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when a few independent
journalists discovered the true
statistics, did officials yield to
pressure. The number of people
killed in Beslan, they admitted,
was 1,181—almost three times
the original figure.

In response to these events,
President Bush stated, “I am...
concerned about the decisions
that are being made in Russia that
could undermine democracy.”
After Putin announced a plan to
“radically” expand the Kremlin’s
control over regional politics for

the purposes of national “unity,”
Bush telephoned him with a
warning to maintain democracy.

For the time being, Putin seems
to have not trouble ignoring such
warnings. In the last month, he
has moved quickly to eliminate
the popular election of regional
governors and district
parliamentary representatives. He
has sent a bill to the Duma that
would require all regional
governors to be nominated by the
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Playing With Fire
Put National Security Before Putin’s Friendship

T H E  G I V E N  O R D E R

F R O M  T H E  E D I T O R

THE 20TH  CENTURY WILL BE
REMEMBERED AS THE BLOODIEST,

most tragic failure of the
communist experiment. As the
world watched, the opposing
forces of liberty and oppression
came to a final showdown.
Ostensibly, the West prevailed.
Communism around the world
has petered into obliteration, and
the roots of liberty are spreading
into uncharted territories.
However, Russia’s promising
democratic future is now failing
as President Putin reverses the
advances of the last decade.

One of the most important
lessons learned from the history
of the Cold War is that erosion of
freedom in a country should not
be countered with light
disapproval. This week marks the
end of the 40-day mourning
period in Russia for the more than
330 men and women (including
over 150 children) killed in
September’s school siege in
Beslan, North Ossetia. In light of
the events surrounding this
tragedy, Russian-US relations
deserve a more critical look.

Twenty years ago, when the
forces of socialism threatened to
create an oppressive world
regime, Reagan dubbed them
“the evil empire.” He deliberately
pursued a language that left no
room for vacillation, because he
knew that only when a leader’s
determination is palpable and
persistent do other countries
come to take him seriously.

Two decades later, a more
unpredictable, even more
pernicious evil has entered the
international equation. In the
wake of 9/11, Russian President
Vladimir Putin pledged to join the
U.S. in its War against Terror, and
an alliance between the two

The European Union:
For Your Own Good

Forged to heal and secure a
continent devastated bY division
and war, the European Union
long ago expanded its noble
mission to include a massive
transnational regulatory
structure that has been growing
continuously for decades. In the
past several years, however, the
commissioners in Brussels have
become especially earnest to
dictate to states the details of
good economic and social order.

Like fungus, bureaucracy
thrives by exuding its own
spores in a dark and murky
environment.

Let us throw some light upon
a few of its more outrageous

growths. We could not make this
stuff up if we tried.

The New York Times reported in
January that a new directive issued
in February 2003 has set an EU-
wide limit on the noise an
orchestral musician may endure
in a day’s work. The “daily upper
exposure action value” of 85
decibels easily undercuts a proper
Strauss or Mahler, which may
register at least 95 decibels. And
as anyone who sat in high school
band can attest, the percussion and
brass sections tend to bellow even
louder. Now, according to Brussels, no
one should be allowed to choose
discomfort in the service of their art.

On the other hand, actual safety
measures on the job may not be
allowed. In July, the UK began to
enforce EU regulations on

climbing equipment originally
designed to protect construction
workers and window cleaners.
Under the 2001 laws, there are no
exceptions for outdoor climbing
instructors and adventurers, who
must defy their own time-tested
practices in order to follow the
rules. In lieu of a single rope,
professional climbers are required
to use two, which is actually a
riskier method. If they chafe at
using two ropes, of course, they
are encouraged to employ a
cherry-picker, scaffolding, a
ladder, or a giant airbag at the base
of the cliff.

Earlier this year, restaurants in
the ten new EU member states —
Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia,
Slovakia, Poland, Malta, Estonia,
Hungary, Cyprus, and the Czech

Republic — were introduced to
Brussels’ idea of consumer
“protection” through market
intervention. EU regulations
stipulate that food-serving
businesses must have kitchen
sinks with optically-activated
taps for hygiene, plus a specific
ratio of seats to available toilets,
saddling small restauranteurs
with prohibitive costs. The laws
also require food to be served no
more than three hours after it is
cooked, as the EU feels its
citizens cannot risk the dangers
of a good, long-simmering goulash.

Stay tuned for more examples
of the European Union’s
regulatory adventures, and
remember: the road to hell is
paved with more than just
transportation subsidies.

former enemies seemed
promising. On September 24th of
that year, Putin proclaimed,
“Russia has long been waging a
self-reliant struggle against
international terrorism and has on
many occasions appealed to the
international community to join
hands against it. ...Surely, we are
willing now, also, to contribute to
the antiterrorist cause.”

Since then, however, Putin has
undermined this pledge by
vigorously expanding his own
power and continually depriving
his people of freedom. As a
member of the KGB elite, he has
failed to intervene in the many
questionable political maneuvers
of his cronies. He has shut down
most independent channels of
mass information, suppressing
independent criticism of his own
regime and allowing only state-
run media (who portray him
positively) to broadcast the news.

The hostage-taking in Beslan
culminates a string of terrorist
attacks since mid-August that has
killed 430 people; these threats
have only amplified Putin’s

radical agenda. As Nikolay Petrov,
former adviser to the Russian
government, recently remarked,
“When [Putin is] confronted with
a crisis, his first instinct is always
to concentrate more power in his
own hands.” Putin’s government
forbade independent journalists
from investigating the Beslan
attacks. As a result, the
government-run media falsely
reported that 350 people had been
seized. Not until the next week,

president and confirmed by local
legislatures and all parliamentary
elections to be executed
according to party lists.

This alarming eagerness to
dismantle civil freedoms should
arouse severe concern. In
response, the U.S. has tried to
negotiate a fragile balance. On the
one hand, it is in our interest to
preserve an alliance with Russia
in the global War on Terror, and
some measure of caution toward
the Kremlin is warranted.
Tiptoeing gently around this
obstacle, Secretary of State Colin
Powell stated in a September
interview, “We understand the
need to go after these kinds of
murderers and terrorists. … At
the same time, we felt it was
important to say to our Russian
friends—not as anything but a
friend—that as you deal with this
kind of terrorist threat, you have
to be careful that you don’t do it
in a way that starts  to undercut
democratic institutions.”

Yet the Russians are not our
friends. Russia maintains an
enormous arsenal of nuclear
weapons, and the more
totalitarian its regime becomes,
the less likely we are to stay safe
from the deployment of those
weapons. To preserve the security
of our nation, we cannot indulge
Putin’s autocratic tendencies.

