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I only have vague memories of China. I remember staying with 
my grandparents who lived in a sort of wooden or mud house like 
the ones in Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon. When I was in grade 
school in Singapore, I remember crying “Cooool!” at the sight of a 
gumball that my classmate had smuggled in from Malaysia. (Chew-
ing gum was banned in Singapore). In my senior year of high school 
in Canada, I partied in downtown Calgary with 2 percent of the city’s 
population after a Calgary Flames first-round hockey playoffs win. I 
was of legal drinking age at eighteen. 

From the point-of-view of someone who has constantly moved, 
I see America as a melting pot of cultures that steers everyone 
towards an “American way.” Although America is ethnically hetero-
geneous compared to most countries, it also has a proud identity. 
The words “American” or “un-American” are thrown around as often 
as a football, and politicians in every election tirelessly fight over who 
is more patriotic. There is perhaps a true American way, a call that 
has united the country since the War of Independence. However, it is 
often easy to get trapped in this patriotic mindset, especially when 
American news tends to be world news. But at the end of the day, 
football means something very different to the rest of the world than 
it does to Americans. It is these subtle differences that often catch 
us by surprise. Other nations and cultures view the world through 
their own lenses. Let’s do something different. I invite you to join The 
Soapbox in exploring international perspectives on everything from 
war and politics to culture and humanitarianism.

Sincerely, 

Bob Ma
Editor-in-Chief
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ContentsPeace Begins with Apples and Walnuts

      by Yue Yu
Peace begins with apples and walnuts
on sixteen Indian trucks and their reciprocals
rumbling across the Line of Control.
These are the things that follow:
 crickets bats,
 mineral water,
 kidney beans,
 rock salt,
 jeans,
 wool,
 gypsum,
 cement.
Sixty-one years of gunfire pauses
for twenty-one approved items, two days a week,
approved by leaders with the audacity to build
confidence with 
 green tea and 
 Peshawari slippers.
Who, in this age, would dare to bring handicrafts to the 
door of their most fearful neighbor?
Who trusts enough to accept jam?
If this is a fantasy let us dream:
the deaths of martyrs made meaningless by
 flowers,
 silk,
 almonds.
militant separatists mollified by white rice and honey. 

* * *

Since the partition of the Indian subcontinent in 
1947, Pakistan and India have been involved in a ter-
ritorial dispute over the region of Kashmir. In 2003 a 
ceasefire was declared, but terrorist acts by the separatist 
movement and cross-border firing threatens the peace 
process. On October 21, India and Pakistan opened a 
trade route in Kashmir across the Line of Control. The 
cross-border trade is intended as a confidence-building 
measure and is a positive step in reconciliation efforts.
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James Gillray’s 1805 etching, 
“The plum-pudding in danger,”  
was one of the most widely-
reproduced political prints of 
its time.  It satirizes Napoleon’s 
diplomatic overtures to British 
Prime Minister William Pitt; Pitt 
gets the sea while Napoleon cuts 
himself a slice of Europe.   The 
inscrition at the top reads, “The 
great Globe itself, and all which 
it inherit, is too small to sat-
isfy such unsatiable appetites.”  
Much the same could be said 
for today’s developed nations, 
which, at their worst, can appear 

to be carving up the globe in 
search of oil reserves.  Russia and 
China, whose leaders grace our 
cover, are neither the only nor 
the worst offenders on this count, 
but the comparison is apt in that 
an image of Napoleon carving up 
Europe captured the worst Brit-
ish fears about the fate of their 
empire.  American politicians have 
begun to talk about Russia and 
China with the same tones of for-
boding.  Perhaps they reject totali-
tarianism and empire-building; 
perhaps they fear that we won’t 
get our piece of the pudding.

About our cover



4 The Soapbox, December 2008

  International Perspectives

In Support of Tibet
Will independence assist in the preservation of 

Tibetan culture and character?

By Yue Yu

The Dalai Lama and Chinese lead-
ers met once again on October 
31st to discuss the status of Tibet. 

This set of negotiations is the latest in a 
series of talks that began in 2002. No 
substantial progress has been made in 
recent years, but what is striking about 
the latest meeting is the Dalai Lama’s res-
ignation. His statement at a news con-
ference following the meeting departs 
from his usual hopeful view for a settle-
ment granting Tibetans more autonomy: 
“Things are not improving inside Tibet. 
Our approach failed to bring some posi-
tive changes inside Tibet.” For a long 
time the Dalai Lama has been advocating 
for increased Tibetan autonomy under 
Chinese rule. Due to hardliners on both 
sides, the prospect of his ideal becoming 
reality is now more bleak than ever. 

The view of the hardliners on the 
Chinese side seems clear enough. They 
are exercising sovereignty and retain-
ing national cohesion as well as valuable 

natural resources. It’s natural for any gov-
ernment to put down rebellions, and its 
inability to do so can threaten its legiti-
macy at home and abroad. The moti-
vation of those who strongly advocate 
Tibetan independence, however, is more 
obscure. There are basically three groups 
of people who advocate Tibetan inde-
pendence: Tibetans living within China’s 
borders, ethnically Tibetan exiles, and 
Westerners. The first of these groups is 
the only one that can be directly affected 
by any political change in the Chinese 
government’s relationship with Tibet. 

