
When Francis 
Fukuyama declared that 
the collapse of the Soviet 
Union heralded the “end 
of history,” he argued that 
the liberal democratic 
model would inevitably 
spread throughout the 

world.  In some ways, his prediction proved correct. 
In the 1990’s, dozens of new nations became 
democratic. Some experts believed that the pace of 
democratization would continue to quicken until 
parliaments and elections were features of every 
national government. In recent years, however, there 
have been a number of setbacks to the march of 
democracy. Daniel Franklin of the Economist writes 
that “On one thing progress has seemed assured 
ever since the fall of the Berlin Wall: the advance of 
democracy. Spreading freedom has been the global 
big idea of the Bush presidency. But even here things 
have stalled. Our new rating of democracy around 
the world suggests that in 2007 more countries will 
slide backwards than will move ahead.” A glance at 
some of these sliding nations reveals that the spread 
of democracy is not a foregone conclusion and 
still requires American support and resolve beyond 
Middle Eastern military experiments. !e following 
are some of the most prominent nations to buck the 
democratization trend.

Few thorns prick Bush’s side as often, or as 
proudly, as Venezuelan president Hugo Chavez. 
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Since his election in 1998, Chavez has used the 
support of the impoverished masses to consolidate 
power and erode democratic institutions. He has 
talked of abolishing presidential term limits in 
order to rule indefinitely and has used his power 
to shut down opposition television stations and 
newspapers. Foreign Policy Magazine reports that 
Chavez has engaged in “selectively arresting and 
torturing opposition leaders, and encouraging, 
if not directing, squads of [supporters] to beat 
up members of Congress and intimidate voters.” 
Reflecting Chavez’s influence, last year Freedom 
House dropped Venezuela’s ranking 25 spots 
from 90th to 115th among all nations. 

Another example of a democracy at risk is 
Vladimir Putin’s Russia. Although Putin has 
not attempted to fundamentally change Russia’s 
democratic institutions, he has centralized and 
concentrated power in a way that has significantly 
reduced checks and balances. He has also restricted 
individual liberties, most famously by bringing 
most major media under state control, but in 
other ways as well. Daniel Treisman of UCLA 
writes that “in Chechnya the right to life, liberty, 
property, all of these rights are violated routinely and 
with relative impunity by Russian troops. Selective 
prosecutions against businesses call into question 
the security of property rights. Researchers have 
been prosecuted for revealing alleged state secrets 
although it wasn’t clear that anything they revealed 

He is superstantial. 
He is freem. He is 
Lincolnish. He is 
marvelous and hilarious. 
But most of all, Stephen 
Colbert is influential. 
His nightly skewering of 
cable news’ talking heads 
has become a monster 

hit, putting Comedy Central on the radar screen of 
not only the Nielsen ratings, but the Congressional 
Quarterly as well. And for good reason.

Colbert’s onscreen character has caused more 
consternation and fascination than any media 
personality in recent memory. Stephen describes 
him as “a well-intentioned, poorly informed, high-
status idiot.” But, oh!, what a convincing idiot. 
Whether declaring owls a waste of time or enticing 
Senator Joe Lieberman with a delicious bowl of 
cocoa puffs, Colbert pokes fun at politics with the 
sharpest of rapiers, making the idiot the smartest 
man in the room.

Two aspects of Colbert’s humor are worth 
noting. First, this is not the humor of a 
conservative man. !ose who champion Colbert 
as an (intentionally) funny Republican must look 
elsewhere. True, the comedian is so convincing that 
many believe he really is the paleoconservative he 
pantomimes. How could he not be, after all, with 
so many quotable quotations. On homosexual 
adoption, he remarked, “I don’t think we should 
punish orphans further by making them gay.” Or 
on the midterm elections, he bellowed, “Tomorrow 
you’re all going to wake up in a brave new world. 
A world where the Constitution gets trampled 
by an army of terrorist clones created in a stem 
cell research lab run by homosexual doctors who 
sterilize their instruments over burning American 
flags…Oh, and everybody’s high! Wooooo!”

But this is parody of the right wing. And 

Stephen Colbert?

Russian President Vladimir Putin and Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez.



On Wednesday 
January 31st, Venezuela’s 
National Assembly 
approved an enabling 
law by which President 
Hugo Chávez was 
granted special powers 
to rule by decree for the 

next 18 months. 
!e National Assembly meeting was held 

publicly at a square in downtown Caracas.  All the 
165 deputies were dressed in red T-shirts, waving 
signs that said “With Chavez, the People Rule’’ 
and “Venezuela Toward Socialism.” !ey showed 
their enthusiasm by clapping and shouting out 
“Viva Chavez!”

