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Most recently, Paul spoke out against 
the Fed’s decision to buy $600 billion 
worth of Treasuries in an effort to lower 
interest rates.[i] Theoretically, if the 
Federal Reserve decides to buy Treasuries, 
the increased demand for Treasuries will 
cause the price to rise and the yield to 
fall, and interest rates will be kept low as 
more capital is injected.[ii] Paul argues 
that the Fed’s actions, part of a strategy 
generally termed “quantitative easing,” 
will eventually lead to a total devaluation 
of the dollar.[iii] If the Federal Reserves 
continues to put more dollars into 
circulation by buying bonds, existing 
dollars are devalued because the supply of 
dollars is now greater.[iv]

Paul has been a longtime supporter 
of the gold standard and would like the 
U.S. government to move away from fiat 
money, government issued money that 
has no intrinsic value, and return to the 
gold standard.  The merits of returning 
to the gold standard have been heavily 
debated: it is true that money backed by 
gold is more difficult to manipulate (one 
would not be able to simply print more 

money because the quantity of 
gold remains constant).  But, 
the lack of flexibility in the 
finite supply of gold keeps the 
supply of money rigid and 
can lead to depressions and 
deflation.[v] 

Watch out, Ben Bernanke. 
Ron Paul, the 2008 

Presidential candidate and Texas 
Congressman (and Duke Med grad), 
may become the ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on Domestic Monetary 
Policy and Technology on the House 
Financial Services Committee.  For 
Paul who has long advocated for the 
dissolution of the Federal Reserve, leading 
the committee responsible for overseeing 
the Fed, along with U.S. financial policies, 
represents a golden opportunity.

Here are three good questions 
concerning Ron Paul and the Fed for the 
next year:

Why does Ron Paul want to dissolve 
the Federal Reserve?  Paul, a strong 
supporter of Austrian economics, believes 
that the Federal Reserve destabilizes 
the natural business cycle. Austrian 
economics has strong ties with laissez-
faire and the free-market and, perhaps 
not so coincidentally, is often associated 
with Libertarian political candidates.

What he has done in the past 
regarding the Fed? Paul submitted 
legislation to the House that proposed 
increased oversight of the Fed in 
2009.  The bill, titled “Federal Reserve 
Transparency Act of 2009” and part of a 
wider “Audit the Fed” initiative backed 
by Paul, gained significant support and 
had 319 co-sponsors, and was ultimately 
passed by the House.  However, by the 
time voting took place, the bill had been 
revised, with much of the original intent 
phased out.  As a result, Paul actually 
voted against the legislation.[vi] So while 
Paul has demonstrated the ability to 
introduce new ideas and draw attention 
to them, he may not have the mainstream 
support necessary to see these ideas 
carried out.

What does Paul want to do if he 
becomes an overseer of the Fed? 
Increased transparency remains 
Paul’s primary goal if he were to gain 
oversight of the Federal Reserve. [vii] 
Increased transparency means that 
the Fed’s financial transactions and 
dealings with private corporations and 
institutional investors would become 
public information.  Some have argued 
that the Fed needs to remain independent 
from Congress because a relationship 
between the two bodies could lead to 
political influences on important financial 
decisions that should be non-partisan.
[viii] On the other hand, it has also been 
argued that lack of oversight has allowed 
the Fed to spend irresponsibly and given 
Fed chairman Bernanke too much power.

We’ll have to wait until the next term 
of Congress to see how this plays out.
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Goodbye “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”

The U.S. military’s longstanding 
ban on gay servicemen (and 

women) is over — for the moment. 
On Sep. 9, U.S. District Court Justice 
Virginia Phillips called for a “permanent 
injunction” barring the enforcement of 
the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” 
(DADT) policy.1

DADT, crafted by the Clinton 
Administration in 1993, is the most 
lenient treatment of homosexuality in 
the military to date. The law provides 
that a servicemember will be discharged 
if he/she has “engaged in, attempted 
to engage in, or solicited another to 
engage in a homosexual act or acts.” 
Additionally, discharge is required if 
the person has “stated that he or she is a 
homosexual or bisexual, or words to that 

effect,” or if the person has married or 
attempted to marry a person “known to 
be of the same biological sex.” The policy 
has been coined “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” 
because it protects gay servicemembers 
from discharge, provided they are not 
open about their homosexuality.2