If the Cold War taught us
nothing else, it is that a nation like
Russia will never listen to soft
pleas. U.S. officials ought to
adopt a hard line against Russian
corruption and make it clear that
such erosions of democracy will
not be tolerated by the
international community. We do
not have the luxury of waiting for
another Beslan before making our
condemnation clear.

... Only when a leader’s determination is
palpable and persistent do other countries come
to take him seriously.

Unfriendly
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SEAT BELT LAWS: A NEGLECTED CAUSE

Saturday, 4 September
Dear Editor,

President Bush has stated repeatedly
that he will work for liberty and
freedom for the nations of the world.
He should start at home and work to
repeal all state seat belt laws that violate
individual personal liberty as clearly
stated in the Bill of Rights, especially
the Fourth Amendment.

Voluntary seat belt use is not wrong
per se, but there is a great deal wrong
with all seat belt laws. Such laws are
an unwarranted intrusion by
government into the personal lives of
citizens, denying people the right to
determine their own safety and health
care standards. Not using a seat belt is
a victimless, state-created crime that
does not hurt or threaten anyone.

While seat belt use might save some
people, ample evidence shows that
others have been more seriously
injured and even killed because of
forced seat belt use. Since the advent of
seat belt laws in 1985, the hundreds of
ensuing successful lawsuits against the
automakers confirm this fact. Some
people have even been saved because
a seat belt was not used in an accident.
Yet the insidious nature of seat belt laws
mandates that such survivors be liable
to a fine, even possible arrest and jail,
for not dying in the accident using a
so-called safety device.

Studies have also shown that some
people feel safer wearing a seat belt and
thus tend to take more driving risks.
This is known as “Risk
Compensation,” a point detailed in
Risk, which was published in 1995 by
Dr. John Adams of University
College,  London.

The government has no
constitutional authority to maim and
kill some people in the hope of saving
others merely by chance. It has no right
to take chances with a person’s body,
or to play Russian roulette with his life.
All seat belt laws should be repealed
in order to restore true liberty.

William Holdorf
The author, a freelance writer in Chicago,
has been fighting against state mandatory
seat belt harness laws since their nascence
in 1985. For more information, visit
www.seatbeltchoice.com and
www.buckleoff.com, or contact Mr.
Holdorf at wholdorf@msn.com.

?

RE: THE WTO, WORLD’S MOST

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTION

Thursday, 30 September
Dear Editor,

I must take issue with some of the
assumptions in Mr. Gutierrez’s article.
Most disturbing to me was the idea that
if environmental or labor concerns
were more important, then they would
have more lobbying power.  Often the

least advantaged—and thus least
empowered—segments of a
population are those affected most by
an environmental concern: people who
must drink from a polluted river, or
breathe in sooty air from a nearby plant.
Though the affected people technically
do constitute a minority, the concerns
of even fewer people—the
business owners—are allowed to
take precedence.

This situation is particularly
distressing concomitant with Mr.
Gutierrez’s sentiment that only
environmental concerns which
command the attention of an entire
government are important enough to
influence the WTO. Many
governments are more concerned with
economics than with the health of
their citizens.

I contend that there must be some
oversight for environmental reasons
because it would represent people who
are otherwise not represented by their
governments.  Though big businesses
may no longer be able to coerce their
governments into granting subsidies,
they are still allowed to run roughshod
over concerns of the workers and the
environment without interference.

Adam Stockton
The author, a senior in Branford College,
is the former Speaker of the Yale
Political Union.

Mark Gutierrez responds:
Friday, 1 October

Mr. Stockton is absolutely correct in
pointing out that those harmed by
environmental mishaps are often the
poor and the misrepresented, in many
nations occasionally including the
United States. Yet I bet that if he
conducted an interview of the poor in
developing nations and asked if they
would prefer a better economy or
cleaner water, much as they would like
both, they would go for the former.

The mistaken assumption here is that
the free-trade agreements negotiated by
the WTO only help big business. They
actually help business as a whole, from
the oil magnate to the grocery store
owner to the guy who owns a rickety
shoe-shining stand. For anyone who
is not explicitly a hired hand, what’s
good for business is good for them.
And for both business owners and
hired hands, the lower consumer prices
that come with free trade are a
tremendous blessing.

This is not to say that clean water and
a healthier environment are not
important; merely that, in many poor
nations with accordingly weak
environmental lobbies, having their
cake and eating it too is not an option.
They must prioritize, and a stronger
economy must come before the
environment on that priority list. People
need to eat, to make and save money,
and to enjoy a basic level of social
mobility before they can worry too
much about the quality of their water.

Granted, the water can get so bad
that people simply will not be able to
live with it. I certainly believe that the
government of the nation where this is
a danger should worry about it.
However, if the big-business lobby in
a nation is so much stronger than an
environmentalist group as to obliterate
its influence or prevent its existence,
that is a form of proof that the economy
is a more immediate problem for that
nation. Either way, it would be silly for
the WTO to recruit anti-government
forces to help in its negotiations: that
would disrupt its structure as a
negotiating table for governments and
make it impossible to arrive at
compromises.

Adam Stockton responds:
Friday, 1 October

I feel that Mr. Gutierrez
underestimates the value of clean water
and air. The lack of these commodities
can not only kill, but can make people
incredibly sick, or take years off of their
life expectancy.  I would think that the
poor would rather live longer and
healthier than make a little more money
(and only a very little more money) over
a much shorter and less healthy life.

Moreover, Mr. Gutierrez insinuates
in the final paragraph of his response
that the economy may be of greater
priority than healthy or living citizens.
No government should decide that a
better economy—which, in the third
world, often means more money for
politicians taking bribes—is more
important than the health of its citizens.
The right to life, I believe, is stronger
than the right to make more money.

?

RE: PUNJABI HEALTH CARE FAILURES

Tuesday, 5 October
Dear Editor,

While India’s failing health care
system should certainly be revamped,
I disagree that the government’s goal
of comprehensive public health care is
“unrealistic” and dispute the claim that
privatized systems are anymore
“functional,” “affordable” or
“accessible” to countries’
poorest citizens.

Most industrialized countries have
established equilibrium between the
public and private sectors, with the
former taking on most of the
responsibility for the citizens’ medical
needs.  The United States has a far more
privatized system than many of its
counterparts, and its citizens pay the
price.  High costs of labor,
administration, and malpractice
insurance in the private sector drive up
the cost of care in our own country, and
would likely do the same in countries
such as India.  These costs translate into
over 45 million Americans without
health insurance and lacking the

medical attention that they deserve.
No one should have to live without
proper medical care—not in India, not
in the United States, not anywhere.

Hybrid systems of private and public
health care are a viable temporary
solution, but socialized medicine, based
on universal coverage, salaried doctors
and workers, and public funding,
should be the ultimate goal.