!is enabling law is designed to give President 
Chavez the authority to arbitrarily make laws 
without any legislative process or approval. 
President Chavez is the first Venezuelan president 
to be given special powers over public sectors for 
such an extended period of time. 

Dictators and autocrats commonly use this 
act since it allows quick and uncontested creation 
of law. Adolf Hitler used this law in Germany in 
1933 and both Sir Stafford Cripps and Clement 
Attlee used it in the United Kingdom in 1930. 

On different occasions Hugo Chavez has 
referred to this regulation as the “Mother Law,” 
assuring that it would improve the current 
financial situation of the country. He wants to 

make some big changes by using this law. !e oil 
industry, private companies and the central bank 
are some of the institutions he plans to takeover. 

!rough this decree, Hugo Chávez would 
nationalize Venezuela’s main companies such as 
CANTV, a major telecommunications firm, and 
Electricidad de Caracas, (the largest electricity 
company in Venezuela). By doing this, Chávez 
plans to takeover basic services and set economic 
reforms in the public sector.

Starting May 1st, the government plans to 
also takeover the oil sector that operates in the 
Orinoco belt. !is sector has been controlled by 
various transnational companies from the United 
States, France, Norway, and United Kingdom in 
association with PDVSA. Chavez has a problem 
with this, declaring, “international companies 
have the control and monopoly over the petroleum 
fields in the Orinoco belt. No. !is has to be 
Venezuela’s property.” 

Hugo Chavez also plans to strip the autonomy 
of the central bank as stated in the constitution. 
He claims he wants to modify this section of the 
constitution because it is “nefasto” or absurd for 
the central bank to be autonomous. According 
to Ana Isabel Martinez, a Venezuelan journalist, 
Chavez made some modifications to this law in 
2005 and got 5 billion dollars from the central 
bank. Later, this money was assigned to the public 
inversions fund. On January 2007 President 
Chavez requested 7 billion dollars arguing that he 

Andreina Giron
The Continuing Power Grab of Hugo Chavez

needs it for his upcoming “revolutionary” plans.
Venezuelans are concerned and troubled. 

Opposition leaders have shared their concerns and 
encourage people to keep fighting for their rights 
and freedom.

“!e enabling law is designed to consolidate 
and reinforce the autocracy that has been 
developing for eight years,” said opposition 
politician, Teodoro Petkoff. 

“I’m concerned about the Venezuelan people, 
and I’m worried about the diminution of 
democratic institutions,” declared President Bush 
in an interview with Fox News. 

In a press conference, Chavez made reference 
to President Bush’s concerns by declaring that 
President Bush is the devil and that he he lacks 
the political and moral capacity to lead United 
States. “I wish the United States could have the 
democracy that we have,” Hugo Chavez said.

!is statement seems strange, however, 
considering that, since Chavez has been in power, 
Venezuela’s democracy has seriously declined. In 
fact, World Audit recently ranked Venezuela as 
the least democratic country of South America. 

Unless strong action is taken by Venezuela’s 
opposition parties, along with international 
pressure led by the United States, nothing will 
prevent Chavez from further consolidating his 
power.

Andreina is from Caracas, Venezuela, majoring 
in Psychology and Communications.
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On March 23, 
2005, President Bush, 
Canadian Prime 
Minister Paul Martin 
and Mexican President 
Vicente Fox met in 
Waco, Texas to discuss 
plans for integrating 
Canada, the United 

States, and Mexico. !is agreement resulted 
in the Security and Prosperity Partnership 
(SPP). Although the SPP sounds benign, it is 
in reality a thinly veiled step towards creating 
a North American Union, fashioned after the 
EU. Many, including myself, consider such 
plans unconstitutional and threatening to the 
sovereignty and security of the United States. 
Most worrisome is that President Bush agreed 
to such a partnership without any congressional 
oversight and little public knowledge.

In a joint statement, the leaders of each 
nation declared that under the SPP the nations 
will no longer have separate borders, but will 
“implement common border security,” take a 
“common approach to emergency response,” and 
“implement a border facilitation strategy to build 
capacity and improve the legitimate flow of people 
and cargo at our shared borders.” What does this 
all mean? !e current immigration crisis is just a 
pale foreshadow of things to come.

