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By Samuel Naimi

I remember vividly the morning 
DOMA and Prop 8 were both struck 

down this summer by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. I was 
sitting at my kitchen table, silently 
eating breakfast and intensely watch-
ing several live feeds of the historic 
occasion. The moment Edie Windsor 
and Roberta Kaplan left the court-
house and cameras everywhere honed 
in on them, announcing their victory, 
I received a flood of texts from family 
and friends congratulating me on my 
“community’s win.” These messages, 
although supportive towards what 
people perceive as “my community,” 
marginalize the already underrepre-
sented issues within the LGBTQ+ 
community—such as queer youth 
homelessness; horizontal oppressions 
within the LGBTQ+ community itself; 
violence against trans* and gender 
nonconforming people; and basic 
discrimination based on individuals’ 
gender or sexual identities—and fore-
ground marriage equality within the 
mainstream queer rights movement. 
     Yes, marriage equality and protec-
tion of certain rights under the law 
are prevalent and pressing issues in 
today’s society. And yes, the right 
to marry whomever one wants is 
unquestionably a right that the queer 
community strives to achieve on a 
national level; however, the wide-
spread representation of the fight for 
equal love in America completely 

gender identities. This system posits 
queer people as intrinsically less than 
the rest of our nation’s culture and 
consequently makes them subject to 
discrimination and abuse. It is time for 
people to finally understand the ways 
in which they preserve structures of 
power and privilege in their everyday 
actions and words, and realize how 
they can impede the oppression of 
those whose “aberrational” queer 
identities threaten the existence of 
such an artificially, socially construct-
ed cult-like patriarchy. Because people 
feel oppressed simply for not being 
white, male, cisgender or heterosex-
ual, it is time for things to change. 

trivializes the struggles of those who 
possess non-normative identities with-
in a predominantly heterosexist and 
homophobic national culture. When 
people feel uncomfortable expressing 
their true identities or feel threatened 
to conform to gender or sexual norms, 
marriage equality is the least important 
goal on the list of things to achieve. 
When people are abused for crossing 
the socially constructed frontiers of 
gender and sexuality within an oppres-
sive, patriarchal system, less needs to 
be done in the courthouses and more 
needs to be done directly educating 
people so that the world is a safer place 
where all identities are recognized as 
valid and are completely respected.
     According to a Williams Insti-
tute of UCLA survey, almost half of 
American homeless youth identify 
as LGBTQ+. 46% percent of these 
young adults run away from home 
after disclosing to their families their 
sexual or gender identities because 
they feel unsafe, and are forced to live 
on the streets after being rejected by 
their loved ones. Over 50% of these 
same youths have been subjected to 
domestic abuse solely based on their 
identification with the LGBTQ+ com-
munity, which makes them more than 
8 times as likely to commit suicide 
in the future than their heterosexual 
counterparts. What’s more, agencies 
specifically established to combat 
these harsh realities for queer home-
less youth are constantly inhibited by 
lack of financial support on the federal, 

state and local levels.
 These statistics parallel the 
oppressive experiences of LGBTQ+ 
individuals on a national level, who 
are both ostracized from the commu-
nity and also horizontally oppressed 
within it for simply expressing their 
own queer identities. On our own col-
lege campus especially, 73% of queer 
self-identified students have divulged 
the fact that they feel inherently 
uncomfortable at Cornell on a daily 
basis. These statistics at Cornell are 
representative of America in general.  
Queer people are being victimized 
by a system that favors those with 
white cis-hetero privilege and at the 
expense of those with non-normative 

By Tsee Yung Lee 

After the World Trade Center 
towers were brought down in 

the terrorist attacks, a rescue worker 
named Frank Silecchia found among 
the debris a cross of two beams, which 
quickly became a makeshift shrine 
for many of those with access to the 
site. Silecchia and others obtained 
expedited approval from the office 
of New York Mayor Rudy Giuliani 
to erect the cross on a pedestal, and 
images were broadcast worldwide. 
In 2006, the cross was removed to a 
nearby church and further modified 
to more resemble the Latin cross. 
Other beams found at the site also 
underwent modifications and began 
appearing in other places.
     Groups lobbied the September 11 

Memorial & Museum at the World 
Trade Center to include Silecchia’s 
cross in a display. American Athe-
ists complained that using govern-
ment resources on a religious artifact 
would violate the First Amendment. 
The group received no response to 
its complaints or to an offer to pro-
vide a memorial artifact to honor 
all other Americans who died that 
day. In 2011, they filed suit. Michael 
Bloomberg, now mayor of New York 
City, believed differently, and won a 
District Court decision permitting 
the display. No other religious or 
non-religious group has been permit-
ted a memorial.
     In a city that has often been 
equated with secularism, American 
Atheists v. Port Authority represent-
ed a high point for religion in the 

Bloomberg administration. In many 
ways, the atheists and their call for a 
wall of separation between state and 
church found a more receptive audi-
ence in Bloomberg’s City Hall than 
they ever did and probably will--for 
the elections of Bill de Blasio and Le-
titia James as the new top two elect-
ed officials in the Big Apple mean a 
more cooperative administration for 
religious causes.
     Although the Democratic Party 
has often been portrayed as being 
hostile to religion, history proves dif-
ferently. In his first official act, Presi-
dent Barack Obama greatly expand-
ed and renamed the White House 
Office of Faith-Based and Neigh-
borhood Partnerships. According to 
NPR, the most religious president in 
history--in terms of appearances in 

churches and mentions of the Bible--
was Bill Clinton. Bill de Blasio served 
in his administration and later man-
aged Hillary Clinton’s successful Sen-
ate campaign in 2000. Both men have 
worked with religious groups in their 
fights against poverty and hunger. 
And Jimmy Carter is a born-again 
Christian.
      Mayor Bloomberg has not been 
hostile to religion. When many New 
York politicians hid from the contro-
versy over the proposed Islamic com-
munity center near Ground Zero, 
Bloomberg forcefully defended the 
project. But liberals have good rea-
sons to be unhappy with many

