
By JacoB arem

For the first Cornell Progressive 
campus poll this year, about 

3,000 Cornell undergraduates were 
randomly selected from the entire 
Cornell undergraduate population 
and asked to complete this short poll. 
With close to 700 responses, and with 
sampling done in a random manner, 
the results of this poll give us a good 
idea about the views and experiences 
of Cornell’s undergraduate popula-
tion. The margins of error represent 
the range across which a statistician 
would conclude, with 95% con-
fidence, the actual percentage of 
all Cornell undergrads who would 
select that answer. All responses 
were submitted from October 6-15.

On the national level, 69% of 
Cornellians approve of President 
Barack Obama, including 91% of 
Democrats and 68% of Indepen-
dents, but only 16% of Republicans, 
84% of whom reported disapproval 
of the President. About half of Cor-

nell’s students report that they in-
tend to vote, though this number 
is over 55% for Republicans and 
Democrats while only 34% for In-
dependents. Students are cautiously 
optimistic about the prospects for 
improvements in the economy over 
the next six months, with approxi-
mately 53% expecting no change, 
42% anticipating an improvement, 

and 6% predicting no change at all.
Turning to campus issues, 

nearly 90% of students approve of 
President David Skorton’s job perfor-
mance, though many are discontented 
with specific issues on campus. Over 
51% oppose the recently-announced 
crackdown on alcohol consumption 
in Cornell’s fraternities and sorori-
ties, though a surprising 29% are in 

favor of these tougher drinking re-
strictions. Republicans expressed the 
strongest disapproval (64% against 
the crackdown), with Independents 
the most likely to favor it (35%), 
and Democrats in the middle (52% 
disapproving and 26% approving).

Despite the university’s plans 
to construct permanent fences or 
other means-restricting devices on 
Cornell bridges to prevent suicides 
or accidental falls, only 19% of Cor-
nell students favor permanent bar-
riers. In fact, 35% support remov-
ing the fences immediately, while 
46% support temporary fences for 
a limited period of time. Democrats 
are more than twice as likely than 
Republicans (23% versus 10%) to 
support permanent bridge barriers.

49% of Cornellians Plan to Vote;
70% Approve of Obama
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By andrew martins

In all introductory economics class-
es we learn that the business cycle 

has ups and downs; what they do not 
teach you in introductory or even in-
termediate political philosophy class-
es is that the same is true of politics 
and government. The reason for this 
might be that although economics 
and politics have traveled hand-in-
hand for most of human history, the 

guiding theories of both disciplines 
haven’t been updated simultaneously. 

Modern economics is capital-
ism. Sure, there may be various takes 
on it and exactly how “free” the free 
market should be, but it is there. 
Even in communist countries such 
as China, capitalism is present. Capi-
talism is as old as most of the guid-
ing political philosophies of today’s 
governments with one critical dif-
ference: capitalism has been updat-
ed periodically. With the exploding 
populations of the world, the explo-
ration of new lands and the invention 
of new technologies, capitalism has 
been forced to adapt to the world to 
which it was being applied. Political 
philosophies of liberty, republican-
ism and government are far more out 
of sync with the times.   

Political philosophies have 
proven to be far less flexible than 
economics. This is the seed from 
which political extremism germi-

nates. When we reach a trough in 
the business cycle, we have at least 
two options to choose from and usu-
ally find the middle approach. We 
can tighten the flow of money, cut 
taxes and try to stimulate spending 
through the people, or we can have 

the government artificially stimu-
late the economy, keep businesses 
afloat, and promote continued lend-
ing. When the business cycle hits a 
trough and jobs are lost, people get 
angry and blame the government. 

Since the only way to change the 
government is to get representa-
tion, political parties are formed.

America is not an exception to 
this rule. The rise of the Tea Party 
is a phenomenon that in hindsight 
could have been expected. This fi-
nancial crisis has spurred Ameri-
cans, as well as people all over the 
world, to become hypercritical of 
their government and seek some sort 
of radical change through the forma-
tion of reactionary political parties. 