In her ruling in Log Cabin 
Republicans v. United States, a case 
originally filed in 2004, Justice Phillips 
called for an end to the policy on First 
and Fifth Amendment grounds. She 
argued, in the memorandum opinion, 
that “the Act’s restrictions on speech 
are broader than reasonably necessary 
to protect the Government’s interest,” 
demanding that First Amendment 
rights take precedence.3 Following 
the trial proceedings and the filed 
testimony of numerous servicemembers 
and experts, including General Colin 
Powell, the court ruled that allowing 

gay people to openly serve in the 
military would neither undermine “unit 
cohesion” nor “military readiness.”4 
Thus, because no overwhelming state 
interest in maintaining DADT can be 
determined, the plaintiffs’ First and Fifth 
Amendment rights must take priority.

This case is the latest and most potent 
iteration in a decade of promising 
reform on behalf of LGBTQ. Begun in 
2003 by the Supreme Court decision 
in Lawrence v. Texas, which ruled 
that state laws prohibiting sodomy 
are unconstitutional, the last 10 years 
have gone a long way towards ending 
discrimination against homosexuals. 
Perry v. Schwarzenegger, a District Court 
case decided in August of 2010, similarly 
ruled that California Proposition 8, a 
law prohibiting same-sex marriage, was 
unconstitutional.

The legal argumentation at work 

by Trent Serwetz

Image courtesy of loc.gov/
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Goodbye “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”
in each case is strikingly similar. All 
U.S. citizens are entitled to “Due 
Process” of law, guaranteed by the 
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments 
to the Constitution. Due Process 
means, essentially, that to take away 
your rights, the government has 
to have a good reason. The more 
“fundamental” the right, the harsher 
“scrutiny” with which the courts will 
inspect any policy that curtails it. 
In order to withstand scrutiny, any 
law restricting rights must serve a 
compelling “government interest,” 
otherwise it is unconstitutionally 
restrictive. In deciding that anti-sodomy 
laws, laws banning same-sex marriage, 
and the military’s DADT policy were 
all unconstitutional, the courts have 
simultaneously ruled that there is no 
government interest in continuing to 
support those policies.

In other words, the legal conclusion 
is: gay rights don’t hurt anyone. 
The government, as a purveyor of 
rights, does more harm than good by 
discriminating against LGBTQ. But legal 
reform is only half of the battle. Even 
though Brown v. Board of Education 
outlawed the “Separate but equal” 
doctrine in 1954, de facto segregation 
continued undiminished well into the 
1960s and following the death of Martin 
Luther King, Jr. in 1968.

The issue in Log Cabin Republicans 
v. United States is not simply a question 
of whether gay rights are violated by 
open homosexuality meriting military 
discharge. DADT is a constitutional 
issue because many servicemembers 
were quietly persecuted for their sexual 
orientation, but were afraid to report the 
abuse to their commanding officers for 
fear of discharge under the policy.

One particularly compelling story 
cited in the memorandum opinion 
comes from Naval Officer Joseph Rocha. 
While serving in the Middle East, 
Rocha’s sexuality came to light when he 
refused to copulate with a prostitute. 

Labeling him gay, his commanding 
officer “ordered all of the other men in 
the unit to beat Rocha on the latter’s 
nineteenth birthday…had Rocha leashed 
like a dog…tied to a chair, force-fed dog 
food, and left in a dog kennel covered 
with feces.”5 Rocha’s human rights were 
repeatedly violated during his time 
in office and he never reported the 
mistreatment, because to do so would 
result in his discharge from the Navy 
under DADT.

His story is only one of many, but as 
Justice Phillips points out, Rocha was 
not an anonymous serviceman: he was 
awarded the Navy and Marine Corps 
Achievement Medal, the Global War 
on Terrorism Expeditionary Medal, 
the National Defense Service Medal, 
and the Navy Expert Rifleman Medal 
during his time in office. DADT, in 
addition to simply curtailing the rights 
of LGBTQ, commits them to experience 
discrimination in silence. But will that 
discrimination vanish along with the 
policy? And if the government has no 
compelling interest in subjugating gay 
Americans, does it not have an interest 
in protecting their rights?

