blasio had raised 40% 
because absentee ballots were still 
uncounted. There was talk of a runoff 
between Thompson and de Blasio but 
Bill Thompson has ceded the nomina-
tion to de Blasio and has cleared the 
way for the general election. 
     Joe Lhota, a former deputy mayor 
to Giuliani and head of the MTA, won 
the republican nomination and will 
face Bill de Blasio in the general elec-
tion on November 5th. Early polling of 
likely voters shows de Blasio leading 
in several categories including men, 
women, black and Hispanic voters.

 De Blasio To Face Lhota

Conversations 
in Beijing  

By Jon Yuan 

“You can call me Killer because 
my English teacher used to call me 
a Lady-killer in high school.”  And 
so began one of my first experiences 
interacting with a Peking University 
student…
     As a China and Asia-Pacific Stud-
ies major, I’m required to spend this 
fall semester of senior year studying 
at Peking University in Beijing, Chi-
na – one of the most renowned uni-
versities in all of China, otherwise 
known as the “Harvard of China.”  
What better way to culminate the 
past three years of intensive Chinese 
language and Chinese politics study 
at Cornell than to spend it actually 
in China, living and learning along-
side China’s best and brightest young 
minds?
     For the past month, I’ve spent 
most of my time in Beijing – I’ve 
stared in awe at the ancient Buddhist 
temples in Shanxi Province; I’ve 
reveled in the sheer magnificence 
and historical scope of Tiananmen 
Square, the Great Wall, the Temple 
of Heaven, and the Summer Palace; 
I’ve marveled at the technological 
process this country has made, from 
its efficient and comprehensive pub-
lic transportation system to its rows 
and rows of new skyscrapers.  
     While Beijing is surely full of cul-
tural and historical relics, I’ve been 
more interested in getting to know 
fellow modern day Chinese – spe-
cifically, Chinese college students.  I 
wanted to hear their perspectives on 
Chinese politics and life in general.
 I must admit that at first, I suffered 
from what I’ll call the “American 
Syndrome.”  I had painted this daunt-
ing Big Brother image in my head of 
the Chinese government – penetrat-
ing even the most private aspects of 
the Chinese citizenry’s lives. 

Continued on Page 4Continued on Page 4
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EDITORIAL

     What do The Ronald MacDonald 
House, Nike Foundation, and the Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation all 
have in common?

They are all philanthropies founded 
by corporations or corporate leaders.  
The list goes on: Rockefeller Founda-
tion, Carnegie Foundation, Hershey 
Trust, Coca-Cola Foundation, and on 
and on and on.

And what do these corporations do, 
along with their charities?  To give just 
a few examples:

Ronald MacDonald House strives 
to “directly improve the health and 
wellbeing of children,” according to 
its mission statement.  Meanwhile 
McDonalds, the corporation, spends 
enormous sums of money marketing to 
children, hoping to addict them to its 
products which lead to obesity, diabe-
tes, and cardiac disease—the spitting 
image of “health and wellbeing.”  

The Nike Foundation aims to “stop 
the cycle of inter-generational pover-
ty” and “invest in…the greatest source 
of untapped human potential in the 
world today: adolescent girls” whilst 
Nike, the corporation, profits exor-
bitantly on the backs of sweat-shop 
workers, including adolescent girls, 
who live in the most frightening state 
of abject poverty.

The Coca-Cola Foundation sup-
ports “access to clean water and 
sanitation, watershed protection in 
water-stressed areas” and “access 
to exercise, physical activity, and 
nutrition education programs.”  Co-
ca-Cola, the corporation, builds its 
water-intensive plants in poor, drought 
stricken regions of the world, and sells 
products antagonistic to a lifestyle of 
nutrition and physical activity.

An endless litany of examples could 
be presented, but by now the hypocrisy 
of corporate charity should be clear.  
These examples are not meant to 
suggest that the work of these philan-
thropies is not substantial or real, but 
rather to demonstrate the futility of 
good deeds that depend upon and 
serve a larger evil.

Corporate “non-profits” have, in 
recent years, significantly affected the 
American political system.  Following 
the Supreme Court’s momentous de-
cision in Citizens United vs. Federal 

Election Commission, to allow corpo-
rations, and non-profit corporations, to 
spend unlimited quantities of money 
to influence election results, a slew of 
PAC’s, SUPER-PAC’s and predom-
inantly political non-profits arose to 
funnel oceans of money into political 
campaigns.  Suddenly, no candidate 
could be relevant without their own 
PAC and army of non-profits.  These 
“non-profits” continue to operate and 
to set the tone of the political conver-
sation in America.

On the right there are non-profits 
such as “Americans for Prosperity” 
and “Freedom Works” that organize 
the tea-party movement.  Both organi-
zations’ websites trumpet themselves 
as “grassroots,” implying that they are 
broad people’s movements. In fact, 
these organizations were founded 
with many millions of dollars from 
the oil barons, the Koch brothers, 
whose combined wealth is exceeded 
in America only by Warren Buffett 
and Bill Gates.  Given their funding 
source, it becomes quite clear why 
these non-profits, and the Republican 
politicians who rely upon them, so 
virulently advocate policies that only 
serve corporate shareholder interests 
and which push working families 
further toward poverty, exacerbating 
income inequality.

 These “grassroots,” “tea-party” or-
ganizations are not actually represen-
tative of many of the Americans who 
align themselves with the tea-party 
movement.  In July, the Georgia Tea 
Party Patriots successfully fought 
for a proposal to require their state’s 
largest electric utility to double its 
solar capacity.  Fiercely opposing 
this actual grassroots initiative was 
the Koch-funded “Americans for 
Prosperity.” The dirty work neces-
sary for the pursuit of profit is quietly 
done by those entities recognized as 
non-profits.

