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BREXIT:
WHAT IT MEANS, WHY IT HAPPENED, AND WHAT COMES NEXT

The National Chamber Review

Sasha Pincus
Staff Writer

“Keep up.” It’s a pertinent call 
to action, and the byline for one 
of this generation’s most bur-
geoning, digital platforms. It’s an 
invitation, an earnest suggestion, 
and ultimately: a cultural imper-
ative. 

And it is non-negotiable. 
This is the driving mindset 

behind Snapnation, an interac-
tive map and video platform that 
unifies multiple realms of the 
modern mobile landscape into 
one cohesive experience. 

In a June 2016 article in the 
Atlantic, Derek 
Thompson writes, 
“The entire growth 
of American media 
right now is hap-
pening on mobile 
devices.” From an 
economic perspec-
tive, CGI Communications and 
NEXT! Ad Agency CEO Bob 
Bartosiewicz agrees: “It’s all hap-
pening here. On our computers, 
on our phones,” Bartosiewicz 
said. “We don’t want anything to 
do with something that we can’t 
get to digitally, and that’s espe-
cially true for businesses.”

In a global economy, even 
local market advancement hing-
es on a multi-faceted cyber pres-
ence.

Until recently, this meant 
that success in its greatest form 
was reserved for chain retailers, 
big-box stores, major corpora-
tions, and mass-manufacturers. 
Why? Because only they can af-
ford to put in all of the necessary 
legwork. Whether it’s strategical-
ly-designed websites and handy 
apps, or market research and 
a consistent stream of updated 
information, these major retail-
ers have the time, money, and 
resources to do exactly what it 

takes to get and stay noticed in a 
saturated market, by any means 
necessary. 

So when it comes to keep-
ing up, smaller businesses don’t 
seem to stand a chance. 

Unless…
To keep up does not neces-

sarily mean to follow suit; there 
has never been a single path to 
prosperity. Or, in the words of 
the bestselling author and jour-
nalist Malcolm Gladwell: “Gi-
ants are not what we think they 
are.”

In his latest book, 
David and Goliath, 
Gladwell delves into the mythic 
qualities of perceived giants, and 
what it takes for the “underdogs” 
of the world to stand a chance 
against them. Overwhelmingly, 
“what it takes” seems to amount 
to little more than a willingness 
to re-evaluate perceptions of 
strengths and weaknesses. 

With seemingly limitless 
resources and well-established 
reputations, the monolithic 
monarchs of today’s corporate 
kingdoms reign with near au-
tonomy. In an economy fueled 
by supply and demand, these gi-
ants are able to offer consumers 
more for less. But in the wake of 
an economic recession, and fol-
lowing wave after wave of cor-
porate scandal, it seems these gi-
ants aren’t nearly the champions 
we may have thought they were: 
Although sizable, they may not 
be sustainable. And although ac-
cessible, they may not be able to 
actually relate to consumers on a 

personal level.
By contrast, local businesses 

are finding their footing. In a 
2014 article for Forbes, Nicole 
Reinback-Reyhle writes, “The 
Small Business Administration 
identified that there are more 
than 28.2 million businesses op-
erating in the United States as of 
March 2014, with about 63 [per-
cent] of new jobs being created 
from small businesses between 
1993 and mid-2013.”

Meanwhile, research con-
ducted by David Neumark at 

the University of California-
Irvine suggests that when it 
comes to the economics of 
major corporations, they often 

take more than they 
provide: In 2008, 
Neumark writes, 

“for every new retail 
job created by Walmart, 1.4 jobs 
[were] lost as existing businesses 
downsize[d] or close[d].”

In a capitalistic country, sus-
taining an income is manda-
tory. In the modern marketplace, 
small businesses are working to 
that end more efficiently than 
their oversized counterparts. This 
means that while major corpora-
tions might be the giants of the 
modern marketplace, they’re sys-
tematically crushing the people 
they allegedly came to serve.

So in comes the little guy. 
As a marketing tool geared 

toward chambers of commerce, 
Snapnation presents a viable 
alternative to traditional big-
business tactics. Without real-
locating their resources, local es-
tablishments can reach out and 
respond directly to their respec-
tive clienteles.  

Like other social media plat-
forms, Snapnation provides an 
outlet to speak to people the way     

they speak to each other: casu-
ally, honestly, and face-to-face. 
Using video and the power of a 
web-based map, chambers and 
businesses alike can post up-
dates, record success stories, and 
bolster their community’s web 
presence using little more than a 
cell phone.

They can also get some feed-
back from consumers. 

Through video reviews, 
chambers and local businesses 
can hear directly from those 
they serve. In contrast to the 
vitriol that often accompanies 
anonymous reviews, Snapnation 
invites users to take ownership 
of their experiences. Rather than 
dribble out trails of anonymous 
dissatisfaction, we can reimag-
ine a genuine freedom of con-
versation. Users can learn from 
each other’s experiences, and 
businesses can build from the 
reported needs of their clientele. 

And at the head of things, cham-
bers can continue perpetuating a 
unified identity. 

Like so many others, our 
country is one made up of myr-
iad smaller communities: 50 
states, 3,143 counties, and nearly 
20,000 cities, to put it in more 
precise terms. We are one na-
tion, but a nexus within. 

Snapnation offers a tool to 
both honor and build a network 
that supports the little guys that 
make up the only kind of giant 
worthy of the title. For more in-
formation how to put Snapna-
tion to work in your local busi-
ness community, reach out to 
CGI Communications through 
their website, or contact Nicole 
Rongo and Amy Curran. Their 
email addresses are nicoler@
cgicommunications.com, and 
amyc@cgicommunications.
com. They’d love to hear from 
you!
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Voters opted between two 
possible responses: “Remain” 
or “Leave.” What followed de-
fied nearly every media pre-
diction, ended Prime Minister 
David Cameron’s career, and 
constituted one big, brash (albeit 
metaphorical) Middle Finger 
to Britain’s ruling class: “Leave” 
eked out a narrow victory of 52 
percent to 48 percent. Literally 
overnight, the idea of “Brexit” 
had become a startling reality.

Breaking Up (the EU) Is Hard 
To Do

“Brexit” is a portmanteau of 
the words “British” and “exit,” 
and refers to Great Britain’s deci-
sion to sever ties with the Euro-
pean Union. The result of the EU 
referendum sent economic and 
political shockwaves throughout 
much of Europe: the pound fell 
to its lowest value in more than 
thirty years; Britain lost its AAA 
credit rating; the Scottish quest 
for independence was reignited, 
with First Minister Nicola Stur-
geon saying it would be “demo-
cratically unacceptable” for Scot-
land to be booted from the EU 
after having voted in favor of 
“Remain,” 62 to 38 percent.

The Brexit vote cut across the 
traditional Labour/Tory party 

lines of mainstream British poli-
tics and revealed, instead, stark 
ideological divides among popu-
lation demographics: young ver-
sus old; cosmopolitan versus ru-
ral; political and economic elite 
versus blue-collar and working 
class. The slim margin of Leave’s 
victory lays bare a political cli-
mate fraught with economic 
uncertainty and cultural anxiety 
in the face of a rapidly-changing 
national identity, and points to 
a people united perhaps only in 
the conviction with which they 
maintain their disparate opin-
ions. 

It could be years—decades, 
even—before the exact nature 
and degree of the Brexit fall-
out is fully discernible. In fact, 
it could be years before British 
officials even begin the with-
drawal process, which EU law 
gives them two years to com-
plete. Regardless of how long the 
entire process ultimately takes, 
however, the ramifications of 
Brexit will be felt in countries 
all around the world, includ-
ing the United States. What fol-
lows is everything you need to 
know about Great Britain leav-
ing the European Union—what 
it means, why it happened, and 
what comes next.

The European Union
It’s difficult to fully under-

stand the gravity of Brexit with-
out first situating it in the broad-
er geopolitical context of the 
European Union, and Britain’s 
history therein. So before we go 
any further, a little EU backstory 
is in order.

The European Union is an 
economic and political partner-
ship of 28 different countries. Of 
those 28 countries, 19 use the 
same currency (the euro). Each 

memb er 
state is a sovereign, 

independent country, with its 
own national government; cer-
tain decision-making powers, 
however, are allocated to shared 
institutions that pass down joint 
decisions on things like mon-
etary policy, workers’ rights, and 

On June 23 of this year, a referendum was brought to 
voters in Great Britain. It asked only one question:  

“Should the United Kingdom remain a 
member of the European Union or leave 
the European Union?”

KEEP UP

Credit: Sasha Pincus

Snapnation gives businesses and their customers the ability to connect instantly 
through the power of mobile video with profiles, customer reviews, and more! 
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AMERICA’S CRUMBLING INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND ITS ECONOMIC IMPACT
Shelby Cook
Staff Writer

At 18 years old, I remem-
ber taking my first train ride 
from Rochester, New York 
to Boston, Massachusetts. It 
was the first real trip I’d ever 
taken alone. My best friend 
from high school had recently 
started her first semester of 
college at Boston University. 
And while it was one of many 
exciting firsts—and the first 
of several subsequent trips to 
Boston—it would certainly be 
my last train ride there.

You’d think a train, which 
doesn’t have to deal with traf-
fic, whose exact path is lit-
erally laid out in front of it, 
would travel fairly quickly. But 
it didn’t. Instead, it took me 
more than ten hours to reach 
my destination. Ten hours to 
travel roughly 400 miles, a dis-
tance that would take maybe 
six or seven hours to traverse 
in a car. The best part of the 
trip was when we were stopped 
at a station in Poughkeepsie, 
not moving, for an hour. 

How does it take more than 
ten hours to get from Roches-
ter to Boston by train, when 
cities throughout Europe and 
Asia have high-speed railways 
with trains traveling up to 200 
miles per hour? We can build 
artificial organs. Why can’t we 
build faster trains?

But let’s back up a little 
bit first: did you know that 
nearly half of our coun-
try’s bridges need to be 
replaced? Or that most 
of our airports still use 
obsolete radar technol-
ogy dating back to the 
1960s? And 45 percent 
of American households lack 
access to any form of public 
transportation?

Suffice it to say, America’s 
infrastructure is in trouble. It’s 
underfunded, undervalued, 
and—in some cases—just plain 
dangerous. Infrastructure is 
how we get around and operate 
as a society. It includes every-
thing from our roads, rails, and 
public transit, to our sewer sys-
tems, power grids, and drink-
ing water. It’s not something we 
can just “get by” without. And 
ours in serious disrepair.

Consider, for example, our 
dam systems. 

The average age of the 
84,000 dams throughout the 
U.S. is 52 years old, and many 
of them have had structural or 
functional problems since the 
day they were first built. Ex-
perts predict that of our coun-
try’s 4,000 deficient dams, one 
of every eleven levees is likely 
to fail in the event of a major 
flood. This has already hap-
pened on a massive scale in 
New Orleans after Hurricane 
Katrina. 

Nation-wide infrastructure 
repairs are expected to cost 
more than $3.3 trillion over 
the next decade, according to 
the American Society of Civil 
Engineers. However, we’re on 
track to be about $1.4 trillion 
short. 

As if the threat of a bursting 
dam wasn’t terrifying enough.

Clearly, this is a big prob-
lem. So big, in fact, that the 
American public has long as-
sumed that the federal gov-
ernment should take the lead 
in rectifying it. But so far, this 
hasn’t happened. In fact, the 
last big push for infrastruc-
ture spending was in the 1950s 
and ’60s with the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956. Mean-
ing: we haven’t even updated 
our primary means of trans-
portation (highways) in close 
to 60 years.

According to data from the 
2013 US Census, 86 percent 
of American workers com-
mute by car. Think of all the 
progress we’ve made as a coun-
try in terms of technology in 
the last 60 years: medical ad-
vancements, space travel, the 

internet. Why isn’t that same 
progress being reflected in 
American infrastructure? 

There are a number of rea-
sons, but perhaps the biggest 
among them is funding.

“The U.S. is investing half 
of what it spent on transporta-
tion infrastructure more than 
50 years ago,” says John Ren-
nie Short, a professor of pub-
lic policy at the University of 
Maryland, in an interview with 
Marketwatch. “[We’re spend-
ing] close to 1.5% of GDP now 
compared with nearly 3% of 
GDP in 1962.”

In the past, state high-
way costs were covered by the 
Highway Trust Fund, which  is 
subsidized by gas and fuel tax-
es. However, the gas tax hasn’t 
been raised in two decades 
and therefore consistently falls 
short. “The problem with the 
trust fund,” says David Walker, 
former head of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, 
as quoted in an article for the 
Economist, “is that it’s not 
funded and you can’t trust it.” 

Every year, the Highway 
Trust Fund brings in about $30 
billion. And every year, that’s 
not enough money. 

This has inspired policy 
makers and politicians alike 
to call for the creation of an 
“infrastructure bank.” This 
movement goes as far back 
as ten years ago with the Na-
tional Infrastructure Bank Act 
of 2007. However, this is a di-

lemma whose roots run 

deeper than a mere lack 
of funds.

Remember when I men-
tioned that our last big push 
for infrastructure spending 
was in the 1960s? Well, there’s 
a reason for that. Shortly after 
the highway act, sweeping en-
vironmental laws were enact-
ed—the Clean Air Act of 1970 
and the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1972, for exam-
ple—which made it extremely 
difficult to enact large-scale 
infrastructure projects. With 
these new laws in place, proj-
ects needed to meet manda-
tory environmental standards, 
which often held up construc-
tion for months, if not years.

Another detriment to in-
frastructure was a shift in gov-
ernment and the overall politi-
cal system that moved from a 
concern for the public good to 
a concern for special interest 
groups. In “Infrastructure Pol-
icy: Lessons from American 
History,” Adam J. White, a re-
search fellow at the Hoover In-
stitute, describes these interest 
groups as an “amalgamation 
that persistently demanded 
increased social spending and 
the imposition of environmen-
tal regulations that made fur-
ther infrastructure develop-
ment effectively impossible.”

With a combination of  
ineffective policies, over-reg-
ulation, and favoring higher 
wages for transportation em-
ployees over innovation, it’s no 
wonder we’ve seen such a dras-
tic decline. It’s a problem that 
continues to negatively affect 
our nation’s economy in areas 
of employment and personal 

income, to overall business 
productivity and international 
competitiveness.

In New York City, the sub-
way traffics more than 4.3 mil-
lion people every day. Rid-
ers have recently experienced 
delays due to overcrowding. 
Betsy Campbell, who takes the 
No. 1 train in Manhattan told 
the New York Times, “If service 
continues to deteriorate, busi-
nesses might decide to move to 
other cities.” 

Businesses already spend 
an extra $27 billion in freight 
transportation expenses be-
cause their goods aren’t ex-
pected to reach their destina-
tion on time, according to a 
2014 report by the National 
Economic Council. That’s a lot 
of money to have to write off in 
the name of inefficiency.

But you may think, even 
as you digest this staggering 
mountain of data: “So what? I 
get to work fine. If the train is 
slow, I’ll take the bus instead. 
Why does this matter to me?”

It is this exact mentality, 
however, that is a big part of 
the reason why infrastruc-
ture projects and improve-
ments to our transportation 
systems have been neglected 
for so many years. Because, at 
the end of the day, these are 
long-term investments. And 
modern Americans have, quite 
frankly, become an “instant 
gratification” society. We want 
to lose fifteen pounds in two 
weeks. We want our car fixed 
today—no, make that yester-
day. If your internet browser 
doesn’t load in less than one 
minute, it’s taking too long. 
If it can’t be done in a matter 
of days, weeks, years—it isn’t 
worth the time.

And this same attitude has 
unfortunately crept into the 
minds of our public officials. 
Therefore, many politicians 
prioritize short-term projects, 
that they can complete in a 
single political term to help 
them win reelection or leave 
behind an immediately tan-
gible legacy. 

So what if I told you that 
higher-quality infra-
structure increases busi-
ness volume, lowers 
transportation (among 
other) costs, improves 
quality of life (particu-

larly for the poor), and creates 
good-paying jobs?

Let’s use China’s Lanzhou-
Xinjiang railroad as an ex-
ample. Economist Zhigang Li 
found that three years after the 
railroad was completed, “east-
bound trade volume increased 
by over 40 percent and east-
bound trade costs decreased 
by about 30 percent.”

Also, according to the 
Brookings Metropolitan Policy 
Program, public investment in 
new roads and new construc-
tion helps support the cre-
ation of jobs that typically pay 
above-average wages. It is per-
haps no surprise, then, to say 
that researchers have found 
that improved infrastructure 
benefits the poor, giving them 
greater access to better em-
ployment opportunities.

This issue is highly relevant 
to chambers of commerce, par-
ticularly since three-quarters 
of all infrastructure spending 
happens at the state and local 
level. The right course of action 
varies from state to state, and 
town to town. Several states 
have found funding outside of 
the federal government, either 
by raising gas taxes or through 
public-private partnerships.

Chambers of commerce 
are uniquely positioned to 
help spearhead a demand 
for improved infrastructure 
within their communities. By 
supporting legislation and/or 
political candidates that pri-
oritize long-term investments 
in infrastructure, a chamber 
can use its voice and influ-
ence to bring meaningful and 

lasting improvement to local 
economies. These improve-
ments stand to enhance the 
quality of life for all communi-
ty members, but especially for 
business owners and entrepre-
neurs: efficient infrastructure 
makes for efficient business 

transactions, and can even 
help draw more customers into 
your region. 

