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 I usually see my notes as 
an opportunity to advocate for 
common ground in our increas-
ingly polarized political climate, 
but I believe this particular 
topic warrants an exception. 
Recent events on Carleton and 
St. Olaf’s respective campuses 
have made it abundantly clear 
that, despite our community’s 
liberal, educated, accepting 
self-image, we are not above 
the existence of racism.
 Is it embarrassing that in 
2017 we are still struggling with 
racism? Yes. It is even more 
embarrassing, though, that in 
2017 we still cannot have hon-
est conversations about the 

depth of the existence of rac-
ism in our society. This is not 
something that will just fade 
away if we ignore it. We cannot 
wait racism out. 
 People with white privi-
lege need to talk about it, not 
debate about it or get defen-
sive about it. We need to ac-
tually address it. Otherwise, 
nothing is going to change. Our 
generation thinks highly of its 
progressiveness and tolerance, 
but we cannot be satisfied with 
simply holding tolerant beliefs. 
We have to act. 
 The PolitiCarl refrains 
from including social media 
posts, but the following text is 

another deserving exception. 
A member of the Carleton 
community posted recently 
about a white student’s anger 
and frustration over a black 
student’s superior contribution 
to a class discussion. The post 
was followed by a comment 
about how the animosity could 
not have been fueled by race 
because things like that don’t 
happen “at a school like Car-
leton.” The following is a reac-
tion to both the original post 
and the subsequent comment. 
The text has has been edit-
ed slightly, with consent from 
the author, in order to make it 
more fit for a publication:

I am SICK  AND TIRED of people pretending that Carleton is this super inclusive, progressive, liberal 
utopia where everyone is an ally and “Carls help Carls”. Every single student at this institution is priv-
ileged in that we have the platform and education/vocabulary to have meaningful discussions about 
race, gender, sexuality, etc. as well as the means to educate our peers and empower our marginalized 
communities. Although it is important to talk about these topics in terms of identity and community, it 
is impossible to have these discussions without talking about how certain groups are marginalized in so-
ciety and more specifically at Carleton, as it is where we physically are right now. That said, WHY is it so 
wrong to have these conversations!? YES these conversations are difficult to have. YES they may make 
people uncomfortable. YES they may even be triggering. But HOW ARE WE SUPPOSED TO FIX PROB-
LEMS THAT WE CAN’T EVEN TALK ABOUT??? HOW ARE WE SUPPOSED TO TALK ABOUT PROBLEMS 
WHEN PEOPLE DON’T EVEN ACKNOWLEDGE THEY EXIST??? We’re literally discussing the underval-
uing/silencing of POC voices in academic settings and the post gets deleted because people disagree? 
The blatant avoidance of these problems DOES NOT MAKE THEM GO AWAY!! What it DOES is infuri-
ate the people who feel most affected by this particular issue, being that it minimizes their concerns as 
members of this community. Consequently, instead of silencing these students, their voices get EVEN 
LOUDER and multiply as they gain the support of TRUE allies! I mean how long will it take for people 
to realize that racism WILL NOT BE TOLERATED HERE??? People of color on this campus are literally 
SCREAMING INTO MEGAPHONES trying to get people to listen and y’all are STILL not getting it!!! 
So, PSA: until our (POC) voices are not only heard, but listened to, we’re going to continue to get louder 
and louder until people understand that we’re not putting up with this ! IT IS 2017! Y’all got the wrong 
generation. So @allCarlswhofeelunaffected get your earplugs, draft your complaint emails, and block 
me because there’s a storm coming and there ain’t a pair of L.L. Bean rain boots that can protect you.

Editor’s Note: Introduction: In Need of Discussion
Evvy O’Neil

Overheard in my POC Mind - Alexis Tolbert
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 A couple of years ago, 
Reddit, the popular social me-
dia forum, tightened its poli-
cies on hate speech. As a result, 
many “redditors” migrated to 
Voat, a similar network creat-
ed in the wake of Reddit’s de-
cision. While Voat has similar 
rules to those of pre-restric-
tions Reddit, its content could 
not have been more different. 
Here is a screenshot of Voat to-
day. 
 By denying people 
whose views were seen as inap-
propriate a space on its forum, 
Reddit forced them into an 
echo chamber, and the results 
are horrifying. You can try this 
experiment at home. If you put 
10 liberals in a room for half an 
hour, and 10 conservatives in 
another room, both groups will 
leave with more polarized po-
sitions than they entered with. 
Denying conservatives the 
privilege to speak on campus 
further isolates conservatives 
on campus because it send the 
message to prospective and 
current students that college 
is not the place for them. By 
isolating conservatives from 
mainstream institutions, liberal 
college students who prevent 
Republicans from speaking on 
campus contribute to the po-
larization of America.

