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By Amanda Aragon 

“We realize the importance of our 
voices only when we are silenced.” 

   

These powerful words were spo-
ken by sixteen-year-old Malala 

Yousafzai in her address to the Unit-
ed Nations General Assembly. Last 
September Malala was shot in the 
head by the Pakistani Taliban because 
of her firm stance on education and 
women’s rights. But who exactly is 
Malala and why was she favored to 
become the youngest recipient of the 
Nobel Peace Prize?
     When Malala was 11, she wrote an 
anonymous blog for the BBC about 
her life in Mingora under Taliban 
rule. It was based on an idea by the 
BBC about getting a fresh take on the 
Taliban’s growing influence in this 
region. At first they had tremendous 
difficultly finding a schoolgirl willing 
to write the blog because of the fear 
of Taliban retribution. Finally, Ziaud-
din Yousafzai, an education activist, 
suggested his own daughter for the 
blog. Malala’s blog, written under 
the pseudonym Gul Makai, quickly 
gained local and international atten-
tion.  Her writings were translated for 
the BBC and were regularly shown in 
Pakistani media, still anonymously.     
She wrote about what going to school 
for her was like in a region increasing-
ly controlled by the Taliban. In one 
entry entitled “I am afraid” she writes, 
“On my way from school to home I 
heard a man saying ‘I will kill you’. I 
hastened my pace... to my utter relief 
he was talking on his mobile and must 
have been threatening someone else 
over the phone”. The BBC, fearing for 
her safety, maintained her anonymity. 
However, her father said, “We needed 
to stand up” and took Malala to an 
event in 2008 where she gave a speech 
called “How Dare the Taliban Take 

Away My Basic Right to Education?” 
By 2009 her blogging identity was 
public and she had become an advo-
cate for children’s education rights.
     Because of her increased notoriety, 
she became a target of the Taliban. 
In 2012, on her way home after an 
exam a Taliban man boarded the bus 
she was on and asked, “Which one of 
you is Malala? Speak up, otherwise I 
will shoot you all.” After identifying 
Malala, he shot her in the neck, and 
the bullet tore through her head. But 
this did not stop Malala. After exten-
sive treatment and rehabilitation, she 
stood before the UN on her sixteenth 
birthday and in a remarkable show 
of courage and dedication said the 
following powerful words:
     “The terrorists thought they would 
change my aims and stop my ambi-
tions, but nothing changed in my life 
except this: weakness, fear and hope-
lessness died. Strength, power and 
courage was born ... I am not against 
anyone, neither am I here to speak in 
terms of personal revenge against the 
Taliban or any other terrorist group. 
I’m here to speak up for the right 
of education for every child. I want 
education for the sons and daughters 
of the Taliban and all terrorists and 
extremists.”
    Given her impressive dedication, 
it is no surprise that she was a favor-
ite to win the Nobel Peace Prize. At 
sixteen Malala would have been the 
youngest Nobel Peace Laureate by 
a wide margin, the current youngest 
laureate being 32 years old. However, 
Malala did not win the 2013 Nobel 
Peace Prize. Instead it was given to 
the Organization for the Prohibition 
of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). Many 
were dissatisfied with this decision, 
pointing to Malala’s accomplishments 
and influence in educational activism. 
While Malala’s actions are certainly 
impressive, so are those of the OPCW.  

In 1997 the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention (CWC) outlawed the produc-
tion, stockpiling and use of chemical 
weapons. The OPCW is responsible 
for enforcing this treaty for all par-
ticipating states, which as of October 
2013 stands at 190. This is an enor-
mous responsibility. To understand 
the scope of this task, one needs only 
to look at a couple of the convention’s 
key points: “Destruction of all chem-
ical weapons (including chemical 
weapons abandoned outside the state 
parties territory)…An OPCW in-
spection regime for the production of 
chemicals which might be converted 
to chemical weapons.” In September, 
a significant milestone was reached as 
Syria agreed to be bound by the CWC 
and OPCW. The OPCW thus exhibits 
cooperation, monitoring, and peace 
attempts on an international scale, 
and although different from Malala’s 
accomplishments, they are no less 
important.
     The Nobel Prize was based on the 
will of Alfred Nobel, who left his vast 
fortune for a series of prizes, one of 
which was to go to “the person who 
shall have done the most or the best 
work for fraternity between nations, 
for the abolition or reduction of 
standing armies and for the holding 
and promotion of peace congresses.” 
The OPCW has successfully fur-
thered this goal in their sixteen-year 
struggle to eradicate chemical 
weapons from the world, and they 
were therefore awarded the Nobel 
Peace Prize. There can be no doubt 
that they deserved this award. There 
is also no doubt that Malala has fur-
thered the attainment of education 
rights in Pakistan. We can expect 
great things from her in the future. 
In a few years Malala may just join 
the ranks of President Obama and 
the OPCW as Nobel Peace Laureates.

Blog Heard Round The World

Hassan Rohani: 
Is Newer, Better?

By Carter Brown

On November 4, 1979, a group 
of Iranian students took over 

the U.S. Embassy in Iran to 
demonstrate their support of the 
Iranian Revolution and the Aya-
tollah Ruhollah Khomeini. What 
became known as the Iran Hos-
tage Crisis plagued the rest of 
President Jimmy Carter’s term 
and put a stop to all interactions 
between the two countries for 
the last three decades.
     To make matters worse, Iran 
greatly increased research and 
funding in its nuclear program 
about a decade ago, particular-
ly under the former President 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. Fear 
of a nuclear-armed Iran led to 
greater tensions between Iran 
and the West. Of particular con-
cern is Middle-Eastern stability 
since Israel, a strong ally of the 
U.S., is a staunch enemy of Iran. 
Through all this time, the United 
States and other nations imposed 
many economic and trade sanc-
tions on Iran in response to the 
continued development of its nu-
clear program.
     Although grim the situation 
may have seemed, August 3, 
2013 ushered in a new president, 
Hassan Rouhani, to lead Iran. So 
far, Rouhani has impressed the 
West by taking new, more open 
domestic policies and diplomat-
ic measures previously unseen 
from Iran concerning both Israel 
and its nuclear program.
     Domestically, Rouhani has 
called for increasing academic 
freedoms and lifting restrictions 
on scholars issuing the state-
ment, “This administration will 
not tolerate factional pressures 
on universities.” He has also ex-
pressed an interest in easing lim-
itations on social media and has 
instructed the police not to crack 
down on violations of Islamic 
dress codes for women.
Internationally, Rouhani has been 
trying to make amends for Iran’s past 
transgressions and to demonstrate the 
peaceful intentions of the nation. Rou-
hani made a major step on September 
24 to separate himself from his prede-
cessor in recognizing the Holocaust as 
a crime against humanity. 