But ultimately, the answer 
really is simple: We need to re-
build America. What we need 
to know going in is that it will 
take a while. How long it will 

take, how much it will cost, and 
to what extent it will affect our 
daily lives, cannot be concretely 
measured. But neither can its 
possibilities. In order to build 
a strong economy, we need to 
invest in safe, reliable, and effi-
cient means of traversing them.

Suffice it to 

say, America’s 

infrastructure is 

in trouble. It’s 

underfunded, 

undervalued, 

and—in some 

cases—just plain 

dangerous. 

Written by: Marcy Weaver, Executive VP Chamber Master
Infographic created by: Katie Marcy, Designer
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Underprepared Leaders Equals An Underperforming Board: 

Bob Harris, CAE
Contributing Writer

Does anybody know what 
the chamber of commerce or 
association of the future looks 
like?  

At the Institute for Organi-
zational Management offered by 
the US Chamber of Commerce 
Foundation, I have the oppor-
tunity to teach—or facilitate—a 
class titled “Strong Associations 
for the Future.” It draws execu-
tives from chambers of com-
merce and associations. 

The course is described as an 
environmental scan of challeng-
es, opportunities, and resources 
to better position organizations 
for success. After presenting 
smart practices and progressive 
examples, the executives offer 
their input about chambers and 
associations of the future.  

Here’s a summary from the 
class at the University of Geor-
gia program this summer.  

Start with a Strong Mis-

sion: The mission frames ev-
erything; be sure it is clear and 
powerful.  Examples of clear 
and powerful missions included 
“The voice for visual journal-
ists” (National Press Photogra-
phers Association); “Champion 
for Business—Advocate for 
Community” (Hopkins Region-
al Chamber of Commerce); and 
“Helping physicians practice 
medicine” (Florida Medical As-
sociation). Can you tweet your 
mission clearly and effectively?

Business Acumen: Use ter-
minology that reflects the world 
of business (“nonprofit” is only 
a designation). Transform 
“members” into “investors” and 
“shareholders,” and work to in-
crease “member equity.”

Don’t Let Borders Limit: 
Think beyond boundaries; de-
velop products and license them 
to the other 49 states or to al-
lied organizations. Do members 
have to be the only customers?

Intensify Collaboration: 
Find new collaborative part-
ners. For example, a local com-
ponent or chamber might part-
ner with rural health or water 
organizations to focus on se-
curing adequate resource acces-
sibility into the future.

Global Benefit: Members 
and businesses may be expand-
ing market share with an eye on 
global interests. Build relation-
ships, insight, and knowledge of 
global opportunities.  Integrate 
international affairs into pro-
grams and services. For exam-
ple, what is the potential impact 

of the enhanced Panama Canal 
on members, businesses, and 
communities?

Technology Investment: 
Build technology platforms to re-
duce reliance on staff and improve 
member access to education, 
membership, mentoring, con-
nectivity, etc.   Invest adequately 
for the long-term, potentially up 
to ten percent of the budget.   

Intellectual Property: 
Use the expertise of the board, 
staff, and volunteers to create 
documents that position the 
organization as an expert in the 
field. Copyright the intellectual 
property to increase stature and 
credibility.  

Measure Performance: 
Conduct an organizational Re-
silience Test, such as “Inventory, 
Assess, Improve,” which is avail-
able for free at www.nonprofit-
center.com.

Kick-Ass Problem Solu-
tions: Innovation must be a 
guiding principle for the cham-
ber board and staff. Members 
foremost want answers, solu-
tions, and resolution to their 
problems (KAPS). 

Right Size Board: State laws 
allow corporate governance 
with less than five persons.  Does 
a board of 40, 50, or 70 directors 
make sense? Analyze costs as-
sociated with convening a large 
board, insuring them, keeping 
them informed, and providing 
documents, food, and beverage. 

“Fair Share” Dues Model: 
What would members pay for 
dues based on a “fair share” or 

value-based model? The mod-
el comes from the restaurant 
promotion, “Pay only what the 
meal is worth.” Would members 
increase or decrease what they 
pay your organization? Upsell 
with a tiered dues model that 
offers added access and value as 
price point increases. 

The Right Structure: Build 
subsidiaries to enhance revenue 
and opportunities in the form 
of a for-profit organization and/
or foundation. Use the organiza-
tion’s knowledge and equipment 
to create a management compa-
ny for other organizations. 

Trustees: Referring to the 
board members as “trustees of 
the corporation” will help re-
mind the directors that they 
have the trust of members to 
fulfill their fiduciary duties and 
governing responsibilities. This 
is a marked transition from the 
mentality of, “I’m just a volun-
teer on a board.”

Revamp Staff Titles: Em-
power staff with titles that posi-
tion them as experts. The Edu-
cation Manager may become 
the “Director of Knowledge”; 
the Membership Director may 
instead be the “Director of 
Shareholder Relations and En-
gagement”; the CFO might be 
called the “Asset- and Equity-
Building Manager.”

Purposeful Abandonment: 
Evaluate everything that has 
been added to the to-do list over 
years and decades. If it doesn’t 
fit the mission or money cri-
teria, revamp, drop, or give it 

away to another organization. 
Ask a task force to bring pro-
grams and resources back in 
line with the mission. Too many 
organizations simply describe 
their benefits and services as “a 
long list without much value.”  
Work towards creating a “gold-
en handcuff,” or a benefit so 
valuable that members are eager 
to join and renew.

The Energy of Emerging 
Leaders: Invest in an Emerg-
ing Leaders and Young Profes-
sionals Forum and give them 
responsibilities within the orga-
nization; they can be a power-
house of energy and ideas.  

Too Many Organizations 
in the Space?: Explore merg-
ers to strengthen the commu-
nity instead of divvying up 
the resources among multiple 
organizations. If not a merger, 
explore serious collaborative 
efforts. 

Member Care and Well-
ness: To better position the or-
ganization as a lifelong home to 
its members, consider offering 
some form of wellness services. 
Be ready with services when 
a member is stressed, addict-
ed, etc. Don’t ignore problems 
when members are hurting and 
need a place to turn. 

Regional Thinking: Enlarge 
footprint, stature, and issues ex-
pertise with regional thinking; 
avoid working in a silo. Find 
new and unique collaborative 
partners. 

Customer Base: Focus less 
on “the member” but more on 

a broader customer base for the 
organization. 

Issues Ownership: Con-
sider adopting in-depth issues 
that impact members and the 
community; for example, a 
Drug Free Workforce Alliance 
(resulting in insurance savings); 
a Water-Economic Impact Nex-
us, or a Business Infrastructure 
Alliance. Take up issues that 
position the organization as a 
respected community resource 
and visionary.

Is the Name Tainted?: The 
word “association” or “cham-
ber” connotes, “pay your dues.”   
Create an organization less reli-
ant on dues, broader in services, 
and focused on a bigger vision. 
To reflect those organizational 
changes, consider replacing 
part of the name with “coun-
cil,” “alliance,” or “forum” to 
avoid the “pay your dues” con-
notation.   Examples include the 
National Association of Credit 
Management, the Global Cold 
Chain Alliance, and CoreNet 
Global. Could an association of 
CPAs become the Alliance for 
Business Success and Account-
ing? Can an Economic Develop 
Council be dubbed the Eco-
nomic and Global Development 
Forum?  

Chamber leadership and 
staff should constantly scan the 
environment and adapt for the 
future.  

Note:  Bob Harris, CAE, pro-
vides chamber and association 
governance tips and templates at 
www.nonprofitcenter.com

Perhaps you are the rare as-
sociation management profes-
sional who has not experienced 
the frustration of well-meaning 
but unprepared board members. 
However, for everyone else, we 
offer the following information 
to share with your board. 

Fiduciary Responsibility
Congratulations on be-

ing chosen as a member of the 
board of directors. To borrow a 
line from the movie The Gradu-
ate, “I just want to say one word 
to you. Are you listening? Just 
one word”: FIDUCIARY!  

A fiduciary is what you have 
become by joining the board. 
You are entrusted and empow-
ered to protect the organiza-
tion’s assets and to act in its best 

interests. To do so, you need to 
listen to discussions and coun-
sel carefully, read, and ask ques-
tions. In other words, become 
and stay informed so you can 
carry out your fiduciary duty. 
These are legal responsibilities, 
often referred to as the duties of 
care, loyalty, and obedience. 

Attorney Jeffrey Tenen-
baum of Venable law firm in 
Washington, D.C. fleshes this 
out a bit more: “Board mem-
bers are required to act reason-
ably, prudently, and in the best 
interests of the organization, 
to avoid negligence and fraud, 
and to avoid conflicts of inter-
est.”  

Board Advice
How do you apply these 

concepts to service as a board 
member? Consider this advice 
for directors to better fulfill 
their responsibilities, actively 

participate in board work, and 
to enjoy the experience of lead-
ership.

Make time: Serving as a vol-
unteer requires a commitment 
of time and resources; take it 
seriously. 

Manage the details: There 
will be reports and knowledge 
essential to carrying out re-
sponsibilities. Decide how to 
manage the information you’ll 
receive from the start to avoid 
being overwhelmed or disorga-
nized down the road.

Know your resources: Vol-
unteering is a team effort sup-
ported by officers, consultants. 
and staff. Introduce yourself 
and call on them as you prepare 
for meetings.

Arrive fresh: Avoid run-
ning late or bringing in distrac-
tions from your office or family. 
Focus on the organization to 
which you have made the time 

commitment.
Use technology: If reports are 

provided online or as email at-
tachments, learn to open, read, 
and save them before arriving 
at the board meeting. Ask about 
the benefit of online collabora-
tion and document storage.

Study the documents: At the 
start of your term, become ac-
quainted with the bylaws and 
policies of your organization. 
Understand the resources (and 
limitations) so you will be bet-
ter prepared for discussions.

Be inquisitive: When you 
receive the meeting notice and 
agenda, start inquiring about 
what must be done for a suc-
cessful meeting. 

Again, make time: Review 
all board reports and other 
supporting material before the 
meeting. Print this material for 
easy reference at the meeting or 
save to a mobile device for ref-

erence. (See “Use Technology.”)
Learn the Rules of Order: 

These enable boards to get 
things done in an efficient man-
ner.

Pay attention: Listen to all 
opinions and options. If you are 
unable to be an objective partici-
pant in discussions, it is perfectly 
acceptable to excuse yourself. 
Though it may be difficult, silence 
or turn off digital distractions. 

Most important, enjoy the 
leadership experience while 
building a network of col-
leagues and contributing to the 
advancement of a cause or com-
munity. 

About the Authors:  Sherri 
Oken, CAE, is the principal of 
The Association Advantage LLC, 
a full-service, association man-
agement company specializing 
in good governance. Bob Harris, 
CAE, facilitates board training 
and strategic planning.

Is this a frequent scene at the start of board 
meetings? The meeting is called to order 
and suddenly, nearly everyone at the table, 
even the board chair, is feverishly reading the 
agenda and reports—even though they were 
distributed days or weeks in advance. 

Sherri Oken, CAE & Bob Harris, CAE  Contributing Writers

FIXING A FAULTY EQUATION

Chambers and Associations of the Future

Tips for keeping the volunteer leadership pipeline flowing

Melynn Sight 
Carol Weinrich Helsel
Contributing Writers

The most successful cham-
bers of commerce know how to 
leverage a consistent inflow of 
high-quality and diverse volun-
teers. Whether through commit-
tee work or decision-making, as 
a spokesperson, emcee, or other 
program role, volunteers allow 
chambers to deliver more mem-
ber value through more relevant 
programs and services. 

There are varying strategies 

for feeding this volunteer corps 
pipeline. Here are five best-prac-
tice tips, based on years of work-
ing with non-profit organization 
executives and volunteer leaders. 

Ask them. 
Ask ten members why they 

got involved in a local organiza-
tion, and nine out of ten will say, 
“Because someone asked me to.” 
It can be that simple. But before 
you ask, get your “pitch” in order. 

We often hear the biggest 
benefit to volunteering is the 
“personal and business relation-

ships that grow out of working 
toward a joint purpose with oth-
ers.”  One executive we talked to 
said she resists calling it “net-
working,” because much more 
than business partnerships hap-
pen when people come together 
to volunteer. “When staff and 
volunteers gather for a purpose 
larger than ourselves, strangers 
become lifelong friends and, yes, 
we all form new business part-
nerships and alliances.”

Better yet, ask your current 
volunteers to be your sales force.  

One of the best ways to at-
tract new volunteers is to make 
sure your current volunteers 
are getting what they need out 
of their experience. Volunteers 
who feel appreciated, and who 
feel they are accomplishing 
something important, will re-
cruit others to get involved. This 
member-to-member, highly 
personalized recruitment is far 
more effective at identifying and 
engaging new talent than any 
mass “call for volunteers” com-
munication from chamber staff 
would be.

One lifelong organizational 
volunteer tells potential volun-
teers that they’ll not only get 

personal satisfaction from vol-
unteering, but that they’ll also 
have fun. He recommends that 
chambers “emphasize the net-
working and learning opportu-
nities in volunteering.”  “There’s 
not a person I’ve met during this 
journey that hasn’t helped me in 
my career when I’ve needed it.” 

Be clear about the commitment 
and the results. 

In writing and in person, 
clearly define the purpose of the 
assignment and its importance 
to the chamber. Show members 
a product or service, or some-
thing else tangible that came out 
of a volunteer’s engagement, to 
help prospective volunteers un-
derstand the significance of what 
they can become a part of. “Vol-
unteers like being involved in 
the chance to get and influence 
‘inside information’ about the 
chamber’s strategy and initia-
tives,” says one executive. “When 
you are clear about a volunteer’s 
role and the goal for their in-
volvement, you can lay out the 
expected ROI from your mem-
bers’ time investment.”

 Use your members’ expertise. 
Find out what skills and abil-

ities your members bring to the 
table and match them to volun-
teer opportunities. Don’t assume 
someone has a particular skill 
or interest; ask them first. Some 
chambers use an application or 
form to help identify volunteer 
expertise. Whatever the process, 
keep it simple and straightfor-
ward, as it will shape the expec-
tation for the volunteer experi-
ence itself.

A good skill-to-task match 
makes volunteers feel comfort-
able, and that their expertise is 
useful to the chamber. For one 
executive, the matching process 
was really just common sense: 
“Two of our members have ac-
counting backgrounds ideal 
for serving on our budget and 
finance committee. Another 
member who wrote op-eds for 
the local paper was appointed to 
the governmental affairs com-
mittee for her ability to explain 
and communicate her opinions.”

Be open to new blood. 
Successful organizations’ 

staff and leaders alike actively 
look for and develop prospective 
volunteers. Some use leadership 
training as a means to develop 
and watch prospective volunteer 

leaders in action. Consider host-
ing an annual volunteer leader-
ship training program and invite 
prospective (aspiring) leaders to 
attend alongside current volun-
teer leaders. If the event is well-
planned and well-executed, ex-
pect to have a waiting list within 
a couple years. 

“We experienced an excep-
tional return on our [leader-
ship training] investment that 
continues to grow equity in our 
volunteer corps,” said one execu-
tive. “Seasoned volunteers grow 
through greater perspective and 
introspection. New volunteers 
begin with their eyes open to 
what leadership means and tools 
to step into the role with a good 
baseline of knowledge and ex-
pectations. We are thrilled with 
the results!”

A strong partnership be-
tween volunteers and staff is the 
foundation for chamber success. 
Respect your volunteers and 
what they bring to the chamber 
and you’ll find a steady flow of 
strong volunteers to help you 
successfully build and imple-
ment programs and initiatives 
that meet the needs of area busi-
nesses and the community over-
all.
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Harrison County Chamber of Commerce
Harrison, WV

Shelby Cook
Staff Writer

Being a chamber of com-
merce executive often means 
improving economic conditions 
in your community by tackling 
issues that are not exactly within 
your immediate realm of con-
trol. Under these circumstances, 
the best chambers thrive by join-
ing forces with other commu-
nity organizations. The Harrison 
County Chamber of Commerce 
in Clarksburg, West Virginia 
proudly totes its strengths (which 
are many), but also makes a point 
to address its weaknesses through 
effective collaboration.

“One of the things we have 
tried to focus on the last couple of 
years [is] increasing the resources 
available to our businesses,” said 
Kathy Wagner, President of the 
Harrison County Chamber of 
Commerce. “Trying to find out 
what they need and how we can 
pair them up with the resources 
that exist out there to get them 
those solutions to their business 
issues.”

Overall, the Harrison 
County Chamber is home to 
an extremely consistent and 
prosperous business commu-
nity. In less than twenty years, 
membership at the chamber has 
increased from 350 to 480 busi-
nesses, with annual retention 
rates between 90 and 92 percent 
over the last several years. In 
the seventeen years that Wag-
ner has served as president, the 
chamber has averaged about 
two percent growth in enroll-
ment annually.

Wagner attributes this to 
the area’s specialized industries 
and recent economic expan-
sion. “We’ve got a pretty strong 
economy here in North-Central 
West Virginia, and in Harrison 
County in particular,” she ex-
plained. “We’ve got a very strong 
aerospace industry at our local 
airport. Not a lot of people have 
those. We’ve got a great health-
care industry. We’ve got a new 
hospital that was just built about 
six years ago. So that’s continued 
to grow.”

However, in the chamber’s 
pursuit of finding solutions to the 
challenges that its member busi-
nesses face, Wagner and her staff 
have come across one particu-
larly persistent obstacle: opioid 
abuse and addiction. “It is ev-
erywhere,” said Wagner. “It’s not 
just here, but we are seeing it, and 
that’s probably my number one 
complaint from the employers, is 
[they are] trying to find people. 
They have jobs available, but get-
ting people to fill them that can 
pass the drug screen is becoming 
more and more of an issue.”