Although the North American Union has been 
largely kept out of the public eye, there are some 
who have taken notice. On October 28 CNN 
commentator Lou Dobbs reported that there are 
plans to create an NAU-NAFTA super highway 
that would link the three countries together and 
permit Mexican and Canadian truck drivers 
to move freely in the US. !is highway would 
make our borders even more accessible to drug 
smugglers and terrorists. Alarmingly, numerous 
interconnected corridors are already under 
construction

Although the Bush administration has denied 
plans to create a NAU, an increasing number of 
high-level voices are alarmed and speaking out. 
In an event called “Restoration Week” in Florida, 
Colorado Representative Tom Tancredo bluntly 
stated that President Bush is “an internationalist” 
and that “he is going to do what he can to create 
a place where the idea of America is just that 
– an idea. It’s not an actual place defined by 
borders.” Tancredo continued “I’m telling you, 
that everything I see leads me to believe that 
this whole idea of the North American Union is 
actually happening.”

Regarding plans for the NAFTA super 
highway, Representative Ron Paul from Texas 
said “the ultimate goal is not simply a highway, 

but an integrated North American Union…!e 
SPP agreement, including the plan for a major 
transnational superhighway through Texas, is 
moving forward without congressional oversight 
and that is an outrage. !e administration needs a 
strong message from Congress that the American 
people will not tolerate backroom deals that 
threaten our sovereignty.”

On December 21, Georgia’s state Senator 
Nancy Schaefer wrote in the Clayton Tribune that 
“withdrawing the US from the SPP is imperative 
if we are to protect our independence, sovereignty, 
freedom and way of life.” !e Arizona Daily Star 
published an article on November 29 in which 
Senator Tim Johnson, accused President Bush of 
creating the NAU. He “predicted the creation of a 
single currency just like the euro.”

On January 22, Representative Virgil Goode 
of Florida proposed resolution 40 aruging 
that the US “should not engage in the NAFTA 
Superhighway System” and “should not enter 
into a North American Union with Mexico and 
Canada.” !e resolution paints a grim picture of 
the highway, noting that “ it could be particularly 
difficult for Americans to collect insurance from 
Mexican companies which employ Mexican 
drivers involved in accidents in the United 
States, which would likely increase the insurance 
rates for American drivers” and that “a NAFTA 
super highway would likely include funds from 
foreign consortiums and be controlled by foreign 
management, which threatens the sovereignty of 
the United States.”

Althoug the SPP was implemented by Bush, 
Martin and Fox, the playbook comes from a 
document called “Building a North American 
Community” written by members from the 
Council on Foreign Relations. World Net Daily 
interviewed Dr. Robert Pastor, one of the major 
architects of the SPP. In the interview Pastor 
denied attempts to create a NAU and reiterated 
that his proposals were designed to create a North 
American Community. But he also noted that 
the creation of a NAU is only a 9/11 crisis away, 
suggesting that “Europeans, facing the crisis of two 
World Wars, turned to the European Community 
as a means to prevent war and advance their 
economic interests.”

Jean Monnet, widely regarded as the primary 
architect of the European Union, wrote in his own 
memoirs “it would be necessary to conceal from 
the peoples of Europe just what was being done in 
their name until the process was so far advanced 
that it had become irreversible.” Unless the SPP 
is stopped, the United States will be repeating 
history—and lose its sovereignty in the process.

Kenneth is from La Crescenta, California 
majoring in Computer Science.

Exposing the 
North American Union

Kenneth Buu

I will never be an 
astronaut.  I’ve 
applied several times 
to NASA, but I keep 
getting rejected on 
the basis that I “fail 
to meet minimum 
r e q u i r e m e n t s ” 
for employment.  