This does not explain why these 
reactionary parties tend to be right-
wing extremists. In the wake of fi-
nancial crises the instinctual thing to 
do seems to be to conduct a purge of 
some kind. Most of the time the frus-
tration is taken out on immigrants, 
which is more a product of nationalist 

Misery Loves Company: The Global 
Economic Crisis and the Rise of the Right

Political philosophies 
have proven to be 

far less flexible than 
economics.

Part of the allure for 
these right wing parties 

is their platform of 
populism and easy 

answers.
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Campus Poll
 Which political party do you affiliate 

with?  ± 3.7% N=682 
Democrat – 45.7%

Republican – 17.3%
None (Independent) – 33.1%

Other – 3.8%
 

What is your opinion of the fences along 
the bridges at Cornell? ± 3.7% N=682 
Take them down immediately – 34.8%

Leave them up for a limited period of time 
– 45.9%

Construct permanent barriers – 19.4% 

How would you describe the political 
environment at Cornell? ± 3.7% N=681

Very Conservative – 0.4% 
Conservative – 2.5%

Moderate – 30.5
Liberal – 58.3%

Very Liberal – 8.2% 

Do you approve of the job that President 
Barack Obama is doing? ± 3.7% N=665 

Approve – 69.2% 
Disapprove – 30.8%

Inside this Issue: Also:
Senate candidates en-
ter the ring, p. 5

The end of financial aid 
at Cornell? p. 3



 Finally, a vast majority 
(78%) of Cornell students oppose 
tough penalties on jaywalkers, in-
cluding 82% of Democrats. Republi-
cans are three times as likely to sup-
port jaywalker ticketing as compared 
to Democrats (15% versus 5%).

 
The Cornell Progressive would 

like to thank all students who partici-
pated in this poll and invite our read-
ers to share any comments by email-

ing us at cuprogressive@gmail.com. 
Look out for more poll results in fu-
ture issues of the Cornell Progressive.

CP
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The Cornell Progressive seeks 
to represent the liberal, or left-

leaning point of view on campus. The 
opinions of the editors, staff writers, 
and contributors are all complicated 
and vary depending on issue and 
range all along the left-right scale. 
However, when political ideas and 
values are translated to the most ba-
sic form of participation, voting, the 
complexities disappear and are re-
placed with one all-encompassing 
choice: Democratic.

The common perception that 
all progressives are Democrats is ba-
sically true in the sense that the so-
cial change platform and that of the 
Democratic party are closely aligned. 
It is more expedient for progressives 
to choose one of the established par-
ties, so that opportunities to debate 
are more accessible. In a two-party 
system, there are obviously very lim-
ited options. While there are a mul-
titude of parties out there, voting for 
third party candidates is often noth-
ing more than symbolic. The only 
people who are seated in state legisla-
tures and in Congress are either red or 
blue, and easily close out each other 
from discourse, not to say representa-
tives from third parties.

Therefore, liberals are often 
faced with a perplexing tension 
between the subtleties of their po-
litical identities and their party. But 
once returns are in, officials swear 
their oaths, and policy gets stymied 
by the opposition, those who want 
to actively participate in the system 
remain Democratic. As Democrats 
more comprehensively represent 
multiple socio-economic classes, eth-
nic groups, regions, backgrounds, re-
ligions, and sexual orientations than 
say, Republicans, there is the con-
stant struggle with message, and how 
to appeal to each and every person 
who identifies as a liberal. This is a 
party that includes everyone, believes 
that every person deserves a voice 
and a stake in their government. Na-
tional security, religion, social policy, 
and immigration are all nuanced and 
difficult topics for debate. [sentences 
are un peu choppy here] Democrats 
should not apologize for not being 
able to reduce every bill to a sound 
bite, every multi-pronged solution 
into a weak statement, which dimin-
ishes the overall purpose of detailed 
legislation in the first place.

On other hand, the Republican 
Party has a bad habit of catering to 

the voters who focus merely on irre-
sponsible tax goals, instead of com-
prehensive fiscal policy. For example, 
the mantra of “taxed enough already” 
or simply “lower taxes” adds nothing 
to the constructive debate about what 
a modern tax structure should like, 
and what compromises need to be 
made. Obstinacy is not a synonym for 
strength. It is only a phony way of ex-
pressing an unwillingness to see the 
other side. This is a theme that car-
ries over from the Republican view 
on taxes to the adamant Republican 
focus on the individual.