 Continued on Page 5
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EDITORIAL

 It’s an old story.  In 1920 the 
United Stated passed the Eighteenth 
Amendment, making the sale of al-
cohol illegal.  Prohibition, as it came 
to be known, was a disaster.  Law 
enforcement budgets skyrocketed, as 
police found a convenient and profit-
able way to terrorize the poor, while 
the wealthy remained free to violate 
the law with impunity.  Those suffer-
ing from alcohol dependency suddenly 
found it much more difficult to seek 
treatment, as the activity which they 
were dependent upon became illegal.   
There was an explosion in organized 
crime, the era producing mythic gang-
sters like Al Capone.  But finally, in 
1933, the US passed the Twenty-First 
Amendment, returning to alcohol the 
legal status it still enjoys today.

 That would have been a fit-
ting end to our story, but it was not 
to be.  The story is old, and we are so 
very tired, but like the fifth sequel to 
an over-exploited film franchise, the 
show goes on, and the credits have 
not rolled yet.  As of 2011, 330,000 
Americans were incarcerated for drug 
crimes, according to the Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics.  Drug prohibition bears 
an annual cost of $51 billion dollars, 
and, as The Huffington Post points 
out, this statistic is conservative, as it 
leaves out “ increased violence, oth-
erwise productive citizens in prison, 
and perpetual poverty, both at home 
and, especially, abroad.”  Another 
revealing statistic, initially reported 
by the Justice Policy Institute, shows 
that “A study by the Washington State 
Institute for Public Policy found that 
every dollar spent on drug treatment 
in the community yields over $18 
in cost savings related to crime. In 
comparison, prisons only yield $.37 in 
public safety benefit per dollar spent. 
Releasing people to supervision and 
making treatment accessible is an 
effective way of reducing problematic 
drug use, reducing crime associated 
with drug use and reducing the number 
of people in prison.”

 Based on these statistics, 
our historical memory, and common 
sense, ending drug prohibition seems 

like a logical course of action.  But 
drug prohibition has not happened 
yet, and shows little sign of occurring 
in the near future.  While the detailed 
arguments for and against prohibition 
are certainly interesting and worth ex-
amining, that specific discussion is not 
the focus of this piece.  The statistics 
presented above were given not to de-
finitively convince the reader that drug 
prohibition must be ended but rather to 
show that a spirited debate about the 
nature and extent of drug prohibition 
is essential.  This debate is not taking 
place in America.  One of the most 
bitterly divided Congresses in history 
shares nearly full bipartisan agreement 
on this issue.  There is precious little 
national discourse on prohibition, 
even as prohibition ravages the lives 
of countless people.   Why is this 
so?  A clue may be lurking in the $51 
billion spent on prohibition.  Who is 
the beneficiary of this enormous sum 
of money, and what do they have to 
say about prohibition?  Are they pas-
sively performing their duties or are 
they actively seeking to protect their 
economic interests?  These questions 
need answering.  It is time to take a 
peek at the man behind the curtain.

 A large slice of the $51 billion 
pie goes to for profit prison corpora-
tions.  The very notion of corporations 
whose sole purpose is to extract profit 
by depriving as many people of their 
liberty as possible is enough to make 
one sick.  Matt Stoller, a fellow at 
the Roosevelt Institute, reported for 
nakedcapitalism.com some selections 
from the Corrections Corporation of 
America’s (CCA) annual 10k report.  
The CCA wrote in their report that 
“The demand for our facilities and 
services could be adversely affected 
by the relaxation of enforcement 
efforts…for instance any changes 
with respect to drugs and controlled 
substances.” Unsurpisingly, private 
prison corporations do all that they can 
to encourage severe punishments for 
non-violent drug crimes.  In Luzerne 
County, Pennsylvania (the home of 
one editor of Cornell Progressive), two 
judges were arrested in 2008 for taking 

millions of dollars from a juvenile 
detention facility in return for keep-
ing the jail continuously packed with 
children, many of whom were locked 
up for simple drug possession.  While 
it would be nice to believe that such a 
viscerally disturbing, gut-wrenching 
occurrence was an isolated incident, 
similar schemes are common.  A re-
port from the resource center In the 
Public Interest revealed that 65% of 
contracts between governments and 
for profit prison corporations contain 
“lock up quotas.”  While instituting a 
quota (with financial penalties to the 
government if the quota is not met) 
is slightly different from directly tak-
ing bribes, the result is substantively 
identical.  Due to the efforts of private 
prison corporations, the government 
is presented with a financial incentive 
for keeping incarceration rates high 
(the US incarceration rate has tripled 
since 1980), and one of the easiest and 
most sure way to accomplish this is to 
imprison people for drug crimes.

Another group which profits on 
drug prohibition is police.  The “war 
on drugs” occupies an immense chunk 
of police time and effort, and thus is 
an immense source of revenue and 
police jobs.  Police receive many large 
federal grants each year to enforce 
drug prohibition.  When California 
was considering Prop 19 in 2010, 
which would have legalized marijuana 
in the state, police associations paid 
one lobbying firm $386,350 to fight 
the proposition.  The police, along 
with the other vested interests, were 
successful in defeating Prop 19, and 
ensuring the continued arrest of thou-
sands of nonviolent, disproportionate-
ly minority people in the state.

Private prison corporations and 
organized police associations are per-
haps the most directly disturbing in-
terests protecting drug prohibition, but 
they are by no means the only groups 
which profit from drug prohibition.  

