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Since its conception, The University of Michigan Roosevelt Institution 
has strived to promote a new kind of activism by creating change through 
student policy. The Roosevelt Vanguard is the culmination of that effort. 
This publication of opinion editorials, policy proposals, and full -length 
policy papers represents the student voice on current issues, and suggests 
innovative solutions from an informed student perspective.  
 

In this  first edition of The Roosevelt Vanguard, U of M members have 
recommended policy solutions in education, economics, the 
environment, international relations, chin a, human rights, civil liberties , 
and health care. It is our hope that the policymakers, educators, 
supporters, and interested citizens who receive this journal will be 
inspired by these ideas and will actively implement  our student 
recommendations. Through The Roosevelt Vanguard, we aspire to effect 
change with  the smart, non-partisan, and pioneering policy solutions 
written by  our members. 
 

For more information on the policy i deas published here, please visit  

http:// michigan.rooseveltinstitution.or g

 

The University of Michigan Roosevelt Institut ion, founded in 2006 , is 
one of the largest and most active chapters of the larger organization . The 
chapter has seen previous success through a semester project entitled 
Roosevelt Relief: Hurricane Katrina, which focused on policy solut ions 
for the Gulf Coast Region. Now, two short years later, the organization 
has eight active policy centers and over 100 members.  It  has expanded to 
brainstorm, research, write, publish, and implement policy solutions to 
todayôs most pressing issues. This semester, the U of M chapter is actively 
researching community development solutio ns for the Detroit area in the 
project entitled dream .DETROIT, to be completed in Spring of 2008. 
 

The Roosevelt Institution is a national stu dent think tank with nearly 
7,000 members at over 50 college campuses across the United States. 
Founded in 2004, Roosevelt strives to give students a voice in the 
policymaking process through print and online publications, direct 
student-to-lawmaker connections, and annual conferences. 
 

The opinions expressed within The Roosevelt Vanguard are exclusively those of 
the individual authors and do not represent the views of the editorial board, The 
University of Michigan, The Roosevelt Institution, or any of the  organization's 

centers, advisors, or affiliates.  
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"No organization can depend on genius; the supply is always scarce 
and unreliable. It is the test of an organization to make ordinary human 
beings perform better than they seem capable of, to bring out whatever  
strength there is in its membe rs and to use each oneôs strength to help 

all the others perform. The purpose of an organization is to enable 
common people to do uncommon things."  

ðPeter Druker  
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A  CALL FOR GREATER US-CHINESE 

COOPERATION ON THE ENVIRONMENT  
 
Sam Marvin 
Center on China Policy 
 

he Peopleôs Republic of China is now the largest emitter of 

greenhouse gases in the worldða dubious honor recently taken 

from the hands of the United States. Every week, Chinese power 

companies add one coal-burning power plant to the grid. 1 While 

these facts illustrate the increasing modernization of the China, and a 

subsequent increase in its living standards, they are also omens for a 

menacing future. Levels of air and water pollution in China are some of 

the worst in the world; most of the freshwater in China is unusable for 

either drinking or agriculture. The cause of this b oom in both 

industrialization and pollution is in part the fallout from a shift in global 

manufacturing away from the United States toward China. While Chinese 

factories now produce many of our consumer goods, the United States 

leads the world in technological innovation and expertise. A combination 

of US experience and education and Chinese industry and capability has 

the potential to foster new technologies that will address the needs of a 

greener future. 

 Increased funding for educational programs at the  University level 

that focus on pressing environmental issues like clean-coal power, 

hydrogen fuel-cells, solar power, wind harvesting, nuclear power, and 

hydropower, will facilitate the transfer of knowledge ðand subsequently 

technologyðfrom the U.S. to China. China has the largest potential for 

hydropower in the world, but if not developed properly, capitalizing on 

such a resource could lead to humanitarian crises. Scholarships for 

Chinese students to study abroad at American universities in the field of 

environmental studies are a great way to facilitate the transfer of 

knowledge.  Americaôs wealth of resources in education and high-tech 

needs to be shared with the global community, especially in regards to 

issues as pressing as sustainable development, which effects not only the 

environments of the localities in which environmental offenses occur, but 

also global climate change and environmental quality at home. Both 

countries could contribute to a fund that would offer grants to Chinese 

and American students and researchers.  The products that would result 

from this cooperation could become globally common goods.  

T 
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 By taking the chief roles in such an educational cooperative, the 
United States and China could replace their infamous designation as 
leaders in pollution, and become leaders in innovation and bilateral 
cooperation for the fight against environmental degradation.  The 
solution to the worldwide environmental crisis doesnôt lie in finger-
pointing and unilateral action (or inaction). There can be no  solution to 
the global environmental crisis without international cooperation.  
Moreover, the interconnectedness of the Earthôs ecology makes unilateral 
action without similar actions by other nations ineffective.  The problem 
cannot be solved aloneðno matter how capable any single actor isðfor 
national environments are not only effected by processes at home, but 
also by those on the other side of the world. By working together, the 
United States and China can solve looming environmental problems 
before they become truly irreversible. 