This is an incredibly diverse 
country, with people who come from 
many walks of life, all of whom re-
quire different services from their 
government. The Democrats make a 
point of standing up for those who 
cannot stand up for themselves. 
Equality of opportunity exists only if 
every citizen starts on the same foot-
ing, which is not the case in current 
American society. How is this situa-
tion to be ameliorated for the future? 
By public investment in programs 
and aid that serve only to help those 
who desperately need it. Democrats 
see universal health care, Medicaid, 
and welfare as support and an invest-
ment in the future. Republicans see 
these programs as an infringement 
on individual liberty. Democrats do 
not want to obliterate the integrity of 
the individual, but instead understand 
that above all is the nation. The Unit-
ed States is only as strong as its most 
forgotten citizen, and the continued 
stability and prestige of the country 
lies in the balance.

There is a national struggle 
with patience; Americans are unable 
to wait for long-term results, which 
are in essence, the reasoning behind 
welfare. Public investment in health 
care, welfare, and Social Security 
may not show the taxpayer any kind 
of return tomorrow, next week, or 
even next year. However, that money 
goes to standing up for those who are 
not in the position to fight for them-
selves. When faced with true chal-
lenges to safety and survival, Dem-
ocrats believe that the government 
has no choice but to step in. Public 
social programs are an investment: 
they show the American people that 
the government will offer protection 
and support so that every person can 
reach the point where equality of op-
portunity can even be considered as 
a means of improving one’s self. It is 
not about the short-term; Americans 

must have patience for the long-term, 
and Republicans cannot understand 
why Democrats would help the weak 
now to have a stronger country in the 
future.

It is not easy to justify spend-
ing money when there seems to be no 
immediate profit, but good politics 
is not about what is easy, it is about 
what is right. Every single citizen de-
serves a government who invests in 
them, who consistently offers respect 
and help when it is needed. It is also 
not easy to speak up for the reasoning 
behind pro-choice positions, for envi-
ronmental policies, to a family that is 
not traditional but is still loving; not 
because these concepts are difficult to 
grasp, but because they require more 
subtle and careful attention than do 
grand, sweeping positions of easy-to-
shout phrases like: “Stop baby kill-
ers,” or “Support traditional family 
values.”

Lowering the political discourse 
to appeal to the least educated and 
least patient out there only lays the 
foundation for even more partisan 
politics in the future. This hurts not 
only the politicians, who will be run-
ning even more uninspiring cam-
paigns than they do currently, but 
also the state of debate in our coun-
try in general. If there is no room for 
discussion, for compromise, for the 
complicated issues, then the United 
States will suffer at large. The na-
tion the Republicans claim to be so 
proud of and love so much is the very 
same they destroy by limiting the po-
litical space and destroying debate. 
Liberals, progressives, Democrats-
-representatives of Left-wing poli-
tics whomever they may be--strive 
for a brighter future in which every 
person has potential, and in which 
the government has a vital job to do. 
As President John F. Kennedy said, a 
liberal ,is “someone who looks ahead 
and not behind, someone who wel-
comes new ideas without rigid reac-
tions, someone who cares about the 
welfare of the people -- their health, 
their housing, their schools, their 
jobs, their civil rights, and their civil 
liberties -- someone who believes we 
can break through the stalemate and 
suspicions that grip us in our policies 
abroad, if that is what they mean by a 
“Liberal,” then I’m proud to say I’m 
a “Liberal.”
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EDITORIAL
The Art of Being Democratic