The left is not immune from this 
insidious astro-turfing. After the 
dust settled from the 2012 elections, 
President Obama’s PAC “Obama for 
America” transformed itself into “Or-
ganizing for Action” (OFA), calling 
themselves a “nonpartisan non-profit 
corporation” working to “strengthen 
the progressive movement and train 

our next generation of leaders.”  The 
work of OFA, much like the work 
of corporate non-profits, may do 
genuine good.  “Strengthen[ing] the 
progressive movement” is an essen-
tial component to creating effective 
political change.  But a problem lies 
in that by positioning itself as a dom-
inant funding source, OFA effectively 
gets to define what the progressive 
movement means.  As Counterpunch 
astutely commented, “Think about 
fundamental, radical, democratic, so-
cial and economic change, who might 
bring it about and how.  Ask yourself 
if the rich elite, the 1%, are going to 
fund that.”  Twenty-six donors account 
for more than a quarter of OFA’s fi-
nances, according to The Huffington 
Post.  Again, it is important to stress 
that OFA may be doing good, and its 
donors may have nothing but the best 
of intentions; but it is nonetheless 
difficult for those who are entrenched 
in and who benefit from the existing 
system of inequality (in this case, the 
liberal elite) to even comprehend what 
actions are necessary for substantive 
change, much less to carry them out.

Organizing For Action’s website 
(ofa.barackobama.com) confirms 
these suspicions.  Its “Issues” page 
on climate change leads to a list of 
“four things you can do to combat 
climate change.”  These four things 
are: “Sign up to Volunteer,” (which 
links to a form for adding your email 
to their list-serv and signing a petition, 
but no actual volunteer opportuni-
ties), “Spread the word,” by sharing 
Obama memes on facebook, “call out 
a climate denier,” by posting sarcastic 
tweets about Congressmen, and, what 
was the most promising and thus also 
the most disappointing, “Help your 
community switch to clean energy,” 
which links only to a large photo 
of Barack Obama, under which is a 
form to join the OFA list-serv.  After 
browsing its site, it becomes appar-
ent that this non-profit organization 
which labels itself as “nonpartisan” 
and “grassroots” exists for the most 
partisan of purposes—creating sup-
port for Barack Obama and Democrat 
politicians—at the exclusion of acting 
for actual change.  

Continued on Page 7
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“ G e n e r a t i o n  P r o g r e s s  w o r k s  t o  h e l p  y o u n g  p e o p l e -  a d v o c a t e s ,  a c t i v i s t s ,  j o u r n a l i s t s ,
a r t i s t s  -  m a k e  t h e i r  v o i c e s  b e  h e a r d  o n  i s s u e s  t h a t  m a t t e r .

L e a r n  m o r e  a t  G e n P r o g r e s s . o r g ”

US v. Windsor Breaks Barriers to Equality
On Gay Rights Amanda Aragon

What Is DOMA?

     DOMA stands for the Defense of 
Marriage Act. It was a federal law that 
was passed in 1996 under President 
Clinton. In section 3 it defined mar-
riage as “a legal union between one 
man and one woman.” Furthermore, a 
“spouse” could refer “only to a person 
of the opposite sex who is a husband 
or a wife.” In other words, a same-sex 
couple could be legally married in a 
state but still not have their marriage 
recognized by the federal govern-
ment.  

What Was The Case About?

    In 2007 Edith Windsor married 
Thea Spyer in Ontario, which recog-
nized same-sex marriage. They then 
returned to New York, which deemed 
this marriage to be valid. Spyer died 
in 2009 and left her estate to her sur-
viving spouse, Windsor. Normally, a 
surviving spouse does not have to pay 
estate taxes on a property left to them 
by their deceased spouse. However, 
because DOMA defined marriage as 
between a man and a woman, Windsor 
was unable to claim this tax exemption 
and was forced to pay $363,053 in es-
tate taxes. The International Revenue 
Service (IRS) refused to provide a 
refund because according to DOMA 
Windsor was not a surviving “spouse.” 
Windsor then brought suit claiming 
that DOMA violated the equal protec-
tion clause of the Fifth Amendment in 
what would become the case of United 
States v. Windsor.

What is the Equal Protection 
Clause?

     The Equal Protection Clause is 
mentioned explicitly in the Fourteenth 
Amendment, forbidding any state to 
“deny to any person within its jurisdic-
tion the equal protection of the laws.”  
In other words, laws cannot be applied 
preferentially to certain groups. While 
the Fourth Amendment concerns 
states, the Fifth Amendment applies to 
the federal government and contains 
an implied equal protection clause. Al-
though never directly mentioned, the 
court has long held “discrimination, 
if gross enough, is equivalent to con-
fiscation and subject under the Fifth 
Amendment to challenge and annul-
ment.” DOMA was, in essence, treat-
ing same-sex couples differently when 
they were recognized by the states 
in which they were married. Justice 
Kennedy lamented, in his opinion, that 
this situation would result in same-sex 
marriages being “treated as second 
class marriages for purposes of federal 