While opioid addiction is 
certainly a national problem, 
it’s hit West Virginia especially 
hard. The state has the highest 
drug-overdose death rate, with 
34 deaths per every 100,000 resi-
dents in 2014, according to a re-
cent report from the Centers for 
Disease Control. The state also 
has some of the highest prescrip-
tion rates of opioids in the coun-
try, particularly for high-dose and 
extended-release opioids, both of 
which are known to be prime tar-
gets for drug abusers. 

Community leaders in Harri-
son County and the surrounding 

area are not taking this epidemic 
lightly. For example, the US attor-
ney based out of Wheeling that 
serves the same region as the Har-
rison County Chamber has been 
“very aggressive about getting 
the drugs off the street, tracking 
down the dealers and the pushers 
and making sure that people get 
arrested and prosecuted,” Wagner 
explained. “We’re very grateful to 
have him.”

But as a chamber of com-
merce—a chamber with a staff of 
only three, for that matter—how 
do you begin to contend with a 
problem of this scope and size? 

Well, first and foremost, you 
don’t do it alone. “We have sev-
eral collaborative programs, dif-
ferent agencies across the com-
munity, trying to band together,” 
said Wagner. “We’re looking at 
needle exchange programs. We’re 
looking at expanding availability 
of the treatment programs and 
things through our local health 
department, our free access clin-
ic.” Wagner added that many of 
the major hospitals in the area 
have also adopted policies of not 
prescribing narcotics or opioids 
to emergency room patients. 
That, she said, “is one way of pre-
venting [abuse].

In many instances, people 
who are addicted to drugs have 
either limited health insurance, 
or no coverage whatsoever. This 
makes it difficult for them to ac-
cess proper treatment in over-
coming their addiction. Most of 
the drug rehabilitation programs 
available are state-run, but some 
local initiatives, like Clarksburg’s 
free clinic, receive financing 
through grants and fundraising 
events.

“We look at funding any way 
we can get it,” said Wagner. “But 
it’s a growing problem, and we 
hope to be able to keep a handle 
on it and keep our community 
healthy.” 

Another area of the busi-
ness community that poses some 
unique challenges (but also a host 
of opportunities) is Harrison 
County’s natural gas production. 
Sitting on top of the Marcellus 
Shale gas play, the county is home 
to several natural gas companies, 
such as Berry Energy and Gastar 
Exploration. They’re in the pro-
cess of gaining approval from the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission (FERC) to build some 
major pipelines. 

“Because we have such an 
overabundant availability of gas, 
we need to get it out of here, so 
that we can continue to produce 
more,” said Wagner. “And a lot of 
the horizontal wells that they’ve 
been drilling in the last couple 
of years have just been far more 
prolific than they ever could have 
imagined them to be. So, we have 
the gas that Virginia and North 
Carolina and South Carolina 
want, but we need pipelines to get 
it out of here.”

You might think natural gas 
drilling would be frowned upon 
in Harrison County, but you’d be 
wrong.

“Most people are very sup-
portive of [the industry],” said 
Wagner. “Of course, I believe 
somebody told me that the first 
vertical well for natural gas was 
drilled in the late 1800s, actually 
here in Harrison County. … So 
the history here for natural gas 
goes way back. People have grown 
up with it. They’re used to it.” 

What worried Wagner and 
the rest of the community, how-
ever, was the fairly new idea of 
horizontal drilling and fracking. 
But they’ve made sure to do their 
homework. In fact, West Virginia 
University recently published 
the results of a year-long study 
on the impact of fracturing, and 
it’s something they’ll continue to 
monitor. 

“They’ve done numerous 
studies. So it is a very, very safe 
process,” Wagner explained. 
“What we are seeing is because 
the horizontal wells are so pro-
lific, they take up a smaller area, 
and they disturb less land on 
the surface. So instead of hav-
ing a well site and an access 
road and all the trucks in and 
out every mile, they’re clustered 
and they’re contained and it’s a 
much smaller footprint on the 
surface.”

In addition to the natural 
gas industry, Harrison County’s 
local economy is rather special-
ized. With the longest commer-
cial runway in West Virginia, the 
area has several major aerospace 
employers including Bombardier 
and Lockheed Martin. “The to-
tal aerospace industry has over 
a billion-dollar impact per year 
on our local economy,” Wagner 
noted.

The area is also home to the 
FBI’s fingerprint identification 
division, which employs nearly 
3,000 people. But how do you 
accommodate such a high-tech 
business community? What is it 
about Harrison County that al-
lows these businesses to thrive?

“We’ve always boasted on our 
workforce,” said Wagner. “We 
have a stronger work ethic in 

West Virginia. We have several 
training facilities that are able to 
train [based on] what our local 
employers need.” She noted, for 
example, that Harrison County 
is home to the only FAA-certified 
mechanics training program in 
West Virginia. “We’re very for-
tunate to have community col-
leges that are responsive to the 
employer needs, including these 
programs,” Wagner added.

While the Harrison County 
Chamber has, as of late, been put-
ting a lot of effort into restructur-
ing the job titles of their staff and 
rebranding the chamber, Wag-
ner admits that the best days are 
when she’s out of the office.

“When we’re having an event, 
when I’m out with the members, 
when I’m meeting people. That’s 
a good day,” she said. “When 
I’m helping my members. When 
I’m connecting someone to a re-
source that they need to help im-
prove their business, that’s a great 
day.”

The Harrison County 
Chamber of Commerce works 
hard to address the needs of its 
local business community, but 
what is perhaps most remark-
able about this chamber is its 
willingness to take on and ad-
dress some of the more difficult 
issues facing its community as a 
whole. Any business organiza-
tion that also maintains such a 
strong focus on the health and 
well-being of all residents in the 
area represents a sense of com-
munity and a social conscience 
worthy of emulation.

For more information on the 
Harrison County Chamber of 
Commerce, visit www.harrison-
countychamber.com. 

Greater Manchester Chamber of Commerce
Manchester, NH

Carly Morgan
Head Writer

“Build your brand. Expand 
your network. Shape your com-
munity.” Those are the “three pil-
lars” that define most everything 
offered to member businesses by 
the Greater Manchester Cham-
ber of Commerce in Manchester, 
New Hampshire. And, as Presi-
dent and CEO Michael Skelton 
has found, different types of busi-
nesses require different combina-
tions of the three categories.

“The branding and network-
ing pillars of the chamber, and all of 
the things we do within those two 
areas, we find are incredibly impor-
tant and valuable to those smaller 
businesses who are looking to 
grow, looking to meet new clients, 
and build new relationships,” Skel-
ton explained. “And more often, it’s 
the larger or more established busi-
nesses who have the time to look at 
how they want to shape their com-
munity and get involved in advoca-
cy [in order] to improve our overall 
business climate.”

The Greater Manchester 
Chamber has about 900 member 
businesses, 80 percent of which 
are small businesses. But in New 
Hampshire, Skelton pointed 
out, “small businesses tend to be 
a little smaller than what folks 
may think of in other parts of the 
country.”

The federal government de-
fines a “small business” as one 
with 50 or fewer employees. “50 
employees is actually a good, me-
dium-sized company here in New 
Hampshire,” Skelton explained. 
Most of the Greater Manchester 
Chamber’s member businesses 
have fewer than twenty employ-
ees, and of those with fewer than 
twenty, Skelton says that “a good 
chunk [have] ten employees or 
fewer.”

In order to better meet the 
needs of local businesses of all siz-
es, the Greater Manchester Cham-
ber adopted a tiered dues system 
about seven years ago. Skelton says 
that this has allowed the chamber 
to strike the necessary balance 

of effectively servicing different 
member groups by putting in 
place a system that is transparent 
and customizable.

The tiered dues system at the 
Greater Manchester Chamber 
has seven levels of investment 
that range from $375 to $20,000 
a year. Members can self-select 
their level of investment based 
on what they want, or need, to 
get out of their chamber experi-
ence. Each level comes with dif-
ferent service options. Beyond 
that, however, the chamber also 
has an a la carte menu that al-
lows members to add things to 
their membership package that 
may not be included in their in-
vestment tier.

“We find [the tiered dues 
system] works well because we’ll 
have a start-up company or a new 
company that comes to us ini-
tially and just says, ‘Hey, we need 
a pretty standard chamber mem-
bership. We want to get our name 
out there, and that’s all we can re-
ally afford to do right now,’” Skel-
ton explained. “But a few years 
down the road, once that busi-
ness has grown and they’re more 
established, then they’re sponsor-
ing the annual dinner. They have 
a presence at networking events. 
They’ve built up the resources 
and capabilities and are then able 
to upgrade their membership to 
move along with that journey.” 

That system of transparency 
and customization is what allows 
a membership with the Greater 
Manchester Chamber to facilitate 
the growth of all different types of 
businesses, while continuing to 

grow and evolve alongside each 
individual member business.

Like many chambers of com-
merce, the Greater Manchester 
Chamber always has an eye to-
ward a key goal of measured, sus-
tainable growth. And while the 
tiered dues system may be a big 
reason why so many businesses 
are drawn to the chamber in the 
first place, it’s retaining those new 
members that will ultimately lead 
to growth within the chamber.

“Our big focus on retention is 
in the first three years of a mem-
ber’s relationship with the cham-
ber,” Skelton said. Those first three 
years are key because, according 
to Skelton, “if you compare re-
tention among members in years 
one through three, and members 
in their third-plus year, the reten-
tion rates are just diametrically 
different. They are diametrically 
opposed.” 

Basically, if you can keep 
a member onboard for three 
years, they are much more like-
ly to remain a member for life. 
Which seems like a fairly natural 
progression to Skelton: “Once 
you get past the first three years, 
you’ve learned what the value of 
the chamber is,” he explained. 
“It’s during those first three years 
that a new member business fig-
ures out what parts of the cham-
ber’s value proposition are most 
important to them, and what 
their role in the chamber is.” 

What complicates this pro-
cess, however, is the fact that 
many new members are also new 
businesses, whose management 
and staff is already focused on es-

tablishing and growing the busi-
ness itself. “Working with them 
to find the time to help them do 
that, and to make that investment 
in the chamber, is certainly al-
ways a challenge,” Skelton said.

Currently, the Greater Man-
chester Chamber’s retention rate 
is hovering right around 81 per-
cent, which already constitutes 
a one-percent increase since the 
beginning of the year. And Skel-
ton says the chamber is on track 
to get more in the 82-83 percent 
range by the end of 2016. Part of 
how they’re doing that is through 
a retention program specifically 
geared toward members in years 
one through three of their mem-
bership. 

During that time, new 
members receive additional 
outreach and communication 
from chamber staff, volunteers, 
and board members. This helps 
the chamber engage the new 
businesses, find out how they’re 
doing and what challenges they 
might be facing, and then rec-
ommend different programs, 
services, and opportunities 
within the chamber to help 
them overcome those challeng-
es. “We’re just really going that 
extra mile in years one through 
three to really get [new mem-
bers] engaged and to help them 
find that part of the chamber 
that will help them accomplish 
their goals,” Skelton said.

On an even broader scale, 
however, Skelton says that per-
haps the biggest challenges he’s 
faced in his two years as President 
and CEO of the Greater Man-
chester Chamber stemmed from 
the realization that the chamber 
needed a new strategic plan. Skel-
ton believes that a strategic plan 
is an essential document for any 
chamber of commerce. Shortly 
after he assumed his current po-
sition, however, he and his cham-
ber’s board of directors began 
to feel as though not only were 
they missing the “clearly defined 
strategy with goals and achiev-
able benchmarks” that constitute 
a strategic plan; but they needed 
to implement a new process for 
formulating such a document.

“Traditionally, a lot of orga-
nizations will host a retreat with 
their board and there will be some 
brainstorming, and some ideas 
will be written up on the white-
board, and then you usually leave 
that retreat … with a list of ideas 
that you then have to go figure 
out how to turn into a plan,” Skel-
ton explained. But Skelton and 
his staff decided to go about their 
strategic plan a little differently, by 
including members of the Greater 
Manchester Chamber in the pro-
cess, right from its earliest stages.

“We wanted to really engage 
our members and build a plan 
from the grassroots,” Skelton 
said. To do that, the chamber staff 
started by sending out a compre-
hensive survey via email to all 
of the member businesses. The 
survey included questions about 
customer service, member ben-
efits, programs and events, and 
advocacy priorities. Then, to help 
elicit the greatest possible number 
of responses, the chamber estab-
lished a subcommittee of board 
members that was responsible for 
reaching out to different member 
segments to ensure that they were 
taking the survey. Ultimately, 25 
percent of the chamber’s members 
completed the survey, which is, in 
fact, a rather high response rate.

With the data from the sur-
vey in hand, Skelton and his staff 
built a series of focus groups rep-
resenting different industries and 
different topics of interest brought 
to light through the survey pro-
cess. The data was then given over 
to the scrutiny of the chamber’s 
strategic planning subcommittee, 
which combed through the data, 
picked it apart, and began to shape 
it into some specific ideas for the 
strategic plan. These ideas were, 
in turn, presented to the different 
focus groups for feedback as the 
strategic planning subcommittee 
worked alongside them to gradu-
ally piece together one unified, co-
hesive document.

“Typically, your board goes 
into a room and brainstorms a 
strategic plan,” Skelton said. “[But] 
in this case, our members were part 
of the process from the get-go, and 
then we brought the final product 

to the board for their refinement, 
feedback, and, ultimately, stamp of 
approval.” Skelton explained that 
even though the board of direc-
tors was guiding the process every 
step of the way—a subcommittee 
of board members was overseeing 
the entire process—it was really 
the members and the focus group 
volunteers that drove the process 
and perhaps left the most promi-
nent fingerprints on the Greater 
Manchester Chamber’s new stra-
tegic plan.

From start to finish, the  new 
strategic plan took roughly six 
months to complete: the project 
started in September 2014 and a 
version of the plan was brought to 
the chamber’s board of directors 
in March 2015. The lifespan of the 
plan itself is at least five years, with 
a three-year check-in that could 
lead to its extension beyond that. 
The new strategic plan has already 
impacted chamber operations, 
particularly when it comes to the 
chamber’s advocacy work. For 
example, the Greater Manches-
ter Chamber moved from having 
an internal government affairs 
resource, to bringing a lobbying 
firm on retainer to represent the 
chamber at the State House.

But overall, the Greater Man-
chester Chamber’s strategic plan 
is much more ambitious than a 
call for some structural reorga-
nization or the addition of a few 
new subcommittees. “At the end 
of the five years,” Skelton said, 
“our overarching goal is that we 
want our chamber to be recog-
nized across the state as a catalyst 
for business prosperity; that we’ve 
successfully positioned Manches-
ter and our region as the most 
business-friendly, the most desir-
able, and [as] a community that is 
on the move and has a really dy-
namic, growing economy.”

It’s a tall order, but the dedi-
cated staff and volunteers at the 
Greater Manchester Chamber of 
Commerce seem more than ca-
pable of accomplishing every as-
pect of that goal.

For more information on the 
Greater Manchester Chamber of 
Commerce, visit www.manches-
ter-chamber.org. 

Greater Machester Chamber of Commerce
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There are lots of professional 
trajectories that lead people to 
an executive post at a chamber 
of commerce. When it comes to 
conducting interviews for spot-
light articles, one of the most 
interesting parts of the process 
(for me, anyway) is hearing 
stories about how each execu-
tive came to be in the chamber 
industry—no two stories have 
ever been exactly the same. 
Which, of course, makes sense 
when you consider the nature of 
the chamber industry: as the re-
ceived wisdom goes, “If you’ve 
seen one chamber of commerce, 
you’ve seen one chamber of 
commerce.” As it turns out, this 
is also true of chamber execu-
tives.

But for Matthew Ballard, 
President and CEO of the 
Charleston Regional Chamber 
of Commerce in Charleston, 
West Virginia, his profession-
al pedigree reads almost like 
something of an industry fai-
rytale; it’s as if he was preparing 
for this particular job, at this 
unique chamber, for his entire 
professional life.

Ballard joined the Charles-
ton Regional Chamber’s staff 
as Executive Vice President in 
2005. He worked for a year and 
a half under the guidance of the 
CEO at the time, and was af-
forded the opportunity to be-
come CEO himself in 2006.

Prior to beginning his 
now-eleven-year tenure at the 
chamber, however, Ballard had 
his hands in local government, 
tourism, and economic devel-
opment. His first two years out 
of graduate school were spent 
working for then-Governor 
Bob Wise. Then, he moved onto 
running the Hatfield-McCoy 
Trail, the largest ATV trail in 
the country, and one of the top 
tourist destinations in the state 
of West Virginia. From there, 
Ballard’s role evolved gradually, 
and quite naturally, into one of 
economic development.

The Hatfield-McCoy Trail, 
named for the famous, 19th-
century family feud that took 
place in Kentucky and West Vir-
ginia, is about 600 miles long, 
and occupies some of the state’s 
most rural territory. Those ar-
eas of the state “really needed a 
boost. Which is why it got me 

involved in, really, economic 
development,” Ballard said. “We 
were helping a lot of people 
who never thought they would 
own their own business; who 
had always worked for a larger 
company, like natural gas, coal 
industry, or timber. But now 
they were opening up cabins 
and campgrounds and restau-
rants and ATV repair shops and 
dealerships. And so that really 
got me into small business con-
sulting with them, as sort of an 
ancillary role to my main role as 
director of the trail.” 

