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EDITORS’ NOTE


John Adams once declared to a friend and fellow politico that “a pen is…an 
excellent instrument to fix a man’s attention and to inflame his ambition.” While 
humanity has advanced from the use of the pen to that of lap-tops and personal 
tablets, the skill of writing remains essential in politics and political science. 
Adams was certainly correct in his assertion that writing, above all else, allows 
individuals to focus and and develop their thinking. Likewise, there is something 
about the art of writing that allows students of politics, in particular, to become 
intimate with their thoughts and evaluate their understanding of the world. For 
these reasons, academics have long valued writing.


To promote this aforesaid precept, The Sovereign, a student-edited journal, was 
designed to showcase excellence in political science writing and to cultivate 
an interest in student scholarship. The journal employs a blind review process 
wherein the authors of the articles are not made known to the reviewing editors. 
Collectively, the articles herein highlight the diversity of excellent student 
writing within the Saginaw Valley State University political science program.


~The Editors
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direction, but more must be done to address the aforementioned 
deficiencies.
 Colorado’s marijuana law is gradually becoming more 
politically feasible in the eyes of the federal government, but 
not enough traction has been made. First, although the federal 
government is showing significant changes in its approach toward 
its prohibitive policy, its traditional stance on marijuana has 
been harsh. Second, the changing social climate is forcing the 
federal government to deal with enforcing its marijuana policy 
in ways different from the past, but marijuana policy reform is 
clearly in the early stages. Third, although significant discussion 
on marijuana tax reform is taking place, federal agencies like the 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) are unlikely to change how they 
enforce marijuana tax policy without more action from Congress.        
 First, the federal government recently made a significant 
change in its approach to enforcing federal marijuana laws. 
Colorado’s and Washington’s legalization policies prompted 
the Department of Justice in August of 2013 to state that it will 
not sue to repeal the laws already legalizing pot in the states at 
this time (Southall and Healy 2013). Deputy Attorney General 
James Cole issued a memo to federal prosecutors detailing eight 
enforcement areas they should prioritize, which included keeping 
marijuana from those under the age of 21 and increasing the 
border patrol to limit its illegal trade (U.S. Department of Justice). 
Outside these areas, the federal government expects the states 
to implement “strong and effective regulatory systems” that will 
address the threats posed by state law to public safety. Colorado’s 
regulations on marijuana attempts to address these threats to 
public safety where it bars those under 21 from its use and requires 
strict licensing of cultivators and producers (Colorado General 
Assembly). 
 With those at the top of the justice hierarchy—the 
President, Attorney General, and the chairman of the Senate 
Judiciary committee—agreeing that there are “bigger fish to 
fry,” it is likely the policy will be given time to be implemented 
(Reilly and Grimm 2013). However, this does not end the debate 
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make this a model for a universal policy. Since Colorado does not 
provide a cap on the total amount of marijuana produced each year, 
it will likely result in surplus pot being illegally smuggled to other 
states; if there is too much marijuana flooding the system, retailers 
have to fight to keep costs down, which may cause them to cut 
corners on quality and safety measures (Gray 2013). Additionally, 
requiring the vertical integration of a business in order to obtain 
a license to sell may initially limit the number of businesses and 
therefore make it easier to control the market. Some like Aaron 
Smith, director of the National Cannabis Industry Association, 
argue that the policy allows the chance for industry monopolists 
to keep prices artificially high (Gray 2013). States with vertically 
integrated medical marijuana cultivation and dispensary operations 
often have the most restrictions on investors and carry the greatest 
risk of federal enforcement actions (Sankin 2013). Furthermore, 
Colorado’s two-year residency requirement essentially prohibits 
out-of-state involvement in the growth and production of 
marijuana; this might stem a fear of competition from growers in 
other states (Gray 2013).
 This is not to say that Colorado’s program does not have 
potential benefits. Proponents say that taxing marijuana would 
bring about $100 million to state and local schools, despite El 
Paso County District Attorney Dan May arguing that not even 
$5 million of the projected $10 million has been collected from 
medical marijuana tax revenue and that it is burdening local 
taxpayers. Brian Vicente, co-director for the Amendment 64 
campaign, says that by putting a loose framework of rights into the 
state constitution, it is helping to fix a broken system. The same 
thing was done 80 years ago with alcohol prohibition—a measure 
that arguably did not work, as it led to an underground market and 
the nation missed out on a lot of tax revenue. Additionally, Vicente 
rejects that legalization is making marijuana readily available to 
teens; he argues it is already available through the black market. 
Proponents believe that it would be harder to get marijuana from 
behind the counter where ID is required than on the street corners 
and alleyways (Burke 2013). These measures are a step in the right 
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Americans agreed with legalization. Arguably, public support for 
legalization has increased since the 1970s, but became stagnant 
during the 1980s and 1990s. After 2000, it began to increase again, 
reaching a record high of 50% three years ago (“For First Time”). 
Additionally, widespread support for legalization is mirrored by 
a consensus (64%) that the federal government should not step in 
on states that have legalized the drug, according to a Gallup poll 
released in December 2012. Even a sizable portion of those who 
do oppose legalization (43%) agree that there should be a restraint 
of federal action in these states (Edwards-Levy 2012). Although 
support is still divided by age, as shown within the same October 
2013 Gallup poll, support has not just grown among Americans 
aged 18-29 years old (67%), but also among Americans aged 30 
to 49 (62%) and 50 to 64 (56%). Americans aged 65 and older are 
the only group that does not favor legalization (45%); however, 
the overall upward trending support clearly shows that the tide is 
changing (“For First Time”).       
 Second, political initiatives and referendums have served 
as the growing foundation behind legalization of pot in the states, 
something that can only be achieved by majorities in the ballot 
box. As of 2012, twenty states and the District of Colombia had 
either legalized marijuana for medical purposes or decriminalized 
it in some measure. This is unlikely to subside as California 
—notorious for its medical marijuana industry—is showing 
promising signs that it too will follow the example Colorado and 
Washington made in legalizing pot for recreational use in 2014; 
California Lt. Governor Gavin Newsome has shown his support 
for such a measure (Edwards-Levy 2012). Perhaps the clearest 
indication of social acceptability in Colorado was the passage 
of Amendment 64 with 55% of the vote in November 2012. 
This widespread support was matched by a referendum passed 
with a 65% majority in 2013 with 78% of Colorado’s precincts 
reporting to impose a 25% tax on legalized marijuana (Rayman 
2013). Even those like Colorado Governor John Hickenlooper, 
who originally opposed the state’s measure to legalize marijuana, 
have begun to realize that “voters were loud and clear on Election 
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coverage and popular culture to garner a sufficient public 
awareness to the issue. It is an issue that the public seems to take 
an active interest in (Kraft and Furlong 185).
 Efficiency of a proposal depends upon a cost-benefit 
analysis of the program implemented, which is measured by the 
extent to which the policy objectives have been met. Not only 
does the efficiency of Colorado’s policy need to be taken into 
consideration, but also the efficiency of the current federal policy 
for adequate comparison (Kraft and Furlong 185).
 Political feasibility is the extent to which elected officials 
will accept and support the policy proposal. This can take into 
account a wide range of political and social conditions from 
the federal level to the state level. In addition, the ability of 
administrative agencies to implement the policy may be a 
significant factor in whether a policy is politically feasible (Kraft 
and Furlong 185). 
     
Assessment of the Policy Alternative
 Looking at how socially acceptable Colorado’s marijuana 
policy is, it is easy to determine that not only do the people of 
Colorado favor the legalization they put into place, but so does 
a growing majority of the nation. This is first shown by the 
increasing majorities in public opinion polls swinging in favor of 
legalization over the past few decades. Secondly, the increase of 
political initiatives and referendums over the past decade suffice to 
confirm the prevailing influence marijuana has had on American 
culture. Third, successful attempts to legalize or decriminalize pot 
when coupled with influential people—like leading politicians and 
celebrities—coming out in support of legalization shows a public 
that is becoming openly receptive to the idea.  
 The first and foremost piece of evidence that determines 
the social acceptability of Colorado’s pot measure are the public 
opinion polls that show a preference for legalization. A Gallup 
poll released in October 2013 revealed that a clear majority of 
Americans (58%) say that the drug should be legalized; this is in 
stark contrast to the Gallup poll issued in 1969 where only 12% of 
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Depression, leading to 29 states outlawing marijuana by 1931 
(“Marijuana Timeline”). This type of racial prejudice with respect 
to marijuana continued long into the mid-1900s, which led to 
problems of social inequity in terms of arrests among minorities 
that is seen still today (Caulkins et al. 43). 
 Marijuana prohibition gained substantial momentum after 
Harry J. Anslinger was instituted as head of the Federal Bureau of 
Narcotics. This key moment in history marked the beginning of 
several law enforcement issues and bad policy decisions. Anslinger 
first pressured state governments to accept responsibility for 
control of the problem by adopting the Uniform State Narcotics 
Drug Act (“Marijuana Timeline”). This not only has led to the 
federal government relying on states to enforce its marijuana 
policies today, but to uneven policies from state to state instituted 
across the nation (Caulkins et al. 190). Set on his crusade against 
pot, Anslinger used an effective propaganda campaign against 
the “evil weed.” This played a major factor in Congress passing 
the Marijuana Tax Act in 1937, which effectively criminalized 
marijuana (Gerber 9). Similarly, about twenty years prior, Wayne 
B. Wheeler of the Anti-Saloon League effectively shaped public 
opinion on “liquor evil,” which led to the passage of the Eighteenth 
Amendment (Okrent 93). Anslinger, like Wheeler, used his skills 
of political manipulation to overcome his opposition. He even 
successfully refuted a 1944 report by the New York Academy of 
Medicine that declared marijuana did not induce violence, insanity, 
or sex crimes, nor did it lead to addiction or other drug use; this 
was done by demonizing the researchers themselves (Gerber 13).      
 Problems with marijuana prohibition in recent history 
stem from the “War on Drugs” that began in the 1970s. With the 
passage of the Controlled Substances Act in 1970, marijuana 
became classified as a Schedule I drug, which placed it in the same 
category with more dangerous drugs such as cocaine and heroine 
(Gerber 20). Similar to the New York Academy’s report, the Shafer 
Commission—appointed by President Richard Nixon—determined 
that the personal use of marijuana should be decriminalized. 
Nixon rejected the recommendation on similar moral grounds like 
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 Problem


The recent announcement that the Department of Justice will 
not actively seek to prosecute marijuana cases in Colorado and 


Washington—the two states that have legalized pot’s recreational 
use—at this time provides another example of the dynamics 
between the federal and state levels of government. Traditionally, 
prohibition policy—such as alcohol and more recently marijuana— 
has required the federal government to rely on the states to enforce 
its policies (Caulkins et al. 184). Alcohol prohibition saw the states 
lack of capacity to adequately enforce federal law, even when they 
wished to cooperate (Okrent 261).  Similarly, marijuana prohibition 
has created several issues between federal-state relations; these 
include whether state employees would be vulnerable to federal 
prosecutors for enforcing state law and if federal agents would 
tolerate large-scale commercial growing even if regulated by the 
states (Caulkins et al. 185-191). As it still reserves the right to 
take on state-regulated legalization of marijuana, it is unlikely 
the federal government will change its policy overnight, which 
ultimately denies the states the right to choose for themselves. 
In addition, despite the lack of political feasibility for federal 
legalization, enforcement of current federal policy on marijuana is 
no longer supported by a majority of Americans and has become 
too costly to maintain by the states alone.   
 Marijuana has been a part of the greater American culture 
since the birth of the nation. Production of hemp was encouraged 
by several colonial governments for the manufacturing of rope, 
sails, and clothing; it was even allowed to be exchanged as legal 
tender in Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Virginia (“Marijuana 
Timeline”). Physicians recognized the medical use marijuana had 
as early as 1840, and it was legally sold in pharmacies until 1942.  
Problems with prohibition came after the Mexican Revolution of 
1910 introduced the recreational use for marijuana. Stories of pot 
use became associated with terrible crimes, which were inexorably 
linked to “racially inferior” or lower class communities (Gerber 
2). This prejudice against immigration only increased during the 
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Official Outlaws


would be more apt to resolve issues. Yet, Henry’s government also 
became a unifying force for the common good, tying together sound 
reasoning with individual sacrifice. Ralph Waldo Emerson forced 
the issue of the “self-reliant” individual, calling upon Americans 
to dissolve the evil that government possessed. However, though 
Emerson’s plan called for individual self-creation, Emerson’s society 
would take group sacrifice and maturity in order to properly arise. 
Theodore Roosevelt strove for a “square deal” for the American 
people that saw government limits placed upon the industrial 
corporations and the ultra-elite in order to help stimulate the 
welfare of the general public. Nevertheless, his community-based 
ideas were put forth thanks to his “outlaw” persona, which broke 
from the privileged mold to assist in the “correcting” of America’s 
unjust society. The “composite” hero remains a powerful force 
in America’s society, and its influence is continually seen in the 
media. Fictional figures like Dr. Gregory House and Sam and Dean 
Winchester continually challenge the idea of American individuality 
with the instinctive desire for community understanding. American 
individualism lies upon the precipice of another shift, as the 
government continues to increase its influence upon the American 
individual. Only time will tell whether such actions will yield fruit for 
all, or lead to the reemergence of a strong “outlaw” mentality amongst 
the people of America. 
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a Founding Father until his death despite his “outlaw” reservations 
regarding the construction of the new government. More pointedly, 
Henry attempts to fix government through governmental means. His 
experiences during the Revolution did not stifle his individual spirit, 
but they did reinforce the idea of “community,” which Henry and 
the other Anti-Federalists defined as a brotherhood of men bound 
by a small, limited government. To this effect, Henry foresaw the 
maintenance of the Articles of Confederation as the only sure method 
of maintaining individualist community spirit: “The Confederation, 
this same despised government, merits, in my opinion the highest 
encomium” (268). Amending the Articles would serve to maintain 
the individualist spirit and community oriented law that had guided 
America through the precarious Revolution and had expanded the 
territory of the new nation to greater extents than any European 
nation had dreamed possible.  For Henry, the “law” in this amended 
government would unify men towards a common goal, the creation of 
a state dedicated towards the preservation of the individual. 
 Ralph Waldo Emerson’s conception of the ideal political 
community depended upon individual regulation. For Emerson, the 
empowered individual could remedy society’s ills. Government, 
according to Emerson, was an imperfection, a form that was intended 
only to be a step in the education and the evolution of the American 
individual character (“Politics,” 483). Emerson’s denunciation of 
government, clearly stated in “Politics,” proclaims:


For according to the order of nature…there will always be government of 
force where men are selfish; and when they are pure enough to abjure the 
code of force they will be wise enough to see how these public ends of the 
post-office, of the highway, of commerce and the exchange of property, of 
museums and libraries, of institutions of art and science can be answered. 
(483)


Emerson thus concerned himself with the normal American, who 
he thought should be “self-reliant.” Such “self- reliant” individuals 
would be able to rise above the ills that govern the current form 
of societal administration: “It is only as a man puts off all foreign 
support and stands alone that I see him to be strong and prevail” 
(“Self-Reliance,” 475). The gradual evolution of the self-reliant 
American would create a community and society bound not by law, 
but by the love for one’s fellow man. This in turn, would lead to 
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of society. Much like children, these heroes act impulsively, and 
their lack of maturity often results in their difficulty with society. 
They also flee from women and society, which are deemed by these 
heroes to be entanglements that limit their freedom. Perhaps most 
telling is the “outlaw” hero’s blatant disregard for the law, which is 
seen as a constriction upon “natural law.” In contrast, the “official” 
hero is able to reason logically and uphold the traditional values 
espoused by adulthood. They find women to be grounding forces that 
stabilize them and are not at all against a life of respectability. For the 
“official” hero, it is the law that provides a unifying force for all men, 
providing a force that is bigger than the individual. A combination, 
however, of these two heroes reveals a hero committed to individual 
freedom, yet compelled (often begrudgingly) to help his fellow man. 
 In Patrick Henry’s arguments against the proposed 
Constitution, we find him expressing values associated with the 
“composite” hero. According to Henry, who argued for a small 
and weak national government, the checks put into place by the 
Constitution were insufficient in preventing the emergence of tyranny. 
Like an “outlaw” hero, Henry rejects the system of government being 
created as too constrictive of the “natural law” of man. For Henry, 
the “virtuous men” of the government imagined by James Madison 
were too few to prevent the tyrannical aspirations of representatives 
from giving in to their dishonest and deceptive inclinations (273). 
Moreover, Henry accuses the executive of having far too much 
power:  “If your American chief be a man of ambition and abilities, 
how easy is it for him to render himself absolute!” (273). For Henry, 
this ambition cannot be quelled by the simple belief that rulers 
would act justly and good; history had long supported the notion 
of despotism among the unchecked ruler. Checks upon the single 
ruler were essential, yet the Constitution set forth no force to punish 
the executive should it become despotic, as the military of the state 
would be under the control of the chief (273-274). This “tyrannical 
dictator” would thus have the power to impose laws upon individuals 
without any sort of check by those individuals governed. However, 
despite these strong inclinations toward the “outlaw” mentality, Henry 
maintains several convictions that describe an “official” hero. Henry’s 
comfort in society is apparent, as he maintained his political role as 
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Background of Obamacare and Insurance Exchanges
 President Barack Obama spearheaded the push for health 
reform for many reasons. He believed that access to affordable 
healthcare was dwindling for a significant number of Americans. In 
2010, close to “38 million working-aged Americans” were without 
healthcare, many of them full-time workers (Jacobs and Skocpol, 
2010). In addition, those with healthcare coverage are spending 
far more on insurance than citizens of other countries. The United 
States spends more on healthcare than any other developed 
country, with 15.3% of the U.S.’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 
going toward healthcare (Jacobs and Skocpol, 2010). A provision 
of Obamacare, the individual mandate, seeks to lessen the number 
of people without healthcare. Under the individual mandate, all 
Americans must obtain some form of health insurance. Those who 
already have insurance through their employers, private insurers, 
or Medicare will be permitted to keep their current coverage. 
 Anyone lacking coverage can instead turn to an option 
called the healthcare insurance exchanges. These exchanges 
will essentially allow people to “shop among competing sets of 
standardized private insurance packages,” quite similar to how 
people browse and purchase auto insurance online (Jacobs and 
Skocpol, 2010). The purpose is to allow people to compare prices 
and services so they can best decide which type of coverage and 
cost is most appropriate for their specific situation. For example, a 
married couple with no children and in excellent health will benefit 
from different coverage than a single mother with poor health and 
three children. Other stipulations of the exchanges require states 
to include rules of minimum health services, a limit on out-of-
pocket expenses for consumers, and mandatory coverage of free 
basic preventative checkups (Jacobs and Skocpol, 2010). Once in 
operation, these exchanges will disperse coverage with varying 
premiums depending upon risk factors, but with supervision to 
ensure premium differences are not unfair (Weissert and Weissert, 
2012). The varying coverage is regulated by splitting purchasers 
into five separate plans: Bronze, Silver, Gold, Platinum, and 
Young Invincibles. The Bronze category covers roughly 60% of 
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Introduction


If Americans can purchase airline tickets or car insurance online, 
why can they not purchase health insurance online as well? With 


the passage of Obamacare, more formally known as the Affordable 
Health Care Act, millions of Americans will be able to do just 
that. Within Obamacare are “exchanges” that allow Americans to 
browse different private insurers, compare costs, and choose which 
has the most appropriate coverage for them. States have the power 
to regulate their exchange systems, but many states are refusing to 
comply at this time, often due to overall opposition of Obamacare.
 Multiple factors and characteristics affected the passage and 
details of Obamacare; these included the economic crisis, lack of 
access and increased costs of the healthcare system, large support 
from actors that once opposed, and an influential political majority 
(Beaussier, 2012). The last factor, the Democratic majority, is most 
directly related to the insurance exchanges. The Democrat and 
Republican opposing views in regard to the individual mandate 
explain why the insurance exchange system is experiencing issues 
with states complying with the provisions. In fact, researchers 
have found a strong link between approval or disapproval of health 
care reform and partisanship (Gelman, Lee, and Ghitza, 2010). 
Within the federal system, Democrats composed the majority 
of the legislative branch, and therefore their only challenge was 
to amend Obamacare enough to unify themselves; they did not 
have to negotiate with the Republican Party (Beaussier, 2012). 
However, on the state level, the more conservative Republican 
states are opting to ignore regulations proscribed by Obamacare’s 
health exchange policy, whereas the more liberal Democratic states 
have partially or fully complied. Many people do not know what 
the exchange system is, or how it will affect them. The following 
section explains the reasoning behind the exchange system, and 
how it is intended to work. 
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An Immigrant Church in a Protestant Nation 


Many Americans closely identified with their Protestant roots, and 
viewed foreign religions as a potential attack on the nation. Though 
Catholic immigrants were embraced by Catholic churches under the 
national parish model, and the immigrants and the churches shared a 
reciprocal relationship of strengthened identity, the influx of Catholic 
immigrants in the 1800s posed a considerable threat to the nation’s 
Protestant identity.
 Many Americans expressed this identity crisis through anti-
Catholic literature, violence, and politics. Particularly, political 
responses, such as the birth of the nativist Know Nothing party, shed 
light on the nation’s Protestant religious identity. The reaction to 
Catholic complaints of Protestantism in public schools, which resulted 
in secularization and the establishment of parochial schools, along 
with twentieth century concerns over Catholic presidential nominees, 
indicate the long-term effects nineteenth century Catholic immigrants 
had on America’s religious identity. Understanding how significantly 
Catholic immigrants impacted this identity provides the context 
necessary to combat emotivism in the ongoing debate of religion’s 
role in politics. Recognizing that moral or value-based statements are 
often rooted in one’s personal emotion forces careful reconsideration 
of clichéd statements used in political discourse that assume shared 
understanding of terms, such as “Christian.” 
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the world, in the eyes of history, and in the eyes of our own people. (as cited in 
Robinson, 2010) 


In addition to acknowledging the nation’s Protestant identity, 
Kennedy also assured voters that they could “safely vote for a 
Catholic” (Putnam & Campbell, 2010), as demonstrated in Kennedy’s 
promise that “whatever issue may come before me as President. I will 
make my decision...in accordance with what my conscience tells me 
to be in the national interest, and without regard to outside religious 
pressure” (as cited in Robinson, 2010). Though Kennedy’s religious 
identity as a Catholic initially was problematic, his victory signaled a 
more inclusive shift in the nation’s identity. 
 This tolerant shift is illustrated in the 2004 presidential 
election, in which John F. Kerry, a Roman Catholic, was defeated 
by a Methodist, George W. Bush. Scholars Abramson, Aldrich, and 
Rohde found that voting patterns were similar between the 2000 and 
2004 presidential contest (2005). The 2000 election did not include a 
Catholic nominee, indicating that Kerry’s Catholicism played a minor 
role in the highly similar 2004 election. Further, an analysis of voter 
demographics revealed that most Catholics actually voted for the non-
Catholic nominee, Bush (Abramson, Aldrich, & Rohde, 2005). Thus, 
religious identity does not appear to have played a significant role in 
this modern election. However, conclusions about religious tolerance 
and equality cannot be drawn too broadly. Despite Roman Catholics’ 
significant population of over 60 million U.S. members, Kerry is 
the only Roman Catholic who has run for president since Kennedy’s 
victory in 1960 (Robinson, 2010). Though the reasons for this 
political underrepresentation of Catholics are unknown, it nonetheless 
serves as a reminder that the U.S. still has a distinctly Protestant 
religious identity.
 
Conclusion
 Religious identity underlies a person’s or group’s most 
intimate beliefs about themselves, fundamentally affecting how they 
perceive the world. Religion is generally an emotional experience and 
inevitably involves moral judgments. Thus, one’s religious identity 
shapes the way people construct morals, as reflected in nineteenth 
century Protestants’ moral judgments about Catholic immigrants. 
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concerns was demonstrated in the eventual secularization of public 
schools. Though the Bible debate was not the sole reason for 
secularization, alleviating tensions between Catholics and Protestants 
was nonetheless an important factor in the nation’s decision to 
separate religion from public schools (Lannie, 1970). 
 Both components, religious clothing and Protestant Bible-
reading, had long-term effects on public schools. In 1948, the 
Supreme Court of New Mexico ruled that in public schools, religious 
garb, including Catholic nuns’ traditional attire, was constitutionally 
impermissible in Zellers v. Huff. The justices argued that “the 
wearing of religious garb and insignia have a propagandizing effect 
for the church” (as cited in Holscher, 2012, p. 76). The Missouri 
Supreme Court in the 1950 case of Berghorn v. Reorganized School 
District banned not only Catholic garb, but also nuns themselves 
from teaching in public schools. The court argued that these 
women’s obligations to the Church prevented them from objectively 
educating students (Holscher, 2012). The resultant “religious and 
cultural separatism” (Lannie, 1970, p. 520) between U.S. Catholics 
and Protestants was also reflected in the establishment of Catholic 
parochial schools. Ultimately losing their fight to reform Christian 
education in public schools, Catholics began to envision their own 
school system. Catholics have since privately funded parochial 
schools that many Catholic students attend. These long-term 
consequences reveal the key role religion has had on the nation’s 
identity. 
 Religion’s role in shaping the U.S.’s national identity is also 
exemplified in presidential elections. Anti-Catholicism’s decline 
is demonstrated in two key U.S. elections: 1960 and 2004, both 
of which include a Catholic candidate. In 1960, John F. Kennedy 
defeated Richard Nixon and became the first Catholic president. It 
was far from an easy victory for Kennedy, however, as he constantly 
battled anti-Catholic sentiment that remained from the nineteenth 
century fears of Catholic immigrants. He acknowledged the nation’s 
Protestant preference in a speech given at a Southern Baptist 
Conference during his campaign: 