law.” Thus, the Supreme Court struck 
down DOMA on the grounds that it 
violated the equal protection clause 
of the Fifth Amendment because the 
marriage discrimination was “gross 
enough” to be challenged “under the 
Fifth amendment” and “annulled.” 
What does standing have to do with 
anything?
     For a person to bring forth a suit, 
they must have a personal stake in the 
outcome of the litigation because they 
have sustained a direct injury. For ex-
ample, Edith Windsor sustained a di-
rect injury in the form of the  $363,053 
in estate taxes she was forced to pay. 
There were concerns, however, over 
whether the defenders of DOMA had 
standing. This is because the Depart-
ment of Justice decided to no longer 
support section 3 of DOMA. As a 
result, a different group stepped in to 
defend it. This group, the Bipartisan 
Legal Advisory Group, did not have 
a personal stake in the outcome of the 
litigation. However, in the ruling the 
Supreme Court cited the IRS refund 
as “a real and immediate economic 
injury” that legitimized the case. 
     The opposite occurred in the similar 
case Hollingsworth v. Perry in Califor-
nia. This case challenged Proposition 
8, which also defined marriage as 
between a man and a woman. Similar 
to the situation with DOMA, state 
officials refused to support the law so 

another group stepped in to defend it.  
This time, the Supreme Court did not 
rule on the case, instead stating that 
the petitioners did not have standing 
to appeal. 

What is the difference between 
these two cases and what are the 
implications?

The biggest difference between these 
two cases is one dealt with a federal 
law and the other handled a state 
law. If the Supreme Court declared 
Proposition 8 unconstitutional under 
the Fourteenth Amendment, then 
the traditional definition of marriage 
would be unconstitutional in every 
state. However, since DOMA only 
violates the Fifth Amendment, the 
federal government will recognize 
same-sex marriages in states where 
it is already legal. In other words, if a 
same-sex couple gets legally married 
in Maryland and moves to Alabama, 
which bans same-sex marriage, then 
the federal government still recognizes 
the marriage for the purposes of fed-
eral benefits. 
     However, the DOMA ruling does 
not mean that same-sex marriage is 
legal in every state. The reason the 
Supreme Court is wary of deciding 
the same-sex issue in a decisive 
manner, declaring it legal or illegal in 
every state, is because according the 

Tenth Amendment, “the powers not 
delegated to the United States by the 
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to 
the states, are reserved to the states.” 
Marriage is a state institution, so in ac-
cordance with the Tenth Amendment, 
the states have the right to make their 
own marriage laws. 
     In the future, the Supreme Court 
may hear a case in which it will be 
forced to rule whether same-sex mar-
riage prohibitions violate the equal 
protection clause, a ruling that would 
affect marriage laws in every state, but 
as of this moment the Supreme Court 
has avoided answering this question 
directly.   

Where does this leave us now?

The ruling in Windsor was import-
ant and a step forward for same-sex 
marriage advocates in many ways. 
However decisions like Winsor and 
Perry are likely just the beginning. 
The Windsor ruling represents a court 
that is wary of making a conclusive 
decision presently. However, this may 
not always be the case. After all, it 
took 58 years to overturn separate but 
equal segregated facilities. Change is 
coming, and at this point it’s only a 
matter of time. 

CP

Photo Courtesy of npr.org
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If de Blasio can hold onto his sup-
port from nearly 2/3 of voters he will 
have little competition ahead. De 
Blasio continues to campaign with 
an anti-Bloomberg ideology, hoping 
to drastically change city hall. Lhota, 
on the other hand, has openly agreed 
with the mayor concerning several 
issues and hopes to continue decreas-
ing the crime rate and opening new 
charter schools. Former Bronx bor-
ough president Adolfo Carrion Jr. and 
entrepreneur Jack Hidary are running 
on the independent ticket. 
     If Bill de Blasio were to be elect-
ed, the city would see big changes. 
Pledging to close the widening gap 
between the rich and the poor, the de 
Blasio administration would drasti-
cally raise taxes on the rich to fund 
prekindergarten programs. De Bla-
sio strives to create more affordable 
housing and healthcare, and put and 
end to police stop-and-frisk tactics. 
He highlights the increasing city 
unemployment during Bloomberg’s 
reign, and focuses on the decreasing 
median income rate. According to de 
Blasio, New York city is becoming 

increasingly expensive resulting in a 
vanishing middle class that he seeks 
to resurrect. As Public advocate he 
helped improve small businesses, 
promote vocational education, and 
expand coverage of sick days. 
The low number of high school stu-
dents prepared for the college and the 
work force is another issue de Blasio 
hopes to tackle. He wants to start ear-
ly with a universal prekindergarten 
program, expand technical education, 
and improve parental involvement in 
their children’s education. 
     De Blasio also wants to dimin-
ish the wedge that has been driven 
between the police force and certain 
neighborhoods in the city because 
of the tactics used by the NYPD. He 
seeks an end to stop-and-frisk and the 
tension it creates. Instead, de Blasio 
plans to put an inspector general and 
more officers on the streets, increase 
resources, and replace Police com-
missioner Ray Kelly, a strategy not 
all the candidates agreed upon. 
     Safe and Affordable housing units 
are shrinking in frequency. If elected 
mayor, de Blasio would build more 

rent stabilized units, protect tenants 
from bad landlords and lack of basic 
amenities such as heat and hot water. 
Drawing on the same concern of clos-
ing the economic divide, de Blasio 
promises to address increasing public 
transportation fares that he says fur-
ther weaken the middle class. Com-
muting times are at a high and busses 
and trains are overcrowded. De Bla-
sio strives to create reliable and af-
fordable transportation by improving 
traffic, maintaining outer-borough 
service, and creating more safe bicy-
cle lanes across the city. 
     De Blasio also highlights the city’s 
disparity in health care coverage, 
lamenting the irony of the city’s rep-
utation as one with the best doctors, 
but closing hospitals and inaccessible 
or unaffordable healthcare. Should he 
be elected, plans are in place for the 
Affordable Care Act to become effec-
tive on de Blasio’s first day in office, 
expanding Medicaid and offering 
ways for low-income families to pur-
chase insurance. One area where de 
Blasio’s ideas intersect with those of 
Mayor Bloomberg, however, is his CP