By remaining in their homeland, they 
have a right and duty to attempt self-
determination if they see themselves as 
part of a nation separate from China. 
The number of these in-country radicals 
are few but growing, as demonstrated 
by the violent protests in Lhasa this past 
March. The latter two groups have been, 
until very recently, the most ardent sup-
porters of Tibetan independence. Ethni-
cally Tibetan Chinese ex-pats have been 
extremely vocal and influential in gain-
ing sympathy from the West for Tibet’s 
“self-determination.” According to a 
Staff Writer o hn the Council on Foreign 
Relations, a key element in their public 
relations campaign was appearances 
by the Dalai Lama. A popular, charis-
matic figure embodying humble, pacific 
Tibetan monks being held down by the 
brutal Chinese authoritarian govern-
ment, the Dalai Lama brought in scores 
of American supporters for Tibetan inde-
pendence. Ironically, the Dalai Lama 
has for a long time supported increased 
religious freedom within Tibet but not 

political independence. 
The Dalai Lama is supposed 

to be the leader of the Tibetan 
people. He has been advocating a 
moderate position, one that will 
probably bring the most benefit 
to his people. With him being so 

adamantly against independence in his 
public statements, why is there so much 
support for independence from non-
Tibetans? 

There is a real danger for us power-
ful citizens of a powerful country to have 
an uninformed opinion on an issue that 
has no direct relation to us. It demon-
strates not only ignorance but also lack 
of empathy. Do we understand the blocs 
and cleavages in public opinion in places 
such as Tibet, Taiwan, Kashmir, or Iraq? 
Even if Tibetan independence were 

achieved, would it have any immediate 
positive effect on the quality of life for 
those who are actually living in Tibet? 
In other words, do we really care about 
whether the end-states we have in mind 
leave people’s lives better or worse, by 
their standards, not our own - or do we 
just want to dust off our hands and walk 
away saying that we’ve left another coun-
try ‘free’? Unfortunately many Ameri-
cans and even some Tibetan ex-pats who 
argue for Tibetan independence aren’t 
aware or caring enough to foresee what 
the lives of Tibetans will look like once 
independence is achieved. Not every-
thing will be peaches and wine as a result 
of political independence. The American 
Revolution was a unique case in that 
by the time independence was declared 
- and this is a large part of why it was 
declared in the first place – the colonies 
already had a governing institution and a 
robust civic culture both of which were 
functioning independent of British rule. 
In other words, nation-building hap-
pened before independence. Other revo-
lutions are not so lucky. The world is rife 
with institutionally weak states that fail 
and eventually become breeding grounds 
for dictators and terrorists. Corrupt and 
unjust as it is, Chinese rule provides a 
necessary service to the political economy 
of Tibet. Continued negotiations with its 
aging leaders is better than a gamble that 
may result in instability in yet another 
part of the world. 

Now, of course people have a right to 
free speech and any variety of opinions. 
But when your speech is capable of bring-
ing about political reactions as a result of 
your status in an interconnected world, 
the gravity of the situation necessitates 
that you think carefully before speaking. 
Sometimes the tenor of speech matters 
more than the content. In some circles, 
it’s cool to be liberal. Those who advocate 

“It’s natural for any government to put 
down rebellions, and its inability to do so can 
threaten its legitimacy at home and abroad.”
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Tibetan independence without planning 
to roll up their sleeves and engage in 
some nation-building should their wish 
come true are like people who expound 
on driving the neighborhood Wal-Mart 
out of business without any thought as 
to how exactly the cleaning ladies and 
cashiers will find other jobs in 
order to feed their families. In 
his analysis of the Tibet ques-
tion, Jayshree Bajoria points 
out that the international 
campaign for Tibetan inde-
pendence, with high profile 
supporters such as Hollywood 
actors, has made hardliners in China feel 
threatened, which worsened the situation 
for Tibetans living in Tibet. This effect is 
not hard to foresee. 

Sympathizers should not support 
Tibetan independence as a catch phrase 
but must do or say whatever is neces-
sary to achieve real gains for Tibetans. 
Of course, the ideal is that Tibetans 
would have more religious freedom and 

that China would relax and treat all of 
its citizens justly. Of course the ideal is 
that other people in the world can feel 
just as free and pampered as we do. This 
ideal doesn’t necessitate systemic politi-
cal change at all. In January 2006, when 
the Dalai Lama had a rosier view of the 

development of Tibet’s relationship with 
China, he stated, “The government’s 
main concern is that Tibet must remain 
within China. That we fully agree with. 
There are no basic differences. Then, 
we have the same goals: stability, unity, 
and prosperity.” So far, none of these 
goals are being achieved. The situation 
in Tibet has become less stable, Tibetans 
are less unified, and their revenue from 

tourism is being co-opted by incoming 
Han Chinese. 

In an interview with Nicholas 
Kristof of the New York Times, the 
Dalai Lama told the reporter, “The 
main thing is to preserve our culture, 
to preserve the character of Tibet. That 

is what is most important, not 
politics.” This past March, riot-
ing Tibetan monks set fire to 
Chinese buildings and vehicles, 
attacked Chinese people on 
bicycles, threw rocks at Chinese 
taxis, and eventually burned 
shops owned by Muslims too. 

These actions show that with or with-
out political autonomy, Tibet’s national 
identity is already endangered. The 
Dalai Lama probably recognizes this. 
If supporters of independence can gain 
a more accurate appraisal of the situa-
tion, it may not be too late to articu-
late a different sort of support, one that 
will have a positive effect on the lives 
of Tibetans. 