 An alternative to pre-
venting speakers we disagree 
with from speaking on campus 
is to attend their events (if you 
feel comfortable doing so), and 
challenge them on their ideas. 
A great example of this ap-
proach is the story of Zachary 
R. Wood, an African American 
student at Williams College. 
Zachary invited John Der-
byshire, a conservative pundit, 
universally recognized racist, 
and all around terrible person, 
to speak at Williams. Zach was 
excited to get up and embar-
rass Derbyshire for his terrible 
views in a one-on-one, but he 
never got the chance. In the 
name of protecting students 
on campus, Williams Presi-
dent Adam Falk unilaterally 
cancelled Derbyshire’s visit. 
This restriction of free speech 
unfairly robbed Zach of the 
chance to debate Derbyshire, 
and robbed all of the students 
at Williams of the opportunity 

to see it happen.
 Even if you don’t believe 
that cancelling these speakers 
reduces the quality of discourse 
on campus, cancelling speak-
ers does not ensure the intend-
ed effect of preventing dan-
gerous ideas from spreading. 
When Milo Yiannopoulos was 
prevented from speaking at 
UC Berkeley earlier in the year, 
searches for “Milo” increased 
by about 400%. This is known 
as the Streisand effect, named 
for actress Barbra Streisand, 
whose effort to have a picture 
of her house taken down from 
the internet led to significant 
publicity and resulted in more 
people seeing the photo. Sim-
ilarly, every time a conserva-
tive speaker is prevented from 
speaking in the name of pre-
venting his or her ideas from 
spreading, the speaker’s ideas 
spread like wildfire.
 Even if we do not feel 
a speaker is entitled to free 
speech rights, we must recog-
nize that it benefits us to allow 
them to speak freely.

Dan Gold

A Liberal Defense of Conservative 
Speakers on Campus
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 Subsidized employment 
programs are created to help 
fund the employment of pop-
ulations that are underrepre-
sented in the labor force. The 
programs give subsidies to 
employers for wages, on-the-
job training, health insurance, 
and more, which allows firms 
to employ workers whom they 
otherwise would not. A 2016 
study done by the George-
town Center on Poverty and 
Inequality outlines the history 
and many potential benefits of 
subsidized employment in the 
United States. The report notes 
that there has been a vast array 
of subsidized employment pro-
grams in the United States over 
the past century or so since the 
Great Depression, targeting a 
variety of groups with wildly 
inconsistent results.[1] Because 
of this, it is difficult to pin down 
exactly what the benefits and 
costs of subsidized employ-
ment in the United States are. 
However, the report follows 
up by noting some significant 
trends. Subsidized employ-
ment programs generally were 
net positive for both earnings 
and employment, but there is 
still work left to do in terms 
of targeting certain groups of 
people – especially those that 
have been dislocated from 
the labor market. Additionally, 
while results of specific pro-
grams vary, almost all have had 

at least some positive effect, 
whether in earnings or other-
wise.[2] The report concludes 
with five sweeping recommen-
dations for moving forward 
with subsidized employment 
programs: making them a per-
manent part of employment 
policy, establishing substantial, 
dedicated funding, ensuring 
opportunities for career ad-
vancement after initial place-
ment, promoting program flex-
ibility, and facilitating greater 
innovation.[3] These goals are 
realistic, but will require effort, 
especially in terms of experi-
mentation and research.
 The argument for sub-
sidized employment programs 
is compelling because of these 
programs’ ability to target spe-
cific populations better than 
sweeping regulations like min-
imum wages can. Additionally, 
there is limited cost to firms, 
which means that there should 
be no decrease in employ-
ment. By subsidizing employ-
ment, the government can sig-
nificantly decrease the cost of 
hiring an additional person to a 
firm, meaning that firms could 
continue to hire until their rev-
enues once again equaled their 
newly decreased costs. This 
should lead to more hiring and 
increased output by firms, as 
well as increasing the skills and 
size of the labor force made 
up of normally underemployed 