What Do Cornellians Think?
Do you intend to vote in the upcoming 2010 midterm 

elections? ± 3.7% N=682

Yes – 48.5%

No – 30.2%

Not Sure – 21.3%

In your mind, what will the state of the economy be like in 

6 months, as compared to today’s state? ± 3.7% N=681

Better – 41.6%

About the same – 56.2%

Worse – 5.9%

Do you approve or disapprove of the job that President 

David Skorton is doing at Cornell? ± 3.7% N=669

Approve – 88.9%

Disapprove – 11.1%

What is your opinion of the University’s planned 

crackdown on alcohol consumption in the Greek system 

at Cornell? ± 3.7% N=683

Approve – 29.1%

Disapprove – 51.1%

Not Sure – 19.8%

What is your opinion of increased jaywalker ticketing by 

the Cornell University Police? ± 3.7% N=684

Approve – 7.2%

Disapprove – 77.6%

Not Sure – 15.2% 

zeal than real xenophobia, but the line 
between the two is very thin. Right-
wing politics tends to emphasize na-
tionalism whether their parties are 
large or small. The reason why this 
nationalism captures the hearts and 
minds of a broader swath of the gen-
eral public more than usual is because 
so many feel as though his or her 
way of life has been put in jeopardy.

In France and the Netherlands 
the story is more or less the same. 
Parties that are far to the right of the 
political center have made gains and 
achieved significant representation in 
parliaments. These parties are buoyed 
by the same sense of nationalism and 
fear as the Tea Party here in America. 
The financial crisis has laid the foun-
dation for all of this because it has 
fundamentally unsettled the day-to-
day activities of most of the popula-
tion throughout the developed world. 
The people, now scared about their 
future, look to their past to see if they 
can pinpoint moments in which their 
country took turns for the worst when 
actually it was more likely a combi-
nation of factors. Part of the allure for 
these right wing parties is their plat-
form of populism and easy answers. 
Whether it’s securing borders, limit-
ing government or keeping a strict 

interpretation of the Constitution, 
the answers are always easy. The an-
swers these parties give make it seem 
as if the problems their countries face 
are largely manufactured and actu-
ally result from the inefficiencies of 
government rather than factors such 
as growing and declining sectors 
of the economy and globalization. 

This is not to say that the gov-
ernments of countries haven’t con-
tributed to the problems we face, but 
any solution cannot be contained in 

slogans that ignore the complexities 
of the world in which we live now. 
Blaming immigrants in an era where 
the distance between one person and 
another can be measured in strokes 
on a keyboard is senseless; everyone 
is an immigrant now. We share in-
formation without borders, we trade 
with countries with whom we were 
once at war, and we sell things to 
countries we once colonized. Purg-
ing your government of elected of-
ficials who are thought to be com-
placent solves no problems, because 
all of these issues change with the 
people who view them. Solutions 
can only come through cooperation, 
and simply replacing one party with 
another doesn’t the change the game 
we’re playing, but only the players.
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Misery Loves
Company
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Tea Party demonstrators protest perceived socialism in the U,S, government.
(thenewsoftoday.com)

By alisa Hand

As the November midterm elec-
tions draw closer and closer, 

Democrats have been increasingly 
trying to draw voters’ attention to the 
fact that many Republican and Tea 
Party candidates are proposing elimi-
nating the United States Department 
of Education and slashing funding 
for federal student loans. College stu-
dents would be particularly affected 
by these cuts, including Cornell stu-
dents: the average amount of financial 
aid Cornell pays for each student re-
ceiving assistance is $30,530 per year.

In an effort to capitalize on dis-
satisfaction with Washington and 
concerns over swelling government 
spending, Republican candidates 
have endorsed the Tea Party idea of 
abolishing the Department of Educa-
tion. The controversial plan has alien-
ated some moderate Republicans and 
independents, and Democrats have 
been using the uproar to distract vot-
ers from the issues of the economy 
and federal deficit. For weeks, Demo-
crats have drawn attention to candi-
dates who have doubted the constitu-
tionality of federal programs such as 
Medicare and Social Security. Now, 
the focus is shifting to the rival can-
didates who question the role of the 
federal government in education and 
providing student loans. More than 
six Republican senate hopefuls, in-
cluding Tea Party favorites Rand 
Paul of Kentucky and Sharron Angle 
of Nevada, have called for shrink-
ing or eliminating the Department 
and cutting crucial loans such as Pell 
Grants. Pell Grants are responsible 
for assisting 5.4 million full and part-
time college students pay for col-
lege each year, a program that would 
disappear under the proposed cuts.

