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Many injustices live on be-
cause of silence; either no-
body is saying anything or 
nobody is listening. These 
past twelve months have 
been loud. 

In October of 2017, the #Me-
Too movement exploded 
into a viral phenomenon. For 
too long, sexual assault had 
been considered an issue of 
private shame. When tens 
of millions of people came 
forward and spoke out, it 
became a cultural reckon-
ing. Now we all know — in 
terms more poignant than 
statistics, from friends and 
relatives and classmates — 
how prevalent sexual assault 
is. We also have voiced that 
we expect sexual assault 
to stop. If it continues, we 
won’t stay silent. 

In February came the #Nev-
erAgain movement. On Feb-
ruary 14th, 2018, a 19-year-
old ex-student entered 
Marjory Stoneman Douglas 

High School in Parkland, Flor-
ida with an AR-15 and killed 
fourteen students and three 
staff members. From the 
grief and anger of the survi-
vors arose the #NeverAgain 
movement, a movement ‘for 
survivors of the Stoneman 
Douglas Shooting, by survi-
vors of the Stoneman Doug-
las Shooting’ calling for com-
mon sense gun laws. This 
deadly shooting is, tragical-
ly, not an isolated incident. 
Since Columbine in 1999, 
122 people have been killed 
in mass school shootings. In 
the #NeverAgain movement, 
the high school student lead-
ers have taken a tone of ‘furi-
ous advocacy’ and called out 
lawmakers with purchased 
loyalty to the NRA. They 
have slashed through an is-
sue that nearly everyone else 
tiptoes around: guns. The 
Parkland shooting was not 
an unfortunate coincidence; 
it happened because some-
one was able to legally buy a 
weapon capable of mass de-
struction.  But people have 
the power to prevent Park-
land from happening again. 

We are not asking that ev-
eryone relinquish their guns, 
but that laws are passed 
that ensure, to the best of 
our abilities, that this kind of 
shooting will not recur. The 
organizers of #NeverAgain 
are planning a “March for 
Our Lives” in Washington in 
March. 

Even Carleton’s campus has 
been loud this term. The 
#CarlsTalkBack movement 
ended the silence on Car-
leton’s institutional flaws 
concerning the accessibili-
ty of campus services and 
the safety and comfort of 
all students. #CarlsTalkBack 
plastered campus with its 
demands and organized a 
silent protest of ex-skinhead 
Arno Michaelis’s speech. The 
students’ statement was so 
loud that the administration 
was forced to listen. 

We have power in numbers; 
we can take attention. If 
enough people speak up, 
things can change. 

Evvy O’Neil
Editor’s Note

The PolitiCarl is Carleton’s nonpartisan political publication. As a magazine, we 
have no affiliation and hope to serve only as a platform for political discussion. We 
welcome all respectful and informed opinions. 

We are always looking for more members. If you want to get involved in our next 
issue as a writer or an editor, reach out to oneile@carleton.edu.
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President Trump’s passage of 
tax reform has increased the 
positive outlook for corpora-
tions and spurred on excit-
ing projections for American 
economic growth, with some 
analysts predicting a possible 
4% increase in GDP this quar-
ter.1 After much political strife, 
Trump’s tax overhaul reform 
was signed on December 22, 
2017.  The $1.5 trillion tax bill 
reduces the corporate tax rate 
from 35% to 21% and changes 
the way the U.S. government 
taxes companies, thus creating 

a more competitive tax system.2 
Many, myself included, were 
cynical and worried that this 
tax reform would result in CEO 
salary increases, increased div-
idend yields to shareholders, 
or stock buybacks that would 
inflate the wealth of the elite 
without doing much for the 
average American. We have 
seen, however, a trend in which 
public and private companies 
have been giving back to their 
employees through payouts. 
American workers have seen 
up to $2,500 in bonuses, wage 

increases and stock options 
from their employers. 

These payouts will give the 
working class additional money 
to spend on consumer goods 
and services such as vacations, 
new technological products, 
and auto upgrades, all of which 
will continue the uptrend econ-
omy.  According some analysts 
at Barclays, consumers are ex-
pected to save $300 billion in 
tax spending over the next two 
years, creating the potential for 
significant economic stimulus.