 
SOURCE S 

1 Keith Bradsher and David Barboza, ñPollution from Chinese Casts a Global Shadow,ò New 
York Times, <http://www.nytimes.com/2006/06/11/business/worldbusiness  
/11chinacoal.html?_r=1 & oref=slogin >. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2006/06/11/business/worldbusiness/11chinacoal.html?_r=1&oref=slogin
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/06/11/business/worldbusiness/11chinacoal.html?_r=1&oref=slogin
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I TôS TOO L ATE FOR THE AFTERMATH  
 
Hilary Doe  
Co-PresidentðUniversity of Michigan Roosevelt Institution  
 

eople across the country heard the cries of ñCatastrophic,ò ñDozens 
are Dead,ò and ñStorm Thrashes Gulf Coastò after Hurricane 
Katrina charged through Mississippi and Louisiana on August 
29th.1,2,3  However, I, along with many other Americans, assumed 

that more than a year after the hurricane, the rebuilding would be 
nearing completion, and peopleôs lives would be getting back to normal. 
After all, from childhood we are indoctrinated with the understanding 
that as Americans we are citizens of the most powerful nation on Earth, 
equipped to fight wars, spread democracy, and lead the world in the 
protection of civil and human rights. It seems, then, that our nation could 
most certainly assist its citizens and cities in recovery from a natural 
disasterðno matter how devastating. In recent months, however, it has 
become clear that, despite our abilities and our resources, helping 
Hurricane Katrina victims is not high on Americaôs list of priorities.  

Hurricane Katrina ravaged our nation, killed our people, 
displaced our citizens, and ruined our cities. Now, as we continue to sort 
through the rubble, Katrina must change our minds about the illusion of 
preparedness that made us blind to both the faulty bureaucratic policies 
in place, and the subsequently inadequate disaster response. The existing 
policy failed to mend what was broken, replace what was lost, or rebuild 
a semblance of home. In my opinion, it is much too late for such an 
aftermath.  
 I realized the severity of the situation only after I walked the New 
Orleans streets. There, amongst the debris and the destruction, I had the 
opportunity to speak with the people who still harbor a poignant fear in 
their eyes at the sight of a dark sky, and who refer to ñthe stormò as a 
marker of time in all aspects of daily conversation; the streets of the city 
and the memories of the people are haunted by a disaster they cannot 
escape. Every day they must wander by the vacant homes of their 
neighbors who lack the assets necessary to come home. Ominous 
markings indicating the number of victims inspection authorities found 
dead after the storm daily remind neighbors of the tragedies endured by 
their love ones. They live amongst the crime of an impoverished city, 
with an unemployed population, and a heart broken public that lacks the 
resources to move beyond their depressing situation. They are lively, 
strong and passionate; they are survivors filled the contagious spirit of 
New Orleans culture, but they are scarred with loss and are losing hope.  
 Even more disturbing than the death toll of 1300, the 2.16 
million evacuees (about 800,000 famili es according to FEMA), and the 
75 million dollars worth of damage, are the statistics describing the 

P 
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current situation. 4 Over a year after the storm first struck, there are still 
more than 235,000 persons from Louisiana that remain displaced from 
their hom es. More than 204,737 houses that remain so extensively 
damaged they must be classified as ñdestroyedò, and, to date, the 
population in New Orleans has decreased from 437,186 people to a mere 
200,665.5 

The extent of the initial devastation is understandabl e, since 
even days before Hurricane Katrina it was clear the storm was strong. 
The hurricane was being closely watched for days and regularly reported 
on by the National Weather Service, until it finally earned the most 
dangerous hurricane rating, category 5, the morning before it struck 
Mississippi and Louisiana. Therefore, regardless of your definition or 
measurement device, Katrina was then, as it is now, a national disaster 
necessitating the utmost amount of federal response.  
 How then, with the knowle dge of this impending calamity, did 
the federal government fail to take action until days after the storm, 
when the cities were already flooded and the people had resorted to 
fighting for survival? How has the countryôs response been so poor that 
even a year after the disaster the city still lays in shambles, and the 
individuals who were lucky enough to escape the hurricane with their 
lives must continue to brave the deplorable conditions of FEMA trailer 
clusters (which the Louisiana Association of United W ays has said, 
ñcaused stress levels to rocket, resulting in increased substance abuse, 
violence, sexual abuse, and domestic violenceéleaving parents unable to 
ensure the protection of their children.ò), or endure separation from their 
families with no hope  of returning to their homes? 6 After much research 
and torment concerning this question, it becomes clear that the current 
situation is not the result of an inescapable natural disaster as much as it 
is the fault of poor policy, low priority, and sheer dis organizationða 
circus of complicated and inefficient bureaucracy.  