health care agenda. De Blasio sup-
ports the city’s needs to fight major 
disease causes such as smoking and 
obesity. 
His former opponents have labeled de 
Blasio as a flip-flopper and criticized 
his ideas for being unfounded calling 
them mere desperate pleas for votes. 
It has been said that de Blasio’s idea 
to fund a universal pre-kindergarten 
will not ameliorate the situation be-
cause the system does not need more 
money, but rather greater flexibili-
ty in the educational system. Mr. de 
Blasio has been criticized for lack of 
transparency and called a ‘career pol-
itician.’
What De Blasio’s has deemed the 
‘tale of two cities’ campaign has gath-
ered the support of former opponents 
Bill Thompson and Christine Quinn, 
and has been endorsed by Governor 
Cuomo, Bill and Hillary Clinton, and 
Senator Schumer. In the last month 
before the general election, we will 
see a battle of opposites as Lhota and 
de Blasio vie for City Hall. 

Continued From Page 1    
 In some aspects, this stereotype is 
justified.  The Chinese government 
still actively monitors the Internet 
and communication activities of 
Chinese citizens; Facebook, Twitter, 
Google U.S., Youtube, and many oth-
er Western sites, along with those of 
sensitive Chinese topics like Taiwan 
and Tibet, remain blocked.  Many 
public political protestors are still 
taken away by police vans to undis-
closed locations.  Chinese college 
students are still required to complete 
a few weeks of “military training” af-
ter being admitted into college.
     Yet, on the other hand, I’ve been 
pleasantly surprised at the openness 
and candor in which Chinese young 
people discuss the political landscape 
in China as well as life in general.  
Chinese young people seem to un-
derstand the complexities of the Chi-
nese government – both positive and 
negative – and view Chinese society 
with a stunningly critical lens.  
     One girl, who is currently a third-
year computer science student at Pe-
king University, told me about the 
“military training” course required 
of all Chinese university students.  
During these weeklong or two-week 
long sessions, students undergo in-
tensive mental and physical exercis-
es, meant to train Chinese young peo-
ple into disciplined followers of the 
Chinese Communist Party.  
     Physical examinations are com-
plemented with Marxist and Maoist 
theory classes.  This girl, along with 
all of her friends, admitted that they 
hated this ritual and called it govern-
mental “xinao” or brainwashing.  To 
me, the fact that Chinese students 
were actively aware of the level of 
brainwashing defeated the entire pur-

pose of these largely pointless cours-
es – to train these young people to 
respect the CCP.  They told me they 
were aware that this was the govern-
ment’s last hope in trying to win over 
their minds.  
     One guy, who is currently a third-
year international relations student at 
Peking University, told us with sting-
ing brevity that the Marxist theory 
class they were required to take was 
all “bullshit.”  
     Apparently, the class is consid-
ered naptime for the few students 
who actually decide to show up.  On 
the flip side, this guy said that he was 
pleasantly surprised at how objective 
the professors were while teaching 
about traditionally sensitive Chinese 
issues, like its relationships with Ja-
pan, South Korea, Taiwan, Tibet, and 

India.  He told me that before he had 
arrived at Peking University, his at-
titudes toward Japan were shaped 
largely by what he learned in primary 
and secondary schools.  He had an ir-
rational hatred of Japan, holding onto 
the historical memories of the many 
atrocities Japanese performed against 
the Chinese in the early 20th century.  
     Since arriving at Peking Univer-
sity, however, he states that he has 
developed a much more objective 
approach while analyzing Japan.  His 
professor has emphasized the impor-
tance of Sino-Japanese relations in 
terms of Asia-Pacific stability and 
economic progress.  
     He also discussed bluntly the current 
problems plaguing Chinese society – 
he openly stated to me, “Even though 
China is getting even wealthier than 

Japan, we still do not have the same 
level of manners and respectability of 
the Japanese.  That’s because the Jap-
anese have been wealthy longer and 
have already adapted the appropriate 
mannerisms.  We need to learn from 
the Japanese in this respect.”  
     In many ways, these past examples 
perfectly depict the contradictory 
forces present in current Chinese so-
ciety.  On one hand, military training 
is still required in colleges.  On the 
other hand, Chinese nationalism does 
not seem to impose upon the profes-
sors’ abilities to teach sensitive issues 
objectively anymore.  
The juxtaposition of the old and the 
new in Beijing is even more striking 
when experienced in real person.  

