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I never thought that the Soapbox brand would not outlive my tenure 

as Editor-in-Chief. For close to seven years, up to this semester, we have 
been known as “The Soapbox Sociopolitical Magazine.” Why the change? 
Over the past year, our publication has gone through such a tremendous 
makeover that we have little choice but to realign our name with a new, 
polished brand. Our biggest improvement is that we now bring in ideas 
from beyond the student body, by having special features and interviews 
with the most prominent politicians and newsmakers in the country, and 
around the world. This examination and integration of outside perspec-
tives is why we are now a “review”. Our artistic team has also doubled 
in size, and now provides top-notch cartoons and photographs for every 
article. 

However, I emphasize, we are still a “soapbox” for you to voice your 
sociopolitical thoughts. Our founding principle, that every student has 
something to say about the political and social institutions that affect him 
or her, has not changed. The Penn Political Review is not an academic 
journal, and you do not need to be a political science major to write for us. 

Furthermore, do not think that we only publish political articles.  We 
also publish social issues, e.g. underage drinking or racism. Afterall, poli-
tics exists to address social issues. I believe few of us go to bed each night 
happy-as-a-duck, completely oblivious to the sociopolitical issues around 
us. This is your opportunity to voice your opinions, and quite possibly 
change the world. 

Whether this is your first time reading our publication, or if you have 
been following us, I say this: there has never been a better time to join us, 
the premier and only student-run political magazine at Penn. We print 
over 7000 issues each year, and distribute every one. If you have some-
thing to say, or if you are interested in editing, cartooning/photography, 
business/marketing, layout/Photoshop, or general management, then 
please, come on in, and we will give you a BIG welcome!

Sincerely, 

Bob Ma
Editor-in-Chief
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With Signe Wilkinson, Pulitzer Prize Winner
by Bob Ma

I recently had the pleasure of interviewing Signe Wilkin-
son of the Philadelphia Daily News, the first woman to win 
a Pulitzer Prize in Editorial Cartooning. It is also a tremen-
dous honor to have Ms. Wilkinson draw this issue’s cover 
art, and the two cartoons on this page. I am impressed by 
Ms. Wilkinson’s accomplishments, and her ability to enter-
tain and inform in a way that few others can.

Editorial cartoons have always been a crucial ingredient, 
and now a signature, of the PPR since our founding seven 
years ago. They are crucial because art can often express 
what words can’t, and sometimes they are needed to “com-
plete” an article. Our cover art, the most prominent page of 
our publication, is traditionally a cartoon.  

Please enjoy these three exclusive cartoons. I’ll let the 
art speak for themselves. Our interview is on the following 
page...

Penn Political Review is a proud member of

www.sas.upenn.edu/foxleadership/ For readers of the distant future, these cartoons refer to our 
current recession, the biggest since the Great Depression
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Obama’s Addiction?
To the BlackBerry, that is. By Gideon Spitzer

Obama’s presidency is pathbreaking 
indeed. He is the first sitting president 

to use a BlackBerry. While on the cam-
paign trail, Obama was known to use  his 
BlackBerry to shoot off quick emails to staff 
and friends around the country. But after 
the election, Obama insisted, even before 
taking the oath of office, that he would not 
give up his dear smartphone. Cell phones 
and emails had been off been off-limits to 
previous sitting presidents because of secu-
rity and recordkeeping concerns. Obama’s 
success at keeping his phone adds to a list 
of firsts that symbolize how he has brought 
the presidency into the technological cen-
tury.

The last time a president introduced a 
drastically new communication technology 
was JFK using the T.V., and before that, 
FDR using the radio in his famous “fire-
side chats”. Now to appease 
us Generation X’ers,  Obama 
has the web. Just three days 
before taking office, Obama 
used Youtube.com to announce 
the formation of “Organizing 
for America” (a la “Obama for 
America”), a group led by the 
Democratic National Commit-
tee that continues Obama’s 
grassroots advocacy. The group 
was labeled the flagship exam-
ple of “Obama 2.0,” a popular 
name for the web-based trans-
formation of political organiza-
tion created during the 2008 
election. 

Obama’s decision to keep 
his Blackberry as a sitting presi-
dent was not without struggle. 
Presidents Clinton and Bush 
also had access to cell phones 
and emails, but were barred 
from using them for security 
reasons. Indeed, Obama pro-
claimed, “I won the fight”, when 
it was announced he would 
retain the device. 

But don’t think hackers 
can easily access state secrets. 
Obama’s BlackBerry comes 
with a specially-designed soft-
ware approved by the C.I.A. Therefore, 
he can continually communicate with the 

world outside his presidential bubble, an 
ability that perhaps other presidents lacked.  

President Bush is said to have avoided 
sending any personal emails for fear they 
would be published under public records 
law after his presidency. Although Obama 
may be comfortable with his personal com-
munications being published at a later date, 
security risks remain. A friend could poten-
tially lose his or her email device, and thus 
expose private communications with the 
president. Or, maybe the fact that Black-
berries are manufactured by a, hold your 
breath, Canadian company... 

But all in all, it seems Obama’s open-
ness to electronic communication will 
continue to epitomize the freshness of his 
personality that first propelled him into the 
presidency. 

Photo : London Evening Standard

...continued from previous page

Penn Political Review: Can you tell us 
about your background, what got you into 
Editorial Cartooning?

After graduating from a mediocre college 
with a BA in English I was unqualified for 
anything useful.  Fortunately, newspapers 
existed for people like me.  I worked as a 
stringer, covering evening school board 
and township supervisors meetings in rural 
Pennsylvania.  I started drawing the people 
I was covering and realized cartoons com-
bined my interest in politics and art without 
taxing my interest in spelling.

PPR: Why should people care about Edito-
rial Cartoons? What is their power?

I can't tell anyone they must be interested 
in cartoons.  I do them because some 
people seem to like the quick hit of opinion 
and humor cartoons can deliver.  They are, 
however, largely tied to the print medium 
and are having a difficult time transitioning 
to screens because they just sit there--no 
noise, no motion.  It's their charm but also 
their weakness when competing with other 
forms of commentary.

PPR: What is one cartoon that you particu-
larly like, and why? 

Cartoons that depend on a visual punchline 
are my favorite.  The one I'm including here 
is about "the academy" as the pretentious 
pontificators of higher education now call 
colleges and universities.  The academic 
establishment should be held partially 
responsible for the state of our economy.  It 
produced the wall street wunderkinds who 
got us into this mess and think they need 
bonuses to get us out of it. 

