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STORY BY JONATHAN FRIED

In April 2010, Anna Tsiotsias (C’14) and 
Frances Rodriguez (C’15) faced off in the 
final round of twelve at the prestigious high 
school debate Tournament of Champions. 
The event was Congressional Debate, and 
the first mock bill on the agenda proposed 
capping non-defense discretionary 
spending. Their four-minute speeches were 
eloquent and fast-paced, their arguments 
rigorously substantiated and complex; both 
peppered the judges with sources ranging 
from the Congressional Research Service 
to a professor at Purdue University and a 
slew of books.

“I urge you to stand with me and 
affirm this legislation,” declared “Senator” 
Rodriguez, because “focusing on reducing 
federal spending and the deficit is the best 
means by which to recognize... that this 
Congress is fiscally irresponsible.” Speaking 
for the negative side, “Senator” Tsiotsias 
countered with a flurry of well-sourced and 
tightly reasoned refutations. The bill, she 
concluded, would leave “millions of people 
without the social services they desperately 
need, hurting your constituents and mine.” 
Ms. Tsiotsias took second place at the 
tournament and at nationals that year; Ms. 
Rodriguez repeated the feat a year later.

Unlike this policy debate, our 
contemporary national political debates 
too seldom focus on the costs and benefits 
of actual policy issues. The brilliance and 
wit of these two ex-high school debaters 
creates a stark contrast with our national 
discourse, which is often devoid of 
substance and focuses more on amorphous 
values than policy itself. Take, for example, 
John Boehner’s July 2011 primetime speech 
on the debt ceiling, in which he proposes 
discretionary spending cuts as part of a 
“Cut, Cap, and Balance” plan. He argues 

that the plan would “boost confidence in 
our economy, renew a measure of faith in 
our government, and help small businesses 
get back on track”, but fails to explain why. 
“Tax increases... destroy jobs,” he intones, 
“the bigger government, the smaller the 
people.” Despite the immense complexity 
of the United States’ fiscal woes, Boehner 
assures his audience that “the solution... is 
not complicated: if you’re spending more 
money than you’re taking in, you need to 
spend less of it.” The speech, in short, was 
the antithesis of a good high school debate. 
Claims were made without justification or 
data, issues were grossly oversimplified, and 
values replaced logic. Oversimplification 
for the sake of easy comprehension left this 
speech bereft of substance like so many 
others made by elected officials and cable’s 
talking heads on a daily basis. 

High school debaters are the paragon 
for what our national debates should be. 
At least they debate. Barack Obama and 
Mitt Romney seldom engaged in what 
could be called a “debate”; they talked past 
one another, taking care to attack their 
opponent’s character more often than their 
actual policy positions. Instead, they should 
have addressed their respective opponent’s 
arguments directly and refuted them when 
possible. They should have explained why 
their proposals would have produced 
their purported effects (for example, why 
Mitt Romney’s five-point plan would have 
created twelve million jobs). And they 
should have cited their sources. Would it 
have been equally scintillating primetime 
television? Perhaps not. But it would have 
been far more educational and useful to the 
undecided voter. 

Ben Lerner aptly sums up this 
phenomenon in a Harper’s Magazine 

BACK TO SCHOOL
piece entitled “Contest of Words.” A 
former national champion speaker 
himself, Mr. Lerner describes a “fearful 
symmetry between the ideological 
compartmentalization of high school 
debate and what passes for our national 
political discourse”, referring to the 
emergence of Lincoln Douglas Debate 
in 1979 as an alternative to Policy Debate 
that emphasized values and oratorical 
persuasion rather than the actual effects 
of policies. “Our politicians speak... about 
values utterly disconnected from their 
policies,” argues Mr. Lerner, creating an 
“impoverished political discourse” which 
“compensates for the disastrous effects of 
our policies.”

Neither high school debaters nor 
politicians are policy experts. At the 
Tournament of Champions, explains Mr. 
Lerner, speeches require “decisiveness: 
clear rather than complex answers [win] 
rounds.” Debaters learn “to stud a speech 
with sources the way a politician reaches for 
statistics—to provide the effect of authority 
more than to illuminate an issue or settle a 
point of fact.” But at least the high schoolers 
acknowledge this by explicitly citing their 
sources.

Plenty of substantive policy discussions 
take place at the highest echelons of 
government. But much of what the 
American public hears today is propositions 
of value, devoid of specificity and warrants. 
Solving our nation’s numerous pressing 
problems requires having difficult, 
reasoned, and honest discussions, both 
at the dinner table and in Congress. Our 
interests are best served when our elected 
representatives include us in a candid 
conversation, and value problem solving 
more than principled posturing.

NAT IONAL
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I am pretty certain that author Greg Gutfeld would hate 
nothing more than for me to begin a review of his latest book, The Joy 
of Hate: How to Triumph over Whiners in the Age of Phony Outrage, 
with a quote by Friedrich Nietzsche, but unfortunately, such a 
quote could not be more applicable.  Nietzsche once wrote, “He 
who fights with monsters might take care lest he thereby become a 
monster,” and I wish it were not the case with the generally funny 
Greg Gutfeld, but this time, Gutfeld really failed to hit his target.

Something I have learned is that when you set out to pen a 
diatribe against an attitude, particularly one as amorphous and 
mercurial as “phony outrage,” you need exceedingly precise, 
and, more importantly, extraordinarily concise arguments.  
This is because the most common result of such attempted 
attacks is that you end up contradicting yourself in some 
detail and/or sound like the folks you are railing against.

Gutfeld, sadly, falls into this abyss. 
He tries to craft a narrative that posits 
every action common to liberal 
individuals, or any liberal argument at 
all, is stupid.  But he does by creating a 
straw man argument, an obvious fallacy.  
For example, he knows that many 
liberals during the Occupy movements 
have criticized corporations on a 
variety of levels.  Gutfeld summarizes 
this broad spectrum of criticism as 
your “nephew from Cornell [coming 
to] lecture you on corporate greed” 
and then bashes the argument by 
defining a corporation as “a group of 
people performing an activity that one 
person cannot do alone.”  Basically, 
according to Gutfeld, a corporation is 
no different from two people lifting a 
heavy piece of lumber, except it makes 
them money.  This entirely ignores 
the reality of the arguments against 

corporations, which are often arguments against the morality 
of allowing owners of huge economic entities to bear no 
personal liability for such entities and the legal practice of such 
organizations having ‘personhood’ apart from the owners.  

This is but a single example of a widespread problem.  Gutfeld’s 
book is filled with double standards.   These generally consist of 
Gutfeld characterizing liberals in ways that he himself says he is 
angered by. For example, he writes of being furious at being the 
victim of an ad hominem attack on his show, but then he follows 
this with repeated aggression against the Occupy movement, 
always including quips on their personal hygiene, which is 
blatantly ad hominem.  Basically, his attacks upon liberals 
follow a logically fallacious pattern: he ignores their ideological 
arguments and attacks their personas and stereotypical behaviors, 
as he did with his dismal of the Occupiers as “dirty people.”

Gutfeld provides several chapters of 
interesting reading material since I can 
understand his distaste for truly phony 
outrage.  Unfortunately, he then creates a ton 
of space between the first and last chapters 
and fills it with phony outrage and logical 
errors.  I am certain, though, that this would 
not bother Greg Gutfeld, who I will infer hates 
guidelines of rhetoric as much as he hates 
academics. Gutfield’s worst and final offense 
is that he is just not funny. After mentioning 
several times in the book that the only appeal 
of liberal politics is that they are more “cool,” 
it is pretty disappointing to find that Gutfeld’s 
humor centers around trying to seem cool 
in a fairly pathetic way.  His writing style is 
analogous to freshmen rushing fraternities; 
he is just dropping lines saying he has done 
illegal or inappropriate things so that the frat 
boys will think he is cool.  As a fraternity 
man myself, I’d cut him, because that is 
not funny, and he does not seem cool.  

Benjamin Droz writes the second in Penn Political Review’s series of book 

reviews. Droz finds that Greg Gutfeld’s diatribe against “phony outrage” makes 

the author sound a whole lot like the pundits that he takes to task in his new 

book, The Joy of Hate: How to Triumph over Whiners in the Age of Phony Outrage.

    JOY    HATEthe of
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    JOY    HATE  
        CARS, 
               

DRUGS,

HOMES, 
          AND DOGS

Assessing Privacy & Police Searches
in Two U.S. Supreme Court Cases

STORY BY TOMAS PIEDRAHITA

On October 31, 2012, the U.S. Supreme 
Court heard the oral arguments for two 
cases involving the use of drug-sniffing 
dogs. At the heart of these cases, Florida 
v. Harris and Florida v. Jardines, is the 
Fourth Amendment, also known as the 
constitutional “right of the people to be 
secure in their persons, houses, papers, 
and effects, against unreasonable searches 
and seizures.” These cases prove significant 
because the Court’s rulings could redefine 
our sphere of domestic privacy and police 
search procedure. There are, however, legal 
precedents that have already addressed 
some of the issues brought forth by the 
cases. The Court should recognize these 
legal precedents and rule accordingly. 

