Looking Ahead
The Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal
Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies
Issue
No.No.
3, Fall
2012 2013
Issue
4, Spring

LOOKING AHEAD
The Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal
Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies
Issue No. 4, Spring 2013
Executive Board
Dylan Cicero, President ‘14
Matthew Clauson, Executive Vice President ‘15
Matthew Lynch, Sr. Policy Chairman ‘14
Katherine Scott, Sr. Advocacy Chairman ‘15
Ariel Smilowitz, Communications Chair ‘15
Center Director and Editor
Aaron Glickman ‘13
Analysts
Noah Berman ‘13
Luka Jankovic ‘17
Amy Frieder ‘15
Svati Pazhyanur ‘16
David Rubin ‘16
Usamah Andrabi ‘16
Max Zimmerman ‘15
Daniel Cohanpour ‘15

Photo Courtesy
Front Cover Photo:
<http://ucollege.wustl.edu/areas/international_affairs>
<http://sumdu.edu.ua/int/images/stories/ssu_images/international/flag-globe>
<http://marymountnyc.org/students/extracurricular-activities/upper-school-extracirriculars/international-realtions-club-model-un>
<www.intl.kit.edu/ia/>
<www.bu.edu/gdp/global-development-policy/gdp-requirements/global-development-policy-tracks/>
<www.smartfellowspress.com/codes_and_decoders.htm>
<http://karenswhimsy.com/masonic-symbols.shtm>

Back Cover Photo:
http://img.timeinc.net/time/photoessays/2011/iconic_leaders/icon00000000019.jpg

Copyright © 2013 by the Cornell Roosevelt Institute. All rights reserved.
The views and opinions expressed herein are those of the authors. They do not express
the views or opinions of the Cornell Roosevelt Institute.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
About the Roosevelt Institute

4

Letter from the Policy Director

5

Amy Frieder (ILR‘15)
6-9
“Putting Out the Fuel to the Fire: Deterring Corporations From Subcontracting Manufacturing
to Sweatshops Abroad ”
A policy that would effectively deter U.S. companies from subcontracting the manufacturing of
their products to factories with sweatshop conditions would squeeze sweatshop funds at their
source.
David Rubin (ILR ‘16)
“Towards More Effective Nuclear Deterrence: From the Nuclear Triad to a Dyad”
The United States should reform its nuclear deterrence strategy, known as the triad.

10 - 12

Luka Jankovic (A&S ‘17)
“Free Trade and the European Union: Economic Development for the Future”
The United States should pursue a free trade agreement with the European Union.

13 - 15

Max Zimmerman Hancock (A&S ‘15)
16 - 18
“Defining US Policy Towards Japanese Militarism”
The United States government should change its policy toward opium farmers in Afghanistan to
stabilize the region.
Svati Pazhyanur (HumEc ‘16)
19 - 21
“Reforming Microfinance and Empowering Africa”
The United States can reduce a major security threat to Israel while improving Palestinian living
standards by engaging and strengthening Hamas’s moderate elements.
Usamah Andrabi (ILR ‘16)
22 - 25
“US Bases in Japan and the Refashioning of US-Japan Relations”
The United States should downsize its military commitment in Japan by closing unnecessary
naval bases.
Noah Berman (A&S ‘13)
26 - 27
“Retooling Foreign Aid to Egypt to Promote Democratic Consolidation”
The United States should condition some of its foreign aid to Egypt on respect for political and
civil rights.
Daniel Cohanpour (A&S ‘16)
28 - 30
“A Policy to Support the Creation of Domestically-Grown Think-Tanks in Tunisia”
The United States must support the growth of domestic, non-partisan, and politically independent think tanks in Tunisia in order to improve the prospects for democracy.

3

About the Roosevelt Institute
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Letter from the Policy Director
Dear Readers,
I am pleased to present the second issue of Looking
Ahead: The Cornell Roosevelt Institute Policy Journal from
the Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies.
This publication consists of eight policies pieces from the
Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies policy
analysts. The range and depth of these pieces reflect the
careful crafting of questions, diligent research, and
thoughtful analysis the Center’s analysts have undertaken. I hope that you will take the time to earnestly engage with this journal, as you may find it to be an exceptional catalyst for further research and discussion. It has
been a pleasure and honor to work with such a talented
group of students, and I look forward to the future as the
Roosevelt Institute’s Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies will undoubtedly continue to grow and
thrive.
Sincerely,
Aaron Glickman
Government ’13 (A&S)
Policy Director
Center for Foreign Policy and International Studies
Email: ajg279@cornell.edu
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Putting Out the Fuel to the Fire: Deterring Corporations From Subcontracting Manufacturing
to Sweatshops Abroad
By Amy Frieder ‘15, Major: Industrial and Labor Relations, Email: abf72@cornell.edu

A policy that would effectively deter U.S. companies from subcontracting the manufacturing of their products to factories with sweatshop conditions, perhaps by giving the
U.S. Department of Labor’s Division of Trade Agreement Administration and Technical
Cooperation (TAATC) the ability to sue corporations for their negligence in failing to be
accountable for labor violations, would squeeze sweatshop funds at their source.

Background:
Key Facts:
Wal-Mart, J.C. Penney, Disney, Target, Sears, Nike, Adi The U.S. Department of Labor defines sweatdas, Apple, HP, and Dell:
shop as "an employer that violates more than
these companies, and many
one federal or state labor law governing minimore major corporations, all
mum wage and overtime, child labor, indusprofit from exploiting workers
trial homework, occupational safety and
in developing countries.1 The
health, workers compensation or industry
phenomena of subcontracting
has resulted in long supply
chains that divide retailers in the global North from their supplier factories in the
global South, allowing corporations to shirk their responsibility of maintaining decent
working conditions and deflect criticism of operating sweatshops. An unfortunate result of the global marketplace, subcontracting has enabled these corporations to exploit workers more easily, highlighting a void in public policy that would require corporations to be accountable for their subcontracted production plants overseas. For example, after a factory in Indonesia which manufactured Adidas among other brands’
products abruptly closed in 2011, depriving 2,800 workers of $3.4 million in severance
pay, Adidas stated that the company “cannot assume nor accept liability for the impact
of closures or lay-offs at factories which they do not own themselves” and refused to
be “held responsible for someone else breaking the law.” 2 Corporations such as Adidas
continue to avoid accountability for sweatshops and labor violations by claiming that
they are not responsible for working conditions dictated by subcontractors; yet, by
doing business with these sweatshops and maintaining fiduciary relationships with
them, these corporations enable labor violations to occur with few ramifications.
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History:
Sources of global labor regulation have included international treaties, unilateral sanctions, social clauses in trade agreements, and transnational advocacy networks. 3 These
transnational advocacy networks have pressured brands to adopt codes of conduct,
stating rules for labor standards by which factories must—theoretically--comply, and
these codes have proliferated since the 1990s. 4 Several organizations, including the
Fair Labor Association (FLA), the Workers Rights Consortium (WRC), and Worldwide
Responsible Apparel Production (WRAP), work as third-party monitors in ensuring that
factories comply with their codes of conduct.5 Although they share the same goal,
these watchdog organizations work very differently: the FLA works collaboratively with
industry in order to certify brands based on external monitoring of a larger sample of
factories; the WRC “conducts in-depth, continuous investigations on a limited number
of factories selected through a bottom-up process whereby workers and local NGOs
lodge complaints on violations of codes of conduct”; and the WRAP certification monitors compliance of codes of conduct and certifies factories that show compliance. 6
However, each of these organizations has its limitations: the WRC is limited in its coverage, the FLA is limited in its stringency, and since they have different approaches to
labor rights monitoring, they are often at odds, as their campaigns against each other
waste time and energy that could be used to monitor working conditions. 7 WRAP has
also shown its limitations, as it was recently revealed that a factory in Bangladesh
which received a WRAP certification employed approximately 200 children, some 11
years old or younger, in sewing garments for Hanes, J.C. Penney, and Puma. 8 Despite
third-party monitors’ efforts, the millions of sweatshop workers in the developing
world cannot rely on these organizations to enforce codes of conduct and reveal labor
violations because they are simply too limited and ineffective, as “most of the apparel
industry falls outside the reach of any serious monitoring system.” 9 Additionally, these
efforts monitor current working conditions, but they fail to deter U.S. companies from
subcontracting their manufacturing to factories with sweatshop conditions in the future.

