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This February marked UChicago’s very own “Sex Week,” during which our campus hosted seminars on a few 
interesting topics, but many more on unsavory ones. According to an article in the Daily Caller, the total cost 
of  the event was $5,000. While we generally believe the university should make it easier for students to pursue 

extracurricular passions, it is hard to see how our institution’s educational mission is furthered by this event. Rather, 
it is apparent to us that students can learn far more about far more important things--like what love is--from their 
studies and personal experiences rather than from the speakers at these events. And while we support the ability to 
have sex safely and the knowledge by which safe sex can be had, we can’t help but think that events such as Sex Week 
reflect Allan Bloom’s observation that we students “have studied and practiced a crippled eros that can no longer 
take wing.”

2 Incidents on 57th Street : Winter 2013

Incidents on 57th Street

This quarter, left-wing community organizers made their biggest push for a University of  Chicago funded trauma 
center, going so far as to illegally protest at the unopened and brand-new Center for Care and Discovery. 
Evidently these self-righteous organizations are unfamiliar with the way in which lives are economically 

valued. Yet their true outrage came when it was revealed that UCPD had been conducting covert surveillance at 
a later protest, after which the university issued an official apology. Considering that the first protest this quarter 
involved deliberately breaking the law, the editors support the University’s right to keep an eye on those who are 
might break the law while not impeding those protestors’ right to free expression. It is the University’s responsibility 
to keep the community safe and also to protect freedom of  speech, for without safety and freedom no serious 
learning can occur; safety was maintained, the law was not broken, and their speech was not infringed upon. There is 
no need for the University to apologize for fulfilling its duty.

Amos Guiora, an American-Israeli law 
professor, gave a talk in February at 
International House that discussed the 

legality of  the use of  drones. Unfortunately, Students 
for Justice in Palestine (SJP) disrupted the event by 
blocking the path to the entrance of  the building, 
turning their chairs around, and booing. While 
opposition to Israel as an entity is certainly misguided, 
a larger issue arises from such developments. 
SJP’s actions represent a threat to the freedom 
of  expression across the community in that they 
seek to stifle discussion rather than meaningfully 
and seriously engage the other side. Groups of  all 
ideological persuasions ought to come together to 
defend the right of  pro-Israel speakers to be heard 
respectfully, in accordance with the university’s 
powerful intellectual tradition.

The most recent organizing cause is framed as “fighting back against student debt.” Left-wing students 
believe the university’s no-loan policy ought to be expanded to more students. While this would not 
be an inconceivable step for the university to take, the fact remains that the University of  Chicago 

does a tremendous amount for students through its financial aid policies and goes above and beyond its peer 
institutions. Activists should consider more carefully before attempting to pressure the university into taking a 
step that it may not consider financially prudent.
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Each spring, as the grass begins to 
grow and the gray of  the winter 
sky transforms into a bright blue, 
professional baseball players get 
to work, as they have for over a 
century. The beginning of  the 

baseball season has been somewhat of  a national tradition 
during that time; it provides, quite like the Fourth of  July, 
a simple reminder of  where our country has been, how it 
has changed and is changing, what its troubles have been, 
and so on. With the first pitch of  Opening Day, baseball 
reminds us that the game, too, endured those struggles—
the Civil War, two World Wars, a deep depression, many 
recessions, racial inequality, social upheaval, and much, 
much more—in order to come back, year after year. 
 For whatever reason, baseball has always 
harbored a peculiar power to endure, and therefore it 
has changed remarkably little. Unlike basketball (which 
radically altered the scoring system and dominant 
strategic philosophy of  the sport with the NBA’s 
introduction of  the 3-point line in 1979), or football 
(which annually alters basic procedural rules), or hockey 
(which inherently produces small, yet noticeable, changes 
as technology advances), baseball is nearly constant. 
When I sit down at a ballpark with my grandfather, we 
are watching virtually the same game that he watched 
when he held season tickets to the Lancaster Red Roses 
in the 1940’s. 
 Despite this ability to endure, perhaps unique 
among the sports, baseball has changed dramatically 
over the last twenty or so years due to forces that operate 
off  the playing field. In some of  baseball’s darkest 
years—the early 1990’s—the club owners and the Major 
League Baseball Players Association (MLBPA) could 
not get overcome their labor dispute, and the entire 
1994 postseason was lost. That laceration to the sport 
resulted in cautious, uneasy labor agreements between 
the two parties throughout the latter 1990’s, which 

perhaps are partially responsible for the steroid era. In 
1997, interleague play entered the game; for the first 
time since the Giants and Dodgers fled their New York 
City birthplaces, Americans could see two New York 
teams (the Yankees and Mets) compete, and, similarly, 
our beloved second city was exposed to that annual 
awkwardness when the Cubs and White Sox take the 
same field.
 This year, another one of  those changes will 
take effect: the Commissioner’s office engineered a deal 
wherein the Houston Astros will jump to the American 
League, thereby creating two, 15-member Leagues (as 
opposed to the previous situation which had a 16-member 
National League and 14-member American League). 
Since fifteen is an odd number, interleague play will now 
be a fixture of  Major League Baseball throughout the 
entire season. Advocates for this move say that creating 
two equally matched leagues is fair, because it gives each 
team an equal opportunity to make the playoffs, and 
that it will foster a rivalry between the Texas teams (the 
Rangers and Astros), which will signal the rise of  baseball 
in the Lone Star State, a place traditionally dominated by 
football.
 On the horizon, baseball fans can anticipate that 
the commissioner’s office will finally make the move for 
instant replay during the game, since missed calls have 
reared their ugly heads time and time again in historic 
games. Proponents of  this change reason that technology 
has advanced to the point where incorrect calls can be 
overturned with confidence in almost every case, that 
replay has been incorporated into every other major 
North American sport, and that baseball is suffering 
because of  these bad calls. 
 In some sense, the reasons for interleague play, 
for unmitigated video review, and cautious agreements 
between the ownership and players are legitimate. But 
the reasons themselves arise from a sentiment which, to 
say the least, is unhealthy for the sport: that baseball is on 
the decline because it is being overtaken by football and 
basketball. To combat this downward spiral, proponents 
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of  change claim that baseball must incorporate some 
of  the features of  these sports in order to stay relevant. 
The strengths of  other sports have caught the attention 
of  Americans, and baseball must alter itself  by adopting 
those qualities in order to renew the love that Americans 
once had for it. 
 In that vein, this sort of  “baseball revisionism” 
(which is what we call it heretofore) is a product of  
an unwillingness to confront the truth that underlies 
America’s growing dissatisfaction with baseball. It 
observed the growth of  
steroids and ignored it 
for a time on the grounds 
that the home runs hit 
by unnaturally muscular 
batters would bring fans 
back to the game, if  
only superficial, deeply 
disinterested ones. It saw 
the opportunity to create 
rivalries between teams 
based on geography 
rather than rekindling the 
historic rivalries of  old. It 
now sees the opportunity 
to introduce a kind of  
perverse justice into a 
game that was founded 
and grown on principles 
of  deception, unfairness, 
and debauchery (consider 
the extinct but ever revered 
“spitball” or the way in 
which Ty Cobb would ferociously spike infielders with 
his cleats as he slid into the bases). 
 In a deep sense, then, baseball revisionism 
ignores the history and soul of  the game—the original 
draws that baseball had to Americans nationwide—
and thereby seeks to apply solutions that are ill fit for 
a sport which is of  a different kind than every other 
one conceivable; this is its folly. It fails to recognize in 
the most deeply ignorant way possible that baseball has 
been in crises before—in the 1920’s, for instance—and 
that baseball had been saved. It seems that if  history can 
teach us anything, then baseball can be saved again. 
 In 1919, the Chicago White Sox threw the 
best-of-nine World Series that they played against the 
Cincinnati Reds, and the nefarious plan was exposed. 
Baseball fans felt betrayed, and rightly so. The fact that 
some of  their heroes had put their own personal gain 
above the purity of  the sport and honest competition 
astounded them. It revealed, moreover, the deep 
corruption that had grown rampant in the baseball 
community as a result of  the toleration of  gambling. 

Kenesaw Mountain Landis, then the Commissioner of  
Baseball and as such in charge of  both leagues, swiftly 
took action. He famously banned all the players involved 
and ruthlessly rooted out the corruption that had taken 
a stranglehold on the national pastime. In doing so, 
Landis—perhaps the greatest commissioner of  any 
sport ever—began to heal the wounds that afflicted the 
national attitude toward baseball.
 But Landis’ actions, while certainly inspired 
by the love of  justice and prudence he cultivated while 

serving as a federal judge, 
were also motivated by 
the desire to restore to 
the American people—
the fans—what the truly 
desired: the reinstatement 
of  nostalgia, which they 
saw as the spirit of  the 
game. In that sense, Landis 
sought not to reinvent 
baseball from the inside, 
but to reinvigorate it from 
the outside. The goal, 
which was accomplished, 
was to take baseball 
back to its roots, to de-
commercialize the game, 
and to ride its schoolboy-
like familiarity back to the 
top of  American culture.
 We can learn quite 
a bit from the Black Sox 
Scandal and baseball’s 

reaction to it, because, though we live in qualitatively 
different times, baseball is experiencing the same kind 
of  crisis. Instead of  having a gambling problem, baseball 
and society writ large has been overcome by a desire for 
newness and the ability to “keep up.” This, it seems, is 
why hockey, football, and basketball seek to constantly 
and vigorously renew their brand. Without consistent 
renewal, those who control the direction of  these sports 
reason, fans will lose interest because Americans are 
bored with what is old. Yet in this process of  constant 
reinvention, the soul of  the sport is lost. 
 But for baseball, constant reinvention doesn’t 
work, since it runs contrary to the deepest spirit of  
the game. Even Americans who do not follow baseball 
regularly or who often describe the game as “boring” 
are perfectly aware of  its spirit. Such people claim that, 
though they don’t enjoy watching baseball on television, 
going to a baseball game at a ballpark, smelling the hot 
dogs cooking, seeing the greenest greens and the bluest 
blues, and hearing the crack of  a wooden bat on a leather 
ball is a truly wonderful, moving experience. What these 
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Baseball Commissioner Kenesaw Landis’s swift reaction to the Black Sox 
Scandal of  1919 helped to restore the public’s confidence in the game.



people seek to describe, given all the patriotic imagery 
they conjure up, is that attending a game and observing 
all the nuances reaffirms baseball’s unique quality as a 
nostalgic and deeply American sport, which hockey, 
football, and basketball do not possess. 
 Baseball’s spirit was described best by Walt 
Whitman in an edition of  the Brooklyn Daily Eagle: 

 Let us go forth awhile, and get better air in our lungs. Let 
us leave our close rooms, and the dust and corruption of  stagnant 
places, and taste some of  the good things Providence has scattered 
around so liberally. We would that all young fellows…were daily 
in the habit of  spending an hour or two in some out-door game or 
recreation. The body and mind would both be benefitted by it… the 
game of  ball is glorious.