Evidently not. President Obama, 
with midterm elections on the horizon, 
requested that Justice Phillips halt her 
injunction against DADT, on the basis 
of military readiness. On Oct. 20, the 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals agreed 
to suspend the injunction against DADT 
until further notice.6 The court’s decision 
that DADT does nothing to help 
military readiness, after extensive review 
of the available military documentation, 
didn’t faze the current administration or 
the federal appeals court.

Despite the fact that the repeal of 
DADT was one of Obama’s campaign 
points, he has insisted that the reform 
take place in Congress, and not through 
the courts. Democrats tried to repeal 
DADT legislatively in September 2010, 
only to be denied by a Republican 
filibuster. If they couldn’t get the job 

done in September, how does Obama 
plan to repeal DADT in November, with 
a Republican majority in the House?

Ironically, this situation pits the 
GOP group as the champion of gay 
rights against the first liberal president 
of the twenty-first century. The Log 
Cabin Republicans, founded in 1978, 
is the nation’s only Republican gay 
rights group. President Obama, on 
the other hand, was elected on a 
campaign platform demanding the 
“implementation of policies to allow 
qualified men and women to serve 
openly regardless of sexual orientation.”7 

The same President Obama who was 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2009 
for his efforts to strengthen, among 
other things, “cooperation between 
peoples.”8

Admittedly, legal reform is not 
tantamount to comprehensive social 
change. Much to the chagrin of those 
who elected Obama in 2008, change 
takes time. But Brown v. Board was an 
important step in the right direction. 
Roe v. Wade was a crucial decision 
for women’s rights. And Log Cabin 
Republicans v. US should be celebrated 
as the current pinnacle of LGBTQ legal 
reform, rather than bemoaned for being 
ahead of its time. Sometimes, social 
power requires juridical power. Instead 
of condemning Justice Phillips for doing 
Congress’s job for them, Log Cabin 
Republicans v. US should be lauded as 
the most concrete evidence to date that 
all people are equal under the law.
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1 Log Cabin Republicans v. United States (2010). 
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The group argues that the United States 
government cannot continue to spend 
more money than it collects, because 
borrowing subjugates future generations 
to the whim of the financier, which in this 
case is China.  CAGW recognizes that 
cutting federal spending inflicts short 
term economic pain on those segments 
of society accustomed to government 
support, but the alternative is the 
likelihood of losing national sovereignty.  
What happens, CAGW asks, when no 

President Obama and the Democrat 
majorities in Congress have 

amassed $3 trillion in deficit spending in 
just twenty-three months since taking the 
reins of Washington in 2008.  

The Citizens Against Government 
Waste (CAGW), a nonprofit watch group, 
think the president’s fiscal strategy for 
the country spells doom, and they have 
unleashed a public awareness campaign 
to express their indignation.   The 60 
second message set 20 years into the 
future features a Communist Chinese 
professor lecturing an auditorium of 
college students on the history of failed 
civilizations.   In subtitled Mandarin, 
he explains that all the great empires of 
history collapsed because their leaders 
turned away from the principles that 
made them great.  He points to the United 
States as the most recent example of a 
nation that tried to “tax and spend” its way 
out of a recession, nationalizing industries 
and health care.  The professor quips, 
“Now they work for us,” and the students 
erupt into laughter.

The effectiveness of CAGW’s message 
relies on the American public connecting 
the dots between debt and lost autonomy.  

country will fund our deficits?  What 
happens when the United States cannot 
pay the interest on its debt?  The U.S. may 
be forced to declare bankruptcy and opt 
to either pay China a portion of the debt 
or none at all – either option would be an 
international diplomacy disaster.  It is a 
sobering truth that CAGW condenses into 
one minute of hard-hitting prescience.   

Implicit in their campaign is the 
alternative to the current crisis: namely, 
the same low taxation and limited 
regulation that founded America’s rise 
to prominence.  Time and again the 
American economy has flourished when 
this country has reduced the size of 
government, cut taxes, and eliminated 
burdensome regulation,.  The choice 
is open again to Congress and the 
administration to pursue a path of 
entrepreneurship and creativity that 
ensures the future vitality of the country 
and bequeaths prosperity instead of 
bondage.  But, politics is an ugly business.  
Turning the nation’s staggering profligacy 
around will take the same grit that it took 
to settle the west, rebuild from the Civil 
War, and mend the wounds of two world 
wars.   