Brittney Hunt
The author, a sophomore in Pierson
College, is the Treasrer and Community
Seceretary of the Liberal Party.

Lindsay Bliss responds:
Thursday, 7 October

Currently, there are over a billion
residents of India, with less than the
top one percent having
comprehensive health coverage. It is
entirely unrealistic for any
government to provide a health care
system for over 900 million people.
The majority of these individuals pay
no taxes to the government due to low
income, making any form of
socialized medicine impossible to
fund. In countries that provide
government health care, most
receiving care pay some form of taxes,
usually a large portion of     their salary.

The burdens that are put on the
private health care system in the U.S.
would also not be seen in India.
Malpractice awards and high
insurance rates are not an issue in India
because legal action and tort awards
are rarely a response to medical
treatment, even in the most
sophisticated private medical markets
in the country.

Brittney Hunt responds:
Monday, 11 October

While India’s immense population
certainly presents the country with
many hurdles, one of the primary
reasons cited in the article for the
shortfalls of socialized healthcare is
under-funding due to governmental
corruption.  If this mismanagement of
funds is as seriously damaging to the
system as the article implies, then
perhaps rooting out corruption, not
giving up ideals, is the answer.

As a newly industrialized country
struggling to transform itself into a
world leader, India may need to
incorporate aspects of private medical
markets into its system.  However, as
India continues to develop its economy,
and the standard of living for the
general population rises, the country
will be able to set aside these crutches
and fully realize its goal of
comprehensive public health care.
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IT’S LABOR DAY. BLITHELY HEADING
TO  COMMONS FOR LUNCH,

uninformed students meet with
locked doors, as many of Yale’s
dining hall workers had received
a day off. Fortunately for the
hungry students, the time spent
walking from their dorms is not
wasted, for they have the chance
to witness the lifeblood of Yale
political society: a protest.

On September 6 th, the
Committee for Freedom (CFF)
organized a small group of
dedicated protestors on the steps
of Woolsey Rotunda at lunch and
on Cross Campus before dinner,
hungrily speaking truth to power.
Their witness was not merely
vocal, for they bore such signs as
“Union:  NO;” “End Mandatory
Maternity Leave: It Hurts
Women;” and the classic
“Workers of the World, Get Back
to Work!” Eric Tung, BR ’06 and
President of the CFF, brought the
group together with the aim of
“reminding the Yale campus that
unionized labor hurts consumers;
in this case,  students and
workers alike.” The protestors

lined the sidewalks, steadfastly
holding their signs but also
discussing the merits of limited
liability law, the minimum wage,
concrete shoes, and so forth. They
were met with snorts, glares, and
a few words from passersby. One
interested onlooker sported a t-
shirt bearing the legend “CCCP,”
which amused the participants,
though they were saddened by
his refusal to stay and defend his
choice of clothing. After finishing
their protests without inciting
any labor riots, the participants
adjourned for further discussion
over a union-prepared meal to the
Calhoun dining hall, which

thankfully remained open despite
the holiday.

Why protest Labor Day, a
nationally recognized holiday
celebrating hard work and
perseverance? Because, in one
protestor’s words, “the term
‘labor’ has been hijacked by
unions who utilize extortion and
other unsavory means to secure
for themselves improved
conditions in the short run – to
the long run detriment of the very
hand that feeds them.” The job
market can be defined in the same
way we define most other
markets: its producers are the
employees and its consumers are
the employers. Appropriately,
employers purchase labor from
their employees, and just as in
international trade, government
contracts, and grocery shopping,
free trade produces the most
stable, efficient, and productive
economic environment.

Yet in these times, the job
market is the only market in
which the customer is so seldom
right. The minimum wage is
nothing more than a price floor,

which in agriculture creates a
surplus of produce just as surely
as the minimum wage creates a
surplus of workers – or, in other
words, unemployment. Odd as it
seems, the efforts of government-
sponsored unions have in fact
contributed to unemployment:
the very problem they claim
to address.

The labor-government complex
has also unintentionally hurt
workers by excessively taxing
corporate profits, thus causing
many businesses to want to move
overseas. At the behest of labor
advocacy groups, politicians have
berated businesses for

“outsourcing” their jobs to other
countries. It seems rather
counterintuitive that the
opportunity for third-worlders to
work has become so evil and
objectionable, but then, the
history of the Left is marked with
contradictions. It is fashionable to
stand up for poverty-stricken,
overpopulated peons when
union-induced complacency has
settled in, but when the reality of
economics comes home to roost,
Sally Struthers is forgotten and it
is back to Sam Gompers. The
“outsourcing” complaints also fail
to hold water when one considers
the prevalent “insourcing” among
foreign companies who own
subsidiaries in the United States.
Quite simply, many foreign
companies prefer to set up
factories here so that they do not
have to waste money shipping
their goods overseas to American
consumers.

As demonstrated by the list to
the right, millions of jobs around
the country depend upon foreign
employers.Since free trade is the
most efficient way for businesses
and prospective employees to
come together, no action needs to
be taken against outsourcing.
Additionally, without the
imposed minimum wage, more
international companies would
be encouraged to invest in the
United States, which still
produces quality labor despite
public education and labor unions.

So, to the Committee for
Freedom: keep protesting. And to
Yalies, especially certain
distinguished alumni of JE ’66 and
DC ’68: do some research and try
to calm the reactionary, shrill
voices calling for an end to free
trade. Just remember another of
the placards displayed on Labor
Day: “Pro-Worker, Anti-Union.”
Allen Bristow is a freshman in
Ezra Stiles College.

  • In 2004, U.S. subsidiaries of
foreign companies employed
a record high of 6.4 million
Americans.

  • United States subsidiaries
support an annual payroll of
$350 billion and pay, on
average, 19.1% more than the
average U.S. company.

  • U.S. subsidiaries heavily
invest in the American
manufacturing sector. Thirty-
four percent of the jobs at U.S.
subsidiaries are in
manufacturing – more than
double the proportion of
manufacturing at all U.S.
companies.

  • Annual federal taxes paid by
U.S. subsidiaries are at a
record high of $28 billion.

  • U.S. subsidiaries
manufacture in America to
export goods around the
world – accounting for over
22.4 percent of all U.S. exports.

  • Over the last 15 years,
manufacturing “insourced”
jobs grew by 82%– at an
annual rate of 5.5%; and
“outsourced” manufacturing
jobs grew by 23%– at an
annual rate of 1.5%.

  • Over the same period, total
“insourced” jobs grew by
117%– at an annual rate of
7.8%; total “outsourced” jobs
grew by 56%– at an annual
rate of 3.8%.

  • New foreign direct
investment (FDI) in the U.S.
totaled $82 billion in 2003,
over twice the amount from
the previous year.