Apparently, NASA wants people with engineering 
and science degrees to run their operations.  
People with an in-depth knowledge of the German 
language and culture haven’t much to offer to the 
space exploration community.  So unless I switch 
majors or become a chimpanzee, my hopes of 
interstellar travel are dim. And rightly so. Why 
should an under-qualified individual like myself 
be allowed to tamper with billions of American 
dollars just to satisfy a want to be part of NASA?  
It just doesn’t make sense for me to work there.
    So why, pray tell, are so many economic 
imbeciles allowed to hold positions where they 
are able to impose new taxes, determine budgets, 
make economic policies, etc?  Take, for example, 
Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, recently 
appointed mascot of the femino-liberal cause.  
Here we have an individual who was given the 
responsibility of passing sound judgment on vital 
economic issues, yet Pelosi hasn’t the slightest idea 
how to make an intelligent economic decision.
    Pelosi revealed this inability to comprehend 
basic economics as she spoke about the recent 
highs in the stock market.  She ignorantly called 
out this high as a sign of the rich getting richer 
off of the backs of the working class, who remain 
destitute.  Her remedy? Higher taxes upon the 
wealthy stockholders so that the poor can get their 
cut of the profits.  !is plan is ridden with all sorts 
of problems.  Higher taxes mean lower incentives 
for employers, who will in turn be forced to cut 
more jobs to maintain a profit.  Whereas Bush cut 
taxes for the rich which both increased wealth for 
shareholders as well as decreased unemployment 
(giving wealth to the poor), Pelosi wants to 
eliminate wealth altogether with her higher taxes.  
Ask the working class which plan they prefer: 
work, or no work?
    !is is just one recent example out of thousands.  
Far too many politicians meddle in our country’s 
economics without any idea of the harm that 
will result.  Like Pelosi, they eloquently persuade 
other incompetent lawmakers to draft legislation 
based on failed socialist ideas to “help the little 
man.”  Such drivel belongs in the Collegiate Post 
columns, not Capitol Hill.  We have a need to 
reform the way our lawmakers are allowed to 
make decisions on economic issues.
    I propose a simple solution to this problem.  

A Plea for 
Reason

Tony Rahlf
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was actually secret. Environmental campaigners have 
been harassed. !e press, journalists critical of the 
government, have been harassed and threatened.” 
!e growth in power of the oligarchs, mafia, 
and oilacrats is further evidence that Russia’s 
democratic civil society is at risk. Of course, any 
nation undergoing drastic institutional changes 
like post-Soviet Russia will experience growing 
pains, yet there are few signs that Russia is moving 
in the right direction. 

A few other examples highlight this trend 
as well.  Despite Western hopes that economic 
restructuring would soon lead to democratic 
reform, China has shown no sign of liberalizing its 
political system beyond token gestures. Indeed, the 
Chinese government’s highly coordinated efforts 
to monitor dissidents on the internet are evidence 
of its resolve to resist democratic change. 

Similarly, American analysts have long 
predicted that the death of Fidel Castro would 
lead to some sort of democratic revolution by a 
Cuban nation that had, out of fear, merely feigned 
support for communism all along. Yet, if recent 
events are any indication, it seems apparent that 
when Fidel’s bell finally tolls, his brother Raul will 
make a smooth transition into power and leave the 
US twiddling its thumbs, waiting in vain for yet 
another man to die. 

!ere have been military coups in !ailand 
and Fiji. Bangladesh and Sri Lanka both face 
destabilizing civil violence. East Timor and the 
Philippines are struggling to maintain democracy 
in the face of riots and corruption. !e vast 
majority of African democracies are barely limping 
along, scourged with rigged elections, incumbent 
violence against opposition parties, and cronyism. 
And despite Bush’s best efforts, a democratic 
Middle East seems further away than ever. 

As the most recent Freedom House report 
laments, the world is currently in a state of freedom 
stagnation. Arguably, the US is partly to blame. 
!e end of the Cold war was supposed to signal 
the “American moment,” a unique opportunity in 
history for a superpower to use its economic and 
political resources for the benefit of humankind. 
Yet, largely because of the Iraq War, the world has 
become disillusioned and distrustful of American 
ideals. Instead of leading by persuasion and 
example, America attempted to forcibly impose 
democratic institutions on another nation. As a 
result of this, American rhetoric on democracy 
now rings hollow.

Of course, it is extremely unlikely that the 
spread of democracy will reverse completely. !e 
human desire for freedom cannot be snuffed 
out easily.  Yet, it seems that the Iraq War has 
distracted and fatigued America from pursuing its 
most noble goals. It’s ironic that a war ostensibly 
waged to spread democracy, has become its 
biggest hindrance. Of all the casualties of the 
War on Terror, democracy is the one most to be 
mourned. 

Zach is from St. George, Utah, majoring 
in International Relations and Comparative 
Literature.