Continued From Page 1 - Gabrielle Lustig 
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America Can Afford Better Student Loans 
On Student Loans Filip Kan

Many of us knows how it is to 
have those student loans. Some 

might need to borrow more than oth-
ers but at the end of the day, we are all 
sitting in the same boat with a more 
or less hefty sum to pay back after 
graduation. In June 2010 the student 
loans passed the sum of the credits 
card debts in the United States. The 
loans also breached the one trillion 
ceiling in June 2012 and are now esti-
mated to 1.2 trillion dollars. 
     Let me be clear. A loan itself is not 
necessarily a bad thing. Sometimes we 
need to borrow money we don’t have 
at the moment to be able to invest in 
ourselves, quality education being a 
good investment.  But the increasing 
student loans in combination with 
rising college tuition and the wild 
interest rates drives these loans up to 
unreasonable levels for students, their 
families and our society as a whole. 
     Last year, Congress decided to fix 

interest rates on Stafford Loans and 
other federal student loans at about 
3.4 percent, but like most other things 
Congress seems to do these days, this 
was only a temporary fix. This sum-
mer a smaller chaos followed un-
til August when president Obama 
pushed trough a compromise on the 
issue. The president’s bill tied the stu-
dent loan interest rate to the 10-year 
Treasury note with an interest ceiling 
at 8.25 percent, it prohibited new bor-
rowers from paying no more than 10 
percent of their disposable income, 
and included a provision forbidding 
Stafford loans to fluctuate during the 
life of the loan. The law also opens 
up an opportunity for any remain-
ing debt to be forgiven after 20 years 
if payments are on time. All this de-
serves recognition; nevertheless, the 
law designates students to burden the 
cost of governmental borrowing.  
      To add insult to injury, while stu-

dents pay 3.4 percent in loan rates, 
the banks pay a whopping .75 percent 
on their loans.  This dubious financial 
policy corrals students with high tui-
tion costs to borrow from the banks, 
and essentially borrow the same 
taxpayer money the federal govern-
ment lends to the banks in the first 
place.  Subsequently, these students 
are slapped with a fierce interest rate 
through the private sector.  Despite 
this option being an unwise econom-
ic policy, it remains. 
      Possibly, the problems inherent 
with the student loan program (i.e. 
high interest rates) may be symptom-
atic of a lack of money or an inability 
to self-finance.  However, the CBO 
estimates the government will make 
another $175 million from the feder-
al student loan program. This would 
make it among the 20 most profitable 
public companies in the world. 
     The federal interest rate on the 

student loans should therefore not be 
set by the market, designed for eco-
nomic profit, or even arbitrarily by 
the majority party. Senator Warren’s 
(D- MA) idea earlier this year to tie it 
to the interest rate of the Federal Re-
serve is one way to keep a low interest 
rate on these loans and, as an added 
benefit, stop politicians favoring big 
banks at the expense of ordinary stu-
dents. 
      If not Senator Warren’s plan, the 
government may want to consider 
linking student loans with the aver-
age governmental prime rate over the 
past three years. A static model like 
this might need careful consideration 
in the US because of its historically 
high governmental bond yield levels, 
but a similar system is de facto real-
ity in many scandinavian countries. 
There, the student loan interest rate 
has been kept on a very modest lev-
el, pending between 1.3 – 2.5 percent 
over the last 10 years.
     Another element of the program 
that deserves review is its unneces-
sary complexity.  A myriad of loans 
exist at every level, each with different 
interest rates, which only sometimes 
ultimately merge as a consolidation 
loan.  The fragmented Stafford loans, 
plus loans, Perkins loans, and count-
less others only further splinter the 
program and curb its effectiveness.  
To simplify this web, the government 
could hand out one universal loan for 
which every student is eligible.  Loan 
distribution would still be based on 
the same principle: a base sum with 
gradations depending on individual 
need (i.e. special cases, higher tuition 
fees).  
     All this is not a fantasy either, but 
this how it actually works in many 
Western European countries. In Swe-
den, where I am from, all students 
are guaranteed a government grant of 
$350 a month. Then you may borrow 
extra money for living expenses up 
to $710 a month. If you for instance 
study abroad and have tuition fees to 
pay you may borrow some addition-
al money to pay parts of the tuition, 
health insurance and flight ticket as 
well. All necessities are paid, regard-
less of your parent’s income, for a 
maximum of 12 semesters (6 years). 
      My point is not to suggest for the 
US to copy a whole concept from 
abroad - and I do not consider the 
Swedish system to be perfect either. 
But it is important to give insight on 
how other countries organizes their 
student loans. There is a large need 
to get new perspectives on this issue 
and a quick glance over seas can show 
how student loans do not necessarily 
have to be an unreasonably expensive 
story for students and their families, 
if there is political willingness to re-
view and reform the system. 

Photo Courtesy by Bangor Daily News 
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After a week of violence between 
the Egyptian military and 

civilian protesters that resulted in 
a death toll of over 1,000, and after 
arresting the democratically elected 
group’s top leader, Egyptian Prime 
Minister Hazem el-Beblawi vowed 
to ban the Muslim Brotherhood 
in August. Now, one month later, 
an Egyptian court has halted the 
Muslim Brotherhood’s activities 
and ordered its assets confiscated, 
labeling the group “a harm to national 
security” that disrupts “public safety 
and harmony.” In banning the 
Brotherhood, the court effectively 
shuttered the organization’s social 
services which helped popularize 
the group among many Egyptians, 
including the supporters of ousted 
president Muhamed Morsi, 
according to Al-Jazeera. Following 
this recent crackdown of the Muslim 
Brotherhood, the U.S. is faced with 
the question once again: Should 
our country continue to provide an 
annual $1.3 billion in military aid 
to a Middle East ally in hopes of 
retaining some leverage, or does this 
aid conflict with U.S. interests and 
our democratic ideals?
     If the U.S. were to designate the 
military’s ouster of Morsi in July as 
a coup, it would be legally obligated 
to cancel aid until Egypt establishes 
a democratic government. The U.S. 
Government has not yet applied that 
designation, according to CNN, while 
White House spokesman Josh Earnest 
has said that “aid and assistance 
relationship with Egypt is under a 
review, but it has not been cut off” 
and State Department spokeswoman 
Jen Psaki stated that “there will 
be adjustments” to Egypt’s annual 