By Patrick Stedman

It is hard to deny that during the last 
decade, the balance of world eco-
nomic power has shifted consider-

ably.  With the rise of economic giants 
like China and India, along with a resur-
gent Russia, America can no longer take 
for granted its dominance, particularly 
in areas of vital economic and military 
importance.  Strategic bases and con-
trol over fossil fuels and other natural 
resources are going to be essential as 
international demand increases, particu-
larly for cheap and efficient sources of 
energy. 

Central Asia – the region that includes 
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kyr-
gyzstan, Turkmenistan, and Afghanistan 

– is one critical area in which this crucial 
energy situation will necessarily play out.  
Many of these countries sit on some of 
the world’s largest natural gas reserves 
(Turkmenistan and nearby Russia alone 
have the largest in the world), and the 
area is the strategic axis between the 
Middle East, Russia, China, and South 
Asia.  The energy reserves of this region, 
coupled with its strategic location, make 
influence here a necessity for the United 
States.  

Unfortunately, due to its geographi-
cal distance, the United States has been 
from the start at a disadvantage to the 
powers in Central Asia’s backyard.  While 
Central Asia now comprises the newly 
independent states formed after the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, it is locked in 
one of the most volatile regions on the 

globe and borders Russia and China.  
Adding to the United States’s troubles, an 
ongoing process of cooperation and inter-
reliance has developed in the region since 
the early 1990s. Agreements between the 
Soviet Union and China to demilitarize 
the area began in 1990 and continued in 
1996 with the new Central Asian states in 
the Shanghai-5 Agreement, which aimed 
to promote counter-terrorism efforts and 
economic cooperation.  As the group 
expanded into the more serious Shang-
hai Cooperation Organization in 2001, 
Uzbekistan was added to the group and a 
greater emphasis was placed on regional 
interdependence and the countering of 
outside influence, particularly that of the 
United States. While the SCO grudg-
ingly allowed the U.S. to use the K-2 air 
base in Uzbekistan after 9/11, when the 

A Tricky Balance of Power    
Will the U.S. win in the struggle for Central Asia or will this 
energy powerhouse swing into the open arms of its neighbors?  

“There is a real danger for us powerful citizens of a 
powerful country to have an uninformed opinion on 
an issue that has no direct relation to us. It demon-
strates not only ignorance but also lack of empathy.”
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By Gideon Spitzer

Just south of San Diego at the end of 
California’s Highway 5 lies the San 
Ysidro border crossing, a point of 

entry and exit for about 300,000 people 
every day who wait hours under the beat 
of California’s warm sun to cross Ameri-
ca’s infamous southern border.  It is only 
about five minutes from the border to 
the center of Tijuana, an industrial city 
popular with American tourists seek-
ing a day trip to Mexico.  The bustling 
streets of Tijuana, alive with street ven-
dors shaving meat spits to make their 
signature taquitos, conceal a lurking 
reality of unremitting violence, the result 
of a three-decade-long war between rival 
drug gangs and the Mexican govern-
ment. When students head to school 
they often cross bloodstained sidewalks 
from the previous night’s violence, while 
shopkeepers have on more than one occa-
sion discovered large barrels of industrial 

acid on the sidewalk later confirmed to 
contain human remains, according to 
reports from L.A. Times reporters. In 
late September, twelve male corpses were 
discovered in an empty lot next to an ele-
mentary school with their tongues visibly 
cut out – a signature of gang killings. 

The statistics are staggering: in just 
the past year, over 4,000 people have been 
killed in Mexico as a result of violence 
related to the drug trade. This violence has 
grown more public and gruesome, with 
bodies hung on overpasses 
or near schools. In the most 
blatant challenge yet to the 
Mexican government’s two-
year campaign against drug 
traffickers, associates of 
organized crime threw frag-
mentation grenades into a 
crowd celebrating Mexican 
Independence Day, killing 
seven civilians and injuring 
at least 100. 

The reality is simple as it is grue-
some: Mexico is under siege from highly 
sophisticated criminal organizations, 
warring drug cartels increasingly under 
pressure from a federal administration 
dedicated to their eradication.  The his-
tory of drug cartels in Mexico reads like 
the trade route wars of the 16th century, 
a constant tug of war for power, influ-
ence, and territory – but above all, for 
trafficking routes. The four major car-
tels, the Gulf Cartel (based around the 

Drugs, Gangs, Murders, and Corruption
Would legalization of drugs end the cycle of violence, or would it 

only spill over from Mexico to the U.S.?

U.S. made no moves to draw down its 
forces in Afghanistan the SCO forced 
them out in November 2005.  Though 
from a military perspective this was but a 
minor setback for the entrenched Ameri-
cans in Afghanistan, it sent a message to 
the United States that it didn’t have a 
blank check in the region.

The SCO was flexing its muscles, 
underlining the divide between the West 
and the East that has been growing con-
siderably recently.  Russia’s invasion of 
South Ossetia over the past summer and 
its recent decision to place missiles in 
Kaliningrad are ominous signs for inter-
national relations.  Even China, who has 
stayed out of geo-politics for the most 
part, is a sleeping bear that could quickly 
become obstructionist given the right 
opportunity.  The current economic 
crisis has made many in the Chinese 
government rethink its relationship and 
the depth of its economic connection 
with the West.  Should Russia and China 

decide to make a point by controlling 
Central Asia’s gas output, the West and 
in particular Europe, which depends on 
it, could be in for a world of pain.