A few well-known companies 
have promptly responded to 
the tax reform with generous 
payouts, raised wages, bo-
nuses, and stock shares for 
employees.  Boeing gave its 
employees bonuses, Walmart 
and Starbucks raised their min-
imum wage to $15 an hour, 
and AT&T announced bonuses 
for 200,000 employees. AT&T 
CEO Randall Stephenson said, 
“This tax reform will drive 
economic growth and create 
good-paying jobs.” Comcast, 
the telecom conglomerate, 
also promises more job growth 
and future infrastructure in-
vestments, and JP Morgan, 
besides bonuses to workers, 
is kindly covering more of the 
cost of its employees’ health-
care premiums.

The tech behemoth Apple 
is taking on the challenge of 
building up America with a 
$350 billion plan. The soon-to-
be first trillion dollar market 
cap company and America’s 
largest taxpayer will make a 
huge impact on US infrastruc-

Vincent Cortes
Impact of Tax Reform
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ture with a promised $55 bil-
lion plan in 2018. Apple is able 
to fund this plan with a $38 bil-
lion repatriation tax of moving 
overseas cash to the US at a 
one-time discount tax price of 
about 16%. Apple is also prom-
ising another 20,000 domestic 
permanent jobs in the near fu-
ture and $5 billion fund for new 
US technological innovation.

Nancy Pelosi, one of many crit-
ics of the tax reform, described 
the corporate companies’ al-
truistic actions of payouts as 
“crumbs.”3 Her comments 
only demonstrate her inability 
to connect with working-class 
people – the extra income was 
extremely significant for many 
working-class people.  

Employers have responded to 
the tax reform by giving a com-
bined total of over $1 billion in 
bonuses to their employees in 
the month of January.4 Since I 
began writing this article, other 
companies that have promised 
to give their employees $1000 
bonuses are Home Depot, 
Disney, Southwest Airlines, Fi-
at-Chrysler, and Bank of Amer-
ica. In the near future, some 
speculate that this so called 
‘bonus bonanza’ might lead to 
more increased fed hikes due 
to inflationary growth in this 
hot US economy.

This phenomenon of cutting 
taxes is an example of success-
ful trickle-down economics –  
reducing taxes on businesses 
creates economic growth that 

benefits all of society.  Con-
gress slashing taxes has al-
lowed corporations to invest in 
US development of infrastruc-
ture, research of new innova-
tions, and workers. 

1 Patti, Domm (2018) “Trump 
could get 3 percent, and 
maybe even 4 percent, GDP 
growth this quarter” CNBC.
2 Barrabi, Thomas (2018) “Tax 
reform windfall: These compa-
nies are hiking pay, delivering 
bonuses” Fox News.
3 Boyer, Dave (2018). Big 
business backs Trump tax cuts 
with bonus payouts. Washing-
ton Post.
4 Kartch, John (2018). List of 
Tax Reform. AMTR.

Since the Summer 2016 Olym-
pics in Rio, the controversy of 
the Russian doping scandal has 
only been heating up.  In the 
weeks leading up to the 2016 
Summer Olympics, the World 
Anti-Doping Agency (WADA) 
released a report highlighting 
Russia’s widespread tamper-
ing with drug tests to produce 
false negative results. The 
report accused the Russian 
Sports Ministry and the Rus-
sian Anti-Doping Agency of ini-
tiating and supporting the per-
vasive doping regime. These 
accusations were backed by 
mounting evidence exposed 

by several key whistleblowers 
in 2015 and early 2016. The in-
creasingly corroborated allega-
tions prompted WADA to rec-
ommend a ban on the Russian 
National team for the 2016 
Summer Olympics. The Inter-
national Olympics Committee 
(IOC), however, decided in-
stead to let the officials of each 
sport decide individually which 
athletes would be allowed to 
compete in Rio.