Baseball takes the American spirit back to domain of  
the child precisely because baseball changes so little. It 
reminds us of  our youth when we spent our days outside 
running and full of  joy. The child has no cares and is 
not cramped up indoors. The exhilaration of  baseball 
and of  childhood is completely and totally opposed 
to that which characterizes the adult and the laborer: 
constant, unceasing concern for maintaining priorities 
and progress. This above all was what Landis sought 
to root out; the gambling that had become prevalent in 
baseball’s culture had adulterated the game in all senses 
of  the word. 
 The American people recognize this old, 
nostalgic quality in baseball, and they still experience 
it every spring when they flock to the great ballparks 
of  our country to watch games. Many do not attend a 
game out of  desire to see a live-action sport, but only to 
participate in a “cultural activity.” Yet treating baseball as 
a mere cultural activity is not, per se, wrong. It reflects 
what we have known about our culture for some time: 
that baseball is deeply ingrained and tied up in the 
American spirit, and therefore baseball is a reflection of  
that spirit. Football, hockey, and basketball hardly have 
such a connection. They are not, in any understanding 
of  America, tied up with the very spirit of  our country. 
The spirit that baseball captures so beautifully is precisely 
why, as writer Gerald Early notes, “when they study our 
civilization two thousand years from now, there will only 
be three things that Americans will be known for: the 
Constitution, baseball and jazz music. They’re the three 
most beautiful things Americans have ever created.”
 Putting a new face on the game—which is what 
these revisionists are trying to do at heart, whether they 
understand that or not—inherently destroys the soul of  
baseball, which is what gives the sport a connection to 
all Americans. Instead of  trying to create new rivalries 
where there are none to be had, why not even up the 
Leagues by adding teams, thereby expanding the baseball 

market to even more Americans? Of  the top twenty-
five TV markets in the United States, five do not have 
a Major League Baseball team (Orlando, Sacramento, 
Portland, Charlotte, and Indianapolis). The opportunity 
for expansion when the economy begins to recover in 
earnest is not a stretch by any means.
 Instead of  adding video review, which will 
mechanize the game in the most nauseating way possible 
by subjecting it to the scientific scrutiny with which we 
seem to subject all other aspects of  our lives, why not 
accept the truly amazing and beautiful way that baseball 
as a game captures the idea of  instantaneousness? In 
that vein, it is also true that using umpires as the final 
authority bestows upon the game a unique dimension of  
karma—if  a call does not go your way in one game, it is 
more than likely that another call will benefit you later. 
 Let us not forget the baseball revisionists’ 
deepest sin: the allowance—or, at best, toleration—of  
steroids for the sake of  the “excitement factor.” The 
very fact that steroids were so common for so long 
and that nothing was done about them can only be 
explained by the commissioner and owners’ belief  that 
baseball needed more “wow!” moments in order for it 
to rise back to the top of  the American sporting world. 
It certainly worked, but to the detriment of  the sport. 
When baseball fans finally understood the reason why 
home run records were being broken every year, they 
were heartbroken. The pain was even worse because the 
steroids were tolerated only on account of  the surge in 
public interest.
 It is beyond clear that trying to attract baseball 
fans by imitating other sports cannot work in the long 
run, and it will not work in the future. The very idea of  
reinventing the game rejects out of  hand the attributes 
that make baseball the distinctly American pastime, and 
it shuns the aspects that draw Americans to baseball 
by virtue of  only being American. Kenisaw Mountain 
Landis handled a similar problem, and Bud Selig, the 
present commissioner, could mimic his forbear; yet he 
has implicitly refused. In many cases, Selig has not only 
permitted the kinds of  changes that are inspired by other 
sports, but also been the very originator of  the ideas on 
which those changes are based. 
 This spring, baseball will return to the fields of  
America once more, as it always does, and as it hopefully 
will forever. But this time, things will be quite different 
from last year—just as last year was quite different from 
the year before that. Whether these persistent changes 
aimed at making baseball more attractive will ultimately 
be effective is highly doubtful. But what is indubitable is 
that the changes will slowly alter the game, its traditions, 
and the nuances that make it great.
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For over a year and a half, Syria 
has been engaged in a bloody 
and unceasingly violent civil war. 
Beginning during the onset of  
the Arab Spring, the civil war has 
brought an already impoverished 

and destitute country into a state of  complete mental 
and physical dilapidation.  The latest estimates of  
total civilian causalities total upwards of  60,000 as 
the President Bashar al-Assad and his forces have 
shown no signs of  letting up on their vicious assault 
or carrying any remorse for the collateral damage 
inflicted by “strategic” strikes. 

In addition to rattling an already desolate state 
and bringing it to the verge of  collapse, the Syrian 
civil war has also put the Middle East and its geo-
politics in something of  a precarious position. 
Countries’ alliances are being redrawn, based on their 
respective position towards the war, and the aspiring 
power-players have sought to take an increasingly 
active role in the conflict. Of  note is Turkey’s role 
in the civil war, standing against Assad’s regime and 
actively and openly assisting the rebels militarily with 
weapons and air power. Seen as a rising regional 
power, Turkey has taken this opportunity to try 
and assert itself  as something of  a hegemon in the 
Middle East. Russia, on the other hand, has decided 
to stand by the tyrannical regime and, as late as this 
past summer, was caught sending supply shipments 
of  weapons and other resources to Assad’s military. 
The Iranian government has, unsurprisingly, stood by 
in support of  its longtime ally Assad, amassing troops 
and sending them to Syria to assist in the rebellion 
suppression. 

It is clear that the Syrian war has set up 
something of  struggle for the balance of  power in 
the Middle East, on a scale not seen since the 1990s. 
Meanwhile, the United States has been noticeably 
absent from taking any initiative in this conflict and 
has largely steered clear of  becoming entangled 
in the situation. For reasons not fully clear, the 
Obama Administration has deferred judgment to the 
international community, namely the United Nations 
and its cavalry of  incompetent diplomats, on the issue 
and left them to resolve the situation “peacefully,” 
whatever such a conclusion entails. Though the 
actions are not surprising considering President 
Obama’s past actions regarding intervention and his 
overall worldview, it still stands as an abhorrent lapse 
in judgment, given the circumstances. The effects 
of  the removal of  President Assad would have 
reverberated far beyond the Syrian borders, harming 
Iran by weakening its Middle East alliance network 
and cutting off  its strategic connection to the 
Mediterranean Sea and severing one of  Hezbollah’s 
major sources of  weapons and support. Quick action 
would have likely limited Al-Qaeda’s now increasing 
involvement with the rebel movement and left hopes 
of  establishing a more stable, legitimate government. 
This to say nothing of  the fact that a quick removal 
of  the Assad regime could have improved the overall 
security of  the Middle East and eliminated one of  
Israel’s closest enemies.

Despite the obvious benefits that eliminating 
the Assad regime quickly would have brought about, 
the Obama administration has refused to become 
even minimally engaged in such efforts and the 
international community, as a whole, has largely taken 
the same path. The ramifications of  this inaction 
are huge. From the humanitarian perspective, this 
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decision has likely cost the lives of  thousands of  
innocent Syrian men, women, and children. The high 
and mighty humanitarian goal that President Obama 
touted in his justification for intervention in Libya 
seems all but nullified with his reaction to Syria. 

In lieu of  the great casualty cost imposed, the 
United States’ indecision has likely limited its influence 
within the region and diluted its overall global power 
and prestige. Since the end of  the Cold War, for 
better or for worse, the United States has stood as the 
major global promoter of  freedom and human rights, 
engaging itself  in several low- to mid-level conflicts 
over the years that bore few, if  any, national security 
implications. Indeed, President Obama himself  
seemed keenly aware of  this fact, and though most 
likely personally 
against such a 
p r o p o s i t i o n , 
b e g r u d g i n g l y 
accepted this role 
as an acceptable 
manner in which 
to conduct world 
affairs. In his 
speech at West 
Point following the 
implementat ion 
of  the no-fly 
zone over Libya, 
the president 
reaffirmed his 
belief  in this 
notion, stating, 
“Together with our 
friends and allies, 
America will always seek a world that extends these 
rights so that when an individual is being silenced, 
we aim to be her voice. Where ideas are suppressed, 
we provide space for open debate. Where democratic 
institutions take hold, we add a wind at their back.” 
But it seems as if  the generalized principles of  the 
so-called “Obama Doctrine” outlined during this 
speech are not broadly applicable or, arguably, seen 
as legitimate by the administration. The specifications 
given in that speech entail that the United States 
should become involved in this Syrian conflict and 
support the cause of  the rebels. However, it seems as 
if  this inaction highlights what is perhaps the greatest 
myth perpetuated by the alleged Obama Doctrine – 
the idea that there is one. 

The policies pursued by this president, and likely 
to be maintained over the next four years, expose him 
to be an undisciplined commander-in-chief. Speaking 
more broadly, the Obama Doctrine stands as an ill-
conceived, if  at all existent, set of  principles and 
standards that dictate America’s appropriate role in 
world affairs. The president, and his team of  advisors, 
would be quick to counter such an accusation by 
likely citing two policies: the United States military 
involvement in Libya and the expansion of  the drone 
offensive utilized against terrorists in the Middle East. 
However, simply citing these two cases due to the 
heavy use of  military power does little, if  anything, 
to illuminate the president’s true views. Instead what 
is required is a more exhaustive understanding of  

the motivations 
and factors driving 
these actions, and 
how they stand 
relative to other 
policies enacted or 
not enacted.

Libya, it is 
argued, stands as 
the lone example 
of  President 
Obama’s belief  in 
the legitimate use 
of  comprehensive 
military power, 
but even that 
e n g a g e m e n t 
showed the limits 
to which he is 
willing to use such 

force. For one thing, the Libya no-fly zone presented 
the United States with a low-stakes conflict, with 
few potential opportunities for failure. The Gaddafi 
regime posed no legitimate national security threat 
to the country. Its days as a terrorist sponsor were 
long-gone and Libya existed as little more than a 
heavily impoverished, tyrannically ruled wasteland, 
with an air force that was all but non-existent. Syria, 
on the other hand, holds much more importance in 
an immediate sense, both on the humanitarian and 
national security fronts, and yet the administration’s 
response remains muted. Secondly, the United States 
largely followed the lead of  the United Kingdom and 
France in intervening in Libya and implementing the 
no-fly zone. British Prime Minister David Cameron, 

Towns, such as the one pictured above, which are strongholds for Syrian rebels, have been 
devasted by missile attacks launched by the Syrian air force.



along with French President Nicolas Sarkozy, became 
the most vocal and public supporters of  the no-fly 
zone and seemed to have led much of  the negotiations 
within the Security Council and beyond. The United 
States’ essential role was mainly limited to supplying 
resources and manpower. Beyond that, President 
Obama was late to the game, so to speak, and showed 
no initiative in leading this multilateral coalition. 

The issue regarding the drone program is one 
that is admittedly more complex. A basic overview of  
the program, largely spearheaded by former National 
Security Advisor John 
Brennan, shows it 
to be elaborate and 
expansive. Under the 
Obama administration, 
the drone program 
has been expanded 
and now stands at its 
largest size in history. 
An estimated 1200 
terrorist combatants 
have been eliminated 
by drones and the 
country’s access 
to previously 
unreachable terrorist-
heavy territories has 
expanded significantly. 
Though presenting the counter-terrorism efforts 
with a handy tool in this ongoing struggle, the 
drone program arguably represents a limited, if  
not, handicapped means of  attaining success and 
defeating the enemy. Alone, drones cannot defeat 
entire networks of  terrorists or limit the spread of  
their ideology across countries and populations. 
Such a task requires a much more exhaustive and 
comprehensive approach, one that necessitates 
reaching out to sympathetic regional allies, promoting 
Western ideals of  individual and economic freedom 
through education and, at times, engaging in more 
confrontational methods of  battle, if  warranted. 
Drones, though successful in identifying specific 
targets and eliminating members of  a terrorist 
group’s leadership piecemeal, can do little more than 
that, unless expanded to an impractical level, and 
cannot gather vital physical intelligence from the 
field. In addition, drones require entering the airspace 
of  other countries, an issue that has presented the 
United States with many headaches in the past, 

especially with Pakistan, and likely limits drone usage. 
Besides being somewhat limited in its substantive 

achievements, the drone program seems to also 
present the president with a politically convenient 
tool through which he can maintain his image as a 
strong “foreign policy” president. In the armada of  
tools available to the President of  the United States 
to combat terrorism, drones stand as ones that do 
not present major political risks and attain little in the 
way of  fundamentally eliminating terrorism. Drones 
alone receive little media coverage and cannot root 

out and destroy entire 
terrorist networks. In 
reality, the drone program, 
if  left unassisted by other 
corresponding policies, 
is little more than a 
half-hearted, superficial 
attempt to achieve success 
in the War on Terror. As 
explained in detail later, the 
president’s corresponding 
policies on the issue seem 
to indicate little, if  any, 
commitment on his part 
to attain true and long-
lasting success in this 
continuous struggle. It is 
one thing for the president 

to order a strike on a suspected terrorist cell in the 
mountains of  Pakistan. It is quite different for the 
president to threaten a terrorist-supportive country 
with military attack should it continue to pursue 
policies that actively go against the country’s interests. 
The former represents a small act that will carry few 
long-term effects and fail to fundamentally eradicate 
regional instability, whereas the latter action stands as 
a bold move that can dramatically alter the leverage 
enemy states possess and limit their actions. The 
argument here, in essence, is hinged on the dissonance 
present in the president’s different counterterrorist 
policies. The drones program is a politically salient, 
but substantively deficient, policy that does little 
to radically change the nature of  the conflict. The 
president would need to pursue other forceful and 
complementary policies should he be interested in 
effectively and holistically addressing the issue. This 
cynical perspective does not seek to discredit drones 
as a vital and useful asset in this struggle. It instead 
proposes that it would seem more viable to consider 
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the program as one facet, among many, of  a broad 
approach in the War on Terror. 