Ms. Wilkinson has been a cartoonist with 
the Philadelphia Daily News since 1985, 
and before that, had drawn for the San Jose 
Mercury News. In additional to editorial 
cartoons, she also draws the daily comic 
strip, “Family Tree”, distributed by United 
Features and appears in select papers 
around the country, and on: http://comics.
com/family_tree/

You can also find an extensive collection of 
her editorial cartoons at: www.phillynews.
com

National
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The Case for a Commission
A commission of inquiry into the Bush administration’s detainee policies is imperative in moving past the 
former administration’s mistakes.

By Neel  Lalchandani
Art by Angela Poe & Chiyel Hayles

Susan J. Crawford, a lifelong Republi-
can and former overseer of the military 

commission system at Guantanamo Bay, 
stated unequivocally that we, the United 
States of America, tortured. President 
Obama’s Justice Department released pre-
viously secret legal memos, including one 
that exempted the military from the First 
and Fourth Amendments. And court filings 
revealed that the CIA destroyed 92 tapes 
of the agency’s interrogation of detainees. 
These recent disclosures further support 
allegations of the Bush administration’s 
widespread human rights and legal abuses. 
In light of this evidence, what should be 
done? 

There are some who wish to 
simply disregard the facts and let 
bygones be bygones. Tempting as 
this may be—especially now that a new 
administration has assumed office—we 
cannot avoid facing hard truths and 
simply move on. Failure to account 
for the prior administration’s 
mistakes has consequences: it 
justifies bad policies, as well as 
immoral and illegal behavior. 
Inaction is not an option.

There are others who call 
for immediate prosecutions, 
but this approach is problem-
atic as well. Justice Department investiga-
tions into the prior administration would 
be interpreted as politically motivated. Fur-
ther complicating matters, top-level offi-
cials would evoke a variety of legal defenses, 
saying that they had relied on advice-of-
counsel, were simply following orders, or 
acted in “good faith.” In any event, prosecu-
tion of a few individuals does not serve the 
greater purpose of coming to grips with our 
unjust policies. 

An alternative, more appropriate 
option is to allow a commission to inves-
tigate the policies and practices of the past 
administration. Prominent individuals 
from across the political spectrum have 
endorsed this option. House Judiciary 
Chairman John Conyers (D-MI) and Walter 
Jones (R-NC) have co-sponsored legislation 

to establish a non-partisan investigative 
commission. Senate Judiciary Chairman 
Patrick Leahy (D-VT) has called for a com-
mission of inquiry and held a hearing to 
consider its creation. 

A commission, such as the one pro-
posed by Senator Leahy, is the best means 
to understand the full extent of our past 
policies and their current consequences. 
Unlike a Congressional Committee, it 
would have the independence and power 
to conduct an objective review of all of the 
relevant individuals and agencies. Unlike a 
trial, it would be able to assess not simply 
criminal behavior but policy mistakes as 
well. A commission would issue a compre-
hensive report that tells the entire story of 
what actually happened. 

 

Prior investigations into 
government failings have produced impor-
tant results. In 1975, the Church Com-
mittee’s probes into decades of the FBI 
and CIA’s illegal intelligence gatherings 
strengthened congressional oversight and 
limited future abuses. More recently, the 
9/11 Commission was formed to investigate 
the circumstances surrounding the terrorist 
attacks, leading to recommended measures 
that improved the nation’s security. Sena-
tor Leahy’s commission of inquiry is pro-
posed with the same intentions—to develop 
a useful understanding of the past to avoid 
making similar mistakes in the future. 

In addition to guiding future policy, a 
commission would help rebuild trust in our 
government at home and abroad. Govern-
ment conduct during the War on Terror has 

undermined our shared ideals and compro-
mised faith in our democracy. The Ameri-
can people have a right to know what other 
actions have been committed in their name. 
According to a recent USA Today/Gallup 
poll, almost two-thirds of citizens support 
some form of investigation into the tor-
turing of detainees. Our actions have also 
damaged our reputation worldwide, strain-
ing alliances and fueling anti-American 
sentiment. Large majorities in countries 
that support us, from Great Britain to India, 
believe we violated international law. While 
past actions cannot be undone, public 
acknowledgment of mistakes demonstrates 
a commitment to move beyond them. 

 An investigative commission would 
also help to restore the balance of power so 
fundamental to our system of government. 
Conservative and liberal legal scholars 
agree that the Bush administration pre-
sided over an unprecedented expansion 

in executive power. Without a clear 
repudiation of these radical actions, 
dangerous legal precedents will 
remain, thus leaving the door open 
for future abuses. Indeed, we have 
already seen President Obama adopt 
some of the most controversial of 
prior policies. A commission would 

help reverse this trend, forcing Con-
gress to reassert its role as a check on 
the executive branch. Further, it would 
hold future administrations, Demo-

cratic or Republican, more accountable 
to the rule of law and proper institutional 
limits. 

Despite its importance to our system of 
government, a commission seems unlikely. 
With all eyes focused on the current eco-
nomic crisis, the political will does not 
exist. Somehow, the fact that we, America,  
committed torture does not create the same 
outrage as AIG’s bonuses or risk-taking 
executives. But these issues, unless con-
fronted, will continue to surface. President 
Obama’s interagency review of Guanta-
namo and habeas corpus lawsuits will 
expose more details. And with each new 
revelation of abuses, momentum builds, 
and there will be a renewed effort to have a 
full accounting of the past.

National National
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An Interview With Philadelphia 
Mayor Michael Nutter
In the midst of Spring Fling, the Penn 
Political Review had the opportunity 
to speak with Mayor Michael Nutter 
about his political career, time at 
Penn, and current policy initiatives. 
Nutter graduated from Wharton in 
1979, and served on the Philadelphia 
City Council from 1992-2006 before 
being elected Mayor in a landslide 
victory in 2007. 

Penn Political Review: Can you tell us 
about your time at Penn? What was the 
most valuable part of your Penn education 
in preparing you for the challenges of being 
Mayor? 

Mayor Nutter: I would say that the most 
valuable part of studying at Penn was get-
ting a high-quality education and always 
being around really smart people. I had 
great professors who really taught me how 
to think and analyze different situations. 
I loved meeting new people from differ-
ent races and life backgrounds who had all 
kinds of different experiences. I had a good 
time at Penn but wasn’t actively involved in 
many extracurricular activities. I worked a 
lot, had a part time job. I lived on campus 
my first two years and off campus for my 
junior and senior years. 

PPR: Given the recent uncovering of cor-
rupt public officials like Rob Bjagojevich 
and Elliot Spitzer, how do you ensure that 
people in government and public service act 
ethically? Can you ensure this? 