In preparation for the 2018 Win-
ter Olympics in Pyeongchang, 
the IOC faced similar pressure 
in determining the fate of the 

Russian national team. Ulti-
mately, the IOC decided to ban 
Russia from the 2018 Olympic 
games due to the doping scan-
dal, in which the country’s “de-
sire to win medals [supersed-
ed] their collective moral and 
ethical compass.” Although 
Russia as a national team has 
been banned in full from com-
petition, 168 athletes from 
Russia have been permitted to 
compete as Olympic Athletes 
from Russia (OAR). Members 
of the OAR group waited in 
suspense before the opening 
ceremonies to learn their fates 
after the extreme vetting and 
deliberation by the IOC.  The 
athletes whose reputations 
were deemed untarnished by 
the doping scandal have been 

Ada Meyer
When Dope Isn’t Dope
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Just how much we 
have stretched this 
ecosystem’s limits 
and how much 
longer do we have 
until it snaps?

permitted to compete, albeit 
with the strict understanding 
that their accomplishments in 
the games are to be in no way 
conflated with the success of 
Russia as a country. 

The outright refusal to ac-
knowledge Russia is surely a 
symbolic move by the IOC 
intended to prove their ad-
herence to the “values of fair 
play” and to shame Russia into 
compliance. One of the central 
whistleblowers of the doping 
scandal, Grigory Rodechenkov, 
commented that if Russia was 
not “disciplined seriously, they 
[would] be laughing at the IOC 
behind closed doors and plot-
ting their next caper.”  The en-
tire timeline of the doping re-
gime begs the question of why 
Russian officials decided to dis-
regard the values of fair com-
petition to such a startling de-
gree. Perhaps Russian officials 
were motivated to lead this ini-

tiative in hopes that the glory 
of Olympic gold would secure 
their country a prestigious po-
sition on the global stage. 

While the doping scandal and 
disdain for honorable compe-
tition certainly warrants anger 
and frustration on behalf of ath-
letes, coaches, and spectators, 
we must be careful where we 
direct these emotions during 
the 2018 Olympics. At the last 
Olympics in Rio, tensions from 
the doping scandal entered 
the arenas of competition on 
multiple occasions. Perhaps 
the most memorable instance 
was swimmer Lilly King’s iconic 
finger wag. King, a phenome-
nal and now gold medal-hold-
ing breaststroker, famously 
wagged her finger at the pre-
liminary victory celebration of 
her competitor Yuliya Efimova, 
a Russian swimmer previously 
banned for doping. King said 
of her controversial move “You 

know, you’re shaking your fin-
ger ‘number one,’ and you’ve 
been caught for drug cheat-
ing. I’m just not, you know, 
not a fan.” While the simple 
finger wag and follow up com-
ment were almost as badass as 
her final victorious swim, crit-
ics of King’s remarks do hold 
some valuable truths to keep 
in mind as we view the 2018 
Olympics. Critics claimed that 
King’s “blanket villainization” 
of Efimova may have been mis-
guided, especially considering 
that the choice athletes have 
in a state-run doping scheme 
may be minimal or nonexistent. 
While watching the Winter 
Olympics, we should put our-
selves in the ski boots and ice 
skates of the athletes compet-
ing as OAR and remember that 
Russia as a nation was banned, 
not these individual competi-
tors.

ESPN
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Just how much we 
have stretched this 
ecosystem’s limits 
and how much 
longer do we have 
until it snaps?

Julia Kenney

Praying for Some Condoms

The interaction between reli-
gion and health in society has 
always been extremely com-
plicated. Religion is, for many, 
a way to maintain spiritual 
health. Unfortunately, there are 
also many aspects of religion 
that can limit people’s access 
to health services. This tricky 
dynamic is especially preva-
lent in the realm of women’s 
reproductive services, namely 
access to contraceptives. My 
time in Kampala, Uganda re-
inforced that it is imperative 
that we work to improve wom-
en’s health services around the 
world, but also taught me that 
many of us, myself included, 
are too quick to judge the role 
of religion in the context of 
public health. 

While volunteering in Uganda 
this winter, I had the opportu-
nity to learn about the inner 
workings of a faith-based HIV/
AIDS organization called Reach 
Out Mbuya. Members of a lo-
cal church created the organi-
zation to help diagnose, treat, 
and educate HIV-affected indi-
viduals in the greater Kampala 
area. Before arriving in Ugan-
da, I did not know whether a 
Catholic organization would 
be able to aid victims of sex-
ually transmitted diseases 
while upholding the values of 
the Catholic Church. I came to 
learn that Reach Out Mbuya 

did just that. The organization 
provides a multitude of educa-
tional materials to HIV-affected 
adolescents and young adults 
about how the disease spreads 
and what contraception can 
be used to prevent the con-
traction of HIV. While talking 
to an HIV-positive intern in the 
communications department, I 
found that he knew everything 
about using a condom to pre-
vent spreading HIV, but he had 
never actually seen a condom. 
The education the organization 
provides is somewhat incom-
plete. While they spend time 
explaining contraception to 
their youth, they fail to provide 
any actual contraceptives.
 