Still, the SCO is only in its infancy.  
While it seeks to eventually include 
Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Turkmeni-
stan, and even India in coming years, it 
has been slow to grant them more than 
observer status.  The removal of US forces 
from Uzbekistan certainly made a state-
ment to the U.S., but was by no means a 
challenge.  Right now the SCO is peace-
ful; it’s simply cautious about American 
influence.   The SCO is not the unified 
front it needs to be to truly combat U.S. 
power. Russia and China, while working 
together, still don’t fully trust each other.  
In fact, both countries seem keen on 
using the organization more as a means 
of keeping an eye on each other rather 
than forming a unified economic front.  
China’s attempt to make a separate 
energy deal with Turkmenistan in 2007 

underscores the mistrust between the 
two nations.  And energy is certainly not 
the only potential roadblock for the two 
countries.  Border disputes and illegal 
migration between China and Eastern 
Russia could thicken already simmering 
tensions.

There is still plenty of time for the 
U.S. to improve its chances for eco-
nomic and political hegemony in this 
region.  Despite the potential of the 
SCO to thwart American efforts, its 
internal rivalries currently threaten its 
potency.  In a rapidly changing world, 
the United States needs to position 
itself to understand the strengths of 
the SCO and also to understand the 
nuances of the political tensions that 
constitute its weaknesses.  Only then 
can the U.S. hope to maintain its com-
petitiveness – indeed, its superiority 
– as the chief economic and military 
power in both Central Asia and the 
world.

 By Alisan Oliver-Li
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Yucatan Peninsula), Arellano Felix Cartel 
(also known as the Tijuana Cartel), the 
Sinaloa Cartel (based in the Mexican state 
of Sinaloa, on the border with Texas), 
and the Juarez Cartel (based in the Mexi-
can state of Juarez, also near Texas) have 
recently been locked in a struggle to fill 
a vacuum left by internal power struggles 
within the Arellano Felix cartel. The line 
between government officials and drug 
traffickers can be difficult to draw, espe-
cially as the cartels increasingly recruit 
from the poorly compensated Mexican 
military. In particular, the dreaded zetas, 
a band of ultraviolent henchman for the 
Arellano Felix cartel responsible for many 
of the most grisly crimes of the past few 
months, come directly 
from Mexican and Gua-
temalan Special Forces 
(often trained with sup-
port from the U.S.). 

The Arellano Felix 
Cartel, founded in the 1980s by a group 
of seven brothers (all of whom are now 
dead or in custody), began as a partner-
ship between Colombian cocaine pro-
ducers and Mexican traffickers. In the 
1980s, they would eventually control 
most of the cocaine trade into California, 
the biggest cocaine market in the United 
States.  The cartel has splintered as of late 
after the 2002 death of Ramon Arellano 
Felix, the 2006 arrest of Brother Fran-
cisco Javier, and the arrest last month 
of the cartel’s leader and nephew of the 
founders, Fernando Sanchez. These high 
profile arrests and deaths represent the 
result of President Felipe Calderon’s two-
year crackdown on the cartel, dispatch-
ing tens of thousands of federal troops to 
police the U.S.-Mexican border. 

While the Tijuana Cartel fights for 
its survival under tremendous govern-
mental pressure, rival gangs have estab-
lished toeholds in its traditional Baja 

California territory, announcing their 
presence through high-profile and ever 
more violent killings. The power shift 
of Mexican drug cartels has come at a 
monstrous cost, both in terms of lives 
and societal effects. Tijuana has experi-
enced a flight of its wealthier citizens to 
the sanctuary of San Diego, while thou-
sands across the country live in acute 
fear of kidnapping for ransom. Parts of 
the Mexican government, such as the 
underpaid police force and intelligence 
units that have long been known to be 
in cahoots with drug cartels, continue 
to suffer from widespread corruption.  
Just a few weeks ago, 35 high-level intel-
ligence officials were implicated in a 
bribery scandal (each agent receiving an 
estimated monthly stipend of $150,000 
to $450,000 from the cartels) after a ter-
rified informant arrived at the Mexican 
Embassy in Washington begging to be 
transferred into the U.S. Federal Witness 
Protection Program. 

Very few Americans realize the 
extent to which there exists a full-scale 

guerilla war just south of their border 
with Mexico. The drug business’s scale 
is massive; indeed, the Juarez Cartel was 
rumored to generate $200 million a week 
in revenue in 1997 (which back then 
would have ranked it as the size of Berk-
shire Hathaway or McDonalds) with its 
now deceased leader amassing a personal 
fortune estimated at $25 billion.  Our 
government is intimately involved in the 
war on the side of the Mexican govern-
ment, as most high-profile arrests and 
prosecutions either are carried out or 
assisted by American agents. As much as 
drug-related violence affects the Ameri-
can homeland, the American drug indus-
try supports a hideous reality in Mexico: 
civilian death, government corruption, 
criminal competition, and ultimately 
civil war.  The U.S. has promised $400 
million of aid to the federal government 
to support its efforts against the drug 
traffickers, but the money remains unde-

livered. 
Often, Americans float the idea of 

drug legalization as an effective means 
to stop the unending cycle of criminal 
violence in Mexico and beyond. But 
would legalization truly put an end to 
the violence surrounding the drug trade? 
Would these massive, ultraviolent crimi-
nal organizations make instant transi-
tions to perfect taxpaying, law-abiding 
citizens? The answer is of course no, and 
to think so is an irrational gross simpli-
fication of the situation. We know what 
happens when drug dealers gain effective 
control of a state: Just look at the early 
1990s when the Medellin Cartel oper-
ated with virtual impunity in Colombia, 
eliminating its enemies (which included 
500 policemen, 30 judges, and untold 
numbers of civilians) at a rate of 20 per 
day. As evidenced by the end of Prohi-
bition in the U.S., criminal gangs that 
got their start with moonshine stills did 
not dissolve after the 18th Amendment’s 
repeal; indeed, they adjusted their crimi-
nal activities to new industries such as 

drugs, protection rackets, 
gambling dens, etc. 