The first step in fixing the problem 
is stopping the bleeding.  Government 
must stop spending more than it 
collects.  However, a balanced budget 

by Matthew Leonard

Getting America Back on Track 
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Getting America Back on Track 
imposes difficult choices regarding 
entitlements.  The massive unfunded 
liabilities of Social Security, Medicare, 
and Medicaid are on track to consume 
the entire federal budget and leave no 
funds for interest payments on the debt, 
defense, education, or anything else.  
Social Security was originally designed 
to supplement retirement income by 
taxing the wages of younger workers to 
pay toward the income of retirees.  When 
Social Security began, the average lifespan 
of an American worker was nearly two 
decades shorter than it is today. (cite) 
Moreover, the number of retirees relative 
to young workers has increased several 
fold.  (cite) These dynamics, magnified 
by the increased benefits Congress has 
granted retirees over the last 50 years, 
have combined to create the current fiscal 
dilemma.  The only solutions available to 
bureaucrats under the current scenario 
are raising taxes, instituting price controls, 
and denying care—all of which are 
virtually exhausted options at this point.

Fixing the budget morass requires 
Congress to return entitlement programs 
to their original intent.  Social Security 
can effectively supplement a worker’s 
retirement without requiring federal 
budgeting only by converting the program 

from its current Ponzi scheme setup to 
one of individually held savings accounts.  
Not only would privatizing Social Security 
eliminate the future liabilities burning a 
hole in the federal budget, it would also 
pay workers more than what they now 
receive from the program.  The Cato 
Institute has a library of studies which 
demonstrate that, had Social Security 
money been privately invested, the return 
on the taxes each worker pays would 
be significantly higher than what one 
can expect under the current system.  
Moreover, individually owned accounts 
are part of a worker’s estate that can be 
passed onto heirs, a wealth producing 
advantage currently unavailable to many 
of the nation’s poorest citizens.  Cite 
everything!

Personal ownership is also the answer 
to the country’s health care challenges.  
For the poor and the elderly, Congress 
should convert the current policy of 
subsidizing health care benefits to one 
of supplementing private insurance 
policies.  Funding individually owned 
health savings accounts for poor citizens 
would negate their out-of-pocket 
expenses while creating an incentive to 
be cost conscious and to conserve the 
money in their account, all the while 

substantially reducing the liability of the 
federal government for health care.  In 
addition to these policy improvements, 
Congress should allow individuals to 
purchase medical insurance across state 
lines in order to increase the competition 
nationally.  Insurance companies should 
also be allowed to sell policies free of state 
mandated coverage, to increase the variety 
of policies available and to reduce the cost 
of bare-bones and catastrophic insurance.  
Combined, these changes in policy would 
assure widespread access to care while 
closing the hole in the federal budget.

There are solutions to the problem 
of deficit spending and the debt facing 
the country.  The Citizens Against 
Government Waste want to restore the 
hope of future prosperity that Americans 
have enjoyed for generations.  There is 
no cause for despair, only the need for 
principled politicians who embrace the 
virtue of free enterprise and individual 
responsibility.  For in the end, Americans 
would prefer children learn Mandarin for 
its cultural intrigue, not in order to talk to 
their boss. 

References available online at gothicguardian.com.
Images courtesy of the Citizens Against Government 
Waste
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Tyler Clementi, a student at 
Rutgers University, took 

his own life when pressure from 
cyberbullying overwhelmed him in 
September. Megan Meier, a teenager 
from Missouri, committed suicide after 
being cyberbullied by a friend’s mother 
through a fake MySpace account. Duke’s 
Karen Owen thought her satirical 
“senior thesis” would be safe in the 
inboxes of her friends. 

Even Rui Dai, a sophomore at Duke 
University, was ridiculed when she 
wrote a Chronicle opinion article on 
the “Engineered Happiness” of Pratt 
students.

Technological advances like the 
Internet are usually viewed as positive 
steps in mankind’s growth. But there 
has been some concern regarding the 
Internet’s effect on society. Instances of 
incivility have become more apparent 
as expanding technology provides 
new outlets for expression, especially 
as email and YouTube have allowed 
information to go “viral” in just a 
few hours. Anonymous websites like 
CollegeACB are home to vulgar and 
offensive comments that college students 
post about their classmates, Greek life, 
and sexual activities. Even websites that 
are not anonymous, like MySpace and 
Facebook, provide opportunities for 
harassment and rudeness. 