Continued on Page 7
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EDITORIAL

Have you heard? There’s a new law 
out there, and it’s been causing 

some problems.  Those opposing this 
law have fought, and fought hard, 
for repeal.  But after challenging the 
law in the Supreme Court, imposing 
a government shutdown, and coming 
within a hair’s width of triggering 
a cataclysmic U.S. debt default, the 
opponents of this legislation have 
failed.  Obamacare is the law of the 
land.  Should liberals rejoice?

 Unfortunately, those who look 
at the history of the health care debate 
in America can easily find cause for 
cynicism.  As is well known, The Af-
fordable Care Act, frequently referred 
to as Obamacare, bears marked simi-
larities to the “Romneycare” of Massa-
chusetts.  And before it was Romney-
care, the Affordable Care Act existed 
not as established law, but only in the 
minds of the Heritage Foundation, 
the predominant conservative think 
tank.  In 1989 the Heritage Foundation 
published a proposal outlining what 
healthcare reform might look like.  
Their plan included a “requirement to 
obtain basic insurance,” enforced via 
“a fine.”  If this plan sounds familiar 
to you, it’s because what the Heritage 
Foundation plan describes is nearly 
identical to the individual mandate, the 
foundation of Obamacare.  And why 
is the individual mandate desirable?  
According to the Heritage Foundation, 
the individual mandate is necessary 
to fulfill a government “obligation to 
devise a market-based system guar-
anteeing access to care and protecting 
families from financial distress due 
to the cause of an illness.”  Notice 
that language about markets comes 
before language about the health of 
Americans.  This begs the question, 
what is the ACA is really designed to 
protect, the health of Americans, or the 
strength of health insurance markets?  
In largely preserving the existing mar-
ket system, what sacrifices have been 
made?  And is there a better way?

 The answer to the last question 
is of course; there is a better way, prov-
en to work, efficiently and effectively, 
and common practice amongst most 
first world nations.  The best solution 
is a single payer healthcare system, or 
universal Medicare.  Under a single 
payer system, the government (or if 
you prefer, the people) would adminis-
ter payment for all healthcare—private 
health insurance founded on ideals 
of profits rather than of health would 
disappear or be greatly diminished.  
When President Obama ran for Senate 
in 2003, he proclaimed that “I happen 

to be a proponent of a single payer 
universal health care program. I see 
no reason why the United States of 
America, the wealthiest country in the 
history of the world…cannot provide 
basic health insurance to everybody.”  
Unfortunately, his position on health-
care, like his positions on climate 
action, government surveillance, and 
whistleblower protection, has changed 
over time.  The law that is now known 
as Obamacare only further ingrains the 
private, profits over people, system of 
health insurance.  Following the open-
ing of the ACA’s exchanges, the stocks 
of health insurance companies soared.  
JP Sottile, writing for Counterpunch, 
said that “It may be too early to render 
judgment on a law that hasn’t yet been 
fully implemented, but it is not too ear-
ly to determine that the profit motive 
might simply be incompatible with the 
equitable delivery of healthcare.”   Is 
Obamacare better than the status quo?  
Probably, but pretending that the only 
two choices are Obamacare or the 
status quo presents a false choice.

 Though it is unfortunately not 
often discussed in American politics, a 
single payer healthcare system is not at 
all a radical idea.  Among first world 
nations, single payer health care is by 
far the most common system.  Some 
countries with a single payer health-
care system include Canada, Germany, 
The United Kingdom, Australia, and 
many many others.    In an interview 
with the Washington Post, the dean 
of University of Toronto’s business 
school said that “I literally have a hard 
time thinking of what would be better 
than a single-payer system.”

 Mother Jone’s Kevin Drum 
writes, “Obamacare…was designed 
primarily to (a) win centrist and con-
servative votes, and (b) not rock the 
boat of existing private health insur-
ance too much.”  When the ACA was 
being debated, the rhetoric coming 
from Obama and some progressive 
circles was that singlepayer would 
be preferable, but that the ACA rep-
resented an acceptable compromise 
with conservatives and corporations 
that would advance the liberal goal of 
ensuring that no one has to go without 
health care.

 But now that the political 
process has played itself out, we can 
see the results of this compromise.  
The Republican-controlled House 
has voted forty-six times to repeal 
Obamacare.  Forty-six times, for a 
bill constructed by conservatives!  In 
an attempt to dismantle their own law, 
Republicans shut down the govern-

ment—even after Democrats conced-
ed sequester levels of funding without 
even the shadow of a struggle.  Still 
not satisfied or ready to accept their 
own policy, Republicans nearly led 
the country to default on its debt.  With 
less than twenty-four hours remaining 
before default, the government finally 
raised the debt ceiling—but only for a 
few short months, giving Republicans 
plenty of time to bring another crisis 
to the fore of American politics.

 If this is the price to be paid 
for compromising, then why bother?  
Had progressives stood by their values 
and fought for a single payer system, 
the results could not possibly have 
been less partisan.  Yes, there is a 
chance that a single payer health care 
system would not have passed through 
Congress, and, if you sincerely believe 
that the ACA is a positive step, then 
maybe, just maybe, this compromise 
was worth it.  But, if we are to take 
that point of view, let us take it hav-
ing considered the pertinent facts, as 
well informed citizens, rather than 
as unthinking foot soldiers in the 
progressive army.  It is telling that 
the debate has shifted from whether 
a progressive single payer health care 
system or a conservative market-based 
system of reform is preferred to 
whether a conservative authored re-
form (Obamacare) is preferable to no 
reform at all.  Somehow serious talk 
of reform to a single payer system 
has dropped almost entirely from the 
conversation.  We must remember 
that a democracy depends upon the 
participation of its citizens, and that 
we, the people, have not just the right, 
but the obligation, to demand change.  
The tone should not be set for us.  We 
should set the tone.  So think, and think 
hard, about the kind of healthcare you 
want.  Ask yourself whether an indus-
try devoted to profit can administer 
healthcare as well as a government 
elected by and for the people.  Weigh 
the potential costs and benefits of 
all the options—not just the options 
discussed by politicians, but all the 
options which exist.  And after you 
have thought, and thought hard, about 
you want, make your voice heard.  The 
corporations which wrote the ACA 
did not stay silent, and neither should 
you.  It is only be rejecting the false 
choices presented by corporations and 
mainstream politicians that we can 
reclaim our democracy and transform 
our healthcare from a profitable com-
modity to what it really is—a human 
right.