It was this experience, Ballard 
said, that helped drive him to-
ward his job with the Charleston 
Regional Chamber of Commerce. 

“One of the things that at-
tracted me to the [chamber] 
organization was that our com-
munity had kind of put aside 
what you might call ‘fiefdoms’ 
and had merged our commu-
nity’s chamber of commerce, 
our economic development or-
ganization, and our urban re-
vitalization organization into 
one entity,” Ballard explained. “I 
really liked the thought of that 
and the efficiency of it. It made 
a lot of sense to me, so I was at-
tracted to apply for the job [as 
Executive VP].”

To this day, Ballard remains 
on the board of directors for the 
Hatfield-McCoy Trail, which 
continues to draw significant 
business into the state. (Bal-
lard estimates that they’ll sell 
no fewer than 40,000 permits 
to ride the trail this year alone). 
The trail covers a nine-county 
area, in the part of the state just 
south of Charleston. Eighty per-
cent of the trail’s permit sales go 

to out-of-state visitors, which 
means they’re also spending 
their out-of-state dollars on 
food, gas, lodging, and other at-
tractions. This has been a vitally 
important economic boost to an 
area whose economy has taken 
a serious hit since the downturn 
of the coal industry.

Coal is the number one in-
dustry in West Virginia, and 
has been for many years. Bal-
lard notes how fortunate the 
area is to have the natural re-
sources that it does, but due to 
what he called a “confluence of 
circumstances”—tighter fed-
eral regulations in regards to 
both emissions and extraction; 
the relatively low cost of natu-
ral gas; and the depletion of the 
area’s most accessible coal re-
serves—the industry has taken 
a financial hit. 

“We were the number one 
exporter of coal in the United 
States, and number two in pro-
duction next to only Wyoming,” 
Ballard said. “[But] that has 
taken a precipitous decline.” 
That decline, he continued, has 
led to some challenges for the 
local economy. “It’s not just the 
mining companies that have 
been impacted,” he added. “You 
also have a lot of ancillary busi-
nesses—part suppliers, heavy 
equipment suppliers and even 
business services—that are be-
ing impacted by [the downturn] 
as well.” 

Of course, those at the 
Charleston Regional Chamber 
haven’t just been sitting on the 
sidelines as their local economy 
is forced to evolve; they’ve taken 
an active role in the process.

Enter: the natural gas industry. 

The Charleston Regional 
Chamber has been very ag-
gressive in its strategic plan-
ning around three major shales: 
the Marcellus Shale, the Utica 
Shale, and the Rogersville Shale. 
Ballard says that a main focus 
of the next five to ten years will 
involve pipeline development 
to move the gas to market, but 
perhaps even more importantly, 
the chamber will also focus on 
creating strategic assets to max-
imize the downstream benefits 
from the resource.  

Discussions about natural 
gas typically focus on drilling 
for methane, which is the type 
of natural gas you might use 
in your home furnace, hot wa-
ter tank, and stove.  But among 
the component parts of the 
Marcellus, Utica, and Rogers-
ville Shales, there is an unusu-
ally high concentration of eth-
ane which, Ballard said, “is the 
building block of chemicals.” 

Ethane can be converted 
into ethylene; ethylene, in turn, 
can become polyethylene, PVC, 
ethylene oxide, acetic acid—all 
of the substances that build our 
plastics and chemical industry. 
In order to turn ethane into 
ethylene, the molecules have to 
be “cracked” using high heat, 
and pressure. The first company 
to commercially develop this 
“molecule cracking” technology 
commercially was Union Car-
bide, which was based in West 
Virginia. 

“This will be the place to 
build ethane crackers and re-
build the petrochemical indus-
try in the Northeast in the com-
ing decades,” Ballard said. The 
Charleston Regional Chamber 
has been very involved in estab-
lishing the area as exactly that 
place. Recently, a Brazil-based 
company announced that it 
would be building a $2 billion 
ethane-cracking facility just 80 
miles outside of Charleston. 

However, the Charleston 
Regional Chamber isn’t only 
concerned with the fuel it-
self; they’re looking to leverage 
other elements of the natural 
gas industry as well. To that 
end, the chamber also works 
closely with, and provides busi-
ness consulting and coaching to 
companies that are looking for 
more efficient and cost-effective 
ways to clean the water that’s 
used in the fracking process, or 
to develop better equipment for 
use in the extraction process. 
“We’re really trying to push the 

innovation side of the industry,” 
Ballard said. “With any business 
or industry, there’s always going 
to be risk and through our focus 
on innovation we can make sure 
we are mitigating and respond-
ing to any challenges that might 
exist.  

Building onto the “down-
stream side” of the natural gas 
industry is something that Bal-
lard believes will benefit not 
only Charleston, but the entire 
state of West Virginia—a gen-
eral purview that is consistent 
with the Charleston Regional 
Chamber’s role in itscommu-
nity overall.

“We’re the largest chamber 
in West Virginia, other than the 
state chamber itself, so we tend 
to get involved not only in the 
local issues but in issues that 
impact the region and the whole 
state when it’s strategically im-
portant,” Ballard explained. “We 
have a holistic approach, we are 
a small state and when we can 
positively impact the region or 
the entire State, that is good for 
everyone.”  

This is a role that the 
Charleston Regional Chamber 
is, in fact, uniquely positioned 
to fulfill, given their geographic 
location. The West Virginia leg-
islature is a part-time legislative 
body, so it’s only in session for 
two months out of every year. 
Ballard believes he and his staff 
have an advantage over their 
colleagues in other parts of the 
state because their chamber is 
right in the state capital; send-
ing someone to go work with 
the state legislature for 60 days 
out of the year isn’t hard for 
them to do. Consequently, the 
Charleston Regional Cham-
ber often partners with smaller 
chambers throughout the state 
to help advocate for pro-jobs 
legislation that will help boost 
area economies throughout all 
of West Virginia.

For example, six years ago, 
Ballard and his staff worked 
with then-Governor, now-
Senator Joe Manchin in his 
Tax Modernization efforts to 
pass a major reduction in busi-
ness taxes. “We did a five-year 
scale-down and eliminated our 
business franchise tax, which 
was a horrible business tax, but 
it’s now gone completely,” Bal-
lard explained. “Additionally 
our corporate income tax was 
reduced over that same time 
period.  And we privatized our 
workers’ compensation in the 

state, which used to be a mo-
nopolistic, state-run system.” 
Ballard believes that these 
changes have “unquestionably 
[made] every industry so much 
better.” 

“An issue that we were able 
to work to defeat, just to give 
you a little more flavor,” Bal-
lard continued, “was what some 
people call the Religious Free-
dom Act.” The proposed bill to 
which he is referring, the Reli-
gious Freedom Protection Act, 
had it been ratified, would have 
made it so that business own-
ers throughout the state did not 
have to abide by nondiscrimina-
tion ordinances and laws (many 
of which are aimed at  extend-
ing protections to members of 
the LGBTQ community), if they 
felt those laws somehow vio-
lated their religious beliefs. Bal-
lard said that although it’s not 
quite the same as the “bathroom 
bill” that was recently passed in 
North Carolina, “it would have 
had the same chilling effect on 
our business community” as the 
bathroom legislation has had on 
North Carolina’s. 

I asked Mr. Ballard if it was 
fair to define his chamber’s polit-
ical stance as “economically con-
servative, and socially liberal.” 

“I see your point,” he re-
sponded. “West Virginians don’t 
generally want the government 
in their life. So if you define that 
as socially liberal, I would say 
to some   extent, then, yes.” But 
he still wasn’t fully satisfied with 
my attempt to pigeonhole the 
chamber’s political bend. 

“We [at the chamber] are 
for what’s best for business, and 
what’s going to create jobs in 
West Virginia. That’s the bot-
tom line, regardless of whether 
we want to call the policy liberal 
or conservative,” Ballard ex-
plained. “Putting a chilling ef-
fect on a state that doesn’t have a 
lot of diversity anyway, and with 
global employers who want di-
versity in the workplace—like 
Dow Chemical, like our wa-
ter utility company, our banks, 
things like that—would be very 
bad.” What it comes down to, 
then, Ballard added, is “just 
looking at common sense leg-
islation. Pro-business, pro-jobs. 
And I think we’re very thought-
ful about it.”

For more information on 
the Charleston Regional Cham-
ber of Commerce, visit www.
charlestonareaalliance.org/
chamber.

Charleston Regional COC check presentation with Senator Joe Manchin 
Wal-Mart making contribution to young professionals program, Generation 
Charleston

Bowling Green, Kentucky
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Momentum is a wonderful 
thing. When a goal or an idea 
catches on, it spreads like wild-
fire, and things start to come 
together with a perfect combina-
tion of the right people, the right 
place, and the right ideas. This 
certainly seems to be the case at 
the Bowling Green Chamber of 
Commerce in Bowling Green, 
Kentucky.

We spoke with President 
and CEO Ron Bunch and VP 
of Communications and Public 
Policy Kim Phelps, and the com-
mon theme that came across in 
almost everything we talked 
about was education. How can 
we prepare our children for fu-
ture industries? How can we 
ensure that the Bowling Green 
business community remains 
relevant for years to come? How 
do those goals align? Where are 
the points of synergy there?

Historically, the Bowling 
Green Chamber has been a high-
ly effective institution. As the 
2009 Chamber of the Year Win-
ner, they have also been invited 
to compete for that title the last 
three years running. On top of 
that, they’ve won several national 
awards for chamber operations 
and employee development. In-
terestingly, the chamber of com-
merce itself is only one of eight 
organizations run by the staff, 

the rest being various economic 
development groups, a holding 
company, one PAC, and an edu-
cational foundation.

Though every organization is 
crucial to the success of the Bowl-
ing Green business community 
and the vitality of the local econ-
omy, the education foundation 
is arguably the most important 
among them in helping to estab-
lish patterns of long-term growth 
and sustainability for the region. 
There are various programs in-
volved in the Bowling Green 
Chamber’s education initiatives, 
and they start at the elementary 
and middle school levels.

The Leader in Me pro-
gram—founded by Franklin-
Covey, a global company 
specializing in performance 
improvement—aims to catalyze 
a school-wide transformation 
process. The program is based, 
in part, on Stephen Covey’s 
1989 self-help standard-bearer, 
The 7 Habits of Highly Effec-
tive People, and is meant to be 
adopted by every entity within a 
school environment.

“Lunch lady, bus driver, 
teachers administrators—it is 
a cultural change for the whole 
school operation,” Bunch ex-
plained.

This is a model that has 
been catching on in other areas, 
but the Bowling Green Cham-
ber was the first chamber of 
commerce in the nation to im-
plement the plan in all schools, 
ultimately reaching a total of 
18,000 students. And the com-
munity has been very receptive 
to the initiative.

“As you know, educators are 
a very busy group of people, and 
they get a lot of different initia-
tives handed down to them 
from the federal [level] and the 
state level,” Bunch said. “So they 
deal with a lot of change and 
they can be resistant to that. 
With this, the educators were so 
excited about the difference that 
it was making with their young 
people, and the difference it was 
having immediately upon dis-
cipline and learning and those 
things, that they actually accel-
erated the implementation. It 
was awesome.”

The community’s support 
of the chamber’s undertaking 
is represented, most notably, 
by the $1.4 million generated 
to support the project, all of 
which was raised by volunteer 
campaigns. “And you can tell 
the philanthropy here,” Bunch 
noted. “We’re not really a big 
city, but our chamber building 
was about a $4.7 million project 
and was paid for by the private 
sector. … And then we raised 
[the] $1.4 million [for Leader 
in Me] pretty easily right after 
that. So this is a very giving and 
very proud community.”

The goal of this program is 
to build character and responsi-
bility, and foster a sense of lead-
ership and accountability, in all 
students. Every student can be a 
leader, and that’s what this pro-
gram is all about. “It’s not just 
that the gifted and talented are 
leaders. Every child is groomed 
to be a leader in what they do,” 
Bunch said. “And it’s amazing 
what’s happening with the young 

people and their families.”
Teachers in the Bowling 

Green community were so 
pleased with the efficacy of the 
Leader In Me program, Bunch 
added, that they started en-
couraging colleagues in other 
schools to adopt it for their 
students as well. “So the first 
couple schools that took it on 
started talking with the oth-
er teachers,” Bunch recalled, 
“[and] let’s say their discipline 
numbers were 300 a year. In the 
first year of implementation, it 
would go down to double digits. 
The kids were synergizing. They 
were modeling the behaviors. 
Because this wasn’t a class. This 
was an operating system for the 
school’s building.”

“Now that it’s been here 
and we were able to meet with 
students who have been in the 
[program] for years and have 
gone from elementary to middle 
school, these young people are 
remarkable,” Bunch said, adding 
that even at the middle school 
level, students have taken on the 
responsibility of running many of 
the school’s functions. Of watch-
ing these young people in action, 
Bunch said, “It is awesome to see 
what they’re capable of.”

This kind of growth and ex-
cellence in the school system is 
going to pay dividends for years 
to come in terms of workforce 
development and technologi-
cal advancements in Bowling 
Green. For example, the auto-
motive and manufacturing sec-
tors are crucial to the area, with 
Bowling Green being home to 
both American and Japanese 

Auto Manufacturers.
But an issue that’s come into 

sharper focus over the last de-
cade is a need for talent. The 3.7 
percent unemployment rate in 
Bowling Green is lower than the 
national average of  4.9 percent, 
but some sectors of the local 
economy are still struggling to 
find skilled workers. The edu-
cational programs will go a long 
way toward securing deeper tal-
ent pools for these sectors in the 
future, but in the mean time, the 
Bowling Green Chamber has also 
launched many economic devel-
opment and networking initia-
tives to help businesses find the 
employees they need right now.

“We’ve been very fortunate 
being successful in economic 
development, so that helps 
grow the market share for each 
of our partners that are in the 
community,” said Bunch. “So 
their business grows even if 
they just maintain the same 
proportion of market share. 
We’ve helped launch a lot of 
different networking events 
and recognition events that 
make it easier for small busi-
ness owners to meet one an-
other and to then generate 
lifelong customers. So I’d say 
those things are where we get 
the preponderance of interac-
tion, and the preponderance of 
low-cost marketing solutions.” 
Which are especially impor-
tant to small business owners, 
Bunch continued, because that 
demographic in particular of-
ten has very little time to spare. 
“I think those things have been 
the most-demanded [services], 

and the best-delivered by our 
chamber.”

These functions have proved 
to be tremendously helpful with 
what Bunch says is the biggest 
challenge in the area: the public 
workforce system. To help im-
prove that, the Bowling Green 
Chamber has been highly in-
volved in political advocacy at 
the local and state levels, sup-
porting legislation that would 
bring greater transparency and 
accountability to the operations 
of that taxpayer investment

The idea is to ensure that 
education and workforce entities 
are partnering together to make 
sure that the economic sectors 
that drive growth in the region 
are getting the resources they 
need. “We have had an impact 
on state policy and will have an 
impact on state legislation with 
that, and we’re in the process now 
of transforming that system into 
what we hope in the next year or 
so will become a national model,” 
Bunch said.

The Bowling Green Cham-
ber of Commerce is a busy and 
active player in its community, 
consistently doing all it can to 
ensure a stronger economy and 
a better quality of life for area 
residents today and in the fu-
ture. Through strategic partner-
ships, advocacy, and a focus on 
education, the Bowling Green 
Chamber is taking action and 
making improvements for the 
betterment of its community.

For more information on 
the Bowling Green Chamber of 
Commerce, visit www.bgcham-
ber.com.



agricultural policy at the Euro-
pean level. Member states also 
have access to the EU’s single, 
internal market, through which 
people, goods, services, and cap-
ital move as freely as they would 
within a single country. As a 
member of the EU, countries 
sacrifice a degree of sovereignty 
in exchange for greater collective 
strength and political influence, 
and the promise of economic se-
curity.

The European Union was 
founded with two goals in 
mind: prosperity (through the 
establishment of the single mar-
ket) and peace. From the inte-
gration of European nations 
is supposed to come a sense of 
interdependence among mem-
ber states that runs so deep, no 
nation will want to disturb the 
peace; from the all but border-
less European experience, a 
feeling of a “shared fate” among 
member nations. It is in this 
respect that the American ori-
gins of the EU’s concep-
tual roots are perhaps 
most evident, as it was 
the Marshall Plan that 
called for the first steps 
of European unification 
and economic integration after 
World War II.

The Marshall Plan went 
into effect in April of 1948 and 
allocated $12 billion ($120 bil-
lion today) of the United States’ 
budget to aiding Western Eu-
ropean nations struggling to 
recover from the devastation of 
World War II. Although largely 
intended to prevent the spread 
of Communism to the war-torn 
countries, the Marshall Plan 
was also aimed toward cultivat-
ing a sense of interdependence 
among European nations. To 
that end, the US made economic 
cooperation a condition of its 
financial assistance. Beneficiary 
states were required to remove 
trade barriers among them-
selves, replacing their pre-WWII 
systems of economic protection-
ism with free trade policies and 
practices, if they wanted any ac-
cess to American aid. The under-
lying motive thereof was the fact 
that European hostilities, specifi-
cally between France and Ger-
many, had already precipitated 
two world wars in a thirty-year 
period, and finding a way to alle-
viate national tensions between 
the two powers was considered 
a political necessity. The Mar-
shall Plan provided the frame-
work for European integration 
under which, in the words of 
French Foreign Minister Rob-
ert Schuman, “any war between 
France and Germany [became] 
not merely unthinkable, but ma-
terially impossible.”