Emily Post, the “Mistress of Manners,” 
once explained that “nearly all the faults 
or mistakes in conversation are caused 
by not thinking.1…‘Try to do and say 
those things only which will be agreeable 
to others’.” In face to face interactions, 
Post’s rules of etiquette still seem to 
apply. However, with the expansion of 
the Internet and the anonymity it grants 
its users, civility and manners have 
been on a rapid decline, leading people 
to wonder, in the words of Wall Street 
Journal columnist L. Gordon Crovitz:  

“Is Internet civility an oxymoron?”2 

The Anonymous Murderer of 
Manners

When Rui Dai argued that Pratt 
students were happier than Trinity 
students because they had less freedom, 
she experienced an almost immediate 
backlash. Twenty-eight comments were 
posted on Dai’s September 8 article3, 
each with its own scathing analysis of 
the column’s flaws. Dai was told that 
she “severely underestimate[s] the 
ambition that fuels many” Pratt students, 
she has “absolutely no idea what” she 
is talking about, and that her column 
constitutes a blatant “insult to Pratt, 
Trinity, Duke” and especially herself. 
The overwhelmingly negative comments 
were mostly anonymous. 

However, the barrier of the 
Internet still separated Dai from those 
disagreeing with her. In face to face 
encounters, Dai’s readers were not nearly 
as critical. “Everyone thought [the 
article] was reasonable, and they kind 
of agreed with me. When I explained 
myself, and [the Pratt students] reflected 

on their engineering experience, they 
weren’t as angry as the comments made 
them out to be… I didn’t get anything 
nasty face to face.” 

The Chronicle’s anonymous comment 
section is far from an anomaly: most 

websites allow authors to respond to 
blogs, posts, and articles anonymously. 
There are even gossip websites, such as 
CollegeACB and the now extinct Juicy 
Campus, that encourage anonymous 
postings. Dan Zak, a staff writer 
from The Washington Post, wrote in a 
September article: “If you’re anonymous 
and immune from repercussions, 
then you’re more likely to act 
inappropriately.”4

Bullying 2.0

This loss of manners can be seen 
in more places than the Comments 
section of the Chronicle website. Though 
society may not be less civil today than 
in previous generations, Dr. P.M. Forni 
of Johns Hopkins University’s Civility 
Project told The Washington Post that 
“There is plenty of evidence that we are 

Victims in a Modern Age

by Chloe Rockow

Cyberbullying and the Internet Frontier

Even websites that are 
not anonymous, like 

MySpace and Facebook, 
provide opportunities 
for harassment and 

rudeness. 
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Victims in a Modern Age
Cyberbullying and the Internet Frontier

dealing with lots of rudeness.”5 Rudeness 
seems to be a polite term, however. 
The recent suicides of Tyler Clementi, 
Megan Meier, and other young people 
draw attention to a new phenomenon: 
cyberbullying.

In a recent study by the Cyberbullying 
Research Center, cyberbullying victims 
were almost twice as likely to have 
attempted suicide compared to youth 
who had not experienced cyberbullying.6 
Cyberbullying, however, is not only 
limited to anonymously bullying others. 
The spread of information without 
regard to its confidentiality can be just as 
harmful as direct bullying. Karen Owen’s 
PowerPoint presentation on her sexual 
exploits instantly became an Internet 
phenomenon. The harmful nature of the 
presentation’s contents was disregarded, 
as it was forwarded to multitudes of 
college students and eventually websites 

like Deadspin and Jezebel. The men 
described by Owen are victims not only 
of cyberbullying, but of incivility.

The Restart Button

Though the online community lacks 
civility, some individuals and groups are 
taking a stand to re-introduce manners. 
Organizations like “STOMP Out 
Bullying” have adapted their platforms 
to include cyberbullying. Rutgers 
University recently started “Project 
Civility,” an initiative aimed at “creating a 
more charitable campus culture.”7 

Duke is also taking steps to hit the 
restart button on Internet civility. The 
Duke Online Discourse Project is 
searching for research proposals related 
to “Civic Discourse and the Public 
Sphere in the Age of the Internet.” 
Students have also been standing up 

against incivility, both online and on 
campus. Students recently participated 
in a campaign to wear purple on October 
20th in support of the LGBT teens like 
Tyler Clementi, who have committed 
suicide. A recent CollegeACB post 
told readers: “This site is so [expletive] 
worthless.” Though just as vulgar as the 
posts around it, the comment reflects the 
negative feelings of some Duke students 
toward the site.