My time in Uganda completely 
shattered my bias against re-
ligious influence in healthcare 
settings. Faith-based organi-
zations like Reach Out Mbuya 
have been established all over 
the world. According to the 
Center for Health Market Inno-
vations, hospitals run by faith-
based not-for-profit organiza-
tions provide sixty percent of 
hospital services in Uganda. 
The World Health Organization 
estimates that between thir-
ty and seventy percent of the 
health infrastructure in Africa 
is owned by faith-based orga-
nizations. We must recognize 
the crucial, life-saving role that 
religious groups play in Africa 

and worldwide. 

Further, people are often more 
comfortable putting their trust 
in organizations affiliated with 
a certain religion. The research-
ers at WHO argue that “health, 
religion and cultural norms and 
values define the health-seek-
ing strategies of many Afri-
cans.” There are HIV-positive 
individuals at Reach Out Mbuya 
who would have never re-
ceived treatment if it were not 
for the organization’s affiliation 
with the local church. The trust 
and support associated with lo-
cal churches is what motivates 
many people to seek treatment 
and convince their friends and 
family to seek treatment as 
well. Faith-based health orga-
nizations are safe spaces where 
people, in the comfort of their 
familiar religion, can get help.  

I believe that in the United 
States, women’s health and 
reproductive services are lim-
ited because of patriarchal re-
ligious influences. But many 
people are too quick to judge 
faith-based organizations sole-
ly because of their religious 
affiliation. It is important to re-
alize that religion’s presence in 
global healthcare is not always 
a bad thing.  In some contexts, 
it is necessary for providing 
sufficient healthcare to com-
munities. 
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Colleges like ours breed con-
servative firebrands like Ted 
Cruz. The widely hated Texan 
senator was educated at uni-
versities that are ideologically 
comparable to Carleton: Princ-
eton and Harvard. In fact, most 
American universities resemble 
Carleton politically. The fact of 
the matter is that academia, 
for better or for worse, is high-
ly liberal. When someone like 
Cruz arrives at a campus like 
Carleton’s, he or she is put in 
a number of difficult situations. 
Ostracism is common, given 
how politically and socially dis-
agreeable Carleton’s political 
environment is to conserva-
tives. It is easy, especially in a 
political environment like this, 
to entirely dismiss someone 
like Cruz as a bigot (I’m no 
Cruz fan, but he does make 
for a good example) because a 
liberal Carleton student would 
be well supported by peers, 
professors, and organizations 
at Carleton in doing so. This 
forces someone like Cruz to 
aggressively stand up for what 
he believes in. Some people 
cave in to the pressure and 
back down. Cruz wouldn’t. Mitt 
Romney wouldn’t. Ben Shapiro 
wouldn’t.

So, why do schools like ours 
breed firebrands? The people 
who are willing to stand up for 
their ideas are forced to do 
so over and over again, every 
time a liberal explains – often 
not so kindly – why the liberal 
agenda is the only viable path 

to success. In order to stand 
up against accusations of big-
otry, misogyny, and general 
hatred, the conservatives like 
Cruz need to polish their argu-
ments, improve their ability to 
articulate their ideas, and, of-
ten, be more confident, asser-
tive, and stubborn. The result? 
People like Cruz are pushed 
into the public eye. People like 
him won’t back down because 
they have been squaring off 
with liberals for years, espe-
cially during their college years 
surrounded by people with 
clashing ideologies.