Analysis:
The U.S. government has
proceeded beyond reactionary labor monitoring,
however. Proactive efforts
to promote decent labor
conditions worldwide have
been made through free

Talking Points:


An investigation after a recent factory fire
“found evidence of high-rise death traps, where
poorly maintained electrical systems, locked
exits, limited firefighting equipment, and mountains of combustible fabric” providing “a recipe
for disaster.”13
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trade agreements or trade promotions that include labor provisions in order to
“ensure that the benefits of trade are widely shared, that worker rights are not denied
in order to gain a trade advantage or attract investment, and consequently that U.S.
businesses and workers compete on a level playing field globally.” 10 While
these labor provisions may have improved working conditions in countries included in
the trade agreements (Jordan, Chile, Singapore, Morocco, Australia, Bahrain, Oman,
Peru, Colombia, Panama, and South Korea, as well as countries in the NAFTA and Central American FTA-Dominican Republic agreements), it would be unrealistic to expect
the U.S. government to immediately and effectively institute trade agreements with
every country with subpar labor conditions for the purpose of expanding protective
labor provisions to a greater number of workers. Even if this were possible, these labor
agreements would still likely lack the deterrence necessary to force corporate responsibility for labor conditions in subcontracted production plants.
Additionally, the U.S. Department of Labor’s Division of Trade Agreement Administration and Technical Cooperation (TAATC) in its Bureau of International Labor Affairs
works with governments and international organizations to “assess labor problems,
make suggestions, and provide assistance to help strengthen labor standards as well as
review complaints “alleging that a trading partner has violated the conditions required
by the labor chapter of a free trade agreement.”11 The TAATC maintains “over 25 active technical cooperation projects across the globe,” yet almost all of these projects
are limited to the issue of child labor,12 neglecting other concerns such as workers being overworked, underpaid, and employed in unsafe conditions. Perhaps these projects have resulted in fewer child workers, but the issues of corporate irresponsibility
and proliferating sweatshops remain. Without policy innovation, the fuel to the fire
which funds these sweatshops and spreads these conditions will continue to leak
through: if multi-billion dollar corporations are allowed to subcontract their manufacturing to sweatshops, sweatshops will continue to exist.

Next Steps:
A policy that would effectively deter U.S. companies from subcontracting their manufacturing to factories with sweatshop conditions, perhaps by giving the U.S. Department of Labor’s Division of Trade Agreement Administration and Technical Cooperation (TAATC) the ability to sue corporations for their negligence in failing to be accountable for labor violations, would attack the sweatshop funds at their source. A
government policy aimed to reestablish the link between brands in the global North
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and factories in the global South would ensure corporations’ accountability for working
conditions while holding true to the American ideal as “the land of liberty” rather than
“the land for funding exploitation.”

Endnotes:
1) “Children Found Sewing Clothing For Wal-Mart, Hanes & Other U.S. & European Companies: From the National Labor Committee.” The Labor & Worklife Program at Harva rd Law School. Accessed April 16, 2013.
http://www.law.harvard.edu/programs/lwp/NLC_childlabor.html; “Wal-Mart and Disney Toys from Hell: Blocked Fire Exits in Another Dangerous Fire Trap.” Institute for Global Labour and Human Rights, December 17,
2011. Accessed April 16, 2013. http://www.globallabourrights.org/reports?id=0656; “ Bangladesh Factory Fire; Tell Wal -Mart: Never Again!” Institute for Global Labour and Human Rights, December 17, 2011. Accessed
April 16, 2013. http://salsa.democracyinaction.org/o/677/p/dia/action/public/?action_KEY=12022; “Background on PT Kizone, Ind onesia.” Clean Clothes Campaign, May 9, 2012. Accessed April 16, 2013. http://
www.cleanclothes.org/urgent-actions/background-on-pt-kizone-indonesia; Moore, Malcolm. “Apple, HP and Dell among companies responsible for 'electronic sweatshops', claims report.” The Telegraph, July 21, 2011.
Accessed April 15, 2013. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/apple/8652295/Apple-HP-and-Dell-among-companies-responsible-for-electronic-sweatshops-claims-report.html
2) More, “Apple, ,HP and Dell among companies responsible for ‘electronic sweatshops’, claims report.”

3) Rodriguez-Garavito, Cesar A. “Global Governance and Labor Rights: Codes of Conduct and Anti-Sweatshop Struggles in Global Apparel Factories in Mexico and Guatemala.” Politics & Society. Sage Publications, 2005.
Accessed 3/16/13.

4) Ibid.

5) Ibid.

6) Ibid.

7) Ibid.

8) “Children Found Sewing Clothing for Wal-Mart.”

9) “Rodriguez-Garavito, “Global Governance and Labor Rights,” Politics & Society.