Continued on Page 7

Prohibition, Prisons, and the 
Profits Behind it ALL

CP
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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 ”

Six New Proposals To NY State Ballot  
New York State Ballot Gabi Lustig  

On November 5th New York res-
idents were also asked to vote 

yes or no on six new ballot proposals 
to amend the New York state consti-
tution. 
     The first proposal asks whether 
or not to authorize casino gambling 
in New York. In 1894 all forms of 
gambling were banned in New York, 
but since then small allowances have 
been made for lotteries and horse race 
wagers. The passing of this proposal 
would allow for the immediate install-
ment of four casinos in upstate New 
York. Proponents of this amendment 
say casinos will help the economy 
by increasing job growth, bringing 
in additional revenue, and attracting 
tourists. The increase in tax revenue 
would in turn be used to improve 
schools and lower property taxes. 
Supporters also argue that many New 
Yorkers already gamble for recreation 
in neighboring states like New Jersey, 
so New York should be able to collect 
the benefits of New Yorkers gambling. 
This proposals aims to have a unified 
state policy on gambling since small 
allowances have already been made. 
     On the contrary, the financial 
and social consequences of casino 
gambling would be greater than its 
benefits. Gambling scams money from 
the poor, creates addicts, and creates 
further financial issues for the poor. 
Gambling often brings with it other 
illegal activities such as theft and 
prostitution, which would cost the 
state further. There is no guarantee that 
casinos would improve the economic 
situation of the state so more studies 
should be done and if there were an 
impact, it would not be felt for a num-
ber of years. The Northeast already 
has tons of casinos so the market is 
already saturated. 
     The second proposal is additional 
civil service credit for veterans with 
disabilities certified post-appointment. 
This proposition seeks to close a 
loophole that exists in with the bene-
fits accrued by civil service workers. 
Currently, if a veteran is certified as 
disabled after they have taken their 
civil service exam, there is no way 
for them to collect the extra credits 
given to disabled workers. The more 
credits one has, the greater pension he 
or she is entitled to. This proposition 
would bring the total number of credits 
a disabled veteran can receive up to 
10 and make up the lost difference of 
disabled veterans. Those who support 
this proposal say it should not matter 
when the veteran became disabled; 
they have risked their lives for us and 
deserve support. Those against this 
idea think that disabled veterans are al-

ready adequately compensated and no 
additional compensation is necessary. 
 The third proposition is ex-
clusion of indebtedness contracted 
for sewage facilities. The New York 
state constitution currently limits the 
amount of debt that cities, towns and 
villages can accumulate. Debts ac-
quired between 1962 and 2013 for the 
construction of sewage facilities are 
exempt from debt limits. Proposition 
three aims to continue this exemption 
for the next ten years until 2023. The 
continuation of this policy would 
allow cities and towns to maintain 
high quality sewage treatment without 
worrying about exceeding their debt 
limits. In contrast this could cause debt 
to accumulate to a crippling level, and 
sets a bad precedent for municipalities 
evading debt limits and thereby impos-
ing on future taxpayers.  
     The fourth proposition concerns 
settling disputed title in the forest 
reserve. Land in the Adirondacks, ac-
cording to the state constitution, must 
remain “forever wild.” The titles to 
land in Hamilton County have been 
in dispute for more than a century, 
with private and state claims to the 
land. This amendment would allow 
the state to transfer some of this land 
to private owners in exchange for 
forestland that would become a part 
of Adirondack Park. The forestland 
must be determined to benefit the 
state more than the disputed land in 
Hamilton County. With this proposal, 
the state could save expensive court 
fees, individuals could remain on their 
land, and the park could be expanded. 
Those opposed to this proposal think 
that the state should not give public 
land to private owners. If the state 
gives up the land that is supposed to 
be “forever wild” this calls into the 
question the entire preserve. 
     The fifth proposal, In Relation to 

a Land Exchange in the State Forest 
Preserve with NYCO Minerals, Inc., 
is another land dispute concerning the 
“forever wild” issue. New York wants 
to allow a private mining company, 
NYCO Minerals, Inc., to use protect-
ed land in exchange for land with a 
minimum value of $1 million, and on 
the condition that when the mining is 
finished the protected land be returned 
to the state in original condition. Al-
lowing NYCO to mine would extend 
the life of their mine and save many 
jobs in jeopardy. The Forest Preserve 
is one of the only choices for NYCO, 
other sites are in difficult locations 
and are much more costly. Supporters 
of the amendment also point out that 
mining would not decrease the amount 
of land available to the public during 
the operation, and would ultimately 
increase the state’s land once that land 
is returned. On the other hand, this 
exchange would be the first of its kind, 
swapping Adirondack Park land for 
commercial gain, and would set a bad 
example. Mined land returned to the 
state will have suffered damage, and if 
the company goes out of business they 
might never return the land and the 
state would have to pay to revitalize it. 
     The sixth and final proposal seeks to 
increase the age until which state judg-
es can serve. As it stands, Supreme 
Court judges must end their term at the 
age of 76 and Court of Appeals judges 
at 70. This proposal would extend age 
at which judges must retire to 80 for 
both courts. Supporters of this amend-

ment say the current retirement ages 
are outdated, considering they were 
set in 1869. Since life expectancy is 
now much higher these ages no longer 
make sense. Older judges could also 
add value because of their experience 
and are likely to make unbiased de-
cisions because they are not trying 
to advance their career. Detractors of 
this proposal claim that new judges 
are valuable because of they have 
fresh perspectives and are more in 
touch with society. Judges could end 
up serving long after they are mental-
ly and physically capable as a result 
of this idea. This proposal creates a 
two-tiered system since it would make 
the retirement age for judges uneven 
across the state because local and spe-
cialized court judges would still have 
to retire at age 70. 
     The state voted yes on all of the pro-
posals except extending the retirement 
age of court judges. These results had 
big implications for Governor Cuomo. 
Cuomo had openly spoken about his 
support for the authorization of casi-
no gambling and urged New Yorkers 
to recognize the money and the jobs 
to be made. The failure of the sixth 
amendment to pass also bodes well 
for Cuomo. Since the retirement age 
of court judges will not be increased, 
this means more liberal judges will 
replace many old republican judges 
in the years to come. 