But besides Libya and the drones, where else 
has the Obama administration come down hard on 
terrorist groups and their sympathetic states? The 
answer is quite simply nowhere. Syria is only the latest 
example in this great disappearing act. Flashback to 
summer of  2009, during the Green Revolution in 
Iran, and one will find an American president that 
remains relatively mum whilst the government of  the 
country’s greatest national security threat hangs in 
the balance, close 
to total collapse. 
President Obama 
issued no support, 
morally or 
otherwise, during 
this time. His 
greatest act of  
faux unity came 
two weeks after the 
protests had begun 
during a forced 
press conference 
held while on 
vacation in Hawaii. 
It is astonishing 
that the president 
could not so much 
as publicly lend 
his support to the 
Iranian people while they tried to topple the dictatorial 
rule of  Ahmadinejad. At this crucial moment in time, 
the United States wavered on its national security 
and humanitarian duties in favor of  unfathomable 
silence. The results were regrettable, yet predictable: 
Ahmadinejad’s rule continued as did the Iranian 
regime’s pursuit of  a nuclear weapon. President 
Obama’s pitiful approach likely cost the United States 
its greatest chance of  eliminating this nuclear threat 
without the use of  physical force and protecting one 
of  our greatest allies: Israel. 

However, this posture alone did not seem 
sufficient in communicating the president’s apparent 
lack of  regard for Israel’s security. Relations with one 
of  the country’s historically closest allies have thawed 
as a result of  this president’s mishandling of  affairs. 
On the first hand, the President took a remarkably 
radical step in openly demanding the Israel accept its 
pre-1967 borders in any two-state agreement it should 

enter into with Palestine. What was extraordinary 
about this move was not only the adoption of  such a 
policy by an American president, but the vocal manner 
in which he presented it. What ensued was nothing 
short of  embarrassing and sophomoric: the public 
devolvement of  our relations with one of  the United 
States’ most vital allies and the denigration of  their 
status to a marginalized, and sometimes, irrelevant 
partner. Adding insult to injury was the publication of  
President Obama’s remarks to President Sarkozy in 
2010 regarding Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, 

portraying him 
as a stubborn, 
difficult diplomat. 
The recent 
appointment of  
former Senator 
Chuck Hagel 
to Secretary of  
Defense, with his 
past arguably anti-
Semitic comments 
and lackluster 
record on Iran, 
seem only to add 
credence to this 
argument that the 
president holds 
little respect for 
the nation-state 
and does not see 

the maintenance of  its security, and the country’s 
sound relationship with it, as a top priority. 

It is remarkable noting the differences in 
approaches to Israel and Iran from this president. 
Whilst he nonchalantly dismisses the United States’ 
strong historical relations with Israel, President 
Obama’s administration has been open to engaging 
in futile negotiations with one of  the country’s sworn 
enemies. It is no secret, given the past history of  these 
negotiations, that these talks would be unproductive 
and beget no true substantive improvements. In 
legitimizing Iran’s position and providing limited 
pushback against its efforts to pursue a nuclear 
weapon, this administration has left Israel in a 
particularly vulnerable position. Threats to respond 
militarily to any attack on Israel fall on deaf  ears if  
not backed by strong rhetorical support and forceful 
preemptive policies. Moreover, such a weak policy 
would allow, and indeed welcome, an attack from 
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Iran and its regional partners. Iran knows full well 
that any attack on the country would prove suicidal 
as both Israel and the United States would respond 
with a barrage of  missiles. Yet, those fears have not 
prevented it from pursuing this goal. If  the threat of  
military response does not act as an effective restraint 
on its pursuit of  nuclear capabilities and inflammatory 
rhetoric, then there is little to indicate that a policy of  
appeasement would work any better.

The Arab Spring has all but confused the 
president’s standing even more. With a resoluteness 
and quickness not seen during the Iranian revolution, 
President Obama came out and openly threw his 
support behind the Egyptian protestors. However, 
the rapidity of  his response ultimately proved unwise. 
Comparing the situations in Iran and Egypt, it is 
clear that they presented the United States with two 
distinct and irreconcilable circumstances. In Egypt, 
President Mubarak, while a dictator, was generally 
considered a strong U.S.-ally in the War on Terror 
and was far from a national security threat. On the 
contrary, the U.S. sent $1 billion in aid annually to the 
country’s military and President Obama gave his now 
infamous Middle East foreign policy speech in Cairo. 
Iran proved to be just the opposite, with an unwanted 
government that sponsored terrorism in the region 
and continues its illegitimate and dangerous pursuit 
of  a nuclear weapon. Likewise, it was clear from the 
onset that the Iranian revolutionaries were pro-West 
and upheld the notions of  individual freedom and 
rule of  law to a great extent, ideas not yet embraced 
by the Egyptian electorate. What some feared out 
of  an Egyptian revolution, namely a radical, illiberal 
government, was never a major concern during a 
post-revolutionary Iran. Yet, it seems as if  such 
qualms were given little weight in the president’s 
ultimate decision. Considering these facts, it is clear 
that the president’s respective reactions ultimately 
went against the United States’ interests. 

In the present case, Syria provided the United 
States with a means reverting the latest trend and 
reasserting itself  as a dominant geo-political force in 
the region. If  it was willing to take the initiative on 
leading a coalition of  Western and concerned Middle 
Eastern states in assisting the rebels through logistical 
and moral support, then it seemed likely that the 
Assad regime would have collapsed and Iran would 
have been left in a significantly weakened position. 
Yet, true to his beliefs, President Obama led from 
behind and demurred on action. Unfortunately, 

now the clear benefits of  such an engagement are 
muddled and opaque. The year of  inactivity has 
allowed for Al-Qaeda and other radical forces to gain 
a stronghold in the region, assisting the rebels in their 
fight. Should they ultimately prevail in this struggle, a 
Syrian government is likely to be less sympathetic to 
the United States and Western values than it would 
have otherwise. Arguably, such an outcome is still 
preferable to a maintenance of  the status quo and 
the case for aiding the rebels is still strong. Indeed, 
much of  the situation is still in a flux and Al-Qaeda’s 
imprint in the region is ambiguous and spotty, at 
best. Should the United States seek to intervene at 
this moment, it could, with proper management 
and conduct, win over the hearts and minds of  the 
rebels and help install a legitimate, generally pro-
West government. However, the country’s delayed 
reaction and continued hesitation for intervention 
seem unlikely to change and have irrevocably left 
the prospects of  a smooth, beneficial transition 
significantly diminished. With President Obama’s re-
election, it is doubtful that there will be any change in 
policy, and, unfortunately, the struggle seems doomed 
to endure for months, taking with it thousands of  
lives and the dashed hopes of  a weakened Iran.

The broad analysis provided surrounding these 
situations and the president’s reactions offer an 
unflattering portrayal of  his foreign policy. President 
Obama’s past policies and moves make the idea of  
a coherent set of  principles guiding an “Obama 
Doctrine” laughable and all but invalidated. In fact, 
should one use these examples to extrapolate a 
general idea of  what the Obama Doctrine entails, 
there is only one concept that remains clear: the 
United States should only engage itself  in conflicts 
that carry few justifications for intervention or may 
even work against its national interests and refrain 
from becoming involved in struggles that would 
assist it. If  nothing else, the reactions to the various 
aforementioned occurrences leave severe doubts on 
President Obama’s ability to accurately assess situations 
and adopt the correct foreign policy measures. His 
reluctance to confront Iran forcefully, his apparent 
disdain for Israel, his imprudent judgments following 
the Arab Spring and his muted response to Syria 
all but disqualify the assertion that he is a “strong 
foreign policy” president, driven by a sound, prudent 
principles and a motivation to advance the interests 
and causes of  the United States. 
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On January 26th of  this year, 
Chicago resident Shirley 
Chambers received the most 
heart-wrenching news that a 
person possibly can: her son, 
Ronnie Chambers, had been 

gunned down and was being rushed to the hospital, 
where he would later be pronounced dead. But, for 
Chambers, while this news was certainly beyond 
devastating, it was, unfortunately, all too familiar-–
Ronnie was the fourth child she had lost to Chicago’s 
epidemic of  senseless street violence. Having suffered 
the worst fate that a mother can––to outlive not just 
one, but all four, of  her children––Shirley Chambers 
settled into a process the details of  which, from calling 
funeral homes to buying new clothes, she knew far too 
well. “I was praying so hard that he would be safe,” she 
told reporters. But the only people who really had the 
power to help answer Ms. Chambers’ prayers, Mayor 
Rahm Emmanuel and the Chicago Police Department, 
had been woefully inept on the matter.

 Ronnie Chambers and his three siblings are 
only four of  the hundreds of  victims who die each year 
on Chicago’s streets. That Chicago has an inordinately 
high level of  violent crime comes as a shock to nobody. 
A litany of  statistics is unnecessary, but here’s one that 
has particular relevance and ability to surprise: the 
number of  lives in Chicago lost to murder between 
January 1, 2003 and December 31, 2012 was more 
than double the number of  American lives lost in 
Afghanistan. Yet the push to stop the slaughter of  
Chicago youth—or youth anywhere else—seems to 
have garnered nowhere near as much support as the 
anti-war movement.

 Chicago, like nearly all other cities in the United 
States, saw a significant drop in crime during the mid to 
late 1990’s after it had peaked during the crack cocaine 
epidemic of  the 1980’s. But, unlike New York City, 

which utilized aggressive and proactive policing tactics, 
Chicago’s murder and other violent crime rate ceased 
declining after 2000. In fact, Chicago has recently 
seen an uptick in crime that could threaten to undo 
the improvements in urban safety and quality that were 
an integral part of  the Second City’s great renewal. In 
January of  2013, 42 people were murdered in Chicago, 
making it the most violent January since 2002. Chicago 
Police Superintendent Garry McCarthy called the rise 
in crime “disappointing,” and said he had spent days 
meeting with the “brightest minds” available to him, 
but that “you don’t throw out everything you’re doing 
because you had a couple of  bad days.” But, just like 
Mayor Emmanuel, who simply pleaded with criminals 
to “get away from [the kids]” and “take your stuff  to 
the alleyway” after last summer’s crime wave, McCarthy 
was essentially saying that Chicago would adopt no 
new policies to prevent violent crime. 

 One wonders exactly which “bright minds” 
Superintendent McCarthy was consulting regarding 
his department’s policies. Certainly, they can’t include 
William Bratton, the police chief  who oversaw the 
massive crime reduction in New York City starting in 
1994, and then went on to achieve similar results in 
Los Angeles. When he was first picked by then Mayor 
Rudolph Giuliani to lead the New York City Police 
Department, Bratton promised to reduce crime in the 
city by 40%; needless to say, many were skeptical of  his 
claim. After all, it had long been believed that police 
could not do much to prevent crime––they could 
only respond to it. On this view, crime could not be 
prevented unless the government and the community 
addressed the supposed “root causes” such as poverty, 
unemployment, and structural inequality in society. 
But Bratton’s approach to policing was undergirded 
by a philosophy that explicitly rejected this view, and 
asserted that good policing was proactive, rather than 
simply reactive. Bratton and Giuliani employed James 
Q. Wilson’s “broken windows theory” of  policing, in 

Nicholas Saffran is a first year in the College.