demographic groups.
 In my opinion, the bene-
fits of subsidizing employment 
are enormous relative to the 
costs. Consider Youth Transi-
tion Demonstration (YTD) as 
an example of the possibility 
for success with employment 
subsidies. YTD – active be-
tween 2006 and 2012 – target-
ed young individuals ages four-
teen to twenty-five who were 
either receiving or at risk of re-
ceiving Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) or Social Security 
Disability Insurance (SSDI). YTD 
offered subsidized employ-
ment, on-the-job training, vol-
unteer work, job shadowing, 
and job placement assistance, 
and had positive impacts on 
both employment and earn-
ings 36 months after program 
intervention.[4] These types of 
results show how effective sub-
sidized employment programs 
can be when implemented 
properly, and suggest that the 
growth of employment subsi-
dies would lead to increased 
incomes, on-the-job training, 
and employment across the 
board.
 Ultimately, there is a 
need to remedy unequal treat-
ment in the labor market. 
Much of the disproportionality 
that we see can be addressed 
through subsidized employ-
ment programs targeted at 
specific demographic groups, 

Matt Kaye
Employment Subsidies: An Idea for Trump
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whether they be minority 
groups, disabled people, those 
previously incarcerated, or 
anyone else. Allocating funds 
towards programs like YTD 
would allow these groups to fi-
nally begin seeing equal treat-
ment in the labor market, which 
would be beneficial for all of so-
ciety at a relatively small cost. 
Incomes would go up, welfare 
would improve, and, ultimate-
ly, spending would likely also 

increase, which would help 
stimulate the economy in a way 
that the Obama Stimulus Pack-
age was not able to. 

[1] Dutta-Gupta et al., “Lessons 
Learned from 40 Years of Sub-
sidized Employment Programs: 
A Framework, Review of Mod-
els, and Recommendations for 
Helping Disadvantaged Work-
ers.”
[2] Benefits included de-

creased crime and incarcera-
tion rates, decreased use of 
federal subsidies like welfare, 
etc.
[3] Dutta-Gupta et al., “Les-
sons Learned from 40 Years of 
Subsidized Employment Pro-
grams: A Framework, Review 
of Models, and Recommen-
dations for Helping Disadvan-
taged Workers.”
[4] Ibid.

 “Moderate” is a term 
that is thrown around a lot in 
politics.  What does moder-
ate mean, exactly?  Does it 
describe someone’s temper-
ament or someone’s policies?  
Is moderation relative, de-
pending on the region of the 
country or the nature of one’s 
constituency?  These are ques-
tions I have tried to grapple 
with when observing political 
campaigns and the media envi-
ronment surrounding them.      
 Both the Republican 
and Democratic candidates for 
a U.S. House race might claim 
to be the most moderate, each 
hewing as close to “centrism” 
as is possible in their parties.  
However, a candidate’s “mod-
eration” is often location-de-
pendent.  For example, in the 

race for Illinois’ 10th Congres-
sional District in 2016, both 
Republican candidate Robert 
Dold and Democratic candi-
date Brad Schneider were in 
favor of free trade, legal pro-
tections for LGBTQA+ Ameri-
cans, and abortion rights.  Con-
sidering that, in Illinois’ 10th, 
Hillary Clinton was favored by 
about 30 points in the presi-
dential election over Donald 
Trump while having advocat-
ed for those positions, Dold’s 
and Schneider’s areas of over-
lap might not be as surprising.  
Dold is considered a moder-
ate relative to the rest of the 
national Republican Party be-
cause he has more liberal posi-
tions on marriage and abortion 
rights, while Schneider is con-
sidered a moderate relative to 

the national Democratic Party 
because he is in favor of free 
trade.  
 Approaching “modera-
tion” from a different angle in 
the race for Minnesota’s 7th 
Congressional District, both 
Democratic candidate Collin 
Peterson and Republican can-
didate Dave Hughes expressed 
their opposition to abortion, 
and their support of capital 
punishment.  In holding these 
views, Peterson deviates from 
the progressive wing of his par-
ty, whereas Hughes’ holding of 
these positions places him in 
the mainstream of his party.  
In the Illinois example, both 
candidates were described as 
moderates by the media and 
by their campaigns, where-
as in the Minnesota example, 

Moderation: A State of Mind, or an Approach to the State?

Moderation: A State of Mind, or an 
Approach to the State?