CP
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On June 25, almost 20,000 pro-
testers gathered throughout Aus-

tin, Texas to protest Senate Bill 5, a 
strict anti-abortion bill created earlier 
on June 11th. Through the implemen-
tation of tough restrictions, this bill 
would make it significantly harder 
to obtain an abortion in the state of 
Texas. The bill prohibits abortions 
after 20 weeks and also raises the 
standards that abortion clinics must 
meet in order to perform abortions. 
For example, all abortion clinics 
would have to meet the same health 
standards hospitals do. These include 
but are not limited to, having nurses 
on duty and a doctor with admitting 
privileges at a hospital no more than 
30 miles away. These safety regu-
lations actually benefit the patient, 
as it takes into account worst-case 
scenarios. Should a patient need to 
be rushed to a hospital, the doorway 
should be wide enough for a gurney 
and a hospital should be within 30 
miles. This ensures the health of the 
patient. 
     However, in practice the result 
of requiring abortion clinics to meet 
these requirements is not safer abor-
tion clinics for women, but rather 
fewer abortion clinics. This is be-
cause many clinics simply cannot af-
ford the massive renovations it would 
take to meet these requirements. Be-
cause federal funds cannot be used 
for abortions, abortion clinics must 
rely on outside funding. Without aid, 
every abortion clinic simply cannot 
afford to upgrade. Thus, such leg-
islation, while claiming to have the 
genuine intention of protecting wom-
en’s health would ultimately serve to 
make it more difficult for women to 
access abortion clinics. To put this in 
context, according to the BBC, “only 
five of Texas’ 42 abortion clinics will 
remain in operation if the law passes, 
forcing women to travel hundreds of 
miles or resort to dangerous methods 
to obtain the procedure”.
     Democratic Senator Wendy Da-
vis attempted to defeat this bill by 
conducting a filibuster until mid-
night. After this point the bill would 
be considered dead. For nearly ten 
hours, Wendy Davis stood in her 
pink neon colored sneakers and at-
tempted to strike down this bill. Us-
ing the hashtag #StandWithWendy, 
she called on women everywhere to 
share their stories with her, and she 
read these stores during her filibuster. 
Stories of underprivileged women 
who relied on these abortion clinics 
poured in. For example, Davis read 
one testimony which stated, “I was a 
poor, uninsured woman, whose only 
care was provided through that facili-
ty. It was my medical home”. 
Ultimately, Davis’ filibuster ended 
because she received three violations, 
which is required to stop a filibuster 
in the state of Texas. Her first viola-
tion was bringing up the Planned Par-
enthood budget, her second was for 
using a back-brace (a Senator must 
stand without the aid of any device, 

according to Texas law) and the third 
was for going off topic and talking 
about a sonogram law.  
     When the filibuster ended, the out-
cry from the protesters in the capitol 
building was so loud and disruptive 
that a vote could not be conducted 
until after midnight. Cries of, “wom-
en must decide their fate, not the 
church, not the state” and deafening 
booing echoed through the Texas 
Capitol Building. It seemed as if the 
bill was dead. However, republican 
governor Rick Perry added the bill to 
a second special session claiming that 
what happened earlier was a “break-
down of decorum and decency”. It’s 
difficult to see how prohibiting Da-
vis from wearing a back brace after 
standing for 10 hours exhibited “de-
corum and decency” while protesters 
exercising their freedom of speech 
was a “breakdown” in the democratic 
process. Despite this, the bill passed 
and was signed into law. 
     But the fight is far from over. Op-
ponents of the bill have claimed that 
it places an “undue burden” for wom-
en seeking access to care. The federal 
district court agreed that the part of 
the Texas law requiring that doctors 
have admitting privileges in hospi-
tals was unconstitutional because 

it did not, at the purpose of the bill 
stated, promote women’s health. By 
restricting access to abortion clinics, 
women were actually harmed by the 
law. Thus, the law amounted to a vi-
olation of the due process and equal 
protection clause. The state, unhappy 
with this ruling, appealed and the 5th 
Circuit Court of Appeals allowed the 
law to take affect before the appeal 
hearing because they felt, based on 
the merits of the case, that the state 
would win. Those opposing the bill 
filed an appeal with Supreme Court 
Justice Antonin Scalia, who is in 
charge of the circuit that includes Tex-
as. He gave the state until November 
12th to file a response to the appeal. 
The state maintained that there was 
no proof that the law would place an 
undue burden on women. Forcing 
women to travel a great distance to 
obtain an abortion, a distance many 
may be unable to travel for financial 
or personal reasons, is apparently not 
an undue burden. Scalia has not re-
sponded yet, but he can either allow 
the law to stand or refer the matter to 
the entire court. 
     There have been immediate results 
for women in Texas since the 5th Cir-
cuit Court decision. Doctors in abor-
tion clinics throughout Texas have 

had to cancel appointments as they 
wait for the applications for privilege 
to be processed. The law allowed for 
less than 90 days for doctors to ob-
tain such privileges, but according to 
Texas law, hospitals have 170 days 
to decide whether to grant privileges. 
The result is that abortion clinics are 
now scrambling to provide a health 
service to women because of a law 
that was originally supposed to pro-
mote women’s health. 
     In response to this controversy, 
governor Rick Perry said, “We will 
continue doing everything we can to 
protect a culture of life in our state.” 
This explains why earlier this sum-
mer Perry signed into law a bill that 
forces women getting an abortion to 
get a sonogram and obtain detailed 
information about the fetus. Then, 
only after 24 hours, may they get an 
abortion. The implication of such a 
deeming bill is that women are not 
thinking through the situation clearly 
when they decide to get an abortion. 
And Rick Perry has decided, in his 
attempt to create a “culture of life”, 
to rectify this. Even if it comes at the 
expense of the right women have to 
get an abortion. 