Start Stop and Frisk 
Why Chicago Should Adopt Prudent Measures to 
Combat Crime

By Nicholas Saffran 



which misdemeanor and quality of  life offenses––such 
as public drinking, gambling, prostitution, and the like––
are strictly enforced, thereby altering the atmosphere 
of  social disorder and disarray in which more crime 
tends to occur. Bratton also allowed officers greater 
ability to utilize so-called “Terry stops”, named for 
Terry v. Ohio, in which the Supreme Court ruled that 
police could stop a suspect before a crime has been 
committed if  there 
was reasonable 
suspicion that the 
suspect may be 
engaged in criminal 
behavior. During 
these temporary 
d e t e n t i o n s , 
the police may 
also frisk for 
weapons––hence 
the name “stop 
and frisk”––thus 
allowing the police 
to recover illegal 
guns before those 
guns are ever fired. 
Finally, Bratton 
brought all this 
together with bi-
weekly “CompStat” 
m e e t i n g s , 
which utilized 
computerized statistics of  crime in the city, and 
demanded accountability from local precinct captains 
for the offenses being committed in their area of  
responsibility.

 Only two years later, Bratton’s promise to reduce 
crime by 40% was ready for assessment by quantitative 
measures: violent crime had come down by 39%, and 
the homicide rate was down by a whopping 50%. And 
after 1996, when Bratton resigned as Chief  of  Police, 
though Giuliani kept all his major innovations in place, 
crime continued to fall in New York. By the start of  the 
new millennium, four major crimes (homicide, robbery, 
burglary, and auto theft) had dropped over 70 percent. 
The homicide rate alone had decreased by 65%, from 
14.5 murders per 100,000 inhabitants to only five. By 
all measures, New York was a radically changed city. 
Control of  the streets belonged not to violent street 
gangs who used public spaces for illicit drug trade, but 
to the citizens who could finally enjoy the beauty of  
their own city, and to the cops who were charged with 
protecting those citizens. To portray a greater police 

presence as mutually exclusive with citizen quality of  
life entirely misses the point of  policing: it is the police, 
as an extension of  the state, who prevent citizens from 
having to endure life in the absence of  government, 
which Hobbes fittingly describes as “solitary, poor, 
nasty, brutish, and short.” 

 But even after New York’s radical 
transformation, Bratton and his style of  policing 

have attracted 
quite the chorus 
of  naysayers. 
As mentioned 
earlier, crime 
dropped across 
the nation 
during the 1990’s 
coinciding with 
the end of  the 
n a t i o n - w i d e 
crack cocaine 
e p i d e m i c . 
New York’s 
success story, 
then, according 
to skeptical 
revisionists, was 
not the result of  
any new policies 
or increased 

m a n p o w e r , 
but could be 

explained largely by contemporaneous national trends. 
Several explanations for the drop in crime are offered, 
such as the improved economy during the 1990’s, or, 
surprisingly, the decrease in availability of  lead based 
paint. University of  Chicago economist Steven Levitt 
has famously argued that the 1990’s decline in crime 
can best be linked to the increase in abortion after Roe 
v Wade, because this allowed mothers in low-income 
neighborhoods to terminate pregnancies which would 
have otherwise resulted in unwanted children who 
would inevitably grow up with the kind of  social and 
economic pressures linked to criminal behavior. This 
effect didn’t come to the fore until the 1990’s, which 
is when these would-be criminals would have reached 
the age at which criminal behavior most commonly 
peaks. Possible moral qualms about abortion aside, it 
must be said that Levitt’s theory is quite fascinating 
and his evidence compelling. However, abortion has 
already been made legal, even in later trimesters than 
Roe originally allowed, so Levitt’s theory has essentially 
no prescriptive power for what Chicago ought to do to 
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reduce crime here and now.
 No one doubts that the national trend in crime 

reduction produced a real and substantial effect on 
violent crime everywhere, from small cities on the west 
coast to large cities on the east coast. But, when one 
looks closely at the data, New York stands above all 
the other cities. During the period from 1990-2000, 
crime in New York dropped at approximately twice 
the rate of  the national average, and the murder rate 
was also half  the average 
of  other large cities. 
Robbery, which had been 
occurring at a rate 50% 
higher than other large 
cities in 1990, was 10% 
below that of  other cities 
by 2000. Furthermore, 
UCLA law professor 
Franklin Zimring has 
demonstrated that the 
crime drop in New York 
was of  a greater breadth 
than those in other cities, 
meaning that multiple 
different kinds of  crime 
dropped in areas across 
the city, rather than just 
in a few hot spots. This 
certainly would suggest that the drop has much to do 
with systematic reforms in attitudes towards crime––all 
kinds of  crime––throughout the entire city. In other 
words, it was the police.

 The best evidence that New York’s crime 
rate was not merely an outgrowth of  national trends, 
however, is the fact that when the decline in crime 
leveled off  in the rest of  the country, New York only 
kept on getting safer. Between 2000 and 2009, New 
York’s homicide rate fell by another 33%, rape by 51%, 
and burglary by 52%. Other cities, like Boston and 
Philadelphia, both of  which had seen large decreases 
in violent crime during the 1990’s, reversed their trends 
and entered periods of  increased crime during the 
2000’s. Certain other metropolises, like Los Angeles, 
did continue to become safer, but at nowhere near as 
high a rate as New York City; New York crime fell at a 
median rate of  45% from 2000-2007, whereas crime in 
Los Angeles, which was the second best city during the 
time period, fell at a median rate of  only 24%. Again, 
New York simply had something extra in its fight 
against crime.

 But professor Zimring’s more useful and 
interesting finding, published in his book, The City 

that Became Safe: New York’s Lessons for Urban 
Crime and Its Control, challenged the aforementioned 
criminological theories which posited that crime could 
only be prevented by changing underlying social causes, 
such as racism or poverty. These types of  theories ought 
to be rejected out of  hand, given that they neglect to 
see that people living in high-crime neighborhoods 
possess any type of  moral agency. By explaining 
deviant and violent behavior as an inevitable response 

to inadequate living 
conditions, they construe 
humans not as rational 
beings with the ability to 
freely make decisions, but 
as mere products of  their 
environments. Not only 
do these explanations 
actually come closer to 
justifications, but they are 
serious insults to the hard-
working and law-abiding 
citizens who make up the 
large majority of  these 
neighborhoods who, 
despite facing the same 
social pressures as their 
neighborhoods, choose 
not to pursue a life of  

crime and instead have a life of  fear forced upon them 
by thugs. But, more importantly, they don’t match 
up with the facts as collected by Professor Zimring, 
who showed that, during the period of  massive crime 
reduction in New York between 1990 and 2009, 
social conditions remained unchanged. Poverty levels, 
income inequality and levels of  drug use in New York 
stayed essentially the same throughout the entire 
period. Unemployment and school drop out rates 
remained above the national average, but New York 
crime clearly decreased at a rate much higher than the 
national average. Traditionalist conservatives, who tend 
to point to family breakdown as a social cause of  crime, 
also don’t fare so well here, since family breakdown in 
New York actually worsened over the period. These 
theories also don’t mesh with the current data on crime 
in Chicago. For instance, why would crime be rising 
now (that is, 2012 and 2013), when the economy and 
unemployment have slowly started to crawl back from 
the recession, rather than in, say, 2008 or 2009, when 
the recession was in full swing? 

 Of  course, none of  this is to suggest that cities 
ought not to pay attention to such social ills: lower 
unemployment certainly means a higher quality of  life 
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for many citizens. But what the data from New York 
tells us is that Mayors and local politicians need not 
throw up their hands and surrender when faced with 
the problem of  higher crime because of  their inability 
to control certain things, like the state of  the national 
economy. Crime is something that can, and must, be 
dealt with at the local level. Rahm Emmanuel would be 
wise to take note.

 So, what can Chicago do to mimic New York’s 
historic twenty-year drop in crime and thereby bring 
about its own urban renewal? The city could start by 
initiating something like New York’s “stop, question, 
and frisk” program, which encourages officers to 
conduct temporary detentions of  people who, in 
the officer’s view, 
reasonably might 
be involved in 
criminal behavior. 
To be clear, 
Chicago officers 
already have the 
legal authority to 
conduct such stops, 
since the Supreme 
Court ruled in Terry 
v. Ohio that doing 
so is well within the 
purview of  police 
power. But, without 
an official program 
sanctioned by 
the city, police 
are often unclear 
about what they 
are allowed to do 
in order to prevent 
crime. Furthermore, 
even when stops are conducted, the lack of  any 
organization prevents the city from accumulating data 
from these stops––i.e. where people are being stopped, 
whether a warning is issued, what information about 
crime the police receive from questioning––into a 
larger statistical framework, as New York did in their 
CompStat meetings. 

 No doubt, some will respond that “stop 
and frisk” is an unnecessary encroachment on civil 
liberties, and will instead suggest a different kind of  
encroachment on civil liberties to stop violent crime 
in the city: gun control. Of  course, there is nothing 
abhorrent to the Constitution about imposing common 
sense gun restrictions which would prevent violent 
criminals from getting their hands on guns, whether 

through waiting periods or more stringent background 
checks, as was made clear in DC v. Heller. But the fact 
remains that there already exists an astounding number 
of  illegal guns on city streets today, and, even if  gun 
control measures were completely effective, preventing 
criminals from obtaining more guns will still do 
nothing to prevent presently owned guns from being 
used for nefarious purposes. The only current method 
that police have to recover these guns before they are 
used in a crime are ineffective buyback programs, in 
which the local government offers money as a quid pro 
quo for not committing crime, or through proactive 
policing which allows them to get the guns off  the 
street without anybody being shot. Otherwise, they 

must wait until 
they can make an 
arrest, at which 
point it is too late 
to save lives.

 Even when 
“stop and frisk” 
cannot get guns 
off  the street 
directly, it still 
acts as a powerful 
deterrent. In fact, 
the number of  
guns recovered in 
New York went 
down from year to 
year, not because 
the program is 
ineffective, but 
because criminals 
knew that the 

NYPD would be 
able to seize their 

guns if  they carried them on the street. As New York 
City detective Edward Conlon explained to a House 
Committee on Crime: 

“Guns still abound in New York, but they’re 
not carried as they once were. A drug dealer on the 
corner used to have his gun in his waistband. In his 
daily conflicts, large and small—a customer’s debt, the 
appearance of  a rival, or a dirty look from a passerby—
the duration of  the process from deciding to shoot to 
pulling the trigger took seconds. With the aggressive 
implementation of  “Stop, Question, and Frisk” in the 
early nineties, however, the police were confronting 
him and his crew for drinking beer, or loitering, and 
they were being repeatedly checked for weapons. The 
dealer still had a gun, but it was kept upstairs in his 
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apartment, or hidden on a rooftop. Now, if  he wanted 
to shoot someone, it might be ten minutes instead of  
five seconds between the impulse and the act, during 
which time tempers can cool, and misunderstanding 
can be settled, and people can just walk away.”

If  a similar effect were achieved here in Chicago, 
there is little doubt that it would help to save lives. In 
fact, this may be exactly what Chicago needs now, given 
that part of  Chicago’s increase in gang violence comes 
from the fact that, after Chicago locked up a number 
of  notorious gang leaders in the 1990’s, street violence 
became the purview of  numerous different competing 
factions. As Manhattan Institute Scholar Heather Mac 
Donald explains: “Those strong leaders, it turns out, 
exercised some restraint on their members in order to 
protect drug profits.” The gangs nowadays are much 
more disorganized, and lack any clear leadership, leading 
to acts of  random violence, which are made possible 
by the fact that criminals can carry guns on the street 
without having to worry about being stopped by police. 
Different neighborhoods, sometimes even different 
street corners, are controlled by different gangs, each 
of  which guards its turf  fiercely in order to maintain its 
share of  the drug trade. Tempers run high––sometimes 
for an act as ordinary as crossing the street into another 
neighborhood––and shots are fired, hitting not only 
members of  enemy gangs, but innocent bystanders, 
including children simply trying to play outside. Ideally, 
of  course, Chicago would eradicate gangs entirely, and 
lock up all criminals involved with them, rather than 
simply the leaders. But, in the meantime, the city can 
start by changing the way criminals carry guns, which 
will certainly make the streets safer.