Beyond the ACA: 
Ready for Single-Payer

CP
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Debt Ceiling Intermission: What Awaits in  Act 2?
Debt Ceiling & Shutdown Alok Nimgaonkar  

For the last month, newspapers 
have been filled to the brim with 

details of the government shutdown 
and the threat of default.  But what 
does the debt ceiling have to do with 
the shutdown? Wasn’t the shutdown 
about Obamacare? While Obamacare 
centered the debate, the potential 
failure to raise the debt ceiling was 
the overarching concern during the 
shutdown. 
     The recent shutdown however rep-
resents just a single part of the ongoing 
debate over the debt ceiling.  With the 
passage of the American Taxpayer Re-
lief Act of 2012 that averted a tumble 
over the fiscal cliff and delayed the 
sequester until March, the national 
debate focused on the debt ceiling.  
     The debt ceiling strictly speaking 
is not a cap on debt as many would 
think.  Instead it limits the treasury’s 
financing of programs already enacted 
by congress and the president.  Thus, 
a failure to raise the debt ceiling does 
not effectively halt government spend-
ing.  Rather it forces the treasury to use 
extraordinary measures.  This entails 
appropriating money in the govern-
ment to paying to cover congress’s 
expenditures.  These extraordinary 
measures however have a limit, and 
once this limit is reached, the trea-
sury will run out of money to finance 
congress’s obligations.  At this point 
the government will default because 
it cannot pay its debt.  
     The debt ceiling was actually 
reached December 31 2012, right 
before the passage of the American 
Taxpayer Relief Act.  After the 31st , 
the treasury dipped into its extraordi-
nary measures to finance the govern-
ment and projected these measures 
to exhaust some time in mid march.  
This sparked a national debate over 
the course of the debt ceiling.  
     Democrats, arguing that the threat 
of default would be catastrophic for 
the nation’s growing economy, pushed 
to raise the debt ceiling.  Many econ-
omists agree and government officials 
agree that default would destroy the 
economic recovery and start a finan-
cial crisis.  
     The republicans do not want to 
raise the debt ceiling unless significant 
spending cuts are made. This form 
of negotiation, which has often been 
compared to hostage style negotiation 
is a new and dangerous method for en-
acting policies and reaching compro-
mise.  The far right republicans have 
changed the landscape of political 
negotiations by introducing the danger 
of a self-inflicted crisis. This form of 
enacting policy forces both sides into 
uneasy compromises that do little to 
assuage deep partisan sentiment in 
Washington and across the country.  
     To contextualize the ridiculousness 
of the debate, the debt ceiling has been 
raised 90 times in the 20th century 
with only one failure to raise it in 
1995. In effect, the extension of the 
debt ceiling has been raised without 
much conflict since its inception. 
Nevertheless the debate over the debt 
ceiling raged on.  With both parties 
unable to reach an agreement over 
the sequestration, across the board 
spending cuts came into effect, and 
President Obama signed into law the 
No Budget No Pay act of 2013, which 
raised the debt ceiling to 16.7 trillion 
dollars, an amount projected to be 
reached on May 18. 
     The debt ceiling date arrived and 
the treasury had to once again take 
extraordinary measures to finance the 
debt.  The treasury warned that these 
measures would be exhausted in mid 
October, resulting in a government 

default.  With no decision on the debt 
ceiling throughout the summer, default 
seemed fast approaching.  This takes 
us to the government shutdown.  
     The shutdown began with con-
gress’s writing of the appropriations 
bill, which funds the government’s 
discretionary measures for the fiscal 
year.  In a boldly defiant measure, 
congress added a section of the bill 
that completely defunded the Afford-
able Care Act or Obamacare, which 
was already signed into law, upheld 
as constitutional and unsuccessfully 
voted to repeal 40 times.  The demo-
cratic led senate expectedly amended 
the appropriations bill, removing the 
measures to defund of Obamacare.  A 
back and forth ensued with neither 
side relenting until the October 1 dead-
line finally arrived.  Having passed no 
appropriations bill, the government 
effectively shut down.  
 With the exhaustion of the 
extraordinary measures and ensuing 
default looming, house republicans 
offered “a menu of compromises” 
to the democrats in exchange for the 
raising of the debt ceiling.  The house 
Republicans offered to raise the debt 
ceiling for the rest of Obama’s pres-
idency in exchange for the privat-
ization of Medicare.  Another option 
was a medium increase in the debt 
ceiling for cuts to food stamps, the 
implementation of a chained consumer 
price index, or the implementation of 
block-grants for Medicaid.  The last 
option was the smallest increase in the 
debt ceiling, in exchange for means 
testing for social security, a raise in the 
retirement age, or ending agricultural 
subsidies.  Obama however, declined 
to negotiate on this issue, and cited the 

sequestration cuts that went into effect 
as a compromise for raising the debt 
ceiling. This frustrated congressional 
republicans, and they immediately 
blamed the president for failing to 
negotiate.  The ridiculousness of their 
claims can be summed up in a witty 
analogy by Jon Stewart, in which he 
compares congress to the New York 
Giants.  He says on the Daily Show,  
“they (the Giants) lost 31 to 7. And do 
you know what the Giants didn’t say 
after that game?  If you don’t give us 
25 more points by midnight on Mon-
day, we will shut down the NFL.  What 
I’m saying is wouldn’t it be nice if the 
members of congress aspired to the 
maturity and problem solving capacity 
of football players”.  
     The shutdown continued for two 
weeks with the house passing piece-
meal appropriations bills that funded 
popular programs such as the NIH, 
FEMA, and the National Parks Ser-
vices.  Congress continued to propose 
bills that broached negotiations on the 
federal government, but democrats 
refused to negotiate until they ended 
the shutdown.    
     With neither side budging, the 
government was on the path to default 
when the republicans finally caved at 
the last second.  The house passed an 
appropriations bill to fund the gov-
ernment until January 15, 2015 and 
extend the debt ceiling until February 
7, 2014 with no proposal to defund 
Obamacare.  
     This whole debacle came not with-
out noticeable political and economic 
consequences for both sides.  Pres-
ident Obama maintained that there 
were no “winners” in this showdown, 
but it is clear that the republicans 