On June 24, 2006, Officer Wheetley 
stopped Clayton Harris for driving a truck 
with an expired license plate in Liberty 
County, Florida. After realizing Mr. Harris 
was unusually restless, Officer Wheetley 
asked if he could conduct a search of the 
vehicle, a request Mr. Harris declined to 
fulfill. In response to Harris’ refusal, Officer 
Wheetley used his drug-sniffing dog, Aldo, 
to sniff around the vehicle. Aldo soon 
alerted his handler to the driver’s door. 
Officer Wheetley then searched inside the 

vehicle and found a batch of ingredients 
often used to concoct methamphetamine. 

The core constitutional issue here is 
whether a dog’s drug alert constitutes 
sufficient grounds to conduct an internal 
vehicular search. In law, sufficient grounds 
are formally known as “probable cause,” a 
legal standard derived from the language 
of the Fourth Amendment. Probable cause 
is required to search suspects, seize effects, 
make arrests, and issue warrants. In short, 
it is our greatest constitutional safeguard 
against law enforcement’s excesses. 

The second case, Florida v. Jardines, 
took place in a critically different setting. 
On December 6, 2006, acting on an 
anonymous tip, Detective Pedraja of the 
Miami Police Department, along with 
several Drug Enforcement Agency officers, 
observed Joelis Jardines’ house from afar 
for signs of marijuana growing. After 
an observed quiescence in the house, 
another agent on the scene, Detective 
Bartlet, approached Jardines’ porch with 
his leashed, drug-sniffing dog, Franky. 
The dog alerted the Detective to the front 
door. Shortly after, police obtained a search 
warrant and found marijuana plants being 
grown inside the residence. Here, the 

constitutional issue is whether probable 
cause is needed to justify the presence of a 
drug-sniffing dog in the areas adjacent to 
a home. 

The Florida Supreme Court ruled that 
a dog’s alert does not constitute probable 
cause in Florida v. Harris. Therefore, the 
officer did not have a legal basis to conduct 
a search of Harris’ vehicle. It also ruled that 
probable cause is needed in order to use a 
drug-sniffing dog directly outside a home 
in Florida v. Jardines. The State of Florida, 
the losing party in these decisions, appealed 
to the U.S. Supreme Court for both cases.

In its appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court, 
the State of Florida argued, “[r]equiring 
officers to establish probable cause and 
obtain a warrant before employing a dog 
renders the use of any dog superfluous.” 
While true, allowing police officers to 
walk up to the front of home with a drug-
sniffing canine and examine the area for 
an extended period of time, as it occurred 
in the Jardines case, violates a person’s 
“reasonable expectation of privacy.”

An “expectation of privacy” is a well-
established legal test in Fourth Amendment 
jurisprudence. In December 1967, Justice 
Harlan explained in the Court’s opinion in 
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Katz v. United States that the reasonableness 
of a subjective expectation of privacy is 
determined by what “society is prepared to 
recognize as ‘reasonable.’” 

Adhering to the Court’s rationale in this 
landmark case, it follows then that the use of 
a drug-sniffing dog in the area immediately 
surrounding a house, known as a curtilage 
in law, is unreasonable and should therefore 
require probable cause by virtue of the fact 
that society generally expects such areas to 
remain free from government intrusion. 
As Justice Ginsburg pointed out during the 
oral argument in Florida v. Jardines, there is 
no implied consent on the behalf of society 
for the use of drug-sniffing dogs directly 
outside our homes. Our sphere of domestic 
privacy would narrow considerably if 
the Court were to deem such warrantless 
searches constitutional. 

Another applicable case is Kyllo v. 
United States. In 2001, the U.S. Supreme 
Court held in this case that the police’s use 
of heat-sensing devices to look for high-
intensity lights—often used for growing 
marijuana—while standing outside of 
a home was unconstitutional because it 
could also reveal private activities. As 
Justice Scalia famously wrote in the Court’s 
opinion, such devices might “disclose… at 
what hour each night the lady of the house 
takes her daily sauna and bath.” 

There is, however, a critical distinction 
between dogs and technology. A major 
premise of Florida’s argument in Florida v. 
Jardines is that dogs cannot be likened to 
heat-sensing technology because canines 
are sui generis, in that they only reveal 
illegal contraband, whereas heat-sensing 
technology can inadvertently reveal 
lawful activities. But this distinction is not 
meaningful, because the dog was being 
used by a detective in Florida v. Jardines 
in an area that has already been deemed 
private by previous Court precedents. The 
decisions in Kyllo v. United States and Katz 
v. United States support this reasoning. 

With respect to Florida v. Harris, the 
Court should rule that alerts by drug-
sniffing dogs constitute probable cause. 
There are several compelling reasons for 
this. First, the U.S. Supreme Court stated 
in its opinion on another drug-sniffing, 
traffic stop case, Illinois v. Cabales, that 
“governmental conduct that only reveals 
the possession of contraband” does not 

compromise a reasonable expectation of 
privacy because a citizen cannot have any 
privacy interests “in possessing contraband.” 
This 2005 case, similar in nature to Florida 
v. Harris, hinged on the question of “[w]
hether the Fourth Amendment requires 
reasonable, articulable suspicion to justify 
using a drug-detection dog to sniff a 
vehicle during a legitimate traffic stop.” The 
Court ultimately held that “conducting a 
dog sniff would not change the character of 
a traffic stop that is lawful at its inception 
and otherwise executed in a reasonable 
manner.” 

Second, the expectation of privacy while 
occupying a car as compared to a home is 
significantly lower, as the movements of 
a vehicle are readily apparent to the rest 
of society. The Court has also recognized 
this distinction. Even if, as a 2011 Chicago 
Tribune analysis purports, over half of 
internal vehicular searches prompted by 
a dog’s signal are “fruitless,” a statistically 
significant number of criminals are taken 
off the road. And the violation of privacy 
experienced by a stopped driver when a 
search reveals nothing is negligible in light 
of the potential findings. This is not true for 
a home. 

It seems that if the Supreme Court were 
to require police to establish probable 
cause in order to use a dog in the areas 
adjacent to a residence and maintain that 
a dog’s alert constitutes probable cause, as 
suggested in this article, the rulings would 
be fundamentally incompatible. But there 
is one legal test that would maintain 
the coherence of Fourth Amendment 
jurisprudence in such a scenario: varying 
degrees in expectations of privacy. 

Due to the reasonably high expectation 
of privacy in areas adjacent to a home, 
police should not be allowed to employ 
investigative techniques within such areas 
without a warrant, as was ruled in Kyllo v. 
United States. Due to the comparatively 
lower expectation of privacy of a vehicle, 
a dog’s alert should be sufficient to 
establish probable cause. The rulings 
proposed herein would maximize law 
enforcement’s effectiveness in the search 
for drugs without infringing on a person’s 
Fourth Amendment rights, a scenario 
only possible if the Court recognizes that 
there are legally significant differences in 
expectations of privacy between a car and 
a home. 

K-9 ACADEM
Y

   

 

    

Beware of Drug-Sniffing Dog



Comprehensive immigration reform is a policy accomplishment that has 
eluded President Obama thus far in his presidency. The whole of Congress has stalled on 
the issue, leaving behind more than 11 million undocumented immigrants in a state of 
quasi-American citizenship that neither grants them a right to a free life nor holds them 
accountable for paying into the very system that in many ways sustains their fettered 
livelihoods. But all this is about to change. The 2012 presidential election was a watershed 
moment for the Latino community. For the first time in American electoral history Latinos 
made up 10% of the electorate, no doubt propelling Mr. Obama to victory in certain 
battleground states, including Florida, Nevada, Colorado, and the prized Ohio, where 82% 
of the Latino vote went to the president. It should be clear to all that the Latino voice is 
one that refuses to go unheard; it has changed the face of presidential elections for the 
foreseeable future, and it has prompted both newly-elected and re-elected leaders alike to 
finally seek redress for an issue that has confronted this country and its people for far too 
long.

While immigration reform may not have been the biggest issue in the election, the fact 
is that it matters to a key segment of voters, whose political clout is 
growing with every election. The number of registered Latino 
voters has increased 26% in the past four years to 12.2 million, 
or 8.7% of all  eligible voters. Consistent with this 
steady increase in Latino electoral presence, the 
number of registered Latino voters is expected to reach 
16 million by 2016, or approximately 11% of 
the eligible voting population. By now, 
it should be clear to all who make politics 
their living that the Latino vote matters; that the 
issues of the everyday Latino- American can, thus, 
no longer be seen by those in power or by 
those seeking power as secondary matters. 
President Obama promised to push for 
immigration reform before the 2008 
election and had to answer tough 

questions from Latinos during his 
campaign about why that did not 

occur. Of course, the failure to achieve 
reasonable policy change on such a divisive 

issue as immigrat reform, in the midst of yet 
unraveling economic turmoil worldwide and 

geopolitical strife in the Middle East, should not 
come as a surprise to many whose eyes do not 

wander far from the political arena. Coupled 
with these frustrations, there is clear Latino 
disillusionment with the stalled Dream Act 
in Congress. The proposed law would create 

FEATURE 
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a path to citizenship for undocumented 
immigrants ages 14-30. While President 
Obama signed an executive order that 
defers deportation for undocumented 
immigrants brought to the United States as 
children, it does nothing to change current 
immigration law and, most importantly, it 
does nothing to solve the larger pandemic 
of the more than 11 million undocumented 
persons currently living within the United 
States. 