Michael Happ
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only Peterson was described 
as a moderate (and sometimes 
a conservative).  One could 
say that these differing ideas 
of moderation are a product 
of the differing nature of the 
two districts - Illinois’ 10th Dis-
trict is wealthy and suburban, 
and favored Hillary Clinton by 
around 30 points.  Peterson’s 
district, on the other hand, is 
the largest district in Minne-
sota, is very rural, and favored 
Trump by 30 points.  It is not 
so much that the candidates 
in these districts had moder-
ate positions, but rather that 
they had a diverse collection 
of strongly liberal and 
strongly conservative 
positions, leading to 
a perception of mod-
eration.  Robert Dold 
is notable for having 
received a 100% score 
from NARAL, a pro-
choice advocacy orga-
nization, while Collin 
Peterson earned a 0% 
score.  Dold blended 
liberal social positions with 
conservative economic posi-
tions, while Peterson blended 
conservative social positions 
with liberal economic ones. 
 In regards to the 2016 
presidential race, Hillary Clin-
ton was simultaneously viewed 
as a centrist moderate and an 
unwavering liberal.  On Car-
leton’s campus, I heard more 
than once that Clinton was too 
moderate for a student’s taste.  
This statement interested me, 
considering that, by most mea-
sures, Hillary Clinton was the 

most liberal nominee for presi-
dent in modern history.  Again, 
this is likely relative, as Clinton’s 
opponent was Bernie Sanders.  
In 2008, Barack Obama was 
seen as the most progressive 
mainstream choice (apologies 
to Dennis Kucinich), yet had 
more moderate positions than 
2016 Clinton on issues such as 
coal and the minimum wage.  It 
is difficult to compare moder-
ation across time, however, as 
widespread attitude shifts can 
occur (such as with marriage 
equality) as well as a shifts in 
relevance (few people today 

advocate for the silver stan-
dard).  Perhaps what soured 
these progressive students’ 
views on Clinton were the spe-
cific issues she diverged from 
progressive Democrats on - is-
sues such as drone strikes, The 
War in Iraq, and fracking.  
 In some cases, mod-
eration can simply be a per-
ception of personality rather 
than a reflection on political 
positions held by a candidate.  
Representative Erik Paulsen, 
a Republican who represents 
the western section of the Twin 

Cities Metropolitan Area, holds 
positions that are traditionally 
associated with American con-
servatism - opposition to both 
abortion rights and marriage 
equality, and a desire for a 
smaller government.  He comes 
across as moderate because 
he is even-tempered, does not 
give stemwinders of speeches, 
and is well-known for his quirky 
TV advertisements showing 
him camping and canoeing with 
his family.  He comes across as 
that neighbor of yours who 
smiles and says hello across the 
fence, drives his Honda to an 
office park, and goes about his 

day very pleasantly.  Noth-
ing extreme about that.          
 Maybe after considering 
these varying uses of the 
term “moderate,”we’re no 
closer to understanding 
what it truly means. After 
the potential realignment 
election of 2016, the term 
“moderate” might not 
even be relevant anymore.  
The term plays into the 

popular depiction of American 
ideology as a spectrum - with 
liberalism on the left, conserva-
tism on the right, and modera-
tion in the middle.  Many argue 
that ideology is more of a circle 
- that once you go far enough 
to one side, you end up in the 
same place you began.  As of 
today, however, “moderate” 
is still used as a term to de-
scribe mindsets, policies, and 
politicians.  Until the use of the 
word goes away completely, 
we should try our best to un-
derstand its meaning.    

In some cases, moderation 
can simply be a perception of
 personality 
 rather than a reflection on  
  political    
   positions
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 As we fondly look back 
on this year’s Earth Day cele-
bration and the widely popu-
lar March for Science, it is im-
portant to draw attention to a 
recent governmental decision 
that affects our environment: 
Trump’s command to put over 
fifty national monuments up for 
review. According to the Wash-
ington Post, on Wednesday 
April 26th, President Trump 
actualized an executive order 
calling for Interior Secretary 
Ryan Zinke to “review any na-
tional monument created since 
January 1, 1996, that spans 
at least 100,000 acres.” Since 
1906, according to the Antiqui-
ties Act, Presidents have held 
the power to set aside land of 
historic, scientific, or environ-
mental importance as ‘national 
monuments.’ Former President 
Barack Obama used this power 
repeatedly and took extensive 
measures to “safeguard the 
planet against climate change” 
as he anticipated the end of his 
presidency. He designated 550 
million acres of national mon-
ument land during his presi-
dency to both prevent further 
environmental damage and to 
protect native communities. 
One accomplishment of the 
Obama administration is the 
Papahanaumokuakea Marine 
National Monument, which is a 
protected area in Hawaii that is 
twice the size of Texas. Accord-
ing to the Washington Post, 
Obama said “It allows us to 