Mayor Nutter: Yes, you can ensure it. 
It’s all about rules and regulations, and 
you need to set the right tone from the top. 
These individuals were at the top and what-
ever they did was ultimately uncovered. I 
think that having strong rules and strong 
enforcement of those rules are all impor-
tant. It all comes down to personal actions 
and the responsibilities of individuals. 
Rules and systems can only do so much. We 
should also rely on personal accountabil-
ity to make sure that government operates 
openly. 

PPR: What is the 
most humane way to 
cut services given that 
it is often the poorest 
residents who suffer 
when services are cut 
back? (Ed. Note: this 
question was inspired 
by the city’s recent 
budgeting decision to 
cut library and other 
services in the city.) 

Mayor Nutter: The 
libraries ultimately 
were not cut and 
none were closed. 
We actually proposed 
new services that are 
citywide in nature 
and affect anyone 
regardless of gender 
or socio-economic 
status. It’s a very dif-
ficult decision to cut 
services, but we are 
very mindful of the 
citizens. We try to protect many vulnerable 
populations, and I’m very mindful of that 
and try to be as careful as possible. 

PPR: How can you convince taxpayers that 
increased property and sales taxes during 
this recession is good for the city? 

Mayor Nutter: Well, I don’t want to pro-
pose more taxes, but many citizens have 
told me that they want the services that [the 
taxes] provide. They don’t want any core 
services cut. But we need more revenues. I 
think that property and sales taxes will have 
the least negative impact on the city in the 
long term and that is why I am proposing 
temporary tax increases. I don’t want to 
propose additional taxes. We need financial 
resources to pay for these vital municipal 
services. 

PPR: Your campaign stressed education 
and you called for better public schools. 
Has the School Reform Commission been 
successful? 

Mayor Nutter: The School Reform Com-
mission has had a number of successes, 
like the hiring of new Superintendent Dr. 
Arlene Ackerman. We have had six straight 
years of improvement. The commission and 
I have seen a number of great strides for 
public education and we hope to continue 
this improvement in the future. 

PPR: In our last issue we interviewed Gov-
ernor Ed Rendell, another Penn alumnus. 
We know it’s a long time from now, but do 
you have any aspirations to run for office at 
the state or national level after your may-
oral term? 

Mayor Nutter: I have never thought 
about either. I never thought about running 
for mayor until a couple of years ago. I’m 
focused on my job as mayor and have spent 
no time thinking about any other offices. 

By Bill Shotzbarger
 
Interview by Bob Ma, Ned Shell, 
Bill Shotzbarger, Patrick Stedman

Penn Political Review, September 2009  Penn Political Review, September 2009  
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Moderate Musings: Obama’s Withdrawal Plan
Obama’s withdrawal plan from Iraq receives criticisms the left and the right.
By Josh Rittenberg
Art by Chiyel Hayles

Welcome to Moderate Musings, a 
series of articles that will attempt 

to make sense of a politically polarized 
world. Let’s begin with President Obama’s 
plan to withdraw troops from Iraq within 
19 months of his inauguration. Though 
the announcement hardly seemed to cause 
a ripple in the mind of the general public 
-- a matter of interest in and of itself -- the 
professional left and right both found cause 
for alarm. The left was wounded because 
Obama added three months to a promised 
16-month timetable and agreed to leave 
25,000 troops in Iraq to train Iraqis, provide 
a strike force, and generally be at the ready. 
The right seemed ready to declare Iraq a 
lost cause because the timetable was a few 
months faster than the 24-month timetable 
to which our former president had agreed 
and because 25,000 troops would never be 
enough to hold Iraq together.

Any of the criticism leveled at Obama 
may well be legitimate, but all of it is sec-
ondary to an overriding truth: We have to 
get out, and we have to do so in an orderly 
fashion. America can’t afford to stay in Iraq. 
We have, at this particular time, neither the 
money nor the geopolitical capital to spend 
on something that doesn’t involve a direct 
threat to our national 
security. Such a 
threat does not exist 
in Iraq. Equally 
important is that, as 
understood over the 
course of the 2008 
election, the Ameri-
can people agree 
with this assessment. 
Wars cannot be 
fought without popu-
lar support. Time to 
go, but how?

Despite the 
extraordinary perfor-
mance of our military 
and the mind-numb-
ing sacrifices of our 
soldiers, we can 
expect that the Iraqis 
will shower us with 
the same number of 

flowers on our way out of Iraq as they did 
on our way in: none. It is more likely that, 
like George Bush, we’ll have to duck a shoe 
or two. A stable, liberal democracy that is a 
friend of America’s is not going to develop 
on our watch – maybe one day, but not 
today. A low-key withdrawal that seeks to 
protect lives and preserve peace is most of 
what we can hope for. The rest is that we 
can positively influence the Iraqis to help 
themselves find a peaceful path towards 
resolving their extremely complex future. 
In the new worldview presented by the 
Obama administration, the way to do this is 
through diplomacy. 

In the end, does it matter if we leave in 
16, 19, or 24 months? No, because there’s no 
magic in any of those numbers. In the long 
sweep of history, no one will look back five 
hundred years from now and say that there 
would have been a meaningfully different 
outcome if we had ended an eight-year war 
a few months earlier or later. Instead, what 
matters is that we have set a course to leave. 
We’ve done so on the basis of an intelligent 
and thoughtful consideration of the facts, in 
a way that reasonably considers the many 
dangers posed by that withdrawal. That is 
what matters, and both America and Iraq 
will be better off for it.

Perspectives
PPR’s newest feature, Perspectives, 
provides a recap of varying 
opinions on a matter of national or 
global concern. 

By Nantina Vgontzas

“Make no mistake, anything other than an 
immediate and compliant ‘why no sir, I 
don’t want the President to fail’ is treated 
as some sort of act of treason, civil disobe-
dience, or political obstructionism. This 
is political correctness run amok…I will 
not be brow-beaten on this, and I will not 
kowtow to their political correctness. We 
will be the loyal opposition. So… my answer 
to the question is very simple. ‘Do you want 
the President to fail?’ It depends on what he 
is trying to do.”

Louisiana governor Bobby Jindal, at the 
National Republican Congressional Com-
mittee’s largest fundraising event of the 
year

“Over the last few months we’ve seen not 
just one of the most traumatic and unprec-
edented financial crises we’ve seen in our 
history, but we’ve also begun to see the 
world working together to deal with these 
problems. Unlike the 1930s, where there 
was no international cooperation of any 
real significance, what we now have seen 
is international cooperation as well as 
national actions to deal with these prob-
lems.  

UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown

“My view is, we got to do our way. We did our 
best. We did some things well, some things 
not so well. Now they get their chance. And 
I agree with [former] president [Bush]; we 
owe them our loyalty and our silence while 
they do it…These are quality people. I know 
them. They love the country and they won’t 
make the same decisions, perhaps, that we 
did. But I believe they’ll do what they think 
is best for the country.”

Former US secretary of state Condoleezza 
Rice, on The Tonight Show

National National
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False Demons, False Idols.
The Washington climate has been polluted by politicking while competing ideologies divide the 
United States, in a time when we need unity.

By John Gee
Art by Janice Dow

Debate, debate, debate: over TARP, the 
stimulus bill, the budget, and more. 

So many billions of dollars, so many words 
to exchange and theories to expound – 
and more importantly, so many people to 
blame. In recent months, one of 
the most popular strategies for 
the advancement of any economic 
paradigm has been to blame its 
opponents for “getting us into the 
current mess in the first place.”

If you’re a Republican, you 
want to blame Chris Dodd and 
Barney Frank for encouraging 
Fannie and Freddie to give out 
subprime loans to “ordinary Amer-
icans.” You also want to blame 
“ordinary Americans” for buying 
into a culture of overspending. If 
you’re a Democrat, you want to 
blame Alan Greenspan for reck-
less monetary policy, Phil Gramm 
for the repeal of Glass-Steagall, 
and above all George Bush for 
presiding over eight years of lead-
up. And, of course, you’d be right. 
Both of you. You’d also be right 
if you blamed savings rates in 
China for enabling us to borrow 
so easily, or perverse Wall Street 
pay incentives and financial chicanery -- 
or, really, anything reasonable. This crisis 
is a monster of multi-causality, and offer-
ing single explanations that blame single 
causes simply will not cut it. What should 
be apparent to everyone at this point is that 
we all got ourselves into this mess in the 

first place. Blame, then, is the last thing we 
should rush toward, and just as there are 
many causes of today’s crisis, there are no 
villains except Bernie Madoff.

Partisans on both sides, however, 
seem intent on offering ideologically driven 

policy prescriptions based on opposition 
to the economic policies which supposedly 
caused the recession. President Obama has 
taken plenty of shots at the free market; the 
Wall Street Journal is on a vendetta against 
the encouragers of Fannie and Freddie; 
and some Republicans in Congress seem to 
think that now, rather than ten years ago, is 

the time to exercise fiscal restraint. Unfor-
tunately, because the suspect lineup is so 
long, those who had strong political views 
before the crisis have their pick of items to 
support those beliefs. The Democrats may 
be most guilty of this, but only because they 
are the party in power, seeking to justify a 
broad new agenda. (The same went for Rea-
ganites in the past.) In any case, the reces-
sion has plainly succeeded more in dividing 
us through our different perceptions of its 
cause than in galvanizing us to seek unity 
in response. This polarizing effect accounts 
for the vehemence of the Republican oppo-
sition to the stimulus bill and the Obama 
budget.

It also accounts for Obama’s appar-
ent belief that he is justified in launching a 
large-scale shift of governmental organiza-

tion and responsibility. Many conservative 
commentators have noted correctly that 
Democrats have inappropriately packaged 
many of their longstanding policy propos-
als into the stimulus bill and the budget, 
hoping to pass them while the moment is 
urgent. There is no reason to believe that 
our inadequate healthcare system was a 

major causal agent in the current 
recession, for example. Healthcare 
reform is necessary, and Democrats 
have every right to introduce it in 
Congress. But it is separate from 
fiscal stimulus and should be kept 
separate. 

All this is merely to say that I 
believe the making of public policy is 
becoming increasingly dependent on 
the inexact science of macroeconom-
ics. In fact, the two stand in danger 
of becoming confused, which would 
be for the worse. This crisis is a fine 
example – our preexisting political 
ideologies have almost exclusively 
informed our individual economic 
explanations of the crisis, which we 
are using in turn to reinforce and 
exaggerate political attitudes. Social 
democracy is, perhaps, a road we 
should explore. But it would be a 
shame to see such a dramatic shift 
in power and thought take place on 
the flimsy reasoning that this reces-

sion somehow proves its necessity. It does 
not. Lest we forget, Reagan predicated his 
hog-wild deregulation, which so many find 
faults with today, on the notion that “gov-
ernment is the problem” inherited from the 
previous two decades’ stagnation. At that 
time, deregulatory policy was a cure for the 
economy’s ills, but it became itself a cancer 
when it morphed into an all-explanatory, 
one-message paradigm. Let the Democrats’ 
recovery plan be judged on its economic 
merits and their political agenda on its 
political merits, but do not let one turn into 
the other or either into a mythical Bible of 
government, which does not and should not 
exist.

“This crisis is a monster of multi-
causality, and offering single 

explanations that blame single 
causes simply will not cut it.”
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Recession + New Leadership = Bipartisanship…or Bipolarization? 
Recent months have shown that Republicans are committed to maintaining their own values and 
agendas at the expense of the bipartisanship required to tackle this financially stressful period. 

By Rachel Thomas
Art by Chiyel Hayles 

Post-partisan depression has sunk in. 
Barney Frank was on point when he 

first used the term back in December to 
express his belief that Barack Obama was 
overestimating Republicans’ willingness to 
work with the new administration to solve 
the country’s problems. Despite the state of 
the economy, recent months have shown 
that the Republicans are doing everything 
they can to thwart President Obama’s 
agenda, even if it comes at the expense of 
struggling Americans.  

The Republican “politics as usual” 
came into the spotlight in early February, 
when Congress voted on President Obama’s 
stimulus package for the economy. Zero 
Republicans in the House of Representa-
tives voted to pass the stimulus, while only 
three GOP Senators voted in favor of the 
President’s plan. This obvious partisanship 
was not due to conflict of beliefs regard-
ing the legislation; it was caused by fear 
of personal political repercussions. Under 
the influence of House Minority Leader 
John Boehner, 
R e p u b l i c a n 
Congressmen voted 
against Obama’s plan 
merely to make a 
point.  

P e n n s y l -
vania Senator 
Arlen Specter, 
one of the three 
R e p u b l i c a n 
senators who 
voted for the 
bill, stated that 
many of his col-
leagues wanted 
to support the 
President, but 
knowing that 
the stimulus 
was likely to 
pass, decided 
to follow Boeh-
ner’s advice. 
Specter was 

congratulated by fellow conservatives for 
his vote, and noted that many gave the 
excuse of “upcoming primaries” to explain 
why they did not vote for the stimulus. 
Given the state of the nation and the eco-
nomic focus of the legislation, Republicans 
and Democrats should be actively working 
together to help the American people, even 
if it means making some sacrifices along the 
way. If Washington politicians are unable 
to do this during such a critical period, per-
haps the notion of bipartisanship is a thing 
of the past.  