The Katrina response was littered with delays, communication 
faux pas, and inadequate policies, which began to doom the area even 
days before the hurricane did its damage. For example, the day before the 
hurricane city officials warned that the levees might not withstand the 
storm. No action was taken. Additionally, the call for an evacuation of 
New Orleans was not made until after the Hurricane was upgraded to 
category 5, and the Louisiana National Guardôs subsequent request for 
700 of the Federal Emergency Management Associationôs (FEMA) buses 
resulted in the delivery of only 100 from the disaster response authority. 7 
These inadequacies simply set the stage for the rest of the disaster 
response process. One of the most outstanding failures concerns the 
relief sent to the site of the breached levees in New Orleans. Officials 
from FEMA were sent to Louisianaôs capital the morning 80% of New 
Orleans began to fill with water (more than 8 feet hi gh in the low-lying 
ninth ward area locations), but, even as the number dead was mounting 
and those fighting for survival were becoming more and more desperate 
for aid, the FEMA director responsible for dispatching personnel to the 
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area, failed to send for a relief team until 5 hours later. 8 To further 
exacerbate the problem FEMA issued an order refusing the assistance of 
outside help and ordering state and local officials to stay out of the area, 
despite the fact that another levee in New Orleans had breached.9 Rescue 
and fire teams across the country hurried to enter the city and aid the 
rescue efforts, but they too were asked to stay home due to concerns that 
the national programs would not be organized enough to handle their 
contributions, and the proper  bureaucratic measures had not been taken 
to designate the lawfulness and desirability of their entry. 10 As 
documented by The Boston Globe, the National Guard, which is often 
considered the first line of response in the case of national disaster, did 
not even manage to arrive for rescues in New Orleans until 2 days after 
the levees were breached and water engulfed the city.11  Two days is 
entirely too long for our fellow American citizens to wait for hurricane 
aid from the national organizations created to re spond to exactly those 
situation. Two days is not adequate disaster preparedness. Two days 
should not be considered acceptable. Further, the members of the 
National Guard who were able to respond were few, since more than 40% 
of the Louisiana National Guard had been deployed to Iraq and necessary 
replacements could not be located from other states until their aid was 
officially requested by the White Houseða request which was not made 
until 4 days after the hurricane hit New Orleans. 12 

Lack of preparedness and bureaucratic interruption were 
responsible for much of the destruction incurred in the disaster.  Many 
delays have been explained as the result of the implementation of the 
Department of Homeland Security, which took over federal disaster 
response programs only weeks before aid was so desperately needed by 
Hurricane Katrina victims in Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and 
Louisiana. However, if the creation of such a department was going to 
cause such inadequate performance and general chaos, one must ask 
themselves if it should have been created at all, instead of using young 
department as an excuse for the exacerbation of the disaster. We, as 
American citizens, blessed by the power of our government and the 
wealth of our nation, must demand more successful assistanceðwe must 
insist that our neighbors, our families, and our fellow citizens be 
protected by the federal agencies founded to aid them. Something has to 
change and we, as participants in this democracy, are responsible for 
changing it.  

The question seems to be, where do we go from here? How do we 
help? What can we do? I searched myself for an answer to this question 
after witnessing the heart-wrenching need in the New Orleans area, and 
came to only one clear conclusion. We must do what we are able to do. 
Those charities and relief workers in the Hurricane Katrina effected area 
are doing all they can when they physically gut homes to bring families 
back one at a time; the shelters are doing all they can when they take in 
the homeless and impoverished for food and protection from the ever 
increasing crime. Similarly, we as citizens must do all we can through the 
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power of our voices and our vote to encourage the creation of good policy 
and reformation of the flaws which doomed the hurricane victims in ou r 
country before the storm blew in.  

Only after policy is made that strengthens infrastructure in the 
area, provides proper preparations for a similar storm, rebuilds the 
wetlands, and considers the adequacy of the levees in comparison to 
those in similar areas (such as in the below sea level areas of the 
Netherlands), can businesses that will provide jobs and assist in the 
decreasing of poverty and crime, come back to New Orleans. Policy must 
be introduced which requires that those citizens displaced from t he area 
be protected and provided for in the way that other nations across the 
world who have signed on to the United Nationsô Internally Displaced 
Persons Act, have been able to care for their survivors. They must be 
housed in proper conditions (outside o f FEMA clusters) and be allowed 
to unite with their loved ones in their home towns (as opposed to those 
displaced persons currently forgotten and stranded apart from their 
families, without the means to return home). These policies are necessary 
for psychological health, wellness, and the faith of our citizens in the 
priorities of our capable government.  

We must bring people home to prove that though any city in 
America can suffer, each one can also rebuild, move forward, and thrive. 
We must keep the governmental officials capable of improving the 
situation accountable to those persons who suffered, mourned, and 
survived, in order to ensure that another disaster with this extent of 
capital, regional, and human casualty, is never repeated. It need not be 
repeated. A year and a half after an American tragedy, the site need not 
be ravaged, the people need not be displaced, and the community need 
not lose hope for better days due to a sheer lack of progress. It is too late 
for the aftermath.  
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M ICHIGAN W IND POW ER  
 
Jamie OôMalley, James Fuller, Zach Bay, Adena Kass & 
Kenneth Chen 
Center on Environmental Policy  
 

he debate over the existence of anthropogenic climate change has 
been settled. An overwhelming number of scientific sources have 
linked the release of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
with rising temperatures across the globe; in May 2007, the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change released a comprehensive 
report concluding that there is a 90% chance that current warming 
trends are due to anthropogenic sources. Additionally, the report warned 
that with current policies, greenhouse gas levels in the atmosphere will 
continue to grow. Furthermore, the globe will continue warming at levels 
even higher than those observed in the 20th century. To prevent the rise 
of global temperatures, the report suggests the use of renewable energy 
resources such as wind and solar power to replace conventional 
greenhouse-gas emitting fuels like coal.1 
 Unfortunately, the Unite d States government has thus far failed 
to heed the growing number of warnings. For example, the US was not a 
signatory for the Kyoto Protocol, an international treaty designed to 
lower global greenhouse gas emissions that was ratified in 1997.2 
Furthermor e, Congress has not yet passed any bill that comprehensively 
addresses climate change. The United States should set an example for 
responsible action but in the absence of strong federal leadership, the 
role of addressing climate change has been, by default, delegated to the 
states themselves. Twenty-four states have responded to this call with the 
creation of renewable portfolio standards (RPS) of varying levels. Most 
ambitious among these, California will require 20% of generated 
electricity to be produced from renewable sources by 2010. 
Unfortunately, the state of Michigan is not among this group.  
 Michigan has a tremendous responsibility to join this growing 
group of environmentally conscious states and enact a renewable energy 
standard of her own. Furt hermore, wind energy should compromise a 
majority segment of this plan. Wind energy is the most feasible 
technology in Michigan because of the stateôs considerable wind 
resources. Economically, wind energy is less expensive than other forms 
of renewable energy and environmentally, wind energy is both ñcleanò 
and renewable, producing no emissions.3,4 While the disadvantages of 
wind energy have been loudly touted by opponents, they pale in 
comparison to the economic potential to be gained through job creation 
and environmental benefits.  
 Opponents of wind energy point to the fact that the turbines 
needed to generate electricity pose a hazard to birds. However, various 