Texas Pro-Choice Fight Continues in Court
Amanda Aragon  On Reproductive Rights  

Photo Courtesy of The Washington Post 
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Houses of Congress Split on Tolerance over ENDA  
On LGBTQ Equality Jonathan Jaffe

Under current laws, 29 states pro-
vide no legal recourse for LGBT 

workers who are fired on the basis of 
their sexual orientation. On Novem-
ber 7, the Senate voted in favor of the 
Employment Non-Discrimination 
Act 64-32, which would have made 
termination on the grounds of sexual 
orientation unlawful. ENDA received 
bipartisan support on the Senate 
floor, including ten Republican Sen-
ators as well as fifty-four members of 
the Democratic majority. Most sur-
prisingly, two Republican Senators 
who opposed similar legislation 17 
years ago, Sen. John McCain, Arizo-
na, and Sen. Orrin Hatch, Utah, sup-
ported this measure to secure LGBT 
employment rights. While ENDA did 
not pass, due to intolerance and re-
sistance in the House of Representa-
tives, its approval in the Senate marks 
a decisive change in the attitudes of 
Americans toward the LGBT com-
munity.
     House Speaker John Boehner ex-
pressed opposition to the legislation, 
deeming it “unnecessary.” Boehner 
went on to say that ENDA would 
“provide a basis for frivolous law-
suits,” a claim he substantiated with 
his background in employment law. 
However, calling lawsuits for the pro-
tection of LGBT employment rights 
“frivolous” seems belittling at best 
and disparaging at worst. After the 
conference, Boehner’s aides said it 
was unlikely that he would permit 

ENDA to a floor vote. This short-
sighted attitude seems inappropriate 
given the bipartisan support the leg-
islation received in the Senate. More-
over, at least allowing members of the 
House to debate ENDA would enable 
them to address the persisting pres-
ence of inequality in the workplace, 
which is still a very real concern for 
many Americans. Especially given 
the precedent for the legal protec-
tion of minorities in the workplace, 
it seems appropriate to extend these 
same protections to LGBT Americans 

who continue to face inappropriate 
and unwelcome discrimination.
     A few months ago, Al Jazeera re-
ported the termination of Lisa Howe 
from her former position as Belmont 
University head soccer coach. Report-
edly, the University terminated Howe 
after she revealed to her team that she 
was a lesbian and that she her part-
ner were expecting their first child. 
Given Howe’s success as a coach, this 
kind of decision on the part of the 
University highlights a very real prej-
udice against LGBT Americans that 

persists across the US. The type of 
lawsuit the would protect Americans 
like Lisa, are the very same lawsuits 
described by Boehner as “frivolous.” 
ENDA would have made the Amer-
ican workplace a more fair environ-
ment, and would harmonize with 
the widespread LGBT support that is 
burgeoning across the US.

Photo Courtesy of ThinkProgress.org 
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of his other decisions, and Bill de Bla-
sio campaigned on a decisive depar-
ture to his policies.
     Religion was not often mentioned 
in the 2013 mayoral election, but 
de Blasio and James both support 
church services in school auditori-
ums and gyms, a practice Bloomberg 
has resolutely fought to end. “We feel 
that this is discriminatory,”said Rev. 
Bill Devlin, an evangelical pastor, told 
Bloomberg at the Mayor’s Interfaith 
Breakfast in 2011. “Please don’t kick 
out our houses of worship from our 
city schools,” he urged the mayor. De 
Blasio, whose philosophy is “not reli-
gious,” believes that religion is crucial 
“to protecting the fabric of the city.” 
He argues that churches provide a 
service to the community and should 
be allowed to stay.
     In contrast, Bloomberg’s admin-
istration has argued that a school 
becomes affiliated with a particular 
religious belief or practice--becomes 
a church--during service, which 
cannot take place without the ap-
pearance of endorsement from the 
government. Furthermore, when a 
church occupies a building for even 
a short time, almost inevitably flyers 
and signs will be left throughout the 
building. School employees are then 
forced to remove them. Most impor-
tantly, these churches have spared no 
legal expense in suing the city for the 

right to stay in schools because they 
are paying below-market rent. Bronx 
Household of Faith, the church that 
has led lawsuits against the city, says it 
cannot afford to rent elsewhere. They 
are effectively asking taxpayers to 
subsidize religious worship. Church-
es that can afford market rent have no 
reason to involve the government in 
their services.
     De Blasio also supports adding 
Muslim holidays to the school calen-
dar, and using public funds to pay for 
safety officers at religious schools.
     Another point of heated conten-
tion has been the metzitzah b’peh, 
an ultra-Orthodox Jewish circumci-
sion ritual involving the mohel orally 
sucking blood from the wound on an 
infant’s penis. After a number of ba-
bies contracted herpes, and two died, 
the NYC Department of Health now 
requires a parent or guardian to ac-
knowledge in writing the DOH rec-
ommendation against such practice. 
De Blasio has expressed reservation 
over this policy.
     Bloomberg did not feature clergy at 
9/11 commemorations and once op-
posed an effort to expand bus service 
for Jewish day school students. Like 
many American Jews, he is highly 
skeptical of religion in government 
and prefers a strict separation be-
tween state and church. He has also 
sought to be inclusive where faith is 
present: at the 2010 Mayor’s Inter-
faith Breakfast, representatives from 