The Republican refusal to support 
Obama’s stimulus bill may not have directly 
affected the ordinary American, as the bill 
ultimately passed. However, a few Republi-
can governors have recently stated that they 
plan to reject federal money for their states 
coming from the economic stimulus. Louisi-
ana Governor Bobby Jindal cited expanded 
unemployment benefits as the reason why 
he plans to refuse 98 million dollars for his 
constituents. This pandering to the conser-
vative base may help Jindal politically (as it 
is rumored he may be planning a Presiden-
tial bid in 2012), but it has consequences for 

struggling Louisiana citizens.
The repercussions of rejecting stimu-

lus money are best observed when looking 
at the governor who started this crusade, 
South Carolina’s Mark Sanford. Sanford 
voiced that he plans to refuse 700 million 
dollars of federal money, unless he can take 
the money set out for education and unem-

ployment benefits and instead pay off state 
debt. Coming from the state with the second 
highest unemployment rate in the country, 
Governor Sanford should care more about 
the people who elected him, especially the 
10.4 percent of South Carolina citizens who 
are unemployed, rather than his own politi-
cal advances.  

These actions by Republicans not only 
affect those who would receive aid from 
the economic stimulus, but may also pro-
long the economic crisis itself. President 
Obama has been actively trying to increase 
consumer and investor confidence. How-
ever, with Republicans continuing to push 
their own agendas, how can the American 
people be confident about a plan that the 
GOP attacks in every way possible?  

Republicans need to understand that 
President Obama was elected partially 
because of his hopeful message of bringing 
both parties together and overcoming the 
Washington politicking that has become 
so prevalent. Unfortunately, it is becoming 
increasingly clear that this reconciliation 
that America needs is unreachable. Unless 
the GOP starts thinking about the current 
conditions of the country instead of the 
2012 election, the word “bipartisan” will 
disappear from the political vocabulary. 
And what Republicans may not realize is 
that while they satisfy the conservative 
party backers, they are losing support 

from ordinary voters. This inevitably will be 
more detrimental to the GOP in four years 
than what they think will happen if they try 
to work with the Democratic President to 
fix the broken economy.

“How can the American 
people be confident about a 
plan that the GOP attacks 

in every way possible?”

National Global
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Interview with H.E. Ambassador Maria Viotti, 
Permanent Representative of Brazil to the U.N.
In March, the Penn Politi-
cal Review  interviewed 
the Ambassador of Brazil 
to the U.N. about the AIDS 
pandemic in Latin 
America, and Brazil’s role 
on the international stage. 

Penn Political Review: The 
U.N. News Centre reported on 
March 25 that 40% of people 
living with AIDS in Latin 
America are in Brazil. It also 
discussed the UNAIDS chief's 
visit to Brazil. Could you com-
ment on this situation? What 
will be the U.N.'s role in work-
ing with Brazil to ameliorate 
this problem?

Ambassador Viotti: The 
number of people living with 
HIV/AIDS in Brazil amounts 
to around 600.000 people. 
Such figure, which is consis-
tent with Brazil’s population of 
almost 200 million people, has 
remained steady since 2000. 
The number of AIDS-caused 
deaths has fallen among men 
and women, which allowed 
Brazil to achieve Target 7 of the 
MDG 6.

Such progress was due to a 
strategy that combined preven-
tion and treatment. A policy of free, uni-
versal access to antiretroviral treatment 
was introduced as early as 1996. It is worth 
noting that Brazil was one of the first coun-
tries in the developing world to adopt such 
a strategy.

During the visit of the Executive-Director 
of UNAIDS, Michel Sidibé, to Brazil, Mr. 
Sidibé underlined the need to maintain 
investments in health systems in all coun-
tries and not to discontinue existing pro-
grammes because of the economic crisis. 
He asked Brazil to convey this concern to 
the G-20. Mr. Sidibé also showed interest in 
transforming UNAIDS’ office in Brazil into 
a platform to increase horizontal coopera-
tion in the region.

PPR: What is Brazil's role in the U.N.? 
How does Brazil see the U.N. contributing 

to its major goals, and how does the U.N. 
view Brazil's role in it?

 AV: The U.N. is the main embodiment of 
multilateralism, which is the expression 
of democracy and cooperation in inter-
national relations. It is irreplaceable as a 
forum where much of what we could call 
“the international conscience” is formed. In 
other words, the U.N. helps generate social 
and political values that have the potential 
to transform reality in many ways. Obvious 
and powerful examples of U.N. norms that 
have had a significant and positive impact 
are the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the 
Rio Declaration on Environment and 
Development and the Kyoto Protocol, to 
name just a few.

 As a country respected for its economic, 
political and diplomatic credentials, Brazil 

enjoys a standing at the U.N. 
that allows it to play a signifi-
cant role in numerous issues 
of the U.N. agenda. In areas 
as diverse as climate change, 
human rights, sustainable 
development, financial crisis, 
food security, to name just a 
few, Brazil’s action aims at 
strengthening multilateralism 
and a rule-based international 
system and building consensus 
among Member States in order 
to attain the purposes of the 
Organization.

As every institution with 60 
years of history, the U.N. 
needs to be reformed. Impor-
tant progress was made with 
the establishment of the Coun-
cil on Human Rights and the 
Peacebuilding Commission. 
The Security Council must also 
be reformed, in order to render 
it more effective, legitimate 
and representative of cur-
rent realities. Brazil was and 
remains a key player in those 
reform efforts.

By Anne-Garland Berry 
and Bob Ma

The Ambassador

Ambassador Viotti has over 30 
years of experience in the Brazil-
ian Foreign Service. Her exper-
tise is in human rights and social 
development. Over the course of 
her career, she headed the Brazil-
ian Embassy in Bolivia, served as 
Director-General of the Depart-
ment of Human Rights and 
Social Affairs, and is currently 
Vice-Chairperson of the U.N. Pre-
paratory Committee of the Johan-
nesburg Summit on Sustainable 
Development. She has a bachelors 
and degree in economics from the 
University of Brasília. 