To be sure, immigration reform is not 
the most politically profitable of subjects 
in that it mainly affects the very poor and 
those who may lack the education and the 
mastery of the English language necessary 
to get ahead in this country. In recent years, 
there has been a lack of political consensus 
not only on the issue of immigration, but on 
many critical problems facing the nation—
the burgeoning national debt, healthcare 
reform, jobs and the economy, civil rights, 
war, peace, and much more. The fact that 
division on these issues exists within our 
political structure is not an inherently bad 
thing; the problem, however, arises when 
the force of intransigence overwhelms the 
force of compromise and, as a result, the 
issues of yesteryear are never confronted. 
The ultimate loser in these political 
battles is not any party, but rather the 
American people. In other words, the 
more that politics derails debate on the 
subject of immigration reform, the more 
undocumented children are left to suffer a 
life without the freedoms they are promised 
by this nation. These are children who have 
lived in this country for their entire lives, 
children who pledge their allegiance to the 
flag every day. Any further lack of action by 
the government on this issue would simply 
be unacceptable. 

But, despite the partisan gridlock of 

STORY BY GABRIEL DELANEY

From Polls to Policy:
 A New Horizon for Latinos and Immigration Reform
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previous years, the reason that comprehensive immigration reform 
may now have its best chance of becoming law is that for the first 
time in a long time, the issue has bipartisan attention. With the 
help of the ever-growing Latino vote, both parties have a vested 
interest in including, not alienating, this formerly overlooked 
segment of the American population. Long gone are the days of 
equating the Latino electorate with only Los Angeles, Miami or 
Houston. To talk about Latinos today, we need to talk about Denver, 
Cincinnati, Dallas, and Des Moines. Latinos are not only growing 
in popular size, but they are also becoming more geographically 
diverse. For Democrats, this has thus far meant the promise of 
an exponentially expanding base that gradually makes the white, 
evangelical vote (typically aligned with the Republican Party) less 
and less significant in national elections. For Republicans, this 
means a potential relegation to second-class partisanship if the 
party platform continues to be, or, at least, be seen as hostile to not 
only Latinos, but also to immigrants in general. 

Yet, even if bipartisan support does exist in Congress, the 
question for Latinos and the broader American public naturally is: 
what would comprehensive immigration reform actually look like 
and who, in turn, would it affect besides the obvious immigrant 
population? In 2010, Senators Chuck Schumer (D-NY) and 
Lindsey Graham (R-SC) forged a bipartisan blueprint for reform, 
which they described in a joint op-ed in The Washington Post. 
The senators had four pillars from their 2010 plan that will likely 
inform discussion in Congress in the near future. 
One: the creation of a new Social Security card that 
includes biometric data, such as a fingerprint or an 
eye scan. The purpose of the updated card is not 
so that the government can add yet another layer 
of private citizen information to their database, 
but rather “to ensure,” according to Sen. Graham, 
“that illegal workers cannot get jobs.” Second: the 
strengthening of the border and the immigration 
enforcement effort. Third: the formation of a 
temporary working program, whether through 
a working visa or some other legal instrument, 
so as to not displace illegal immigrants who are 
already here and have established respectable lives. 
And fourth, a “tough, but fair” path to legalization and citizenship 
for those illegal aliens whom already call this nation their home. 
The senators are hoping to reintroduce their plan in the next 
congressional session, according Senator Schumer in an interview 
he gave to Meet the Press the Sunday after the election. Whether 
broad support for these seemingly reasonable “pillars” is observed 
in Congress remains to be seen, but one thing is almost certain: 
immigration reform will get done in the year 2013. 

One, however, must not overlook the existence of the serious 
obstacles in the way of meeting these changes in immigration 
law. For example, there is no denying that there are large pockets 
of American culture that are, quite frankly, xenophobic. These 
communities are bastions of American nativism; groups like the 
Federation of American Immigration Reform (FAIR), United for a 
Sovereign America (USA), and the American Immigration Control 
Foundation have lobbied for some of the most radical immigration 
policies this country has ever seen. Make no mistake. These groups 
are powerful and well financed; the anti-immigration lobby will, 
without doubt, put pressure on politicians to continue their 
procrastination on the issue. Further complicating the debate is 

the fact that the immigration system is largely incomprehensible to 
all but those who are immersed in it. Americans feel strongly about 
immigration, but in reality few people truly understand how the 
system works. The only remedy to either of these barriers towards 
progress is education. The American public cannot be oscillated by 
the sound-bite arguments that cross the airwaves and make their 
way to our dinner tables; the debate we must have on this issue 
needs to be one of intellect, reason, and compassion. Only then 
can we be sure that the rights of all are secured and that, as citizens, 
we fulfill our civic duties to hold our elected leaders accountable 
in any way we can.

The dream of inclusive immigration reform is no longer a 
matter of if, but when; when the subject assumes the due diligence 
it deserves from Congress and the media, it will be important 
that either party, especially the Republican Party, not follow, but 
lead the debate. If Republicans are seen as standing in the way of 
said reform, they will automatically be viewed by the media and 
by Latinos as nativist bigots who only affirm the stigma that the 
Republican Party is today still the “white man’s party.” Of course, 
such a gross oversimplification of the party and the politics would 
not be a fair, intellectual assumption, but that is reality. The 
question is whether the GOP understands that it needs to adapt 
how its message is communicated in order to recover the ground it 
has lost among Latinos. 

There is evidence that the Republican Party is, in fact, in the 

process of adopting more inclusive immigration policies. On 
November 27, 2012, Senators Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) 
and Jon Kyl (R-Ariz) introduced what was dubbed the ACHIEVE 
Act, which would offer a pathway to permanent residency to young 
undocumented immigrants (between the ages of 14-28) brought to 
the U.S. by their parents who are either seeking a higher education 
or service in the military. The bill stops short of providing a 
separate pathway to citizenship, but it “gets the ball rolling on a 
sensible approach to immigration reform,” says Senator Kyl. To 
the senator’s credit, this does provide the public with an inkling 
that, just maybe, the Republican Party may indeed be willing to 
move towards a party platform that is more inclusive of illegal 
immigrants. Yet the ACHIEVE Act would not grant a pathway 
to citizenship beyond what already exists for nonimmigrant visa 
holders (marriage of a U.S. citizen or obtaining a green card). The 
undocumented youth in question would not be eligible for federal 
public welfare or any other government assistance, including 
federal student loans. Immigrants who complete a degree within 
six years or serve four years in the military would be eligible for a 
four-year nonimmigrant work visa and upon completion of that, 

“The dream of inclusive 
immigration reform is no 
longer a matter of if, but 
when.”
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could obtain a permanent nonimmigrant visa. But they could be 
never called citizens. They could never cast a vote even though they 
would be paying taxes. Put plainly, they could never truly enjoy the 
benefits of being an American despite the contributions they may 
make—both fiscal and social—to our society and to our way of life. 

Politics aside, it is important that one draw attention to 
those who must be the true cross-bearers of this movement for 
the refashioning of immigration policy in the United States: the 
American people. This does not mean that immigration is simply 
and solely a Latin issue. True, Latinos have always defended the 
rights of their community and immigration is no exception, but 
that does not mean that this civil rights issue should not also 
encompass the attention and sense of civic duty of all Americans. 
The truth of the matter is that we are all immigrants, and America 
is and never has been a place for one race. We are a patchwork 
heritage—we are a collection of races, creeds, ethnicities, genders, 
political affiliations, and sexual orientations. Each year the United 

States accepts nearly 1 million legal immigrants to its shores. No 
other nation in the world comes close to that number. The point 
being, immigration is as hallowed a tradition of the American 
experience as any we have to offer. It is the story of this nation of 
immigrants who came here with nothing but the desire to pursue 
a better way of life that is so often trumpeted as the “essence of 
America.” The issue of immigration reform, therefore, should 
underscore the unique political opportunity we have before us, as 
Americans, to reaffirm our values and make good on our promise 
to be ever-pursuant of a more perfect, more inclusive union. That 
is not a conservative idea, nor is it a liberal idea. It is the American 
idea.

Should this be the attitude our leaders espouse, then there will 
be no doubt that not only will comprehensive immigration reform 
soon become reality, but we may once again see the seemingly 
forgotten culture of political compromise flourish in the halls of 
Congress.
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addiction. That 
supply creates its 

own demand.
This report 

advocates that 
recreational users who do not 

harm society should not be criminalized 
but instead treated and that legalization 
provides a pathway for decreased violence 
as a result of taking the product from 
black markets. The report concludes that 
addressing demand is the solution to 
problems of addiction and violence. A 
recent study of decriminalization efforts in 
Portugal found that there was a correlation 
between decriminalization of all drugs and 
decreased drug usage amongst teenagers, 
lower rates of HIV, decreased use of 
injection drugs, and a reduction of prison 
overcrowding. 