 Still, some critics object that whether or not 
“stop and frisk” has the ability to prevent crime is wholly 
irrelevant: it’s a racist policy, they say, and violating 
civil liberties on the promise of  increased security is 
unacceptable and unconstitutional. The New York Civil 
Liberties Union (NYCLU), for example, reported that, 
between 2002 and 2011, blacks and Latinos were the 
subject of  over 80% of  the stops made by the NYPD, 
despite the fact that they only account for 35% of  New 
York’s population. This, on its face, says the NYCLU, 
makes the policy discriminatory. Of  course, the most 
obvious objection would be to point out that the 
NYPD most often conducts stops in neighborhoods 
with the highest levels of  street crime, which also 
happen to have higher black and Latino populations. 
In fact, data shows that black New Yorkers make up 
approximately 80% of  the arrests for shootings, and 
70% of  the arrests for other types of  violent crime. If  
police have any reasonable intuitions about who seems 

suspicious, then one would expect that the number of  
black and Latino males stopped and frisked would be 
similar to the number of  blacks and Latinos arrested 
for crimes, regardless of  whether or not their skin 
color factored into the decision to pull them over at all.

 But the much more significant and effective 
objection to charges of  racism is not to point to who’s 
committing the most crime in New York; rather it is to 
consider who most crimes are being committed against, 
and thus who is benefiting most from the reductions in 
crime that “stop and frisk” helps to cause. Blacks are, 
again, overrepresented here, as they make up 63% of  
the murder victims in New York. Indeed, Blacks and 
Hispanics are the direct beneficiaries of  the NYPD’s 
efforts to stop crime: since 1993, that combined group 
has made up 79% of  the decline in homicide victims. 
Most strikingly, Professor Zimring estimates that, if  
homicide in New York had continued to occur at the 
same rate as it did in 1993, more than 10,000 black 
and Hispanic males who are alive today would have 
prematurely lost their lives in senseless street violence. 
Statistics in Chicago are similar: blacks and Hispanics 
make up 61.8% of  the population, and 94.2% of  the 
murder victims. The claim that aggressive policing and 
stop and frisk are inherently racist ignores an obvious 
demographic fact about crime: a majority of  street 
crime, in both New York and Chicago, is committed 
by minorities against other minorities. The racist city is 
not the one that recognizes this reality and steps in to 
stop it. The racist city is the one that allows a needless 
slaughter of  its minority youth. Chicago must not allow 
itself  to suffer this fate.

 Anti-police sentiment is, to a certain extent, 
understandable. An instinct to challenge authority is 
inherent in many of  us, and checks on authority are 
part of  what makes our democracy function smoothly 
and without corruption. But allowing this anti-police 
sentiment to go unchecked by reason is just as irrational 
as believing that the police can do no wrong. For many 
residents of  Chicago, like the four children of  Shirley 
Chambers, the main source of  fear, violence, and 
oppression is not the police, but the ruthless, illegitimate 
power of  street gangs who indiscriminately flex their 
muscle, no matter who gets hurt in the process. It is 
the government that can and must protect them from 
violent thugs who wield unchecked power from the 
barrel of  a gun. The police must, of  course, always 
be courteous and respectful of  the citizens, but must 
not mistake an obligation towards courtesy with an 
obligation for timidity in fighting crime. Until Chicago 
realizes this, it will have an indelible, bloodstained mark 
on its claim to be a world-class metropolis. Cp



During the past few decades 
or so, immigration seems 
to have been the most 
intractable of  political 
problems, perhaps because 
it takes so much social and 

political capital in order to effect reform of  the current 
system. Though generations of  both Democrats and 
Republicans have sought to reshape immigration policy 
in accordance with their own political values, each 
one has ultimately failed. But despite its propensity 
to endure and remain unchanged, the immigration 
issue, though embedded in a kaleidoscope of  poorly-
run, ineffective federal policies, is one that is uniquely 
dysfunctional. The current federal policies improperly 
rank priorities—reflecting that these policies were 
constructed with a profound misunderstanding of  
the ends of  immigration policy and the goodness of  
American principles—and thereby employs crude, 
ineffective means for the goals that it does have.

 This year provides an exceptional opportunity 
for bringing about a better immigration system, 
because, as has been repeated often in the media, the 
political landscape has shifted significantly as a result 
of  the 2012 elections. Principles of  reform—which 
must necessarily include good-faith efforts to secure 
borders, expand visa access, move toward a skills-
based process, and find a pathway to legal residency 
for illegal immigrants—all arguably have broader 
agreement among the nation’s policymakers than they 
have at any time in recent history. But at the same time, 
immigration policy ought not be reformed just because 
reform is within our grasp; making for a just and 
propitious immigration system represents tremendous 
potential for the expansion of  opportunity in America, 

and, in particular, it is an integral part of  a shift in 
the priorities of  the conservative movement and the 
Republican Party back toward their foundational 
principles. 

How to Think and Speak about Immigration
The approach to immigration taken by liberals 

is highly problematic, partly because its focus on 
the concept of  compassion improperly obscures the 
objectives of  immigration policy. Advocates of  the 
failed DREAM Act (a proposed bill that would give 
certain illegal immigrants who immigrated as minors 
the opportunity to become temporary residents if  
they serve in the military or attend a college) were 
particularly fond of  using the term “compassion” 
to argue in favor of  their favored bill’s passage. Yet 
judging a policy’s worth based solely on compassion is 
quite clearly an imprudent and short-sighted approach 
to immigration reform, which is to say nothing of  the 
problems associated with actually determining whether 
any given policy is more or less compassionate than 
any other policy.

If  we were to take up the standpoint that 
compassion is the most important principle within 
the boundaries of  immigration policy, the most 
appropriate reform it seems would be to allow for 
open borders and grant new immigrants immediate 
citizenship. This policy, it seems, would recognize 
the innate humanness of  all people, no matter their 
background or birth. But at the same time it would 
have some very obvious negative consequences for 
American citizens and change the character of  the 
United States in a fundamental way; for instance, if  
we cannot find enough jobs for our population size 
now, what would we do if  our population increased 
by 5% seemingly overnight as a result of  such relaxed 
policies. Liberal messaging on immigration does not 
adequately explain how current citizens would benefit 
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from an American immigration policy that accepts 
new residents without regard to the value that they can 
provide to the nation.

Moreover, the Left fails to recognize the damage 
that is done by past failures to reform the immigration 
system. In 1986, President Reagan signed what was 
purportedly a long-term solution to the immigration 
problem, yet history has judged that bill unfavorably. 
Nearly three million illegal immigrants were granted 
legal residency in exchange for the promise that 
the 1986 amnesty would be the last because of  the 
improvements to border security. More than twenty-
five years later, Congress has granted seven additional 
amnesties and legal 
residency to five million 
more illegal immigrants.

The baseless 
optimism and 
unwillingness to make 
tough decisions that 
echo throughout 
immigration’s legislative 
history is certainly 
enough to call into 
question Congress’s 
prudence on the subject. 
In order to actually enact change that would seriously 
provide for a long-term solution, any immigration 
reform bill must include rigorous safeguards to ensure 
that borders are secure before citizenship is granted to 
illegal immigrants, and border security advocates have 
ample reason to be skeptical of  reform efforts. Border 
security is crucial not only because it is just to reward 
those who go through the legal means of  immigrating, 
but also because it is one of  the foremost purposes 
of  government to protect its citizens from outside 
crime, like drug-running and weapons-smuggling. Yet 
liberal thinkers unfairly attempt to characterize these 
concerns as disingenuous complaints designed to 
disguise xenophobia. Such rhetoric does a substantial 
amount of  damage to the goal of  uniting lawmakers 
and the citizens they represent behind a sensible 
immigration policy.

As misguided as liberal rhetoric about immigration 
may be, the message that conservatives have conveyed 
to the American public with regard to the issue may 
be even less constructive. Prominent conservatives 
both inside and outside government have consistently 
spoken about illegal immigrants in ways that fail to 
recognize their essential humanity. Congressman 
Steven King of  Iowa, a leading voice of  House 

conservatives and a possible Senate candidate in 2014, 
has been one of  the worst offenders. He has refused 
to back down from comments comparing illegal 
immigrants to livestock and dogs. Such comments 
are given significant airtime by the media, and thereby 
such radical positions become part and parcels of  the 
image of  intolerant conservatives.

The ideas communicated by conservative leaders 
are also lacking in a proper sense of  what is and is 
not possible. Congressman Michele Bachman, 
another leader of  the right wing in the House and a 
2012 presidential candidate who at one point gained 
significant traction, called for the deportation of  

every illegal immigrant 
in the United States. 
Ms. Bachmann and 
supporters of  her 
hard-line view are 
continually unable to 
outline a feasible plan 
for accomplishing their 
mass deportation goals, 
most likely because it is 
impossible to devise such 
a proposal. 

The Republican 
standard bearer during the 2012 campaign, Mitt 
Romney, was notoriously out of  touch on the issue of  
immigration. His infamous comments supporting the 
“self-deportation” were revealing in their tone-deaf  
character. While the phrase may have sounded clever to 
a certain subsection of  political consultants, it rightly 
sounded callous and negative to many important 
voters. Many Hispanic voters found the idea that those 
who had risked much in order to come to America 
in search of  opportunity would voluntarily return to 
nations devoid of  that opportunity to be implausible 
and insulting.

Many observers and commentators of  American 
politics have taken up the position that immigration 
reform is a panacea for the Republican Party’s electoral 
struggles with Hispanic voters. These commentators 
overstate the issue’s salience; the crucial difference 
between America’s major political parties most certainly 
regards what the size of  the federal government ought 
to be. It cannot be ignored that a solid majority of  
Hispanic voters come down on a different side of  that 
divide than Republicans. Nonetheless, immigration 
represents a “gateway issue” for Republicans as they 
attempt to make inroads with Hispanic-American 
voters. As conservative icon Jack Kemp was fond of  

“The pursuit of  economic 
opportunity and entrepreneurship 
are core conservative values, 
and conservatives must win over 
those who hold these values if  
they hope to see their ideology 
prosper.”
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saying, “People don’t care how much you know until 
they know how much you care.”

Conservatives cannot plausibly hope to gain any 
traction in making arguments for economic liberty 
to Hispanic voters if  those voters do not believe that 
conservatives’ goals in policy-making include tangibly 
improving the lives of  Hispanic-Americans. A CNN 
exit poll revealed that 27% of  the electorate’s chief  
criterion for choosing their candidate was “cares 
about people.” President Obama soundly defeated 
Romney by a 63-point margin in that category. It is 
nearly impossible to argue that the image of  Romney, 
conservatism’s most prominent exponent in the past 
two election cycles, was not damaged by his hard-line 
stance on immigration. In order for conservatives to 
regain national favor, they must convince a broad base 
of  voters, particularly Hispanics, that conservatives 
care deeply about their struggles, about their lives, and 
about their families.

Just as conservatives must earn the trust of  
Hispanic-American voters who are troubled by the 
conservative party’s rhetoric about immigration, they 
must also place greater faith in the ability of  Hispanics 
to contribute to America’s future. There exists an 
influential current within the Republican Party that 
believes Hispanic voters, who are disproportionately 
first- or second-generation Americans, are permanently 
destined to be part of  the Democratic Party’s liberal 
base. This attitude runs counter to American history 
and betrays a lack of  understanding of  many Hispanic-
Americans. Under a reasonable immigration system, 
immigrants will have traits that make them inherently 
inclined to be conservatives. By definition, they have 
made a decision to uproot themselves and often their 
families to the United States. Often people who choose 
to immigrate to the United States are skilled workers 
who place a high value on prosperity and the ability to 
do their work in an excellent fashion. The pursuit of  
economic opportunity and entrepreneurship are core 
conservative values, and conservatives must win over 
those who hold these values if  they hope to see their 
ideology prosper. 