If this is not a good argument 
against Carleton’s feel-good, 
“woke” atmosphere, then I do 
not know what is. The reality is 
that the world is not like Car-
leton. Take Ben Shapiro, the 
Libertarian lawyer and pundit, 
as an example. I cannot hon-
estly say that someone like 
Shapiro is controversial. I re-
spect Shapiro. I don’t love his 
ideas, but I am a libertarian and 
he believes in much of what I 
believe in. I disagree with his 
views of religion and think that 
some of the comments that he 
has made about topics con-
cerning gender and sexuality, 
especially, are misguided. Crit-
ically, however, I also believe 
that he has the right to be-
lieve and say what he wants. 
Much of the Carleton student 
body disagrees with this and 
would rather silence him be-
cause they view his comments 
as hateful. This is exactly why 

colleges like ours breed people 
like him. In the grand scheme 
of things, Shapiro is more 
moderate than conservative. 
And yet at Berkeley, a group 
of students protesting one of 
his speeches chanted “Nazi” 
at him. In response, he pointed 
out to the crowd that he is, in 
fact, an Orthodox Jew and was 
wearing a kippah at the time. 
This sort of denigration is obvi-
ously counterproductive, but it 
is unfortunately representative 
of the level of ignorance and 
refusal to listen to contrarian 
ideas at places like Carleton.

Similarly, some Carleton stu-
dents were enraged by the 
convocation speech given 
by an ex-KKK member a few 
weeks ago. Complaints about 
bringing a man to speak during 
Black History Month who was 
once a white supremacist 
were, again, not exactly con-
troversial. One student who 
submitted his opinion on why 
bringing Michaelis would be 
beneficial to the communi-
ty was attacked on Facebook 
for sharing his opinions. This 
student only believed that 
Michaelis deserved to speak 

Anonymous
The Risks of Political Comfort

If we want to be as 
open-minded as 
we claim to be and 
genuinely accept 
everyone, we need 
to do a better job 
of listening
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and students here could learn 
something by listening. He was 
not pro-Klan, as nobody should 
be. We responded to Michae-
lis like Berkeley responded to 
Shapiro, and, while an ex-Klan 
member obviously does not 
have a spotless personal histo-
ry, he did have an interesting 
story. The Klan commits atroc-
ities on the basis of hate alone 
and should be condemned by 
all members of society. Saying 
that people like Shapiro and 
Cruz are Nazis and Klan mem-
bers detracts from the true 
horror of these two groups, 
and is a significant problem in 
itself. Shapiro and Cruz are not 
Klan members and are certain-
ly not Nazis. They may have 
different ideas than you. They 
likely believe in things that are 
different than what you believe 
in. They also probably disagree 
with you as much as you dis-
agree with them, but, just as 
you would not want them to 

silence you, you should not si-
lence them. Calling people who 
disagree with you bigots and 
misogynists and Nazis elimi-
nates the possibility of having 
any type of genuine political 
discourse and results in deeper 
ideological entrenchment.

Carleton is an academic insti-
tution. It is a place of learning, 
and we learn best when we lis-
ten. You wouldn’t cut a teach-
er off mid-lecture because you 
disagree with something, and 
you shouldn’t cut off your peers 
either. Silencing the voices of 
people who disagree dimin-
ishes our collective ability to 
learn. If you cannot hear con-
troversial views, how will you 
ever grow? How will your views 
change and become more well-
formed? Do not silence Cruz. 
Do not silence Shapiro. Do not 
silence me. Learn from us, and 
we will learn from you. Nobody 
gets anywhere by only listen-

ing to people who agree, and 
Carleton is dangerously close 
to becoming a true echo cham-
ber. At Carleton we are discon-
nected from many truths of the 
real world. We are sheltered in 
a place where we can get along 
with anyone as long as we all 
conform to some set of com-
munity norms, which are broad-
ly supported by professors, 
organizations, and the admin-
istration. We must fight this. If 
we want to be as open-minded 
as we claim to be and genuine-
ly accept everyone, we need 
to do a better job of listening. 
If you don’t agree, speak up. 
Voice your opinion and be ar-
ticulate, but never expect me 
to back down just because you 
feel offended. You are entitled 
to feel offended and you can 
express that, but keep in mind 
that your attempts to silence 
college students like me pro-
duce ideologues like Cruz.