suffered a huge blow.  Although all 
parties involved took a dip in the polls, 
congressional republicans took the 
worst dive, with a disapproval rating 
of about seventy five percent at the 
end of the shutdown.  Economically, 
the shutdown and near default stymied 
growth, which was projected to be 3% 
in the fourth quarter but instead only 
reached 2.4%.  
     Unfortunately, this resolution does 
not end the debt ceiling debate.  In 
early 2014, congress will again have 
to vote to increase the debt ceiling 
and to pass another appropriations 
bill.  As a result many have questioned 
the necessity of the debt ceiling and 
argued for its abolishment.  On the 
one hand the concept of the debt 
ceiling is somewhat contradictory.  
Does it really make sense for congress 
to spend money on social security, 
Medicare and other programs, which 
are financed by the treasury only to 
then prevent the treasury from funding 
these obligations?  It puts the treasury 
in an awkward situation where it is 
legally obliged to pay for measures 
enacted by congress and to respect 
the debt ceiling.  The risks of the debt 
ceiling also seem to far outweigh the 
benefits.  With the country recovering 
from economic crisis, the self-inflicted 
threat of default seems completely 
unnecessary and antithetical to the 
nation’s prosperity.  
     Proponents of the debt ceiling 
argue though that it keeps us weary 
of the debt and fiscal responsibility. 
Whatever the fate of the debt ceiling, it 
is certain that the nation will uneasily 
wait until the February 7 deadline with 
all eyes on Capitol Hill.  
 

CP
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Detroit was once a thriving city, 
leading the U.S. in manufactur-

ing and holding among the highest 
per capita incomes. Motor city was 
America’s fourth largest city and was 
a bustling center for the automotive 
industry and Motown music. Accord-
ing to CNBC, the city has since lost 
60% of its population in its slow and 
steady decline. 
     Detroit has lost 90% of its manu-
facturing jobs since 1950, 40% of the 
street lights are not working, there 
are over 78,000 abandoned buildings, 
and a high crime rate accompanied 
by a very slow police response time. 
The city’s power grid is falling apart, 
and its power plant has been inactive 
for the past two years. The problems 
that now exist in Detroit are deeply 
rooted, tracing back about 60 years. 
The present state of Detroit can be 
attributed to the effects of long-term 
disinvestment from the city, hostility 
between Detroit and its surrounding 
suburbs and a steady withdrawal of 
state and federal support. In March 
2013, the state of Michigan took over 
control of the city declaring a finan-
cial emergency, and governor Rick 
Snyder appointed Kevyn Orr as the 
Emergency manager. In July 2013, 
Detroit became the largest city to file 
for chapter 9 bankruptcy. 
     The city’s overwhelming debt has 
catapulted it into a vicious debt cycle 
making recovery an uphill battle. The 
low population has caused the city 
to have trouble providing municipal 
services. Many residents have failed 
to pay taxes, exacerbating the city’s 
preexisting tax collection problem. 
Those who were able to fled to the 
suburbs where, just outside the city 
limits, they were able to get better 
services. This in turn left Detroit with 
an even smaller tax base and a demo-
graphic imbalance.
     These issues led to proposals such 
as forcing city workers to takes on 
their retirement benefits and demand-
ing that investors take a fraction of 
their money owed to them in munic-
ipal bonds. The bankruptcy has also 
pitted retired city workers against 
current workers. When the city went 
bankrupt it was unable to pay munic-
ipal workers the full amount owed to 
them because much of that money 
was also needed to pay the current 
workers. If the daily functions of the 
city ceased to continue on a day-to-
day basis, the flight of the masses 
to the suburbs would be even more 
prominent.  
     In September 2013 the federal 
government stepped in giving $100 
million in grants to help stimulate 
job growth and help the city demol-
ish abandoned buildings. Despite this 
effort from the federal side, many say 
this aid package will not be enough 
to revive Detroit. President Obama 
has been firm in his statement that 
there will not be a bailout for the city 
like the bailouts for General Motors 

and Chrysler. The GM and Chrysler 
bailouts of 2009 contained the inac-
tivity of the companies to one month 
each. The federal government pro-
vided $80 billion to the companies 
which allowed the Treasury to make 
the decisions and kept the autowork-
ers’ benefits intact. But for Detroit, a 
government bailout has been deemed 
unproductive; more money wouldn’t 
solve all the city’s problems, a re-
structuring is necessary. Several re-
gions around the country are facing 
similar problems so this is an issue 
that needs to be settled by Detroit 
and the state of Michigan. Obama 
is hoping to gather extra funds from 
preexisting programs as to not exac-
erbate the country’s financial issues. 
The bankruptcy process is still pos-
sible without a federal bailout but is 
expected to be costly to individual 
workers and creditors. 
     The biggest social issue contribut-
ing to Detroit’s bankruptcy has been 
racism. The city was abandoned when 
whites fled to the suburbs and much of 
the local businesses followed. Many 
city policies promoted segregation, 
favoring the suburbs and refusing the 
combine the urban school systems. 
Now facing bankruptcy, an increas-
ing population of African Americans 
has transitioned to the suburbs as 
well. With a long history of African 
American mayors, Detroit may be the 
first minority-dominated city to elect 
a white mayor in November. African 
Americans and whites have been in-
creasingly intermingling; addressing 
Detroit’s historic race issue is now 
center stage as it has become neces-
sary for advancing the progress of the 
city as a whole.
     The city has demolished over 5,000 
vacant buildings so far, but emergen-
cy manager Kevyn Orr says a funding 
gap of $40 million exists in order to 
complete the city’s goal of demolish-
ing 10,000 buildings before the end 
of 2013. While this goal of 10,000 is 