NYC Atheists were invited for the 
first time, though they did not give an 
invocation.
     Some things will stay the same 
under Mayor de Blasio. The state will 
still allow same-sex couples to marry, 
and religious institutions will still be 
allowed to follow their conscience. 
Catholic health plans will continue to 
exclude family planning services, in-
cluding contraceptives and STD ex-
ams, even under Medicaid. Religion 
will still be kept from public school 
science classrooms, save for the oc-
casional violation.  Unlike in the City 
of Philadelphia, city council meetings 
are unlikely to feature (Christian) 
prayers. Children will continue to 
be asked to recite the Pledge of Al-
legiance in public schools, whatever 
their beliefs. They retain the right to 

object, though few will exercise that 
right. The Yankees and the Mets will 
continue to ask their fans to stand 
and say the Pledge, too, but they are 
private organizations.
When President Obama mentioned 
“non-believers” in his first inaugu-
ration, he caused a bit of a stir. It is 
a curious term. While he was obvi-
ously referring to non-theists, we are 
all non-believers of many religions. 
New York will be a better city in 
many ways under Mayor de Blasio; 
this writer hopes that he will keep in 
mind the non-believers as well as the 
believers when working with people 
of each faith.

Photo Courtesy of Christain Science Monitor 
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In the twenty first century, com-
petitive power politics is likely to 

exert its presence in the eastern half of 
Eurasia. Although a ‘separate peace’ 
exists among the liberal developed 
nation-states of the West, the same 
cannot be readily said for the emerg-
ing regional powers of Asia. Contrary 
to the wishful thinking of many, the 
relevance of military force continues 
to profoundly affect the geopolitical 
calculations of East Asian rivals. In-
deed, geopolitics in the rising East are 
in some ways reminiscent of those that 
galvanized European Atlantic powers 
during their colonial and then conti-
nental struggles of the bloody twen-
tieth century. And without a broader 
framework of collective security in 

Asia, one spark among nuclear-armed 
rivals could ensure swift catastrophe. 

It is worthwhile to point out 
divergences from this analogy. Unlike 
those of twentieth-century Europe, 
national leaders of Asian states have 
to take into account the possibility of 
external military intervention. This is 
so because Asia is not the epicenter of 
world military power. If India were to 
ponder major war with China, Russian 
intervention aimed at hindering China 
would be a distinct possibility. Subse-
quently, America might contemplate 
a variety of means to extinguish the 
violence and restrain Russia.  Another 
complicating feature is the stunning 
degree of economic and financial 
interconnectedness that characterize 

modern Asia; trade and investment 
may have substantial mitigating 
effects on the frequency and scope 
of military action. And lastly, the 
stimulus for territorial expansion and 
warfare in twentieth-century Europe 
was justified on notions of state-cen-
tric nationalism. In Asia, the cause of 
regional instability is more likely to 
be found, not in external territorial 
ambitions, but in the divisive internal 
ethnic dynamics of states. National 
leaders may fear the negative effects 
of territorial expansion on existing 
norms of state sovereignty. These 
features do not rule out the potential 
for future inter-state conflict. Rather, 
they demand a more nuanced under-
standing of global realties, and not 
bold, pronounced comparisons to old 
Europe.

Nevertheless, in light of the 
contemporary eastward shift in global 
power, how can the United States best 
promote geopolitical stability, and 
pacify deeply rooted historical rival-
ries? First, it is imperative to recognize 
an evident phenomenon of internation-
al politics: the distribution of global 
power is no longer concentrated in 
the West. The postwar emergence of 
China, India, and Japan has irrevers-
ibly transferred the center of gravity 
to the East. Moreover, power is widely 
dispersed among a great number of 
aspiring states. The intricacy of the in-
ternational system necessarily makes 
US global supremacy an undesirable 
and unreachable goal. It is important 
to be mindful of this reality as we 
consider long-term American policy 
in the rising East. 

The task for the United States 
is arduous and complex. Engagement 
in Asia will ultimately rest on the ca-
pability and willingness of the United 
States to maintain a secure bilateral 
partnership with China – one forged 
upon mutual cooperation and trust. 
Without close, productive channels 
of engagement, the US will be hard 
pressed to find common ground on 
pressing issues like the political con-
dition of Taiwan, or the deployment 
of American naval forces in Chinese 
waters. Without political and econom-
ic cooperation, the larger issue of mil-
itary buildup between the two powers 
remains a dangerous possibility. The 
United States must also prioritize 
genuine rapprochement with Japan in 
its strategic relationship with China. 
This is absolutely vital for the eventual 
formation of a regional framework to 
resolve future political and economic 
disputes.

Nationalisms pose an especial 
threat to global peace. One only need 
glance at the recent boiling tensions 
from the Sino-Japanese contestation 
of resource-rich islands to appreciate 
the power of national pride. Diplo-
matically, the US should attempt to 
abate religious, cultural, and ethnic 
divisiveness across national borders. 
If left unchecked, particularly virulent 
nationalisms could jeopardize the 

potential development of forms of 
political democracy in the region. A 
sincere campaign by America and its 
democratic allies, India and Japan, to 
proliferate norms conducive towards 
democratic consolidation could re-
strain a potentially destabilizing out-
break of nationalistic impulses, and 
advance liberating socio-economic 
changes for a multitude of stifled civil 
societies.