On September 23rd, Republi-
cans in the House of Representatives 
unveiled their “Pledge to America,” 
which included significant cuts to ed-
ucation. The primary goal of the plan 
is to reduce federal spending to previ-
ous levels before the stimulus bill and 
the Troubled Asset Relief Program 
(TARP). The federal budget for 2011 
includes about $77.8 billion for em-
ployee salaries and department costs, 
and about $100 billion distributed to 

students. Although an exact amount 
was not included, many economists 
estimate that the Pledge to America 
would result in about a 20% decrease 
of the education budget. This would 
result in a large decrease of funds 
available for student loans and grants.

The federal Department of Edu-
cation was established under Jim-
my Carter, and through George W. 
Bush’s No Child Left Behind Act, 
was expanded by almost 70%. Ever 
since its founding, the Department 
has been a source of controversy, as 
some believe that the Constitution 
does not allow for its existence. The 
Tea Party, for example, maintains 
that testing, education, and programs 
such as No Child Left Behind are the 
domains of local, not federal, govern-

ments. Public schools that would be 
affected by the changes are not as de-
pendent on federal money as colleges 
and universities however, who get 
about 10% of their funding from the 
federal government. The Department 
of Education also provides billions of 
dollars of aid to the students them-
selves, and in July 2010 revamped its 
student loan program in “The Project 
on Student Debt.” Under the pro-
gram, federal loans no longer origi-
nate from government-funded banks, 
but through the Direct Loan Pro-
gram. This removes the middleman 
from the loan process and makes the 
process more transparent. The chang-
es also included an increase of $800 
for Pell Grants, need-based grants to 

The End of
Financial Aid?

Many economists 
estimate that the 

Pledge to America 
would result in about 
a 20% decrease of the 

education budget.
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In late September, actor Mark 
Ruffalo and New York state as-

semblywoman candidate Barbara 
Lifton came to Cornell University 
to address a group of students. One 
might wonder what issue a poli-
tician and an actor could have in 
common. Their common ground: 
hydrofracking – a complicated en-
vironmental problem affecting peo-
ple across the United States (and a 
problem Barbara Lifton addressed 
last February to a crowd of Cornell 
students in Goldwin Smith Hall). 

So, just what is hydrofrack-
ing? Short for hydraulic fracturing, 
hydrofracking is a process to create 
fractures in rocks in order to increase 
output of oil from natural gas wells. 
These hydraulic fractures can be nat-
ural or man-made; however, the man-
made fractures are the ones causing 

concern amongst environmental ac-
tivists. The process of hydrofracking 
is intensive and involves, according 
to Ruffalo and Lifton, approximately 
seven million gallons of water com-
bined with various chemicals being 
poured into the ground in order to in-
duce the fracture – or earthquake – and 

start the flow of oil from the ground. 
Some scientists argue these wells 
are great because they unveil tons 

of gallons of oil. The problem is, at 
what cost is the oil being discovered?

Not only does the process of 
hydrofracking poison and make un-
usable seven million gallons of clean 
water, but it also exposes nearby peo-
ple and the environment to countless 

negative effects. Ruffalo informed an 
auditorium of shocked students just 
how terrible the consequences can 
be. At least one third of the chemicals 
in the hydrofracking solution are car-
cinogenic, and are left seeping into 
the ground (often ground connected 
to well water) after the oil is extract-
ed. There is a direct link between 
hydrofracking and an increase in 
cancer rates as well as asthma in ar-
eas surrounding hydrofracking sites. 
Even if chemicals are not known to 
be carcinogenic, it is not healthy to 
dump chemicals into well water. 
The documentary Gasland captures 
the epitome of the harmful results 
of hydrofracking by showing a man 
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Serious Consequences from little known processes

Jessi Pachak ON HYDROFRACKING

Politicians lately love to scream 
bloody murder. They’re shriek-

ing about the ever-increasing number 
of spending programs set forth by 
the federal government in the wake 
of the recession. “The government is 
getting too big,” they say, with over-
zealous fright and stilted fear for the 
common man. With the particularly 
polarized and inflammatory nature 
of the national political scene today, 
it is easy to overlook such comments 
as ideological nonsense; however, 
from Tea Parties to non-partisan eco-
nomic whistle blowers, the crisis of 
the day remains the same: the amass-
ing of our enormous national debt.