But if this election is decided on the basis that 40,000,000 Americans lost their 
chance of being President on the day they were baptized, then it is the whole 
nation that will be the loser in the eyes of Catholics and non-Catholics around 
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1961, p. 54). According to Catholic scholar Thomas G. Wenski 
(1998), this relationship was so mutually successful because the 
Catholic churches utilized the national parish model, which entails 
placing immigrants in a position of strength in the Church. Thus, 
instead of attempting to assimilate immigrants, the Church embraced 
the newcomers, allowing for effective integration. This enculturation 
process allowed nineteenth century Catholic immigrants to embrace 
their religious identity in their new, and often times unwelcoming, 
community.  
 Though anti-Catholicism is much less prevalent in modern 
America, Catholic immigrants’ religious identity is still an important 
issue. Wenski argues that the Church must embrace new immigrants 
as it did in the nineteenth century so that they can successfully 
develop their religious identity. Nineteenth century Catholic 
immigrants both found their identity in Catholic churches and helped 
strengthen the U.S. Catholic Church’s identity. Wenski compares the 
modern Catholic immigrant struggle to wounded skin that must be 
carefully healed, offering enculturation through the national parish 
model as the necessary medication. One way to apply this model 
is to host religious services in immigrants’ native language, instead 
of offering English-only services. By actively trying to meeting 
immigrants’ needs, respecting their culture, and promoting integration 
instead of assimilation, the U.S. Catholic Church can effectively 
heal the wounds from which many modern Catholic immigrants 
suffer. Historically, Catholic immigrants and their church are deeply 
connected in a positive, reciprocal manner, as each helps the other 
strengthen its identity. Potential for additional identity growth still 
exists, dependent only on modern Catholic immigrants and Catholic 
churches working together to overcome cultural tensions (Wenski, 
1998). 
 Religious identity shaped Catholic immigrants’ lives in the 
United States, and Catholic immigrants significantly impacted the 
religious identity of their new nation. Catholic immigrants’ impact 
on the United States’ religious identity is most clearly illustrated 
through the nation’s response to the immigrants’ arrival, which was 
often blatant oppression of these newcomers and their religious 
beliefs. This oppression took various forms, including anti-Catholic 
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(Farnham, 1961). 
 Religious scholar David E. Campbell and political scientist 
Robert D. Putnam argue that America’s unique religious identity 
is also characterized by its resilience. Religion in the U.S. has 
encountered major shifts, including not only tremendous Catholic 
immigration, but also changes such as “personal sexual morality” 
(Putnam & Campbell, 2010, p. 82), and tensions between religious 
denominations. The nation has adapted to these challenges, however, 
because of its fluidity. The Constitution’s guarantee of religious 
freedom allows multiple religions to constantly compete. This 
dynamic is explained well by Putnam and Campbell:


...the absence of a state-run religious monopoly combine[s] with a wide sphere 
of religious liberty [to] produce an ideal environment for a thriving religious 
ecosystem. Religions compete, adapt, and evolve as individual Americans freely 
move from one congregation to another, and even from one religion to another.  
(2010, p. 4)


Since no religion has tax support or legally requires membership, 
religious institutions must actively recruit and retain members, 
resulting in a flourishing marketplace. The success of this marketplace 
is exemplified in the U.S.’s relatively high religiosity. The vast 
majority of U.S. citizens, 83%, say they belong to a religion, and 
80% are absolutely certain that God exists (Putnam & Campbell, 
2010). These distinctive aspects of our religious history, along with 
nineteenth century Catholic immigrants’ experience, provide critical 
context to both Catholic immigrants’ religious identity and the 
broader national identity. 


Analysis   
 Religious identity played a crucial role in nineteenth 
century Catholic immigrants’ transition to the U.S. The support they 
received from U.S. Catholic churches strengthened their Catholic 
religious identity. Amidst rampant anti-Catholicism from Protestants, 
immigrants often found “shelter” in the Church (Crews, 1994, p. 
83). Also, because of the tremendous influx of Catholic immigrants, 
Catholic churches grew in size and influence. Accordingly, many 
scholars label the original U.S. Catholic church as an “immigrant 
church” (Crews, 1994; Wenski, 1998), because immigrants “abruptly 
lifted the Catholic Church from obscurity to prominence” (Farnham, 
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Sirleaf’s tenure—and the corruption rank is predicted to continue to 
improve (Britannica, 2013). Thus, while some corruption does persist 
within Liberia, it is seemingly not the result of President Johnson 
Sirleaf’s rule; rather it is simply promulgated by decades of previous 
corruption.


Conclusion
 Hence, it is clear that President Johnson Sirleaf is a prime 
candidate for the Ibrahim Prize. During her early civil service as 
finance minister, she stayed true to her ethical belief system, even 
when that system placed her life and livelihood at serious risk. After 
fighting for transparent and democratic governance for nearly two 
decades, President Johnson Sirleaf won a fair and just election for 
the presidency of Liberia in 2005, and once again in 2011. During 
her tenure in this office, she has promoted the development of public 
infrastructure, dramatically curtailed governmental corruption, ruled 
transparently, and aided in the progression of human rights in both 
the political and civil societies. Despite a couple of issues within her 
political past and current presidency, President Johnson Sirleaf has 
ruled identically to the standards set by the Ibrahim Prize.
 In sum, the Ibrahim Prize is an extremely prestigious 
recognition, and an equally elusive award. Since its premier in 
2007, only two individuals have been able to prove themselves as 
deserving. This is a direct result of the extremely strict expectations 
of the Prize’s founder (Dr. Ibrahim), the Selection Board’s ideological 
standing, and the Ibrahim’s Prize’s stated practical requirements. 
Taken together with two case studies (President Chissano and 
President Mogae, the two past-recipients of the award), the theoretical 
and practical guidelines of the Selection Board show that a possible, 
future recipient of the award is the current President of Liberia, Ellen 
Johnson Sirleaf.
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a huge improvement from the deaths incurred by the people of Liberia 
during earlier elections (such as the 1997 elections, which precipitated 
the Second Civil War, and resulted in over 200,000 deaths). Not only 
has President Johnson Sirleaf provided for just and fair elections, as 
well as insured the sanctity of human life therein, she has also spent 
considerable time fighting for women’s rights within the nation. 
Her efforts for women’s rights are vast—including the expansion 
of females within education and public service positions, equalized 
suffrage and civil rights, and advanced service to women in the 
medical field. These accomplishments aided in her reception of the 
Nobel Peace prize for Furthering Women’s Rights in 2011 (Britannica 
2013; Keil, 2013).
 While her record is generally stellar, President Johnson 
Sirleaf’s tenure in office has not been without a couple of hiccups. In 
2009, while serving her first term in office, a Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission (which was charged with prosecuting those who aided 
in, and/or didn’t stop, the Second Liberian Civil War under Charles 
Taylor) found President Johnson Sirleaf guilty of providing funds 
to Warlord Taylor (Keil, 2013). Although the ruling was found 
unconstitutional by the Liberian Supreme Court that same year, the 
very fact that there is enough evidence to convict President Johnson 
Sirleaf of the prior stated crime is worrisome in this analysis. Another 
concern is that, according to public opinion, many citizens of Liberia 
believe that in order to get a position in the civil service they must 
belong to President Johnson Sirleaf’s unity party; this, of course, 
suggests that patronage politics are being practiced within the Sirleaf 
administration (Keil, 2013). 
 Despite the above, it cannot easily be forgotten that President 
Johnson Sirleaf served as the Finance Minister for two corrupt 
administrations during the 1970s and 1980s, and it was in this 
capacity that she was ordered to provide funds to various individuals, 
including Charles Taylor (Executive Mansion, 2013). Moreover, 
patronage still persists within Liberia at the present. After nearly 
20 years of civil war and political corruption, only eight years in 
office are unlikely to eliminate corruption at many levels within the 
Liberian government. It is important to note once more that Liberia 
has improved 72 positions in its corruption ranking during Johnson 
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Puritans who established a model colony in Massachusetts so that 
they could exemplify pure Protestantism to the rest of the world. 
Though the U.S. government officially separated itself from any 
established religion in the late 1700s, it nonetheless has been 
shaped by religion in critical ways, as reflected in its treatment 
of non-Protestant religious groups. Catholic immigrants of the 
nineteenth century faced the nation’s Protestant identity head-on, 
and this collision forced a painful reexamination of the nation’s 
claim of religious freedom and separation of church and state. This 
reexamination is demonstrated in the openly anti-Catholic politics, 
literature, and violence of the nineteenth century. Thus, this reaction 
to Catholic immigrants offers insight into the nation’s religious 
identity. 


Background  
 During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the U.S. 
saw a dramatic population increase in Catholicism as millions of 
Catholics migrated to the nation. According to Christian historian 
Clyde F. Crews, the number of Catholics in the U.S. expanded from 
195,000 in 1820 to 18 million in 1920. Many of these immigrants 
were impoverished or faced political oppression and were from 
Ireland and Germany. Notably, many Irish immigrants who traveled to 
the U.S. were sickly and poor, as they had escaped the potato famine 
that ravished their country. Catholic immigrants sought economic 
prosperity and religious freedom in the U.S., encouraged by tales 
of mass opportunity and security. However, most immigrants found 
themselves concentrated in cities and part of the working-class that 
held little political power (Crews, 1994). 
 Despite their low socioeconomic standing, Catholics made 
a remarkable impression on America. Their leadership expanded 
throughout the nineteenth century, and by the early 1900s, there were 
approximately 11,000 priests and 40,000 nuns in the U.S. (Crews, 
1994). Historian James Kenneally credits these sisters for “holding 
the Church together” as they “exercised...major influence on the 
growing immigrant population” (as cited in Crews, 1994, p. 73). Poor 
communities often pooled their money and built Catholic schools, 
colleges, and elaborate cathedrals, such as St. Patrick’s Cathedral in 
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Catholic statement because of the nation’s Protestant religious 
background. 
 Due to the nation’s bloody history of oppressing Catholics, 
and most notably nineteenth century Catholic immigrants, Christian 
citizens should reevaluate political arguments grounded in an 
American “Christian” foundation. Analyzing the impact nineteenth 
century Catholic immigrants had on the nation’s religious identity 
offers crucial context to modern political discourse. To effectively 
analyze this impact, this paper is structured into three sections: first, 
I define religious identity and briefly explain its relationship to the 
United States; second, I offer a historical overview of both nineteenth 
century Catholic immigrants and the U.S.’s religious history; and 
third, I explain connections between nineteenth century Catholic 
immigrants and the U.S.’s religious identity in both a historical and 
modern context.
 
Identity
 It is imperative to define religious identity in broad terms, as 
it is complex and often subtle. Religious identity encompasses more 
than which organized religion an individual affiliates with. More 
accurately, religious identity is the “sense of belonging” one has to a 
particular group or set of beliefs (Martin & Nakayama, 2010, p. 192). 
Further, religious identity is distinct from other types of identity, such 
as racial or gender, because it is often difficult to categorize someone 
religiously based on exterior factors. Though some religions have 
clearly identifiable clothing, such as a Muslim hijab, it is generally 
difficult to distinguish religious persons, such as a Catholic or a 
Mormon, simply by looking at them. The complexity of religious 
identity is illustrated in Martin and Nakayama’s deconstruction of the 
statement “I am Jewish.” This statement could mean several things, 
from racial identity based on one’s Jewish parents, religious affiliation 
due to one’s belief in Jewish theology, or even ethnic association 
related to one’s location or upbringing (Martin & Nakayama, 2010). 
 Religious identity is vital to the U.S. It has defined the nation 
from its beginning, from European Christians who traveled to the 
British colonies in North America, eager to fulfill their missionary 
duties and save the perceived natives’ barbaric souls, to the English 








66 67


(Ibrahim Foundation, 2013). This was exemplified by his hardline 
stance against corruption within both the national and local spheres 
of government. Moreover, as is required, President Mogae served his 
two terms of office, after which he peacefully stepped down for his 
successor, per the Botswana Constitution (Perry, 2008), (Sachs, 2005, 
p. X-XVI).
 While meeting all of the practical requirements as laid 
forth by the Ibrahim Foundation, President Mogae also encouraged 
significant humanitarian efforts, undertaking efforts to ensure both 
quality and quantity in regards to human life. In their decision, the 
Selection Board stated that President Mogae “ensured Botswana’s 
continued stability and prosperity in the face of an HIV/AIDS 
pandemic which threatened the future of his country and people” 
(Perry, 2008). His HIV/AIDS efforts, which continued after he left 
office, displayed President Mogae’s further dedication to human life. 
As a result, it would appear that President Mogae’s humanity was not 
simply related to his position, but substantially related to his virtuous 
character (Sachs, 2005, p. X-XVI, p. 34; The Ibrahim Foundation, 
2013). On top of this all, by ruling transparently, and attempting to rid 
the government of all corruption, President Mogae turned Botswana 
into what Time Magazine calls “[Africa’s] brightest star… [where] 
civil society is vibrant.” (Perry, 2008). 