Legalization would 
mean caving to terrorist 
elements in Mexico and 
folding on a longstanding 

issue like drug legalization would dem-
onstrate the extreme weakness of Mexi-
co’s government, as well as the negative 
effects such legalization would have on 
Mexican and American societies suffer-
ing from widespread drug addiction. 
Ultimately, American drug consumers 
are indirectly responsible for the vio-
lence, since it is their dollars that finance 
the drug business. No drug user should 
be so naïve to think that their latest hit 
affects only themselves; not to be crass, 
but innocent men and women in Mexico 
have had their tongues cut out as a result 
of the drug trade supported by Ameri-
can drug users.  The stories of violence in 
Mexico are tragic and gruesome, stories 
that should serve as a call to action to 
our government and drug users alike that 
we must make serious changes to our 
strategy in the two decade war-on-drugs 
before the violence spills over the border 
into the U.S. 

“…twelve male corpses were discovered in an empty 
lot next to an elementary school with their tongues 
visibly cut out – a signature of gang killings.”
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Foreign Aid’s Un-Strategic Failure
Will throwing money at corrupt regimes really help us 
sleep better at night?

By Ned Shell

The International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) is a global institution that 
gives loans to developing countries 

in economic turmoil. It has been heavily 
criticized for attaching mandatory “adjust-
ment programs,” to the loans, forcing 
recipient nations to adhere to capitalistic, 
neoliberal policies that negatively effect 
social and economic progress. But one 
thing the IMF doesn’t get complemented 
enough for is exercising control over what 
the money is used for. If 
you had spare cash to give 
to someone less fortunate, 
would you dump it on a 
beggar you knew nothing 
about— someone who for 
all you knew could go and use that money 
to buy illegal drugs? Of course not. Unfor-
tunately, that is essentially what many aid 
organizations and wealthy countries do 
today.

Aid to Africa and to other third-world 
regions of the world grows each year. For-
eign aid expenditure has become somewhat 
of an indicator of how stable and prosper-

ous a country is, and the rich are eager to 
show their generosity. In 2005, 78.6 bil-
lion dollars was handed to developing 
countries, and it is projected that by 2010, 
125 billion will be given. Yet even though 
foreign aid increased steadily between 
1970 and 2000, African growth in terms 
of GDP went down from two percent to 
around half a percent. Over a trillion dol-
lars has been pumped into struggling econ-
omies over the past few decades, but with 
few positive results.

The problem with this current for-
eign aid strategy 
is that there is no 
real strategy being 
employed. The 
only indicator of 
success that super-

powers hold themselves to is how much 
money they manage to throw at African 
countries. Unfortunately, there is no dif-
ference between throwing 10 billion dol-
lars into a fire and throwing 100 billion 
into a fire. Either way, the bills are wasted. 
Money that is supposed to be used to prop 
up investments and curtail debt in poor 
African countries is spent on socialistic pro-

grams that are in the long 
run unaffordable. Strug-
gling governments use the 
funds, which should have 
been safely invested, to buy 
up parts of the economy that 
are better left to the private 
sector. And, as government 
grows bigger, corruption 
grows more rampant. This 
is exactly what is occurring 
in Africa. Without limita-
tions or restrictions on aid 
money, it can be used in 
any way corrupt regimes 
see fit— and rarely does it 
benefit the public. Even 
when the leadership is reli-
able, it is often too tempting 

for them to pass over the opportunity of 
costly short run relief instead of investing 
the money for the long run. In Indonesia, 
the government bought up farmers’ land 
in order to build foreign aid-financed irri-
gation canals that were expensive and, in 
the long run, un-maintainable. In Sen-
egal, millions of dollars meant to boost the 
cattle industry fell into corrupt hands, and 
success was minimal.

What is needed now is for aid-giving 
countries to take a good, hard look at the 
IMF. They make the wrong decisions in 
their detrimental adjustment programs, 
but they have the right idea in that money 
cannot be given away in blind optimism 
that the recipients will do what is right for 
their country. The United States, as well as 
the plethora of generous private organiza-
tions that provide money to areas in need, 
must reform foreign aid policy. Conditions 
must be placed on the donations. Not, 
however, IMF-style conditions, which 
forcibly and prematurely reform sectors of 
developing economies. What is needed are 
conditions that dictate how the money is 
to be spent. For instance, the United States 
and other large donor countries must spe-
cifically indicate how the money should be 
used, whether it is for immediate invest-
ment, education expenditure, healthcare 
expansion, or any of the other various 
areas needing funds. Every year, as dona-
tions increase, there is a greater potential to 
lift struggling countries out of depression 
and debt. And every year, the promise of a 
better tomorrow is strangled by corruption 
and misinformation.

“The question is not about how 
much money is being donated but 
how this money will be used...”