When the raging river of left- 
vs. right-wing politics subsides, it 
is important that everyone forget 
about ideology for a moment and 
look toward reality. We have a na-
tional debt that is approximately 
$13.6 trillion dollars and is not get-
ting smaller. Meanwhile, the poli-
cies of the federal government have 
done nothing more than exacerbate 
the problem if not entirely cause it.

It is time that the American 
people look back in time to the not 
so distant past. In fact, Americans do 
not have to look too far at all to re-
member a time when our nation was 
fiscally sound and responsible. Only 
twenty-two years ago, President 
George H.W. Bush ran on the typical 
Reagan conservative political plat-
form of low taxes. All cheered when 
the former president spoke the words, 
“Read My Lips: No New Taxes!” It 
was under the first Bush’s administra-
tion, however, that during a debilitat-
ing recession and with a rising deficit 
President Bush actually raised taxes. 
In the name of fiscal responsibility, 

Bush effectively killed his chances of 
reelection, destroying the trust he had 
gained with the American people.

The 1990s became an era of fis-
cal responsibility. The Clinton Ad-
ministration, with the volatile coop-
eration of a conservative Congress 
under the leadership of Republican 
Newt Gingrich, raised taxes and re-
formed the budget to produce for the 
first time in thirty years a national bud-
get surplus. Finally, the federal gov-

ernment would be able to pay down 
the debt of past deficits and not have 
to borrow money from largely for-
eign investors to run the government. 

It would seem as if the new mil-
lennium brought on a total and utter 
change in opinion among the Ameri-
can people. During the 2000 elec-
tion, then-Governor George W. Bush 
campaigned on a promise to lower 
taxes for everyone (giving the na-
tional surplus, now four years in the 
making, back to the taxpayer). Once 
Bush was in office, fiscal responsibil-
ity was no longer of any importance 
to the federal government. Justified at 
the time or not, the 2001 Bush Tax 
Cuts (put into effect during the post-
9/11 recession) caused the virtual 

disappearance of the federal surplus.
Economist Jorge Bermudez, 

board member of the Houston branch 
of the Dallas Federal Reserve and 
former Citigroup Chief Risk Officer, 
said, “Nobody likes taxes but nobody 
can run on deficits. The government 
has to run on a fiscally sound basis.”  
Over time, however, the Bush admin-
istration began to disobey this advice. 
The reality of governing does not al-
low for blind faith in an ideology. The 
tax policies of the Bush Administra-
tion, although not inherently flawed 
during a period of unprecedented 
growth and prosperity, fell into the 
realm of absolute stupidity later into 
the first decade of the 2000s, when the 
United States was busy fighting two 
wars and expanding the size and role 
of the federal government. The lesson 
the Bush Administration was effec-
tively teaching the American public 
was simple: live beyond your means.

The “Pay-As-You-Go” bud-

get rule that had kept the spending 
of the federal government fiscally 
sound since its adoption in 1990 ex-
pired in the year 2002, allowing the 
Bush Administration to cut taxes 
regardless of the enormous defense 
spending increases and the addition 
of Medicare Part D (the prescription 

drug entitlement for seniors, which 
Comptroller General David Walker 
called the most fiscally irresponsible 
piece of legislation since the 1960s). 

The cost of supporting entitle-
ment programs that already existed 
was growing dramatically with the 
rising cost of health care and the 
increasing number of recipients 
(the baby boomer generation). The 
United States finds itself with the 
creation of structural deficits that re-
quire serious questioning and reform. 

Mr. Bermudez believes our 
structural deficits are hobbling the 
economic recovery. He said, “We 
have a monetary policy that has run 
its course. Unless we get the fiscal 
imbalance under control, this coun-
try will simply not grow robustly. 
Businesses are hoarding $1.3 tril-
lion because investors are not will-
ing to put that money to use. If you 
project the deficits that are coming 
they are huge. The US cannot ser-
vice that debt level. Does that give 
confidence to U.S. businesses?” 