difficult enough, it only covers about 
13% of the city’s abandoned struc-
tures. Orr also plans to consolidate 
the agencies that demolish blight in 
order to better target those buildings 
that are dangerous, reduce the crime 
and arson rates, and return the prop-
erties to private ownership. 
     The city has also failed to pay the 
pensions that are part of the General 
Retirement System and Detroit’s Po-
lice and Fire Retirement System. The 
city is so far behind on the payments 
that it would have to pay almost $300 
million annually to ameliorate the 
problem; Orr says his plan will not 
include these staggering payouts. Re-
tirees and current workers will have 
to take significant losses in health 
benefits. 
     High up on Orr’s restructuring 
plan will be fixing the Detroit Police 
Department by hiring a new chief 
of police, boosting officer morale, 
and updating the tools and technolo-
gies the police use. The Detroit Fire 
Department would also receive aid 
under Orr’s plan to fix the outdated 
trucks and equipment the department 
uses. 
     Creditors are likely to take very 
large hits on payments from the city, 
possibly pennies on the dollar. Orr 
plans to reinvest that money into mu-
nicipal services. 
     DDOT, Detroit’s underfinanced 
bus system will be merged with pri-
vate bus companies and better linked 
to the surrounding suburbs. Detroit’s 
park, Belle Isle, is to be put under the 
control of Michigan and will become 
a state park because of the high cost 
of its maintenance. Another oppor-
tunity for the city to gain revenue 
will be from imposing a tax on re-
verse commuters—those who live in 
Detroit but commute elsewhere for 
work. 
     But many opportunities still ex-
ist to help revitalize the city. Detroit 
has long been a hub because of its 

location. Situated on the Erie Canal, 
Detroit remains the busiest border 
between the United States and Can-
ada. Community gardening has also 
become an area promoting progress 
for the city. Detroit Public Schools 
started a program to teach agriculture 
to its students in 2012, and in Febru-
ary 2013, the city council passed an 
Urban Agriculture Ordinance encour-
aging the city to continue to solve its 
own problems. Voters in Detroit have 
also demanded better politicians and 
campaign systems. For the first time 
voters will vote in seven districts this 
November so candidates can win 
neighborhoods based on their direct 
efforts there. It will now be easier to 
unseat the ineffective politicians and 
hold the city council accountable. An 
increase in regional cooperation has 
also begun to help the city. Mich-
igan’s wealthiest county, Oakland 
County, is right next to Detroit so it is 
in their interest as well to revive busi-
ness in the area. Closing the gap be-
tween the city and suburbs will only 
serve to resurrect the city. 
     Filing for bankruptcy gives the city 
protection from banks and unions, 
and a chance to address its outstand-
ing debt. Despite the daunting task of 
rebuilding the once booming hub of 
Detroit, many remain hopeful that the 
city will bounce back. While most of 
the manufacturing in the auto indus-
try has moved elsewhere, the corpo-
rate and technical sides of the indus-
try remain in Detroit. Many argue 
there is a growing future for this side 
of the industry with the emergence of 
new technologies demanding young 
engineers, mathematicians and sci-
entists. Detroit’s midtown and down-
town areas are still densely populat-
ed and hold an increasing number of 
young professionals.  

Detroit: From Riches To Rags 
Gabi Lustig Detroit

Photo Courtesy of The Washington Post 
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U.S. Policy in a Post-Syria Middle East
On Syria Evan Harley Janssens

Foreign policy wonks and politi-
cal pundits alike have too often 

derided President Obama’s strategy 
in Syria. Many claim that there exists 
little to no coherence in the admin-
istration’s policy. They may have a 
point. Whether the Obama admin-
istration desires a state of relative 
peace, a change of regime, or a pro-
longation of the conflict to advance 
strategic goals is far from lucid upon 
first glance. The intensity and scope 
of American intervention in the Syr-
ian civil war varies in proportion to 
the expressed goals. 
However, confusion over official pol-
icy objectives in the Syrian conflict is 
an inevitable product of the volatile 
events that a political crisis and sub-
sequent sectarian war incites. Popu-
lar disarray is bound to be fierce, and 
arguments for disengagement from 
Mideast politics seem ever more al-
luring, in a nation already tired of 
costly foreign adventures. This is not 
surprising.
     In addition, as a result of the Pres-
ident’s recent decisions – his new-
found caution in regards to military 
force, deference to Congressional 
authority, and reliance on diplomatic 
channels, provided in large part due 
to Russian influence – there has been 
a fury of criticism directed at the ad-
ministration. Conservatives lament 
the President’s reluctance to employ 
American power to stamp out evildo-
ers. But, short of full-blown military 
invasion, the United States is unlike-
ly to achieve a definitive resolution 
to the bloodshed. Limited military 
force is not a strategy to extinguish 
the regional crisis; the administration 
knows this. Its purported value lies in 
moral terms – the deterrence of oth-
ers like Assad who would use weap-
ons of mass destruction against their 
own people. 
     Those on the political Right also 
condemn President Obama’s choice 
to seek Congress’s blessing for mil-
itary action, which as Command-
er-in-Chief, and under the War Pow-
er Act, he is not obliged to do. Even 
so, the President’s case is harmoni-
ous with historical interpretation of 
American constitutional principles. 
If the decision to seek Congressio-
nal approval for military action does 
indeed constitute a precedent for fu-
ture, perhaps this is a good thing. The 
power of the Executive branch has 
grown at a remarkable pace in the 
past decade. 
     The President is also charged 
with ‘being duped’ by the Russian 
diplomatic stratagem. According to 
the ‘realist’ faction of the Republi-

can Party, the President squandered 
an opportunity to assert American 
primacy in the Syrian conflict, and 
instead undermined American pow-
er in a feeble attempt to cooperate 
with a conniving Putin. While Pres-
ident Obama’s reliance on diplomacy 
may have bought the Assad regime 
more time and cover (since Ameri-
can unilateral action is dead, and the 
chemical weapons removal process 
is a lengthy ordeal), the significance 
of closer bilateral collaboration with 
Russia should not be underestimat-
ed. The President’s engagement with 
Russia may prove crucial in the years 
ahead in constructing a post-Assad 
political infrastructure in a fractured 
Syria. 
     Difficult as it may be to admit, the 
President’s calculus does not reflect a 
plan for peace. For peace – a cessa-
tion of conflict between the warring 
parties – would necessarily require 
an overbearing American invasion 
and occupation of Syria. Both sides 
will only stop fighting when they no 
longer have anything to gain. Nor, ob-
viously enough, is the administration 
realistically pursuing regime change 
in Syria. For regime change would 
necessitate the abdication of Assad. 
This is not the case; Assad is safe, 
for now. Multilateral diplomatic ef-
forts ensure this. The administration 
is, then, conceivably seeking an out-
come of justice in Syria – a goal that 
is infinitely more complex and harder 
to define than those previously men-
tioned. It will mean a more uncertain, 