  • In 2003, U.S. subsidiaries
reinvested $38.6 billion in
their U.S. operations.

  • U.S. subsidiaries have spent
$29.6 billion on U.S. research
and development activities.

Source:
  Organization for

International Investment

      http://www.ofii.org

Mayhem in defense of
liberty is no vice.
For more information about the

Committee for Freedom,
email Eric at eric.tung@yale.edu.

Yet in these times, the job market is the only
market in which the customer is so seldom right.
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REVIVING THE GRAND TRADITION OF
THE  YALE FREE PRESS FRESHMAN

Poll, we surveyed the Class of
2008 in the first week of school
to determine its political climate.
The forecast: stormy with a
chance of afternoon conservatism.

Since the poll’s inauguration in
1982, overall support for Ronald
Reagan has increased by a factor
of 3.7, even though the
percentage of conservatives on
campus today is approximately
half what it was then. Liberal
tendencies are up by 8 percent,
whittling the conservative
contingent down to 11.8 percent
of the student body. Self-
proclaimed liberals make up
fully one-half of all freshmen,
although many students with
left-leaning answers to other
questions chose to describe
themselves as socialists,
libertarians, and anarcho-
syndicalists, further emphasizing the
liberal shift of the last 20 years.

Most freshmen paid lip service
to racial equality by condemning
overt claims of racial superiority
in the campus setting. Still, when
asked to name their political
heroes, the man one Eli dubbed
“that gnome Dennis Kucinich”
outpolled all African-American
leaders combined. One hundred
fifty of those surveyed named
“Bush (obviously)” as their least
favorite political leader; the same
number—and presumably the
same students—chose Bill
Clinton as their favorite. In fact,
two-thirds of the freshmen chose
a Clinton (that is, the former
president or her husband) as
their hero.

Speaking of heroes, fewer
young Bulldogs named John
Kerry their hero than named
Howard Dean, John McCain, or
even Kofi Annan, none of whom
won three purple hearts. Some
students elected to write in their
personal favorites, naming such
notable political figures as
Generalísimo Francisco Franco,
Papa Smurf, “QEII” (the Queen
or the boat?), and Barney Frank.

The most hated political icons
other than President Bush were
former President Reagan and the
Reverend Al Sharpton, while
John Kerry, Ariel Sharon, Hillary
Clinton, and Dick Cheney were
all equally unpopular. When
asked to name their least favorite
political leader, three students
agreed that “they are all evil,”
and several others thought hard
before naming Adolf Hitler,
Robert Mugabe, and Carl [sic]
Marx. Another student
answered, “Gerald Ford? No,
wait, Hitler,” which just goes to
show that Ford cannot even win
an unpopularity contest. James

K. Polk, always a controversial
figure, maintained distinction as
the only political icon to have
equal numbers of supporters
and detractors.

On the issues, 60 percent of the
freshman class disapproves of
unrestricted speech. Notably,
two reactionary students thought
it heretical to say, “The black race
is superior to the white,” but
found nothing wrong with
publicly proclaiming the white
man’s dominance. On the other
hand, two-fifths of the class
believes that Yale should not
discipline students for expressing
any of the listed views. Several
composed detailed justifications:
“It is okay to have (i.e. think) any
opinion, but not to act on it in a
manner that could cause harm
to others,” wrote one insightful
student. “None [should be
disciplined],” scrawled another,
and added, “but ought to [sic]
smacked for all but c [The
United States government
should be overthrown].”

The Class of 2008 is very liberal
on social issues. They
overwhelmingly oppose the
Federal Marriage Amendment,
with fully half of those polled
“strongly opposing” it. A
majority opposes personal
financial freedom and private
charities, while giving clear
support to an increased
minimum wage and
government-funded welfare.
Che Guevara would be proud.

In spite of this support for
social programs at home, most
freshmen cannot be bothered
with pressing foreign problems.
One-half of the class was unable
to express any judgment on the
genocide in the Sudan. More
than 70 percent of freshmen
oppose the war in Iraq.

In 1982, the YFP categorized
the freshman class as masters of
the one-liner. This year, however,
the newly arrived Class of 2008
is best described as the class of
the confused. For example, one
student demonstrated a keen
grasp of national dynamics when
he declared the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico to be a colony.
Another student deftly
evaluated various political
leaders and expressed clear
views on the issues. He then
characterized his political
outlook by saying, “I hate
politics.” Yet another strongly
opposes both government
involvement in social programs
and the privatization of said social
programs, leaving our
staff befuddled.

Other students do not feel
constrained by “traditional”
political philosophies. One Yalie

labeled himself liberal,
moderate, and conservative.
Another identified herself as
liberal but selected Tony Blair,
Ronald Reagan, and John Kerry
as her favorite political leaders.

Then there were those who
could not bring themselves to
care. One such student,
presumably trying to identify
Barack Obama, called his hero
“that dude from Chicago with
the cool name.” Another was
“not sure” of his political
outlook, unable to identify
political leaders (writing in a
leader with the unusual name of
“?”), and selected the “don’t
know” option on every political
issue. However, he eagerly
defended his freedom to assert
male superiority over women.

Whatever their misguided
political beliefs, the freshmen
had little difficulty identifying
their favorite books, bands, and
movies. The winners in these
categories were Catch-22, The
Beatles, and Fight Club. Other
popular bands included Led
Zeppelin, Dave Matthews Band,
and Incubus. The Godfather and
The Shawshank Redemption were
favorite movies, while The Lord
of the Rings trilogy was popular
in both film and print. Other

beloved books were The
Fountainhead, Pride and
Prejudice, The Catcher in the Rye,
and Ender’s Game. Despite the
presence of such literary
heavyweights, some freshmen
identified less common titles.
Several preferred the writings of
one Theodore Seuss Geisel, citing
such classics as Green Eggs and
Ham, Hop on Pop, and Oh, The
Places You’ll Go. In keeping with
the trend of support for persons
named Clinton, one student even
chose My Life  as his favorite
book. But none can compare to
the brave young soul who
volunteered to share his love of
The Story of Manlard [sic]. Weeks
later, the YFP discovered a book
on Amazon.com entitled The
Story of Mankind. Coincidence?
We      think not.