T 
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studies have found that bird death rates range from less than one bird 
per turbine per year to approximately four birds per turbine per year. 5,6   
 
These figures are negligible compared to the millions of birds killed in 
collisions with plate glass, buildings, and power lines. In fact, the 
Audubon Society has placed official support behind the increased use of 
responsible wind power.7 

 Other concerns stem from the view that wind turbines are 
unsightly and severely detract from the environmental landscape. While 
the aesthetic merits of wind turbines can be debated, in comparison to 
the greater concern of climate change, this view is trivial at best. 
Additionally, in many cases, aesthetic issues can be sidestepped by the 
use of offshore wind technology.  

Still other critics of wind energy instead support the creation of 
additional nuclear power plant s as a non-polluting energy source. While 
nuclear power has immense potential and doesnôt produce any 
greenhouse gas emissions, issues regarding its safety must be resolved 
before nuclear energy becomes a viable alternative to other energy 
sources. As of yet, these issues have not been resolved. Currently, the 
nuclear energy industry is unable to purchase sufficient insurance on the 
open market and U.S. Department of Energy has no accepted plan for 
dealing with the long -term storage of the high-level radioactive waste 
created. 
 Wind energy, on the other hand, is a viable alternative energy 
option, especially for Michigan. According to the Department of Energy 
(DOE), Michigan has the fourteenth highest wind potential in the nation, 
a huge untapped resource. Wind resource maps of Michigan show 
onshore utility -scale wind resources concentrated along the shores of 
Lakes Michigan and Superior, as well as on the ñthumbò and islands.8 
The great potential of offshore wind farms, a technology that is already 
being implemented in European countries like Denmark, is even more 
exciting.9 Off the shores of Lakes Michigan, St. Clair, Erie, Huron, and 
Superior, the wind power potential is 44,288 megawatts. 10  This power 
rate would result in 387,962,880 megawatt -hours per year of wind 
energy. To compare, Michigan used 108,877,000 megawatt-hours of 
energy in 2003.11 
 Though currently more expensive, there are many benefits to off-
shore windmills ð higher and steadier wind speeds, lessened noise 
pollution and aesthetic concerns, and the elimination of land-use issuesð
a concern that adds considerably to the cost of land windmills.  Off-shore 
wind turbines would also allow for larger turbines and blades than land 
turbines as well.  Transportation capacity on land is limited to what ca n 
be transported by trucks on major roads. If production facilities were 
located on coastal areas, these limitations would not exist for off-shore 
wind generation.  
 Off-shore wind turbines in the Great Lakes region would be able 
to service many large population centers, notably Grand Haven, 
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Muskegon, and Detroit, which is close to Lake St. Clair.  This would be 
more practical than the land based wind farms in the plains states 
because of proximity to the existing electrical grid and population 
centers.12 
 The adoption of a renewable energy portfolio in Michigan using 
wind power as a major energy source would produce significant 
economic benefits. According to a number of studies, wind power plants 
create many more jobs than conventional coal-fired plants ï according to 
one Australian study, up to eight times as many jobs.13 National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory estimates that the construction of a wind 
farm in Michigan would create 2,308 jobs during construction and 
support 346 jobs annually during operation. I n comparison, a coal power 
plant of similar capacity would create 2,181 jobs during creation and then 
146 jobs during operation.14 According to the US department of Energy's 
Jobs and Economic Development Impact, achieving 20% of the wind 
energy target could translate into 40,000 "direct" jobs annually.  With 
Michiganôs overall unemployment rate at 7.7 percent and Detroitôs at 9.2 
percent, it is easy to imagine how the jobs created through a wind energy 
boom could greatly benefit the region.15 
 Right now, Mich igan is at an energy crossroads; the state must 
decide what energy venues are worth the time and money. At present, 
our state has not decided which path to take to satisfy our increasing 
need for both jobs and energy, but to make this critical decision we must 
consider both the benefits to the state-wide economy and the increasing 
need for a sustainable energy system. Many Michigan legislators seem to 
understand the environmental and economic benefits to be gained 
through renewable energy, and several RPS proposals have been seen in 
the Senate and House since late March of this year. Many of these bills 
set a minimum percentage of total energy to come from renewable 
sources such as biomass, geothermal, solar, and wind power. 
Unfortunately, of the 61 total actsð18 or more relating to renewable 
energy or energy efficiencyðall have been tabled at committee levels, and 
no public acts have been made in relation to our energy crisis during the 
2007-2008 legislative session.16 
 Governor Jennifer Granholm has changed her position on energy 
in the past weeks and has also acknowledged the need for a renewable 
energy portfolio standard. She is now in favor of a RPS of 25% by 2025 as 
opposed to 15% by 2015. The Governor also specifically recognizes the 
necessity of wind energy as a major source of renewable energy in the 
RPS. On November 14th 2007, Governor Granholm also announced the 
creation of the Michigan Climate Action Council. This group includes 
thirty -five people from public interest groups, environmental 
organizations, utilities, the manufacturing sector, key industries, 
universities, and state and local government.17 