Future Recipient: President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf 
 With Presidents Chissano and Mogae as standing precedents 
for the Ibrahim Prize, several characteristics of prospective awardees 
clearly need to be met. First, individuals stand a chance to receive 
this illusive award only if they rule democratically and transparently, 
while at the same time fostering no signs of corruption within 
their governance. Second, all potential recipients must step down 
voluntarily when the various arms of their respective institutional 
government—democratic elections, term limits, and others—
demand it. Lastly, on top of performing the above actions, these 
same individuals must perform remarkably selfless acts as leaders, 
specifically showing great care towards human life, as well as aid 
in the progression of the same. Keeping in mind the requirements 
aforementioned, it seems clear that President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, 
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of these several conflicts that the death of President Samora Machel 
occurred in 1986, and Mozambique fell into debilitating internal 
conflict (Chiozza, 2011, p. 1-6). Chissano was elected as President 
Machel’s successor and handed, to put it simply, a miserable situation. 
Despite this, President Chissano spearheaded political reforms that 
eventually led to the creation of a new constitution in 1990. On top 
of this initial political reform, in 1992, President Chissano also began 
to make amends with several former rebel organizations. According 
to most accounts, his efforts brought an end to sixteen years of 
Mozambiquean Civil War (The World Bank, 2013; The Ibrahim 
Foundation, 2013). 
 In 1994, the Republic of Mozambique’s Constitution was 
implemented and, subsequently, President Chissano “freely and 
fairly” won the first multiparty election in the nation’s history. “Freely 
and fairly” reelected in 1999, Chissano served as President of the 
Republic of Mozambique for a total of twenty years. During his 
tenure, President Chissano cut infant mortality by 35% through the 
implementation of social-medical programs and the sequestration of 
special United Nations funding (Chiozza, 2011, p. 1-6; The World 
Bank, 2013). 
 Despite being permitted to do so by the constitution and 
having immense public and political support, President Chissano 
voluntarily chose not to run for a third term. During his tenure, 
President Chissano was faced with several difficult situations, ranging 
from rural-area floods, which impeded progress therein, to the bloody 
aforementioned civil wars (The Ibrahim Foundation, 2013; The 
World Bank, 2013). Nonetheless, President Chissano appears to have 
been an ideal candidate for the Ibrahim Prize. Not only did he rule 
transparently, democratically, and without noticeable corruption, he 
also actively worked to end civil strife and reduce infant mortality—
showing genuine care for human life.


President Festus Mogae
 The second Ibrahim Prize was awarded in 2008. President 
Festus Gontebanye Mogae of Botswana was the recipient. Elected 
as the executive Head of State of Botswana in 1998, President 
Mogae’s time in office was characterized by transparent governance 
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Abstract


The passage of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(PPACA), or Obamacare, is a substantial point in the United 
States’ policy-making history. Not only does Obamacare greatly 
alter the methods and implementation of healthcare in the United 
States, but it also marks the first time universal healthcare has 
succeeded in passage in the United States. This paper will describe 
one particular aspect of Obamacare, which is the insurance 
exchange policy. This exchange policy allows each state to create 
and implement its own version; however, much resistance exists. 
Conservative, Republican states are refusing to comply and 
therefore default to a federal run exchange system, while more 
liberal, and even moderate Democratic states are partially or fully 
complying. This paper will describe the exchange policy in depth, 
identify the various factors that influence each state’s tendency to 
comply or not, and finally compare three states’ compliance: New 
York, Michigan, and Texas. A prediction of the future will also be 
provided. 
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stated mission to “focus on the critical importance of leadership and 
governance in Africa”; this non-profit organization aims to “provide 
tools to support advancements in leadership and governance,” as well 
as to encourage meaningful change on the African Continent (The 
Ibrahim Foundation, 2013). 
 This meaningful change, however, is dependent upon 
Dr. Ibrahim’s own liberal and progressive views, which can be 
summarized in two general doctrines. First, that governance in 
Africa should be democratic, transparent, and non-corrupt. This 
claim is supported not only by several verbal statements made by 
Dr. Ibrahim, but also by aspects within the Ibrahim Foundation itself 
(The Ibrahim Foundation, 2013; ONE, 2013). Such evidence includes 
the “Corruption Index,” which analyzes government corruption in 
African states in a manner similar to the Freedom Index. Secondly, 
Dr. Ibrahim does not believe in excuses. Although he recognizes, 
prima facie, that African leaders have it tough, this in and of itself 
is not enough of a justification for despotic rule. In accordance with 
this rationale, Dr. Ibrahim pushes for personal responsibility and 
governmental accountability in the realm of African government. 
This is emphasized by Dr. Ibrahim’s views on the “colonial excuse.” 
During a speech Dr. Ibrahim gave to the University of Alexandria in 
2011, he declared that “we [Africans] cannot blame the colonists for 
our [present problems]” (Auletta, 2011). 


The Ibrahim Prize and Selection Board
 With the aforementioned ideologies firmly in mind, Dr. 
Ibrahim created the Ibrahim Prize for African Leadership and 
Achievement in 2007. The Ibrahim Prize is the world’s most 
lucrative award provided to a single individual; an awardee receives 
$5,000,000 paid over a period of ten years, and a $200,000 grant 
annually for the remainder of his/her life (Auletta, 2011; British 
Broadcasting Corporation, 2013). The prize has only been awarded 
two times over the past seven years (excepting the one honorary 
membership awarded to President Nelson Mandela in 2007). Not only 
is this award singular in its monetary significance, it is distinctive 
from other annual, world-renowned awards in that it has opted out 
of selecting a recipient most years. Unique from the Nobel Prizes, 
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the Sudanese capital. Receiving quality secondary education, the 
young Ibrahim was able to attend the University of Alexandria, where 
he studied Electrical Engineering (Auletta, 2011; ONE, 2013). Having 
earned his Bachelors Degree, he went on to receive his Masters in 
Electrical Engineering at the University of Bradford (England) and his 
Ph.D. in Mobile Communications from the University of Birmingham 
(England) (The Ibrahim Foundation, 2013). 
 During his studies at the aforementioned schools, friends and 
professors interviewed by New Yorker and Forbes magazines declare 
that Dr. Ibrahim identified himself as a leftist, though he steered away 
from both traditional Eastern Communism and Western Socialism. 
Rather, Dr. Ibrahim’s ideology, according to these secondary 
accounts, was significantly progressive, but just shy of the traditional 
cadres of philosophical socialism. To make this clear, Dr. Ibrahim 
stated in a recent interview with New Yorker staff writer Ken Auletta 
that he supported any progressive policy promoting productivity and 
well-being within a democratic society, but nothing further left than 
that (Auletta, 2011). 
 The above referenced line of thought is parallel to Dr. 
Ibrahim’s ingenuity regarding his own philanthropic efforts. After 
a long stay in academia, and several leading jobs within European 
mobile-communication corporations, Dr. Ibrahim founded Celtel 
International in 1998 (ONE, 2013; Forbes Editorial Staff, 2013). With 
the mission of building significant cell-tower ranges throughout the 
African Continent, Celtel rose to be one of Africa’s most successful 
corporations, and by 2005 covered over one-third of the African 
populace. More important, however, was the fact that Celtel, resulting 
from the prior stated success, began to invest $750,000,000 a year 
into the continent (Auletta, 2011; ONE, 2013). 
 In 2005, Dr. Ibrahim sold his company for $3,400,000,000, 
making him the first African-born, self-made billionaire (Forbes 
Editorial Staff, 2013). Despite his economic successes, Dr. Ibrahim 
never abandoned the ideological and political concerns of his 
academic youth. Thus, Dr. Ibrahim easily returned to his ethos 
of old after selling Celtel; and, using the money earned from his 
philanthropic efforts, he established the Ibrahim Foundation in 
2006 (The Ibrahim Foundation, 2013; Auletta, 2011). With the 
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York published estimates of the benefits of Obamacare and 
exchanges. Pre-reform research estimates that nearly 2,724,000 
New Yorkers are uninsured; post-reform estimates predict that 
number will drop to as low as 1,700,000 people. In addition, the 
exchanges are estimated to include 615,000 individuals purchasing 
insurance, and roughly 453,000 employers. Overall, the estimate is 
that the exchanges will enroll 1.1 million New Yorkers (Blavin F. 
et al., 2012).
 In Michigan, a similar decline in uninsured people is 
expected. It is estimated that roughly 14% of Michigan’s non-
elderly residents are currently uninsured, and among them, roughly 
94% will qualify either for Medicaid expansion or for participation 
and benefits through the exchange program (HealthCare.gov, 
2013). Michigan is continuing to conduct research as it creates, 
negotiates, and passes various aspects of its exchange program. 
Much of the research is funded through grants from the Federal 
Government, such as the State Planning Grant that provides nearly 
$1 million, and the Establish Grant (Level 1) that awarded $10 
million in 2011, and another $30.5 million in 2013 (CCIIO, 2013). 
As of early 2013, it appears that Michigan may be experiencing 
a change of the type of system it will use. In March of 2013, 
the House passed a bill with agreements for the state-federal 
partnership; however, it unexpectedly failed in the Michigan 
Senate, which was against the requests of Governor Snyder (Pluta, 
2013). This could mean that Michigan will instead default to a 
federally run exchange after all.
 Texas’ position within the insurance exchange system 
does not leave much room for speculation, because it simply is 
defaulting to the federal program. The federal exchange is expected 
to begin open enrollment in October of 2013, and coverage will 
begin in January of 2014. However, many Texan Democrats, as 
well as health advocates, are quite upset with Governor Perry’s 
failure to tap into federal grant money (Fernandez, 2012). Still, it is 
unlikely that these opponents of the federal-run program will have 
much success in changing to a state-run or partnership.


A Comparative Look  


the clearinghouse model will appear more lax, and will have 
the responsibility of acting as the marketplace for consumers, 
employers, and insurers to gather and conduct business with more 
autonomy (UNUM Group, 2010).
 Texas is a historically conservative Republican state, and 
is currently led by Republican Governor Rick Perry. On July 9, 
2012, Governor Perry officially announced that Texas would not 
partake in the exchange program policy-making process. Texas 
did have some communication with HHS, and held a symposium; 
however, it ultimately decided against establishing its own 
exchange program. The Federal Government will have the largest 
influence in Texas, as it will be the main decision-making actor in 
the creation and drafting of their exchange program.
 The timeline of Texas’ decision to default to a federal 
program is consistent in its dislike of the exchange program, and 
Obamacare in general. Although, early on in the process it seemed 
that Texas might be willing to work in partnership with the Federal 
Government, a blunt letter from Governor Perry in July 2012, 
clearly displayed his feelings toward the exchanges, and boldly 
declared Texas’ refusal to comply as rational because Obamacare 
is full of intrusions of sovereignty and will not accomplish any of 
its goals (Fernandez, 2012). Now that each of the three options has 
been described and explained, a more detailed comparison can be 
provided for the states of New York, Michigan, and Texas.


Comparison and Analysis
 Each state is composed of unique actors and characteristics 
that influenced the type of exchange program they created and 
passed. We can discuss the progress made thus far in regard 
to actual implementation. Further, it is possible to explore 
the plausible outcomes of the future, especially as the 2014 
implementation date draws near. 
 Although implementation of the New York exchange 
program will not go into effect until 2014, it is one of the 
states that have made the most progress in preparation for 
implementation. In spring of 2012, The Urban Institute of New 
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Abstract


This essay will analyze the Ibrahim Prize for African Leadership and 
Achievement and attempt to predict who will receive it in the future. 
First, I will provide a brief overview of both the Ibrahim Foundation 
(the sponsor of the Ibrahim Prize), as well as a general appraisal of 
the award itself. Then I will outline and analyze the founder of the 
organization: Dr. Mohammed Ibrahim. After reviewing Dr. Ibrahim 
and his general ideology regarding the prize, the essay will illuminate 
the Ibrahim Prize’s criteria generally, and the selection board’s 
expectations, specifically. Taking into account the ideology of Dr. 
Ibrahim and the general criteria of the Selection Board, I will contend 
that there is, at the most basic level, a three-prong expectation placed 
upon possible awardees. By coming to a full understanding of the 
criteria, this essay will move on to assess the qualifications of two 
prior recipients of the Ibrahim Prize, and determine additional factors 
which may influence the Selection Board’s decision. Utilizing the 
analysis of the Ibrahim Prize’s standards, as well as the case studies 
mentioned above, this paper will conclude by predicting a future 
recipient of the award in question: President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf of 
Liberia.
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Department of Justice under its new “trust, but verify” approach; 
however, a comprehensive and collaborative approach must be 
made by all three branches of the federal government in order to 
change federal policy. Many federal officials are recognizing that 
the conversation regarding the “War on Drugs” and the traditional 
policies of the last 40 years are changing especially with respect to 
the social attitude. This has led to measures being introduced in the 
House to decriminalize marijuana. If the problems of tax reform 
can be hammered out, it is likely the state-legal marijuana industry 
will gain legitimacy, but it is Congress that must institute a change 
in policy by declassifying marijuana as Schedule I drug in order 
for the IRS to no longer be compelled to enforce it.  
 Although Colorado’s policy attempts to remove the 
criminal element from marijuana and clearly matches current social 
trends, I would not recommend that Michigan adopt this policy or 
a modified version of it until it addresses four areas of concern. As 
Colorado’s policy currently stands, producers and processers have 
the ability to have a significant financial stake with pot retailers. 
Furthermore, it does not set a cap on how much marijuana 
producers may grow (unlike its Washington counterpart). In 
addition, conflicts with the IRS are bound to happen with the way 
it is written now, a reminder that federal agencies outlive those of 
particular presidential administrations. Lastly, it is unlikely that the 
Colorado legislation will live on if a ‘tough on drugs’ candidate is 
elected President in 2016. Without taking into consideration the 
deficiencies in its efficiency or its long-term political feasibility 
from the federal context, Michigan should not adopt Colorado’s 
policy as its own.  