People outside of college campuses 
are also coming out against Internet 
incivility. Powerful Internet figures like 
Wikipedia founder Jimmy Wales and 
renowned blogger David Weinberger 
have united to create a set of guidelines 
that will “shape online discussion 
and debate”8. One of the guidelines 
recommends that “bloggers consider 
banning anonymous comments left by 
visitors to their pages”. Wales explains 
that while anonymous comments may 
be acceptable in some places, names and 
accountability should be encouraged in 
others. 

These solutions seem feasible in 
fighting Internet civility. Hitting the 
restart button on Internet manners may 
be the only way for society to move 
forward more effectively. Online civil 
discourse based on respect will lead to a 
more productive Internet culture. 
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Four Loko doesn’t kill people...
People kill people

by Trent Serwetz
The latest nationwide hullabaloo 

over the alcoholic drink “Four 
Loko” provides a poignant reminder of 
how quick America is to point the finger. 
Four Loko, for those who are unfamiliar 
with the beverage, is a 12% ABV drink 
sold in 23.5 ounce cans which also packs 
a hefty dose of caffeine. It’s like super-
concentrated Smirnoff Ice mixed with Red 
Bull. The drink is sold at grocery stores 
and 7-11’s and comes in a variety of fruity 
flavors.

Last week, New York called for a 
voluntary ban on Four Loko distribution 
“for the concerned parents among us.”1 
Since then, numerous state legislatures 
have considered banning the drink for 
fear of its health consequences. North 
Carolina’s Governor Purdue has called 
for a voluntary ban of Four Loko until its 
healthiness can be investigated further.2 
Since several college students have been 
hospitalized after drinking Four Loko 
to excess, a national frenzy has sprung 
up condemning this drink instead of the 
students themselves.

There are two distinct fears which have 
all conflated together to indict Four Loko:

1. Fruity alcoholic beverages are more 
likely to induce overdrinking

2. Alcohol and energy drinks are a 
dangerous mix

Fruity, but hardly dangerous

“Protect the children!” the outcry 
against this alcoholic drink has exclaimed. 
With Four Loko in the world, students 
have access to their favorite intoxicating 
substance in fruit punch, cranberry 
lemonade, even watermelon flavors. It sure 
sounds dangerous, doesn’t it? Regrettably, 
none of the individuals currently writing 
about the drink’s dangerous appeal to 

underage drinkers seem to have actually 
tasted the beverage. Four Loko tastes 
terrible. I would personally rather down 
a margarita or a half-and-half than this 

disgusting concoction any day.
For an underage drinker aiming to get 

wasted, Four Loko may have more appeal 
than a case of Busch Light. But it has the 
same ABV as a bottle of wine. You can buy 
André at the grocery store too, it comes in 
fruity flavors, and it’s just as disgustingly 
cheap. The problem with going after Four 
Loko is that it is not uniquely responsible. 
Many drinks are fruity and designed 
to cause rapid intoxication at the same 
time. Most of them taste a lot better 
than Four Loko and are available at your 
neighborhood Kroger.

For (presumably 21) college students, 
beverages are available at the ABC store 
that are both fruitier and more alcoholic. 
Bacardi sells a “strawberry daiquiri mixer” 
which consists of ready-to-drink half and 
half. It’s more concentrated than Four 
Loko, it tastes a lot better, and it’s in the 
neighborhood of $15 for a whole handle. 
Seagram’s makes a “gin and juice” mixer 
which masks the alcohol so well you can 
chug it right out of the fifth.

On one hand, we are singling out Four 
Loko while there are significantly tastier 
and more dangerous drinks available. On 
the other hand, we are blaming a beverage 
for what are entirely human errors. Guns 
don’t kill people, people kill people!