 These are great steps for Michigan in the multi-faceted fight 
against climate change. However, the most important decisions remainð
the choice of which new energy facility would be best for our state. It is 



 24 

absolutely crucial that the state government of Michigan choose a path of 
economic and environmental sustainability through a Renewable Energy 
Portfolio including wind energy. In light of the current lack of effective 
international or even national policies to combat climate change, it is the 
duty of state legislators to demonstrate the leadership and responsibility 
necessary to produce worldwide policy change. 
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PREVENTING I RANIAN NUCLEAR 

PROLIFERATI ON :  CARROTS, NOT STICKS  
 

Elam Lantz & Stephanie Spencer Smith 
Center on Inter national Relations Policy  
 

 recent report from the International Atomic Energy 
Association (IAEA) suggests that Iran may be withholding 
information about the nature of its nuclear energy 

program.1  This report comes at a time when there has been 
growing concern within the international community over the 
threat of Iranian nuclear proliferation.  Wh ile the United States 
has addressed this issue by supporting further U.N. Security 
Council sanctions for Iran, there has been no international 
consensus as to how to proceed. 
 The United States has led the effort to prevent Iran from 
acquiring nuclear weapons.  Iran and the U.S. broke off diplomatic 
relations after the Islamic Revolution of 1979, which replaced a 
pro-Western Iranian government with a Muslim theocracy.  
Tensions between the two countries have escalated since 2001, 
when President Bush labeled Iran as part of the ñaxis of evil.ò2 
This, in combination with the U.S. invasion of Iraq and Iranôs bid 
for nuclear energy, has caused a breakdown in trust between Iran 
and the United States.   
 Given the current instability in the Middle East, the 
acquisition of nuclear weapons by Iran is less than desirable.  
However, the United Statesô experience with both Libya and North 
Korea suggest that further sanctions will be ineffective in creating 
a ñnuclear-freeò Iran.  For example, Libya refused to give up its 
nuclear program, despite enduring harsh economic sanctions from 
the U.S. for 22 years.3  It was not until the international 
community agreed to lift sanctions that Libya ended its nuclear 
program.4  A similar disarmament pattern was exhibited by North 
Korea; incentives, rather than sanctions, were given to the North 
Koreans in exchange for a dismantling of their nuclear program. 5  
In both cases, the United States was able to prevent nuclear 
proliferation by negotiating incentives with the countries involv ed.  
 Due to the fact that Iran is more connected to the 
international community (both economically and politically), the 
same types of economic incentives that worked with North Korea 
and Libya may not be as successful in procuring Iranian nuclear 
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disarmament.  However, sanctions surely will not yield the results 
that the U.S. desires.  The U.S. will be more likely to achieve its 
goal by supporting regional cooperation in the Middle East.  One 
such measure was the recent proposal made by the Gulf 
Cooperation Council (GCC) to enrich uranium for Iran. 6  In return, 
Iran would promise increased participation in Middle Eastern 
regional organizations.  The proposal achieves the dual effect of 
both preventing Iran from developing nuclear military capacity 
and allowing them to be a greater political influence in the Middle 
East.   
 As Iran has agreed to discuss this proposal, the U.S. and its 
allies, should support the GCC initiative rather than pushing for 
more sanctions.  If this initiative turns out to be successful, the 
threat of a Middle Eastern arms race will be defused.  In addition, 
a main point of contention between the U.S. and Iran will be 
eradicated.  This in turn may lead to further stability in the Middle 
East, and possible cooperation in securing the Iraq/Iran border.   
 Furthermore, if the GCC negotiations with Iran are 
successful, the U.S. should normalize relations with Iran and 
participate in a direct dialogue over mutual interests.  In order to 
mitigate future hostilities the U.S. should encourage Iran to enter 
the global market by phasing out sanctions and by providing 
energy advisors to assist in the construction of the Iranian 
infrastructure. By taking these actions the U.S. and Iran can look 
forward to more positive future relations.    
 The GCC-Iranian negotiations provide the U.S. with a way 
to resolve the current impasse over Iranian nuclear proliferation.  
The U.S. should aggressively pursue this option in order to begin 
ending the tension that has plagued our two nations for the past 
thirty years. 
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PROMOTING TURKISH ASCENSION TO 