It is, in fact, here, in the ear-
liest stages of European unifica-
tion, that Great Britain’s ambiva-
lence about the entire European 
project—an ambivalence that is 
now commonly referred to as 
“Euroscepticism”—began to ap-
pear. For one thing, Britain was 
leary of the concentration of 
power that would result from a 
Franco-German alliance, which 
served as the basis for British 
objection to the general idea of 
European unification. But on 
perhaps an even deeper level, 
Britain resisted participating 
in economic integration efforts 
because the island nation felt as 
though that was its right, given 
its role in WWII: having been on 
the side of the victors, Britain felt 
entitled to opt out of the “united 
Europe” project being foisted 
upon the losers of the European 
peninsula.

It wasn’t until 1957, however, 
that the process of European in-
tegration formally began. That 
year, the signing of the Treaty of 
Rome bound together six Euro-
pean nations (France, Germany, 
the Netherlands, Belgium, Lux-
embourg, and Italy) and estab-
lished the European Economic 
Community (EEC). The EEC 
established a common market 
and customs union among its 
founding members. Remaining 
true to form, Britain resisted in-
tegration into the EEC, forego-
ing access to the free-trade zone 
in the interest of maintaining 
complete control over its eco-
nomic policies.

The first wave of EEC ex-
pansion came in 1973 and final-
ly brought Britain—which was 
trying to curb the economic de-
cline it had been experiencing 
since the 1960s—into the fold 
with it. It wasn’t long, however, 
before Britain started to have 
second thoughts about its co-
operation: in 1975, the anxiety 
of integration sparked an exit 
referendum similar to the one 
that took place earlier this year. 
Unlike this year’s referendum, 
though, the 1975 ballot initia-
tive resulted in a 67 to 33 per-
cent victory for the pro-Europe 
camp.

By 1991, the EEC had ex-
panded to include a total of 
twelve countries, having added 
Great Britain, Denmark, Ireland, 
Spain, Portugal, and Greece to 
its ranks. 1991 was also the year 
of the Maastricht Treaty, which 
transformed the EEC into the 
European Union of today, and 
introduced the single greatest 
symbol of a unified Europe: the 
common currency known as 
the euro. But—surprise!—Brit-
ain had no interest in adopting a 

foreign currency. To do so 
would have meant losing 

the power to influence its 
own economy through 
monetary policy by relinquish-
ing that authority to the Euro-
pean Central Bank.

Today, the euro is used by 
nineteen of the EU’s twenty-
eight countries, which are col-
lectively known as the “Euro-
zone.” As it turns out, Britain 
actually dodged a major eco-
nomic bullet by refusing to 
adopt the euro, as the quixotic 
idea of a single European cur-
rency has since given way to 
the troubling reality of apply-
ing a single monetary policy to 
countries with wildly divergent 
national economies. This means 
that by remaining a member of 
the European Union, while also 
opting out of the “Eurozone,” 
Britain had, arguably, the best 
of both worlds: access to the 
single market of the European 
Union, but the sovereignty and 
economic autonomy afforded 
by the use of its own national 
currency. And despite Britain’s 
history of ambivalence sur-
rounding its involvement in the 
affairs of the European penin-
sula, the EU has been a major 
factor in shaping post-WWII 
Britain: Economically, the EU is 
Britain’s biggest trading partner, 
allowing Britain to export its 
goods and services to the con-
tinent in quantities that would 
be all but impossible without 
access to the single market. Cul-
turally, British citizens reap all 
of the benefits of inclusion in 
the European community, and 
are free to travel, live, work, and 
study in any other EU member 
nation. And in terms of politi-
cal diplomacy, Britain has been 
able to influence European pol-
icy in its favor, all while enjoy-
ing cooperative and peaceful 
relationships with its mainland 
neighbors. 

So why would Britain ever 
want to leave the EU?

Mo’ Money, Mo’ Problems
If the origin of the road to 

Brexit is marked by the con-
vergence of two main points of 
equal, national interest (and I’m 
arguing that it absolutely is), the 
first of those two points is the 
economy. (The other is immi-
gration, but we’ll get to that in a 
minute.)

Even though Britain never 
adopted the euro, it was still 
deeply impacted by the eco-

nomic calamity that the move 
to a single currency ultimately 
proved to be. After the signing 
of the Maastricht Treaty in 1991, 
the EU flourished. That came 
to a grinding halt, however, in 
2008, when the financial crisis 
hit and the Eurozone teetered on 
the brink of economic collapse. 
It was the first financial crisis 
with which the EU had ever been 
forced to contend, and it made 
one thing abundantly clear: eco-
nomic unification is much easier 
in theory than in practice.

The European Central Bank 
(ECB), responsible for admin-
istering monetary policy for 
the Eurozone, was immediately 
faced with the political reality of 
the European Union: although 
a unified entity, it is made up of 
sovereign states, and those sov-
ereign states have a broad range 
of conflicting economic inter-
ests. The ECB could not possibly 
respond to the financial crisis 
with a coherent solution that was 
in the best interest of each one 
of the nineteen Eurozone states. 
Consequently, the idealized vi-
sion of the EU as a coalition of 
equals working toward a com-
mon goal of shared economic 
prosperity was overshadowed by 
the divisive reality of the coun-
tries with the strongest econo-
mies being forced to mitigate 
the damage of other, less-stable 
countries’ inadequate fiscal poli-
cies. This resulted in a “debtor/
creditor” divide among nations 
in the EU, affording creditor 
states a disproportionate de-
gree of authority in dictating 
the terms of debtor states’ policy 
decisions, and creating a power 
imbalance that is antithetical to 
the foundational premise of the 
European Union.

Without the 2008 financial 
crisis, and the subsequent 
collapse of the euro, the 
EU referendum may 
never have happened. 
In Britain, the Eurozone 
crisis provided the Leave 
campaign with the neces-

sary fuel for turning the embers 
of the country’s smoldering, de-
cades-old Euroscepticism into 
a raging fire of anti-European 
vitriol.

The European Union still 
hasn’t fully recovered from 
the financial crisis, its collec-
tive economy having only just 
returned to its pre-2008 levels. 
That maybe doesn’t sound too 
bad, until you compare it to 
post-recession growth in the 
United States, where the econo-
my is roughly 20 percent bigger 
than it was leading up to the re-
cession. Meanwhile, in Britain, 
the past several years haven’t 
been stellar in economic terms, 
either: the country has dealt 
with low productivity growth, 
relatively high unemployment, 
and low wage growth; cur-
rently, the United Kingdom is 
home to one of the most un-
equal economies among all 
advanced countries, with the 
wealth gap between the nation’s 
richest and poorest continu-
ing to widen. The inferior eco-
nomic health of the European 
Union allowed the Leave cam-
paign to cast the EU as the pri-
mary obstacle between Great 
Britain and economic prosper-
ity, and a vote to leave the EU 
was presented as a cure-all to 
the country’s various econom-
ic challenges. After all, as one 
of the EU’s richest countries, 
Britain did make a small net 
contribution to the EU budget 
each year. In 2015, that con-
tribution amounted to 8.5 bil-
lion pounds, which is less than 
one percent of Britain’s annual 
GDP. This figure was exploited 
(and often artificially inflated) 
by the Leave camp, and seized 
upon by prominent Euroscep-
tics as proof that the EU is un-
democratic and bloated (not 
necessarily unfair descriptors), 
taking British workers’ hard-
earned cash and giving them 
nothing in return (definitely an 
inaccurate assessment). 

But it wasn’t economic con-
ditions that served as the only 
crux of the Leave campaign. In 
a July 2016 article for the New 
York Times, Ben Judah writes, 
“Middle England did not treat 
this as a referendum on Europe-
an Union membership but as a 
plebiscite with one thing: ‘immi-
gration.’ For Middle Englanders, 

‘immigrants’ is also a synonym 
for non-white British. Identity, 
not austerity, motivated their 
vote to Leave.”

Culturally, immigrants are 
sometimes viewed as a threat 
to European identity. This is es-
pecially true in Britain, which 
in the last half-century has seen 
thousands upon thousands of 
immigrants from Asia, Africa, 
and the Caribbean. As of 2011, 
fewer than half of Londoners 
were still white British. Between 
March 2014 and March 2015, 
Britain had 330,000 immigrants 
arrive on its shores. The propor-
tion of EU citizens coming from 
other EU nations to Britain in 
order to find work has also been 
on the rise—a change often at-
tributed to the recent expansion 
of the EU, as people leave the less 
stable economies of southern 
Europe for greater economic op-
portunity in countries like Great 
Britain. Then, adding to this 
already-significant population 
influx is German Chancellor 
Angela Merkel’s unilateral deci-
sion to open Germany’s doors to 
migrants, rejecting any limit on 
the number of refugees that Ger-
many—and, by extension, the 
EU—accepts, as asylum-seekers 
flee the war zones of the Middle 
East (Syria and Afghanistan in 
particular).

The financial crisis and the 
concurrent immigration crisis 
ultimately served to exacerbate 
each other, regardless of how di-
rectly they were actually linked. 
In Britain, the rising unemploy-
ment rates and the diminished 
supply of affordable housing 
rendered the influx of non-white 
immigrants doubly threaten-
ing: no longer just a threat to the 
“culture” of a British white ma-
jority, they were now also seen 
as an economic burden; as un-
wanted competitors for too-few 
jobs, and as a strain on public 
services.

Britain’s shrinking middle-
class blamed an out-of-touch 
Parliament, both in Westmin-
ster and in Brussels, for its plight. 
In an article for the Washington 
Post, Alex Massie writes, “The 
[Brexit] campaign, at its crud-
est, pitted the ‘people’ against 
the ‘establishment,’ the power-
less against the powerful. The 
‘leave’ side cast itself as a gueril-
la insurgency against a compla-
cent and out-of-touch govern-
ing elite.” While the wealthiest 
members of British society 
were able to insulate themselves 
from the reality of a culturally-
evolving Britain, those in the 
working class were left to fight 
for housing and jobs with the 
growing immigrant population. 
As the country’s richest mem-
bers continued to grow richer, 
a series of legislative decisions 
that favored the super-wealthy 
prevented average citizens from 
experiencing any of the benefits 
of a growing national economy. 
The Leave campaign, therefore, 
appealed to voters who felt like 
their voices had been drowned 
out; who had grown completely 
disillusioned with the political 
and economic elite of the tra-
ditional Labour-Tory duopoly. 
Those who felt left behind by 
Britain’s economy flocked to the 
charismatic, outspoken, “of the 
people,” non-politicians of the 
UK Independence Party and its 
Brexit movement as a means of 
channeling their disdain for the 
buttoned-down and seemingly 
dispassionate ruling class of 
parliamentary leadership.

The Brexiteers of the Leave 
campaign promised voters two 
things: tighter immigration 
laws, and a stronger economy. 
The odds of any politician being 
able to deliver on both of these 
promises, however, are mini-
mal, at best. Yes, withdrawal 
from the EU means that Great 
Britain will no longer have to 
admit any European Union citi-
zen into its country; so, in more 
specific terms, all of the mi-
grants to whom Angela Merkel 
has opened Germany’s doors 
will not have any immediate 
bearing on a post-EU Great 
Britain. However, by leaving the 
EU, Britain also loses access to 
its single market—a loss that 
Britain’s Treasury and Central 
Bank believes will cause consid-
erable permanent damage to the 
British economy through loss 
of economic growth, increased 

unemployment, and lower tax 
receipts. 

The vote to leave the Euro-
pean Union was intended as a 
blow to the Establishment by a 
people who felt they had been 
neglected by policies benefitting 
the wealthy elite above everyone 
else. And while Brexit is exactly 
that “blow” that they were look-
ing for, it is also certain to have 
implications that reach well be-
yond the confines of Britain’s 
ruling class; virtually no British 
citizen will remain unaffected by 
Brexit. 

No matter how the British 
government navigates Britain’s 
withdrawal from the EU, one 
group of voters or another is go-
ing to accuse them of going back 
on their word, as the ostensible 
impossibility of delivering on 
both of the mutually exclusive 
promises of the Leave campaign 
means that even some of Leave’s 
most ardent supporters are 
bound to be disappointed by the 
results Brexit will yield. 

We Are Never, Ever, Ever 
Getting Back Together
In the immediate aftermath 

of the Brexit vote, sweeping po-
litical changes were already un-
derway in Britain. The victory 
of the Leave campaign directly 
resulted in the resignation of 
Prime Minister David Cameron, 
who had been a staunch and vo-
cal advocate of remaining in the 
EU. On July 13, Theresa May, 
also a one-time Remain-sup-
porter, took office in Cameron’s 
stead, appointing a cabinet com-
posed of both “Leave” and “Re-
main” advocates. 

An interesting detail about 
the Brexit referendum, though, 
is that the vote is not actually le-
gally binding; it did not include 
any sort of provision to “trigger” 
parliamentary action and, there-
fore, is (technically) merely advi-
sory. And, given the slim margin 
of victory of the Leave campaign, 
it is perhaps not surprising that 
even with the referendum be-
hind them, British voters remain 
divided not just on the question 
of EU membership, but also on 
the validity of the referendum as 
a means of determining Britain’s 
political trajectory. In the wake 
of the referendum results, an on-
line petition calling for a second 
referendum on EU member-
ship garnered more than four 
million signatures—more than 
any other petition on the par-
liamentary website to date. The 
petition was ultimately rejected 
by Parliament, however, and 
Prime Minister May has vowed 
to make good on the referendum 
and respect the will of the people 
by insisting that “Brexit means 
Brexit.” 

In terms of political action, 
“to make good on the referen-
dum” means invoking Article 50 
of the Lisbon Treaty. Article 50 is 
the “red button,” the “doomsday 
clock,” the “final countdown” 
of Britain’s last days in the EU. 
Once invoked, Article 50 affords 
Britain two years to negotiate the 
terms of its withdrawal. May has 
expressed her intention to wait 
until (at least) the end of 2016 
before pulling the proverbial Ar-
ticle 50 trigger, as the disarray 
in which Britain’s main political 
parties currently find themselves 
could put the country at a stra-
tegic disadvantage in negotiat-
ing its exit. However, pressure 
to act quickly is being exerted 
on Westminster from both the 
UK Independence Party (whose 
leader, Nigel Farage, was one 
of the most vocal Brexit advo-
cates), and from the EU itself, 
where the uncertain future of a 
lingering Britain is seen as desta-
bilizing, and leaders of member 
states fear that leniency in the 
EU’s treatment of Britain will 
only encourage the same sort of 
behavior from other countries. 
(The Netherlands and Denmark 
are also home to growing EU-
independence movements, and 
Sweden and France are frequent-
ly cited as other strong contend-
ers for being the next country to 
sever its EU ties.)

What Article 50 does not 
include any guidelines for is the 
process of establishing future 
trade relationships between a 
departing member state and the 
rest of the EU. Access to the EU’s 
single market without member-
ship to the EU is not an unprec-

edented allowance, and there are 
a few different models that Brit-
ain could follow in order to min-
imize the potential for economic 
calamity. The first possibility is 
for Britain to join the European 
Economic Area, which currently 
includes all EU member states, 
as well as Iceland, Liechtenstein, 
and Norway. Participation in the 
EEA would result in the least 
change to current trading ar-
rangements, but it would also 
require Britain to make budget 
contributions to the EU and ad-
here to a bunch of EU legisla-
tion (caveats that constitute two 
of the Leave campaign’s biggest 
gripes with Britain’s membership 
to the EU).

Another option—and the 
scenario the Leave campaign has 
put virtually all of its stock in—is 
that Britain will follow in Swit-
zerland’s footsteps, and work 
out a series of individual trade 
deals with EU nations. Switzer-
land does have access to the EU’s 
tariff- and quota-free market for 
manufactured goods; what it 
does not have is full access to the 
EU’s services market. This ex-
clusion complicates the applica-
tion of the “Switzerland model” 
to Britain, given London’s status 
as one of the world’s three main 
financial centers (along with 
New York City and Tokyo). In 
Great Britain, the services sec-
tor makes up 78 percent of the 
national economy. The light-
handed regulatory environment 
that characterizes Great Britain’s 
financial sector, coupled with 
its access to the European mar-
ket, has made London a prime 
investment destination not just 
for European firms, but also for 
non-European firms (particu-
larly those in the US) looking to 
get their foot in the door of the 
EU market. Without access to 
that market, firms looking for 
access to European consumers 
(like HSBC, for instance) would 
have to move their headquarters 
to other European cities, which 
would only prove detrimental 
to Britain solving its problems 
of unemployment and severe in-
equality.

Leaders of the Leave cam-
paign, most notably former Lon-
don mayor Boris Johnson, main-
tain that the rest of Europe values 
trade with Britain so highly that 
countries will be more than will-
ing to work out trade deals with 
Britain on an individual basis. 
To many analysts, however, this 
amounts to little more than a 
pipedream: the Brexit vote con-
stitutes an act of noncoopera-
tion; an eschewing of decades’ 
worth of collaboration, working 
toward a common good, and 
mutual concern for each other’s 
interests. Surely, it should not be 
the expectation that any of the 
EU member states will respond 
to an act of political defiance 
with deferential diplomacy.