This supply-side explanation, which 
argues that the best way to curb growth is to 
erect high barriers and increase regulations 
to production (If there is no supply, there 
will be no demand), is compelling, but it 
is based upon a very narrow and limited 
understanding of the problem that 
overlooks the nature of addiction, the goals 
of the sovereignty where drug production 

occurs, and the negative externalities of 
drug-related violence. 

Negative impacts

Focusing efforts on curbing production 
to reduce supply, as opposed to reducing 
demand by means of treatment programs, 
generates massive levels of violence, 
including civilian casualties. The Global 
Commission argues that the level of violence 
is an unacceptable regulatory spillover and a 
sign of failed policy. 

This fundamental difference in the 
approach to the war on drugs is currently 
shaping discourse. The divide is between the 
United States, which advocates eliminating 
supply, and Latin American leaders that 
argue for addressing demand. But recent 
successes in Portugal inspire optimism and 
offer a model for decriminalization. The 
United States’ insistence upon the Merida 
Initiative and Plan Colombia with the funds 
to match ensured the success of its supply-
side narrative. But now that Colorado and 
Washington have taken it upon themselves 
to defy this argument and overturn a 
federal policy, in conjunction with growing 
discontent amongst Latin American leaders 

Two states in the United States     
recently passed measures legalizing 
the recreational use of marijuana. 
While this is treated as a somewhat 
comical situation in the U.S., it has 
unintended ramifications for foreign policy 
in Latin America with regards to the war 
on drugs. The United States has historically 
shaped drug policy in Latin America, 
ensuring the propagation of militant values 
in regard to production.

supply-side 
drug eNforcemeNt

The U.S.’s “War on Drugs” has led to 
widespread military campaigns in Latin 
America to halt production. The publication 
of a controversial report written by the 
Global Commission on Drug Policy (partly 
composed of former Latin American 
heads of state) exposes the fundamental 
difference in assumptions underlying drug 
policies. While the Obama administration 
may have dropped the terminology “war 
on drugs,” it still follows the same policy 
prescriptions with the goal of reducing the 
availability of drugs. The ONDCP (Office 
of National Drug Control Policy) dictates 
that the mere availability of drugs spurs 

Unintended Positive  
Externalities of Marijuana 

Legalization
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“Many Latin American leaders are 
arguing that the U.S. decriminalizing 
marijuana creates a clear internal 
contradiction between its domestic 
policy and foreign policy.” 

and a successful example of full decriminalization—what happens 
now? This referendum on the failure of the war on drugs could 
serve as the catalyst for the widespread changes in the global war 
on drugs that source countries have been advocating for. While the 
destruction of crops has decreased the world supply of drugs, with 
decreased supply come increased prices (if there is no change in 
demand). Drugs are inelastic goods; regardless of price a drug user 
will continue to purchase drugs. Therefore, eliminating parts of the 
supply does not harm drug traffickers directly. Increased costs are 
passed on in the form of higher prices to consumers. 

Thus policies emphasizing decreasing demand are not precise 
in targeting traffickers; instead they bluntly attack this perceived 
threat without distinguishing between actors. This creates a 
situation where United States foreign policy is simply driving up 
drug prices for domestic consumers. Furthermore, because the 
source of the profit motivation is not removed, eradication efforts 

in one country simply divert production to another, ensuring the 
perpetuation of the problem of supply.

refereNdum oN drug policy

The legalization of marijuana in two American states serves 
as a referendum on what are seen as the perceived failures of the 
U.S. War on Drugs, sending a clear signal to Latin America that its 
militant policies are relaxing. This will spur liberalization efforts 
such as those prescribed by the Global Commission on Drug 
Policy.

At the Summit of the Americas in April 2012, traditional US 
allies such as Colombia began to advocate a change in the way 
drug usage is fought. With the Global Commission on Drug 
Policy declaring the “war” on drugs a failure, there is growing 
disapproval of US-led efforts that increase violence. The alternative 
would instead be increased efforts at treatment and government 
regulation. The incongruency between domestic and federal policy 
regarding drugs creates space for Latin American nations to revise 
their own policies.

Many Latin American leaders are arguing that the U.S. 
decriminalizing marijuana creates a clear internal contradiction 
between its domestic policy and foreign policy. The vote that 
resulted in the legalization of marijuana in two states is seen as the 
first-ever relaxation of U.S. drug policy. Internationally, the Latin 
American community is abuzz with the implications, including the 
seeming begrudging approval of the U.S. to allow them to follow 
the liberalization prescriptions of the Global Commission report. 
Uruguay has already passed legislation to have the government act 

as a monopoly in the production and sale of marijuana to adults, 
and the PRD party leader in Mexico proposed new legislation in 
Mexico. While the widespread constituent support for legalization 
in the U.S. is somewhat of an anomaly, it is generally understood 
that source countries do not typically have high usage rates. 

Legalization would decrease drug-related violence by 
introducing government regulation and transparency into 
traditionally black markets. The legalization of marijuana in two 
US states will cut into Mexican cartel profits by $1.6 billion. By 
moving the substance out of the domain of illegal groups, it is 
moved into the arena of formalized business transactions—in 
which the product, quantity and price is standardized. Individuals 
will opt for legal transactions over illegal ones because of the 
decrease in risk (and often decrease in price). This is a much more 
targeted way of harming cartels. By regulating the illicit product, 
cartels no longer have a monopoly over its production. The high 

prices of drugs are a result of 
the perceived risk that goes 
into their production and 
trafficking. Government 
intervention in this market 
reduces prices and increases 
transparency, eliminating 
the need for a black market 
and directly impacting the 
profits of cartels by diverting 
them to the government. 

coNclusioN

Prohibition of drug 
use is part of an aged, expensive and inconsistent effort of the 
government to regulate morality, and it generates too many 
negative externalities in source countries. United States foreign 
policy will continue to reflect emphasis on decreasing supply 
because it is not directly affected by drug-related violence, but now 
Latin American nations will seemingly not support this since an 
internal contradiction between American state and foreign policy 
exists.  Legalization serves as an indicator of a relaxation in U.S. 
drug policy that will likely spur discussion of legalization in order 
to decrease violence in source countries. The results of Uruguay’s 
efforts will likely impact the speed of this shift. 

This fundamental difference in the approach to the war on 
drugs is currently shaping discourse. The divide is between the 
United States, which advocates eliminating supply, and Latin 
American leaders that argue for addressing demand. But recent 
successes in Portugal inspire optimism and offer a model for 
decriminalization. The United States’ insistence upon the Merida 
Initiative and Plan Colombia with the funds to match ensured the 
success of its supply-side narrative. But now that Colorado and 
Washington have taken it upon themselves to defy this argument 
and overturn a federal policy, in conjunction with growing 
discontent amongst Latin American leaders and a successful 
example of full decriminalization—what happens now? This 
referendum on the failure of the war on drugs could serve as the 
catalyst for the widespread changes in the global war on drugs that 
source countries have been advocating for.       
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As Argentina contends with rising inflation, looming 
economic stagnation, and concerns about a return to 
authoritarianism, protests—some 700,000 strong—have rocked 
the streets of Buenos Aires and cities around the country. 
Comprised of predominantly middle-income Argentinian 
citizens, the demonstrations primarily stem from reforms and 
policy directives of the nation’s controversial president, Cristina 
Fernandez de Kirchner, and are fueled by complaints of food and 
energy costs as well as allegations of corporatist corruption.

With a political system characterized by leftist authoritarianism, 
charismatic legitimacy, and conflict precipitated by military 
coups, Argentina has had its fair share of internal disputes in its 
196-year history as an independent nation. Kirchner, who rose 
to power in 2007 on a wave of working-class and rural support, 
followed nearly three decades of tumultuous change in the 
country’s power structure. This had included the Argentinian 
army’s loss of its mandate as the nation’s “moral reserve” in the 
Falkland Islands conflict in 1982, a failed set of neoliberal market-
privatization measures in the 1990s, and a severe 2001 recession 
driven by capital flight and asset freezes. A member of the 
progressive Justicialist Party and First Lady of Argentina 
from 2003 to 2007, Kirchner was identified as a viable 
Peronist candidate in an environment that had 
become increasingly distrustful of capitalism and 
multilateral free trade agreements.  Additionally, 
Kirchner’s promotion of human rights and 
industrialist developmentalism resonated 
well with a population still recovering 
from state terrorism of a junta-
led “Dirty War” and struggling 
with income stagnation in an 
integrated global economy.