THE EUROPEAN UNION  
 

Jane Coaston & Amanda Swain 
Center on International Relations Policy  
 

ermany and France are calling for a "privileged 
partnership," Britain wants the "inclusion of Turkey as a 
full member," and Greece thinks that integration "by itself 

will resolve most of our problems": amidst the  discussions of 
economics, human rights and international diplomacy, 
Turkey continues to await the verdict on its application to join the 
European Union (ñEU-Turkey Relationsò).1  At this point, approval 
seems unlikely anytime soon.  Despite its significant role as a 
European trading partner, Turkey's population ðwhich is larger 
than Germany's and predominately Muslim ðis seen as a threat 
by cultural purists, E.U.  powerhouses, and those wary of flooding 
the European labor market.   And the nation's political barriers to 
free speech and its questionable relations with Cyprus make it easy 
for the E.U. to stall Turkish accession talks while member states 
debate the cost-benefit analysis.  Certainly, Turkey's stance on 
with human rights issues and international relations are important 
and must be addressed; yet considering the country's 
unique identity as both  a European and Middle Eastern nation, its 
capacity to bolster European energy resources, and its ability to 
influence security issues, it seems overwhelmingly in the E.U.'s 
interests to integrate Turkey as a full-fledged Union E.U. member.  
Furthermore, t he United States should encourage such a 
move, since Turkish integration would  likely  extend the influence 
of U.S. policy in the Middle East and promote security and 
stability in that region.   As a large and relatively stable Muslim 
nation, Turkey has the capacity to serve as a pragmatic ally for the 
West.  Integration would thus increase the E.U.'s international 
clout and enhance U.S. soft power, while promoting domestic 
security in both countries  by curtailing support for terrorist 
groups. 

Turkey has become one of the most important allies for the 
United States in the Middle East. The United States has had close 
ties with Turkey since the early days of the Cold War, when similar 
interests led Turkey to join the North American Treaty 
Organization in 1952.  Furthermore, since its founding as a 
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democratic constitutional republic in 1923, Turkey has remained 
generally stable and as the most moderate Muslim country in the 
region, Turkey is vital to the War on Terror and has served as a 
staging area for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Turkey has 
already proved itself to be a useful ally in regards to Afghanistan, 
where it has assisted the U.S. in war and reconstruction efforts. It 
is currently leading a Provincial Reconstruction Team, and has 
served as a safe haven for officials of the new Afghan government, 
as well as a diplomatic intermediary between Afghanistan and 
Pakistan.2  

Financially, it has performed remarkably well. It is a 
member of the G20, which distinguishes the world's twenty largest 
economies. And after a series of crises in the early 2000s, Turkeyôs 
inflation and unemployment have plummeted and the Gross 
Domestic Product has become one of the worlds most competitive. 
Lastly, the U.S. believes that Turkish integration will benefit U.S. 
business interests because U.S. business will have greater access to 
a larger European market; the U.S. further hopes that Turkish 
integration would introduce and solidify more pro -American 
economic policies with the Union, especially those regarding 
agriculture and t rade. 3   

Having an ally like Turkey in the European Union is 
significant for the United States because the U.S. and the E.U. 
haveðand will continue to developða strong relationship. 
According to European Union President Jose Maniel Borroso, 
ñThis is the most important ... relation in the world, the relation 
between the United States of America and the European Union. 
And we believe we can achieve more if we look at it in a 
comprehensive manner. And I hope that now there will be some 
concrete work so that in our regular institutional summit between 
the European Union and the United States we can achieve some 
more complete results.ò4  Regular presidential summits have been 
held between the two entities since 1990, when the Union existed 
as the European Community. In 1995, the New Transatlantic 
Agenda was signed in order to build relationships between the 
United States and European countries and focus on common 
interests. Economic integration and growth have become a key 
factor, as the American dollar has lost value in relation to the Euro 
and the Euro has gained more credence as an international 
monetary unit. The European Union is a powerful financial and 
political partner to the United States and the USôs interests 
throughout the world, as it stabilizes the continent and improves 
the homogeneity of the world market. Economic homogeneity 
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breaks down financial barriers between nations and allows the 
world market to function at maximum efficiency.  

Yet, despite political pressure from the United States 
encouraging closer ties, ñthe relationship between Turkey and the 
European project has been characterized by a series of ups and 
downsò.5  Turkey applied to join the European Community in 
1959, but only became an official candidate country in 1995. 
Efforts have been made to further E.U. -Turkey relations: the 
European Union has provided funds to develop the Turkish 
economy, and Turkey has improved both its relations with Greece 
and its domestic human rights situation. Economic assistance 
from the European Union, includ ing the implementation of a 
Customs Union to make trade between the two entities more 
beneficial, has greatly eased tensions. But there is a general 
resistance in E.U. member countries to Turkish ascension to the 
European Union.   For example, one major sticking point for the 
European Union has proven to be division of the island nation of 
Cyprus, the northern part of which  considers itself to be Turkish 
rather than  Cypriot. Considering northern Cypriots Turkish 
citizens would significantly increase Turkeyôs population. 
Germany, currently the largest member of the European Union, 
worries that Turkey's membership could reduce its preeminence 
and power within the organization. Immigration from Turkey has 
also been a concern, as Europeans become increasingly worried 
regarding the increasing heterogeneity of the European continent.  

But by introducing a large consumer population and a 
remarkably growing economy, Turkish accession would greatly 
expand and integrate the European market.  Turkey has shown 
annual real growth rates of between 6-9% in recent years; it has 
proven itself to be an effective member of the World Trade 
Organization, and is already a part of the European Union 
Customs office.6 Even in economically impoverished regions of 
Turkey, current EU fund ing has provided a great deal of 
assistance, making the entire country competitive. Therefore, a 
strong possibility exists that the Turkish economy could become a 
valuable part of the already burgeoning E.U. economy and 
monetary unit.    