10) “Office of Trade and Labor Affairs.” U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed April 16, 2013. http://www.dol.gov/ilab/programs/ otla/freetradeagreement.htm

11) “Division of Trade Agreement Administration and Technical Cooperation.” U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed April 16, 2013 . http://www.dol.gov/ilab/programs/otla/taatc.htm

12) “Global Projects.” U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed April 16, 2013. http://www.dol.gov/ilab/map/countries/global.htm

13) Mosk, Matthew. “Another Factory Fire Kills More Garment Workers.” ABCNews, January 27, 2013. Accessed April 15, 2013. http://abcnews.go.com/Blotter/factory-fire-kills-garment-workers/story?
id=18327767#.UW7vrI44syE

14) “Introduction: Footnotes.” U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed April 16, 2013. http://www.dol.gov/ilab/media/reports/iclp/ sweat4/introft.htm
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Towards More Effective Nuclear Deterrence:
From the Nuclear Triad to a Dyad
By David Rubin ’16, Major: Industrial and Labor Relations, Email: dbr83@cornell.edu

The United States should reform its nuclear deterrence strategy, known as the triad.
The intercontinental ballistic missile and submarine launched ballistic missile components should be maintained, while the nuclear bomber leg of the triad should be cut
and converted to a purely conventional bomber. The funding allocated to the bomber
leg of the nuclear triad should be reallocated to the acquisition of follow-on infrastructure for intercontinental ballistic missiles.

Background:
The nuclear triad was developed by the United States to
protect Americans from nuclear
war. The triad incorporated
contemporary deterrence theories, which resulted in the birth
of its three components: land,
sea and air.

Key Facts:





The nuclear triad was created when there was
insufficient technology to maintain stability
with a dyad
ICBMs are operating at least 30 years beyond
their design life
SLBMs are mobile and hard to track, making
them nearly impossible to strike

The land portion of the nuclear
triad includes Intercontinental
Ballistic Nuclear (ICBMs) missiles that are housed in underground silos. This portion
provides the Department of Defense with a large number of warheads with virtually
unlimited striking ability. The drawback of IBCM sites is their heightened vulnerability
to enemy strikes, because of their immobile locations.
The sea portion of the nuclear triad includes submarine launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs). The intention of these weapons was to provide the United States secondstrike capability in case of an attack. These weapons are difficult to track, and even
more difficult to destroy, which provides the US with insurance in the case of an attack. The problem with these weapons is their range and accuracy, which developed a
need for the triad to mask its inadequacies with a different weapon.
The air portion of the triad consists of B-2 and B-52 bombers equipped with Air
Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs), capable of launching nuclear weapons. Limited
targeting capabilities of ICBMs prompted their development because they provided
the ability for the US to maintain precision strike capabilities.
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Analysis:
The United States is in persistent
Talking Points:
danger of losing its nuclear edge.
Rapidly approaching budget cuts
 Making a nuclear dyad would not adversely
make it nearly impossible to inaffect US deterrence posture
crease funding for modernization
of the US’ nuclear force. The cur-  B-52 bombers are outdated and can have
rent version of ICBMs, the Mintheir nuclear role cut
utemen III, are working decades
 ICBMs and SLBMs create first and second
beyond their design life and are at
strike capability
risk of failure, with no upgrades or
replacements planned for the
near future.1 This presents a problem due to ICBMs’ centrality to nuclear deterrence
because of its first-strike capabilities. This entails the ability to wipe out an enemy’s
nuclear weapons arsenal. ICBMs provide this capability because they are able to strike
anywhere in the world within an hour of launch and have very precise targeting capabilities due to improved intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance. The current
program is outdated and requires massive funding for upgrades that the government
does not have.2
One solution to such an overarching problem involves cutting one leg of the triad and
creating, instead, a dyad. That leg is the B-52 bomber.3 This leg was initially created to
complement the accuracy and precision flaws of the other legs of the triad. When the
triad was created, intelligence limitations and poor strike precision affected ICBMs.
However, advancements in tracking technology eliminated these limitations, diminishing the need to rely on bombers as a failsafe should ICBM launch infrastructure were
modernized.
In order to have credible nuclear deterrence, a country must have second strike capability. Due to their range, ICBMs can provide a devastating first strike and would be
perceived as having such capability if modernized; SLBMs have the capability for second strike because they are difficult to track and destroy, making them likely to survive
a first strike.
B-52 bombers have lost their significance in nuclear deterrence simply because enabling technology for the other legs of the triad eliminated the need for this third leg.
Bombers would be better as conventional aircraft because to bolster US conventional
deterrence.4 Conventional capabilities enable the US to control conflict escalation
because conventional involvement signals the willingness of the US to fight and threatens
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US involvement in the escalation of a conflict, even if it passes the threshold for nuclear use. Should the United States lose its conventional superiority, aggressors will
have an incentive to settle scores because they wouldn’t fear US involvement due to
the unlikelihood of immediate escalation to nuclear use. This upgrade of the US conventional arsenal would be accompanied by a transfer of saved funds to the modernization of ICBM infrastructure, which would solidify US deterrence posture.

Next Steps:
The technology for modernizing ICBMs exists, however any pursuit of upgrades is
unlikely because of funding constraints. There are plans to modernize the B-52 nuclear
bombers; should that leg of the triad be cut, all current and future funds allocated to
this purpose would be advanced toward the modernization of ICBM infrastructure.
Countries like Russia are already modernizing their nuclear forces, and for the US to
maintain archaic technology as the cornerstone of its deterrence strategy would be
akin to forfeiting global credibility. The DOD should curtail the B-52s nuclear role and
instate it as part of US conventional forces.

Endnotes:
1) Thayer, Bradley. "Commentary: Nuke Cuts Tempt Fate." The National Interest. http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/nuke-cuts-tempt-fate-6600 (accessed April 23, 2013).
2) Schneider , Mark. "The Future of the U.S. ICBM Force." Comparative Strategy 31, no. 2 (2012)
3) Cimbala, Stephen J.. Deterrence and nuclear proliferation in the twenty-first century. Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 2001.
4) Johnson, Dr. Dana J., Dr. Christopher J. Bowie, and Dr. Robert P. Haffa. "Triad, Dyad, Monad? Shaping the US Nuclear Force for the Future."
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Free Trade and the European Union: Economic
Development for the Future
By Luka Jankovic ‘17, Major: Applied Economics and Management, Email: lmj57@cornell.edu

The United States should pursue a free trade agreement with the European Union.

Background:
Key Facts:
On February 12, 2013, President
Barack Obama announced a new  A trade agreement between the EU and
round of trade negotiations with the
United States is estimated to boost EuroEuropean Union. The proposed free
zone and American GDP by .5% and .4%,
trade agreement was again raised
respectively
during the Brussels Forum between  EU and US officials expect to have a trade
March 15 and 17.1 The United States
agreement in place by the end of 2014
and European Union have the  Removing tariffs would provide relief to
world’s largest trade relationship,
ailing European automotive, defense,
worth $636.8 billion in 2011.2 Ailing
aerospace, and biotechnology industries.
European economic growth and
stagnant growth in the United States
have caused many to call for negotiations to improve the trans-Atlantic trade agreement.
The United States has several free trade agreements in South America, Asia, and Africa. In addition, the United States is a member of the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), an agreement between the US, Mexico, and Canada designed to
boost commerce among the three nations by reducing or eliminating restrictions on
trade, such as tariffs and import quotas. The number of imports from China into the
United States has been steadily increasing over the years as China can satisfy an increasing number of the United States’ import needs.