In conclusion, The Yale Free
Press  lacks confidence in the
political coherence of the
freshman class, but encourages
them to pursue more creative
outlets for their talents.
Interpretive dance, slam poetry,
and psychoanalytic therapy
seem particularly promising options.
Andrew Olson is a freshman in
Branford College. Allen Bristow
is a freshman in Ezra Stiles College.
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Seeing the Forest for the Trees
Eric Tung  •  Pollution Critics Practice Worldwide Hypocrisy
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ENVIRONMENTALISTS OFTEN
CRITICIZE THE UNITED STATES AS

the largest threat to the global
environment and the world’s
biggest polluter. As a result,
international pressure, led by
Europe, calls for the U.S. to take
on the burden of reducing waste
and energy emissions.
Unfortunately, in focusing on this
country as the big, bad bully who
should be forced to lower waste
to a standard set by other nations,
the world has overlooked a
polluter who does far more
damage to our natural resources.
Though it may be easy to blame
the U.S., attacking the richest and
most visible country in the world
without holding other nations
accountable for their environmental crises
is not just hypocritical –- it is
downright irresponsible.

China is the world’s second
largest polluter, right behind the
U.S. Yet the country’s
environmental problems are more
severe, posing enormous health
threats to its people and
threatening to destroy the
economy. China’s pollution and
water problems have endangered
sustainable development, directly
causing many deaths due to
contaminated water or
respiratory diseases. The
Economist estimates that 300,000
people a year in China die
prematurely from respiratory
complications. According to the
World Bank, China claims 16 of
the 20 most polluted cities in the
world. Moreover, China emits
sulfur dioxide at the highest

levels the world over, and its acid
rain, desertification, and sand
storms threaten the agricultural
economy as farmland continues
to shrink.

In addition to air pollution,
usable water is becoming scarce
as pollution renders more of it
unsafe for consumption. Mines
near the villages have poisoned
local water sources; in some areas,
the lead levels in river streams
have exceeded the allowable
standard as much as 44 times
over. Supply and treatment

infrastructure are so shoddy that
approximately 600 million people
have water supplies con-
taminated by human or animal
waste. Seventy percent of water
in five of the seven major river
systems is unsuitable for human contact.

Given this state of affairs, the
international community should
move its critical eye toward
China. Solely criticizing the U.S.
sets a double standard, ignoring
the amount that the private and
public sectors have been investing
in alternative energy sources. The
U.S. is the leader in this respect,
and a 2003 report issued by the
Environmental Protection
Agency confirms decreased
pollution rates. Here were its
three major conclusions:

1) “Over the last 30 years,
total emissions of six
principal air pollutants
have decreased by nearly
25%, resulting in lower
concentrations of these
pollutants in ambient air.”

2) “One of the major
components of acid rain,
wet sulfate deposition,
has declined. Wet sulfate

deposition levels for
1999-2001 showed
reductions of 20%-30%
compared to levels for
1989-1991 over
widespread areas in the
Midwest and the eastern
U.S., where acid rain has
had its greatest impact.”

3) “Air toxics emissions
have declined, with the
National Toxics
Inventory estimating that
nationwide air toxics
emissions decreased

almost 24% from baseline
levels (1990-1993) to 4.7
million tons annually in
1996.”

This goes to show that wealthier
countries, like the U.S., tend to
pollute less because businesses
are more willing to invest in
technology that promotes energy
efficiency. Also, as individuals
raise their living standards,
demand for environmental goods
like clean air and water increases.

Ardent advocates of environmental regulation do
not realize that wealth creation and private property
rights are by far the best ways to balance economic
and environmental concerns.

Ardent advocates of
environmental regulation do not
realize that wealth creation and
private property rights are by far
the best ways to balance economic
and environmental concerns.
China’s problem does not concern
wealth; its GDP continues to rise.
Without a robust understanding
of property rights, however, what
grounds are there to defend
against factories, miners, and
waste managers who are
contaminating resources that
communities depend on for
sustenance? The U.S. has this
recourse through a system of law
that defends property rights. In
contrast, while the Chinese
constitution nominally defends
property rights, its government
still retains virtual control.

China’s environmental
problems are grave, and its
inability to deal with them
compounds the situation.
Environmental critics should
support property rights
protection and help forge better
environmental policy in
developing countries like China,
which have a much harder time
balancing industry and
environment than does the U.S.
Eric Tung is a junior in
Branford College.

Yale Freshmen Evaluate Political Leaders
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structures, the more malleable
embryonic stem cells offer greater hope
for the curing of debilitating diseases.
In recent years, the development of
adult stem cell research has slowed
significantly due to the technological
difficulties associated with their lack of
plasticity. Meanwhile, the amount of

ongoing embryonic stem cell research
has declined due to moral contention.

The moral argument against stem cell
research echoes the one against
abortion. Many Christians consider
embryonic stem cell research immoral
since it involves the destruction of a
fertilized embryo. Others, including
both pro-choice advocates and some
pro-lifers, recognize that researchers
fertilize the egg outside a womb, so it
cannot possibly develop into a human
being. This fact diminishes the
credibility of the destruction of
life argument.

The other important underlying
issue involves how scientists generate
the ingredients for this process: eggs
and sperm. The embryos used for
research are ‘leftovers’ from in-vitro
fertilization (IVF), a technique used to
help couples when one or both partners
are impotent. In-vitro fertilization
requires several eggs to be extracted
from a woman’s ovary, frozen, and

P O L I T I C S
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THIS ELECTION SEASON COMES TO A
HEAD WITH THE ISSUE OF STEM CELL

research largely neglected. The various
forms of stem cell research, including
both embryonic and adult, pose such
hotly contested moral issues that the
candidates seem afraid to touch them
in any significant depth.

Does life begin at conception, when
an embryo and sperm fuse to make a
zygote? When a child is born? When
an embryo begins to differentiate
independently? Debates on these
questions reveal no simple answers, but
it is imperative to engage with them if
we are to illuminate the larger issues
behind stem cell research. Our very
livelihoods hang in the balance.

Embryonic stem cell research
involves harvesting stem cells from a
fertilized egg and subsequently
generating stem cell lines. Since a stem
cell contains all the genetic information
of both the sperm and the egg and has
not yet differentiated down a specified
path, such a line could theoretically be
manipulated to form any sort of tissue
or protein. Imagine a world in which
diabetes, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, and
a myriad of other diseases became a
thing of the past. One’s fate would no
longer be determined by genetic chance
or environmental misfortune. This
scenario may one day be realized with
the help of the kind of stem cell
technology currently being developed.

A stem cell has the unique abilities to
regenerate itself and to differentiate into
almost any cell type. Since it has no
identification with any type of mature
cell, a stem cell can be transplanted
readily and integrated easily into any
physiological system. While adult stem
cells contain developed protein

HARDLY  A FAITHFUL SMALL-D

DEMOCRAT OUT THERE WOULD
not prefer political corruption to go
the way of open-ballot voting. Yet
the issue of campaign finance
reform remains on the political
backburner, and attempts to
address it–most recently the
McCain-Feingold bill–have proven
disastrous. The reason, quite
simply, is that it does not belong on
the federal agenda.