The merits of opening the European labor market to 
Turkey, however, are somewhat more contentious.  While some 
worry that Turkey's large population will problematically flood the 
labor market with cheap unskilled labor and lead to increased job 
insecurity and unemployment, o thers argue that such an influx 
will be valuable considering the aging demographics and 
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population decline of several E.U. member states.  Yet, in light of 
the strength of the Turkish economy, the reality of European 
demographics and the relative lack of competition for unskilled 
labor in  post-industrialized Europe, there seems to be more 
economic evidence in favor of Turkish integration than against it. 7 

Another argument for Turkeyôs accession is its potential to 
play a valuable role in transporting energy resources from Iraq 
and the Middle East to Europe, therefore expanding the European 
energy market and bringing it in contact with important countries 
like Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan.8 The Turkish oil 
production market is small, but it contai ns a large amount of 
valuable pipeline. The pipelines, located in the Caspian oilfields, 
will be the longest in the world and could prove to be valuable 
sources of energy for the ñenergy-starvedò European countries that 
largely encompass the Union. The European Union needs the 
energy offered by Turkey to survive, while the U.S. hopes to build 
on existing infrastructure to circumvent and diversify itôs on own 
dependence on petrol-rich Middle Eastern  nations.  

Turkeyôs geographical ability for dual membership in both 
the European and Middle Eastern communities allows it to 
incorporate the practices of both regions in a manner that enables 
it to serve as a cohesive link between Western-style democratic 
liberties and Eastern-style culture and political processes. Because 
it borders Syria, Iraq and Iran ðthree states with which the West 
has shaky relations and vested interestsðTurkey has the capacity 
to considerably influence current political interactions and provide 
guidance and support for Western diplomatic eff orts with these 
nations. Specifically, Turkey would provide a useful and pragmatic 
perspective on efforts between Israel and Palestine, and could 
supply both physical and regional support for reconstruction  in 
Iraq. Turkeyôs location gives it the capacity to exert regulatory 
power on the flow of weapons and people (including terrorists) 
between Middle Eastern nations. Because of its economic 
relationship with Iran, Turkey also has the ability to draw a hard -
line in regards to Iranian nuclear development; by  refusing status 
quo relations with Iran and pursuing more limited policies of trade 
and tourismðand specifically regulating its investment in Iranian 
energy resourcesðTurkey could exert considerable economic 
pressure on Iran when needed.9  Turkey also has the capacity to 
quell and/or help reveal Iranôs tacit support for regional terrorist 
groups.  As an increasingly stable and consolidated democracy, 
Turkey demonstrates that Islam is indeed compatible with 
democracy and secular statehood.  
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Considering its situation and access to Middle Eastern leaders and 
resources, Turkey is thus an important ally for the West and 
integration of the nation into the E.U. will significantly solidify 
this role and strengthen Turkeyôs position as the Westôs largest 
and only democratic Muslim ally.  

Furthermore, Turkeyôs integration into the E.U. would 
send positive and mollifying messages to Islamic diasporas in 
Europe who feel estranged and isolated from European society; 
Turkeyôs integration would considerably increase general Western 
soft power in the Middle East by signaling that European 
integration is not necessarily a rejection of Muslim identity, and 
indicating to Middle Eastern Muslims that Western integration is 
both possible and practical. In  this way, Turkeyôs integration 
would enhance the image of the West in the Middle East ðwhich 
is badly in need of repair. 

Besides bolstering US image abroad, an E.U. expansion to 
include Turkey has several other potential implications for the 
U.S. First and foremost, an enlarged market and increased 
international influence could fortify the E.U. to the point that it 
engages in a considerable power-struggle with the U.S.  A stronger 
E.U. could be problematic for the U.S.ô ability to further its own 
policy aims. Alternatively, an enlarged E.U. could be significantly 
more pro-American, thus reducing conflicts between the two 
actors. A larger EU is less likely to be controlled by elements that 
do not support the United States, and would include countries that 
have benefited from American assistance. In addition, it is 
possible that Turkey will continue to have contentious difficulties 
with human rights issues, especially in regards to Cyprus and 
Armenia, and thus, Turkeyôs ascension could cause an outcry from 
Greece or E.U. hopefuls Cyprus and Armenia. European and 
American citizens with heritages linked to these countries might 
also be upset with such integration. It is also possible that Turkey 
could experience violence from terrorist groups who dislike the 
idea of Turkey solidly aligning its interests with the West.  

That said, Turkish integration into the European Union is a 
step that needs to be taken. Turkey has proven itself to be a strong 
democracy with the ability to work well with multiple styles of 
government. In a region dominated by countries with either stated 
anti -American policies or large anti -American factions, Turkey is a 
necessity to world security. The European Union must end its 
procrastination and make the necessary arrangements to allow 
Turki sh accession 
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STABILITY OVER PROGRESS  
CHINAôS NON-INTERVENTIONISM IN MYANMAR 

 
Rhea Acuna & Callie Wang 
Center on China Policy 
 

oncerning the recent events in Myanmar, much has been 
made of Chinaôs non-interventionism and continuing trade 
relations with countries that have been labeled ñrogue 

statesò by much of the international community.  China continues 
to deal with Myanmar, even after international outcry against the 
military juntaôs crackdown on protestors.  Why is Chinaôs voice in 
this matter important?  The Peopleôs Republic holds veto power in 
the United Nationsô Security Council; at the September 27th 
meeting, China argued that Myanmar should not even have been a 
topic of discussion for the council.1 Chinaôs refusal to address what 
is seen as its support for rogue regimes has continually been a 
sticking point of criticism, especially from the United States.   