Moreover, the Republican Party is composed of  
various immigrant groups that have assimilated into 
American culture. Though their one-time immigrant 
status is no longer highly relevant to their experience 
in America, Italian-Americans, Irish-Americans, and 
Americans of  Eastern European origin were once 
constituents of  the big-city Democratic political 
machine. As time went by, these Americans moved 
from the city to the suburbs and put down roots in 

large numbers. After two to three generations, these 
Americans became much more conservative in their 
outlook, particularly with regard to economic issues. 
Today, Catholics are Republican-leaning demographic, 
and many of  the party’s most effective and prominent 
leaders are drawn from its ranks.

Conservatives’ focus on immigration ought to 
be on the successful integration of  immigrants into 
American society. While many of  the policies that 
resulted from the “ownership society” advocated by 
President Bush were highly flawed, the underlying 
concept is not. Controlling the path of  one’s life, 
particularly with regard to economic decisions, is a 
powerful factor in the development of  a conservative 
ideology. For this reason, conservatives should 
relentlessly advocate pro-ownership policies such 
as school choice, partial privatization of  entitlement 
programs, and patient-centered health care reform. 
Health care reform is of  particular importance, since 
Hispanic voters are disproportionately likely to be 
uninsured and the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act was a major factor in their strong support for 
President Obama’s successful re-election bid. 

Principles of  Reform
It seems that, as we saw, the first principle of  

immigration reform ought to be border security. 
Without establishing control over who and what 
enters the country, the federal government cannot 
hope to gain the support of  the American public for 
changes to immigration laws or effectively overhaul 
the immigration system. A January report from 
the Government Accountability Office suggests 
that Border Patrol captures only 60% of  those 
who attempt to cross the border illegally. The best 
approach utilizes a multi-faceted approach that attacks 
the problem from several angles. At the most basic 
level, the porous nature of  the US-Mexico border calls 
for the construction of  new fences. In addition, more 
agents at the border would be a welcome step forward. 
The doubling of  the number of  border patrol agents 
over the past decade has aided progress, but work 
remains to be done. Finally, it is crucial that border 
security efforts employ 21st century technology. One 
aspect that is notably absent from President Obama’s 
blueprint for reform is the use of  unmanned drones in 
border enforcement.

Because Congress has a long and shameful history 
of  failing to meet its obligations to secure the border, 
there is a need for a mechanism that would ensure that 
adequate progress is made before wholesale changes to 
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immigration law can take effect. The establishment of  
a commission to monitor and rule on the progress of  
border security would be a prudent addition to a reform 
bill. Yet conservatives need to be vigilant in ensuring 
that the commission has consequential authority. Thus 
the elected officials and community leaders who are 
selected must necessarily include figures with a strong 
track record of  credibility on border security issues.   

After the border is secured, conservatives would 
be wise to focus on the expansion of  visa access for 
highly skilled immigrants. The status quo, in which 
talented students in math and science come to the 
United States to acquire a top-flight education in 
those fields but are then forced to leave the country 
because they cannot gain access to a green card, is 
nearly the diametrical opposite of  a prudent policy. 
The discrepancy between the human capital in highly 
skilled fields demanded by technology employers 
and the quantity of  suitable American graduates 
in those fields is approaching levels that harm the 
fundamentals of  the economy. While temporary H-1B 
visas that allow highly skilled workers to remain in the 
United States should be expanded, an effort to grant 
permanent residency to technologically skilled workers 
would also be welcome.

More broadly, conservatives would be well-advised 
to push strongly for a shift toward a skills-based 
immigration system. A 2011 report from the Brookings 
Institution revealed that only 6.5 percent of  visas are 
granted to skilled workers, against 36 percent for the 
same category of  visa in Canada. The immigration data 
collected by the federal government demonstrates that 
the majority of  those who immigrate to the United 
States do so in order to join family members. While 
conservatives do and should advocate tirelessly for the 
strengthening of  the family, the highest priority with 
regard to immigration is the national interest, which 
mandates that the American immigration system 
prioritize human capital.

After the skills that a potential immigrant possesses, 
the next consideration in immigration decisions ought 
to be the situation in the potential immigrant’s home 
country. The expansion of  opportunity is second only 
to national interest in the formation of  an immigration 
policy that is truly deserving of  the United States. 
There is not much to be found that is more true to the 
American spirit than escaping a hopeless, tyrannical 
environment in search of  a place where one can speak 
and worship freely while building a better life for 
oneself  and one’s family. Thus, granting preference to 
citizens of  nations such as Venezuela and Zimbabwe 

is most properly in keeping with American values.
Given the presence of  approximately 11 million 

illegal immigrants within America’s borders and 
liberal control of  the Senate and the presidency, it is 
necessary to outline a path to legal residency for illegal 
immigrants. In order for legal residency to be achieved, 
illegal immigrants must first make substantive sacrifices 
to ensure that they are committed to contributing 
substantively to American society. These steps include 
paying taxes of  all kinds, paying a modest penalty for 
violating the law, as well as learning English and basic 
knowledge of  United States history and government. 
Crucially, these steps must be oriented towards 
assimilation and moving immigrants toward the 
creation of  economic value, a lifestyle oriented around 
ownership, and a robust appreciation of  the liberty 
that is at the core of  America’s identity. Moreover, the 
rule of  law and fairness dictate that illegal immigrants 
cannot be granted preferential treatment in the 
allocation of  legal residency permits over foreign 
citizens who have respected America’s laws and are 
still waiting to gain legal entry into the United States.

Moreover, enforcement policy must change to 
reflect a lack of  tolerance for flouting immigration law. 
As the 11 million illegal immigrants are granted the 
opportunity to obtain legal residency and visa access 
for highly skilled workers is dramatically expanded, 
the incentives for employers to hire illegal immigrants 
would be sharply reduced. Illegal immigrants who have 
committed even relatively minor crimes ought to be 
readily identifiable under the new system and deported 
to preserve the integrity of  the rule of  law in America.

Conclusion
Immigration reform represents an opportunity 

for conservatism to gain a long-term foothold on 
public discourse in America. Much has been made of  
the Republican Party’s demographic struggles, yet it 
is difficult to overestimate the impact that the need 
to acquire influence can have on an institution. The 
opportunity to expand and replenish the ranks of  
American conservatism for the next generation is now 
before its most powerful exponents, and the moment 
cannot be allowed to pass. But what cannot be 
dismissed is the crucial point that, for conservatism to 
survive, the conservative community must recognize 
that a sound and prudent immigration policy—one 
that encourages fairness, economic freedom, and 
technological skill—is itself  a part of  the core of  
conservatism.      Cp
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A decade after the initial 
invasion of  Iraq, and more 
than a decade following 
our intervention into 
Afghanistan, the American 
people have been left more 

uncertain about our place in the world than anytime 
since the end of  the Cold War. Polls show that 
most Americans believe the wars to have been 
misadventures, and are apprehensive about future 
entanglements. The loss of  so much blood and 
treasure since 2001 has weighed heavily on the 
American spirit, and following the financial collapse 
of  2008 and the stagnant economy that has resulted 
from it, we have become even less likely to actively 
promote democracy on the world stage. President 
Obama’s foreign policy reflects this hesitancy: from 
our reliance on drones to our relative paralysis 
during the Iranian protests and Arab Spring, caution 
has become immoderate, and we now lack any 

positive vision for our role in the world. Following 
the war in Vietnam America faced a similar loss of  
confidence, but at that point in history the threat 
of  communism still remained, forcing the United 
States to eventually reengage with the world.

Today isolationism is on the rise, particularly 
among the generation whose formative years were 
post-9/11, and greater numbers of  Americans 
believe that we can and ought to raise the 
drawbridge and retreat into fortress America. For 
all the protestations of  the right, President Obama 
has in many ways become a hawk following the rise 
this new isolationism, much of  it concentrated in 
the Republican Party. This is not to say that based 
on traditional measures the president should be 
considered a hawk. President Obama’s hesitancy in 
some ways is a worse position than either that of  the 
isolationists or the interventionists—a Frankenstein 
monster that has no guiding principle, and that 
carries with it many of  the risks but few of  the 
rewards of  the latter position. But that his stance 
is hawkish relative to the increasingly influential 
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isolationist wing allows us to see how substantially 
the ground has shifted.

I do not wish to comment at length on the 
wisdom or efficacy of  the wars in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. I have no doubt that I will find myself  in the 
minority on this subject, and while I believe them to 
be defensible, their justification is not the focus of  
this article. Their methods of  implementation, and 
how the broader War on Terror was used to justify 
encroachments on certain civil liberties at home is 
troubling, and we must learn from the mistakes made 
and should publicly weigh what safety measures 
accord with our commitment to individual liberty 
and civil rights. But the general principle behind the 
wars’ justification should not be abandoned, for it is 
at the heart of  the American idea.

The United States government is structured by 
the Constitution, and its limits are delineated in the 
Bill of  Rights. While all governments presuppose 
some normative foundation, the Bill of  Rights 
ensures that our government is one explicitly 
conceived of  as a moral project. Our political 
values are not only found in our practices, but are 
held as a civic religion, whose sacred texts are the 
Constitution and Bill of  Rights. Our relationship to 
our constitution is unique among the nations of  the 
world, and our devotion to it has helped to condition 
our exceptional character. But the Constitution and 
Bill of  Rights are not our only sacred texts. While they 
form the foundation of  the American project here 
at home—as a project for the American people—
the more general moral and political project from 
which they are derived is found in the Declaration 
of  Independence: “We hold these truths to be self-
evident, that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable 
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the 
pursuit of  Happiness.”

The United States of  America was not founded 
on the rights of  colonial Englishmen. It was 
explicitly founded on the idea that all men possess 
a basic dignity and worth that must be respected 
by just governments, and that without that respect 
a community cannot properly be called a political 
society. This is not meant to whitewash history—
the imperfections of  our application of  this ideal 
are easily seen in our historical treatment of  women, 
African Americans, Native Americans, gays, and 
other minority groups. But any nation founded on 

such a noble ideal will inevitably fail over the course 
of  time. The marvel of  the America story is how we 
have mediated the tension between our ideals and 
the reality of  the prejudices and sentiments of  the 
time, and how in doing so we have worked toward a 
reflective equilibrium.

We cannot retreat from the world stage, or only 
act on self-interest and the desire for power and 
prestige. Our commitment to the freedom and dignity 
of  mankind precedes our founding. To abandon this 
commitment is to abandon the commitment to the 
American idea, it is to accept that not all people in all 
times are deserving of  basic rights and liberties that 
we believe are appropriate for ourselves. This is not 
to say that the American way of  life must be imposed 
in every way upon the various cultures and peoples 
of  the world. There will naturally exist differences 
in our ways of  life, in the general structure of  our 
governments, and in our social norms and moral 
sentiments. But this recognition does not necessarily 
lead us to the unreflective modern relativism of  
those who would deny America’s role in the world as 
an active supporter of  basic human rights. The real 
imposition does not come from the United States, 
but from those despots and tyrants who impose 
themselves upon populations who, in merely being 
human, have every right to be free.

Prudence must dictate what forms of  action the 
United States can take in promoting these political 
values. It may be the case that the wars in Afghanistan 
and/or Iraq were folly, even with this understanding 
of  our place in the world. That is a debate that can 
be had, and its conclusion ought to inform us of  
how and when we should or should not intervene 
militarily. But what is most dangerous about the 
beliefs arising out of  our recent experiences is that 
many view the moral enterprise itself  as folly. Our 
judgments of  the particular cases are beginning to 
render a broader judgment about the universal ideal. 
Such a move is only an extension of  the more general 
move toward relativism. America’s unique normative 
origins and civic religion have helped to inoculate us 
from the relativism that has infected much of  the 
West, and if  we abandon our commitment to those 
ideals we will become far more likely to succumb to 
it.