In its strategic partnership 
with China, the United States should 
implicitly recognize that China is the 
regionally preeminent power of Asia, 
economically and soon to be politi-
cally. This US concession will, in all 
likelihood, solidify the commitment 
of the Chinese to responsibly act as a 
major global partner. At the same time, 
the US must enhance its geopolitical 
presence in the East, by strengthening 
its security and economic ties with 
Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, 
and other Asia-Pacific allies. Specif-
ically, a deeper American footprint 
in Japan would encourage, in time, a 
sincere reconciliation between China 
and Japan. Security links with Japan 
are essential for American efforts to 
develop a vigorous American-Chi-
nese partnership. This is so because 
America’s strong ties to Japan cement 
its status as a Pacific power. In the 
context of a stable and cooperative 
American-Chinese relationship, a 
framework of bilateral mediation and 
arbitration could materialize to settle 
lingering dilemmas between China 
and Japan, such as the dispute over 
the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands, and more 
importantly, national reconciliation 
concerning the atrocities committed 
during the Second World War. 

Furthermore, other Asian 
powers, acting under a revitalized geo-
political American presence, would be 
far more likely to pursue their national 
aspirations in light of a stable and 
constructive American-Chinese global 
partnership. The resulting economic 
gains from an invigorated relation-
ship would entice powers, such as 
India, Indonesia and the Philippines, 
to actively participate in an evolving 
interstate regional system of political 
and economic cooperation. 

In order to be sustainable in 
its fledging years, a system of regional 
cooperation necessitates American 
and Chinese leadership. Ultimately, 
global geopolitical order rests on the 
initiative of the United States to ac-
commodate a peaceful rise of China, 
and to ameliorate the tensions of rival 
Asian powers. Failure may entail a 
spell of great-power politics, self-de-
structive regional competition, and a 
more uncertain, dangerous world. 
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 It is time for people to be 
educated and to reevaluate what we 
as a society consider to be “normal” 
identities. 
 Even within the LGBTQ+ 
community itself, individuals who 
do not directly align with labels such 
as lesbian or gay, including (but not 
limited to) trans* people, bisexuals, 
asexuals, polysexuals, pansexuals, 
intersex persons, etc. are further re-
pressed for not fitting into an already 
marginalized community. They don’t 
align with mainstream concepts of 
what it means to be queer, and people 
deny the veracity of such “anoma-
lous” queer identities that don’t ex-
plicitly function in regard to same-sex 
relationships. How can such a large 
oppressed faction of the queer com-
munity expect equal marriage rights 
when they struggle to be recognized 
within the queer community itself? 
And how will marriage equality, the 
number one queer issue in our society, 
help them defy their oppression and 
receive equal treatment in this world? 
What good does marriage equality do 
for those whose bodies and desires 
(or lack of desires) don’t align with 
such a narrow definition of “same-sex 
marriage”?

 Rates of national discrimi-
nation and violence towards queer 
people are constantly on the rise. 
According to a Human Rights Cam-
paign study, as of 2006, queer people 
were the third largest group of victims 
for discrimination and violent crime 
incidents; gender identity was not 
tracked on a federal level as a sepa-
rate motivator for bias incidences. 6 
years later the National Coalition of 
Anti-Violence Programs corroborat-
ed the notion that individuals with 
non-binary gender identities are in 
fact a separate target group: in 2012 
alone 45% of (reported) hate crime 
murder victims were trans* women. 
2011 also saw the highest number of 
anti-LGBTQ+ murders in history. 
And still, the primary issue most 
people are aware of when it comes to 
the LGBTQ+ community is the fight 
for equal love.  
 So what now? Now is the time 
to educate and dismantle the system of 
privilege. It is time for open dialogues 
about what actions can be taken to 
improve these issues. Now is the time 
to extend our hands as allies to mar-
ginalized communities, and finally 
understand how oppression works. 
Now is the time to make change.  
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Other obvious beneficiaries of 
drug prohibition are the purveyors of 
legal drugs, namely alcohol, as well 
as pharmaceutical companies, who, 
fearing the competition of marijuana 
and other currently illicit drugs, pour 
their lobbying dollars into war on 
drugs efforts. 

Interestingly, the drugs which are 
legal seem to be a reflection of our so-
ciety’s fixation with productivity and 
profits.  The potent and addictive drug 
caffeine is a fixture of many people’s 

daily lives and routines, and pervades 
college campuses.  Many readers will 
know from personal experience the 
problems that caffeine dependency 
and overuse can cause, but do not 
consciously think of caffeine as a le-
gitimately mind-altering substance.  It 
is more likely to be thought of as a pro-
ductivity tool.  After a long and busy 
day fueled by stimulants, people may 
need a depressant to relax and sleep 
easily.  Alcohol fits this niche nicely.  
Still, others may turn to prescription 
drugs, like Adderall or antidepressants 
(which are cheaper and more likely 
to be covered by insurance than talk 
therapy) to maintain sufficient pro-

ductivity.  All of these legal drugs 
are enjoyable and have obviously 
beneficial uses, but they seem to enjoy 
their legitimacy not from an inherent 
harmlessness (they are indeed harm-
ful) but from their use in propping up 
a capitalistic, profits obsessed society.  
Non-addictive drugs like marijuana 
and hallucinogens, which do not en-
hance productivity but instead allow 
users to perceive the world from a 
different lens, are banned as an im-
pediment to profit. 