sustained war. The President’s rheto-
ric and actions imply a willingness to 
commit to the idea of justice as the 
foundational keystone of American 
involvement in the Syrian crisis. This 
is not to say that American securi-
ty interests are not unimportant for 
policy making. The power vacuum 
left in the wake of civil war will like-
ly increase the influence of Iran and 
organized militant groups. Surely, 
the changing balance of power in the 
region will impinge on the Obama 
administration’s efforts to bolster a 
long-term process of restorative jus-
tice. 
     In order to have a chance at suc-
cess, the Obama administration’s 
policy in Syria must account for the 
reality that the present-day Syria is 
forever changed. Ethnic violence has 
torn the nation apart. Ethnic and 
sectarian fault lines are engraved in 
chronic distrust and mutual hatred. 
Apart from the murder of countless 
innocent people, Assad’s legacy will 
be responsible for the permanent 
fragmentation of the Syrian polity. 
How can America and its allies ever 
hope to revitalize the political ‘rules 
of the game?’ International efforts to 
reconstruct a Syrian national iden-
tity are likely to fail. When the war 
ends, it will prove equally arduous 
to leave behind enduring civic and 
political institutions via multilateral 
‘state-building.’ The very idea of pow-
er sharing may be wholly untenable. 
At this stage of the crisis, demography 
is more important than sovereignty. 

Sovereignty has a chance only if in-
ternational forces enforce the peace, 
thereby halting ethnic fighting. The 
costs of such an approach would be 
too much to bear for the international 
community, and disastrous for Amer-
ican power. 
     Going forward, it would be wise 
for President Obama and his for-
eign policy team to recognize the 
dire prospects especially for Syrian 
sovereignty, and internalize the hur-
dles associated with a messy process 
of territorial partition. American 
leadership in providing economic 
and humanitarian support is key for 
mitigating the resultant hardship of 
massive refugee flows. In time, a war-
torn, multiethnic Syria could poten-
tially destabilize the entire Middle 
East. The region has already experi-
enced havoc. In order to press for a 
just post-Assad order, the Obama ad-
ministration ought to hold compre-
hensive talks with its allies to prepare 
for the transition towards a post-Syr-
ia Middle East. Regional geopolitical 
stability rests on the President’s abil-
ity to persuade other foreign leaders 
to adopt a post-Syria Mideast vision. 
Given this approach, it is by no means 
clear whether the President can 
achieve his administration’s goal of 
restorative justice. As long as the con-
duct of foreign policy is linked with a 
particular moral compass, as has cer-
tainly been the case in contemporary 
international politics, the question of 
how to move forward in fighting for 
what is right in Syria yet lingers. 

Photo Courtesy of Voice of America English News 
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By: Amy Frieder

“Think of all the young people not 
getting a quality education right 
now.”

Jeb Bush spoke at the “Education in 
America: What Do We Do Now?” 

event on October 24th, hosted by 
the Cornell Republicans. “Whether 
you are a Democrat or a Republican, 
that should matter to you.” At the 
event, which also featured remarks 
by State University of New York 
(SUNY) Chancellor Nancy Zimpher 
and a panel discussion with President 
Skorton and the two guests, the 
fact that education in this country 
needs improvement was seemingly 
the only statement on which Bush 
and Zimpher could agree. While 
Zimpher emphasized early childhood 
education, partnerships between 
university and K-12 educators, and 
greater access to education, Bush 
suggested six reforms, including 
more school choice (vouchers, charter 
schools, virtual school), “robust 

accountability” (because there is 
“very little testing done” and no 
transparency), and firing the teachers 
“at the bottom.” He mentioned 
“IRL” (or is it “ILR”?) and called for 
“eliminating protectionist systems” 
that allow teachers to keep their jobs 
under “a union-friendly model.” 
As we hear conservative education 
reformists use teachers’ unions as 
the scapegoat of all the nation’s 
education woes, let’s remember why 
unions, and why teachers’ unions in 
particular, exist in the first place.
     In the American political system, 
the idea of checks and balances is 
critical to our democracy. It ensures 
that no one branch of government 
controls all of the political power, 
as the legislative, executive, and 
judicial branches each have ways to 
check and balance each other. The 
American economic system should 
be no different. 
      Left to its own devices, capitalism 
without collective bargaining rights 
and unionization would result in 

a very authoritarian system where 
any and all employer decisions, 
whether fair or not, go unchecked. 
Unionization is a rendition of the 
freedom of association, a First 
Amendment right, that allows workers 
to have a collective voice; participate 
in decision-making regarding wages, 
hours, health benefits, sick days, 
and other items that greatly affect 
their wellbeing; and save their jobs 
if and when employers decide to 
end members of the working or 
middle class’ livelihood. Ultimately, 
the presence of unions levels the 
playing field between employers and 
employees and promotes an industrial 
democracy, if you will. 
     In the early 1900s, before teachers’ 
unions, New York City teacher 
Mary Murphy was fired for “gross 
misconduct” for getting married. 
Another New York City teacher, 
Bridget Pexitto, was fired for getting 
pregnant. The Board of Education 
proceeded to do an inspection and 
suspend all of the pregnant teachers 
it found. Teaching was one of the 
few professions open to women, yet 
they faced blatant discrimination and 
large salary differentials. They had 
to fight for their rights in the courts 
and through the government. The 
Interborough Association of Women 
Teachers fought for a bill for equal 
pay for equal work, which passed the 
state legislature but was vetoed by 
the governor. However, they finally 
won pay equity in 1912. Soon after 
came the forerunner to the United 
Federation of Teachers (UFT), the 
New York City Teachers’ Union, 
in 1916, which was also known as 
Local 2 of the American Federation 
of Teachers (AFT). According to the 
AFT, “its purposes were to fight for 
improved salaries, to fight against 
‘oppressive supervision,’ and to 
defend the rights of teachers like 
Mary Murphy and Bridget Pexitto.” 
     While many criticize unions for 
allowing bad teachers to keep their 
jobs, the data does not support these 
criticisms. A counterpunch.org study 