Previously existing law prohibits
direct donations to candidates
during general elections, while
permitting donations to the political
parties. These “soft money”
contributions inevitably go to the
same end as do direct donations –
funding everything from
candidate-specific bumper stickers
to office overhead.

To address this problem, the
Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act of
2001 – commonly known as

McCain-Feingold – restricted the
amount of soft money that
candidates could receive from
individuals or corporations. Non-
profit political organizations–
fitting under Section 527 of the tax
code are exempt from the
restrictions so long as they do not
engage in advertising that directly
promotes a candidate. The result,
as The Wall Street Journal’s John Fund
points out in an August 23rd article,
is lots of new 527s channeling
money to candidates and lots of
negative advertising to replace the
positive campaign ads that have
been outlawed. The recent
controversy over anti-Kerry ads
from Swift Boat Veterans for Truth
is symptomatic.

The failings of McCain-Feingold
are apparent. Many predicted that
the ban on direct advertising for
candidates would create a more
issue-based campaign; yet the

“issues” seem to revolve around
Bush and Kerry’s respective feats in
Vietnam. The rise of 527s has thus
increased the amount of
mudslinging that daily spoils the
appetites of millions of Americans.
The bill also increases the
availability of federal funds to
candidates, making taxpayers even
more financially responsible for
campaigns. Finally, perhaps what
troubles conservatives most is that
the law restricts citizens’ ability to
express themselves through
donations, which is often
interpreted as a form of speech
protected under the First Amendment.

Corruption is a serious problem
for those who trust capitalism and
democracy, particularly conservatives.
Many right-wingers believe that
mutual exploitation between labor
and business will not persist in a
truly free economy. But for this to
happen, law enforcement organs

must be fully independent of the
market. Laissez-faire goes both
ways: the market suffers when the
government intervenes through
price controls or support of union
demands, and the political process
suffers when business and union
leaders intervene by bribing politicians.

Moreover, the First Amendment
is difficult to apply to the issue of
campaign finance regulation.
Though McCain-Feingold restricts
positive advertising, campaign
finance reform makes no claim in
principle as to what speech is
allowed, only as to how much
money may be spent to promote
any kind of speech. Thus, it is
hardly a violation of free speech.
There is a difference between
forbidding citizens to spend money
on luxuries or business expansion

A Question of Life and Death
Joseph Hernandez  •  Stem Cell Research Demands Attention

A Solution Looking for a Problem
Mark Gutierrez  •  Leave the 527s Alone

continued on page 16

subsequently prepared for fertilization
through a series of complicated
procedures. Eventually, an egg is
fertilized with a sperm and the resulting
zygote is implanted into a
woman’s uterus.

Though this technique has a high
success rate, it is important to recognize
that one successful IVF procedure
requires the removal of many eggs from
an ovary. The remaining unused eggs
have a limited shelf life. Though they
may, in the rare case, be reused, they
will more likely be discarded
and destroyed.

The real difficulty arises here.
Whether or not stem cell research could
possibly enhance the quality of those
living is not as difficult a question as
this one—we have much evidence to
support the high potential of this
research. Yet many consider it immoral
to experiment upon embryos that
would otherwise be frozen or
discarded, to manipulate the
‘ingredients’ of life for scientific and
medical advances.

Pro-choice individuals will likely
have few reservations towards
embryonic stem cell research. They
already support abortions in which a
fetus is several weeks developed, and
embryonic stem cell research destroys
a fertilized egg that is, at most, a few
weeks old.

In contrast, pro-life advocates present
the staunchest criticism of embryonic
stem cell research. Yet even among this
group, an internal divide is building.
Some religious zealots among them
claim that the practice is murder, since
an egg and a sperm have fused. In their
view, life begins at this moment; some
staunch members of this group oppose

IVF altogether for this reason. More
practical pro-life advocates, however,
recognize the fact that the eggs used
would otherwise have been discarded.
Further, the fact that embryonic stem
cell researchers fuse an egg and a sperm
outside the womb should assuage these
moral concerns.

Embryonic stem cell research has a
virtually untapped potential to
improve the quality of life of all
humanity, and we cannot afford to leave
it unexplored. The current federal ban,
which prohibits federal funding for
research on embryonic stem cell lines
created after August 9, 2001, stonewalls
the possibility of revolutionary medical
advances. The ban makes resources
scarce, since scientific research and
development depends heavily on the
federal government for subsidies.

Yet the tide is shifting the other way.
Public support for the research is
overwhelming; many polls show a
strong majority of American in favor
of the research. In California, a group
of businessmen and celebrities,
including Bill Gates, Warren Buffet,
and Michael J. Fox, are pushing forth
a proposal (Proposition 71) that would
integrate private and public funding
of embryonic stem cell research. This
would be a state-funded project, which
would exempt it from the federal ban.
Around the country, demand for such
measures grows daily.

The tide raises all ships. We must
choose to rise with it, or sink
completely.
Joseph Hernandez is a freshman in
Davenport College.
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Third-Rate Third Party Candidate
Lindsay Bliss  •  Badnarik Too Extreme for Vast Right-Wing Conspiracy
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AT PERHAPS NO OTHER TIME IN
HISTORY HAVE THE TWO MAJOR

presidential candidates been at
once so similar and so
overwhelmingly unimpressive.
In every election since the late
1980s, Democratic and
Republican candidates have been
making every effort to woo
undecided votes, pushing
perilously towards the middle by
compromising critical
philosophical and ideological
convictions in order to appear
more moderate. The reaction is an
outcry from more extreme
members of each party who call
for more principled national
leaders. The donkey and the
elephant, however, fail to deliver,
taking for granted the votes of
many individuals once at the
heart of their voter base.

To many Republicans with
classically liberal leanings,
President Bush has become an
increasingly undesirable

candidate, making minimal
efforts during his term and in his
campaigning to address the
ballooning size of the federal
government. This should have
opened many doors for a
libertarian candidate. Yet with
just a few weeks to Election Day,

Michael Badnarik, the
Libertarian Party’s presidential
candidate, has yet to gain
substantial ground in any
national polls.

Within the Party, Badnarik’s
nomination came as a shock,
edging out talk show host Gary
Nolan and Hollywood producer
Aaron Russo. The list of criticism
lobbed at Badnarik is long: he
lacks national name recognition,
his only prior campaign was for
the Texas House of Representatives,
he failed to complete his college
degree, and he has held no office
other than Executive Vice-
President of his dormitory at
Indiana University (unless you
count “becoming a BMOC known
for getting things done,” as his
campaign material claims). This
record does not make for serious
presidential material, nor is
Badnarik the principled leader
needed to rally disenchanted
Republicans.