Hashtags aren’t meant to trend. 
They are fleeting, short phrases 
that connect people around the 
world who are talking about, 
listening to, and watching the 
same thing. They are not per-
manent, or necessarily import-
ant. They are charted on Twitter 
for their daily popularity and 
they stay there for a week at 
most. But #MeToo is still trend-
ing. Not only is it trending, it 
has landed. #MeToo is a global 
movement generated by social 
media but expanding into every 

sect of life. #MeToo was found-
ed in 2006, but it has been a 
part of our daily conversation 
since October 2017, when sex-
ual assault allegations against 
Hollywood stars and political 
elites flooded our newsfeeds. 
It represents a community of 
survivors of sexual misconduct, 
and seeks to remind people 
across the world that they are 
not alone.

Specifically, #MeToo came into 
the public eye after a multitude 
of allegations of sexual miscon-
duct by Harvey Weinstein came 
out. Following the famous Hol-

lywood executive were actors 
such as Kevin Spacey, morning 
news host Matt Lauer, come-
dian Louis C.K., and politicians 
from both sides. The allegations 
poured in and hashtags multi-
plied.

In 2013, Emma Sulkowicz, a 
senior at Columbia Universi-
ty, carried around a 50-pound 
mattress as her senior thesis. 
It was a statement piece. She 
had accused a fellow classmate 
of raping her and her academ-
ic institution failed to do any-
thing about it. Sulkowicz was 
furious. Her art became her 

Kate Rosenfeld
#MeToo
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voice, and her story went viral. 
At the time I was living in New 
York City, about 10 blocks away 
from Columbia University, and 
it was a huge topic of conver-
sation – for about two weeks. 
Then the conversation about 
sexual assault became confined 
to the gates of college campus-
es. Eventually the conversation 
was limited to certain groups 
within college campuses. And 
ultimately it went quiet. While 
#MeToo wasn’t sparked by the 
mattress incident, it represents 
those brave woman like Sulko-
wicz who want their voices to 
be heard. Women who carry 
around 50-pound mattresses 
deserve to be seen.

The incident at Columbia Uni-
versity sparked other conver-
sations at institutions around 
the country, but the #MeToo 
movement stands out because 

of its worldwide accessibility. 
Social media is a powerful and 
positive weapon for women – 
it gives them the ability to use 
their voices to express the deep 
injustices they face in every step 
of life. While the movement has 
focused namely on celebrities, 
the #MeToo movement is about 
all people. It is deeply ingrained 
and institutionalized in our soci-
ety. And the hashtag itself will 
not make gender inequality 
suddenly disappear from our 
society. Times Up Now, a legal 
defense fund initiative helping 
sexual assault victims, said in an 
open letter of solidarity, “This 
systemic gender-inequality and 
imbalance of power fosters an 
environment that is ripe for 
abuse and harassment against 
women.”

There is also something to be 
said about social media as a 

tool that enables those who use 
it to speak out while remaining 
hidden. Many women hide their 
truths about being sexually as-
saulted because they fear jeop-
ardizing their careers, not being 
believed or being isolated by 
their surrounding communities. 
#MeToo has enabled people to 
be a part of a movement that 
unites and empowers, while al-
lowing them to stay out of the 
public eye.

#MeToo is the beginning. It is 
a political, social and econom-
ic movement. It is sparking a 
greater conversation and it 
is acknowledging how much 
there is to be done.  It is uti-
lizing new tools to generate 
change. As the founder of the 
movement Tarana Burke said in 
a recent Time article, “Let’s get 
to work.”

Micalie Hunt

The Countdown to Day Zero: 
Cape Town’s Water Crisis

A city of four million residents 
faces extreme income inequal-
ity and a once-in-a-century 
drought. There are kindling and 
oxygen to fan the flames.  The 
only thing that’s missing in this 
scenario is the spark which ig-
nites it all. Day Zero, the day 
Cape Town’s authorities cut off 
water to its four million resi-
dents, could be that spark. 

Day Zero, when the city’s reser-

voirs fall below 13.5% capacity, 
is projected to occur on May 
11. On Day Zero, the city will 
cut off water to its residents, 
who will then only be able to 
obtain water by lining up at 200 
various collection points around 
the city. For Helen Zille, the pre-
mier of Western Cape Province, 
the question is, “When Day 
Zero arrives, how do we make 
water accessible and prevent 
anarchy?”