Marijuana Policy Alternatives 


 Looking upon its social acceptability, it is clear that the 
people of Colorado support legalization as seen with its history 
over the past decade where it not only instituted a legal system 
for pot’s medical use, but also its recreational use. The past two 
ballot initiatives in 2012 and 2013 passed with considerable 
majorities. Moreover, this support has been seen not just in 
Colorado or Washington, but in the nation as a whole; for the first 
time a preference for marijuana legalization by Americans has 
gained considerable traction. Even those who oppose legalization 
agree with proponents that the federal government should not 
intervene in states that already have legalized pot. The fact that 
not just numerous celebrities, but even influential politicians 
have tried marijuana, shows the prevailing influence it has upon 
American culture. It is not the first time there has been such a wide 
disconnect between public opinion and the enforcement of a bad 
policy.
 The efficiency of Colorado’s measure makes admirable 
efforts to correct the clear failures of federal policy—the federal 
government has spent billions in enforcing prohibition and lost 
money that could have been gained by tax revenues. Likewise, 
Colorado has the ability to earn its own considerable tax revenues 
and use a system similar to its alcohol regulation to keep minors 
from purchasing pot on the black market. However, this does not 
make Colorado’s policy the appropriate model to apply—at least 
not until it improves upon its own deficiencies. Most prominent 
among them are the lack of a cap on the amount of marijuana 
produced, which could lead to surplus pot being smuggled to 
other states and the cutting of corners on safety regulations, as 
well as the requirement of vertical integration, which may allow 
monopolists to artificially set the prices of industry and producers 
to have a potentially corruptive financial stake in the retail process.
 In terms of political feasibility, it is unlikely the federal 
government will soon change exisiting marijuana policy, but it will 
probably allow Colorado a chance to implement its policy before 
deciding how to act next. If the state improves upon its regulations 
to meet federal standards, it is likely it will pass scrutiny by the 
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 Third, the Department of Justice is working with bank 
regulators to discuss a feasible marijuana tax reform after the 
September 2013 Senate Judiciary hearings. Since the Reagan 
administration imposed section 280E in the Federal Income Tax 
Code in 1982, taxpayers who are engaged in “trafficking controlled 
substances” such as marijuana cannot deduct any ordinary business 
expenses on their federal income tax returns; “the federal tax 
situation” is described by the state-legal marijuana industry as 
the biggest threat it faces. The state-legal marijuana industry 
hopes that repealing 280E would lead to a federal excise tax on 
cannabis, something already proposed in the House that would 
make the industry legitimate; Colorado’s own policy consists of 
an excise tax, showing it is one step ahead. Former congressional 
tax staffer Pat Oglesby argues that a tax deduction disallowance 
would actually make advertising of marijuana more expensive, and 
therefore would lessen the federal concern that it would increase 
pot’s demand.  He further suggests drawing distinctions between 
what is unacceptable—expenses that tend to create demand—and 
what is acceptable—expenses that are necessary for the operation 
of business (Oglesby 2013).  
 However, the IRS is not likely to stop its assault on 
marijuana income any time soon. Marijuana is still classified 
as a Schedule I drug, which means the IRS must still enforce 
Section 280E; it does not set tax policy, but merely enforces it. As 
Congress is the political entity responsible for setting tax policy, 
action must come from it in order for the IRS to take a different 
approach (Wood 2013). For investors in the marijuana industry 
to have any hope of substantive tax reform, Congress must either 
repeal section 280E, declassify marijuana as a Schedule I drug, or 
adopt another similar measure.
     
Conclusions and Recommendation 
 Colorado’s legalization of marijuana for retail use is novel 
in terms of the social, economic, and political contexts; it opens up 
the door for other states to follow its example in instituting their 
own legalization policies.  


Marijuana Policy Alternatives 


over what direction federal policy will take. The Supreme Court 
ruled in Gonzales v. Raich in 2005 that the regulation of medical 
marijuana remains a commercial commodity under federal 
jurisdiction because of the aggregate effect of home-consumed 
pot on the whole—illegal—market (Epstein & Walker 473). Since 
the federal government has been increasing in power over the past 
century and leaving less power to the states, it would take a more 
comprehensive and collaborative approach from all three branches 
of the federal government to make a lasting impact.       
 Second, the changing social climate around the nation 
is forcing those in Washington D.C. to take a harder look at 
federal policy. Twenty states and D.C. as of 2013 had legalized 
marijuana for medical use, with two of them legalizing it for 
retail use, (Southall and Healy 2013). Those like Congressman 
Earl Blumenauer recognize that the “public attitude, state law, 
and already established practices are all creating irreconcilable 
difficulties” for officials at every level of the government under 
the traditional federal marijuana policy (“Polis”). As far back as 
2000, when Colorado passed Amendment 20 with over 70% of the 
vote to legalize the medical use of marijuana, it was the federal 
prosecutor who refused to pursue cases against it. Some federal 
prosecutors have treated other state medical initiatives in a similar 
diluted way (Gerber 115).  
 In addition, an April 2013 Pew Research Survey revealed 
that although opinions on legalization split down partisan lines, 
both Republicans (57%) and Democrats (59%) agree that the 
federal government should not enforce prohibition laws in states 
that permit its use. Substantial majorities in both parties also agree 
that federal marijuana enforcement is not worth the cost (“Partisans 
Disagree”). With more states looking to legalize marijuana in the 
near future, whether for retail or medical use, it is clear that the 
federal response is wavering (Wilkey 2013). Two pieces of pro-
legalization legislation introduced in the House in February 2013 
would serve as a legitimization of the already increasing social 
support for the states’ right to choose their own marijuana policy 
(“Polis”). 
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however, there are still significant issues with Colorado’s policy. 
First, federal prohibition has lost its “luster” in terms of benefits 
from the heyday of the “War on Drugs.” Second, Colorado’s 
policy takes an admirable approach to combating the detriments 
of prohibition, but more aspects of its policy still need to be 
addressed.
 Looking first toward federal prohibition policy, it is 
apparent that this has largely failed. A June 2005 report by Dr. 
Jeffrey Miron, economics professor at Harvard University, which 
was endorsed by over 500 of the nation’s distinguished economists, 
argues that a federal system of taxation and regulation could bring 
between $10 and $14 billion per year in revenues. In addition, it 
would save the federal government $7.7 billion in expenditures on 
prohibition enforcement; $2.4 billion of that estimate would be at 
the federal level and $5.3 billion at the state and local levels. To put 
that into perspective: the money saved would cover the full cost 
of anti-terrorism port security measures created by the Maritime 
Transportation Security Act of 2002 (“Milton Freidman”). 
Furthermore, the majority of drug arrests (52%) in the U.S. are 
for marijuana possession; this is a 193% increase from marijuana 
arrests in 1990 (Edwards et al. 14). This is in stark contrast to 
other more lethal drugs such as cocaine or heroin. Moreover, it is 
costing the federal government about $20 billion per year to keep 
marijuana illegal; in comparison, NASA’s budget is $16.6 billion 
(Sankin 2013). With the legal marijuana industry already earning 
about $1.4 billion (Sankin 2013), federal marijuana prohibition has 
been about as successful as the prohibition of alcohol in terms of 
costs (Okrent 276).
 Focusing on Colorado’s policy, it is clear that its 
legalization measure is making efforts to correct the failing federal 
one. In enforcing prohibition, Colorado spent nearly $31 million 
in 2010 with 60.7% of its own drug arrests being for marijuana 
possession (Edwards et al. 140). To correct this, a policy similar 
to its regulation of alcohol is being implemented. However, 
instituting a system of “well-regulated” cultivation and retail 
use of marijuana coupled with “strict” licensing is not enough to 


Marijuana Policy Alternatives 


Day” (Edwards-Levy 2012). Additionally, efforts by Colorado 
lawmakers in May 2013 to repeal Amendment 64 failed; the social 
support for legalization and its long-term success in Colorado is 
simply too potent (Chokshi 2013).   
 Third, a greater acceptance may also have been fueled by 
a growing number of Americans, especially leading figures in the 
nation (ie. politicians and celebrities), admitting to having tried 
the drug. Leading celebrities like talk show hosts Jon Stewart, 
Stephen Colbert, Bill Maher, David Letterman, Oprah Winfrey, 
and Rush Limbaugh; singers Jay-Z, Lady Gaga, Madonna, 
Justin Bieber, and Miley Cyrus; Olympic gold medalist Michael 
Phelps; entrepreneurs Bill Gates, Ted Turner, and Martha Stewart; 
comedian Seth MacFarlane; and Hollywood actors Brad Pitt, 
Angelina Jolie, Morgan Freeman, Jennifer Aniston, Susan 
Sarandon, and Johnny Depp have all either come out in support of 
legalization or have admitted to trying—or still actively using—
marijuana (Reilly and Wilkey 2013). Even politicians, both current 
and past, have admitted to using marijuana, including former 
Presidents Bill Clinton, George W. Bush, and Barack Obama, 
former New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg, Secretary of 
State John Kerry, former Alaska governor Sarah Palin, associate 
Supreme Court justice Clarence Thomas, and even Governor 
Hickenlooper himself. While not everyone agrees on whether 
marijuana should be legalized, it is clear that politicians and 
celebrities alike have used it; that alone has the ability to sway 
several factions of the public. Support for pot’s medical use by 
several celebrities is more than matched by the public; a Gallup 
poll in 2010 showed that 70 percent of Americans approved the 
use of medical marijuana (“For First Time”). As is shown, there 
is a disconnect between what the majority of the public wants and 
what federal and many state officials have enforced; part of this 
disconnect deals with the lack of efficiency in enforcing said laws, 
which also occurred with alcohol prohibition (Okrent 135).  
 After evaluating the efficiency of Colorado’s marijuana 
policy in comparison with current federal policy, it is evident 
that the costs of marijuana prohibition far outweigh the benefits; 
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manufacturing, and testing facilities as well as retail stores. The 
policy still does not tolerate driving while under the influence 
of pot, consuming it publicly, or consuming it in a manner that 
endangers others. Colorado’s policy also requires strict labeling 
on products sold within the state, and the sale of pot to underage 
citizens is prohibited. Furthermore, it proposes the imposition of an 
excise tax to be levied on wholesale sales of marijuana, requiring 
that the first $40 million raised in revenue annually to be directed 
to the construction of public schools (Colorado General Assembly).  
 Other key measures of Amendment 64 include no set 
cap on the amount of marijuana that can be produced per year in 
the state. Amendment 64 also does not set a cap on the amount 
of licenses that can be given out to sellers; rather, it actually 
requires vertical integration. This means every marijuana business 
who wishes to get a license must be involved in all parts of the 
business—growing, processing, and selling (Gray 2013). Existing 
medical dispensaries already in good standing with the state are 
allowed to apply early for licenses as part of a special provision of 
Amendment 64. In addition, cultivation for personal use is allowed 
(Chokshi 2013), and there is a two-year minimum residency 
requirement for any owner or investor (Gray 2013). Voters passed 
a referendum in November 2013 that imposes a 25% tax on 
legalized marijuana, something that was proposed in Amendment 
64. Fifteen percent is to go toward public schools and 10% of it 
will be used to fund marijuana law enforcement (Rayman 2013); 
this tax is expected to increase annual state revenue by $67 million 
per year (Choksi 2013). 
  