Badnarik’s campaign rallying
points have raised concerns as
well. Loyal members of the
Libertarian Party view many of
the core issues of his campaign
as merely tangential. Less than a
handful of voters fundamentally
unhappy with the current

president would be willing to
jump ship for a man whose
campaign spends significant
amounts of time on industrial
hemp laws, parents’ rights in
child custody cases, and minority

empowerment without reverse
discrimination. The attention
paid to these more obscure issues
may have been excusable if the
candidate provided voters with
strong and reasonable positions
on major issues. Sadly, this is not
the case.

Badnarik’s statements regarding
the war in Iraq generally call for
quick withdrawal, then rapidly
switch to discussing how a
Libertarian president would
never allow such a thing to
happen, all without addressing
any of the logistics of how to
remove the troops or how to
leave a stable Iraq behind.
Badnarik’s campaign also calls for
extremely loose immigration
laws, allowing anyone interested
in legally entering the country to
do so, while claiming that such a
policy will still allow Border
Patrol to prevent terrorists from
entering the country. This does
not even make sense, let alone
appeal to potential converts.
Unfortunately, holding to strict
libertarian principles at the cost
of forging feasible policies is a
mistake the Libertarian Party and
its national candidates make all
too frequently, and Badnarik’s
campaign statements consistently
reflect this mistake.

Unfortunately, holding to strict libertarian
principles at the cost of forging feasible policies
is a mistake the Libertarian Party and its national
candidates make all too frequently, and
Badnarik’s campaign statements consistently
reflect this mistake.

Midway through President
Bush’s term, Libertarian
strategists hoped that the
candidate put up in 2004 would
draw the same reaction as did
Ralph Nader in the 2000 election,

drawing away critical votes in a
tight race. By nominating
Michael Badnarik, they have
already ensured that this will not
be the case. The candidate has
failed to deliver practical,
reasonable policy proposals that
indicate a greater understanding
of the potential role for libertarian
principles within the federal
government. This will keep him
from siphoning voters from the
Republican Party who are used to
seeing at least some of their
preferred policies actually
being implemented.

Badnarik will fail to get as many
votes as Green Party candidate
Ralph Nader did in the 2000
elections, and he will squander a
valuable opportunity to
demonstrate to the GOP the
importance of classically liberal
ideals. Libertarians should still
vote for Badnarik out of principle,
but his candidacy would make
Friedrich Hayek and Henry
Hazlitt turn over in their graves.
A candidate who cannot be
trusted to make tangible change
is not a worthy representative.

Consider Michael Badnarik’s
case a lesson in caution.
Lindsay Bliss is a junior in Timothy
Dwight College.

This month, The Yale Free Press asks: how should we caption
this photo? Submit your entries in the YFP’s signature one-
word format over e-mail to diana.feygin@yale.edu.

All Yale students, faculty, and community members may
participate. Multiple entries per person are welcome. Our staff
reserves the right to publish any entries we find interesting.

YFP Caption Contest

“The most effective means of ensuring the
government’s accountability to the people
is an aggressive, free, challenging,
untrusting press.” – Colin Powell, 1991

Rise to the challenge.
Contact Diana at

diana.feygin@yale.edu or 6-0881.
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John Faux Kennedy
Karen Burke  •  Kerry Lacks Style, Defies Substance of his Idol

Dollars and Nonsense
Jonathan Lindsey  •  Bush Fails to Live Up to the Reagan Legacy

F E A T U R E

DOUBTLESS, PRESIDENT GEORGE

W. BUSH WOULD BE HONORED IF
history would be kind enough
to compare his administration
with that of Ronald Reagan. It
is unlikely, however, that any

historian worth his salt would
indulge this fallacy.

Ostensibly, President Bush
brings to the table much of the
same strong rhetoric Reagan
exemplified sixteen years ago.
One example is an unrelenting
desire to attack evil in the
world. Reagan was unhindered
by those who thought a term
like “evil empire” was
inappropriate in referring to the
Soviet Union. Bush, in a similar
act of boldness, coined the
phrase “axis of evil” to describe
countries that sponsor terror.
Like Reagan before him, Bush
has made frequent reference to
the power of the individual’s
free will and the strength this
gives to democracy. Both
administrations condemned
tyrannical governments that

IN POSSIBLY ONE OF THE CLOSEST

PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS IN

American history, a young Senator
from Massachusetts — a
decorated Navy veteran and Ivy-
educated blue blood largely
unfamiliar to the American public

— challenges a Republican
incumbent known for his tough
security policy.

Sound familiar? Undoubtedly,
John Forbes Kerry would like to
summon the spirit of the first JFK
to his campaign. Partly by his
design, the superficial similarities
between these two gentlemen are
striking. John Fitzgerald Kennedy
remains our first and only Roman
Catholic President, but Kerry aims
to change that. Both men came
into great wealth: Kennedy by
birth, Kerry by marriage (though,
one hopes, not intentionally).
Kerry’s Vietnam command aboard
Swift Boat PCF-94 was his tribute
to Kennedy’s World War II tour in
PT-109. (By the way, did you
know Kerry served in Vietnam?)

However, grafting the public’s
fascination with Camelot onto his
own campaign will not change
the political and strategic
differences between John F. Kerry
and John F. Kennedy. Fiscal and
foreign policy, as well as
rhetorical impact, clearly separate
the ‘John F.’ Ks. If Kerry really
wants to be true to his
predecessor, he ought to study
Kennedy’s actual platform.

In his speeches, John Kerry has
repeatedly condemned the Bush
tax cuts as “irresponsible.” This
claim is superficially appealing to
many, but it overlooks the
economic intentions of the cuts:
they were not designed as yacht
subsidies, but as encouragement
to small businesses, whose
prosperity is essential to the
upward mobility of the poor and
middle classes. Kerry plans to
repeal a portion of the Bush tax
cuts that, he claims, excessively

benefits the wealthy, while his
larger attack on the
administration’s economic policy
includes frequent reference to job-
loss statistics of the past four
years. Too bad he does not see the
connection: entrepreneurial

investment is a crucial vehicle for
job creation, but when the tax
structure is stacked against the
creation of wealth, it withers — or
moves overseas.

On the other hand, President
Kennedy summarized his tax
policies in a 1962 speech, when he
vowed to “reduce the burden on
private income and deterrents to
private initiative.” In fact, the first
JFK restructured taxes in a fashion
very similar to President Bush.
Bruce Bartlett of the National

Center for Policy Analysis notes
that Kennedy lowered the tax
burden on the wealthiest by 23
percent, making Bush’s 17
percent tax cut seem modest by
comparison.