 By Janice Dow

 By Cynthia Ip
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International Perspectives

By Josh Rittenberg

The successful foreign policy of a 
great power like the United States 
has always relied upon a complex 

matrix of military strength, economic 
strength, strategic wisdom, tactical effec-
tiveness, and a bit of good luck.  It also 
requires that other nations perceive us 
with an equally complex sense of trust, 
admiration, fear, and respect.  Too often 
over the last seven years we have been 
unable to sufficiently elicit any of these 
responses from friend or foe because in 
a world fraught with danger, we have 
weakened ourselves by diminishing the 
strength and readiness of our military. 
We have acted without regard to the lim-
itations of any military force – even one 
as great as ours. And, we have used poor 
judgment in deciding when and where to 
act. With the election of a new president 
we have the opportunity to do better by 
our military and for ourselves. The for-
mula for doing so isn’t very complicated; 
it calls for strength, humility, and dis-
cernment. Let’s take them one by one.

We need to make ourselves more 
powerful by bringing most of our mili-
tary home from Iraq. Then, we need to 
grow that military, reequip it, and make 
it whole. A great nation needs to be able 

to project military might sufficiently 
daunting as to be able to both avoid 
unnecessary military entanglements and 
to win those that are unavoidable. With 
our military pinned down in Iraq we are 
incapable of doing so. A potent military 
force provides us with enormous lever-
age in the international arena, but right 
now, there is not a nation on earth that 
doesn’t understand the degree to which 
the war in Iraq has limited our capacity 
to respond militarily to unfolding world 
events. An army in waiting has a power-
ful ability to persuade. We have deprived 
ourselves of such an army and this lack-
ing deprives us of important and neces-
sary influence.

We need to be strong, but we also 
need to be humble. Humility would sug-
gest to us that not everything is within 
our power. We cannot take on every fight 
and we cannot try to change the world 
into our own image. If we are going to 
be capable of fully and overwhelmingly 
responding to a direct threat to the 
United States or to an evil so large and 
unspeakable that we are compelled to 
act, then we must understand that even 
we have limits. Understanding our limits 
allows us to preserve our most precious 
national resources for those occasions 
when self defense or devastating circum-

stances truly demand them. 
Lastly, we must use our good judg-

ment to help us understand when our 
interests are actually being threatened 
and when a circumstance requires the 
use of military force.  This does not mean 
revoking the Bush Doctrine, the Carter 
Doctrine, the Monroe Doctrine, or any 
other notion of America’s role in the 
world. Rather, it means knowing when to 
invoke these doctrines. For instance, we 
must balance carefully the need to defeat 
the Taliban in Afghanistan against the 
possibility of being drawn into another 
complex, costly, and debilitating war like 
Iraq. 

By Anne-Garland Berry

Former Secretary of State Colin 
Powell purportedly summarized 
David Addington with the follow-

ing statement: “He doesn’t care about the 
Constitution.” Addington, who was Vice 
President Cheney’s Chief of Staff in July 
2006, is said to carry a copy of the Con-
stitution with him. Still, the question 
is not over whether he knows the Con-

stitution, but rather over his numerous 
abuses of it. 

Addington played a central role in 
the legal strategy of the War on Terror, 
using this phase of heightened national 
security concerns to expand the power 
of the Presidency to exceptional lengths. 
His interpretation of the Constitution is 
that “the President has the authority to 
disregard virtually all previously known 
boundaries if national security demands 

it.” Addington believed that the crimi-
nal courts after 9/11 were a bureaucracy. 
Therefore, he greatly advocated the argu-
ment that the President could authorize 
a system of detention and interrogation 
operating outside the international stan-
dards for the treatment of prisoners of 
war established by the Geneva Conven-
tion. Interrogation is clearly more highly 
valued than the Fourteenth Amend-
ment’s due process clause. 

Rethinking the Military’s Role
So much for the Bush Doctrine; it’s time for 
a Humility Doctrine

Stretching the Constitution
How much power can be ceded to the executive branch?  
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right to remain silent. Addington felt 
it was “not practical to apply prin-
ciples of law and rules of evidence 
generally recognized in the trial of 
criminal cases in the United States 
district courts.”

In addition to promoting what 
many believe are violations to Articles 
I, II, and III of the Constitution, as 
well as to the Fourteenth Amend-
ment’s due process clause and the 
writ of habeas corpus, Addington was 
behind countless signing statements 
in which the President gave caveats to 
signed legislation. Addington is called 
the “legal architect” behind signing 
statements, scouring each bill for 
any language impinging on Presiden-
tial power. For example, John McCain’s 
amendment preventing torture in Guan-
tanamo Bay was given a signing state-
ment. Furthermore, in the Pentagon’s 
appropriations bill in 2005 and 2006, 
Representative John Murtha, the ranking 
Democrat on the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Defense at the time, 
included a statement forbidding the use 
of federal funds for any intelligence gath-
ering that violated the Fourth Amend-
ment. This, too, was issued a signing 
statement, saying that the President had 
the right to collect intelligence any way 
he deemed necessary.

Republican legal activist Bruce Fein 
put it this way: “They don’t care if the 
wiretapping is legal or not.” A former 
high-ranking Administration lawyer 
suggested a more serious alternative: 
“It’s not that they think they’re skirt-
ing the law,” he said. “They 
think that this is the law.” 