The president is not 

unfamiliar with the confrontations, past and present, of Argentina’s 
polarized civil society and public discourse; in fact, her 
tenacity in overcoming challenges to her rational-
legal legitimacy has endeared her to many of 
her supporters. The beginning of Kirchner’s 
first term saw protests in Buenos Aires 
and Argentina’s agricultural sectors 
following her administration’s 
decision to introduce a 
sliding-scale taxation 
system for food 
exports, which 
included a 
raise in the levy 
on soy beans from 
3 5 % to 44%. Despite 
a l a r g e - s c a l e 

farming association 
walkout, Kirchner was 

able to use then-Vice 
President Julio Cobos and 

former government official 
Luis D’Elia as proxies to diffuse 

negative publicity. Later first-term 
situations, including allegations 

of impropriety and Kirchner’s 
unconstitutional attempts to remove 

Argentinian Central Bank President Martin 
Redrado by presidential decree, stayed largely 

within the government and did not significantly 
impact the viewpoints of the electorate.

Despite Kirchner’s multiple recoveries, 
precedent may not necessarily be a good predictor of 

The Argentine Affair:

at a Crossroads
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the nature 
of her second term. 

Today, it seems that the 
same concerns and complaints 

that propelled Cristina Kirchner 
to power now have the potential to 

remove her from office. This year’s protests 
highlight a looming clash based on a multitude 

of structural problems that were ignored earlier in the 
21st century. Inflation—exasperated by Kirchner’s tax 

increases, a lack of support for wage rate suppression, and the 
creation of inefficient state-run enterprises—has ballooned to an 
unsustainable 24% per year. Infrastructural mismanagement and 
the nationalization of the Spanish-owned oil company YPF SA have 
dissuaded foreign capital from entering the Argentinian economy. 
Further complicating matters, a late-November downgrade by 
credit rating agency Fitch has placed the nation at risk of default.

Perhaps more troubling for Kirchner is that this time, her 
country’s economic woes coincide with policies that are viewed 
as overtly undemocratic. With the support of the pro-Peronist La 
Campora youth movement, Kirchner signed a bill on November 
1 that lowered the national voting age from 18 to 16. Since the 
president polls well among younger voters, this move is regarded 
as an unabashed attempt to bolster political support for upcoming 
midterm elections. While the new law is ostensibly designed “to 
widen the electoral base of [Argentina’s] democracy,” skeptics, 
including Santiago Basabe of the Latin American Social Sciences 
Institute, assert that the “fundamental goal is indefinite reelection.” 
Such arbitrary readjustment appears even more sinister in the 
context of Kirchner’s proposal to increase regulations on the media, 
a policy that could give her the power to clamp down on dissenting 
voices in prominent publications and television stations. These 
concerns, along with news that Kirchner may attempt to initiate a 
constitutional amendment allowing her to seek a third term, have 
alarmed Argentinians across the political spectrum.

As such issues converge in 2013, it is unlikely that the 
Argentinian president will be able to rely on her usual comeback 

measures to retain power. While earlier 
many of Kirchner’s actions alienated only the 

upper-middle class of Argentina or remained internal to her 
government, now inflation and a lack of economic opportunities 
have disproportionately affected her primary base of support 
among lower-income households. As evidenced by power-grabbing 
schemes like the voting-age law or her proposed amendment, 
Kirchner has handled the growing opposition poorly. She appears 
to prefer readjusting the demographics in her favor instead of 
acknowledging policy failures and addressing the same trends 
that led to Argentina’s disastrous socioeconomic conditions in the 
early 2000s. Furthermore, the Kirchner administration’s recent 
use of the ongoing Falkland Islands dispute with Great Britain as 
a tool for political survival signifies a regime that is desperately 
looking for foreign distractions from emerging domestic strife—a 
saber-rattling method last observed during the waning years of the 
country’s despised military junta.

Indeed, as the president’s own power slips, Argentina’s national 
trajectory is at stake. A strong critic of full marketization, Kirchner 
has been instrumental in the growth of the Common Market of 
the South (MERCOSUR) between Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, 
Brazil, and Venezuela. The leftist MERCOSUR, postured to 
provide a counterbalance to the United States’ Free Trade Area of 
the Americas (FTAA), could receive a serious blow to its integrity 
if Argentina’s politics were to take a rightward turn toward a 
restriction on government controls. On the other hand, a relaxation 
of Kirchner’s grip on the economy could dramatically improve 
relations with the International Monetary Fund (IMF), which has 
repeatedly accused the president of manipulating inflation numbers 
to protect the national credit, and with the United States, a cautious 
investor of $15 billion in the Argentinian market. Additionally, 
a Kirchner loss or resignation could mark a transition from the 
internal focus of Peronist pro-working class policies to an emphasis 
on attracting middle and high-income careers from the global labor 
supply.  

With scattered interests and a lack of a popular opposition leader, 
the anti-Kirchner movement does not yet have the support or 
efficacy to significantly destabilize the presidential administration. 
However, time is not on Kirchner’s side: if she decides to play 
political games with the problems of inflation, stagnation, and 
corruption, she may find herself the newest addition on a long list 
of deposed Argentinian leaders.
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Under the leadership of Hugo Chavez, Venezuela has 
seen itself become a more prominent (and often controversial) 
participant in the international community.  In this capacity, 
Venezuela has also become more of a nuisance to American 
foreign policy, forging relations with many states that have records 
of acting as adversaries toward Washington.  Furthermore, Chavez 
has branded himself a revolutionary, opposing what he believes to 
be U.S. imperialism.

Following Chavez’s anti-American path are nations like Ecuador 
and Cuba.  After the infamous 2006 United Nations incident, where 
Chavez called then-President George Bush the devil, Ecuadorian 
President Rafael Correa said, “Calling Bush the devil offends the 
devil. Bush is a tremendously dimwitted President who has done 
great damage to the world.”  Continuing on this anti-American 
path, Correa has also recalled his ambassadors to the United States 
a few times, as recently as 2011.  In addition, Correa, a University 
of Illinois graduate, even refused to renew a 10-year lease on a 
U.S. air base that had been used to conduct anti-drug surveillance 

“
in the Andes, and Correa and Chavez have collaborated on bi-
national projects and companies related to oil and gas.   Adding to 
this, Chavez expelled the U.S. Ambassador to Venezuela in 2008, 
citing that the U.S. was, “fomenting a coup attempt against his 
socialist revolution.”  Correa followed suit and expelled the U.S. 
Ambassador to Ecuador in 2009 and 2011, for alleged involvement 
with Ecuadorian police, following the disclosure of U.S. diplomatic 
cables by Wikileaks, which said that his government was turning 

a blind eye on 
corruption.  Until this 
day, both continue 
their anti-U.S. rants 
and perpetually 
remain suspicious of 
the United States.  

Hugo Chavez and 
Fidel and Raul Castro 
have become the best 
of friends. While 
in Havana in 1999, 
Chavez stated:

“Here we are, as 
alert as ever, Fidel and Hugo, fighting with dignity and courage 
to defend the interests of our people, and to bring alive the idea of 
Bolívar and Martí. In the name of Cuba and Venezuela, I appeal for 
the unity of our two peoples, and of the revolutions that we both 
lead. Bolívar and Martí, one country united!”

Both have made statements against U.S. imperialism and 
neoliberalism.  In addition, the two despotic governments have 
close military and economic ties.  The Cuban military, which 
has extensive Russian equipment, has been advising Caracas and 
attempting to rid it of American influence.  The two nations have 

With inflammatory rhetoric and close ties 
with some of the world’s most corrupt and 
dangerous leaders, Hugo Chavez’s position 
as the head of a nation in the western 
hemisphere is utterly concerning.” 

A BRIEF LOOK 
INTO VENEZUELAN 

FOREIGN POLICY 
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In Cahoots With Others To 
Annoy Washington 
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that is 90 miles away from the coast of Florida.  

memorable struggle ... against the 
genocidal state of Israel that knocks 
down, kills and aims to terminate 
the Palestinian people.” With 
Caracas welcoming Palestinians 
and Hezbollah with open arms, it is 
frightening to think that can find a 
safe haven within such close range. 

Although the thought of 
Venezuela as a nuisance to 
American national security may 

seem inconsequential, there is good reason for such qualms. 
With inflammatory rhetoric and close ties with some of the 
world’s most corrupt and dangerous leaders, Hugo Chavez’s 
position as the head of a nation in the western hemisphere is 
utterly concerning.  Chavez may consider himself opposed to 
neoliberalism and American imperialism, but his foreign policy 
is ultimately meant to vex and contradict that of our great 
nation.       

has visited Iran on several occasions.  He stated 
that he will “stay by Iran at any time and under any 
condition.”  He added, “We are with you and with 
Iran forever. As long as we remain united we will 
be able to defeat (U.S.) imperialism, but if we are 
divided they will push us aside.”  Iranian President 
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad also once presented 
Chavez with Iran’s highest honor for “supporting 
Tehran in its nuclear standoff with the international 
community.”  Increased trade and air service 
between the two nations, combined with their 
inflammatory rhetoric, has concerned the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee.   In fact, the Countering 
Iran in the Western Hemisphere Act of 2012 is 
currently before the House for consideration.  The 
Act is intended to “provide for a comprehensive 
strategy to counter Iran’s growing hostile presence 
and activity in the Western Hemisphere, and for other purposes.” 