Evaluative Criteria
 To determine whether Michigan should consider a policy 
similar to Colorado’s, it is necessary to evaluate the policy’s social 
acceptability, efficiency, and political feasibility.  
 Social acceptability is the extent to which the public will 
accept and support a policy proposal. Clearly, the increasing 
public support for marijuana legalization is a measure of social 
acceptability. Marijuana policy has dominated recent media 
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Anslinger before him; however, throughout the 1970s, eleven states 
did enact some form of marijuana decriminalization (“Marijuana 
Timeline”). President Ronald Reagan continued the “war on drugs” 
with his own appeal to the American public that marijuana harmed 
families and children. By instituting Section 280E in the federal 
income tax code, which denied marijuana businesses the ability to 
deduct operational expenses, his administration set the stage for the 
current conflict the legal state marijuana industry has with the IRS 
(Oglesby 2013).     
 Based on its lengthy and controversial history, recent efforts 
to enforce the federal marijuana prohibition policy have proved to 
be futile. In a report by the University of Washington in 2006, it 
was found that increasing marijuana arrests does not achieve the 
goals of prohibition. Despite increases in overall arrests from 1994 
to 2010, marijuana has become more available, more potent, and 
less expensive. In addition, the costs of prohibition for the public 
are significant, which may negatively impact society as a whole 
(Edwards et al. 4). Enforcing these laws consumes substantial 
fiscal and organizational resources that are not evenly distributed 
across the population and could be directed toward other goals. 
Furthermore, decriminalizing marijuana and deprioritizing 
enforcement of pot laws have no significant correlation with an 
increase in pot use; this is consistent with numerous studies done 
in states and municipalities that have decriminalized (Beckett & 
Herbert 2006). Therefore, it is necessary to look toward alternative 
measures such as the one instituted in Colorado to tackle these key 
issues.
    
Alternative Policy
 Colorado passed Amendment 64, their version of legalizing 
the recreational use of marijuana, on November 6, 2012 in the 
general election. It institutes a regulation model similar to the 
state’s alcohol one, where a person 21 years of age or older is 
allowed to possess limited amounts of pot—either one ounce of 
processed marijuana or no more than six plants. Additionally, 
it provides for the licensing and regulation of cultivation, 


    Jacob A. Mohica








Marijuana Policy Alternatives: 
Lessons from Colorado


J A C O B  A .  M O J I C A


Written for Dr. Erik Trump’s PS 345: Public Policy Making in U.S.
Author’s Major: Political Science
Minor: Professional and Technical Writing (PTW) and Communication


Executive Summary


Marijuana prohibition has been a controversial issue in terms of the 
federal context since its inception several decades ago. Similar to alcohol 
prohibition, the federal government has relied on the states to support its 
prohibition policies, but largely with uneven measures that lack in efficiency. 
Although Colorado and Washington have implemented measures to legalize 
pot’s recreational use, and 20 states have legalized its medical use, the 
federal government still reserves the right to prosecute cases against these 
programs. Modern history has shown presidential administrations ignoring 
testimony from well-respected academic institutions in order to continue its 
ineffective policies, which include significant costs to the public.


Colorado has implemented a legalization policy that attempts to address the 
relative failures of federal prohibition. Its program is regulated similarly 
to its alcohol one, where those 21 years of age and older are permitted 
to possess limited amounts of marijuana. Cultivation for personal use is 
allowed with licensing only given to those who embrace vertical integration. 
The policy also imposes a 25% tax on pot that is directed toward public 
schools and law enforcement.
     
Clearly, Colorado’s policy matches current social trends, something that 
is supported by its recent political victories and a considerable majority of 
Americans favoring legalization. However, although the program attempts 
to correct the mistakes of prohibition, its own deficiencies do not make 
it appropriate for Michigan to follow; vertical integration and the lack of 
a cap on product grown per year can only pave the way for corruption. 
Furthermore, without a comprehensive approach from all three branches 
of the federal government, the declaration of one to lessen its response is 
not enough to establish the political feasibility of the policy’s long-term 
prognosis.
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would seek to grossly expand their holdings; this would increase the 
inequality among the people, further hindering America’s growth as 
a nation: “The absence of effective state, and, especially, national, 
restraint upon unfair money getting has tended to create a small class 
of enormously wealthy and economically powerful men, whose chief 
objective is to hold and increase their power” (1091). To remedy 
this, Roosevelt believed that it was up to the government to regulate 
the influence of special interests, by curtailing political corruption 
and limiting corporate mergers (1090). Roosevelt also believed 
it necessary to install an expert tariff commission and to create a 
system of graduated taxes. The tariff commission would be vital to 
investigate the suitability of the tariffs toward the good of society, 
while graduated taxes would begin the change of affairs necessary to 
ensure that accumulated wealth would be a benefit to the community 
(1091-1092). In all, Roosevelt stood for the evolution of the rules of 
the “economic game.” These new rules would give every person an 
honest chance to contribute to the public welfare, a “square deal” to 
succeed (1093). 
 It is easy to identify Roosevelt as an “official” hero, as his 
belief in the government being a force for egalitarian efforts was 
backed by his boisterous rhetoric affirming such. Yet Roosevelt 
carried with him a decidedly “outlaw” nature. He fought for what 
he believed was right, regardless of federal regulation. This led to 
such endeavors as his trust busting initiatives, where he became the 
spokesperson for the “little guy”: the American people against the 
“big” corporations of the country. Furthermore, Roosevelt was heavily 
influenced by his emotions. His tireless initiative and work ethic was 
evident not only in his campaigns and administration but also in his 
decision to fight in the Spanish-American War in 1898. Roosevelt, 
thus, created in himself the model “composite” individual for the 
American people—a person who not only viewed the government 
as a vital resource for the betterment of the nation but also exuded 
qualities that portrayed him as a man too big for the constraints that 
befell society. 
 The American community, in essence, stems from the drive 
of individuals to forge their own way. Patrick Henry advocated for 
government placed in the hands of individuals, where “natural law” 
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the creation of “wise” individuals, who would eventually see the 
uselessness of government and abandon it (“Politics,” 483). Emerson 
seemingly expresses an “outlaw” mentality against the idea of 
government in general. Yet, he combines individual ideals such as 
“self-reliance” and the dissolution of government with a faith in the 
idea of new kind of community. Emerson believes that it was the 
destiny of America to create a society that would one day break the 
bonds of corrupt government and embrace the “unifying” concept of 
sensible individual rule. Still, for this rule to take place, it is up to the 
community to grow together, most likely sacrificing for the greater 
good. As Emerson said, it is only through man’s love for one another 
that civilization will be able to survive (“Politics,” 483).  
 Theodore Roosevelt examined American individualism in the 
context of a struggle to provide Americans with the basic necessities 
with which to succeed. For him, the success of the individual 
benefitted not only that individual, but the community and society 
as a whole: “The fundamental thing to do for every man is to give 
him a chance to reach a place in which he will make the greatest 
possible contribution to the public welfare” (1093). Here, one can 
see the break with the previous authors. While they both supported 
some limited government, neither saw the government as a positive 
force for social change. By the turn of the 19th century, with the rise 
of the Progressive movement, the idea of government intervention 
into the affairs of ordinary men seemed like a way to preserve both 
individual freedom and community bonds. The rampant inequality 
among the rich and the poor left many of the lower classes feeling as 
though only the government would be able to remedy their situation. 
Roosevelt viewed this struggle as a fight between men “who possess 
more than they have earned and … men who have earned more 
than they possess” (1088). Special privilege for some individuals, 
according to Roosevelt, had destroyed the ability of all individuals 
to properly progress. Active governments, thus, were necessary 
to the preservation of the American individual and the nation as 
a whole. Roosevelt saw the chief enemy of the individual as the 
special interests whose influence upon American politics sought to 
undermine the confidence of the American public (1089). Through 
their vast wealth, the industrialized and moneyed interests of America 
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America’s foundation rests upon a struggle for individual freedom. 
Founded by outlaws against the British crown, our nation early 


on embraced the concept of an enlightened freedom. Consequently, 
that sentiment has been maintained throughout the centuries, easily 
seen in the popular culture of the United States. Those who act with 
vigor and purpose often capture the attention of the American public, 
thereby holding a unique position of influence in our society. Athletes 
like Kevin Durant and Tom Brady are considered role models for 
both their tenacity and determination in their respective professions 
and their generosity towards their communities. Musicians captivate 
us with their hauntingly powerful lyrics, often easily relatable 
to the common man. Even our most popular films and television 
shows often feature characters who embody our current sense of 
individuality. Through our most revered historic figures, such as 
Thomas Jefferson and Dwight Eisenhower, or our most menacing and 
ingenious fictional characters, like Jack Sparrow and Travis Bickle, 
individuals thrive in America and in her psyche. According to Robert 
Ray in his article “The Thematic Paradigm,” these American heroes 
appear to be divided between the “outlaw” individualist hero and the 
“official” community hero. Yet it is Ray’s emphasis on a third type 
of hero, the “composite” hero, which proves to be the most telling 
of the American character. Exemplified by American greats like 
Patrick Henry, Ralph Waldo Emerson, and Theodore Roosevelt, the 
“composite” hero championed an uncompromising individuality even 
as he affirmed the idea of community. 
 The idea of the “composite” hero stems from the amalgamation 
of the “outlaw” and the “official” hero. According to Ray, both heroes 
can be broken down by their set of competing values regarding 
aging and maturity; society and women; and politics and law. The 
“outlaw” hero, according to Ray, flees from the confining rules 
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many of these lower-class men became increasingly impatient with 
the traditional politics of their time, which shied away from blatant 
anti-Catholicism, and joined the unconventional Know Nothing party 
(Holt, 1973). However, the Know Nothings also had the support 
of several prominent politicians, including Ulysses S. Grant, who 
temporarily joined the party in the 1850s (Anbinder, 1997). Grant’s 
nativist political outlook is reflected in a key component of his 
presidential agenda: solving the “School Question” of the mid-1800s 
in Protestants’ favor (Anbinder, 1997, p. 132).
 The most significant disagreement between nineteenth 
century Protestants and Catholics was this school question, which 
concerned the role of religion in the nation’s recently developed 
public school system. National identity was tied to public education, 
since schools not only educated children, but also taught them how 
to be citizens. Thus, schools were heavily associated with patriotism, 
and teachers had a crucial role in guiding the transition of the nation’s 
children to democratic citizens. Catholic nuns who taught in public 
schools were often accused of not adequately representing normal 
American life because of their religious clothing. Some critics went 
as far as accusing nuns of undermining schools’ mission of teaching 
democratic values, citing the nuns’ veils, which represented the 
privacy and separateness of their lives, as clashing with the nation’s 
normal identity of the American female, who married and raised 
children (Holscher, 2012).
 Though religious clothing in public schools caused 
considerable dispute, use of the Protestant Bible, “the symbol of 
Protestant identification with Americanism” (Lannie, 1970, p. 
520), created the greatest amount of tension between Catholics and 
Protestants in the 1800s. Though both sides had much in common--
that is, both promoted the teaching of Christian values—the conflict 
emerged out of different opinions as to how these values should 
be taught. Interestingly, most Catholics did not oppose reading of 
Protestant Bibles in schools, and only asked that their children be 
exempt from it. However, politicians took this opposition to the 
extreme, and because the nation associated itself so intimately with 
Protestantism, perceived any opposition to the teaching of Protestant 
values as an attack on the nation itself. The overreaction to Catholics’ 
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literature and violence. However, closer analysis of how U.S. citizens 
oppressed Catholics through political means offers exceptional insight 
into the nation’s religious identity. Fears of the Roman Church’s 
authority seeped into notable politicians’ speeches and eventually 
escalated into an explicitly anti-Catholic national political party that 
equated patriotism with nativism. Similarly, the U.S.’s connection 
with Protestantism is demonstrated through religion’s role in public 
schools and modern presidential elections.
 Many American expressed their Protestant religious identity 
through political means, as demonstrated by the powerful nativist 
movement in the 1800s. Despite the fact that the U.S. was founded 
by immigrants, many U.S. citizens ironically rejected all immigrants, 
fervently promoting policies that favored current U.S. citizens. 
Nativist statements generally coincided with anti-Catholicism, 
especially since the U.S. feared that Catholics’ allegiance to their 
Roman Pope clashed with a democratic society. The influx of Catholic 
immigrants in the 1800s appeared to some U.S. citizens as an 
invasion. This perceived threat of a Roman papal takeover motivated 
many anti-Catholic fears, as illustrated in John Adams’ declaration 
that “a free government and the Roman Catholic religion can never 
exist together in any nation or Country” (as cited in Farnham, 1961, p. 
51). Adams’ assertion that Catholics are fundamentally undemocratic 
was echoed throughout the 1800s, most recognizably by the Know 
Nothing political party. 
 A key facet of the nativist movement was the infamous 
Order of the Star Spangled Banner political party. The Order was 
popularly referred to as the Know Nothing party, since members 
took secrecy oaths and famously replied that they “knew nothing” 
when confronted by media. This party’s main goal was to “reform” 
immigration by limiting it and imposing stricter citizenship laws, 
such as a twenty-one year residency requirement for U.S. citizenship 
(Anbinder, 1997). The demographics of the Know Nothing party 
reveal some of the causes of anti-Catholicism, as native-born, 
working-class, young men composed most of the group. These 
men most often experienced fierce job competition with Catholic 
immigrants, and blamed their economic instability on these foreigners 
(Holt, 1973). Looking for a way to channel their anti-foreign angst, 
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this means that the State of New York is in full governance of the 
exchange program. New York has decided to establish its exchange 
system as a part of the Department of Health, specifically. An 
executive director and regional advisory committees have been 
created to oversee the creation and eventual implementation of the 
exchange system.
 New York is currently a Democratic state, led by 
Democratic Governor Andrew Cuomo. He is the main actor 
involved with the health insurance exchange system in New York. 
On April 12, 2012, Governor Cuomo signed an Executive Order 
to begin the drafting of New York’s exchange. The order was 
signed because the state legislature failed to agree upon and pass a 
proposed exchange system on its own (Kaiser Family Foundation, 
2013). The Federal Government has also played an important role 
in New York’s exchange program, because New York’s program 
has been substantially assisted by various federal grants to fund 
the creation and construction of the program (Kaiser Family 
Foundation, 2013). Another prominent actor in the policy-making 
process is Health Care for All New York (HCFANY), which is a 
statewide coalition that has the goal of guaranteeing and assisting 
all New Yorkers with affordable and high quality health insurance. 
In their November 2010 Legislative Agenda, HCFANY developed 
a plan called “Five Standards for the New York State Exchange.” 
These five standards require the exchange to be: 1) one statewide 
exchange system available to all New Yorkers; 2) a high-quality, 
and affordable benefit package exchange; 3) a navigationally easy 
exchange that represents all types of consumers; 4) an exchange 
system that builds upon New York’s existing public programs; and 
5) supportive of the principles of health equity (Health Care for All 
New York, 2010).
 In regard to the policy process timeline, New York 
experienced a fairly straightforward process. During the summer of 
2011, the proposed bill died in the senate and it was believed they 
would renegotiate in September of 2011. Many proponents of the 
exchange system, including HCFANY, urged citizens to organize 
and show support, and they cautioned that the inability to come to 