When the institution of 
the presidency was created, 
the Anti-Federalists worried 
about a monarch. As Patrick 
Henry of Virginia said, “Your 
President may easily become 
a King…if your American 
chief be a man of ambition 
and abilities, how easy it is 
for him to render himself 
absolute!” The Federalists 
responded with evidence 
of the “virtues of the presi-
dency and restraints that the 
Constitution placed on the 
office.” In Federalist No. 69, 
Hamilton noted that the 
president was in office for a 
limited term, and that the 

Congress could override his veto. He 
referred to the possibility of the presi-
dent being impeached as well.

This all may have been true, but 
while looking at the “restraints that 
the Constitution placed on the office,” 
it is important to consider that limita-
tions on presidential power have less 
clout during times of war. George W. 
Bush’s rationale for increasing executive 
power — September 11 and national 
security — has brought up the ques-
tion of how much power one should 
cede to the president in order to pro-
tect the country. David Addington has 
been the mastermind in seeing that the 
amount of power ceded to the executive 
has been as great as possible, stretching 
the Constitution to a point of border-
line illegality.

In 2004, a Supreme Court case 
challenging this notion — Rasul v. 
Bush — ruled against the Administra-
tion’s insistence that Guantanamo Bay 
prisoners were beyond the reach of the 
U.S. court system and could not chal-
lenge their detention. Still, there is no 
question that Addington talked of the 
presidency as if the courts and Con-
gress could not interfere with executive 
powers. According to an article by Jane 
Mayer, “reducing Congress to a cipher 
was in Cheney and Addington’s political 
agenda.”

Jane Harman, who was at the time 
of the publication of this article a rank-
ing Democrat on the House Intelligence 
Committee, noted that Addington was 
never accommodating to Congress at 
all. With regard to legislative power, 
Addington believed that Congress — 
not the Presidency — overstepped 
powers in its reactions to the Iran-
Contra Affair. Just as former Secretary 
of State George Schultz was not told by 
the rest of the branch what was occur-
ring at the time of the affair because he 
had expressed misgivings, Colin Powell 
was left out of key deliberations when it 
came to detainees.

Concerning Addington’s interpre-
tation of the Constitution, apparently 
the notion of three coequal branches 
performing checks and balances on 
each other is not something he values. 
While Congress declares war, Adding-
ton argued that assuming that it had 
power beyond that was a misinterpre-
tation. Addington held that decisions 
about war are for the President alone to 
make as Commander in Chief.  Memos 
sanctioning torture when the President 
deemed it necessary were either drafted 
by Addington or by someone whom he 
advised.

An order by Addington in Novem-
ber after 9/11 was given without being 
shown to Colin Powell or Condoleezza 
Rice, proclaiming a state of extraordi-
nary emergency in which rules for mili-
tary commissions would be dictated by 
the Secretary of Defense without review 
of Congress or the courts. Among the 
provisions of these military commis-
sions, any foreign person who “abet-
ted” terrorism could be tried without 
the right to seek appeal from anyone 
but the President or the Secretary of 
Defense. Many other rights were sus-
pended under this order, including the 

 By Janice Dow
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Backyard Politics

Penn Connects…or Disconnects?

By Justin Rand

As two life-long friends enter high 
school, it is possible they will assim-
ilate into different groups of friends. 

As the influence of these separate crowds 
increases on the two friends, they might 
be forced to go their separate ways. The 
longtime partnership between the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania and the residents of its 
West Philadelphia neighborhood entered 
this stage of their relationship in the 20th 

century. As the directions of the two par-
ties grew further apart, the deterioration of 
West Philadelphia drastically intensified. 
The bitterness and contempt that came 
with this deterioration divided the neigh-
borhood like never before. With the entire 
identities of both the University and the 
neighborhood changed, the issue of who to 
blame rose to the surface. I will argue that 
the University of Pennsylvania is to blame 
for the past deterioration of West Philadel-
phia.

I will admit, the idea of a billion-dollar 
budgeted Ivy League institution ruining 
a neighborhood seems pretty farfetched. 
The concept becomes clearer with a study 
of Penn’s history. A policy of “destroy and 
rebuild” became Penn’s solution to fix early 
deterioration in its neighborhood. This 
policy came with many massive construc-
tion projects and daily inconveniences for 
residents who call West Philadelphia home. 
In an attempt to build the neighborhood 
into its desired form, Penn alienated those 
who already inhabited this space. Subse-
quently, frustrated residents decided to 
move out. Statistically, West Philadelphia 
lost almost one third of its population 
beginning in 1950. The results of this mas-

sive migration were enormous and nega-
tive.

The impact of this sharp population 
decline can be seen in many forms. A maze 
of trolley tracks, which were the residents’ 
major means of getting to work, now sits 
barely used. Entirely uninhabited buildings 
and struggling businesses lowered the value 
and desirability of housing in the area. 
Naturally, a lower socio-economic class of 
people bought the homes in this deterio-
rated neighborhood. These families, who 
capitalized on newly lower pricing in the 
area, also brought their children. Because 
of their economic situation, Ivy League 
Penn saw little potential in taking a vested 
interest in local public schools. The facade 
of University City High School, which 
looks more like a jail or fortress upon first 
glance, shows just how little Penn connects 
to public education within its own borders. 
Neglecting area schools because most stu-
dents cannot meet Penn’s criteria sends a 
reverberating message to area families about 
the university’s feelings towards them. Penn 
continues to make this message clear in all 
other plans made for the neighborhood 
without the area’s consent. 