military aid if violence persists. 
However, conflicting statements 
from Sen. Patrick Leahy’s (D-VT) 
office that the Foreign Operations 
Appropriations Subcommittee “was 
told that the transfer of military aid 
was stopped” and from the White 
House disputing that the U.S. has 
already suspended military aid to 
Egypt make it unclear whether the 
U.S. will deliver the rest of the year’s 
aid package (about $585 million) 
before the next fiscal year begins 
in October, USAToday reported. 
Although cutting all aid to Egypt 
would be costly due to the financial 
and strategic benefits the U.S. 
gains from the aid deal, we should 
reevaluate the military aid given to 
Egypt to ensure that we do, in fact, 
have some leverage over its use 
and that it is not funding violent 
crackdowns against our democratic 
values or a potential civil war. 
     Cutting all military aid to 
Egypt would actually prove to 
be economically costly because 
the aid does not go directly to 
Egypt,BusinessWeek explains. 
Rather, the Pentagon signs contracts 
with U.S. companies like Lockheed 
Martin and General Dynamics to 
produce and deliver equipment that 
the Egyptians request. Because of 
these middlemen, if the U.S. decides 
to stop providing aid to Egypt, the 
U.S. Government would become 
liable for the unpaid funds to these 
companies and would have to 
negotiate termination penalties when 
breaking the contracts. The U.S. has 
yet to pay $1.7 billion of its contract 
with Lockheed Martin ending in 2014 
and $219 million of its $395 million 
contract with General Dynamics 

ending in 2016, for example. However, 
Gordon Adams, who oversaw 
Foreign Military Financing (FMF) 
programs as a White House Office of 
Management and Budget official in 
the Clinton Administration, says that 
instead of canceling the contracts, 
the Government could have the U.S. 
Military absorb the equipment or use 
it for parts, or it could find another 
buyer, likely another FMF country 
such as Pakistan or Israel. 
     Currently, according to CNN 
Money citing Congressional Research 
Service reports, Egypt receives about 
25 percent of all U.S. foreign military 
aid, which covers about one-third of 
Egypt’s overall defense budget and 
about 80 percent of its new weapons 
systems. Cutting military aid 
completely would drastically change 
the current flexibility we give Egypt 
in using FMF funds. The U.S.deposits  
Egypt’s FMF funds into an account 
at the Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York every year, and although 
Egypt must spend the funds in full, 
the Egyptian military is allowed 
to negotiate major arms purchases 
spanning multiple years’ payments, a 
flexibility only afforded to Egypt and 
Israel. However, when a large portion 
of our military aid is funding the 
majority of the new weapons systems 
that a military uses to crackdown on 
protesters, the U.S. should question 
whether this use of U.S. funds is truly 
consistent with American values. 
      In addition to military sales to 
Egypt, the U.S. benefits stategically  
from what Egypt gives in return 
for the military aid. U.S. warplanes 
can fly over Egypt (about 2,000 did 
last year) and the U.S. has priority 
passage through the Suez Canal 

(passing through about 40 times 
annually rather than trekking around 
Africa). The aid, according to Middle 
East Voices, also ensures that Egypt 
honors its peace treaty with Israel, a 
vital U.S. ally in the Middle East. 
      Although we should not cut aid 
entirely and risk losing these strategic 
benefits, the U.S. must ensure that 
it has more leverage over Egyptian 
military decisions if we are to 
continue to fund it to the extent that 
we do. The U.S. Military has reported 
that “Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel 
has phoned his Egyptian counterpart, 
Gen. Abdel Fattah al-Sissi, more than 
15 times since the July 3 military 
takeover” ousting Morsi from power. 
However, al-Sissi “has ignored 
Hagel’s calls for restraint and a 
speedy return to democratic rule” and 
has not responded to the Pentagon’s 
message, in suspending four F-16 
planes, that Egypt risks a military aid 
cutoff.
      While al-Sissi ignores U.S. phone 
calls, opponents of U.S. military aid to 
Egypt point out that the United States 
“is losing credibility as a champion of 
human rights” and should cut off aid 
until Egypt ends its suppression of 
the Muslim Brotherhood and Morsi 
supporters, according to Middle East 
Voices. Charles W. Dunne, Freedom 
House’s Director of Middle East 
and North Africa Programs, has 
opined that because the Egyptian 
military is engaging in repression 
of civil society as well as human 
and civil rights, the U.S. should stop 
“subsidizing tyranny” and “express 
its displeasure by suspending all 
aid to the Egyptian government.” 
He further refuted strategic interest 
arguments by stating that prohibiting 
the U.S. from using the Suez Canal is 
not a viable issue since this “would 
be a political and economic disaster 
for Egypt” and that rather, “a return 
to a stable, democratic system” would 
truly further American interests. 
      While Congress and the country 
remain divided on the issue of 
whether the U.S. should continue 
to provide Egypt with military aid, 
the Egyptian military continues to 
use American taxpayer dollars to 
violently crackdown on protesters. 
Although the financial and strategic 
benefits of providing the aid may be 
too valuable to risk by cutting the 
aid altogether, do we really want 
the blood of Egyptian civilians 
participating in civil society on our 
hands? If the U.S. is to continue 
providing the Egyptian military with 
financial and material resources, we 
must hold Egypt accountable for their 
abuses and pressure the country to 
return to a stable, democratic society.
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Natural Gas Export Licenses Hurt Country
On Energy Carter N. Brown

This last month, the United States 
Department of Energy (DOE) grant-
ed the first license ever to export 
liquefied natural gas (LNG) obtained 
in the Marcellus Shale basin by hy-
draulic fracturing (better known as 
“fracking”) to Dominion Resources, 
Inc. Marcellus Shale is a large region 
spanning from western Virginia up to 
New York and holds enough natural 
gas to supply all gas needs of the 
entire U.S. for fourteen years. This is 
the fourth LNG export site approved 
by the DOE; the first three being on 
the Gulf Coast.