Chinese officials continually reference the Stateôs foreign 
policy of co-operation without intervention when asked to address 
issues such as Myanmar.  Best exemplified by their relations with 
the African nations and most prominently Sudan, this policy has 
caused much frustration for the Unite d Nations and Western 
powers.  Aside from recognition of óone Chinaô inclusive of Taiwan, 
Beijing does not require specific political or economic 
prerequisites for diplomatic and economic engagement.  It prefers, 
rather, to leave óinternal mattersô to those whom such matters 
belong.  The Chinese State, in the name of stability, often supports 
the status quo in the domestic affairs of its allies over the 
possibility of tumultuous change, even if such changes are 
seemingly progressive. 

The past few months have seen a slight change in these 
policies.  Regularly criticized for its involvement in the Darfur 
region of Sudan, China recently announced that members of its 
own military force would join UN Peacekeepers in the region.2 
There was hope, then, that China would follow suit in applying 
pressure on the Myanmar junta.  Instead, China refused to support 
ASEAN in their push for Myanmarôs leaders to release opposition 
leader Aung San Suu Kyi, who is currently under house arrest.  In 
response, the United States and other Western nations began talks 
about a potential boycott of the 2008 Olympics in Beijing. 3 This is 
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an extreme stance that will bring little change, and only increases 
the growing tension between China and the West.  Considering the 
volatile climate of the international community, the United States 
needs to restrict itself from issuing such provocative ultimatums ð
unless they are truly necessary for its own  national security.  
Furthermore, is it not Chinaôs right as a sovereign nation to choose 
the countr ies with which it maintains relations?  Moreover, China 
is not the only nation that continues to deal with the Myanmar 
junta ï India, Japan, the EU and ASEAN have all failed to put 
what the West calls ósufficientô pressure on Myanmarôs rulers, by 
continuin g to allow certain domestic companies to do business in 
Myanmar.   

Myanmar is endowed with natural resources.  The United 
States has criticized China for continuing to engage in trade with 
the South East Asian nation to ensure access to valuable oil and 
natural gas reserves.  However, Thailand is actually the largest 
importer of oil and gas from Myanmar, and was its largest source 
of Foreign Direct Investments in 2006.  The second largest sector 
in its economy is the forestry sector.   India and Thailand, as well 
as China, import the largest amounts of timber from Myanmar.  
China, therefore, is not the largest source of revenue for the 
government of Myanmar.  Other countries, especially ASEAN 
countries, are important trading partners for Myanmar, and are, 
in fact, its main source of revenue.4 Even if the United States and 
the international community does wish to continue their strategy 
of pressuring Myanmarôs trade partners, in hopes of forcing 
political change, they need not place the spotlight merely on 
Chinaðfor this limitation of focus is misdirected.  

Requests by the United States for China to end relations 
with Myanmar in hopes of pressuring their military junta into 
submission infringe upon the sovereign rights of nationsða 
principle cornerstone of the United Nations.  Chinaôs relationship 
with Myanmar is beyond the control, and more importantly the 
jurisdiction, of any body aside from the two parties involved.  The 
United States cannot assume that its own prerogatives can 
supersede those of any other nationôs, and justify its demands 
based upon assumptions of mutual objectives like democracy and 
human right, no matter how righteous they may be. One countryôs 
goals cannot be translated as all countryôs goals.  Chinaôs desire for 
a stable South East Asia, based upon introspection of what is 
essential to its own national security and wellbeing, surely has the 
right to vary from the desires of the United States, and its policies 
in pursuit of these goals are necessarily self-governing. 
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THE I NEFFICIENCY OF   
ñFOOD FOR PEACEò 

BIG BUSINESS COMPLAINS WHILE AFRICA STARVE 
 
Christopher Reade & Jessica Teng 
Center on International Relations Pol icy 
 

ccording to the United Nationôs Millennium Development 
Goals, the eradication of world hunger is a primary 
challenge. The U.N.ôs report on food insecurity finds that 

there are 854 million undernourished people globally. 1 The direst 
region is sub-Saharan Africa, where one-third of the regionôs 
population is underfed. This represents one quarter of the total 
global malnourished population. One of the many programs 
actively working to alleviate world hunger, especially for Africa, is 
ñFood for Peaceò, an initiative of the United States Agency for 
International Developmentôs (USAID).  The program is divided 
into five titles that work together to combat hunger.  One of these 
titles focuses on the immediate alleviation of the hunger crises by 
distribution o f surplus U.S. grain purchased by non-governmental, 
private volunteer and international organizations. 2 

The purchase of surplus grain program is the largest sector 
financially of Food for Peace, and impacts the most people in both 
America and the developing world. The U.S. government began 
buying surplus crops in the domestic market as a solution for the 
storage and retail issues plaguing American farmers. However, the 
program has begun to lose its effectiveness and is expected to get 
worse with the inducti on of corn subsidies for ethanol production, 
which will take more produce out of the international aid food 
market.  

The program has been transformed to greatly benefit 
American Agri -business and transport concerns.  These companies 
profit from Food for Pea ce by selling their grain to the government 
or organizing logistics for the program. Four companies (Archer 
Daniels Midland, Cargill, Bunge and Cal Western Packaging) now 
provide over half of the programôs supplies. 3 Since 2004, the 
federal government has purchased over one billion dollars from 
these companies and shipping businesses were paid 1.3 billion 
dollars.4 

While U.S. law mandates that only American grown food 
can be donated by USAID, President Bush proposed that up to 
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