Global
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China and Human Rights
Given China’s prominence, what can be done to enforce human rights in China? 
By Olivia Clement
Art by Chiyel Hayles

 
 
The promotion of the universal protec-

tion of human rights in China has been 
a struggle taken up by NGOs and local civil 
society groups without consistent support 
from the Chinese government. The Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights was 
adopted on December 10th, 1948 as the 
first global expression of rights that every 
human being is entitled to.  These rights 
include social, economic, cultural, 
civil, and political rights, which 
are not awarded by the state to its 
citizens but are instead granted 
to every living human, regard-
less of nationality, class, gender, 
or race.  Chinese support of this 
document in the international 
arena has been consistent; repre-
sentativies from China had a seat 
in the United Nations during the 
drafting of the UDHR and today 
China recognizes the role of inter-
national organizations in limit-
ing human rights abuses such as 
genocide and apartheid by rec-
ognizing such abuses as interna-
tional crimes.  

However, the Communist 
Party of China has skirted inter-
national criticism and pressure on its 
domestic human rights abuses and viola-
tions by hiding under the veil of national 
sovereignty.  The Chinese belief that col-
lective well-being trumps that of the indi-
vidual has allowed China to steer human 
rights conversations away from its bor-
ders.  The party claims that international 
judgments cannot infringe on domes-
tic affairs which affect civil and political 
rights.  By stating that each country is enti-
tled to their own standards, the CPC has 
been allowed to elaborate its own distinct 
understanding of how to define and uphold 
human rights.  An external example of this 
strategy is evident in the case of the geno-
cide in Darfur.  The party stated that it is 
“unreasonable, irresponsible, and unfair” 
to link Chinese economic and military sup-
port to the Sudanese government with the 
mass killings; because the atrocities are 

outside of the Chinese border, they do not 
impact its policy.   Domestically, China has 
been accused by Human Rights Watch and 
Reporters Without Borders of censoring 
internet searches and other forms of public 
communication.  The government asserts 
that excessive individual freedom would be 
dangerous to China, and that therefore a 
universal definition of human rights cannot 
apply to it.

International criticisms are not the 

only source of disapproval.  Chinese citi-
zens and intellectuals are ready to utilize 
modern rhetoric in the defense of human 
rights and to actively raise the issue of vio-
lations of human rights against the CPC.  
Theoretically, open discussion is allowed 
in political discourse, although it is sure to 
be contested and condemned by party offi-
cials.  The party is not tolerant of organized 
dissent and frequently acts to arrest and jail 
groups or individuals who openly oppose its 
policies.  

How should the international commu-
nity deal with the subtle, selective official 
silences and obvious abuses of interna-
tional human rights by the CPC?  The eco-
nomic and political importance of China 
has allowed governmental sovereignty to 
reign superior to the individual rights of 
its citizens. Humanitarian intervention in 
domestic conflicts has been consistently 
rejected.  For example, external advice and 

aid has not succeeded in eliminating the 
government’s strict restrictions on migrant 
rural labor; laborers are still controlled and 
policed under the justification of order and 
security standards. China has secured a 
crucial position in world affairs as a global 
export giant and as the largest holder of 
American Treasury bills.  It is interesting 
to consider that if China pulled its produc-
tion or money out of the American economy 
today, similar to what the United States did 
to Europe during the Great Depression, 
then would our economy and government 
bailout plans completely disintegrate and 
fail?  

If American politicians critique Chi-
nese conceptions and abuses of human 
rights, will it be risking our fragile relation-
ship?  When Secretary of State Hillary Clin-
ton spoke with Chinese president Hu Jintao 
on the first trip of the new American admin-
istration to China, the conversation steered 
clear of the hypersensitive topic of human 
rights standards and focused instead on 
economic and environmental problems.  Is 
America backing off from its role as inter-
national enforcer of justice?  It is possible 
that this omission will set a precedent for 
allowing human rights abuses and violation 
to go unpunished by the international com-
munity.    

America has consistently supported 
human rights and international adherence 
to the UDHR; its opinion is well known 
and widely understood, perhaps it has even 
been bellowed too loudly.    If positive and 
collaborative U.S.-China negotiations are 
possible in certain spheres, then conceiv-
ably human rights conversations can be 
placed on the back burner, at least for the 
time being, as the global economy is in 
ruins and the environment steadily deterio-
rates.  The complicated problem of univer-
sal human rights must allow room for both 
cooperation and disagreement.   

“Is America backing off from 
its role as international 

enforcer of justice?”

Global
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By Patrick Stedman
Art by Angela Poe 

Blame Canada! Those who watch pop 
culture outlets such as South Park have 

heard this line repeated over and over again 
in song. But perhaps it would not be so bad 
if we were to join Canada instead.

In the history of the world, it is debat-
able if two countries have ever been through 
quite so much as Canada and the United 
States.  Two siblings from the same Euro-
pean power, Britain, they became divided 
over loyalty to their parent nation in 1776.  
It wasn’t until World War One that Canada 
and the United States began to establish a 
close relationship.  

Today, it’s hard to imagine that there 
was ever such a rivalry.  Canada and Amer-
ica are each other’s largest trading partners 
(for Canada, 80 percent of foreign trade is 
with the United States). After the Septem-
ber 11th attacks, Canada was among the 
first nations to offer soldiers for Afghani-
stan. And despite disagreement about 
invading Iraq, Canada and her southern 
neighbor have been indisputable allies. 
In 2005, the North American Union, an 
economic union similar to the E.U., was 
considered as a possibility for the U.S., 
Canada, and Mexico.

Though good on paper, the NAU has 
significant flaws. The most significant of 
these are the cost associated with the rel-
ative impoverishment of Mexico and the 
fact that in population and economy, the 
United States far overshadows Mexico 
and Canada combined (in Europe, any 
two major countries could overpower 
another).  Still, the idea of a union of sorts 
is not far-fetched.  But instead of a redun-
dant U.S.-dominated NAU, I propose some-
thing a bit more radical: a union between 
the United States and Canada.

Even with the relatively open border 
between Canada and the U.S. today, there 
are still trade barriers between the two 
countries that would not exist if they were 
one union.  For instance, New York’s mar-
kets are four times larger than Quebec’s, yet 
Ontario cannot trade with New York freely. 
Were Ontario and New York to be states 
in the same nation, trade and prosperity 
would increase for both due to the elimi-

nation of the trade barriers.  Furthermore, 
a union would eliminate redundant layers 
of bureaucracy in both countries.  Merged 
federal agencies would streamline govern-
ment and save significant funds.  Stream-
lining the military would be another way to 
not only save costs but improve the overall 
coordination and defense of our two coun-
tries.  We already have NORAD and NATO; 
why not take it to the next level?  Eliminat-
ing unnecessary guards and administration 
around our 5,500 mile border would free up 
resources.