In an article for the New 
Yorker, John Cassidy writes spe-
cifically of Sunderland, “an old 
and proud but depressed ship-
building city on the River Wear, 
in northeast England,” and its 
voting populace, of which more 
than 60 percent voted to leave 
the EU. Sunderland experienced 
a precipitous economic decline 
in the latter half of the twenti-
eth century, with the city’s last 
two shipyards closing down in 
1998, leaving the area with a 
double-digit unemployment rate 
that shows no sign of shrink-
ing any time soon. These are the 
working class voters who feel as 
though the political elite do not 
even hear them, let alone repre-
sent their interests. 

Support to leave the EU was 
drummed up among voters like 
those in Sunderland, in large 
part, by excoriating the faceless 
government bureaucrats in Brus-
sels for swooping down into the 
British economy, taking money 
away from the middle class, and 
spreading it around the coun-
tries of the European peninsula. 
But therein lays the irony of the 
referendum result: no govern-
ment or economic policy, British 
or European, is responsible for 
what has become of Sunderland. 
As Cassidy points out, “the five 
biggest shipbuilding nations are 
now China, South Korea, Japan, 
the Philippines, and Taiwan.” 
Globalization is the root cause 
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BREXIT
FROM PAGE 1 

The European 

Union was 

founded with two  

goals in mind: 

PROSPERITY 
(through the 

establishment of the 

single market) and 

PEACE.

See  BREXIT, page 7 
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Just Doing Content Marketing Isn’t Good Enough
Frank J. Kenny
Contributing Writer

Posting content to your 
website and social media plat-
forms that educates, entertains, 
and inspires your members and 
community just plain works. 
It’s called “content marketing.”

Content marketing gets 
you more reach and creates 
more awareness than bother-
ing people with ads or self-
serving business posts. 

Content marketing also 
earns more engagement. When 
is the last time you found 
yourself deeply engaged with 

a boring, “The chamber will be 
closed on Monday” post?

Never.
Using content marketing to 

create awareness and increase 
engagement is a solid strategy 
for just about any organization. 
It builds know, like, and trust.

But just doing content 
marketing is not enough; not if 
you want to predictably close 
membership sales and bring in 
non-dues revenue from your 
online efforts, that is.

To get sales, you have to 
go beyond content marketing 
and employ digital marketing 

strategies. 
So, what digital marketing 

strategies am I referring to?
At the very least, drive 

traffic back to your website 
and pixel your visitors (i.e., 
track user activity using web 
beacons or “tracking pixels” 
that help you transfer or col-
lect information through a 
graphic image request) so you 
can retarget them with specific 
offers. These offers can be in-
vitations to play in your golf 
tournament, attend the next 
business expo, or simply to join 
the chamber, all depending on 

which pages of your chamber’s 
site your prospect visited.

Also, while they are on 
your site, get permission to 
email them. 

You will have greater success 
at conversion through “bottom-
of-the-funnel,” targeted, spon-
sored posts and email mar-
keting than through top- and 
middle-of-the-funnel content 
and social media marketing.

Finally, think in terms of 
campaigns when you are look-
ing to increase event atten-
dance, bring in new sponsors, 
or make online membership 

sales. If you have pixeled your 
site visitors and collected per-
mission to email your pros-
pects, then you have specific, 
custom audiences that you 
can put your offer in front of 
via your website, social media, 
and email. 

That’s a powerful and effec-
tive 1-2-3 marketing punch.

If your organization is sim-
ply posting content, engaging, 
and then hoping to make a 
sale, that isn’t good enough. 

It’s time to employ digi-
tal marketing to strategically 
close sales.

Bob Harris, CAE
Contributing Writer

The motion on the board 
table had enough momentum 
to pass. Then an astute director 
asked, “How will we measure 
performance? How will we eval-
uate our success for failure?”

Boards often adopt 
programs and pass mo-
tions without consider-
ing performance expec-
tations. For example: “I 
propose that we direct 
staff to increase student 
memberships.”   

Directors and staff would 
be uncertain about the intent 
of the motion. Does it suggest 
100 new students? Is it a plan 
to create student chapters? The 
motion does not define perfor-
mance measures. 

A board has a duty to eval-
uate organizational effective-
ness. When a motion is too 
general, it may become impos-
sible to gauge success.  

By discussing and specify-
ing the metrics before pass-
ing the motion, you can build 
awareness of the intended out-
comes, and clarify expectations.  

Everything can be mea-
sured. It will take some thought 
and board discussion to deter-
mine exactly what to measure, 
and how to measure it. 

Begin by identifying met-

rics that have the most value 
to the organization. Some ex-
amples might include the num-
ber of website visitors; budget 
aspects; membership growth; 
or legislative wins. The board 
should select a dozen or so core 
areas of significant impact to 
monitor consistently.   

Next, develop a 
method for reporting 

the information. Rath-
er than oral reports and 
spreadsheet presenta-
tions, consider using dash-
boards, which allow you to 
depict performance visually 
on a chart. 

By presenting the same 
dashboards consistently at 
board meetings, directors be-
gin to recognize gaps, trends, 
strengths, and weaknesses. 
Corrective actions can be taken 
as appropriate. Some organiza-

tions post the information on 
a board portal where directors 
have access at will. 

The measures should be as-
sociated with the strategic plan; 
nearly every metric can be tied 
to the goals. During the annual 
retreat, a focus on the plan and 
performance will improve out-
comes.     

Here are some common 
chamber performance mea-
sures and their descriptions:

Membership
Retention and growth rates 
are monitored; percentage of 
market share (i.e., number of 
members compared to the total 
number of potential members) 
is satisfactory; member satis-
faction is gauged; member par-

ticipation is increasing.    

Financial Fitness 
Sufficient savings estab-
lished; ratio of dues to non-
dues income is satisfactory; 
investments yield desired 

results; income streams are reli-
able and diverse; independent ac-
countant advises board.   

Exposition:
Booths and space outpace prior 
trade show; attendance is up; 
exhibitor satisfaction is high. 

Sponsorship and Advertising
Number and income of sponsor-

ships and advertising is growing. 

Government Relations
Consider the number of issues 
being tracked; how many mem-
bers are involved in grassroots 
efforts; the number of contacts 
with lawmakers; and the num-
ber of political wins.  

Political Strength
Majority of members engaged 
in PAC funding; size of the 
PAC is sufficient to influence 
lawmakers.

Professional Competency
Chamber supports enhance-
ments in member competency 
through education and certifi-
cation programs; opportunities 
for research and publishing; 
noted reduction in consumer 
complaints and grievances.  

Governance
Appropriately-sized board of 
directors; all directors pro-
ficient in governing duties; 
pipeline of future leaders in 
development; periodic self-
evaluation conducted; board 
meetings produce substantive 
results.  

Technology
Investment in technology plat-
forms supporting chamber 
functions; providing member 
access 24/7 and reducing reli-

ance on staff; ratio of invest-
ment in technology may reach 
ten percent of budget.  

Education
New topics and speakers added 
to events roster; total number 
of “continuing education” hours 
are growing and becoming a 
respected resource in educa-
tion marketplace; programs are 
well-marketed, well-attended, 
and profitable.  

Chapters
Performance of components are 
effective with growth in mem-
bership, programs, leadership, 
etc.; chapters are compliant 
with laws, policies, and bylaws; 
underperforming chapters are 
addressed. 

Staffing
Staffing is sufficient for a grow-
ing organization and for being 
able to advance the strategic 
plan; adequate investment in 
professional development; com-
pensation accurately reflects 
workers’ roles and responsibili-
ties; methods of performance 
evaluation are effective. 

Committees
Committees are aligned with 
goals laid out in the strategic 
plan; sufficient number of vol-
unteers to support committees; 
ineffective committees are ad-

dressed by eliminating, merg-
ing, or revamping. 

Strategic Plan
Plan guides board and staff for 
three to five years; reasonable 
number of goals (i.e., three to 
seven) supported by sufficient 
resources (e.g., funds, staff, 
time, technology); program of 
work or business plan tracks 
assignments, deadlines, and 
metrics.  

Internet Presence
Search engine optimization (SEO) 
draws visitors; social media strong 
with postings, likes, retweets, etc.; 
internet presence is considered a 
benefit by members.  

Diversity
Composition of board and staff 
reflects diversity of the member-
ship and community; programs 
are designed to serve varied au-
diences; diversity is a guiding 
principle; collaboration with 
groups representing diversity.   

Board members frequently 
rely on various performance 
measures in their work set-
tings, thus it should be instinc-
tive to apply the same concept 
in the chamber of commerce 
setting.

Note:  Bob Harris, CAE, pro-
vides chamber and association 
governance tips and templates at 
www.nonprofitcenter.com

The board 

should select a 

dozen or so core 

areas of significant 

impact to monitor 

consistently.   

Everything can be Measured 

of Sunderland’s decline; not the 
paltry net-financial contribu-
tion that Britain makes to the 
EU every year. In fact, the very 
grievances that inspired voters 
in Sunderland, and others like 
them, to vote in favor of leaving 
the EU are the same economic 
conditions that the EU’s redis-
tributive efforts aim to correct. 
If anything, Brussels’ sensitiv-
ity to economic inequality and 
regional disparity is almost cer-
tainly more acute than that of 
Westminster. 

This is where we can really 
start to understand the driving 
force behind the referendum re-
sults, as what happened in Sun-
derland was a fairly common 
occurrence throughout much 
of Britain. In the geographic 
strongholds of the Labour party, 
in particular, Britain’s blue collar 
workers opted to leave the EU 
by wide margins; in the regions 
where economic ties to the EU 
ran the deepest, voters were 
most likely to vote in favor of 
severing those ties. People vot-
ed against their own economic 
interests because they knew 
something was wrong. Some 
part of the British economy 
didn’t seem to be working for a 
lot of people, so voters wanted 
to change something—to chan-
nel their discontent and stick it 
to someone—but their actions 
were, ultimately, misguided. 
With Britain leaving the EU, 
not only is economic recession 
more than likely, but cities like 
Sunderland, already entrenched 
in patterns of economic decline, 
will also lose access to the fund-
ing they had been receiving 
from the EU, and the country as 
a whole is likely to feel the eco-
nomic strain of decreased for-
eign direct investment should 

the “financial passport” that af-
fords access to the EU’s services 
market cease to exist in a post-
Brexit Great Britain.

American Implications of the 
British Referendum

Last April, President Obama 
and Prime Minister David Cam-
eron held a joint press confer-
ence in London to address the 
upcoming EU referendum. In 
his opening remarks, President 
Obama commented on the 
United States’ relationship with 
Great Britain, calling it “one of 
the oldest and one of the stron-
gest [alliances] that the world 
has ever known.” He went on to 
make some more direct remarks 
on the referendum itself, urging 
Britain to remain in the EU. He 
said that even though the status 
of Britain’s relationship with the 
EU was “something that British 
voters [had] to decide for them-
selves … the outcome of that de-
cision is a matter of deep inter-
est to the United States because 
it affects our prospects as well. 
The United States wants a strong 
United Kingdom as a partner. 
And the United Kingdom is at 
its best when it’s helping to lead 
a strong Europe.”

Part of the United States’ 
vested interest in Britain remain-
ing in the European Union has 
to do with the long history of co-
operation that the two countries 
share. The United Kingdom has 
had an influential role in the EU 
ever since it first joined, and the 
United States has not been shy 
about calling on Britain to use 
its political leverage in order to 
garner broader, EU-wide sup-
port for various American policy 
items; in other words, the US has 
used Great Britain as something 
of a conduit for American eco-
nomic and political interests in 
Europe. With Britain no longer 
playing a role in EU decision-
making, the US is likely to have a 

harder time asserting its agenda 
on everything from digital pri-
vacy laws to international trade 
agreements and global tax re-
form. For example, the White 
House is currently in the midst 
of securing a trade deal with the 
EU, the Transatlantic Trade and 
Investment Partnership. The 
multibillion-dollar deal, should 
it go into effect, would establish 
a free trade area between the US 
and the EU, making it one of the 
largest regional free-trade agree-
ments in history. Negotiating the 
terms of that deal, or even get-
ting European leaders to agree to 
it at all, however, could prove far 
more difficult now that Britain 
has forfeited much of its power 
on the international stage. 

The broader, political impact 
that Brexit will have on the Unit-
ed States’ foreign affairs, there-
fore, has less to do with its effect 
on the relationship between the 
US and Great Britain, and more 
to do with its effect on the Eu-
ropean Union, and US-EU re-
lations. In an October 2015 ad-
dress at the Chatham House in 
London, former US Secretary 
of State Condoleezza Rice spoke 
of the importance of the United 
States’ transatlantic alliance with 
Great Britain. Rice contended 
that “Brexit would be both an 
unprecedented and a poten-
tially transformative experience 
for the EU. Instead of worrying 
about how to stabilize the Mid-
dle East or maintain the status 
quo in Asia, the EU and UK will 
spend years if not decades nego-
tiating a divorce.”

A standing point of con-
tention in the United States’ 
relationship with Europe has 
been the comparatively abys-
mal financial contribution that 
European nations have, histori-
cally, been willing to make to 
NATO (North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization). As the world’s 
pre-eminent military alliance, 

NATO’s 2014 budget for US-
European defense was $893 
billion. The United States, how-
ever, provides 75 percent of that 
budget. To Washington, frustra-
tion with this disparity has only 
continued to grow, as the ap-
parent refusal of European na-
tions to increase defense spend-
ing suggests a sort of complicit 
resignation to their freeloading 
off of the US-funded security 
guarantee of NATO. Having to 
negotiate the terms of Britain’s 
withdrawal, as Rice noted in 
her address, will only focus the 
attention of the EU’s political 
leaders further inward, making 
Europe even more reliant on the 
United States’ contribution to 
maintaining international peace 
and security. 

Further compounding the 
need for such security is the fact 
that a divided, weakened EU is 
more vulnerable to Russian ag-
gression, and may have a harder 
time resisting Vladimir Putin’s 
assaults on European borders. 
Putin has been open about his 
hope to oversee the formation of 
a Eurasian Union that would one 
day stand as an alternative to the 
EU (and, let’s be honest: also as a 
modern day iteration of the So-
viet Union). So far, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Belarus, and Arme-
nia have joined the coalition, 
and Putin has been very keen on 
getting Ukraine to participate in 
his project. In response to Rus-
sia’s invasion of the Crimean 
Peninsula, the EU imposed a 
battery of sanctions on Russia. 
Just last June, the sanctions were 
renewed for another six months, 
but any such renewal requires 
unanimous agreement among 
members of the EU. Britain and 
Germany were the two strongest 
voices arguing in favor of the 
sanctions, and Britain’s exclusion 
from EU decision-making might 
mean that countries like Italy, 
Greece, and Hungary—all eager 

to renew a Russian trade rela-
tionship—ultimately have the 
more dominant political voice. 
Britain’s vote to leave the EU, 
therefore, constitutes “a giant 
victory for Putin’s foreign policy 
objectives,” according to former 
US ambassador to Russia, Mi-
chael McFaul. And you probably 
don’t need me to tell you that a 
stronger Russia isn’t exactly in 
the best interest of the United 
States.

This isn’t to say that Brexit 
will have such a profound effect 
on the EU that it will singlehand-
edly tip the balance of power in 
favor of Russia; Britain was nev-
er that consequential a member 
of the bloc. The problems arise 
in considering the impact that 
Brexit will have on European 
politics and the geostrategic ef-
ficacy of the EU, as Britain’s de-
parture adds to a growing envi-
ronment of national division and 
security weaknesses.

Brexit also stands to leave its 
mark on the American economy, 
as the UK is one of the United 
States’ biggest trade partners. In 
light of that, it’s perhaps rather 
unsurprising that the overnight, 
post-referendum devaluation of 
the pound to a thirty-year low 
was accompanied by a 500-point 
drop in the US stock market. 
Should Britain lose access to the 
EU’s single market, American 
companies with investments 
in Britain will have to decide 
whether or not to move those in-
vestments elsewhere (most likely 
to France or Germany), as Brit-
ain will no longer serve as the 
gateway to European consumers 
that it once did.

More than anything else, 
though, Britain’s EU referen-
dum result has produced a whole 
lot of uncertainty: uncertainty 
about the future trade policy of 
the fifth-largest economy in the 
world; uncertainty about the 
overall sustainability of the Eu-

ropean project and, by extension, 
the euro; and uncertainty about 
the rising tide of populism, both 
in the US and in Europe, and how 
that might shape international 
relations down the line. This un-
certainty has led to increased 
volatility in world markets, which 
many believe will prompt the US 
Federal Reserve to delay raising 
interest rates (despite wide specu-
lation that interest rates would see 
at least one hike before the end of 
2016). 

In a globalized world, it is not 
uncommon for nations to sacri-
fice some degree of sovereignty 
in exchange for participation in 
economic and political alliances 
that lead to enhanced security 
and prosperity for those involved. 
The foundational premise of the 
European Union is a belief in the 
value, and the validity, of this ex-
change; Britain’s decision to leave, 
conversely, indicates a collective 
value set that has evolved into the 
hierarchical inverse of that which 
originally fostered European in-
tegration. It also reflects a grow-
ing discontent with the political 
establishment and its ruling elite: 
everyone from David Cameron 
and Barack Obama, to leaders of 
the IMF and NATO, urged Brit-
ain to remain a part of the EU, but 
the more the Remain camp relied 
on empirical data and expert ana-
lysts to warn against Brexit, the 
more committed swaths of voters 
became to defying those warn-
ings. 