Chavez has also been a supporter of Palestine and Hezbollah, 
both vehement critics of Israel.  Chavez broke off relations with 
Israel due to the 2008-2009 Gaza War, which led Israel to follow 
suit in breaking off relations with Venezuela.  While Syrian 
President Omar al Bashir was visiting Venezuela in 2010, Chavez 
accused Israel of being “the assassin arm of the United States.”  
Indeed, Israel is one of the closest allies of the United States and 
is one of the only nations to have voted at the UN in favor of the 
Cuban embargo proposed by the United States.  Chavez has also 

Going overseas, Chavez has 
aligned himself with arguably 
America’s biggest enemy: Iran.  
Since 2001, the despotic Chavez 

been “in bed” with the late Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi.  
The two leaders had presented each other with the highest honors 
of their respective nations.  After Gadhafi’s death at the hands of 
Libyan rebels, Chavez stated, “Regrettably, Gadhafi’s death has 
been confirmed. He was murdered. Well, this is another attempt 
against life. What else can I say? ... I will remember him all of my 
life as a great fighter, a revolutionary and a martyr.” Chavez also 
condemned the U.S. airstrikes during the Libyan Civil War as 
“madness,” and Hezbollah, the infamous Lebanese terrorist group, 
has thanked Chavez for his continued support of the Palestinian 
cause. Chavez is, in fact, so closely allied with the Palestinians that 
in 2009 he stated, “We ... are on the side of the Palestinian people’s 

an interesting doctors-for-oil agreement: Cuba has sent 30,000-
50,000 personnel to Venezuela to help foster programs such 
as health care, education, science, and technology.  In return, 
Venezuela sends 53,000 barrels per day of oil to Cuba at friendly 
rates. Venezuelan assistance has also seen the revitalization of an 
oil refinery in Cuba’s city of Cienfuegos.  It is another example of 
Venezuela cozying up to an American adversary, especially one 

Year Chavez assumed the 
presidency

Date Chavez should have been sworn in  1/10/2013

Months Venezuela has been presidentless  4
1999

6 Years Venezuela 
has been friendly 
with Iran

3 Medical 
trips to 
Cuba
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Despite China’s recent economic success, 
social and economic problems lie just beyond 
the horizon. These problems include an 
unsustainable economic model, a failed one-
child policy, and political corruption.  The 
burden of these problems now falls into the lap 
of Xi Jinping, China’s newly selected leader of 
the executive politburo committee. In order to 
remedy such problems, the Chinese government 
must make a series of political and economic 
reforms that strive toward a more liberal private 
market as well as a more transparent and 
accountable government.  

China’s economy has grown at a blistering rate 
in recent years. In 2007, China’s GDP increased 
at a rate of 14.3%. Millions of people have 
been pushed out of poverty and into a rapidly 
expanding middle class.  The standard of living as 
well as the standard of education has increased. 
Much of this rapid expansion was the result of 
a massive stimulus the Chinese government 
injected into the economy, targeting housing 
and infrastructure. Such spectacular economic 
growth, however, is not all that it seems. A lot 
of this GDP growth is investment-based and not 
consumption-led growth. These investments 
were mostly in housing and infrastructure. They, 
in fact, took up more than 48% of China’s GDP 
in 2011 and, more alarmingly, state-controlled 
firms did a disproportionate amount of this 
investment. This is troubling because it shows that 
it is not households but rather the government 
that is bolstering GDP. China’s economic model 
relies too heavily on the government and not 
enough on the private market. The problem 
with such reliance is twofold. The first is that 
it reduces GDP growth in the long run, by 
restricting the creativity and innovation that is 
inherent in a more open market.  The second is 

that such unbalanced economic growth is not 
sustainable.

One such looming crisis may be China’s one-
child policy. This policy puts tremendous stress 
on China’s entitlement programs. Because of 
severe reductions in population size, China’s 
working population is significantly smaller 
than its retiring one, the financial burden 
falls on the current working population. 
Furthermore, this reduction in the labor force, 
as well as the effects of the stimulus package 
wearing off, has reduced China’s GDP growth 
rate. GDP growth fell from 11.9% to 8.9% in 
2011, and many economists believe that it will 
continue to fall in the future. This slowdown 
in economic activity as well as the growing 
debt from entitlement programs will put the 
Chinese government in a difficult position, 
especially as much of China’s GDP growth is 
based on the government’s investments. China 
is already facing social unrest because of a 
slowdown in GDP growth in recent quarters. 
This previous summer, for instance, thousands 
of protesters in the city of Chongqing clashed 
with police in a violent riot over the slowdown 
of the economy. Daniel Rosen, an economist 
and head of the Rhodium Group, posits that 
China is at a juncture.  He argues that “If the 
[new leadership] doesn’t move quickly, the 
consequences will be clear and immediate.”  

Moreover, the Chinese government faces a 
large problem with corruption, emphasized by 
Bo Xilal’s corruption scandal last summer. In 
that scandal, Bo funneled more than a billion 
dollars into offshore accounts. His wife, in 
order to cover up this corruption, had their 
British accountant murdered. While this may 
seem like an isolated event, corruption in 
China is more pervasive and more harmful 

STORY BY BRIAN LIU

How the New Chinese 
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than one would like to think.  Economists 
Zeng Zhonglu and David Forrest calculated 
that the average corrupt official or senior 
manager in a state-owned company 
embezzled $3.3 million before getting 
caught.  Furthermore, the People’s Bank of 
China found, in recent years, that 18,000 
officials have fled China with at least $120 
billion in total stolen assets.  As John Osnos, 
the Chinese correspondent for The New 
Yorker, concluded, “There is a difference 
between knowing [corruption] exists in 
the abstract and confronting the cold, blunt 
accounting—seeing the cars and tuition it 
buys, realizing the land that was seized to 
pay for it, and working out how those funds 
might have been used for better health care 
or education.”

In order to mitigate these problems, Xi 
must a series of reforms. Economically, he 
must target a more liberal private market. 
Free enterprise will contribute to China’s 
growth or, at the very least, alleviate the 
effects from a slowdown in GDP. This is 
important because, as of now, the Chinese 
economic model isn’t sustainable. The 
Chinese government can implement this 
change by breaking up some of the large 

state-owned companies to allow for more 
competition and economic activity. By 
doing so, the government can transition 
from a more investment-based economy 
to a consumer-based one. Furthermore, 
breaking up large state-owned companies 
would take the burden of investments away 
from the government and transfer it to the 

private market. Such a reform might lower 
China’s GDP in the short run, as it will take 
time for consumer-based spending to pick 
up, but in the long run, it will put China on 
a more solvent economic path.  

In light of the problems caused by the 
one-child policy, China must reform its 
entitlement programs for the elderly. The 
Chinese government should consider 

The average corrupt official or senior 
manager in a state-owned company 
embezzled $3.3 million before getting 
caught. 

18,000 officials fled China with at least 
$120 billion in stolen assets. 

switching to a voucher-based system. 
This would lessen the pressure on China’s 
government as well as the working 
population. China, however, would need 
to be careful on how the voucher-based 
system is structured. The government 
could implement a progressive model that 
determines how much someone contributes 

to his or her pension, with the wealthy 
paying the full amount and the very poor 
not having to pay at all. 

Politically, the Chinese government 
must crack down on corruption. The 
government should strive for greater 
transparency, which would allow for more 
accountability as well as an environment 
less conducive to corruption. The best 
way to deal with corruption is to instill a 
sense of purpose in government officials. 
In China, political advancement is not so 
much based on competence, as it is dogma. 
Those with connections advance over those 
with skill. This creates a mismatch between 
doing good work and being rewarded. If 
China were to correct for this mismatch, it 
would create incentives for officials to care 
more about their work and more about 
doing a good job. Such incentives would 
also instill a sense of purpose and more 
importantly a sense of care into government 
officials, which would significantly reduce 
corruption.  

China faces large, growing problems, 
which include an unsustainable economic 
model, a failed one-child policy, and 
political corruption. Yet as large as these 
problems are, reforms to address them may 
have to be larger still. But the Chinese, like 
everyone else, simply want happiness and 
prosperity. They see the problems in the 
economy. They see the unjust corruption 
in the government, and they are already 
asking for change. Reforms, then, seem 
neither too large nor too troublesome. They 
have become necessary.  

CHINA 
QUICK 
FACTS

Yet as large as China’s problems 
are, reforms to address them 
may have to be larger still.”
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  the Spanish Solution to

After hearing Romney’s “I don’t want 
to go down the path to Spain” comment 
during the first U.S. 2012 presidential 
debate, I had to laugh at the irony of my 
choice of Seville, Spain for my semester 
abroad.  It seems I couldn’t have picked 
a worse time to live in Spain.  Poverty 
and unemployment are ubiquitous, 
there is widespread discontent with the 
government, and citizens are becoming 
desperate.  Spain is now bordering on 
the precipice of financial catastrophe.  
Beginning when the housing bubble 
burst in 2008, the government has gone 
from surplus to massive deficit.  With 
unemployment wavering at around 25 - 40 
percent for young adults, Spain’s economy 
barely has a pulse.  Unemployment in 
Andalucía, the region of Spain where I live, 
is close to 50 percent.  On top of that, the 
Spanish government has proposed a series 
of austerity measures in the public sector, 
including 40 billion euro (51.4 billion USD) 
in cuts, more than a quarter of Spain’s GDP.  
These cuts include public sector salary 
freezes, tax increases, and departmental 
cuts across the board.  What do all these 
austerity measures breed? Public unrest, 
and lots of it.