Economics and defense aside, how-
ever, there is another concern that gives 
both countries (especially Canada) pause - 
culture.  Many Canadians are upset by the 
idea of merging with and “succumbing” to 
American culture.  They point out ideo-
logical differences between the two peoples 
and how, because of this, a union simply 
wouldn’t work.  Many Americans feel the 

same. 
Looking closely at Canadian national-

ism and culture, however, one begins to see 
that in truth, much of the concern about the 
differences between Canadians and Ameri-
cans are not so much national differences 
but rather regional differences.  Someone 
from British Columbia has much more in 
common with someone from Washing-
ton State than they do with someone from 
Ontario.  Likewise, within the U.S., some-
one from Massachusetts has much more in 
common with someone from Nova Scotia 
than they do with someone from Oklahoma.  
Most of the customs and traditions built up 
to divide us are, in truth, no different than 

those that exist within Canada and the 
United States.  We are fundamentally the 
same people; we have just been marked by 
separate nationalities.

Some might argue that a union between 
the two countries would give the U.S. dis-
proportionate influence over both foreign 
and domestic Canadian policy.  However, 
American policy seems to be taking a turn 

to the left while Canada seems to be moving 
to the right (the conservatives recently won 
their biggest victory in decades), putting the 
U.S. and Canada closer than ever in terms 
of policy goals (indeed, the U.S. is now 
even attempting to overhaul its healthcare 
system, long a symbol of Canadian advance-
ment).  Canadians would gain a consider-
able amount of power as the vote changer 

in the closely divided halls of Washing-
ton.  Since Canadians are predominantly 
left-leaning, they would shift national 
policy towards the left.  Now, Canada has 
no say over U.S. policy but must deal with 
its consequences. If one Canadian prov-
ince had been part of the United States in 
2000, Al Gore, not George W Bush, would 
have become president. Having a voice 
would give Canadians a considerable 
amount of power in governmental affairs.   

The idea of a union certainly seems 
outrageous at first, but benefits are 
immeasurable and costs minimal for both 
sides.  The combination of the United 

States and Canada would produce a union 
more powerful than any the world has 
ever seen.  The union would be the largest 
nation on earth with the most resources 
and people to use them.  This would benefit 
both Americans and Canadians by increas-
ing economic prosperity and military secu-
rity while maintaining cultural identity. We 
must look past the things that divide us and 
remember that when it comes down to it, 
we are all the same people with most of the 
same language, history, and legacy. Let’s 
eliminate that barrier between us once and 
for all.
 

A More Perfect Union
A union between Canada and the United States is just about perfect.

Penn Political Review, September 2009                                 

“American policy is shifting 
to the left, Canadian policy is 

shifting to the right”

Global
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Mexican Drug Trade
Mexico’s drug war has infiltrated America, leaving America with some difficult choices.
By Gideon Spitzer
Art by Janice Dow

On Saturday January 31st, a group of 
off-duty police officers at the El Booty 

Lounge discovered an unexploded grenade 
in the Pharr, Texas nightclub, a popular 
hangout for police and border patrol offi-
cers alike.  Although the grenade failed to 
detonate, drug traffickers associated with 
the Mexican drug cartels are, according to 
reports from The Los Angeles Times, widely 
believed to be responsible for the attack. 
In a previous issue of this publication, I 
discussed the possibility of civil war in 
Mexico if the American government fails 
to check the powerful drug cartels, and 
warned of its potential to cross the 
porous U.S. border (with the 
example of 6-year old Cole 
Puffinburger, kidnapped last 
year in Las Vegas by Mexican 
drug dealers).  Since the publi-
cation of that article, the situa-
tion in Mexico has deteriorated 
further, reaching across the U.S. 
border in frightening episodes like 
the attempted bombing of the El 
Booty Lounge. In February, the FBI, DEA 
and local authorities arrested 755 people in 
the U.S. associated with the Sinaloa cartel, 
one of the most powerful and dangerous 
drug cartels in Mexico. Also in February 
of this year, reports emerged that Phoenix 
has become the “kidnapping capital” of 
the U.S., second only to Mexico City in the 

number of kidnapping annually, with one 
kidnapping-for-ransom reported every day 
over the past year.

The L.A. Times featured an exten-
sive report regarding the increase in use 
of military-grade equipment and tactics 
by the Mexican drug cartels this year. The 
cartels have long recruited from the Mexi-
can Army’s elite units — including the 

Grupo Aeromóvil de Fuerzas Especiales 
(also known as GAFE) — as well as from 
the Kaibil special forces of the Guatemalan 
military, enticing these soldiers with higher 
pay and the opportunity to serve unchecked 
as their henchmen.  

Over the past six months, the weap-
onry used by these recruits has escalated 
to match their military credentials; 
anti-tank weap-
ons 

(such as M72 
light anti- tank weapons, capable of pen-
etrating one foot of steel) not to mention 
lethal fragment grenades and .50 caliber 
sniper rifles, are now common, hopelessly 
outgunning the Mexican police with their 
standard issue .223 caliber rifles.  What 
if every time local police in the U.S. had 
to execute a search warrant on a meth lab 
or marijuana growth they could expect to 
face rocket-propelled grenades, .50 caliber 
sniper fire and grenade lobbing? Indeed, 
this combination would make policing all 
but impossible, which it often is for Mexico. 
As a U.S. official told The L.A. Times, “It’s 
not your typical patrol stop, where some-
one pulls a gun. This has all the makings 
of an infantry squad, or guerrilla fighting.” 
The dispatch of 45,000 Mexican soldiers 
to the country’s northern region last year 
reflects the militarized nature of the conflict 
on both sides, and the existential risk the 
Mexican government recognizes the cartels 
represent.

Hillary Clinton, U.S. Secretary of State, 
plans to visit Mexico this month in order 
to discuss strategic options with regard to 
the drug trade with Mexican officials.  In 
congressional hearings of the Committee 
on Homeland Security, some congressmen 
have mentioned the possibility of deploying 

National Guard troops in order to 
thwart drug and weapons traffick-
ing between the U.S. and Mexico. 

Janet Napolitano, the new Secretary 
of Homeland Security understands 
from her experience as former gov-
ernor of Arizona the threat posed 

by spiraling violence in Mexico to U.S. 
Border States, and has declared that sta-
bilizing the situation in Mexico of utmost 
importance to the Obama administration.  