A Comparative Look  


costs, and the Platinum covers roughly 90% of costs, while the 
Young Invincibles category is reserved for those people seeking 
catastrophic-only coverage. There is not a requirement for all 
companies to offer all five categories; rather, they can decide which 
they want to include (Weissert and Weissert, 2012). 
 Moving forward, the actual implementation of the 
exchanges is left up to the states. In the beginning, the Act 
originally gave the Federal Government the power to set-up and 
to regulate the exchange system. During the rewriting period, the 
Senate instead shifted the power to the states in order to appease 
moderate Democrats (Beaussier, 2012).  Each state is obliged to 
create an exchange program for its citizens; however, the deadline 
to do so has been pushed back various times, partially due to 
non-compliant states. If a state refuses to comply, it defaults to 
a federally constructed exchange program. The next section will 
describe how three separate states - New York, Michigan, and 
Texas - are fully complying, partially complying, or refusing to 
comply with the insurance exchange policy. Each state will be 
described in terms of the details of the type of exchange program, 
the various political and social factors involved in the program’s 
creation, and a basic timeline of its policy-making process.


State-Based Exchange: New York
 New York is one of eighteen states that have complied 
with the requests of Obamacare’s exchange program, and have 
thus developed a complete state-run exchange program. Still, even 
among those states that are complying there is variation in the 
structure and type of exchange. These variations include either 
non-profit, state operation, or quasi-governmental structures, as 
well as active purchaser or clearinghouse type. New York’s plan 
will be operated by the state and its type is active purchaser (Kaiser 
Family Foundation, 2013). Active purchaser means that the system 
will work toward tougher regulations and require stricter criteria 
for the private insurance companies to meet in order to contract 
with the exchange program and seek purchasers on the market 
(Corlette and Volk, 2011). In regard to the state-run structure, 
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frequent anti-Catholic mob attacks of the 1830s and 1840s, including 
the notorious Philadelphia riots of 1844 (Morris, 1997). 
 Philadelphia contained the largest concentration of Catholic 
immigrants, aside from New York, and tensions between these 
immigrants and nativists exploded after some Irish immigrants 
interrupted an American Republican protest meeting that revolved 
around Protestant Bible-reading in public schools. This prompted 
an enormous anti-Catholic rally, composed of approximately 3,000 
nativists, in the heart of Irish Philadelphia. Fighting soon erupted, 
and both Catholics and nativists fought with violent force, resulting 
in several causalities on both sides and the burning down of two 
Catholic churches, St. Michael and St. Augustine. Catholic church-
burning persisted throughout the nation, and some priests were even 
beaten or tarred and feathered. Ten years after the Philadelphia riots, 
in 1855, another exceptionally violent incident occurred in Louisville. 
On what is now referred to as “Bloody Monday,” at least twenty 
people were killed after anti-Catholic violence was blatantly provoked 
by the Louisville mayor (Morris, 1997). 
 Understanding the nation’s unique religious history offers key 
insight into the religious turmoil of the 1800s. American historian 
Wallace D. Farnham argues that three peculiarities have characterized 
the U.S.’s religious identity. First, the U.S. has Protestant origins. 
Outside the U.S., most Christian people were originally Catholic, 
therefore making Protestantism radical and Catholicism traditional 
and conservative. In the United States, however, since most 
citizens associate Protestantism with their country’s founders, they 
perceive Protestantism as the “’normal’ version of Christianity” and 
Catholicism as an outside, foreign force (Farnham, 1961, p. 47). The 
second peculiarity Farnham notes is America’s religious pluralism. 
Even from its origin, various sects of Protestantism existed, creating a 
diverse religious environment. Religious dissenters, such as William 
Penn, a Quaker from Pennsylvania, often had significant political 
influence. Notably, however, these dissenters remained in the realm 
of Protestantism. Third, a large number of Catholic immigrants 
arrived during the Industrial Revolution, a time of vast change. Many 
citizens associated this influx of foreign people with other “foreign”, 
or unfamiliar, changes, such as the development of cities and factories 
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New York. By the second half of the nineteenth century, Catholics 
became the “largest religious tradition” in the U.S., as Catholic 
immigrants made their mark in their new home (Crews, 1994).
 Despite, or perhaps because of, Catholic immigrants’ 
successes within their communities, U.S. Protestants largely rejected 
Catholic immigrants who arrived in the nineteenth century. During 
the mid-1800s, nativism was at its peak, as nativist parties such as 
the Know Nothings gained increasing influence. Notable political 
leaders, such as Civil War general and former President Ulysses S. 
Grant, were affiliated with the Know Nothings (Anbinder, 1997), 
and blatantly anti-foreign sentiment flooded the media. For example, 
Samuel Morse, inventor of the telegraph, wrote a book titled The 
Foreign Conspiracy Against the Liberties of the United States in 
1835 (Crew, 1994). Fear of “foreign conspiracies” were also reflected 
in newspaper editorials, as exemplified by George Prentice’s 1855 
editorial from the Louisville Journal:


...and especially are men fit to hold office...who regard themselves as owing to 
our government no allegiance from which the Pope of Roman, an inflated Italian 
despot who keeps people kissing his toes all day, cannot at any moment release 
him?...Until the light of Protestantism shone in the world there was no religious 
freedom. Popery, with its iron heel, treads out the life of religious liberty as fast 
as it is born.... (as cited in Crews, 1994, p. 74)


Anti-Catholicism was often expressed through early nineteenth 
century novels, as well. In Awful Disclosures of the Hotel Dieu 
Nunnery, Maria Monk shares outrageous details about her stay 
at a Catholic convent, in which she witnessed priests using their 
authority to seduce nuns and then murder the resultant babies. Though 
Monk’s story was formally discredited soon after its publication, it 
nonetheless made its impact on Protestant Americans, as it was the 
“second bestselling title” in antebellum U.S. (Holscher, 2012, p. 63). 
 In addition to anti-Catholic literature, the era was also 
characterized by notable acts of anti-Catholic violence, such as the 
Ursuline Covenant incident. The Ursuline Covenant was a prestigious 
Catholic school that represented Catholics’ growing economic 
stability. Though this school taught many Protestants and had no 
explicit missionary component, a mob burnt the covenant down, 
along with several Irish homes after a rumor spread of an imprisoned 
nun. This incident foreshadowed future violence, as demonstrated in 
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aimed for a unified Liberia to promote internal development and 
avoid factionalism). However, after being defeated in the election 
by infamous Warlord Charles Taylor, she was once again exiled for 
“treason” (Executive Mansion, 2013). 
 Charles Taylor was exiled from Liberia in 2003 by a more 
democratic arm of the Liberian government. As a result, Johnson 
Sirleaf returned to her native country and immediately became 
an active voice in the political society therein (Britannica, 2013). 
In 2005, Johnson Sirleaf ran for President on the same platform 
she had the first time, seeking to end corruption within all levels 
of governance and promote the development of the nation’s 
infrastructure. By late 2005, after a fair election, Johnson Sirleaf 
became the first female head of state of any African nation (Keil, 
2013). 
 At present, President Johnson Sirleaf is serving her second 
term of office in Liberia—she was reelected after her first term in 
2011, in what the Carter Center declared to be a democratic and fair 
election (Keil, 2013). During her service as president over the last 
eight years, President Johnson Sirleaf has truly kept to her political 
party’s foundation: unity. After her election, Liberia’s Civil War was 
completely ended, and the leaders of future resistance were handled 
diplomatically, rather than militarily, by the Sirleaf government. 
Moreover, President Johnson Sirleaf has ensured economic 
development through the rebuilding of the nation’s tarnished 
infrastructure. By moving funds into domestic development, rather 
than military expansion or internal corruption, the Sirleaf government 
has dramatically improved public roadways, educational facilities, 
and urban housing (Britannica 2013; Keil, 2013). Further, the Sirleaf 
government inherited a political system which was ranked 162nd for 
corruption, by the United Nations, in the world. At present, following 
only eight years of governance, the sovereign of Liberia is ranked 
90th for corruption (Keil, 2013). 
 While the government has become increasingly fair and 
democratic, and the infrastructure of the nation has significantly 
improved, human rights have also been emphasized by the Sirleaf 
Administration. In 2011, resulting from the Sirleaf government’s 
policies, only one person died in the campaign and election processes; 
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the current executive officer of Liberia, will be a future recipient of 
the Ibrahim Prize. 
 Born in 1938, President Johnson Sirleaf was baptized in 
politics at an early age. While still a young girl, Johnson Sirleaf’s 
father became the first indigenous Liberian to sit in the national 
legislature. This noteworthy position of her father awarded her the 
opportunity to study in the best educational facilities in Liberia. 
After completing her education, Johnson Sirleaf traveled to America 
in 1961, where she earned a Masters in Public Administration at 
Harvard University (Britannica, 2013). Following a short time within 
the private sector, Sirleaf reentered the political realm; she achieved 
the position of assistant minister of finance under Liberian President 
William Tolbert from 1972-1973, and later became the finance 
minister under Samuel Doe’s military dictatorship from 1980-1985 
(Britannica, 2013; Keil, 2013).
 Despite her civil service to the infamous leaders mentioned 
above, Johnson Sirleaf consistently upheld her personal integrity; she 
often disagreed with her administration on the question of how to 
handle government funds. This continual moral disagreement came 
to a head under Doe’s military regime, where she was imprisoned 
twice. Despite a near escape from execution during her second 
imprisonment, Johnson Sirleaf ran for senate. During her campaign, 
staying true to her moral fiber regardless of the very real dangers 
of the Liberian dictatorship, she openly criticized the military 
government. For this, Johnson Sirleaf was thrown back in state prison, 
and eventually exiled to Kenya and the United States for a period of 
12 years (Executive Mansion, 2013).
 While in exile, Johnson Sirleaf became a world-renowned 
economist within the banking community (i.e. the World Bank, 
Citibank, etc.). As a result of her success with these financial 
institutions, she was offered the position of Director of Regional 
Bureau for Africa of the United Nations Development Program. 
Between 1992 and 1997, Johnson Sirleaf actively worked to help 
the United Nations solve many of the issues within the African 
continent (Britannica, 2013). It was during this same time that 
Liberia entered into its First Civil War. With a truce in the war in 
1997, Johnson Sirleaf ran for President under the Unity Party (which 
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Introduction  


In his philosophical work After Virtue, Alasdair MacIntyre diagnoses 
the modern world with emotivism. He argues that political 


discourse is fundamentally ineffective because it lacks rational 
argument, and instead relies on emotivist statements. In emotivist 
discourse, moral facts do not exist, and all moral judgments are 
based on emotion. Thus, judgments are simply expressions of one’s 
approval or disapproval, along with an expression for others to 
agree with their judgment (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 12). Rationality is 
rooted in one’s social structure and historical context, and emotivist 
statements utilize terms outside of their social structure and context, 
causing misunderstandings in modern discussions. Therefore, the 
modern world struggles to give a rational account for itself because 
an agreement on values or a shared understanding of reason ceases to 
exist (MacIntyre, 2007, p. 123). 
 This struggle for a consensus on basic values and 
understanding of reason is exemplified through modern debates about 
religion in the United States. The United States claims to uphold 
separation of church and state through its constitutional guarantees of 
religious freedom. Despite this, the U.S. is an exceptionally religious 
nation, and its national identity is closely tied to its religious identity. 
Further, Protestantism is inarguably the dominant religion, and 
religious discourse in the U.S. reflects tension between Protestantism 
and other religions. Emotivist statements, concepts taken out of 
context that are rooted in one’s personal moral judgment, characterize 
U.S. religious debate. For example, in modern political discourse, 
U.S. Catholics and Protestants often claim that the U.S. is founded 
on Christian values. Though most modern U.S. Protestants include 
Catholicism in their personal definition of Christianity, and Catholics 
consider themselves Christian, that argument is inherently an anti-
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recipient must meet the practical, four-prong guideline assessment as 
laid forth by the Ibrahim Foundation. Second, candidates must fall 
in line with the ideological framework of Dr. Ibrahim. Dr. Ibrahim 
has two fundamental expectations of a recipient: first, the individual 
must be a firm believer in the democratic system and, to that end, 
rule transparently, democratically, and without corruption; and 
second, the individual in question must be a strong believer in, as 
well as practitioner of self-responsibility and public accountability. 
Candidates also must adhere to the value system of the Selection 
Board. In other words, the candidates have to show a substantial 
interest regarding human life and an active interest in their nation’s 
civil society.