“Deficits can be run temporar-
ily during crises,” he explained. The 
existence of cyclical deficits due to 
deficit spending in recessions will 
occur. He agreed with the current 
administration that deficit spending 
is necessary at this current juncture 
due to the effects of the recession; 
however, such cyclical deficits due 
not justify the existence of a $13.6 
trillion debt. “We cannot let it be-
come permanent.” We have to ask 
ourselves, he said, “What kind of so-
ciety do we want to have? We can’t 
have the kinds of programs and en-
titlements that we guarantee with-
out paying for them through taxes.” 
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So you’re from great state of 
Connecticut, but you have no 

clue what is going on politically in 
your area. Quick, who are your two 
senators? You think back to when 
you’re driving around your home-
town, and you see those annoying 
picket signs on the side of the road…

Well, the answer to that ques-
tion is Christopher Dodd and Joe Li-
eberman, two longtime senators who 

were in office probably since you 
knew what “being in office” meant. 
They are the old guards, and Dodd 
is finally stepping down due to con-
troversy (see: poor public image). 

There are two candidates try-
ing to step in to Dodd’s shoes. One 
is Richard Blumenthal, and the 
other is Linda McMahon, Demo-
crat and Republican respectively. 
“Oh that’s right,” you say, “the 
old dude and the wrestling lady.” 
Sadly, your assertion isn’t far off.

Richard Blumenthal repre-
sents the classic, inside-the-beltway 
politician who rose through the 
ranks with hard work and hand-
shakes. He started out working at 
the Washington Post, moved to the 
Connecticut House of Representa-
tives, and then became Attorney 
General of Connecticut.   

On the other side of the ring, 
standing at 5 foot, 4 inches, weigh-
ing in at 98 pounds, we have Linda 
McMahon, the wife of WWE ty-
coon Vince McMahon, the guy with 
the silver hair who is always yell-
ing angrily during the wrestling ads.

On paper, this looks like a blow-
out for the Democrats. Their candi-
date was a chief federal prosecutor 
ridding the streets of drugs, organized 
crime, and civil rights violations. 
He was a partner in a top law firm, 
helped expand the Atlantic Coast 
Conference (ACC), and lobbied con-
gress for increased terrorist surveil-

lance. He even did pro bono work for 
the NAACP. How can he be beaten? 

Money. Not only does it never 
sleep (Shia LaBeouf anyone?), but 
it also rules the political domain in 
America. Blumenthal has raised 
$3.5 million, and has already spent 
about half of that. McMahon has 
raised a measly $600,000… too bad 
she’s spent over $21 million of her 
own money! The lady is richer than 
God, and she spends accordingly.

McMahon says that because she 
does not have to raise money, she 
will not succumb to special interests; 
however, raising money the tradi-
tional way is essential for connecting 
with voters and discussing the issues. 

So, do you like the sexy (40 
years ago), scandalous, rich wife 
of a wrestling mafia don, or the 
boring, wrinkly, classic Stamford 
dad? That is for you to decide.  

I asked a Connecticut resident, 
who asked to remain anonymous, for 
his opinion on the race, and he said, “I 
guess it would be nice to see Blumen-
thal win…but I don’t really care either 
way. I doubt it will have much bear-
ing on how I live my day-to-day life.”

Politics is so broken these days, 
why should you care about your 
vote? Well, you rarely have an op-
portunity to affect your surroundings, 
yet voting in this election is one way 
to do that. When I asked that same 
Connecticut resident for his opin-
ion on politics, he said, “Special-
interest groups and lobbyists control 
Washington, and in my opinion, it 
ultimately comes down to a power 
struggle dominated by money and 
connections.” True that. Plus Con-
necticut is so small that no one re-
ally cares about it anyway (kidding!). 

But in all seriousness, the Con-
necticut senate race shows unmis-
takable evidence of a new trend: a 
transition from the old guard to the 
new politics that has been emerg-
ing in the past few years. We’ve 
seen guys like Blumenthal running 
DC for a long time; Connecticut has 
even elected two others just like him 
(Chris Dodd and Joe Lieberman), 
and kept them in office for years. 

McMahon tries to represent a 
new breed of politician: the flashy, 
somewhat-political candidate who 
lacks experience and touts message 
over money (case in point: Obama). 
The immense power of her purse does 
challenge this generalization, but the 
rise of personality candidates over 
qualified candidates certainly holds 
true for her. With candidates like 
Arnold Schwarzenegger and Sarah 
Palin gaining popularity, the Ameri-
can populace is disregarding candi-
dates’ experience and potential and is 
looking for more fresh ideas and the 
promise of hope. A win for McMahon 
would solidify this growing trend.