save and study the fragile eco-
system threatened by climate 
change.” 
 Although Trump’s main 
argument is that the 1906 law 
is an abuse of power and that 
the power of land ownership 
should be returned to indi-
vidual states, there are other 
obvious motivations for free-
ing up protected land in the 
United States. Secretary Zinke 
explained that not all national 
monument land is being put 
under review because it was 
designated for “traditional 
uses” such as timber harvest, 
mining, and oil and gas explo-
ration. However, the nation-
al monuments that are up for 
review are a part of efforts to 
open up federal land for more 
mining and drilling. In short, 
Trump is reversing efforts to 
protect the environment in 
order to further destroy it. In 
1938, Roosevelt attempted to 
abolish the Castle-Pinckney 
National Monument previously 
established by Calvin Coolidge 
and then Attorney General Ho-
mer Cummings decided that 
presidents do not hold the 
power to abolish previously es-
tablished national monuments.   
Since then, no President has at-
tempted to revoke a previously 
named national monument. 
 Aside from the environ-
mental importance of the na-
tional monument protection, 
many  areas within these na-
tional monuments belong to 

various native communities. 
Bears Ears National Monument 
in Utah spans 1.35 million acres 
and is the culmination of both 
efforts of native communities 
and the Obama Administration 
to protect native land and ar-
chaeological sites containing 
valuable tribal artifacts. Unfor-
tunately, it has become abun-
dantly clear that the Trump 
administration has little regard 
for native lands or for the envi-
ronment, as can be seen with 
the approval of both the Key-
stone and Dakota Access pipe-
lines. 
 There is no saying wheth-
er the national monuments un-
der review will be revoked or 
not. Many say that those na-
tional monuments designated 
by the Obama administration 
will be difficult to revoke be-
cause of the close ties local 
communities have to various 
designations. Although it may 
be difficult, Trump plans to 
dismantle many of the efforts 
of the Obama Administration 
to prevent climate change; he 
has already interfered with the 
EPA and its Clean Power Plan. 
Actions made by the Trump 
administration that are detri-
mental to the environment are 
being challenged worldwide 
through the form of protest 
and political involvement. The 
Carleton Student body can join 
those efforts by informing oth-
ers of governmental actions 
affecting the environment and 
challenging those actions in 
any way possible. 

Julia Kenney
National Monuments No More
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Leo Martin

Theresa May’s Election Gambit, Will it Work?

 On the 18th of April 
Theresa May announced an 
unexpected snap election for 
the 8th of June. It has been 
just two years since the 2015 
General election and one year 
since the Brexit referendum re-
wrote the landscape of British 
politics. 
 Following the referen-
dum of June 2016, there has 
been speculation that there 
would be a general election, 
which Theresa May repeated-
ly refused, that a snap or early 
election would be too destabi-
lising for the country. 
  One reason for Theresa 
May’s decision to call an ear-
ly election is the dismal state 
of the main  opposition, the 
Labour Party. Led by the left-
wing populist Jeremy Corbyn, 
the party has undergone a 
two-year civil war. Corbyn has 
attempted to reshape the par-
ty in a more aggressively left-
wing posture, bringing back 
the policies the Labour Party 
advocated before the Blairite 
new Labour embrace of neo-
liberalism in the 1990s. These 
include the renationalisation of 
the railways, increased expen-
diture on public housing, abol-
ishing university tuition fees 
and more redistributive poli-
cies such as a cap on execu-
tive pay. His anti-establishment 
style has resulted in infighting 
with his own members or Par-

liament and more moderate 
members.  He is unable to con-
nect with working class voters 
in a way that could make him 
a successful populist and he is 
too left wing to attract the dis-
illusioned remain voters in the 
affluent suburban south.  His 
weak performance in the ref-
erendum campaign alienated 
leave voters,  while his luke-
warm support for the remain 
camp disappointed the remain 
voters and gave the general 
impression that he is a useless 
opposition leader. At the time 
the election was called,  the 
Conservative had a 20-point 
lead over Labour and Theresa 
May had high favorability and 
preferred prime minister rat-
ings. If the polls are right, May 
would win a 100-seat majority 
with conservatives making in-
roads in deep labour territory.  
Hoping to capitalize on this 
opportunity, Theresa May is 
running as the strongest leader 
to manage Brexit, she quickly 
received ridicule for the end-
less repetition of the phrase 
‘strong and stable leadership.’ 
 The only party commit-
ted to Europe is the Liberal 
Democrat Party, which prom-
ises to offer a second referen-
dum on whatever deal reached. 
Though the Liberal Democrats 
have received some support 
from remain voters in the south, 
they currently have only 9 seats 