found that “In California, with its 
“powerful” teachers’ union, school 
administrators fire, on average, 
6.91% of its probationary teachers. In 
non-union North Carolina, that figure 
is only 1.38%. California is actually 
tougher on prospective candidates.” 
This is an example of how more 
teachers are fired even when teachers’ 
unions are strong. Bad teachers can 
be fired with or without unions, with 
or without tenure. Additionally, a 
BusinessInsider article pointed out 
that the five states which do not allow 
collective bargaining for educators 
- South Carolina, North Carolina, 
Georgia, Texas, and Virginia - rank 
50th, 49th, 48th, 47th, and 44th in the 
country in their SAT/ACT scores. This 
demonstrates how teachers’ unions 
do not keep education systems from 
success with bad teachers; rather, in 
states which lack strong teachers’ 
unions, the education systems suffer. 
Perhaps this is because teachers’ 
unions fight for and win higher wages 
and better benefits, which attract 
better teachers. 
  According to the American 
Federation of Teachers, education 
reformers “cannot improve what 
happens in the classroom by 
humiliating and bossing around the 
teachers who are in daily contact with 
the children. Only in an atmosphere 
of mutual respect can administrators 
and teachers produce the kind of 
partnership that will benefit students. 
And administrators cannot achieve 
this collaborative atmosphere unless 
they are willing to talk with and listen 
to the leaders chosen by teachers to 
represent them.” If we, as a society, 
appreciate our teachers, we should 
treat them well with high pay, good 
benefits, and a strong collective voice 
- which is exactly what teachers’ 
unions fight for. High pay and good 
benefits attract and retain high-quality 
teachers, a critical requirement for 
high-quality education and something 
that both Republicans and Democrats 
value.

Photo Courtesy of Ithaca Journal
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Upstate Gas Contracts: Story of 
Exploitation and Manipulation

By Aaron Bhole

There exists a profusion of contra-
dictory evidence about the eco-

nomic and environmental viability of 
hydraulic fracturing, which is more 
commonly referred to as hydrof-
racking. While hydrofracking makes 
national headlines, the importance 
of the issue is underappreciated in 
upstate New York. The Marcellus Gas 
Shale extends as far north as Syra-
cuse and according to the Manhattan 
Institute could produce 8 billion in 
revenue for New York communities. 
The gas extraction process remains 
controversial, yet the deplorable 
actions of gas companies have been 
largely ignored. 
     In several townships neighbor-
ing Ithaca, more than 40 percent of 
residents have signed leases to allow 
hydrofracking on their land. Many 
individuals signed gas leases before 
hydrofracking was a public concern. 
In fact, it seems as if the communi-
ties with the highest percentage of 
gas leases are those with the highest 
numbers of lower socioeconomic 
members. According to the New 
York State data center, Groton, with 
69 percent of landowners engaged 
in gas leases, has a mean per capita 
income of $18,108. This mean per 
capita income is much lower than 
the New York State mean per capita 

income of $50,545. Personal stories 
indicate that gas companies have 
specifically target financially strug-
gling farms while at the same time 
avoiding explaining the potential 
risks of hydrofracking. Gas leases 
are a quintessential example of big 
industry preying upon struggling 
individuals. 
     The New York moratorium of 
hydraulic fracturing has allowed 
some gas leases to expire, yet many 
leases contain clauses that allow 
gas companies to extend the lease 
despite resistance from landowners. 
In fact, a gas lease does not terminate 
upon the date set in the document. 
Leases only end when the gas com-
pany provides the landowner with 
a termination document. However, 
many companies do not voluntarily 
provide documents, and the lease 
stays in effect until the landowner 
contacts the company. Many mis-
informed and overworked farmers 
remain unaware about the future of 
their contracts. Joe Heath, an attor-
ney representing Central New York 
landowners, indicated that nearly 
two thirds of his clients have leases 
that contain automatic extensions, 
and the fight to terminate the leases 
or negotiate better deals is ongoing. 
     While the State of New York has 
taken on the responsibility of halting 
hydrofracking, groups of individuals 
and communities are left to take on 
their own legal actions against gas 

contracts. In September, 200 South-
ern Tier landowners were able to get 
out of their expired gas contracts. 
Chesapeake Energy had tried to 
argue that due to the moratorium the 
gas leases should have been extend-
ed. 
     Unfortunately the case ended in a 
settlement, but the case could affect 
countless other gas contract hold-

ers engaged in similar legal battles.
However, some towns like Virgil 
have taken the alternative to lengthy 
court battles by using rezoning and 
road laws to oppose hydrofracking. 
Regardless of course of action, the 
future of hydrofracking in New York 
remains uncertain, and the fate of 
many individuals has been left blow-
ing in the gas laden wind. 
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How to Cut Public Aid
Progressive Notes Reem Khondakar 

In the same week the FDA announced 
its desire for greater restrictions on 

highly addictive painkillers, Michigan 
is voting on a bill that would deny 
unemployment benefits to people 
who fail or refuse to take a drug test. 
Michigan’s unemployment rate is 
currently 9%, ranking 4th of the most 
unemployed states.The primarily Re-
publican-run measure is said to help 
root out fraud in the welfare system 
and ease Michigan’s debt problems. 
They argue that drug abusers are by 
definition not fit to work, and therefore 
should not receive unemployment 
benefits. 

“In my opinion if you fail a drug 
test, you aren’t truly available for 
work. Individuals need to be respon-
sible for their actions, especially if 
they are looking for work,” said State 
Representative Ken Goike (R-Ray 
Township). 

Indeed, Michigan’s problem is not 
unique. Texas Gov. Rick Perry (R) 
is supposed to sign a law mandating 
unemployed persons to take drug tests. 
Meanwhile, State Representative Trey 
Fischer said the governor himself 
should take a drug test too. 

While the connection between the 
FDA decision and states’ decisions to 
withhold unemployment benefits from 
drug abusers may not immediately be 
obvious, the juxtaposition brings to the 
fore questions of what methods make 
sense for curtailing drug abuse (i.e the 
FDA’s measure) and what methods do 
not make sense for cutting public aid. 

“We shouldn’t be rewarding bad 
behavior because at the end of the 
day, if we reward it these folks are 
not going to get clean and sober,” Lt. 
Gov. David Dewhurst (Texas-R) said. 

While this may theoretically be a 
heroic solution to drug abuse, what 
does drug testing the poorest of soci-
ety in order to limit them from basic 
assistance realistically achieve?  How 
does it actually fight drug addiction? 
The welfare programs targeted include 
the Unemployment Insurance Benefits 
and a public aid program aimed to help 

single mothers, Temporary Assistance 
to Needy Families (TANF). According 
to the Huffington Post, welfare drug 
testing was more costly than benefi-
cial and Utah’s system only caught 12 
users, out of 466 tested. 