Certain elements in the U.S. and across 
the border, such as former president of 
Mexico Ernesto Zedillo, have called for 

the legalization of marijuana and other 
drugs in order to stem the violence. 
Although advocates of legalization 

like Zedillo do so out of respectable con-
cern for ending the violence, this solu-
tion is impractical and doomed to failure. 

What if the U.S. government legalized loan 
sharks and protection rackets?  These busi-
nesses may begin to pay taxes on the por-
tion of their income they choose to report, 
but legalization of their business models 
will not prevent them from engaging in the 
same criminal activities which they previ-
ously utilized to conduct business (such as 
the use of physical violence to collect debt 
or the vandalizing of businesses). The same 
applies to Mexican drug cartels: there is 
every reason, based on their behavior to 
date, to believe that these massive, ultra-
violent criminal organizations, sworn ene-
mies of the sovereign Mexican government, 
would not make the transitions to perfect 
taxpaying, law-abiding businesses. The 
U.S. must focus on massive aid to the Mexi-
can government (in the multiple billions 
of dollars) designed to prop up its police 
forces. Furthermore, an aggressive effort to 
counter arms-trafficking into Mexico and a 
renewal of the assault weapons ban would 
go a long way to stem the violence and 
restore the peace within the house of our 
important southern neighbor. 

“ What if every time local police 
in the US had to execute a search 
warrant on a meth lab or mari-
juana growth they could expect 

to face rocket-propelled gre-
nades, .50 caliber sniper fire and 

grenade lobbing?”
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Reconsidering America’s Drug Policies
The U.S. needs to take some responsibility for drug problems in Latin America.
By Patrick Bradley
Art by Janice Dow

Three leaders of the Latin American Com-
mission on Drugs and Democracy—Mr. 

Fernando Henrique Cardoso, former Presi-
dent of Brazil, Mr. César Gaviria, former 
President of Columbia, and Mr. Ernesto 
Zedillo, former President of Mexico—
recently called on the Obama Administra-
tion and United States policy makers to 
reconsider the United States’ long standing 
prohibitionist policies towards drug con-
sumption. If implemented, the suggestions 
of the report would lead to a widespread 
overhaul in U.S. policies and would require 
massive shifts in public perception of drugs 
in a country that is riddled with pervasive 
propaganda about the effects of drugs.

The Commission’s report lends a 
refreshing and progressive way of limiting 
the harmful externalities that arise from the 
illegal drug trade: violence that stems from 
organized crime circles, the “criminaliza-
tion of politics” in Latin America, and the 
costs associated with financing the United 
States’ War on Drugs. The plan includes 
dealing with drug users as patients in need 
of health services rather than as criminals, 
as well as a deal of decriminalization for 
personal use. These ideas might seem radi-
cal to many in the United States who are 
used to a culture of cracking down on drug 
users and small-time dealers. However, if 
the goal of the War on Drugs is to eradicate 
drugs, clearly this is a time to reconsider our 
means. As Mr. Cardoso asserted, “A realistic 
evaluation of these policies shows that the 

reduction in production nor the consump-
tion of drugs has not happened. We are far-
ther than ever from the announced goal of 
eradicating illicit drugs.”

The failure of draconian drug policies 
in curbing drug use in the United States is 
not the only reason that the Commission 
is opening up dialogues with its northern 
neighbor. The consistent demand for mari-
juana and cocaine has sustained frightening 
violence stemming from the prominence of 
organized crime. In 2007, 5,000 Mexicans 
lost their lives to violence directly result-
ing from the illegal narcotics trade. Fur-
thermore, many countries fear that Latin 
American nations will be unable to main-
tain legitimate democratic governments in 
the face of rampant corruption that is inex-
tricably linked to large-scale drug cartels.

It is the opinion of the Commission—
and a completely reasonable view—that 
the United States and the European Union 
need to shoulder some of the blame caused 
by the drug market.  In fact, both of these 
western markets are the primary sources 
for the demand of illegal drugs, and the U.S. 
has failed to decrease the demand for illegal 
drugs with its stringent prohibition.  Per-
haps it is time to step away from the culture 
of taboo and join a global effort to combat 
real problems that stem from drug use.

Drug use in the United States needs to 
be viewed as an issue of public health. The 
United States must classify drugs based on 
two factors: the damage that the drug does 
to the individual’s health and the harm 
that it causes to the nation’s social fabric. 
By decriminalizing personal possession 
of drugs that do not pose a grave threat to 
society if properly regulated (e.g. canna-
bis), the government can redirect resources 
towards targeting organized crime, pro-
vide useful education that will inform citi-
zens of the negative effects of drugs, and 

help treat those who have substance 
addiction problems. Prohibitory 

laws force arbitrary guidelines 
upon individual decisions; 
if the government really 
wants to deter the use of 

dangerous drugs, it should 
provide convincing informa-

tion to citizens as to why cer-

tain drugs are severely detrimental to one’s 
health.

The advice of the Commission, if taken 
seriously, can lead to a world in which fewer 
people die from drug-related violence and 
governments are able to control the scope of 
the drug market—not vice versa. However, 
this will only happen if open and unadul-
terated dialogue can exist between nations 
leading to international solidarity. The drug 
market is both enormous and complex, and 
no desirable solution can be reached with-
out cooperation between supplying nations 
and demanding nations.

One can be hopeful that with the pro-
gressive leanings of the Obama admin-
istration, a 21st century solution can be 
reached for the age-old problem of drug 
abuse. Reactionary propaganda towards 
drugs may give certain people the feeling 
of moral superiority, but unfortunately, 
it does nothing to fix the real problems 
caused by drugs. And no, the problem isn’t 
18 year olds smoking weed and watching 
T.V. on a Friday night. Although the policy 
implementations that are needed to actu-
ally reduce drug use and its larger, societal 
damages are large, perhaps a bigger step 
will be for the United States to objectively 
analyze substances, and allow citizens to 
use those that—at the very most—can only 
damage their own health. Because at the 
end of the day, it shouldn’t really matter 
what another person puts into their body if 
it doesn’t affect you.  But it should be our 
goal to reduce violence and delusion, and 
rather than locking up non-violent crimi-
nals, we should offer healthcare to patients.

Facts and Figures
Harvard economist Jeffrey A. 

Miron (2008) has estimated that 
legalizing drugs would inject $76.8 
billion a year into the U.S. economy

$44.1 billion from law enforce-
ment savings and at least $32.7 
billion in tax revenue.

According to the latest surveys, 
cited by the DEA themselves, there 
are about 12.7 million people who 
have used some illegal drug in the 
last month and perhaps 30 to 40 
million who have used some illegal 

drug within the last year.

Global
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