The University of Pennsylvania did not 
have time to worry about town-to-gown 
relations in the pivotal decades between 
the 1950s and 1980s. This crucial period in 
which Penn became an elite global univer-
sity was also the era in which the deterio-
ration of West Philadelphia was cemented. 
Penn’s new focus on national and global 
relations replaced any attempts to partner 
with West Philadelphia. Instead of working 
with the local community to find space to 
expand, Penn opted to make a new land-
scape instead. By importing the labs, cor-
porations, and shops required of a global 
university, Penn tried to import a specific 
type of neighborhood into a previously-
existing space. Streets where low-income 
housing and shops used to be now include 
sterile-looking science labs and trendy bou-
tiques. Changing the perceived economic 

status of a neighborhood does not shift the 
actual status. The pre-fabricated mold the 
University strives to achieve is unnatural 
and does not fit its environment.

Looking forward, the University of 
Pennsylvania must learn from its history 
and current disconnect with West Phila-
delphia in order for the massive Penn 
Connects plans to be successful. The plans 
include copious amounts of new retail 
frontage, student-living opportunities, 
academic facilities, and natural space. Like 
all of the university’s plans, the proposal 
sounds wonderful on the surface. But at 
what cost will these new features come? 
How many families and locally owned 
and operated businesses will be negatively 
affected? Students should be concerned 
with the legitimacy and ethical aspects of 
our school’s projects. The school is not a 
major corporation or development giant; 
it is one of the finest institutions of higher 
learning in the county. This reputation is 

lost on people when the university acts like 
Wal-Mart and employs predatory develop-
ment techniques. To avoid this perception, 
the university needs to make an effort to be 
aware of the pre-existing neighborhood of 
which it is a part. A serious shift is needed 
in town-to-gown relations. I believe the 
success of the monumental Penn Connects 
project needs to be measured not only by 
its benefits to students, but by how seam-
less the transformation is for West Philadel-
phia. The mission of the project must be to 
respect the lives of the residential popula-
tion as well as of the university’s students. 
In the process of attempting to make an 
expanded Penn neighborhood, the univer-
sity must not forget its position as a part of 
West Philadelphia.

“A pol icy of  ‘destroy and 
rebuild’ became Penn’s solu-
t ion to  f ix  early  deter io-
ration in its neighborhood.”

Penn, with its constructions and renovations, has 
frustrated many of its neighbors in West Philly

“This reputation is lost on people 
when the university acts like 
Wal-Mart and employs preda-
tory development techniques.”
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In this issue:
Freedom, with baggage (page 4)
“Unfortunately many Americans and even some Tibetan 
ex-pats who argue for Tibetan independence [can’t] fore-
see what the lives of Tibetans will look like once indepen-
dence is achieved.”
Yue Yu on the complications of freedom for Tibet.

 Unbalanced powers (page 5)
“Should Russia and China decide to make a point by 
controlling Central Asia’s gas output, the West and in 
particular Europe, which depends on it, could be in for 
a world of pain.”
Patrick Stedman on the tug-of-war over Central Asia.

Legalize it?  Think again.  (page 6)
“The statistics are staggering: in just the past year, over 
4,000 people have been killed in Mexico as a result of 
violence related to the drug trade.”
Gideon Spitzer talks drugs, guns, and gang violence.

On the dole (page 8) 
“[The IMF] makes the wrong decisions in their detrimen-
tal adjustment programs, but they have the right idea in 
that money cannot be given away in blind optimism that 
the recipients will do what is right for their country...”
Ned Shell explains the trouble with our foreign aid 
strategy (or lack thereof ).

The wreck of the Geneva Conventions
(page 9)
“Interrogation is clearly more highly valued than the 
Fourteenth Amendment’s due process clause...” 
Anne-Garland Berry discusses where we go in the 
post-Bush era of international justice.

The tradition of standing on a soap-
box began in England in1855, when 
the Sunday Trading Bill caused 

riots throughout London.  Protesters 
assembled in a small corner of Hyde 
Park and broadcast their views from the 
top of a wooden soapbox. This corner 
became known as “Speaker’s Corner,” 
and was officially ordained for that 
purpose by an 1872 Act of Parliament.  

Karl Marx, Vladimir Lenin, George 
Orwell and William Morris all declaimed 
at Speaker’s Corner, and today many 
people still assemble to argue, debate 
and listen every Sunday.  The tradi-
tional soapbox has evolved into a 
small stool, as soap no longer comes 
in sturdy wooden crates upon which 
one might stand.  But the purpose of 
Speaker’s Corner has not changed.   

Just as anybody can jump into a 
Speaker’s Corner debate, it is our hope 
that you will use this Soapbox as your 
speaker’s corner, and that you will 
voice your ideas and opinions within 
this magazine.  

Founded in 2003, Soapbox has 
grown over the past five years to 
include a wide spectrum of student, 
faculty, and guest opinions.  Our 
articles are chosen by a non-partisan 
Board of Editors which seeks incisive, 
provocative pieces representative of 
Penn’s diverse community.

The Soapbox accepts submissions 
from all members of the Penn com-
munity.

Articles, reviews, drawings, pho-
tographs, etc. are welcome.

To apply for a position as a staff 
writer or editor, please visit our 
website:
http://dolphin.upenn.edu/~soapbox/

To recieve updates about deadlines 
and future issues, join our listserv 
by emailing: 
soapbox.upenn@gmail.com

The Soapbox holds regular meetings for interested contributors.
Please contact us for more information.

Want to get published?