Democratic lawmakers have seen 
such widespread drug-testing mea-
sures as costly and ineffective. Many 
opponents of these types of schemes 
argue that people on welfare are no 
more likely to abuse drugs than peo-
ple not on welfare. They see this is as 
more an issue of politics than policy.  
Even some Republicans agree. “this 
is not a smart way to combat drug 
abuse,” said North Carolina Gov. 

Pat McCrory (R), who vetoed a drug 
testing bill. 

Essentially, the number of drug 
users uncovered for the amount of 
money spent on such programs is 
not worth it. More fundamentally, it 
represents a break in how our political 
system is choosing to target drug abus-
ers. Rather than work on policy that 
would positively change drug abuse, 
such as more widely established re-
habilitation centers, or greater drug 
education systems, we consistently 
see policy that focuses on a vicious 
cycle of punishment. If you fail a drug 
test, and you can’t get employed, will 
it really make you less likely to abuse 

drugs? A major factor of why drug 
abuse continues is because of such 
negative situations. Plainly put, such 
measures would be fueling the fire. 
The FDA has a sensible point by ad-
vocating greater restrictions on highly 
addictive painkiller drugs--which 
ironically Gov. Perry himself abused 
during election debates--but state gov-
ernments such as Michigan and Texas 
tying an issue as complicated as drug 
abuse to unemployment only makes 
both situations worse. We need drug 
policies that rely on science and fact, 
not on punishment and fear. 

Continued From Page 1

Previously, Ahmadinejad had said 
that the Holocaust was a myth and 
even stated during his farewell cere-
mony that his outspoken denial was a 
major achievement of his presidency. 
However, in an interview with CNN, 
Rouhani said, “The crime the Nazis 
created towards the Jews is reprehensi-
ble and condemnable” thus completely 
reversing Iran’s stance on the matter. 
Nevertheless, Rouhani continued to 
say, “This does not mean that on the 
other hand you can say ‘Nazis com-
mitted crimes against a group, now 
therefore they must usurp the land of 
another group and occupy it.’” So even 
though this is a major step forward on 
Iran’s part, much of the old viewpoint 
still exists.
     At the United Nation General 
Assembly at the end of September, 
Rouhani stated that Iran was ready to 
engage in talks to alleviate concerns 
that other nations had for Iran and 
its nuclear program. He claimed that 
“nuclear weapons . . . have no place in 
Iran’s security and defense doctrine” 
and spoke out against sanctions from 
the international community. Con-
tinuing a peaceful-oriented speech, 
Rouhani emphasized his desire for 
peaceful negations and decreased 
tensions with the United States.
Before flying back to Tehran from 
the United Nations, on September 27, 
Rouhani again overturned Iranian pre-
cedence and spoke over the telephone 

with President Barack Obama, the first 
communication between leaders of the 
two countries in over three decades. 
The two spoke via an interpreter for 
fifteen minutes about some issues 
between the two nations, including 
three Americans who are currently 
missing in Iran. After the call, Obama 
said that he believes “we can reach a 
comprehensive solution” concerning 
Iran’s nuclear problem.
     Over October 15 and 16, the P5+1 
met with Iran to discuss the end of 
sanctions against Iran and the con-
tinuation of Iran’s nuclear program. 
The P5+1 consists of the countries 
with permanent seats on the U.N. 
Security Council (United States, Rus-
sia, China, France, and Britain) and 
Germany. At the end of the talks, the 
nations released a joint statement for 
the first time, further demonstrating 
the difference between Rouhani and 
Ahmadinejad.
     Officials from the United States 
and other nations are reassured by 
Iran’s apparent seriousness and com-
mitment to demonstrating the peaceful 
intentions of their nuclear program 
and one Iranian official states an 
agreement could be reached within 
three to six months. After the talks, the 
White House even began to consider 
releasing billions of dollars of frozen 
assets to Iran if the nuclear program 
is scaled back.
     Though Iran seems to be turning 
a corner, much of the West is still 
wary of Iran’s intentions based on its 

history, and Rouhani must continue 
to demonstrate his peaceful intentions 
different from those of his predeces-
sors.
The most outspoken nation to call for 
wariness in listening to Iran’s claims 
and new policies is Israel. Prime 
Minister Benjamin Netanyahu is still 
staunchly against giving Iran any sort 
of green light saying that easing the 
sanctions on Iran would be a “histor-
ic mistake.” He believes that Iran is 
only using this new face as a ruse to 
pursue the research and manufacture 
of nuclear weapons. Instead of easing 
sanctions with this new and cooper-
ative Iran, Netanyahu recommends 
increasing national pressure as the 
only way to dismantle Iran’s military 
nuclear program completely.
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     However, with all the buzz concern-
ing Iran’s new president, one must not 
forget that the supreme leader of Iran 
is the Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. Over-
all, Khamenei has voiced support for 
Rouhani’s openness with the West but 
objected to the outreach with Obama 
saying that “the U.S. government 
is not trustworthy, is self-important 
and illogical, and breaks promises.”     
Even though Rouhani desires greater 
interaction with the West, Khamenei 
has the final say in decisions and cau-
tions that the “Islamic Republic must 
always remember who its foes are.”
The next set of Geneva talks between 
Iran and the P5+1 is scheduled for 
November 7 and 8.
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The  lasT  laugh

“President Obama 
is still in trouble 

for this spying 
stuff. You can tell 
he is getting tired 

of talking about 
this scandal. To-

day he said, ‘Any-
one want to talk 

about my birth 
certificate?” 

–Craig Ferguson

“People have 
been speculating 
lately about what 
President Obama 
will do when he 
leaves office in 
2016. The one 
thing I think we 
can safely rule 
out, website de-
signer.” 

–Jay Leno

“The Republican shutdown tactics 
and politics were so offensive, to even 
Independents and moderates, that this 
country looks like it is poised to turn 
bluer than a Smurf ’s balls after dry 

humping a bottle of  Windex.” 
–Jon Stewart

      

“A new study found that 30 
percent of Americans admit 
to getting most of their news on 
Facebook. You can tell news 
anchors are trying to compete 
with Facebook because tonight 
Brian Williams’ top story was 
just a picture of his cat.” 
                          –Jimmy Fallon

“As of  today, same-sex marriages are 
now legal in New Jersey. And today 
New Jersey governor Chris Christie 
announced he would no longer op-
pose gay marriage. He said, ‘How 
can I oppose anything that brings 

more cake into New Jersey?’” 

–Conan O’Brien