The issuance of these exporting 
permits comes as a surprise as they 
constitute long term and large invest-
ment supports for fossil fuels. This 
most recent permit allows for export 
at a rate of “up to 0.77 billion cubic 
feet of natural gas a day” even as the 
current administration has previously 
stated its pledge to support renewable 
energy to wean off fossil fuels. In fact, 
right under the announcement of the 
DOE’s decision to grant this permit 
is a link to a page toting the DOE’s 
supposed commitment to clean energy 
jobs.

However, fracking and natural gas 
are hardly a panacea for the nation’s 
energy woes. The process of fracking 
is an invasive, widely-controversial 
procedure and natural gas is a fossil 
fuel. The facts seem to demonstrate the 
harm of fracking to the environment, 
yet it still persists as a popular means 
of extracting natural gas.

Fracking is a process of extracting 
natural gas from deep underground. 
A tunnel is dug deep into the Earth as 
the fracking fluid is pumped into the 
rock. The fluid consists of one to eight 
million gallons of water and approx-
imately 40,000 gallons of chemicals 
per fracturing which are used to create 
many cracks in the rock.  Many of the 
chemicals present in the fluid are toxic 
and/or carcinogenic. The formidable 
list of substances, which includes ben-
zol, hydrochloric acid, lead, mercury, 
formaldehyde, methanol, ethylene 
glycol, and even radium produce a 
range of harmful effects in human 
populations, including cancer devel-
opment and disruption of the nervous 
system. There are typically about 600 
different chemicals that can be used in 
the fracking process.

One of the biggest environmental 
concerns with fracking is the contam-

ination of drinking water supplies. A 
study done by Duke University found 
that the methane levels of drink-
ing-water wells within a kilometer of 
fracking sites were seventeen times 
higher than in wells further away. 
Instead of properly disposing of the 
chemical slew, it is often pumped 
back underground where it has a high 
propensity to leech into nearby drink-
ing water.  Waste is routinely dumped 
across state lines from Pennsylvania to 
New York, West Virginia, and Ohio, 
directly affecting the environment. 
Finally, the trucks that transport the 
slew to the few disposal wells that 
do exist have caused additional prob-
lems. Some trucks have spilled the 
chemicals during transportation and 
damaged the environment. In fact, the 
Department of Environmental Preser-
vation of Pennsylvania estimates “one 
serious environmental concern for 
every 150 wells drilled.” There have 
been hundreds of thousands of wells 
drilled in America to date, increasing 
the risk of environmental problems is 
immensely.

After examining its environmental 
impact, fracking seems like a pro-
cess that would be easily and readily 

banned, yet the use of fracking has 
been increasing and is continuing to 
increase.

When citizens harmed by fracking 
seek justice through the court system, 
settlements between these property 
owners and gas drillers typically lead 
to gag orders preventing the property 
owners from ever talking about the 
settlement. In one $750,000 settlement 
with Range Resources Corporation, 
the gag order even barred the family, 
including the 7- and 10-year old chil-
dren, from ever mentioning fracking 
again.

The result from this censorship is 
a fracking boom. In 2000 natural gas 
fracked from shale made up less than 
1% of the nation’s gas supplies. In 
2011 it made up over a quarter. This 
boom has also decreased the price of 
natural gas and has led to many new 
local jobs. For example, the nation’s 
lowest unemployment rate is in North 
Dakota at 3.2%, where a silent frack-
ing boom has taken place over the 
last few years. But we must ask: Are 
these the types of jobs that we really 
want to support and have prosper in a 
supposedly clean and green oriented 
economy?

Unfortunately, with the DOE’s 
granting of an export license, the na-
tion is delving deeper into a future of 
energy derived from fossil fuels like 
natural gas fracking. Furthermore, the 
study that the DOE commissioned to 
investigate the economic impact of 
an export license showed that “total 
labor compensation and income from 
investment are projected to decline, 
and income to owners of natural gas 
resources will increase.” Those hold-
ing shares in relevant companies will 
experience higher incomes. 

Hence, the granting of this ex-
port license further entrenches the 
socio-economic status quo. When 
income shifts like this happen, those 
on top become even more powerful 
and have more sway politically with 
lobbyists and SuperPACs thanks to 
Citizens United (2010).

Therefore, it behooves us to ban 
fracking in order to preserve our envi-
ronment for the sake of the future and 
instead to focus on renewable energy 
as this administration has touted. This 
exporting license does nothing but dig 
us deeper into the well of fossil fuels.