The 35th president also pursued
an activist foreign policy. Along
with deftly resolving the Cuban
missile crisis, he led the nation’s
first steps into the Vietnam War
by sending equipment,

ammunition, and thousands of
military advisors to South
Vietnamese forces. While
campaigning at the National Press
Club in January of 1960, he
proclaimed it an executive duty to
respond quickly to overseas
threats: “If a brushfire threatens
some part of the globe, [the
president] alone can act, without
waiting for Congress.”

The young Senator Kennedy had
to campaign neck-and-neck
against Richard Nixon, a Cold
War hawk with White House
experience and the blessing of his
venerable forerunner, General
Dwight Eisenhower. How did this
structure JFK’s campaign? With
the force of his charisma, Kennedy
concentrated on selling himself as
a candidate dedicated to
American defense. Even in an
economy moving out of
recession, he chose to bring the
topic back to security, a point he
made clear in the famous first
debate: “Economic growth …
means we’re able to sustain our
defenses; it means we’re able to
meet our commitments abroad.”
With this focus on building his
own credentials as a Cold
Warrior, Kennedy met Nixon on
his own rhetorical territory.

Has Kerry been able to gain that
ground in this election? His
garbled rhetoric on national
security was a liability for months.
Early on, the Bush campaign
tallied a strategic success in
seizing upon Kerry’s seemingly
contradictory votes for the war
and against its supplemental
funding. The debate on September
30th gave Kerry his first audience
with the American public, in
which he decisively put forth a
tougher image. Split-screen shots
of a taller, steadier Kerry aside a
gargoyle-hunched Bush are
precisely the kinds of impressions
the Senator should hope to make
upon the public. But did the
substance match the image?
Kennedy’s well-known inauguration
call to “pay any price, bear any
burden, meet any hardship” does
not parallel Kerry’s isolationist
criticism of the $200 billion tab for
the war in Iraq as “$200 billion that
could have been used for health
care, for schools, for construction,
for prescription drugs for
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seniors.” He also returned to the
absurdly idealized notion that an
international summit is the
missing key to fighting terrorism.
Kerry’s convention tagline, “make
America stronger at home and
respected in the world,” raises the
salient argument that America’s
reputation abroad has been
damaged. Raise it too often,
however, and it risks becoming a
subtle insult. Kennedy’s buoyant
campaign would not have
touched the notion that the
United States was losing its global
stature.

The JFKs resemble one another
in biographical detail, but share
little else. Unlike the charismatic,
often poetic Kennedy, John Kerry

bores his audiences. Kennedy
accepted his nomination with a
luminous, succinct speech, read
like a true public address. Kerry
spoke like a PowerPoint
presentation: prescription drugs,
outsourcing, stem cell research,
energy independence,
environmental regulation, and
everything in between. His
negative rhetoric roams widely
instead of deeply, suggesting a
lack of sincerity.

Kennedy’s acceptance speech in
1960 implored the American
public not to “curse the darkness,
but to light the candle that can
guide us through that darkness.”
To do justice to the legacy of his
professed idol, Kerry should take
such admonitions to heart.
Karen Burke is a junior in Saybrook
College and Senior Editor of
The Yale Free Press.

Sir Isaac Newton once said, “If I have seen further [than other men], it is by standing on the shoulders of giants.”
Embracing this tradition, our presidential candidates often express themselves by referring to their personal role models.

But do Senator Kerry and President Bush really live up to their respective heroes? Two YFP staffers explore this presidential penchant for ...

PRACTICING IDOLATRY
enslave individuals and
destroy the inherent rights to
which all human beings are
entitled. Reagan confronted the
U.S.S.R. with strong resolve,
and President Bush has done
the same with terrorism, albeit
in a more militant fashion.

Their economic rhetoric
overlaps as well, as evidenced
by the fiscal conservatism of
their inaugural addresses.
Promising to “reduce taxes to
recover the momentum of our
economy and reward the effort
and enterprise of working
Americans,” Bush echoed
Reagan’s claim that “those who
do work are denied a fair return
for their labor by a tax system
which penalizes successful
achievement and keeps us from
maintaining full productivity.”

Rhetoric aside, the only
substantive similarity between
the two administrations is a
large increase in the defense
budget on

their watches.  Bush’s administration
has raised real discretionary
defense spending by about 21
percent, following a trend
similar to that of the Reagan
administration, which ex-
perienced a 19 percent increase.
Reagan’s spending may have
been more of a passive measure
to intimidate the enemy, while
Bush’s has been almost
exclusively limited to funding a
war, but both men clearly felt a

strong obligation to defend the
United States through strength
of arms.

Turning our attention to
domestic policy, President Bush
does such a poor job of
matching up with Reagan that
any semblance between the two
disappears entirely. While both
men cut taxes, Reagan did so
with the understanding that
social entitlement programs
were based on the tax revenues
he had just eliminated and
would therefore need to be
diminished as well. According
to a study by Veronique de
Rugy and Tad DeHaven of the
Cato Institute, even with its
increase in defense
 spending, the Reagan administration
boasts a mere 3 percent increase
in total real discretionary
outlays. In order to do this, the
former president actually cut
non-defense discretionary
outlays by 13.5 percent.
Compare this with Bush’s 24

percent increase in total
discretionary outlays and his 21
percent increase in non-defense
discretionary outlays, and it is
easy to see that he is no Reagan.

These numbers are extremely
important because they
represent the spending
determined in the approp-
riations process, over which the
president can exercise the most
control. To those who blame the
spending patterns of either

administration on their
respective Congresses, the
study strikes a further blow: it
reveals that Bush has not vetoed
a single spending bill in his first
three years, while Reagan
vetoed 22 in the same amount of
time.

The fundamental difference to
keep in mind is that Reagan
truly believed in small
government, while Bush
proposed this idea and yet has
increased entitlement spending
more than any president in the
last 25 years, even Jimmy
Carter. A man cannot plausibly
believe in lower taxes and big
government at the same time.
As Reagan explained to the
National Association of
Realtors in 1982, “We don’t have
a trillion-dollar debt because we
haven’t taxed enough; we have
a trillion-dollar debt because we
spend   too much.”

The popular comparison
drawn between Bush and
Reagan is entirely spurious, and
it ignores the Bush
administration’s fiscal failures.
If he were here today, Reagan
would be shaking a
disappointed finger at the
current president, saying
“Shame on you.” Anyone who
wants to compare these two
Presidents needs to get out their
pocket dictionary of political
vocabulary and look up the true
meaning of the term “fiscal
conservative.”
Jonathan Lindsey is a sophomore in
Morse College.
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...Bush has not vetoed a single spending bill in
his first three years, while Reagan vetoed 22 in
the same amount of time.

Fiscal and foreign policy, as well as rhetorical
impact, clearly separate the ‘John F.’ Ks. If Kerry
really wants to be true to his predecessor, he ought
to study Kennedy’s actual platform.
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