in Parliament. They could win 
more seats but are unlikely to 
win enough to form govern-
ment, let alone reach their pre-
2010 peak of 62 seats. 
 By calling an election 
now,  Theresa May hopes to 
win a larger majority, which t 
would leave her less depen-
dent on hard right-wing Brex-
it members of her own party. 
She could have the authority 
to agree to a deal that sacrific-
es control over immigration or 
access to the common market. 
In March Theresa May initiated 
Article 50 starting the count-
down for Britain’s exit from the 
EU. The country now has two 
years to negotiate a deal until 
the country formally leaves the 
European Union.  Two years is 
a short amount of time, con-
sidering the logistics involved 
and the major sticking points 
(the issue of immigration and 
the fact that Britains need to 
pay outstanding commitments 
to the EU that could reach 50 
billion euros.)
  If she returns to power 
in June, Theresa May won’t 
need to call an election until 
2022, which would give her 
more flexibility in negotiations 
and time to sell the terms of 
Britain’s exit from the EU. If a 
final deal is not reached in 2019 
it would allow May could reach 
a interregnum deal until a more 
formalised deal is made. Those 
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extra 3 years could allow her to 
reach a more formalised deal 
and give the government time 
to sell it to the electorate. 
She may need it, indeed the 
initial signs from the negotia-
tions do not bode well. 
 Theresa May has be-
come engaged in a vicious 
war of words with European 
leaders, accusing them and Eu-
ropean leaders of wanting to 
‘attack Britain.’ This followed 
remarks by EU Jean Claude 
Juncker and German Chancel-
lor Angela Merkel that May 
was delusional about the Brex-
it negotiations and ‘in another 
galaxy.’ and that her stance de-

manding a fully-fledged trade 
deal in 2019  is unrealistic. 
Perhaps the Prime Minister is 
hoping to show other Europe-
an leaders that she has the po-
litical capital to pass any deal. 
But with their overwhelming 
majority, the 27 member states 
and Juncker could insist she 
pass the deal they propose. In 
past negotiations, a minority 
government could claim po-
litical vulnerability as a reason 
for concessions to be made. 
Since Britain is leaving the Eu-
ropean Union, it will have a 
much weaker negotiating posi-
tion. This will be worsened by 
the strengthening of the Ber-

lin-Paris axis following the elec-
tion of Emmanuel Macron.   
   May could rewrite Brit-
ish politics by winning a land-
slide majority and winning tra-
ditional labour voters to the 
Conservatives, allowing them 
to remain in power through to 
2022 and beyond. The Tories 
would have an election winning 
coalition against a divided op-
position weakened further by 
the 2017 election. She could 
have the room to maneuver as 
she renegotiates Britain’s rela-
tionship with Europe, but it will 
not fix the fundamental prob-
lems May faces when negotiat-
ing with the European Union. 

Thank you for taking the time to read our publication. Once 
again, if you have any interest in writing, editing, designing, or 

working on our website, email oneile@carleton.edu. 

If you are a Carleton student, subscribe to the PolitiCarl for 
free! Choose a physical subscription or an electronic one and 
find the newest issue of the PolitiCarl in your mailbox or inbox 
as soon as it is published! Visit https://carletonpoliticarl.word-

press.com/subscribe/ or email oneile@carleton.edu.

SUBSCRIBE
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Grant Willis Ackerman

Update on #DefeatDaesh

 The flight against Daesh,  
otherwise known as ISIS, ISIL, 
or the Islamic State, has been 
progressing well. With numer-
ous actors, from the terrorist 
organization themselves (pic-
tured in black), the Iraqi gov-
ernment forces (pink), the Syr-
ian government (red), the Free 
Syrian Army and other rebel 
groups (green), and the Kurd-

ish-backed Syrian Democratic 
Forces (yellow). 
 The Combined Joint 
Task Force - Operation Inher-
ent Resolve, has been spear-
headed by the United States, 
and has been conducting air-
strikes in support of the Syrian 
Demcoratic Forces (SDF). The 
United States has also recently 
promised to provide the SDF 

with heavy arms, and more 
assistance in the fight against 
Daesh. 
 As of print, Daesh has 
almost completely been re-
moved from the city of Mo-
sul, and SDF forces, with US 
support, are within 2km of 
the de-facto Daesh capital of 
Raqqa. Due to the combined 
pressure of the forces collab-
orating against the terrorist 
organization, they are rapidly 
losing territory. 
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