There is nothing more un-American 
than persecuting the Four Loko found 
in his or her hand.  If your car is hit by 
a guy going 95 in his Ferrari, you don’t 
blame the sports car for being too fast and 
maneuverable. You blame the driver for 
abusing the vehicle he legally purchased. 
Similarly, when a minor overdoses on 
Advil or some other household drug, 
you don’t condemn the pills for being 
inherently dangerous; you blame the poor 
choice on the child’s part and the adults 
who should have been better supervisors.

And, if minors are buying these things 
with fake IDs, we need to crack down 
on the 7-11’s that are taking them and 
the people that made the IDs. Nothing is 
going to be solved by blaming the Four 
Loko.

Many drinks are fruity and 
designed to cause rapid 
intoxication at the same 

time. Most of them taste a 
lot better than Four Loko 
and are available at your 

neighborhood Kroger.
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Four Loko doesn’t kill people...
People kill people

Alcohol, energy…
not a good combination

The other putative justification for 
victimizing Four Loko is the drink’s 
built-in combination of alcohol and 
caffeine. Alcohol is a depressant, caffeine 
is a stimulant, and the combination 
allows students to drink potentially 
dangerous amounts of liquor before 
losing consciousness. This is not new 
information. Mixing alcohol and energy 
drinks, especially on college campuses, 
has been an increasingly popular practice 
since before I came to Duke.

There is no simple solution to this. 
College kids are not going to stop mixing 
alcohol and caffeine simply because Four 
Loko is taken off the shelves. In fact, 

Four Loko is probably safer than the 
alternatives. Ever chased Jager shots with 
Red Bull, which is readily available to 
over- and underage students alike? Such 
a combination will lead to intoxication 
much more efficiently than languishing 
through 24 ounces (two thirds of a liter!) 
of Four Loko.

If the goal is truly to get really wasted, 
there are numerous better and more 
readily available methods than the newly 

popular Four Loko. Sketchy punch laced 
with Everclear is available at many section 
parties. This is the reality of college 
life. What is accomplished by violating 
Phusion Projects’ constitutional right to 
sell Four Loko? Didn’t we already try this 
during Prohibition?

Catharsis. Lawmakers can point the 
finger at this drink and act as if banning it 
will solve the woes of college drinking. If 
we just outlaw Four Loko, they think, kids 
will stop mixing alcohol with caffeine. If 
we just ban fruity drinks, minors will stop 
being hospitalized for alcohol poisoning. 
If we just cancel tailgate, college students 
will stop drinking at 9 in the morning to 
pre-game the day’s football festivities. This 
way, we can sweep under the rug the total 
inability of law enforcement to prevent 
the use of fake IDs. And the store clerks 
who routinely turn a blind eye in order to 
make the sale. And the dozens of students 
hospitalized every year after LDOC.

If we just ban Four Loko, the world will 
be a better place. In our dreams.

 College kids are not going 
to stop mixing alcohol and 

caffeine simply because Four 
Loko is taken off the shelves. 

In fact, Four Loko is probably 
safer than the alternatives.

Martyred?
On November 16, Phuzion 

Products, the company that makes 
Four Loko, has issued a statement 
indicating their intent to remove 
the caffeine, guarana, and taurine 
from their products, despite the 
company’s acute awareness that their 
beverage is being singled out among 
many others. Here are some excerpts 
from their eloquent press release:3

“We have repeatedly contended 
– and still believe, as do many 
people throughout the country – 
that the combination of alcohol 
and caffeine is safe. If it were 
unsafe, popular drinks like rum 
and colas or Irish coffees that 
have been consumed safely and 
responsibly for years would 
face the same scrutiny that our 
products have recently faced.”

“We are taking this step after 
trying – unsuccessfully – to 
navigate a difficult and politically-
charged regulatory environment at 
both the state and federal levels.”

“Over the last several months 
we have been more than willing 
to talk with regulators and 
policymakers on the national, state 
and local levels. Our company has 
a history of being as cooperative 
as we possibly can to ensure that 
our products are consumed safely, 
responsibly and only by of-age 
adults.”

References
1. http://blogs.villagevoice.com/
2. http://www.newraleigh.com/
3. http://www.phusionprojects.com/

Image courtesy of fda.gov



For information on joining The Gothic Guardian, advertising opportunities, donations or submissions, 
please email gothicguardian@gmail.com.

a new generation on the right.

funded 

The Collegiate Network

othic
uardianG

G

The

Online updates now available at:
www.gothicguardian.com

at Duke University