Case Studies: Recipients of the Ibrahim Prize
 It would be, assumedly, simple to predict the future 
recipient(s) of the Ibrahim Prize by purely understanding the 
theoretical framework of the Selection Board’s criteria. However, this 
would ignore a fundamental part of the human experience: chance. No 
human, regardless of value or morality, can always perform perfectly, 
since factors (external from self) will always interfere. This natural 
dogma applies to the two past-recipients of the Ibrahim Prize; hence 
they too must be analyzed in order to come closer to an accurate 
prediction on future recipients of the same. Apart from President 
Mandela, only two individuals have been able to pass the seemingly 
impossible challenge of meeting the requirements of the Ibrahim Prize 
Selection Board. Below, they are to be analyzed in chronological 
order.


President Joaquim Chissano 
 Former President Joaquim Alberto Chissano of the Republic 
of Mozambique was awarded the first Ibrahim Prize in 2007. Born in 
1932, President Chissano spent most of his life within the political 
sphere. After achieving independence from Portugal in 1975, 
Mozambique attempted a democratic system of governance (The 
World Bank, 2013). However, this system was plagued by almost 
immediate civil war between the “democratic” government and 
myriad guerilla forces throughout the Republic. It was during one 
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the Ibrahim Prize and its Selection Board are strictly searching to 
meet their firm criterion; and, if the Selection Board’s standards are 
not met, the award is simply withheld (Autella, 2011; The Ibrahim 
Foundation, 2013). This makes the Ibrahim Prize not only practically 
valuable, but symbolically significant.
 Although few Ibrahim Prizes have been awarded, the stated 
requirements for achieving the award appear quite simple. According 
to the Ibrahim Foundation itself, a recipient for the Ibrahim Prize 
must: 1) be the former Executive Head of State of an African 
Government; 2) have left office in the last three years; 3) have been 
democratically elected and served his/her constitutionally mandated 
term; and 4) demonstrated exceptional leadership in the aforesaid 
position (The Ibrahim Foundation, 2013). With such simple criteria, 
it may be asked, why is it so difficult to attain the Ibrahim Prize in the 
first place? 
 To come to a logical conclusion regarding the above question, 
it is essential to grasp the make-up of the Ibrahim Selection Board. 
The board includes the four past-recipients, including honorary 
recipient Nelson Mandela. Former United Nation officers, as well 
as African Human Rights Activists—all headed by Dr. Ibrahim 
himself—make up the remainder of the Selection Board (The Ibrahim 
Foundation, 2013). The profiles of each of these individuals are 
unique, but they all share two common characteristics, simultaneously 
adding an additional criterion to the selection process of the Ibrahim 
Prize: each Selection Board member is a champion for Human Rights 
and for Civil Society (British Broadcasting Corporation, 2013; The 
Ibrahim Foundation, 2013). To put it simply, the Selection Board is 
not only looking for excellence in governance and management skills; 
it is also searching for individuals who are great leaders, encourage 
the democratic process, and are generally concerned with the well-
being of humanity within their respective nations (Auletta, 2011; The 
British Broadcasting Corporation, 2013; The Ibrahim Foundation, 
2013).


Theoretical, Ideological, and Practical Requirements, In Summation
 As previously reviewed, there are several requirements for 
an individual to achieve the Ibrahim Prize. First and foremost, a 
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Conclusion
	 The	health	insurance	exchanges	policy	of	Obamacare	
ignited	various	opinions	among	political	actors,	as	well	as	interest	
groups,	and	state	residents.	Although	the	original	plan	of	a	national	
federal-run	exchange	was	denied,	the	refusal	of	a	majority	of	
states	to	comply	with	creation	of	a	state-run	system	technically	
turns	the	exchange	program	into	a	nearly	universal	program.	It	
will	be	interesting	to	see	the	progress	and	the	outcomes	of	states	
with	state-run,	versus	partnership,	versus	federally-run	exchange	
programs.	Furthermore,	in	regard	to	a	less	explored	variable,	it	
will	be	interesting	to	see	how	many	American	citizens	take	part	
in	the	exchange	program.	On	paper,	the	exchanges	appear	to	
solve	many	problems	of	access	to	affordable,	high-quality	health	
insurance.	However,	the	success	of	the	exchanges	also	depends	
upon	the	compliance	and	participation	of	individual	Americans	and	
small	businesses.	It	is	likely	that	the	support	and	encouragement	
provided	by	state	governments	with	state-run	exchanges	may	result	
in	higher	levels	of	participation	than	in	states	with	federally-run	
exchanges.  
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Introduction


Dr. Mohammed Ibrahim, Africa’s only self-made, homegrown 
billionaire, established the Ibrahim Foundation in 2006. Since 


its creation, the foundation has expanded considerably; and, in 2007, 
it established the Ibrahim Prize (Forbes Editorial Staff, 2013), (ONE, 
2013). In general, the aforementioned accolade provides a substantial 
monetary reward to African heads-of-state who rule democratically, 
as well as transparently, and are willing to peacefully step down from 
their office at the end of their constitutionally defined terms. On top of 
this, a significant subcomponent of the award’s selection process, to 
be discussed in full detail later, is to assess whether or not the leader 
being examined “paved the way for prosperity” within his or her 
respective nation (Auletta, 2011; The Ibrahim Foundation, 2013).
 Originally designed to be awarded annually, the Ibrahim 
Selection Board has found only two individuals who have met the 
board’s seemingly impossible criteria over the past six years (The 
Ibrahim Foundation, 2013). In essence, this means that the board 
has opted four times to not select a recipient. This fact adds to the 
award’s already resounding prestige, and it implies that the Ibrahim 
Selection Board is extremely strict in its selection process. As a result 
of the board’s exactitude, it becomes difficult for political scientists, 
geographers, historians, and other students of the social sciences 
to predict the next recipient of the award in question. Nonetheless, 
the following analysis will attempt to make such a prediction. By 
examining the Ibrahim Prize and its requirements, as well as using 
two past recipients as case studies, it will become clear that one of the 
future recipients of the Ibrahim Prize will be the current President of 
Liberia, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf.


Dr. Mohammad Ibrahim, the Man Behind the Prize
 To fully comprehend the Ibrahim Prize and its selection 
criteria, it is imperative to grasp the general ideology of the prize’s 
founder and Selection Board Chairman, Dr. Mohammed Ibrahim. 
As with most people, Dr. Ibrahim’s ideology stems from his life 
experiences. Born on May 3, 1946 in the nation of Sudan, Dr. 
Ibrahim lived a generally comfortable life. His father was an educated 
government employee, and the Ibrahim family lived contentedly in 
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Key Terms:


1. Civil Society: A fundamental part of the democratic system; a 
culmination of political and non-political activity within the private 
culture of a given society.


2. Honorary Recipient: Any individual who, prior to the establishment 
of the Ibrahim Foundation, would have qualified under the Selection 
Board’s criteria for being a recipient of the Ibrahim Prize. These 
individuals do not receive the monetary award associated with the 
actual Ibrahim Prize, but do attain an honorary membership on the 
Selection Board.


3. Ibrahim Prize for African Leadership and Achievement: An award 
established by the Ibrahim Foundation in 2007, which, generally, 
seeks to recognize African heads-of-state who rule transparently, 
democratically, and effectively. The award includes a seat upon 
the Selection Board, as well as a monetary prize (the largest in the 
world). This prize will be, hereinafter, referred to as the “Ibrahim 
Prize.”


4. Ideological View: As used in the context of this essay, refers to one’s 
overriding view on life and governance, and how that should be 
practically applied.


5. Liberal: One who endorses a line of thinking that is “left” on the 
European political spectrum. Typically, liberals endorse democracy, 
and denounce tradition as a theoretical framework to run society. 


6. Liberal-Democrat: An ideological view-point which endorses 
liberal-democracy, equality amongst people within a society, and 
encouragement for a strong civil society.


7. Practical Recipient: Any individual who has received the Ibrahim 
prize after the foundation of the award itself; these individuals would 
have received the monetary component of the prize. There have been 
only two such recipients.


8. Progressive: An ideological view-point which endorses new ideas, in 
place of old/traditional views. 


9. Ibrahim Selection Board: The committee, chosen by the Ibrahim 
Foundation, which is charged with the duty of selecting the Honorary 
and Practical Recipients of the Ibrahim Prize. This term will be, 
hereinafter, referenced as the “Selection Board.”
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(Kaiser Family Foundation, 2013). Overall, Michigan is normally 
associated as a Democratic state, which could potentially be part 
of the reason Governor Snyder complied to some degree with 
the exchange policy. It is quite likely that certain aspects of the 
exchange program will be agreed upon, while many others may 
need the assistance of the Federal Government. This means the 
Federal Government, or more specifically the Health and Human 
Services Department, is another important part of Michigan’s 
program creation and implementation.
 In regard to the timeline process, Michigan ran into similar 
problems as New York, because the Senate and House could not 
come to an agreement. In November 2011, the Senate agreed to 
a state-run exchange, whereas the House declined. During the 
following year, Governor Snyder tried to work with legislators 
and interest groups, but the November 2012 deadline to submit a 
blue-print quickly crept up. In order to avoid a complete federally-
run program, Governor Snyder made the decision to declare the 
intention of a state-federal partnership in August 2012 (Anderson, 
2012).


Federally-Facilitated Exchange: Texas
 The state of Texas joins the majority—twenty-six states to 
be exact—that have refused to develop a plan and have therefore 
defaulted to a complete federal-run exchange program. The 
responsibility of setting up these exchanges now falls into the 
hands of the Health and Human Services Department (HHS). 
This noncompliance ironically morphs the exchange system much 
closer to the original idea, which was one national exchange 
system (Kliff, 2013). This is because HHS certainly does not 
have the time to develop an individualized exchange program 
for all twenty-six of these states, and so HHS will more than 
likely develop a general program and apply it to all of these 
states. It is expected that HHS will implement an exchange that 
includes a clearinghouse structure. New York, as mentioned 
above, is planning to adopt an active purchaser structure option, 
which means there is direct and strict supervision. In contrast, 


A Comparative Look  


an agreed upon bill would force New York to default to a federally 
run exchange. Shortly after the failure to pass, many studies were 
ordered to research topics such as essential health benefits, possible 
insurer regulations, whether large groups should participate, and 
whether the type should be active purchaser, clearinghouse, or 
other, to name a few (Benjamin, 2011). A year later, Governor 
Cuomo signed an executive order, which included: needs for the 
exchange, assignment to the Department of Health, descriptions 
of eligibility, creation of regional committees, and a goal to be 
financially sustainable by 2015 (Benjamin, 2012).


State-Federal Partnership Exchange: Michigan
 Michigan is one of seven states that have opted for an 
exchange partnership with the Federal Government. This gives 
Michigan partial control of its exchange, but many of the decisions 
are federally controlled (Martin, 2013). Essentially, this option 
for partnership allows for states to retain the authority of crafting 
their own exchange program, but includes the option of the Federal 
Government to step-in, suggest, and create policy when the state 
cannot come to a decision (Kaiser Family Foundation, 2012). 
For example, Michigan may be able to come to an agreement on 
details of Medicaid, but cannot make decisions about the eligibility 
for Children’s Health Policy Institute (CHIP). Michigan could 
implement its Medicaid program revisions on its own, and then 
turn to the Federal Government for assistance in CHIP. This is true 
for all aspects of health insurance; Michigan can create any policy 
it wants, and then turn to the Federal Government for any policy 
it cannot decide on or agree on. Additionally, even if the Federal 
Government steps in, Michigan still has the authority to accept or 
reject the federal proposed program. Thus far, Michigan’s main 
decision has been to use the Priority Health HMO as its basic 
model for defining the regulations and essentials of any plan sold 
through the exchanges (Anderson, 2012).
 Michigan is ideal for the partnership option because 
of its political actors. Governor Rick Snyder is a Republican, 
yet he supported the establishment of state exchange programs 
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