History:
Past attempts to open trade talks between the US and the European trading bloc have
been strained due to domestic politics stalling free trade agreements. France, afraid
that Europe may be forced into cutting domestic farm subsidies by the US, vehemently
opposed a proposed transatlantic trade deal in 1998. France eventually succeeded in
bringing negotiations to a standstill and the proposed deal was scrapped. In 2002, the
United States imposed a high tariff on European steel exports to protect domestic
steel production, which was later removed in 2003. Current tariff levels between the
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United States and the European Union remain at an average of 4%. Free trade agreements with the European Union and other countries have been difficult. In 2012, the
European automotive industry delayed free trade agreement talks between EU and
Japanese officials for over four months.3

Analysis:
Talking Points:
A free trade agreement
between the United  Past failures are unlikely to repeat themselves as
States and the European
American and EU officials are willing to come to a
Union would reduce
mutually beneficial trade agreement
barriers to trade and  A free trade agreement will incentivize other couninvestment, thus yieldtries to enter similar pacts with the EU and US,
ing stronger growth in
which would improve the health of the overall
both economies. A trade
global economy
agreement between the  Willingness to adopt reasonable, adaptable regulaEU and United States is
tions signify that trading between blocs would not
estimated to boost the
be hindered
Eurozone GDP by 0.5%,
or $116 billion, and the
United States’ by 0.4%, or $93 billion, by 2027.3 Optimistic projections estimate the
pact could boost both economies by 1%. In addition, the trade agreement would boost
key industries within the United States and the European Union, such as industrials,
capital goods, and financial services. As a result, unemployment would fall as more
individuals are hired and cost of outputs fall. In addition, both economies would take
another step further from the financial crisis of the late 2000s and early 2010s. Greece
and Spain would take progressive steps to stabilize their respective economies while
the US could lessen its economic dependence on China. 4 A pact would stabilize both
economies and limit the threat of competition from emerging economies. Rather than
BRIC or emerging nations dumping low priced industrial goods into the US and European markets and thus undercutting domestic industries, a free trade agreement
would make previously expensive industrial goods from, say, the United States, more
accessible to European economies.
Furthermore, a free trade agreement would provide an opportunity to advance international regulations on global challenges, such as climate change and energy. For example, the US and EU could standardize carbon taxes, which would decrease the carbon footprint of the world’s largest combined economy while simultaneously providing
much-needed income for the EU.
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Aside from the economic gain, the free trade agreement would also send a direct message about global economic governance. Support and implementation of the free
trade pact between the EU and US would promote democratic values as well. China’s
global economic dominance would be balanced by the EU-US pact.
With a strong free trade pact, the US and EU can trade with developing nations and
promote democratic ideals to improve governance and foreign relations.
Some opponents contend that the removal of tariffs and barriers may not boost both
economies, however. The failure of the World Trade Organization’s Doha illustrates
the potential difficulties the EU-US trade agreement may encounter.5 The proliferation
of many trading blocs may create inconsistencies in standards and regulations that
could evolve into formidable non-tariff barriers.
Trading between the blocs may become difficult and have an adverse effect on the
respective economies, which would nullify the proposed benefits of the EU-US free
trade agreement. However, US and EU officials have stated that they would propose
reasonable regulations that would be easy to follow and adjust to. Strengthening the
connection between financial systems may also be risky. Similarly, opponents have
argued that economic interdependence could result in global financial disasters if one
country were to experience a downturn, akin to the global financial crisis in the late
2000s. Further strengthening the economic bonds between countries could magnify
the effect felt on sister blocs. However, strong growth in one country could have a
positive, peripheral effect on other countries. Promising growth in the United States
and the European Union indicate that a free trade pact would be mutually beneficial.

Next Steps:
The European Commission has already set negotiation guidelines for FTA talks and the
Brussels Forum reiterated the need for a transatlantic agreement. Both the EU and the
US have expressed desire for a working agreement by the end of 2014. The United
States should hold monthly summits with EU officials with FTA negotiations as the sole
priority. Preliminary groundwork for the agreement should be laid in the first few summits with experts providing feasibility analyses and information on potential effects on
stakeholders. Negotiations over high-profile items, such as agriculture and alcohol,
should be mediated by a third party.

Endnotes:
1) Ralli, Elena. "EU-US Discuss Free Trade Negotiations." News. New Europe, 18 Mar. 2013. Web. 18 Mar. 2013.
2) Meltzer, Joshua. "A European Union-United States Free Trade Agreement." Brookings Podcasts. The Brookings Institution, 27 Feb. 2013. Web.
18 Mar. 2013.
3) Croft, Adrian. "EU Wants to Include Financial Services in U.S. Trade Talks." Reuters. Thomson Reuters, 16 Mar. 2013. Web. 18 Mar. 2013.
4) "USCBC Publications." US-China Trade Statistics and China's World Trade Statistics. US-China Business Council, n.d. Web. 18 Mar. 2013.
5) "Doha Development Round." WTO. World Trade Organization, n.d. Web. 18 Mar. 2013.
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Defining US Policy Towards Modern Japanese
Militarism
By Max Zimmerman ‘15, Majors: Asian Studies and Economics, Email: mwz6@cornell.edu

Rising tensions in Asia have led Japan to increase military budgets and training aided
by the US. However, it may be in the best interest of the US to preserve Japan’s pledge
of pacifism rather than encourage the expansion of Japanese military capabilities.

Background:

Key Facts:

After World War II the United  The JSDF’s total force numbers 225, 377 people
States-led occupation instiand has a large navy and air force.
tuted major reforms to Japa-  Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution states
nese society. The most radical
that “the Japanese people forever renounce war
among them was Article 9 of
as a sovereign right of the nation” and that to
the new Japanese Constituaccomplish this aim “land, sea, air forces, as
tion in which the Japanese
well as other war potential, will never be mainpeople renounced their ability
tained.”
to wage war. Soon to follow  Japan spends 4.68 billion yen (5.17 billion dolwas the US-Japan Security
lars) a year on defence making it one of the largTreaty that obligates the
est military budgets in the world.
United States to defend Japan
if attacked. Consequently, this provided an opportunity for the United States to maintain a large military presence in Asia as tensions with the USSR rose.