The citizens are simply not happy with 
Prime Minister Rajoy’s “cut-all” approach. 
This year, there have been several protests 
involving hundreds of thousands of 
demonstrators in Madrid and Barcelona.  
My recent trip to Madrid was almost 
cancelled because of the thousands of 
protesters scheduled to march the road in 
front of my hotel.  Even living in Seville, 
a city numbering only 700,000 inhabitants, 
I have witnessed substantially sized bi-
weekly protests. At demonstrations, 

Spaniards protest against any number 
of cost-cutting measures including the 
introduction of co-pays on medication, 
teacher salary cuts, and university tuition 
increase.  Essentially citizens protest any 
and all cuts.  Last week I had 
to duck and push through 
thousands of protesters 
just to get home during an 
internationally coordinated 
strike.  The week before, 
school was closed for another 
anti-austerity protest.  Paros 
académicos (academic 
halts) and huelgas (protests) 
constantly threaten to close 
universities for weeks or 
even months.  Missing 
school for days at a time is 
not a question of if but of 
when. I fear losing a semester 
of school credit if the protests 
continue.

Essentially, protests have 
become a part of my life.  
When I first arrived in Seville, 
the lively civil disobedience 
animated and engaged me.  
The protests were loud, 
vivacious, yet rarely violent.  
I would often join in and 
ask questions; I loved the 
political engagement of the 
citizens.  Lately, however, the 
constant barrage of protests 
has become mundane.  
Every day of protest costs 
Spain millions in lost productivity.  Missed 
days of class threaten the integrity of the 
entire public education system.  Yet, the 
government has not changed its stance.  

What exactly is the Spanish public seeking 
to realistically accomplish? Although the 
resentment towards the cuts is completely 
understandable, there is little discussion of 
a resolution.  

Spain’s simplest solution for its 
economic crisis—leaving the euro—seems 
unlikely.  The nation’s membership in the 
EU holds its currency at an artificially 

STORY BY RAQUEL MACGREGOR
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high rate.  Before the formation of the 
eurozone, Spain and other economies in 
crisis could undervalue their currency to 
regain competiveness in the global market.  
Doing this would increase exports and 

reduce Spain’s trade deficit, which would 
help boost the national economy.  However, 
Spain’s membership in the euro prevents 
this from happening, and moreover, most 

Spaniard’s don’t seem thrilled to return to 
a currency that reminds them of a time of 
dictatorship and oppression.  Besides, even 
if Spain returned to pesetas, it would be 
unlikely to pull them out of the $2.4 trillion 

hole they’ve dug.  
The Spanish government 

is trying to solve its financial 
crisis through cuts and 
bailouts from the EU without 
addressing the underlying 
problem.  Throwing money at 
failing banks is no better than 
putting band-aids on a body 
in multi-system organ failure.  
Instead, the government 
needs to couple austerity cuts 
with domestic investments. 
Spanish leaders should heed 
the example of President 
Obama’s efforts to reboot 
the economy in the United 
States.  Obama has not simply 
increased taxes—he has 
invested in the manufacturing 
industry, education, and 
clean energy.  He has created 
tax cuts for small businesses.  
He has poured money into 
infrastructure.  It is true that 
all these actions cost money, 
but all investments start with 
a down payment.  Spain, 
unlike the United States, has 
not introduced any sound 
investment plans in their 
road to recovery.  With their 

only strategy being $51.4 billion in state 
spending cuts, Spanish leaders are milking 
their citizens dry.  

Instead of protesting public service 

cuts, citizens should insist on investment.  
Spaniards need to take responsibility for 
their politicians’ failed economic strategies 
and suggest viable solutions.  Investment 
in tourism, Spain’s largest industry, is one 
possible avenue.  Spain also has a highly 
skilled workforce; 39% of the population 
aged 25-34 has a graduate education.  The 
country should thus focus on investment in 
the more highly specialized and scientific 
jobs for which it is already known, such as 
the aerospace and automotive industries.  
Spain must retain its talent, not just its 
agriculture. Investment is necessary.  
Simply applying public sector cuts will only 
further shut down the economy.  

However, one may ask, can Spain 
afford to invest at this point?  The answer, 
surprisingly, has hardly been discussed at 
the public level.  In fact, citizens, politicians, 
and the media never seem to bring up 
solutions to the crisis so discussions on the 
feasibility of domestic investment has not 
had much critique on either side.  The press 
constantly criticizes government policies 
but establishes few suggestions on the right 
course of action.  It seems that Spain’s real 
problem is its lack of intellectual discussion 
on finding a solution.            

As an American living in Spain, I 
am astounded that a talented student 
graduating with a Ph.D. in engineering has 
little to no job prospects.  I am saddened 
that entire families live off of the pension 
of a single grandparent.  I am amazed 
that 10% of homes in Spain stand idle and 
crumbling while newlyweds move in with 
their parents.  Something is fundamentally 
wrong here.  Spain needs change, not 
cuts.       
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Why did you decide to give up your 
position in Congress to head the Woodrow 
Wilson International Center for Scholars?

It was a challenge I could not refuse. I was 
honored to serve in Congress for 9 terms 
and took my work extremely seriously. But 
it’s no secret that in the last few of those 
terms, Congress became increasingly 
partisan and unproductive, and when I 
was asked to be the first woman to head 
the Wilson Center and to succeed Lee 
Hamilton, a former member of Congress 
who very ably headed the Wilson center 
for 12 years, I couldn’t say no. 

As a member of the House, you supported 
the Bush Administration’s warrantless 
wiretapping program and have gone on 
record to say that you are undecided 
on whether law enforcement officials 
need more powers to conduct wiretaps 
and other searches without the usual 
judicial process. Why do you think this is 

important? And do you think it comports 
with the Constitution?

I dispute a number of the statements in the 
question. I never supported warrantless 
wiretapping, I supported, it’s not literally 
wiretapping, but I supported the ability 
to intercept communications consistent 
with the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Act which requires an individualized 
warrant if a US person is involved in 
the communication, and the Bush 
Administration had a program that for 
a period operated outside of FISA, and 
when I learned it was operating outside of 
FISA, I expressed vocal opposition, and I 
helped amend FISA so that it would cover 
the necessary things that we do, and I have 
always said that what we do with respect 
with to intercepting communications has 
to fully comply with our law. 

What do you think of the pending cuts to 
the defense budget? Do you think that the 

defense budget should be cut at all? And 
what do you think are the chances that 
Congress will actually avert the sequester?

Well, Leon Panetta has already cut $500 
billion over 10 years from the defense 
budget, and I support his doing it and the 
way he did it. He used a scalpel to cut back 
programs that are not critical for protecting 
us against current and future threats. I do 
not believe that the defense budget should 
be immune from budget cuts. On the other 
hand, a sequester, the next trillions of 
dollars of cuts that could happen, would be 
a catastrophe because they would be across 
the board, not done with scalpel but done 
with a sledge hammer, and I hope Congress 
on a bipartisan basis finds the political will 
to make the necessary reforms to avoid this 
fiscal cliff. And if congress does this, then 
we won’t have the sequester, and we won’t 
have those cuts.

Your “best Republican in the Democratic 
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party” quote is one of your more famous 
ones. But do you think there is a need 
for greater ideological diversity in both 
parties? If so, how can we achieve that? 
Could you address the aforementioned 
quote?

First of all, that was something said about 
me, it wasn’t something I said. It was said 
by the Republican president of one of the 
Chambers of Commerce in my district 
when he introduced me. Somehow, the 
urban legend is that I said it. But is a fact 
that my congressional district certainly in 
my first three terms was a lean Republican 
seat, and I needed and always sought 
Republican support. Do I think both parties 
could become ideologically diverse? I 
certainly hope so. I think the center is being 
held hostage in both parties by noisier, 
better funded, more extreme people, and 
I was just talking here about what’s called 
in Egypt the party of the couch, the people 
who sit on their couches with their clickers 
and get mad at their television sets.  It’s very 
important for the party of the couch, which 
is a wing of both parties, to mobilize, to vote 
in this election, and to try to make both 
parties be more diverse and more tolerant 
and more embracing of problem solving. 

Given recent polarization in Congress, do 
you think that Congress can continue to 
conduct the nation’s business?

It has to! It’s not optional. It is the place 
that both makes the laws and funds our 
government. Congress has no option 
to go out of business. What’s sad is that 
President Bush 43 and Obama have tried 
to do more and more outside of Congress 
because Congress doesn’t function well. In 
the case of some of the Bush policies there 
were reasons why, which I disagreed with, 

they wanted Congress kept in the dark. But 
at any rate I think voters, especially couch 
party voters, have to mobilize and make 
Congress do its work. 