Colbert’s humor goes beyond parody to genuine 
spite of conservatism, as his recent shootout with 
Bill O’Reilly demonstrated. Stephen’s excited 
nipples to the contrary, “Papa Bear” O’Reilly’s 
homecoming to Comedy Central was anything 
but hospitable. !e commentator was subjected 
to a chorus of boos and genuine disdain for his 
new book. No guest on the Report has been 
treated so crassly as was O’Reilly.

!is leads to the second feature of Colbert’s 
humor: it’s powerful stuff. Part of the power 
comes from the faux-news audience. It’s young 
and it’s huge. As Rusty Shackleford noted, 
“Ratings for !e Daily Show’s coverage of the ‘06 
elections were second only to !e O’Reilly Factor 
on Fox News. 2.0 million Americans tuned 
into Comedy Central on Tuesday to follow 
election results…!at’s right, more people were 
watching a comedian talk about the news than 
an anchor on CNN.” 

So people, lots and lots of people, are 
watching Colbert and his late-night partner, 
Jon Stewart.

!e humor is powerful, second, because 
it’s just that: humor. Innocent, innocuous, 
inconsequential humor. Because Colbert’s 
only interest is making people laugh—and, 
admittedly, this seems counterintuitive—he 
can be trusted. !at is to say, he is completely 
divested of political and even public interests, 
so he can call things as he really sees them, and 
concomitantly, as they really are. 

Colbert thus plays the role of a modern 
Socrates. Like the philosopher, he disavows 
affiliation with any school of thought, preferring 
to point out the inconsistent and the ridiculous 
attached to the political thought of all sides. 
!is divestment results in the commentator 
appearing above the fray, wise and razor-sharp. 
Socrates detached himself explicitly;  Colbert 
does it through his humor. Colbert’s faux-news 
partner, Jon Stewart, articulated this detachment 
perfectly in an interview with Tucker Carlson. 
When Carlson accused Stewart of pandering to 
John Kerry, Stewart replied, “You’re on CNN. 
!e show that leads into me is puppets making 
crank phone calls.” In demonstrating how little 
they care about partisan politics, or anything, 
really, Colbert and Stewart have etched out a 
space of trust for their viewers. And again, they 
have lots of them.

With all this said, the person who probably 
cares least about his political impact is Stephen 
Colbert. But even so, he is a major force, if not 
the major force, shaping the political leanings of 
young Americans today. For doing so with such 
abandon and flair, I must give Colbert a tip of 
the hat and a wag of the finger. And that’s the 
honest truthiness.

Tim is from Cardston, Canada, majoring in 
Political Science.

All elected officials that have any responsibility 
whatsoever over taxpayer dollars should be given 
a basic, freshman-level economic test before 
taking office.  !is test must be passed with an 
“A,” no exceptions.  !ink of the cleansing that 
would take place in D.C.!  All of those charismatic 
fellows who got elected on popularity would 
be forced to actually learn something before 
making policy.  If they can’t learn economics, 
they have no business being in office.  !ose that 
do pass the test will not be able to hide behind 
their ignorance when they propose ridiculous 
solutions for economic problems.  In short: 
politicians would become more suited for their 
jobs as a result of the test.  
    Nancy Pelosi and like-minded politicians 
have as much a right to determine the economic 
course of this nation as I have being a pilot at 
NASA.  My proposal for a mandatory test is 
extreme and will never be realized.  Still, making 
our legislators accountable for their policies 
involving our money is a goal worth realizing.  
If it means rejecting unworthy applicants, then 
so be it.
     Tony is from Cincinatti, Ohio majoring in 
German and Business.
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CHECK IT OUT
Upcoming Political Events on Campus

Global Awareness Lecture:
“Emerging Diseases in the Tropics: 
Biology Meets Economics, Politics, and 
Culture,” !omas Yuill, director and 
professor (emeritus), Gaylord Nelson 

Institute for Environmental Studies, 
NOON, 238 HRCB; 
Wednesday 7 February

Ambassadorial Insights Lecture
“Malta–U.S. Relations,” His Excellency 
John Lowell, Maltese ambassador to the 

U.S. 2:00 P.M. 238 HRCB;
!ursday 8 February

Amnesty International at BYU
“U.S. Military, Detainment, and 
Torture,” listen and lend your voice to 
the discussion following the screening 
of the “Torture Question,” as Frontline 
“traces the aggressive development of the 
administration’s interrogation policy in 
the aftermath of 9/11 documentary on 
the competing claims of national security 

and human rights.”  
4:00–6:00 P.M., 238 HRCB;

!ursday 8 February