History:
During the 1950’s, liberal and conservative movements within Japan expressed discontent at the US-Japan Security Treaty. By 1960 the conservative government negotiated
a revised US-Japan Security that specified that American bases would protect Japan
and must consult Japan on the activities staged on these bases. Leftist, and some conservative, movements were fiercely opposed arguing that this submitted Japan to
“subordinate independence” under the United States. However, the treaty has remained and is still in effect to this day. 1
This does not mean that the United States has not changed its policy towards Japan.
After Okinawa, an island with major American military bases, was reverted back to
Japanese control in 1972, a new issue in US-Japan relations emerged concerning the
role of Japan in Asian and world security.2 In response to waning US presence in Japan,
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the US has encouraged the buildup of a sizeable force known as the Japanese Self Defense Forces (JSDF). Japanese politicians justify the creation and continued buildup of
the JSDF by describing it as an extension of the police force, similar to a national guard.
The JSDF currently boasts over 200,000 men making up a capable army, navy, and air
force.3 It is clear that the US-Japan response to declining US military presence has been
to increase Japanese military power, despite Article 9.4 The expansion of the JSDF is
continuing to this day. Most recently, Prime Minister Abe Shinzo increased military
spending and training of the JSDF by US marines in the new budget.5

Analysis:
However, continuing US enTalking Points:
couragement of Japanese military development is a step in  While the JSDF is a useful humanitarian force
for national emergencies-natural disasters frethe wrong direction by strainquency plague Japan-it clearly possesses war
ing tensions in Asia further,
potential and its existence is still a controverhurting the US strategically,
sial topic among Japanese today.
and potentially damaging the

The US, despite imposing Article 9 during the
global economy. This course of
Allied Occupation on Japan soon reversed its
action would be a step away
stance on Japanese pacifism and has been prifrom Asian stability. Presumamary influence in the creation and expansion
bly, if unchecked, Japan would
of the JSDF.
build up a more offensive arsenal to respond to potential
threats and pursue its interests. Considering Japanese tensions with North Korea and
China, Japanese military development would only increase the likelihood for conflict to
break out. With a heavily integrated global economy conflict in Asia would be costly to
the people of the US and the world.
Additionally, the US would benefit strategically by maintaining a mutual security partnership. The recent escalation of harsh rhetoric would justify a US increase via Japan of
its defensive capabilities in Asia without provoking much backlash from Japan or China,
a strategic gain for the US. Increased American presence in lieu of a Japanese buildup
would also deter China and keep Japanese military expansion in check. Furthermore,
the American force in the region can be deployed far more quickly than Japan could
expand the JSDF.
Within Japan as well many citizens are opposed to enhancing military power and maintain a firm commitment to peace. Today there are many organizations in Japan that
are dedicated to defending Article 9 and preserving Japanese pacifism. Many Japanese
believe lifting increasing military capabilities would be an ideological step backward
away from a more peaceful world.
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However, the JSDF serves a practical role in Japan as a force to preserve order and respond to emergencies. Most recently, the JSDF have gained popularity within Japan
thanks to its speedy reaction to the 3/11/11 tsunami and aid for those affected by it. 6
The existence of the JSDF is useful but this force’s capabilities should only be expanded
to the extent that it can deal with defense, internal order, and national emergencies.
Therefore it is in the best interest of the US to support the JSDF in its function as it
stands now and encourage its growth at a pace that keeps up with Japanese domestic
needs, but does expand so far as to threaten or provoke the rest of Asia.

Next Steps:
The United States and its allies should focus on policies that have proven effective in
the past. Education for women, micro-loans to farmers, and increasing the price of
alternative crops would incentivize the market away from opium. One potential policy
may be making small loans to famers on the precondition that they use it to farm other
crops. The United States should also buy alternative crops to increase demand,
thereby increasing prices and profitability.
In order to create a viable government the US must provide people with strategic increases in investment. Policies that focus only on eradication, with development investment maybe arriving later, will continue to frustrate the war. US policies must manipulate the market away from opium, rather than fruitlessly try to squash all production.

Endnotes:
1) Bilal, Sarwary. British Broadcasting Corporation, "Afghan opium production 'rises by 61%' compared with 2010." Last modified 11 October 2011. Accessed November 3, 2012.
2) British Broadcasting Corporation, "Afghanistan's Opium Industry." Last modified 9 April 2002. Accessed November 3, 2012. http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/1840182.stm.
3) Azmat, Khan. "Why Eradication Won't Solve Afghanistan's Poppy Problem." PBS, January 03, 2012.
4) Marshall, Jonathan. "Why Washington's War on Drugs in Afghanistan Isn't Working." Huffington Post, October 28, 2012. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jonathan-marshall/war-on-drugsafghanistan_b_1832204.html (accessed November 7, 2012).
5) Mansfield, David, and Adam Pain. "Evidence from the Field: Understanding Changing Levels of Opium Poppy Cultivation in Afghanistan."AFGHANISTAN RESEARCH AND EVALUATION UNIT. no. November (2011): 1-20.
http://dspace.cigilibrary.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/15508/1/Evidence from the Field Understanding Changing Levels of Opiu m Poppy Cultivation in Afghanistan 2007.pdf?1 (accessed November 3,
2012).
6) United Nations, "A viable alternative: curbing illicit drugs through development." Accessed November 3, 2012. http://www.un .org/events/tenstories/06/story.asp?
6) Ibid.
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Reforming Microfinance & Empowering Africa
By Svati Pazhyanur ‘16, Major: Policy Analysis and Management, Email: sp836@cornell.edu

The United States should support the development of better regulation of microfinance,
especially in Africa.

Background:
Conventional US foreign aid has often
been attacked for being ineffective and
even a hindrance to sustained growth,
especially in Africa. The $11 billion in aid
Africa receives from the United States often lines the pockets of oppressive dictators rather than creating self-sustaining
growth to benefit the entire country.1 As
an alternative, microfinance has grown in
popularity as a way to give loans to poor
entrepreneurs (usually women) to provide
them with the capital necessary to start
small businesses and earn a living while
paying off their debt.

Key Facts




The US currently sends $11 billion
in aid to Africa, much of which ends
up in state coffers rather than helping the people.
Today, more than 70 million of the
world’s poorest families have access to microcredit and that number has been growing by more than
35% annually

Since the 1980’s, microfinance’s popularity has grown rapidly. The majority of microcredit to developing countries now comes from nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs), nonprofit organizations, and for-profit banks based in the United States. Even
the US government now funds $119 million in microloans to businesses in the US. 2
Many countries receiving microcredit, most recently India, have passed legislation to
regulate this budding financial market by capping interest rates and ensuring “fair and
reasonable methods” for recovering loans.3 However, in many African countries, there
is little to no governmental regulation or even strong, centralized bank to control interest rates.4

History:
In 1976, Mohammed Yunus and a few volunteers began experimenting with providing
credit to the poor in a small village in Bangladesh.
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Yunus believed that microcredit was not only financially sustainable but also capable of
unleashing a development wonder by giving the impoverished the means to help
themselves.
His small loans grew into the Grameen Bank and became a major impetus behind the
microfinance movement, earning him a Nobel Peace Prize. From its humble roots, microfinance has grown tremendously over the last three decades. Today, more than 70
million of the world’s poorest families have access to microcredit, and that number has
been growing by more than 35% annually.5

Analysis:
Some critics argue that microfinance
has little impact on aggregate poverty in Africa.6 Yet, in South Asia
(especially Bangladesh), microfinance case studies have found that
microcredit has the ability to reduce
village poverty rates by 5-30% over
five years.7 One major difference
between the two regions is the
variation in regulatory structures
surrounding microfinance.