Although steps have been taken 
to delay the inevitable, includ-
ing limiting daily water usage 
to 50 litres, only an estimated 
55% of the city’s residents are 
adhering to these guidelines. 
At a press briefing on January 
18, Cape Town Mayor Patricia 
de Lille remarked, “It is quite 
unbelievable that a majority of 
people do not seem to care and 
are sending all of us headlong 
towards Day Zero.”

AP Photo
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While only using 50 litres is 
difficult, the consequences of 
ignoring the usage limits are 
much worse. For people with-
out access to cars, the process 
of retrieving heavy jugs of wa-
ter from collection points will 
be a costly endeavor. Amanda 
Stergianos, a blogger who lives 
in Cape Town, witnessed elder-
ly people struggling to carry 
the water tanks, and says that 
even for her, a young woman 
who is strong and healthy, “car-
rying 25 litres of water is near-
ly impossible… for more than 
five metres.” Those who live 
far from distribution points and 
lack access to reliable transpor-
tation may have to risk missing 
work in order to obtain water 
for their households. Patrick 
Reed, an expert on sustainable 
water management, sums up 
the dilemma: “Would you be 
willing to get fired to get your 
water?” Indeed, the attitude of 
entitlement of those failing to 
meet the criteria is detrimental 
to society as a whole. There are 
lessons to be learned from the 
consequences of this entitle-
ment. 

While Cape Town has previous-
ly been lauded for its strong en-
vironmental policies and focus 
on water management, it was 
not prepared for the drought it 
currently faces. But what coun-
try is? 

Is the United States, where 
President Trump has dropped 
climate change from the U.S 
National Security Strategy, 
where a senator brought a 
snowball into the Senate to ‘dis-
prove’ global warming, while at 

the same time climate scientists 
repeatedly warn of the dangers 
of climate change? 

Cape Town, too, was warned. 
Over a decade ago, the city 
was told it needed to find ad-
ditional water resources due 
to population growth and cli-
mate shifts, such as drier, hot-
ter weather with less winter 
rainfall.  Although they were 
warned, “those warnings were 
not enough to shift attention 
from schools or hospitals or all 
the other things on the agen-
da” (Winter). Like Cape Town, 
the world has been warned. Cli-
mate scientists have informed 
us time and time again that 
climate change is a real threat 
to us and to our planet’s fu-
ture. The evidence exists; it can 
be seen in the rising average 
global temperatures and the 
increase in extreme weather 
phenomena. Yet still, President 
Trump fails to adequately ad-
dress these threats, and in do-
ing so sets a dangerous prece-
dent for countries around the 
world. The warnings have not 
been enough to shift Trump’s 
focus from the other issues he 
has deemed more important, 
like his latest Twitter battle or 
planning a military parade.

Cape Town should serve as 
a warning to every country 
around the world. Climate 
change is real, and without ad-
equate planning and infrastruc-
ture, its effects are going to be 
much worse. Especially to the 
disadvantaged and marginal-
ized. Nature isn’t going to com-
promise, so we have to. 

Cape Town may be the first, 
but it will not be the last city to 
run out of water. Already many 
of the 21 million residents of 
Mexico City only have running 
water during part of the day. 
Water managers in Melbourne 
reported last summer that 
they could run out of water in 
less than a decade. Jakarta is 
running so dry that the city is 
sinking faster than ocean lev-
els are rising as residents draw 
groundwater from beneath the 
surface. Droughts have sparked 
famine and unrest in countries 
from Iran to Somalia. The water 
scarcity brought on by droughts 
of increased severity due to cli-
mate change is clearly a prob-
lem. As Betsy Otto, the director 
of the global water program at 
the World Resources Institute, 
has said, “What we’re starting 
to see are the confluence of 
a lot of factors that might be 
underappreciated, ignored or 
changing. Brought together, 
though, they create the perfect 
storm.”

Not only do these factors create 
a perfect storm, but they create 
perfect conditions for a wildfire. 
The kindling is there (the lack of 
water), the oxygen is there (the 
lack of adequate planning and 
infrastructure).  All that is miss-
ing is the spark. For Cape Town, 
that spark may be Day Zero. If 
that’s the case, hopefully Cape 
Town will spark the world into 
finding a preventive solution 
to address climate change and 
keep us from losing it all. 
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