It will be years before any-
one can definitively determine 
the exact political and economic 
ramifications of Britain’s decision 
to leave the EU. The one thing of 
which we can be completely cer-
tain, however, is that Brexit will 
not be without consequence; 
and in the age of economic inte-
gration and globalization, those 
consequences are sure to be 
felt well beyond the confines of 
Great Britain’s borders.

BREXIT
FROM PAGE 6
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Penfield Business Association & Chamber of Commerce Merger
Patrick Harney
Staff Writer

In January 2016, at the start 
of the new year, the Penfield Busi-
ness Association had a new plan 
of action that didn’t make its Janu-
ary 1 press release. While the PBA 
was awarding local businesses 
with awards for the previous year 
in such categories as ‘2015 Busi-
ness of the Year,’ or ‘2015 Penfield 
Pride Award,’ a deal had been 
made with a competing business 
group, one that would cement a 
change that had slowly been tak-
ing place within the community. 

The Penfield Business As-
sociation would be merging 
with Penfield’s Chamber of 
Commerce to become the Pen-
field Business Chamber—a new 
name to highlight its new role 
as the central small-business or-
ganization within the Town of 
Penfield, a suburb of Rochester, 
New York. 

While the results may seem 
dramatic, the actual groundwork 
leading to the merger was more 
straightforward. Both organiza-
tions were already responsible 
for organizing networking meet-
ings, bringing in public speakers, 
and providing resources to local 
businesses. According to Michael 
Bloch, former Board President of 
the Penfield Chamber of Com-
merce, it was because of these 
similarities that the two organiza-
tions ultimately decided to  merge. 

“I think that’s one of the rea-
sons why the merger that we did, 
why I was agreeable to it,” said 
Bloch. “Over the years, the groups 
became more like what the cham-
ber did. …They were more simi-
lar than when I first started the 
chamber.” 

Bloch founded the Penfield 
Chamber of Commerce back in 
January of 2006 as a response to 
the PBA’s former leadership. 

“At the time, the Penfield 

Business Association was more of 
a social club as opposed to a busi-
ness club,” he explained. “I mean, 
when I first joined the PBA, which 
was a few years before I started the 
chamber, they would have most 
of their meetings on topics such 
as ‘How to Improve Your Golf 
Swing,’ and they weren’t business-
related topics.” 

Bloch wanted to see greater 
focus on topics that would be di-
rectly useful to local businesses; in 
addition, he also hoped for meet-
ings that were more productive, 
and not always at 6:30 in the eve-
ning. As a result, he set out to form 
a chamber of commerce for Pen-
field, which wasn’t yet in existence.

“I got the idea to start a cham-
ber because there wasn’t one,” 
Bloch said. “I did a little research, 
and discovered that you could 
start a chamber [and it] really 
wasn’t that hard.” Bloch hired an 
attorney to assist him in filing the 
papers to form a nonprofit cor-
poration. Then he got a board to-
gether. “I think it was five people 
on the board total, including me,” 
he recalled. 

With the board established, 
and Bloch leading the group, the 
chamber of commerce began 
meetings in March 2006.

“By the time we had that first 
meeting, we had more members 
than I expected we’d have,” Bloch 
said. “I honestly don’t remember, 
but I think I thought we’d get 50 
members, but … we got to 80 
members pretty fast.”

Unfortunately, not everyone 
was as excited about the Penfield 
Chamber of Commerce garner-
ing attention within the local 
business community: Bloch re-
calls that the Penfield Business 
Association “didn’t like the idea of 
having another group emerging 
in the area.”

According to Bloch, the 
chamber wasn’t intended to serve 
as any sort of negative commen-

tary on the PBA: “It was just pro-
viding a service that didn’t exist at 
the time, in the same way.”

As the chamber of commerce 
continued to grow in member-
ship and in influence, Bloch be-
gan to shift away from serving 
as the group’s president in order 
to fulfill his role as Treasurer. He 
later reclaimed the presidency, 
however, after nearly a year-long 
absence from the chamber en-
tirely.

“At the time, they almost ran 
it out of business, and they called 
me up and they said ‘Look, we’re 
gonna dissolve it unless you wan-
na take it over again,’” Bloch said. 
“So I did.”

Bloch’s first action as the new 
leader of the organization in-
volved removing the entire board 
and starting over. The amount 
of effort required made the task 
seem daunting at first, but due to 
Bloch’s emotional connection to 
the chamber, he soon got it back 
up and running. 

After Bloch restarted the 
chamber, he stepped back into 
his role of treasurer, although sev-
eral personal matters— includ-
ing opening a small business in 
the neighboring town of Pittsford 
and moving to a new home in 
the nearby Village of Fairport—
caused him to eventually step 
away from the board completely. 
“I thought, ‘I probably don’t really 
need to be on the chamber board 
anymore because I don’t live in 
Penfield and because I don’t have  
a business in Penfield,’” Bloch re-
called. 

As Bloch stepped away from 
the chamber of commerce, oth-
ers came in to fill the void left in 
his wake. Among them was Daria 
Reitknecht, who ran the cham-
ber’s special events and marketing 
arm for two years. 

According to Reitknecht, her 
work with the chamber first began 
when her employer, the Genesee 

Valley Pennysaver, began making 
inroards in Penfield. 

“One of the reasons I became 
proactive [with the chamber] was 
because our publication was go-
ing into the Penfield area, and we 
were going to be distributing it in 
Penfield,” Reitknecht explained. 
“So I went to a networking meet-
ing just to see what it was all 
about, the Penfield Chamber, and 
Michael [Bloch] must have real-
ized I was such a sucker, because 
he asked me right then and there 
if I’d be on the board. So that’s how 
I got involved with that.”

However, during Reitknecht’s 
three years with the chamber, par-
ticipation within the group had 
decreased. She believes this was 
a contributing factor in the even-
tual dissolution of the chamber, 
finding the involvement among 
PBA members more active. 

“Although we had a number 
of members, we did not have a 
lot of participation,” Reitknecht 
said. Bloch also found the lack 
of leadership to be a factor in the 
chamber no longer remaining a 
standalone entity, noting that if 
“someone stepped forward who 
wanted to fill the leadership role 
and had the time to do it, a merger 
may not have happened.”

Nevertheless, the chamber 
board was in agreement and in 
favor of the merger, which was 
initiated when one of the PBA’s 
co-presidents approached Reit-
knecht about the possibility of 
combining the two groups. 

“I honestly forget the details 
but I certainly know that I was 
very vocal with [Michael Quinn, 
PBA Co-President] at our last 
Business Expo, which was in Sep-
tember of 2015,” says Reitknecht, 
“indicating that it would be ap-
propriate for the business com-
munity in Penfield to talk about 
merging.”

According to Bloch, the con-
versation between Reitknecht and 

Quinn involved an interest “to 
merge the two groups, but they 
wanted to use the name ‘cham-
ber,’” Bloch explained. “So they 
asked me about it, and I thought, 
‘Well, I’m not opposed to it,’ be-
cause I liked the idea that they 
would keep it a chamber because, 
you know, again, it was an emo-
tional kind of attachment [that I 
had to the chamber].” 

After the discussion be-
tween Quinn and Reitknecht, 
the chamber’s board ended up 
meeting with the Penfield Busi-
ness Association’s Board of Di-
rectors to continue the conver-
sation. 

“We had one meeting [dur-
ing which] we discussed how we 
would do it and what we would 
do” Bloch said, recalling how the 
biggest challenge would be meet-
ing the ideal deadline of January 
1 for the merger.  “These things 
always take longer than you 
think, and so the official name 
[of the PBA] didn’t get changed 
until about a month or so ago,” he 
added.

Aside from the delays in the 
name change, the newly formed 
Penfield Business Chamber has 
been very well-received by the 
community, according to Jennifer 
Novy, Co-President of the Pen-
field Business Chamber. “We’ve 
just gotten … a lot of really great 
feedback,” she said. “A lot of peo-
ple were wondering [how it was 
going to work], because the two 
groups were so different.”

Now, with a membership that 
is 160-strong, and with the group 
being one of only three chambers 
in Monroe County affiliated with 
the US Chamber of Commerce, 
things have never been better.

“We just want to give people 
strong membership and quality 
programs,” Novy said, adding that 
“if there’s not that value, you have 
to create value for those business 
owners.”  She said that the goal of 

the Penfield Business Chamber is 
to drive business to local estab-
lishments within the town. Events 
are typically geared towards top-
ics that would be informative and 
helpful for small business owners, 
such as training on social media 
and cyber security. 

Michael Quinn also believes 
having one central organiza-
tion in the area is better than 
two, since the end goal remains, 
“keeping the door open for any-
one who wants to join,” with the 
hope that new members will join 
any of the PBC’s multiple com-
mittees.

For those who might be con-
sidering a similar merger, Reit-
knecht believes the key to doing 
so successfully requires transpar-
ency and an open dialogue. 

“I think whatever both of the 
organizations have, they should 
have an honest discussion about 
what they believe their strengths 
are,” she said. “If they feel there 
are weaknesses, do they want to, 
let’s say, eliminate a portion of 
the chamber? Or do they want to 
put more time and emphasis on 
[strengthening that weakness]?” 
Reitknecht recognizes that many 
of the people who get involved 
with a chamber often have “some 
pretty intense jobs,” but she doesn’t 
expect that to hinder the Penfield 
Business Chamber in reaching its 
goals.

“If you’re going to do it, you 
should do it right,” Reitknecht 
said. “Just because you have 
your name on a board, that 
means nothing unless you re-
ally do something. The expecta-
tion is that everyone should be 
honest with each other, take the 
strength of both of those orga-
nizations and combine them, 
and take it from there, because 
there is strength in numbers.”

For more information on the 
Penfield Business Chamber, visit 
www.penfieldbusiness.org.  

A Roof Over Our Heads
Sasha Pincus
Staff Writer

 Cultures shift. In every coun-
try and community, across time 
and around the world, they adapt 
to new ideas and values. It’s a phe-
nomenon that transcends much 
of our control, but not our notice.
 These transformations, these 
tectonic adaptations, are things 
we can engage with but not with-
draw from.
 So instead, we look closer.
 Today, we’ve got a hous-
ing situation on our hands. Our 
national culture is, as far as we 
can tell, largely retracting from 
traditional spending patterns. 
Once, recent college graduates 
and young families looked for-
ward to shacking up and settling 
down; today, they’re taking their 
time. They’re moving around and 
changing their minds—basically, 
they’re renting.
 But why?
 Overarchingly, there’s the 
problem of price. Our economy 
isn’t what it used to be, and nei-
ther are our paychecks. For Mil-
lennials especially, this presents a 
major hurdle. With debt rates on 
the rise, the younger generation 
has less and less cash to lay down 
on major purchases like homes 
and cars.
 According to the Institute 
for College Access and Success, 
in 2014, roughly 70 percent of 
graduates from public universi-
ties left with an average debt of 
$28,950. And that’s just public 
schools. Private universities can 
easily sink graduate debt into the 
$40K’s, $50K’s, and beyond.
 Mortgages and monthly pay-
ments aside, that amount of debt 
leaves young, would-be home-
owners incapable of even coming 
up with a down payment. Long 
term, owning a home may ab-
solutely be cheaper. But as G.B. 
White discusses in an article in 
the Atlantic, “the median price 
of a home in [2015] was around 
$292,000, which would require 
saving up nearly $30,000 for pur-
chase.”
 And not only are the initial 
costs more difficult, homebuyers 

must also consider location and 
long-term expenses. Areas that 
are more reasonably priced are 
often farther from cities or highly 
populated communities. A com-
mute necessitates a vehicle—an-
other major investment. Alterna-
tively, more affordable homes in 
close proximity to career oppor-
tunities are frequently older, and 
in need of more drastic care and 
upkeep. And, as any homeowner 
can attest to, repairs and renova-
tions don’t come cheap.
 There’s another side to this 
newfound reversal, though: In 
the Cultural Resistance Reader, 
author Stephen Duncombe ex-
plains the cyclical and stirring 
nature of any human culture: 
Essentially, there must always be 
a “mainstream” force, as well as 
a force that pushes against it. In 
this case, traditional home buy-
ing has served as the most widely 
accepted trend. In its wake, the 
move toward renting and saving 
has emerged as a counterculture.
 No longer does ownership 
dictate success. As our culture 
continues to grow and globalize, 
there seems to be a palpable shift 
in what people, particularly Mil-
lennials, consider valuable.
 In Derek Thompson and 
Jordan Weissmann’s article “The 
Cheapest Generation” (also in 
the Atlantic), it’s revealed that for 
both practical and psychologi-
cal reasons, younger generations 
value experiences over material 
belongings.
 Practically speaking, when it 
comes to material possessions, it’s 
cheaper and easier to share.
 Services like Zipcar, say 
Thompson and Weissmann, pi-
oneered what’s now referred to 
as the “sharing economy.” Rath-
er than own, people are choos-
ing to communally combine 
and utilize the shared resources 
at hand. With less impressive 
incomes and rapidly expanding 
technology, Millennials can eas-
ily arrange cheap, efficient, and 
sustainable lifestyles. They’re 
trading the theoretically prefer-
able for the objectively practi-
cal; exchanging the promise of 
an idealistic Later for a liveable 
Now.

 Psychologically speaking, it’s 
become trendy.
 As Duncombe describes, the 
mainstream must always be com-
plemented by subcultures. In this 
context, the subculture of shar-
ing and renting comes from the 
mainstream expectations to buy 
and own.
 Where many have formed 
their personal values around ob-
servable benchmarks (e.g., bigger 
houses, more expensive cars, jew-
els, jets, etc.) the opposing force is 
emphasizing the opposite.
 Previous generations val-
ued their purchases. They val-
ued tangible, quantifiable proof 
of success. But according to 
Thompson and Weissmann, 
“since the end of World War II, 
new cars and suburban houses 
have powered the world’s larg-
est economy and propelled our 
most impressive recoveries. 
Millennials may have lost inter-
est in both.”
 So what do we do?
 Shelter being a basic neces-
sity for human life, the hous-
ing market will continue its 
relevance regardless of cultural 
trends-people will always need 
a place to eat and sleep. For 
many, it’s a psychological need as 
well, with a house representing a 
place to feel safe and connected; 
a constant in a world of insistent 
permutation.
 But it’s a market that must, at 
the very least, consider adapting 
to keep up with the needs of its 
clientele.
 There are many who will con-
tinue to strive for ownership, and 
more power to them. Many will 
continue to save up, climb which-
ever corporate ladder they choose, 
and direct the resulting income 
towards homes and cars. Those 
markets are a fundamental ele-
ment of our society, and there will 
always be consumers to follow the 
paths they have established.
 But for those who don’t, we 
need options. We cannot ignore 
the growing group of people who 
are shifting to more transient life-
styles.
 This newfound and collec-
tive pursuit of quality experiences 
and shared action could be a tre-

mendous step forward. And em-
bracing it, rather than resisting, 
could foster a mindfulness in our 
society unlike any other.
 As a chamber of commerce, 
the opportunities for action and 
education are endless. In every 
scenario, your help is essential.
 For those who wish to save 
up and strive to own a home, 
offer education. For many, 
building credit is a foreign and 
confusing endeavor. Offer your 
resources and assistance so that 
young professionals can confi-
dently begin weaving their safe-
ty nets. Incentivize banks that 
offer loans and plans for new 
homebuyers, or those looking 
to purchase a vehicle. Work 
with dealerships and automo-
tive shops to create a system 
of discounts, or lower monthly 
payments.
 And for those who seem 
to be embracing the pull away 
from that norm, encourage 
them all the same. As a cham-
ber, organize community-wide 
events where residents can 
come and trade their belong-
ings rather than discard them. 
Foster stronger relationships 
between businesses and dona-
tion services.
 Additionally, recognize the 
useful aspects of modern tech-
nology and harness it for your 
own gain. Students and recent 
graduates are constantly look-
ing for professional experience. 
Hire them to design and code 
apps that are specific to your 
community. Create phone-
friendly networks that open 
people up to one another and 
use it to organize car sharing, 
clothing donations, rentals, and 
anything else your residents ex-
pressly need.
 Work with real estate agen-
cies to promote shorter lease 
options, and more flexible sub-
letting arrangements. And sup-
port any tangentially relevant 
market. Spotlight storage fa-
cilities, property management 
groups, and providers of mov-
ing materials like bins, tape, and 
boxes. Incentivize any business 
offering sustainable products 
and reusable equipment; sup-

port endeavors to create such 
materials, and avoid those who 
continue to rely on harmful 
ones like styrofoam.
 This trend we’re seeing in the 
housing market isn’t an isolated 
incident. It’s a cultural paradigm 
shift.
 If there’s anything to be 
learned from the decrease in 

home buying, it’s that consum-
ers are each learning to follow the 
paths that suit them best. Rather 
than follow blindly down the 
path that worked for someone 
else, younger generations of con-
sumers  are taking the initiative to 
work out systems that suit their 
individual needs.
 Let’s support that.
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RIGHT TO WORK

The Evolution of Television Marketing

Brian VanDenBergh
Staff Writer

In April of this year, a Dane 
County, Wisconsin judge, Wil-
liam Foust, struck down the state’s 
right-to-work legislation. The ba-
sis of Judge Foust’s ruling was that 
the law violated Wisconsin’s state 
Constitution; most specifically, 
the “taking clause,” which states 
that the “property of no person 
shall be taken for public use with-
out just compensation therefor.” 