EDITORIAL - Continued from Page 2

   The tragedy of this model lies not 
merely in its inefficacy but in its po-
tent use as a tool of distraction.  Many 
people who care deeply about climate 
change, income inequality, and the 
other issues affecting society may 
share a photo, post a tweet, or go to a 
meet-and-greet with a Congressman, 
and think themselves supporting and 
working for change.  Beneath the rhet-
oric, no one quite feels comfortable 
acknowledging that the actions of the 
Obama administration: such as issuing 
permits for the export of natural gas 
from hydraulic fracturing, failing to 

oppose the Keystone XL pipeline, and 
actively supporting the near-complete 
construction of the southern half of the 
Keystone XL pipeline, terribly exac-
erbates the climate crisis.  OFA effec-
tively swindles people into believing 
that Barack Obama, and they too, are 
fighting climate change.  The truth is 
drowned in a sea of deafening silence.
     There is no easy way to transcend 
what Warren Buffet’s son Peter Buf-
fet calls the “charitable-industrial 
complex.”  In order to do so our 
minds must move beyond the label 
“non-profit” as a convenient way of 
understanding motive, and critically 
ask how an organization’s funding 

affects its organization and adminis-
tration.  We must ask what each orga-
nization actually does; not what they 
claim to do, but what they have done, 
concretely.  And most importantly, we 
must ask what is not being done, or 
said.  We must be aware of the ways in 
which emphasizing a single message 
de-emphasizes others, advocating 
certain actions marginalizes other 
potential actions.  Only then will we 
be able to create support organizations 
which truly work for lasting and ef-
fective change, not on behalf of one 
party or another, but as people: out of 
many, one. CP

Photo Courtesy of barackobama.com

Photo Courtesy of popularresistance.org
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The  lasT  ThoughT: shuTDoWN
     On October 1, 2013, for the first time in 17 years, since 1995-6, the Federal Government shutdown its operation. While many hope the 
Shutdown will be brief, worries arise over the effect the Shutdown will have on an already fragile economy. During the span of a government 
shutdown, essential services will continue with delayed pay, while nonessential services will be halted. What constitutes a nonessential service?  
How long might the shutdown last? And how does a world super power simply shut down its government? To answer these pressing questions, 
let’s delve in and attempt to better understand the Government shutdown.
    To begin, the Government must constantly re-approve 
its budget. This process arises out of a 1974 budgetary law, 
which decrees that the government must approve 12 ap-
propriation bills to keep the government running.  For the 
past 17 years Congress failed to meet its statutory dead-
lines, and so resorted to stopgap budgets (continuing res-
olutions) as temporary fuel for the governmental engine.  
The last continuing resolution was issued on March 28, 
2013, and its deadline was Monday, September 30th.  This 
current Shutdown is a result of a partisan tension over the 
implementation of the Affordable Healthcare Act that be-
gan the 1st of October.
    Past attempts at reconciliation could not be achieved. 
According to Politico, back on September 27th, the Senate 
voted 54-to-44 “along party lines” to appropriate Federal 
operations until November 15th at a $986 billion spend-
ing level.  The appropriations bill was taken to the House, 
where Tea Party Senators Ted Cruz (TX) and Mike Lee 
(Utah) delayed voting because of appropriations towards 
the ACA included in the bill.  Senator Bob Corker lam-
basted his colleagues for prioritizing publicity before pol-
icy, stalling progress because they “want everyone to be 
able to watch.” Senate Democrats, obviously, were furious 
with the GOP suggested ACA cuts.  “Obamacare is the law,” chanted Harry Reid at a press confer-
ence, urging Republicans to “move on.”
   As of the printing of this edition, the Government was entering its first shutdown in close to 
two decades. Back on September 17th, in anticipation of a shutdown, Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget Sylvia M. Burwell issued a memo, reminding agencies to prepare for 
the worst and guiding managers on how to cut.  In her memo, she says “prudent management 
requires that agencies be prepared for the possibility of relapse.”  The memo “reminds agencies of 
their responsibilities” and plan for “such a contingency.”  In accordance with the 20 previous shut-
downs, the procedure is brutal.  Employees will be divided into “essential” and “non-essential” 
roles (changed to “expected” and “non-expected” roles to curb the previously hurtful delegations), 
with the “non-expected” personnel being terminated.  The “essential” employees will receive “ret-
roactive pay if and when Congress decides to fund the government again,” says a Washington Post 
article.  Until the end of the Shutdown, it will be impossible to fully understand the extent of the 
ramifications of this event. 

Want to Take a Hike? 
Not going to happen in a gov-
ernment shut down! 368 Na-
tional Park Service sites are 
closed. Thats a fair amount of 
tourism dollars lost, and a lot 
of vacated purple mountains 
majesty above the empty fruit-
ed plains.

A Trashy Situation
Without government funds, 

there will be no trash pickup.  
The Department of Transpor-

tation will cease routine main-
tenance as well. With a whole 

lot of trash piling up, DC is 
sure to turn foul quickly.

A Lawless Place... 
The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms will stop processing ap-
plications for firearms and alcohol.  The Government will stop working 
on 3,500 bankruptcy and child-support cases.  The Border Patrol will put 

Unregulated Society
In past shutdowns 20-30k ap-
plications from foreign visas 

went unprocessed per day, as 
well as a total of 20,000 Amer-
ican visas.  The EPA, SEC, and 

US Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission will be closed.  

Want to Take a Hike? 
NIH will stop accepting new 
patients and answering ho-

tline calls about medical 
emergencies.  The Center for 

Disease Control will stop 
monitoring disease.  

OBAMACARE LIVES! 
The healthcare exchange marketplaces will not be 

hindered by the ensuing crisis and will go ahead as 
scheduled. The main benefits of the law are part of 

mandatory spending. Good job, House Republicans!

on hold 400 new agents.  “Essential” 
personnel such as police officers will 
receive retroactive pay when and if 
Congress deems necessary. The FTC 
will also be closed. 

A Veteran Affair
During the last shutdown, most 
services remained intact, however 
health, welfare, and other Federal 
financial services for veterans 
may be stalled or otherwise ad-
versely affected. 