The world needs America. Europe faces an even 
greater crisis of  identity than we do, and is beset by 
structural, economic, and cultural dislocations that 
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make it a poor substitute for American leadership. 
Japan is frail, ageing, and lacks hard power, China and 
Russia would be poor stewards of  the international 
order, India is still too weak, internally divided, and 
lacks the cultural commitment to universalizing 
these ideals, and no other power can fill the void that 
would be left by the United States. We have a duty to 
the world and to ourselves, and while nation building 

may be suffering from ill repute, our commitment 
to the building of  a more just and free world must 
remain steady, and inform our foreign policy going 
forward.

On the Achievements of  the 
War in Iraq

By Alexander Sarratelli

Ten years ago this month, the United 
States deployed troops to intervene 
in Iraq. In an address to the nation, 
President George W. Bush cited 
Iraq’s supposed possession of  
weapons of  mass destruction as 

the reason for invasion. Today, we know that Saddam 
Hussein did not possess any such nuclear weapons. In 
fact, his nuclear program had been dormant for some 
time. With this in mind, some on the left argue that 
the president invented the threat of  Iraq. They see 
this eight-year commitment as a manufactured crisis, 
one that could easily have been avoided. They contend 
that Bush intervened in Iraq for spurious reasons – 
and rightly so. None of  the weapons we found quite 
fit the description of  non-chemical weapons of  mass 
destruction. However, the notion that Iraq was not a 
threat is categorically false. Those who deride Bush for 
taking action – though, perhaps, not the right action – 
are in the wrong. Something had to be done to contain 
a regime that continued to threaten its own citizens and 
global stability.

 Under Saddam Hussein, Iraq’s government 
functioned as a sadistic regime. In addition to maintaining 
undemocratic rule over the nation, he committed 
genocide against a prominent ethnic minority, the 
Kurds. During the 1980s, he systematically exterminated 
over 120,000 Kurds in concentration camps. After the 
Gulf  War, Saddam attempted to commit genocide once 
more. He employed brutal tactics to suppress the many 
Shias who attempted to overthrow him. This campaign 
included the draining of  the marshes of  southern Iraq, 
forcing many thousands of  marsh Arabs to relocate, 
or face mass starvation. By the time the conflict had 

subsided, over 100,000 people were killed. Years later, 
when the perpetrators were tried, prosecutor Mahdi 
Abdul-Amir called it “among one of  the ugliest crimes 
ever committed against humanity in modern history.” In 
1996, after war broke out between the Kurds and Iraq, 
President Bill Clinton launched missile strikes to prevent 
Saddam from replicating his previous genocides and 
ordered a no-fly zone over Iraq. Although Iraq would 
only laughably be described as a republic, Saddam 
maintained that it was a republic. He even held elections 
in 1995 and 2002, when he was generously legitimized 
by over 99% of  Iraqis. Even after our first direct conflict 
with him, he continued to terrorize his people.

 Moreover, Saddam acted as a threat to global 
stability. He invaded both Iran and Kuwait, citing specious 
territorial and oil claims. After hostilities ended in the 
latter, Saddam attempted to assassinate President George 
H.W. Bush in 1993. Clinton responded by launching 
cruise missile strikes against Iraq. One year later, Saddam 
assembled 80,000 troops to the border of  Kuwait to 
intimidate a newly liberated nation; he would not accept 
any peace, even after he was punished. Furthermore, 
Saddam gave shelter to known terrorists, including Abu 
Nidal, one of  the worlds most wanted men. He also 
housed Abdul Rahman Yasin and Ramzi Yousef, two of  
the 1993 World Trade Center bombers. The culmination 
of  these factors led to the signing of  the Iraq Liberation 
Act of  1998. Passing with an overwhelming majority in 
the House of  Representatives, and a unanimous vote 
in the Senate, this bill called for regime change in Iraq. 
Months after Clinton signed the legislation, Saddam acted 
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On the Movement Towards 
Multilateral Action

By Eric Wessan

The world has changed drastically in 
the past decade.  While this March 
marks the tenth anniversary of  
the United States involvement in 
the Iraqi Theater, it also perhaps 
provides a line after which America 

can be said to have withdrawn from Iraq.  Ten years ago, 
the United States entered Iraq with the intent of  toppling 
a dictator and stopping the procurement or use of  
Weapons of  Mass Destruction by a potentially unstable 
dictator.  The United States led in that fight and stood 
as the main driving force behind military action.  While 
Colin Powell did manage to rally international support, 
America was forceful and clear in its own intention 
to join the fight, even if  unilaterally.  The largest and 
key difference is that now the United States seems to 
be almost unwilling to operate without the multilateral 
support of  the United Nations.  Three areas that 
illustrate this are: Libya, Syria and Iran. Syria shows our 
lasting unwillingness to enter into a conflict that could 
have major humanitarian repercussions. Meanwhile, 
Iran demonstrates the difference from 2002, when the 
United States was willing to go to war over the issue 
of  WMDs, to today, when it is decidedly less inclined.  
However, one of  the most interesting changes to note 
from Iraq to today actually lies in the only engagement 
the United States has became involved with recently: 
Libya.  While UN support cannot be raised to go after 
Iran or the Russian Protectorate of  Syria, in Libya there 
lied a state that the US could get UN support to aid.  The 
United States used to be the global leader for freedom, 
whereas now it has transitioned to have a willingness to 

lead from behind.
 Irrespective of  whether or not going into Iraq 

was a mistake, but regardless, the United States took 
the responsibility to lead and to protect seriously. Iraq, 
at the time, had the fourth largest army in the world, 
but against the Freedom Coalition powers it crumbled 
under the weight of  its own command structure and 
quickly dissipated.  After that point, the United States 
got caught in a quagmire of  nation-building and anti-
insurgency efforts, which have severely discouraged 
involvement in many conflicts since then.  Ten years 
later, the United States has removed itself  from Iraq, 
and while it is not a stable democracy, it survives as a 
multi-ethnic and multicultural democracy in the Middle 
East.  

 Alternatively, we decided to lead from behind 
in Libya. While the United States did not get caught in 
a similar situation as they found themselves in Iraq, the 
message that was being sent was very different from 
the one that President Bush sent in 2002.  In 2002, 
the United States was fighting to liberate an oppressed 
people, to neutralize a potentially irrational leader with 
supposed access to weapons of  mass destruction, and 
to support those who would do America harm.  Besides 
the WMDs, Colonel Gaddafi was in a similar situation.  
Engaged in a brutal civil war against his own people, 
the United States could have decided to fight or provide 
support in order to try to help the democratizing forces 
take control.  Because of  the more binding ties of  this 
United Nations-centric approach, the United States 

Eric Wessan is a third year in the College majoring in 
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again. He refused to comply with the United Nations 
Special Commission weapons inspectors, prompting 
Clinton to order a four-day bombing of  strategic targets. 
At the time, no one doubted that Saddam was pursuing 
chemical and nuclear weapons. Mahdi Obeidi, one of  
Saddam’s premier nuclear physicists, maintains that he 
would have reopened his nuclear program when the world 
was no longer watching. With no respect for territorial 
sovereignty or international law, Saddam operated as an 
international wildcard.

Indeed, many disagree with invasion as the best 

course of  action – I certainly do. Iraq is a particularly 
tricky country to navigate, seeing as its borders were 
invented. The presence of  many ethnic groups, all with 
their own interests, also makes invasion difficult. As we 
saw in the years following the collapse of  Ba’athism, the 
Sunnis and Shias warred, with the Kurds defending their 
own sub-nation. Still, when the left claims that Iraq was 
never a threat, and that Bush invented the conflict for 
his own reasons, they overlook decades of  antagonism. 
For the sake of  the Iraqi people and of  global stability, 
Saddam Hussein had to be stopped.

23Counterpoint



On Neo-Conservatism and 
Popular Sovereignty

By Benjamin Silver

To most Americans, the term 
“neo-conservatism” denotes a 
strand of  conservatism that, in its 
essence, is quick to go to war and 
cares little of  the consequences. 
Much of  this impression was, no 

doubt, inspired by former President Bush’s decisions to 
engage in the Iraqi and Afghani theatres, the results of  
those decisions, and those “evil” governmental officials 
(e.g. Dick Cheney or Karl Rove) who manipulated the 
president into making such poor choices. 

 As James Ceaser correctly identifies, however, 
the core of  neo-conservatism is not a mindset that 
somehow seeks to manipulate foreign countries into 
serving the best interests of  America or by waging 
unnecessary, preemptive wars. Rather, Ceaser says that 
for neo-conservatism, “the foundational concept is 
natural right, which is a theoretical way of  saying that 
the standard of  right or good, so far as political or 
social action is concerned, is ascertainable by human 
reason.” The connection between neo-conservatism’s 
core—natural right—and America’s invasion of  Iraq is 
not then an unmitigated lust for blood, but the idea that 
the Hussein regime was quite literally unreasonable. The 
Hussein regime did not respect the natural rights of  its 
people (as evident in its genocide of  the Kurds), did 
not practice the principles of  reasonable governance 
(as evident by the fact that he was a tyrant), and did 
not acknowledge the rights of  surrounding states 
(which are extrapolated from the natural right of  the 

individual), like Israel. All of  this, according to the neo-
conservatives who are aware of  neo-conservatism’s 
core, was compounded with the fact that American 
inaction would mean an ever-more-powerful Iraqi 
tyrant who could threaten the best interests and national 
security of  the United States and her allies. And so, the 
neo-conservatives argued, we would “accept war, rather 
than let [the nation] perish.”

 Indeed, by its very nature, neo-conservatism 
posits that natural rights belong to all human beings, and 
so, ideally speaking, it would be unquestionably best if  we 
could introduce natural rights into every corner of  the 
world and secure those rights for all people, regardless 
of  race, creed, gender, sexual-orientation, and so on, 
because all humans are endowed with reason. But the 
thinkers of  the natural rights tradition did not delude 
themselves into thinking that the universality of  their 
morals-accessible-though-reason did not come without 
complications. For the Founders, securing natural 
rights in perpetuity was the task of  the day, and they 
accomplished that undertaking by devising a complex 
set of  governmental rules that would, by their inherent 
propensity, combat soft and hard tyranny. Moreover, 
they said, the society that was founded in natural right 
and reason could not be governed, as some would have 
it, by philosopher-kings or a cabal. For rights to prevail, 
the society must be unabashedly grounded in popular 
sovereignty—the self-determination of  the society’s 
populace—in order for that country to survive. 

 Here in the realm of  popular sovereignty 

intervened in a half  measure.  While democracy has been 
created in Libya, it remains to be seen whether or not the 
democracy can become established.  When speaking at 
the University of  Chicago recently, former Secretary of  
State Madeleine Albright espoused a belief  that the idea 
of  leading from behind is dangerous, because America, 
as the clear leader of  the free world should be leading 
from in front.  The idea that America would be doing 
anything but that was unacceptable.

 The legacy of  Iraq is one of  caution.  While the 
world was willing to be riled up for a fight, now there is 
much less trust in a government’s justification for war 

and its ability to effectively conduct one. People are loath 
to act in a way that could be politically disadvantageous, 
even if  that means leading in a fight to bring freedom 
and democracy to areas that do not know it.  To some, 
the cost of  this sort of  help is too high, and with the 
bogging down of  Iraq their voices have grown stronger.  
However, there are still those that believe America has a 
responsibility to project its values abroad, and while that 
opinion may currently be unpopular in the shadow of  
Iraq, as we move forward the calls for freedom will likely 
regain their place of  preeminence in American foreign 
policy.
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more questions regarding natural rights arise. In what 
cases may governments be overthrown? Must the 
people alone enact revolution, and does assistance 
from external entities delegitimize revolution? After a 
regime is overthrown, can the will of  the people decide 
a new, non-democratic regime? Would such a regime 
be legitimate? What is necessary to maintain, to say 
nothing of  establishing, a society founded on popular 
sovereignty? What are the roles of  education, religion, 
morality, the sciences, and other parts of  the civil 
society in a community that holds popular sovereignty 
so dear? The complexity and variety of  answers to these 
questions were not lost on the first neo-conservatives, 
especially Irving Kristol and his entourage, who 
championed the natural rights tradition as the weapon 
with which to slay communism.