For those new to the story, 
right-to-work legislation prohib-
its businesses from entering con-
tracts with unions that require all 
workers, not just union members, 
to pay union dues. Without right-
to-work, non-union members 
in a represented workplace are 
charged a “fair share” fee  (usually 
amounting to 80 to 90 percent of 
a full dues payment) as compen-
sation for the benefits they receive 
from the union’s representation. 

Those in favor of the law be-
lieve that compulsory union con-
tributions run contrary to the 
rights of the individual, and that 
right-to-work legislation strength-
ens workplace freedom by allow-
ing people to take a job without 
worrying about being pressured 
to support a union. Such worker 
freedom, in its direct contribution 
to weakening union bargaining 
power, will (allegedly) draw more 
jobs to the area, and ultimately 
bolster local economies. 

On the other hand, oppo-
nents of right-to-work say that by 
forcibly diminishing organized 
labor’s resource pool, its capac-
ity for collective bargaining also 
diminishes, which could mean 
lower wages and fewer contract 
benefits for workers. Those in this 
camp believe that every worker 
represented by a union should 
have to pay a proportionate share 
of the union’s expenses, since they 
stand to benefit from union con-
tract negotiations regardless of 
their membership status. 

Wisconsin’s right-to-work 
bill was originally passed in 2015 
by a GOP-controlled legislature. 
It was signed into law by Repub-
lican Governor Scott Walker on 
March 9, 2015, at which point 
Wisconsin became the 25th state 
to have a law of this nature. Short-
ly thereafter, however, two labor 
organizations—the International 

Association of Machinists Local 
Lodge 1061 and United Steel-
workers District 2—and one fed-
eration of labor organizations, the 
Wisconsin State AFL-CIO, filed a 
lawsuit challenging the law. The 
complaintants argued that the 
law allowed for an unconstitu-
tional “taking” of union services 
by non-members, as unions are 
obligated to continue to spend 
resources representing work-
ers who may not be sharing in 
the cost of collective bargaining. 
Judge Foust agreed with them.

In response to Judge Foust’s 
verdict, Wisconsin Attorney Gen-
eral Brad Schimel, also a Republi-
can, promised to lodge an appeal, 
and requested an emergency stay 
on the ruling. On May 21, that 
stay was granted by Judge Lisa 
Stark of the 3rd District Court of 
Appeals, thereby reinstating the 
law while an appeal is pending. 
Schimel remains confident that 
the law will ultimately be found 
constitutional, and that Judge 
Foust’s ruling will not stand, not-
ing that no similar right-to-work 
law has been struck down in any 
other state. Because the challenge 
to the law hinges on its constitu-
tionality, the case is likely to make 
its way up to the Wisconsin Su-
preme Court—where conserva-
tives hold a 5-2 majority—before 
a final decision is reached.

Right-to-work legislation has 
a surprisingly long history in the 
United States. In 1944, Florida and 
Arkansas became the first states to 
adopt right-to-work laws, having 
written them directly into their 
respective state constitutions. But 
the real beginning of the right-to-
work wave came in 1947, when ten 
of the current twenty-six right-to-
work states adopted similar laws in 
response to the Great Strike Wave 
of 1946. During this time, rising 
union enrollment contributed to 
a large number of labor strikes 
that spanned multiple industries. 
These strikes lasted longer, and 
involved more workers, than pre-
vious strikes. Following the strike 
wave, lawmakers proposed the 
Labor Management Relations Act 
of 1947, also known as the Taft-
Hartley Act. 

The Taft-Hartley Act, which 
is still in effect today, aimed to re-
strict both the activities and power 
of labor unions. One of its key 
provisions was the affirmation of 

the right of states to pass laws pro-
hibiting mandatory union fees, 
and allowing workers who do not 
voluntarily pay dues to reap the 
same benefits of union representa-
tion as dues-paying members. The 
law was originally vetoed by Presi-
dent Harry Truman, who called 
it a “dangerous intrusion on free 
speech” that “violates principles 
essential to our public welfare.” 
But Truman’s veto was ultimately 
overridden, and the bill, having 

earned the required majority sup-
port of both the House and the 
Senate, became law. 

That same year, six states—
Virginia, Tennessee, North Caro-
lina, Georgia, Iowa, and Texas—
enacted right-to-work statutes, 
while one other—South Dako-
ta—promptly embedded right-
to-work in its state constitution. 
Arizona and Nebraska, having 
followed the lead of Florida and 
Arkansas, had already included 
such provisions in their state con-
stitutions in 1946.

Between 1947 and 1985, 
eleven more states passed right-
to-work laws, most of which were 
passed during the 1950s and into 
the early 60s. From 1964 to 2001, 
only three states—Louisiana 
(1976), Idaho (1985), and Okla-
homa (2001)—adopted such 

laws. It would be more than a de-
cade before right-to-work began 
making headlines again.

Until recently, most of the 
states to pass right-to-work leg-
islation have been in either the 
southern or western parts of the 
United States. But in the current 
resurgence of the movement, the 
Midwest has been key: in 2012, 
Indiana became the 23rd state 
to adopt a right-to-work statute, 
sparking the current resurgence 

of the movement. 
Much like the current situ-

ation in Wisconsin, Indiana’s 
right-to-work law was challenged 
by state labor organizations and 
struck down in district court; it 
was later upheld by the state Su-
preme Court. One year later, in 
Michigan, Republican Governor 
Rick Snyder enacted a right-to-
work law in a lame-duck session, 
which led to a massive public 
backlash that included 12,000 
protesters on the Capitol build-
ing’s lawn, and a precipitous de-
cline in the governor’s approval 
ratings. Despite multiple legal 
challenges, Michigan’s right-to-
work statute was also, ultimately, 
upheld, and Governor Snyder 
was re-elected in 2014. 

After Wisconsin in 2015, 
West Virginia became the 26th 

right-to-work state, with the nar-
row passage of a right-to-work 
bill by the West Virginia State 
House on February 4, 2016. As of 
June 27, eleven West Virginia la-
bor unions have filed petitions to 
challenge the new law. If Indiana, 
Michigan, and Wisconsin serve 
as any indication—and they al-
most certainly do—West Virgin-
ia unions are in for a long, uphill 
battle that is unlikely to secure 
their desired outcome.

In the years since the Taft-
Hartley Act, the right-to-work 
debate continues to be a mas-
sively divisive issue. Supporters of 
these laws make their argument 
on the basis of personal liberty: 
workers should have the freedom 
to join a union, or not. 

Right-to-work gives employ-
ees the agency to decide whether 
or not to use their wages to sup-
port a union, while affording 
them the continued access to the 
benefits of a union’s collective bar-
gaining power. In addition, sup-
porters claim that large employers 
see right-to-work legislation as a 
virtue when deciding where to set 
up shop, and are more likely to opt 
for states with right-to-work laws 
on the books; therefore, such laws 
could boost state economies and 
reduce unemployment rates by at-
tracting investors. 

According to the National 
Right to Work Legal Defense 
Foundation, “Right to Work 
states enjoy a higher standard of 
living than do non-Right to Work 
states. Families in Right to Work 
states, on average, have greater 
after-tax income and purchasing 
power than do those families liv-
ing in non-Right to Work states.” 
While correlation does not guar-
antee causation, the relationship 
between right-to-work and pur-
chasing power is too important 
to ignore. 

Those who oppose right-to-
work legislation, however, claim 
that requiring unions to provide 
representation for non-union 
employees burdens a union’s abil-
ity to recruit and retain members. 
This, opponents contend, consti-
tutes an illegal taking of unions’ 
property and resources by so-
called “free riders” who reap all of 
the benefits of union representa-
tion, without having to pay mem-
ber dues. This could result in a 
loss of power for unions, as they 

will be left with fewer resources 
to draw upon when fighting for 
higher wages and workers’ rights. 

In light of this, some see right-
to-work laws as harmful to work-
ers, as declining union member-
ship leaves unions less able to 
fight for higher wages and en-
hanced contractual benefits. For 
example, the AFL-CIO reports 
that the “average worker in states 
with right to work laws makes 
$5,971 (12.2 percent) less annual-
ly than workers in states without 
right to work when all other fac-
tors are removed,” and “median 
household income in states with 
these laws is $6,568 (11.8 percent) 
less than in other states ($49,220 
vs. $55,788).” The data, it seems, 
can be spun to support either side 
of the right-to-work debate.

It is unlikely that either the 
Wisconsin State Supreme Court 
or the West Virginia State Su-
preme Court will quash either 
state’s right-to-work legislation. 
To do so would be to undermine 
a 24-state strong legal precedent, 
and would call into question the 
constitutionality of every other 
right-to-work law in the country. 

In an interview with the 
Madison, Wisconsin-based Capi-
tal Times, Marquette University 
law professor Paul Secunda likens 
right-to-work “to requiring a gas 
company to provide fuel for every-
one when only a few pay for it.” He 
believes that the lawsuit in Wis-
consin—and, arguably, now West 
Virginia—calls much-needed at-
tention to the “free rider problem” 
precipitated by right-to-work. 

So, while the current legal 
action surrounding right-to-
work laws may not mean much 
for unions in Wisconsin or West 
Virginia, it could lead to future 
lawsuits with similar arguments 
in federal courts. This, in turn, 
could eventually bring the argu-
ment surrounding compulsory 
union dues all the way up to the 
Supreme Court of the United 
States. (And, with a contentious 
presidential election on the ho-
rizon and the late Justice Scalia’s 
seat still vacant, the only thing 
that can be said for SCOTUS at 
this point is that just about any-
thing can happen.)  

For now, though, the states 
have final say, and by and large, 
they are saying “yes” to the right 
to work. 

Kellsey Evers
Staff Writer

For decades, television has 
been the most effective medium 
for advertising. Since the major-
ity of Americans watch televi-
sion on a regular basis—data 
from Nielsen indicates that adults 
ages 35 to 49 watch, on average, 
roughly 33 hours of television 
each week—it only makes sense 
that advertisers would invest a 
large percentage of their money 
in it. The most common types of 
advertising in television are 15-, 
30-, or 60-second commercials, 
typically aired in blocks between 
live network programming. 

While commercials  have 
been very successful over the 
years, the rise of digital media 
and the subsequent influx of 
streaming services have changed 
the game. Viewers no longer have 
to sit through commercials while 
watching their favorite shows if 
they prefer not to. In fact, they 
don’t even have to watch shows 
during their designated timeslots. 
Netflix, Hulu, Amazon Prime, 
and more have upset the entire 
television marketing industry, 
offering viewers an alternative to 
live television that’s more conve-
nient, and less commercial-laden.

As media consumption hab-
its continue to evolve, advertising 
must evolve, too. That’s why mar-
keting and advertising firms, as 
well as network television execu-
tives, are constantly trying to fig-
ure out new ways to reach viewers 
on these new media platforms. 
As traditional television-viewing 
declines—and it’s been declining 
steadily every year, particularly 
among 18 to 24 year olds—adver-

tisers are funneling more money 
into digital outlets. (Think: Snap-
chat, Vine, BuzzFeed, YouTube, 
or any other website frequented 
by the adolescents in your life.) 
But, ultimately, it’s not a matter of 
choosing either television or digi-
tal marketing at the expense of 
the other, but  of finding a way to 
integrate both platforms together 
effectively.

Which brings us to Exhibit A: 
Saturday Night Live.

Starting next season, Sat-
urday Night Live will be cutting 
around 30 percent of its “upfront” 
(read: traditional television) ads. 
This will amount to removing 
two commercial breaks per epi-
sode, meaning more content for 
viewers. While this may sound 
like great news, it comes with a 
catch: In order to retain adver-
tisers, NBC will offer them lim-
ited opportunities to partner with 
SNL to create original branded 
content, which will occur six 
times a year. 

“Branded content,” despite 
a Digital Age renaissance, is far 
from new; it’s been around just 
about as long as mass media. It’s 
premise is that a company pro-
duces media not only to engage 
the consumer, but also to sell 
them something. The advertising 
is embedded within the content 
itself, and maybe doesn’t even 
seem like an advertisement right 
away, or to an undiscerning eye, 
depending on how well it’s ex-
ecuted. In an article appearing 
in Advertising Age, Jeanine Poggi 
writes that the TV industry in 
general is working to “make the 
viewing experience more con-
sumer friendly by reducing com-

mercial interruptions and weav-
ing in brand messaging that more 
closely resembles the content 
viewers tuned in to watch.” While 
limited commercial interruptions 
certainly leads to smoother view-
ings, the means to make that hap-
pen are not exactly ideal. 

Remember in A Christmas 
Story, when Ralphie finally gets 
his Little Orphan Annie decoder 
pen in the mail after days of eager 
anticipation? He hides out in his 
family’s bathroom, ready to crack 
his first coded message, only to 
find that the message is, “Be sure 
to drink your Ovaltine.” Ralphie, 
despaired and exasperated, cries 
out in disgust, “A crummy com-
mercial?!”

Yes, Ralphie. A crummy 
commercial. 

Or, more specifically, na-
tive advertising, also known as 
“branded content”: a type of dis-
guised marketing in which the 
advertisement matches the form 
and function of the medium in 
which it appears. Clearly, SNL is 
not the first show to attempt such 
advertising; it certainly won’t be 
the last, either.

As one of the most popu-
lar online streaming platforms 
that is swaying audiences away 
from network television, Hulu 
has plenty of lessons to teach re-
garding the mix of advertising 
and original programming. Hulu 
actually invites its advertisers 
to become a part of the creative 
process. Goose Island IPA, for 
example, recently inked a deal 
to sponsor the upcoming season 
of the Hulu original series Ca-
sual. And fellow Hulu series The 
Mindy Project often showcases its 

characters using Microsoft Sur-
face Books and driving a Lexus. 

While advertising through 
product placement is nothing 
new, companies are actually at-
tempting to redefine what an ad-
vertisement is. They are “put[ting] 
forth the idea that ads are prod-
ucts of symbiotic relationships, 
rather than frustrating invaders,” 
writes Sydney Ember in an article 
for the New York Times. By blend-
ing advertisements into television 
programs, brands can develop 
diverse, original content that will 
more directly reach audiences.

With plenty of funding in 
the balance, it is no surprise that 
marketers are eager to run more 
effective TV commercials. While 
the idea of limiting commercial 
interruptions is ideal and, in 
some cases, already underway, 
advertisers have found that com-
mercial loads are not the prob-
lem. 

“The real issue is people don’t 
value the ads they are seeing.” 
That’s according to Dan Lovinger, 
Executive VP of Advertising Sales 
for NBC Universal, as quoted in 
Advertising Age. This explains the 
rise of  native advertising, as ad-
vertisers work harder than ever to 
appeal to consumers through the 
programming they already enjoy, 
on new digital platforms that al-
low them to bypass, circumvent, 
or otherwise avoid the “upfront” 
ads that constitute commercial 
breaks. 

The only solution, it seems, 
is for advertising to become in-
tegrated within the shows them-
selves, concealed behind a me-
dium with which viewers freely 
choose to engage. In this new 

advertising landscape, it’s up to 
the consumer to distinguish—or 
fail to distinguish—the advertise-
ment from the entertainment.

Even at the level of local busi-
nesses and chambers of com-
merce, marketing and advertis-
ing is in need of enhancement in 
form and creativity if it is to reach 
as many consumers as possible. 
Consumers often choose to re-
ject advertising, especially when 
it is straightforward, and with-
out pretense. In order to prevent 
this, advertising needs to become 
more targeted and personalized, 
allowing the consumer to interact 
with it in ways that best suit them. 

Successful native advertise-
ments are heavy in custom-pro-
duced, high-quality content that 
is tailored to reach a specific audi-
ence. This means that producing 
native advertisements can prove 
quite labor-intensive, requiring 
an upfront investment of valuable 
time and resources. But they can 
also yield results for chambers of 
commerce that are well worth the 
investment. Consider, for exam-
ple, the fact that native advertise-
ments are inherently “opt-in,” as 
opposed to traditional advertise-
ments, which are more interrup-
tive. This is due to the fact that na-
tive ads only appear on platforms, 
or in content, selected by the user. 
Consequently, they also tend to 
foster higher levels of engagement 
than other forms of ads.

According to a study con-
ducted by Sharethrough (and 
cited in an article for Marketing 
Land), “[N]ative ads tend to be 
used more for awareness than 
for specific action based results.” 
The study found that “awareness, 

branding, and brand affinity” are 
among the “top marketing objec-
tives” for native ads. Which, for 
chambers of commerce, might 
mean that even if a native-ad-
vertising marketing campaign 
does not immediately  result in 
increased enrollment, it can help 
make more community mem-
bers aware of their local chamber 
of commerce, and all of the ben-
efits that it has to offer. 

Further, as brand affinity in-
creases, so does the potential for 
“brand evangelism,” or members 
telling their colleagues about how 
great the local chamber of com-
merce is, and encouraging them 
to join. For an organization look-
ing to expand, there is almost 
nothing more valuable than that 
very type of grassroots, word-of-
mouth marketing.

When working with na-
tive advertisements, however, 
nothing is more important than 
transparency. Ideally, consumers 
should be able to recognize when 
something is an ad (an ethical te-
net perhaps compromised by the 
“branded content” discussed ear-
lier), and they should know who 
the advertiser is behind the ad. 
In other words, don’t try to trick 
the consumer by misrepresenting 
your organization or the content 
you produce.

The question remains, how-
ever, whether new, integrative 
methods of the native advertise-
ments of the Digital Age will find 
as much success appealing to con-
sumers as previous models have. 
Only time will tell, but one thing 
is for certain: advertisers will need 
to stay on their toes as the world 
of media continues to change.

Credit: Sasha Pincus
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