Talking Points




Microfinance is a promising development
tool that encourages entrepreneurship
among poor people without access to
capital
In countries with strong regulations, microfinance has helped reduce village poverty rates by 5-30% over five years

In Bangladesh, strong centralized banks have been able to pair microcredit with other
financial services, such as assistance with business plans and market projections, as
well as cap interest rates to match the market’s.8 Indonesia’s legislation allows longer
grace periods before default and lower interest rates for “non-profitable” loans, such
as those for healthcare and education, while charging gradually increasing (but still
restrained) rates for profitable ventures. 9 With these regulations, the microfinance
market in South Asia has continued to grow and alleviate poverty.
Without such regulations in place, many African countries (and India) have seen microfinance gone awry. Many borrowers are driven to suicide by stress from excess loans,
and misuse of loans is rampant.
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A case study of Zambia indicated that many villagers took out loans for non-profitable
ventures, such as healthcare, and continued taking out loans to supplement their interest payments. After defaulting, families were stripped of their savings, houses and
all other assets.10 Without regulations to protect borrowers and ensure transparency
and information symmetry, microfinance can have high default rates and exacerbate
poverty. Complicating the matter, many African governments have so far been unwilling or unable to create such regulations.

Next Steps:
To make microfinance a viable poverty-reduction tool, the United States must regulate
MFI’s that operate within its borders and lend to Africa. Organizations wishing to set
up ventures abroad should be required to submit proposals through USAID to obtain
approval and subsidies (to prevent them from simply relocating to other countries).
The first step is to cap interest rates for profitable loans at market rates, and lower for
other large, necessary purchases (such as education and healthcare). Next, MFI’s must
be required to provide financial planning assistance to all borrowers, in all necessary
languages, to bridge all communication gaps about repayment expectations. Finally,
borrowers must be limited to one loan to prevent over borrowing and default.
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US Bases in Japan and the Refashioning of
US-Japan Relations
By Usamah Andrabi ’16, Major: Industrial and Labor Relations, Email: usa2@cornell.edu

The United States should downsize its military commitment in Japan by closing unnecessary naval bases.

Background:
The United States maintains
Key Facts:
military bases throughout the  The 1960 Treaty of Mutual cooperation and
globe. These marine, army,
Security Between Japan and the United States
created a mutual defense agreement for both
naval, and air force bases vary
countries, obligating the US to defend Japanese
in size and utility, and many
territories in exchange for US military presence
are little more than Cold War
in Japan.2
relics. Consequently, many of
 The United States Spends $250 billion annually
the U.S.’ bases unduly contribon foreign military bases.3
ute to the U.S. defense
budget's extensive drain on the federal budget, and a few even generate ill will towards Americans. The American military bases in Okinawa exemplify these problems.
The U.S. military presence in Okinawa is remnant of a post-World War II and Cold War
era assertion of US global dominance and security institutions. The United States’ Marine Corps Air Station Futenma and the Kadena Air Base remain two of the largest and
costliest Japanese military endeavors. Though supported by most current Japanese
leaders, Okinawans and some political leaders fervently oppose this symbol of American imperialism. These Okinawans resent the two bases for the pollution and danger
they have brought to the island.
Various proposals of relocation have been made for some of these Okinawan bases,
but no real plan has been implemented. In 2013, the American and Japanese governments came to terms on a removal and relocation plan for six of the military bases in
Okinawa, including the MCAS Futenma. This plan would create replacement bases to
northern Okinawa, near the Camp Schwab base. 1 However, the problem lies in the
U.S.’ excessive occupation of Okinawa and thus replacement will not solve local concerns or budget problems.
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History:
The American occupation of Okinawa has always been oppressive for locals. The
United States has occupied Okinawa since their victory in the Battle of Okinawa in
1945.4 After the battle and the war, the U.S. seized ownership of Okinawa and the rest
of the Ryukyu Islands and began building military bases on the island, often lawfully
paying landowners, but occasionally forcefully expelling inhabitants. 5 During this time,
the Okinawans were victims of these and thousands of other crimes by military personnel including hundreds of counts of “murder, burglary, and rape.” 6
Though the reinstatement of Japanese rule in Okinawa in 1972 mitigated these crimes
now that Okinawans had their own judicial authority to prosecute American service
members, crime is still rampant.7 The increase in U.S. military personnel in Okinawa
due to the Korean War, Vietnam War, and increased security concerns in East Asia has
led to further Okinawan concern for the bases’ potential physical and environmental
danger. There have been numerous instances of aircraft crashes near both Kadena and
Futenma resulting in infrastructure damage and civilian casualties, noise pollution, and
fears of “degradation of natural habitats.”8

Analysis:

Talking Points

 Japan needs to take steps to become militarily
The United States’ continued
self-sufficient
occupation of Okinawa is justified primarily by the 1960 Treaty
 Other U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan proof Mutual Cooperation and Secuvide substantial deterrent capabilities to comrity between Japan and the
pensate for Kadena and Futenma
United States, which obligates
 Relocation will never be condoned by Okinathe US and Japan to jointly dewans and will always put a strain on U.S.-Japan
fend Japanese territories while
relations
allowing for US military presence
in Japan to “provide security for
Japan and the Far East.”9 The increased military might of countries like China and
North Korea incentivize the U.S. to prolong its stay in Japan and further shore up military bases there. The United States’ long term goal in East Asia is to maximize positive
relations with these East Asian powers while still deterring potential conflicts.
However, Japan must transition toward a less dependent military defense if it wants to
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serve its own self-interests rather than America’s interests. 10 This will also transition
the United States away from its interventionist mentality, so it can stop defending
countries that can now defend themselves. Excessive intervention in defense policy
risks unnecessary danger for servicemen and balloons the budget deficit.
A reduction in military bases in Okinawa would start a “refashioning” of U.S.-Japan
relations.11 Most recently in 2013 the two countries have come to another agreement
relocating MCAS Futenma to other cities in Okinawa, but the problem still persists. 12
The Okinawan base subject has caused historical strains on U.S.-Japanese relations,
preventing the two nations from discussing other more important matters. The conflict
can never fully be resolved as long as the U.S. continues to try and relocate the bases
on Okinawa, rather than remove them because Okinawans will never be complacent
with this continued occupation.
The only legal complication in removal is the Japanese Constitution. Article 9 of the
Japanese Constitution functionally forbids Japan to ever completely become independent of the U.S. military because it relinquished Japan’s right to wage war or to use
force in international disputes.13 However, this Article has been stretched to allow for
a minor Japanese defense force backed heavily by U.S. military presence. Article 9 remains an inevitable roadblock to complete Japanese military independence. Thus, it is
necessary for Japan to partially increase their military independence and partially decrease their dependence on the U.S, rather than transition towards complete militarily
independence.
Additionally, a decrease in the United States’ presence will create partial military independence for Japan. Then, Japan can defend itself more substantially from the possible
threats of China and North Korea rather than have full dependence on the United
States. Second, a withdrawal of U.S. presence in Japan makes America symbolically less
of a threat to North Korea and China, reducing the likelihood of an East Asian power
struggle. However, this will not reduce the U.S.’ capabilities of deterrence significantly.
The United States’ deterrent for possible Korean conflicts are its bases in South Korea
and many additional bases remain in Japan, even in Okinawa. Consequently, removal
of two bases in Okinawa allows the U.S. to make a symbolic gesture while continuing
to have the capabilities to address conflicts in East Asia. If the U.S. wants to improve its
East Asian relations while not significantly reducing its stronghold there, it must remove the Kadena Air Base and MCAS Futenma from Okinawa.
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Next Steps:
In order to minimize costs and decrease East Asian opposition to America, the U.S.
needs to remove these two bases from Okinawa. Closing down Kadena Air Base and
MCAS Futenma signals to the Japanese people that America understands the plight of
the Okinawans. Furthermore, as long as the 1960 Treaty exists the United States can
remain dedicated to protecting Japan.
These steps are necessary to create a new American partnership with Japan. The
United States needs to begin expanding its relations with Japan into a relationship that
signals American attention to the needs of the Japanese people rather than the Japanese government.

End Notes:
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Retooling Foreign Aid to Egypt to Promote
Democratic Consolidation
By Noah Berman ’13 Major: Near Eastern Studies Email: ntb34@cornell.edu

The United States must re-evaluate its foreign aid to Egypt in order to promote a
peaceful consolidation of democracy and respect for human and political rights.

Background:
The United States State Department
has requested an allocation of $47.8
Key Facts:
billion for 2014, accounting for ap
The
United
States provides Egypt with
proximately 1% of the overall budget.1
$1.3 billion in annual aid and has
Foreign aid has been traditionally despledged $1 billion in additional aid to
ignated to promote programs and in“support Egypt’s democratic transiterests of the American people and has
tion”
been a crucial foreign policy tool since
 Egypt’s government and security forces
the end of WWII. The United States
continue to arrest opposition activists
provides Egypt with $1.3 billion in aid
annually, making it the second largest
recipient of US foreign aid behind Israel.2 Historically the package has been tied to
Egypt's treaty with Israel, signed in 1979 with US participation. Since the 2011 Egyptian Revolution, the Obama administration has committed to continuing its assistance
to Egypt and has pledged an additional $1 billion to “support Egypt's democratic revolution”.3 This new one time pledge has been repeatedly linked to democracy promotion.

History:
Since the 2011 Revolution Egypt has moved towards democracy, but many obstacles
remain. May of 2011 Egypt has held four major elections: the 2011-12 parliamentary
elections, the 2012 presidential elections and two referenda on constitutional issues.
The Muslim Brotherhood has emerged victorious from each of these contests, but they
have been accused by opposition members of suppressing opponents and perpetrating
varying degrees of voter fraud.4 Concerning to democratic development was the December of 2011 diplomatic crisis which arose between the United States and Egypt
after Egyptian security forces raided the offices of 17 US-based NGOs and threatened
to expel them from the country.5 In addition to these isolated events, security forces
are still arresting dissenters without trial and activists claim that their freedom of
speech is being impinged upon.
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Analysis:
If the United States is serious about
Talking Points
democracy promotion in Egypt then
 Foreign aid has been an important tool of
there must be concrete conditions
American interests since the end of WWII
tying aid to Egypt to democracy pro-  The United States has used aid to help
motion. Crucial elements include
maintain Egypt’s treaty with Israel and
protection of democracy advocates
can do the same for democracy promoand NGOs, more accurate election
tion
monitoring, and assurances of the
right to free speech and opposition. These commitments must be made into explicit
written conditions and should be enforced by the Obama administration. As opposed
to increasing US sponsored programs that can be stigmatized by their association with
foreign funding, insuring the safety of local activists and their projects can properly use
American political clout to encourage the growth of Egyptian civil society.

Next Steps:
The United States State Department should adopt an official stance that calls for the
revocation of partial sums of aid to Egypt for each incidence the following: (1) the arrest without warrant or trial of known non-violent political activists (2) evidence of
election tampering or fraud (3) physical and political intimidation of dissidents by state
forces or (4) the revocation of NGO charters based on political stances.

End notes:
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_r=2& (accessed April 25, 2013).
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A Policy to Support the Creation of “Domestically-Grown ThinkTanks” (DGTs) in Tunisia
By Daniel Cohanpour ’16, Major: Government, Email: dc743@cornell.edu

The early riser of the Arab Spring, Tunisia’s democratic transition is a bellwether for the
region. The fall of the Ben-Ali dictatorship has opened new space for civil society, and
the United States must support the growth of domestic, non-partisan, and politically
independent think tanks in Tunisia in order to improve the prospects for democracy.

Background:
The history of civil society in
Key Facts:
Tunisia, especially after the Arab  The ousting of President Ben Ali in 2011 reSpring, is one of dependence on
sulted in Tunisia’s first free elections
continued US funding. The oust-  Under Ben Ali, most civil society organizations
ing of President Zine El Abidine
were dependent on the ruling Constitutional
Ben Ali in 2011 resulted in the
Democratic Rally party (RCD)
first free elections in Tunisia and  After the Jasmine Revolution of 2011, the US
the developments of an infant
pledged to support a Tunisian transition to
democracy. Under Ben Ali, most
democracy with over $55 million in nonof the few civil society organizations (CSOs) that existed were
completely dependent on the Constitutional Democratic Rally (RCD) ruling party. The
few independent organizations that existed were either one-party ruled labor unions
or Islamist dominated associations.1 Although Salafist violence and unrest is gradually
increasing, there has been an upward growth in independent CSOs in Tunisia. 2 However, the nonexistence of an independent, non-US partnered think-tank that influences policy, lobbies, and unites voters and intellectuals is a growing issue that needs
to be addressed. The lack of domestically grown and independent think tanks (DGTs) is
a problem for Tunisia’s nascent democracy and represents a wider Arab shortage of
DGTs as well as domestically-grown civil society organizations, especially after the Arab
Spring.