 But in the contemporary community of  
neo-conservatives, it seems that conversations on 
such questions are rare, are not wholly connected 
to actual circumstances, or are of  such a nature that 
the complexities and nuances are lost on the leaders 
who make the policies. As such, when the politicians 
who took their direction from these neo-conservative 
thinkers resolved that natural right and national security 
warranted the United States entering the Iraqi theatre, 
the leaders were at a loss as to what came after the 
Hussein regime had been upended. Many pundits 
like to phrase our leaders’ failure to contemplate that 
question as “not having an exit strategy,” but such a 
characterization only scratches at the surface. Our 
leaders’ failure was not that they did not know how to 
extract our forces and under what circumstances, but 

that they did not contemplate the deep question of  
what happens when the body that governs a community 
crumbles. In short, they did not even venture a guess as 
to how popular sovereignty was connected to natural 
right.

 What if  the Iraqis decide they want an 
oligarchy, or worse, a king who will inevitably evolve 
into a ruthless, intolerant tyrant? What if  the Iraqis 
decide to systematically discriminate against minority 
groups, like the Sunnis, the Kurds, or the Christians? 
Does the fact that the American military overthrew 
the Hussein regime entitle Americans to construct a 
government for Iraq, regardless of  the Iraqis wishes? 
Can the Kurds secede, forming a new nation, as some 
prominent politicians like Joe Biden have suggested, 
and what would the grounds for such a secession 
actually be? All of  these questions went unanswered, 
and so there was confusion amongst bureaucrats, the 
brave personnel who risked their lives to liberate Iraq, 
and the Iraqi people themselves. 

 And so, Iraq has been, it seems, an 
unquestionable failure. In some sense, it failed to 
accomplish the implicit goal of  establishing a country 
made in the image of  America, precisely because the very 
Americans who proudly claim to be the inheritors of  the 
Founders ideas—the neo-conservative politicians—did 
not comprehend the deepness of  the ideas that they 
championed. Neo-conservatism in the governmental 
sphere crashed thereby. Iraq signaled not the failure of  
neo-conservatism as an intrinsically untenable or false 
idea, but displayed the state of  disrepair into which the 
natural rights tradition had fallen. 

On the Surge and Political 
Courage

By Jeremy Sawyer

By January 2007, the American 
public had long ago grown weary 
of  the War in Iraq and anti-war 
sentiment was approaching an 
all-time high. Iraq appeared to be 
an albatross around the neck of  

President George W. Bush from which he could not 
escape; the president’s party had been badly shellacked 
at the polls in the November 2006 midterm elections, 

largely owing to the dissatisfaction with developments 
in Iraq. Voters who ushered in a wave of  freshman 
Democrats to the House and Senate expected their 
representatives in the federal legislature to reduce 
American involvement in the region.

 Against this backdrop, President Bush 
announced in January 2007 that the United States would 
dramatically increase its troop presence in Iraq. On 
national television, Bush announced the deployment 
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of  more than 20,000 additional troops for the purpose 
of  supporting the police forces and government of  
Iraq. The speech was immediately met with vehement 
opposition from the newly empowered Left. Many 
political leaders criticized the president as tone-deaf, 
and the House passed a resolution expressing its 
disapproval with the deployment of  additional troops.

 Bush also made several key personnel changes 
to aid in the implementation of  new military policy 
in Iraq. The most important action taken by the 
former president was the appointment of  General 
David Petraeus as commander of  the Multinational 
Force Iraq. Petraeus came to the post as a highly 
accomplished expert in counterinsurgency strategy. The 
policies he implemented involved building substantive 
relationships with Iraqi populations and winning over 
hearts and minds of  local leaders and civilians. Under 
Petraeus, coalition forces searched out and eliminated 
insurgent sanctuaries, such as the infamous Anwar 
Province, while simultaneously maintaining control of  
regions that had been conquered. Though Petraeus’ 
name has been sullied by failings in his personal life, 
Americans should not forget the tremendous efforts 
the general put forth in combating insurgents on 
behalf  of  his country.

 Senator John McCain was a prominent and 
vigorous advocate of  the deployment of  additional 
troops to Iraq. McCain, a fixture on Capitol Hill for 
decades, exercised his considerable clout in foreign 
policy circles to push for the president’s proposal. 
A great military hero but an inconsistent politician, 
McCain had perhaps his finest moment in backing the 
surge.

 The positive results of  the surge were not 
immediate. March 2007 came and went, and goals for 
security on the ground were not met. Iraqi policeman 
and soldiers were being killed in higher numbers in the 
first three months of  the surge, and only a fraction 
of  Baghdad was under coalition control. These 
developments, of  course, did little to quell the loyal 
opposition’s efforts to foster dissent.

 Yet over the summer, the tide began to turn and 
the security situation improved dramatically. A decline 
in violent attacks and the activity of  militia members 
was highly perceptible. While the most significant 
changes in Iraq were military in nature, political 
stability improved as well. The Iraqi government began 
to make significant progress in achieving political 
benchmarks devised by Congress. Not coincidentally, 
the Iraqi Parliament gained credibility after the United 
States had affirmed its commitment to Iraq and its 
government, and the major step of  allowing members 

of  Saddam Hussein’s Baath Party to return to public 
life was achieved.

 The results of  the surge prove that political 
courage and statesmanship can be rewarded. Senator 
McCain bet his career on a policy that he knew to 
be correct, and he capitalized on that unpopular 
decision on his way to a victory in the Republican 
primary of  the 2008 presidential election. Moreover, 
early negative experiences in Iraq did not irrevocably 
prejudice Americans against the merits of  military 
interventions that serve American national security 
and diplomatic interests. Public opinion with regard to 
overseas conflicts is instead driven primarily by results, 
and strategies that produce desired outcomes will gain 
acceptance over time.

 The strong leadership exhibited by President 
Bush in implementing the surge in Iraq will likely be 
seen as one of  the highlights of  his presidency and 
possibly its courageous moment. At his lowest point 
politically, Bush chose consciously to pursue a highly 
unpopular policy. He did so in the face of  an empowered 
opposition willing to all but root against the success 
of  American military forces. Bush took the argument 
to the American people and his administration won 
the argument largely because they were correct on the 
merits of  the issue. The administration’s record on 
spending was less than stellar, and the rollout of  the 
Freedom Agenda was not in and of  itself  sufficient to 
create a legacy. Yet the former president’s commitment 
to a robust counterinsurgency shaped the world in 
which future administrations would operate in a lasting, 
positive way.
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With regard to the impacts 
that the War in Iraq has 
had on American political 
discourse, the effects seem 
limitless. The war severely 
tarnished President 

George W. Bush’s image, negatively affected the 
Republican Party’s electoral pursuits, cost the United 
States billions of  dollars, and hardened American’s 
views against military intervention and foreign policy 
pursuits in a seemingly irrevocable manner. The varying 
political dynamics have driven much change in the 
ways in which the country conducts its domestic affairs 
and politicians characterize policy platforms. However, 
an effect of  the War in Iraq that has been perhaps 
more consequential and impactful is the change that 
this new approach has produ ced in terms of  military 
strategy: a new means of  conducting war. Long gone, 
it seems, is the ability for the United States to engage 
in similarly large-scale, expansive wars. The constraint 
is largely the byproduct of  two real forces. First, the 
past decade of  war has left the resources and military 
capacity of  the United States strained. Frankly, the U.S. 
military has been stretched to its limit. Conducting two 
simultaneous wars in addition to maintaining a strong 
presence in other regions has serious consequences, 
both in terms of  morale and resources and finances. 
This reality meant that soldiers were sent on multiple 
tours for both wars and that much of  the military’s 
resources and capabilities were concentrated on 
one region of  the world. Secondly, public sentiment 
expressing severe dissatisfaction with the two wars has 
made Americans weary of  engaging in another large-
scale war. With a large majority showing support for 
withdrawal from Afghanistan and the dominant media 
narrative driving opinions against further military 
involvement, federal officials lack the popular support 
and political capital necessary to wage such a battle. 

With the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan all but 
over and the public weary of  engaging in further 
conflicts, the United States finds itself  in somewhat 
of  a precarious situation. On the one hand, the War 
on Terror is far from finished. The existential threat 

posed by radical Islam remains a real, immediate risk 
that must be addressed and confronted with direct, 
forceful policy. On the other hand, political reality 
renders many of  these policy approaches unfeasible. 
Instead, it seems, the United States military must now 
conduct its engagements in a dramatically different 
fashion. No longer will America wage the large-scale 
military invasions once seen as a necessary facet of  the 
War on Terror. The mere mention of  having “troops 
on the ground” will beget severe political and popular 
backlash. The political ramifications of  the War in Iraq 
have driven the military to instead adopt a more muted 
and less exhaustive method of  war. Engagements will 
now likely be time-limited and resource-constrained. 
There will be minimal, if  any, troops involved in 
combat and the conflicts themselves will most probably 
carry low possibilities of  failure; the value of  these 
interventions to American national security interests 
will thus necessarily be limited. 

The recent calls by former Secretary of  Defense 
Leon Panetta for a smaller, leaner, and more mobile 
military seem to be a public acknowledgement of  this 
new reality. His comments are to some extent a response 
to the recent developments regarding budgetary 
concerns and sequestration. However, one cannot 
ignore the fact that Mr. Panetta’s plans aim to make 
the military more suitable for its expected demands in 
the next decade. A shift is also evident in the military 
policies adopted by the Obama administration in its 
counterterrorism offensives. The increased importance 
of  drones, along with troop withdrawals from Iraq 
and Afghanistan, provide further evidence of  a new 
approach, one which deemphasizes troop involvement 
in favor of  strategies concentrated on using methods 
that are less expensive and personnel-intensive. 

Libya is perhaps the best example of  the new 
posture adopted by the United States military. The 
offensive was a tangible representation of  the new 
military strategies that will likely be used and adopted 
in the new century and, unfortunately, celebrated by 
the left. It represented a low-stakes conflict that carried 
few real potential gains and deemphasized the role of  
troop involvement in direct conflict. The White House’s 

On Changes in the Conduct of  
War 

By Jonathan Godoy
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objective in Libya was to further the perception that the 
United States was integral in driving the revolution and 
assisting the rebels in a direct manner while limiting the 
potential for high casualties and political backlash. The 
endeavor, in this light, was a major success and was 
heralded by Obama administration officials and their 
sympathizers as a validation that low-confrontational, 
small-scale engagements are feasible and effective. 

In a way, Libya was similar to the Gulf  War 
that President George H. W. Bush oversaw in 1991. 
Lauded at the time for its effectiveness and success, 
the popularity of  the Gulf  War was, to a certain extent, 
a product of  the great disapproval the public held for 
the Vietnam War. Its relatively low level of  casualties 
and the rapidity with which it was conducted made the 
Gulf  War particularly popular. In essence, it became 
the anti-Vietnam War, much like Libya functions as 

the anti-Iraq War. Of  course, the specifics of  the Gulf  
War differentiate it from Libya in a very stark manner. 
However, the general idea remains that both conflicts 
radically revolutionized the way in which the public 
views these engagements and became standard-bearers 
for the means of  conducting war in the near future. 

This is not to say that large-scale wars will be non-
existent. An attack from Iran on American interests in 
the Middle East, for instance, would likely bring about 
a major war on a scale not seen since Iraq. However, 
the chances for such an occurrence remains low and 
will only come about as a result of  severe provocation 
on the part of  another aggressor. The War in Iraq has 
transformed the nature of  the United States military 
in the eyes of  the American people and in practice, 
and the long-term effects of  the world this conflict has 
created have yet to be fully determined.
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“Never, never, never believe 
any war will be smooth and 

easy, or that anyone who em-
barks on the strange voyage 
can measure the tides and 
hurricanes he will encoun-

ter. The statesman who yields 
to war fever must realize that 
once the signal is given, he is 
no longer the master of policy 
but the slave of unforeseeable 

and uncontrollable events.”

- Sir Winston Churchill