In the wake of the Arab Spring, the U.S. 
is confronting new security problems and 
uncertainties. What do you think will be 
the long-term security implications of the 
revolutions in the Middle East?

I don’t think we know yet where all this will 
end. I think it is important for us to stay 
on the side of reform even tough reform is 
messy. I personally think that the election 
in some cases of political Islamists parties 
could turn out well. I am not scared of it 
because I think those parties are going to 
have to deliver for their countries. It will 
force them to be practical and move to 
the center because they will have to work 
with people. I think underlying all of these 
reforms is the old adage from the Clinton 
years, the quote, “It’s the economy stupid.” 
And “It’s the economy stupid” in Egypt 
for example. Which is why the Muslim 
brotherhood majority will, in the end, not 
every time and not every minute, but will in 
the end have to moderate some of the views 

of some of the Brotherhood founders. 

You were once an advocate of a universal 
healthcare system. Do you think that 
the PPACA goes far enough to establish 
universal coverage, or does it in the right 
way? Do you think that, as a nation, 
we need to continue to move toward a 
universal healthcare system?

I support universal healthcare. I did not 
and do not support public financing of 
healthcare. A public healthcare program 
because I think it’s inefficient. I thought 
the bill Congress passed, with my vote, 
was not as good as some proposals that 
Congress considered, but it was the only 
bill we could pass at the time. It was an 
extremely partisan vote, and that vote was 
unfortunate. What I hope happens now 
that the Supreme Court has upheld the law, 
that Congress reforms it in some ways that 
create more competition and create more 
access because I do not think that this law, 
as passed, will provide universal healthcare. 
I hope that we find a way consistent with 
bipartisanship and good policy to get to 
universal healthcare.     
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Bush 43 and Obama have 
tried to do more and more 
outside of Congress because 
Congress doesn’t function 
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Your campaign website mentions that you 
have helped make several improvements 
in education policy including the areas 
of early childhood education and school 
food nutrition. Do you plan to continue 
working towards education reform? If so, 
in which areas of education policy?

I will continue to try to help education 
policy in general in this country. I 
accepted a board position on a university 
in Delaware, and I think that’s important. 
But I need to make sure it’s understood 
that when you leave the political arena, as 
I have, you lose your influence, in terms 
of directly getting something done or 
not done. I’m a little bit limited in terms 
of what I’m going to be able to do. But I 
have an abiding interest in education. I 
read about it constantly, and if asked my 
opinion, I’m willing to give it, although 
in some cases nobody wants to listen.

Your campaign website also mentions 
that you worked on the No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) Act. Now that it has 
been ten years since that was passed, how 
do you feel it has impacted education?

I think it’s actually had a more positive 
influence than some people realize because 
NCLB has focused the light on education 
and its deficiencies. Nobody likes that. 
They complain about it. They complain 
about the fact that perhaps a school is 
rated as not achieving where it should 
or whatever, but the bottom line is that 
they know they have to go back in and do 
something about it. So, my sense is that it’s 
been very positive from that point of view. 
There are those who would tell you that it 

may have gone overboard in that area, and 
that’s more of a negative than not, but I 
don’t necessarily believe that. The challenge 
is what some schools need, and I think it’s 
made some difference in that area. But, as 
you’ve indicated in your question, it’s been 
ten years since it passed, and perhaps the 
time has come to make changes. President 
Obama has proposed something called 
Race to the Top, which is really just a 
reformulation of NCLB, and I think that 
should be considered by the Congress. It’s 
like anything else. There are lessons to be 
learned. It’s like the Affordable Care Act. 
Whether you’re for it or against, I guarantee 
you there are probably aspects of it that 
need to be modified or changed, and I think 
that’s true of NCLB also. It’s not absolute; 
it’s just perhaps a step in the right direction.

Having been in politics for so long, do you 
agree that gridlock and partisanship have 
recently gotten to an unbearable point, and 
what do you see in the foreseeable future, 
in terms of partisanship and gridlock in 
Congress?

I think it’s worse than it has been anytime 
in recent years. You always read about the 
duels they had in times of the Revolution 
and that kind of thing, but in terms of just 
the strident goading of each other now, 
I think it’s the worst it’s been in a long 
time. I believe that the media has been 
a bad actor in all of this, and it’s not only 
the political parties, or their candidates, or 
their campaigns. But the media has become 
itself very polarized. You see that cable TV 
networks tend to be very polarized. A lot of 
the pundits who write for newspapers are 
also the same ones who are appearing on 

some of these very ideologically driven TV 
shows, and they sort of drive the news. You 
don’t get as much balance as you did back 
when you had three major networks and 
nothing else. You have websites and blogs 
and individuals who are out there critiquing 
virtually everything that happens with 
respect to politics these days. I just think it’s 
become a much more difficult arena. And 
my concern is that we’re scaring people off. 
I look at bright young people here at Fels, 
and will they be interested enough to run 
for office, or even be interested enough to go 
into government, which I actually think is a 
wonderful opportunity in life? But I worry 
that people are going to say that, “I just 
don’t need this aggrevation. I’m not going 
to do it.” So that concerns me a little bit. 

Just out of curiosity, where do you get your 
news from?

I get my news from mostly newspapers, and 
I want to read them in hand. I’d rather not 
read them online. I read our local newspaper. 
I read the Washington Post when I’m going 
to Washington, which is a couple days a 
week. I read the Wall Street Journal on a 
pretty regular basis, the Sunday New York 
Times. For sports, I read the Philadelphia 
Daily News. I read a lot of magazines, a lot 
of newsmagazines. My wife tells me to get 
rid of some subscriptions, but I read a lot 
of that. And then in Washington, there are 
trade journals. There’s Roll Call and Politico 
and The Hill, and I read those when I get 
my hands on them. I don’t subscribe to 
them on a given day. I read those as well. 
I don’t get a lot of news from television. I 
don’t really watch television news. Some 
from local radio, but that’s just local 
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news. So it’s mostly newspaper-driven. 

Being from Delaware, Vice President Biden 
is from Delaware, and is a big advocate 
for Amtrak. Mitt Romney, when he was 
running for president, said he wanted to 
privatize Amtrak. What do you think the 
future federal role of Amtrak will be?

First of all, I think that privatizing Amtrak 
is an oversimplification. I don’t think there’s 
any entity out there that would like to take 
it over on a privatized basis. So I don’t agree 
with Romney with respect to that. On the 

other hand, I do think that Amtrak does 
have some expenditure issues that need to 
be addressed, and I believe that it needs to 
be watched carefully with respect to all of 
that. You may see MAGLEV trains come 
into being. If they do, they’ll probably start 
in the Washington-New York corridor, 
or maybe some portion of that corridor. 
That could make a difference. Right now, 
there’s a lot of people who ride the Acela 
train rather than fly because they feel it’s 
more comfortable and easier. If you’ve got 
a MAGLEV train, depending on the cost, 
it would actually be faster than any other 

way of getting around, as they have in 
China and other Asian countries. So those 
are the things that could happen and would 
be positive. But these things all cost money, 
and it’s a question of how are we going to pay 
for all of that. Amtrak has been unionized 
almost from the beginning, and that’s not 
been inexpensive, in terms of what goes on 
there. Some of their equipment is really old. 
I was on a train last night that started from 
Washington one hour late. We got up to 
north of Baltimore, and a train ahead of us 
had broken down. We had to go alongside 
of it and pick all of their customers and put 
them on our train, so we lost another 45 or 
50 minutes. Those are travel hazards that 
the public isn’t going to put up with on a 
regular basis. That’s a problem. I just don’t 
see that privatization—it’s a nice, catchy 
way of saying “get rid of this problem by 
doing that,” but I just don’t see it happening.

What advice do you have for those who 
wish to run for office?

My advice is that you just can’t “run for 
office.” If one wants to run for office, they 
ought to get involved in government in 
some way or another, or at least politics 
or campaigns in some way or another. The 
process of getting a nomination means that 
you have cultivated friendships within a 
political party that you have chosen, and 
I don’t think there’s going to be a third 
party anytime soon. I think it’s going to be 
Republicans and Democrats, so my view is, 
get to know the elected officials in a party, 
get to know the appointed officials in a party. 
You can become a committeeperson, you 
can to go work for the government. Every 
now and then, somebody is a CEO or doing 
something completely on the outside, and 
they get embraced by the party and endorsed 
and elected. But that’s more infrequent than 
you might think. Getting involved on the 
inside is very important. I’ve often thought 
that one of the best jobs a young person can 
have is to work in an office of an elected 
member of the House or Senate. I think 
those are great jobs that would provide 
the background. A surprising number of 
members of Congress have worked on the 
Hill before. It’s a little surprising to me 
every time I read an article that says “he 
was a legislative assistant” or something. 
If there was a clear entry path for going to 
Congress, I would say trying to work for a 
member of Congress is the way to go. 
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