History:
The recently released “Global Go To Think Tanks” Report showed that more than 60
percent of global think-tanks are in North America and Europe.3 The Arab world is relatively barren of think-tanks, although there do exist several American institutes in the
region.
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New frameworks in the Tunisian government after the removal of the Ben-Ali regime in 2011 necessitate a more advanced
civil society in the nation.

Talking Points


A change in US policy to support
DGTs in Tunisia will help consolidate the infant democracy by uniting intellectual and policy makers
The base loan would ensure the
project is not continually funded, as
most MENA programs are, thus
allowing from a more independent
initiative

As Secretary of State Clinton stated quite

eloquently just shortly after the regime
change in Tunisia during the Arab Spring,
“As Tunisia's brave citizens chart a new
democratic future, they continue to set an
example for the region and the world. The
United States remains committed to working with the government and people of Tunisia as they pursue a more peaceful, prosperous and democratic future”.4 An example of this support of civil society is demonstrated by The US Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI), a program by the US government that continues to be part of American efforts to empower the Tunisian citizens during this governmental transition. Since the toppling of the regime, MEPI has
supported more than 30 civil society projects in Tunisia. 5 However, none of these civil
society projects are policy research centers or think-tanks. It is important, especially at
this pivotal moment in Tunisian history, for the United States to support the transition
to more Arab civil society initiatives.

Analysis:
After the Jasmine revolution of 2011, the US pledged to support “Tunisian transition”
with more than $55 million in non-security assistance. $43.3 million of that amount
went towards democracy-building efforts, civil society, and “promoting freedom of
expression”.6 There are about a dozen notable universities in Tunisia, each of them
public besides for Tunisian Private University, or ULT. 7 MEPI and the USAID’s Middle
East Bureau have worked primarily together to establish various initiatives in MENA
states. For 2014, $30 million was pledged from USAID for Tunisia, and in 2011 and
2012, as explained in USAID’s 2014 budget request, the Agency has “reallocated over
$1.5 billion in existing funds from ongoing bilateral programs and from other sources
to transitions in the Middle East and North Africa.”8 There is a Middle East Incentive
Fund of $750,000, which aims to go towards more long-term change and is not allocated to any specific country in MENA.9 There is a gap in policy in regards to thinktanks and think-tank support in MENA by the United States, especially in regards to
lessening foreign dependence and promoting Arab intellectual unity and policy discussion.
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In the past, American initiatives to support Middle Eastern civil society have been
vague. In what form the support could take and how long the support would be present are two questions that loom over this idea. A change in US policy towards Tunisia
would consolidate Tunisia’s infant democracy in the wake of Ben-Ali’s jettison, while
simultaneously working to counteract the Salafist initiatives which have led to unrest
especially in March-April 2013.10 The development and solidification of a Tunisian think
-tank (a symbol of the wider Middle Eastern need for more Arab think-tanks) is long
overdue and is necessary to promote this new idealized system of democracy in Tunisia as well as unite intellectuals, scholars and thinkers alike.

Next Steps:
A dual-pronged policy to initiate USAID training programs for Tunisian university scholars, students, and policy experts while opening up a partnership between notable public universities in the United States and public or private Tunisian universities is pivotal,
especially at this fragile time in Tunisian politics. The initiative will receive a base fund
or micro-loan, rather than continual funding such as the current US governmental initiatives in Tunisia and the Arab World, in order to allow the think-tank to truly grow in
a grassroots manner. A university partnership, especially, is important to extracting an
intellectual and scholar class in Tunisia that can influence policy, but it is important for
the US government to ensure in the long-term that the fund goes towards academic
institutions with limited extremist ties but also is able to balance both secular and
Islamist interests. This fund can be establish in a way similar to the MENA Incentive
Fund that was established by the US Government in the sense that it is sectioned off
for a particular purpose.
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as well as an Investment Associate at Silver Spoon Personal Financial Officers, LLC and a Senior Account Manager at Market Domination, LLC. In his lack of free
time, Luka enjoys following Chelsea Football Club, snowboarding, and the culinary arts.

Max Zimmerman, Analyst, was born and raised in NYC
where he attended the Bronx High School of Science
and ran track for four years. He is sophomore at Cornell
University studying Asian Studies and Economics. Since a
young age he has had an interest in Asian cultures that
has culminated into a passion for policy, politics, and
economics in the region. He hopes to one day be fluent
in Japanese and study in Japan. This is his second term
writing for Roosevelt and first in the Foreign Policy and
International Studies Center.
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Svati Pazhyanur, Analyst, is a freshman Policy Analysis and
Management major with minors in Math and Global Health
from Eagan, MN On campus, she is involved in GlobeMed,
choir, the Debate team and as a tutor at Ithaca Elementary
School.

Usamah S. Andrabi, Analyst, is a sophomore in the School of
Industrial and Labor Relations, focusing on International and
Comparative Labor with a minor in Law & Society. He has
political aspirations within the Democratic Party despite
being a die-hard Texan. When he is not devoting his time to
international relations, he is likely reading updates on the
Houston Texans, Houston Rockets, or Texas Longhorns.

Amy Frieder, Analyst, is a sophomore in the School of Industrial and Labor Relations with minors in International Relations and Near Eastern Studies. Amy’s last policy proposal on
incentivizing investment in companies run by Arab women in
order to empower them to achieve equal gender rights was
selected to appear in the national 10 Ideas journal. Following
the publication, Amy attended the U.N. Commission on Social Development as a SustainUS youth delegate. This summer she will be interning at the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights, where she will be furthering her interests in law, social justice, and fair employment policy.
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Noah Berman, Analyst, is a graduating senior in the
College of Arts and Sciences, majoring in Near Eastern
Studies. This is his second semester writing for the
Roosevelt Institute. For fun, Noah boxes and travels.
Noah plans on relocating to Tel Aviv, Israel after
graduation to work in the NGO sector.

Daniel Cohanpour, Analyst, is a sophomore Government major from Long Island, considering a minor in
Near Eastern Studies and Information Science. His academic focus is international development and good
governance, and his research interests lie in civil society and non-governmental organizations, with a regional specialization in the Middle East and North Africa. Besides for his involvement with Roosevelt,
Daniel is the Under-Secretary General of Committees
for the Cornell International Affairs Conference, Consultant for Social Business Consulting Group, Ambassador for College of Arts and Sciences, and Committee
Member for the on-campus Hillel group.

Aaron Glickman, Director, is a graduating senior in the
College of Arts and Sciences. He is an honors government major, and his thesis studies the interplay between the private security industry and international
peacekeeping. This is his second semester as the director of the Center for Foreign Policy and International
Studies. Prior to joining the Roosevelt Institute, Aaron
worked as a researcher at the Project on Middle East
Democracy in Washington DC and studied abroad in
Jordan and Egypt. He hopes to continue working in
democratic development after graduation.
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"In every country the people themselves are more peaceably and liberally inclined than
their governments."-Franklin Delano Roosevelt
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