It is important that we interrogate 
the reasons for our societal structures, 
rather than simply blinding accept-
ing them, so that we can dismantle 

structures which harm, and create the 
world we want to live in.  The culture 
of the drug war is pervasive, but it is 
possible to overcome the status quo.  
Just ten years ago, there were no states 
which recognized same sex marriage.  
Today sixteen states, nearly a third 
of all states, recognize the LGBTQ+ 
community’s right to marry.  If we 
fight hard enough, we can bring this 
long story to an end, once and for all.  
The story of drug prohibition is too 
old, and has gone a little senile.  It is 
time for the curtain to fall.
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Let me start by saying that this 
semester has been of particular 

significance to myself and to several 
of my close friends.  At this time in our 
lives, we are all going through very 
complicated relationships with friends 
and significant others.  From these 
relationships, we have learned more 
than we could have ever imagined 
about each other and ourselves.  The 
title of this article might sound a little 
dark, but this piece is meant to be an 
insight into what I have learned this 
semester and hopefully some people 
will find it informative and potentially 
enlightening.
 At the beginning of the se-
mester, I thought I was in “love” with 
a particular girl, who I discovered 
to be in a serious relationship. This 
discovery upset me, though possibly 
more than was warranted. I vehe-
mently believed that my happiness 
was dependent on a relationship with 
this one person: if I couldn’t have 
her, how could I possibly be happy? I 
couldn’t shake the feeling that I would 
be damned to live an unhappy life with 
someone less special.
 In my despair, I sought out 
the help of a friend, who gave me an 
invaluable insight.  When I presented 
her with my situation, she did not at-
tempt to appease me with meaningless 
clichés or platitudes. Instead she began 
a discussion on arranged marriage, 
an institution that, she said, tended to 
work out for the better.
 In the culture of arranged 
marriages, she argued, the concept for 
“true love” is not generally accepted. 
Instead, people take the approach that 
any two people will share something 
in common and bring out that quality 
in each other.  She added that we 
are not yet aware of the existence of 
many of these qualities and spending 
time with someone who might seem 
very different or unrelatable, at first, 
can help us discover those parts of 
ourselves.  It’s silly and dangerous to 
adopt the mindset of “the one” exist-
ing, because all relationships take time 
to build.  No relationship starts out as 
perfect and remains that way to the 
end.  If it did, life would be too easy.  
So although I would rather choose 
my life partner, I can understand how 

a cultural practice initially incompre-
hensible to me is based on something 
more basic. 
 This conversation led me 
to reflect on the many reasons why 
happiness can be found elsewhere. I 
remember learning in a human biol-
ogy class that humans are among the 
least genetically diverse species on 
earth.  With the minimal differences 
in genes, distinct environments and 
thousands of years of reinforcement, 
we have crafted cultures that seem 
so drastically different (e.g. arranged 
marriage vs. finding “love”). If you 
strip away all the labels and reinforced 
cultural practices, you will find that 
we all share the same desires: good 
physical health, stimulation to occupy 
our overly active minds, and, above 
all, happiness.  

How we achieve these states 
depends on a number of environmen-
tal factors. What is most remarkable 
about the human species, however, is 
our ability to adapt.  So when someone 
wants to share what makes them happy 
with me and I am not 100% sure I will 
receive the same amount of pleasure, I 
see myself as having two options: cop 
out and go do what I know or try it!  
If someone wants to hike in their un-

derwear for five hours across a muddy 
field with me, I would not be wrong 
to be skeptical, but by not considering 
the option, I automatically rule out yet 
another potential source of joy.

This idea of considering the 
possibilities should be extended to 
every person as well. Every person, 
much like every other thing on this 
planet, has something to offer.  It is 
never wrong to explore new people 
in new ways, so long as you maintain 
good communication (people only 
get led on and hearts are only broken 
when there is a lack of communica-
tion) and address the “why” in all 
instances.  Whenever I am considering 
my relationship with another, I try to 
think, “Why do/don’t I want to get to 
know this person more intimately?”  
And when I become concerned about 
the social consequences of getting 
to know someone better, I attempt 
to keep in mind that getting worried 
about what other people might think 
of my interactions with another person 
is for those people to worry about, 
not me.  In the past when I have au-
tomatically “friend-zoned” someone, 
because I didn’t want people to view 
me differently, I was not being fair to 
any of the parties involved, because 

that person and I could make each 
other really happy.  There is no way 
for me to know otherwise until we get 
to know each other better.

So going back to the concept 
of “love,” I am not saying that I can-
not feel strongly about someone and 
care for them intensely, but the term 
“love” is far too general to describe 
exactly what I might feel for some-
one.  We use the same word for loving 
our mothers, significant others, pets, 
music, and even flavors of gum.  I 
don’t hear many people comparing 
their emotions for a specific person to 
those of their favorite flavor of gum.  
I’ve realized that to base decisions 
and attitudes off of whether or not I 
“love” someone is a very limited view 
and doesn’t do justice to my relation-
ship with that person.  So when I feel 
strongly about someone, I now try to 
think of what about that person evokes 
those emotions.  I have amazed myself 
by what I can learn about the people 
around me and, ultimately, myself 
from simply taking a moment to think.

CP
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The  lasT  laugh

“New Jersey Gover-
nor Chris Christie is 
still digging himself 
out of this Bridgegate 
scandal. Some experts 
are now saying he 
could be impeached. 
When he heard that, 
Christie said, ‘Mmm, 
peach.’”

-Jimmy Fallon  

“The rollout of the 

Affordable Care Act 
continues to be ter-
rible. Now comes 
news that not enough 
young, healthy Amer-
icans are signing up. 
Did they expect young 
people to buy insur-
ance the same time 
that Play Station 4 
comes out?” –Jimmy 
Kimmel

“A recent poll has revealed that 49 
percent of  Americans support 

legalization of  marijuana. 
Another 23 percent would’ve sup-
ported it but they were too busy 

watching ‘Spongebob.’” 
                                 -Conan O’Brien 

“It was announced that President Obama is go-

ing to visit Pope Francis. Obama said he can’t 

wait to tell the Pope, ‘You know, they liked me a 

lot, too, that first year.’” –Conan O’Brien 

“Today New Jersey Governor Chris 
Christie delivered his state of  the 
state address: he said the state is 
improving, but admitted that it’s 

still New Jersey. 
–Jay Leno 

“Tea partiers gathered outside the White 
House to demand President Obama’s im-
peachment. The president said he appreci-
ated their views and he is setting up a new 
website where they can voice their opinion.” 

–Conan O’Brien

      