As my Connecticut inter-

viewee said, “Politics are definitely 
dominated by special interests. Our 
country can still use them to make 
a difference – it’s more of a ques-
tion of what type of difference.” 
Students at Cornell who are regis-
tered voters in Connecticut – I ask 
you to help make that difference.

Rohan Siddhanti ON MIDTERM ELECTIONS
A Game Change 

Republican challenger Mc-
Mahon, showing off fin-
er points of her current job.  

(wrestlingwiththetruth.com)

While a better choice than McMahon, 
nothing really distinguishes Blumen-
thal from any other average politician.  

(politico.com)
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Nationally Underwater
Ian Cohen ON THE NATIONAL DEBT

‘We have a monetary 
policy that has run its 
course. Unless we get 
the fiscal imbalance 
under control, this 

country will simply not 
grow robustly.’ 

–Jorge Bermudez

The lesson the Bush 
Administration was 
effectively teaching 
the American public 

was simple: live 
beyond your means.

lighting a match to his sink water.
There is very little research 

on hydrofracking or the results of it 
because, according to Ruffalo, sci-
entists have said they cannot study 
the negative effects of hydrofracking 
because they don’t know what is in 
the solution. Ruffalo questioned, “If 
it’s safe, then why can’t they tell us 
what’s in it?” This lack of research 
is a large part of the reason there is 
so little national media coverage 
about such an important problem in 
our own country. After talking to a 
friend who came to the event with 
me, I realized the issue is bigger than 
I thought. Because it has not been 
in the news, like health care and the 
conflicts in the Middle East, people 
simply do not know what hydro-
fracking is or how harmful it can be 
to people’s health and the environ-
ment. As we listened to Ruffalo and 
Lifton, we were stunned by the little 
known horrors of hydrofracking and 
appalled by the general lack of ac-
tion against such an extensive issue.

It is interesting that Mark Ruf-
falo, an actor most known for his ro-
mantic comedies, is so involved in 
such little-known issue. His explana-
tion of his involvement was simple, 
“I’m an actor. My voice – fairly or 
unfairly – reaches a little bit farther.” 
Ruffalo also lives, and is raising his 
family, in the Catskill region of New 
York. He said, “I am just doing what 
any concerned parent would.” This 
blasé answer is quite an understate-
ment; Ruffalo, along with Barbara 
Lifton, is a leader in the movement 
against hydrofracking in New York. 
Lifton believes “…if New York can 
move against hydrofracking, the rest 
of the country will follow.” Lifton 
and Ruffalo urged Cornell students 
to take action against hydrofracking 
for the sake of generations to come.

There are numerous things we 
can do to get involved and help stop 
hydrofracking, beginning with vot-
ing for Barbara Lifton in the No-
vember elections so she can continue 
to push the progressive agenda in 
the New York State Assembly. Lif-
ton has fought cuts to Medicare and 
Social Security with Justice for All, 
worked to instate the living wage, 
welfare, and health issues, and com-
batted hate groups across New York 
as well as taking up arms against hy-
drofracking in New York and across 
the country. A vote for Lifton is a 
vote in favor of moving New York 
towards a more progressive, more 
environmentally friendly future. We 
can only hope New Yorkers will rally 
behind Lifton – the foremost leader 
in the fight to save the environment, 
the fight to stop hydrofracking.
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Continued on page 5

Continued from page 4

Ruffalo and 
Hydrofracking

A woman protests against the prac-
tice of hydrofracking in Syracuse, NY.

Photo: Ryan Morden of WRVO FM

At least one third of 
the chemicals in the 

hydrofracking solution 
are carcinogenic.

Make sure to pick 
up a copy of the 
November issue 
of The Cornell 

Progressive for 
midterm elections 
results, analysis, 
and commentary. 
And don’t forget 
to go to the polls 
and vote for your 
favorite progres-
sives on Tuesday, 

November 2.



By taskin raHman

On September 24, 2010, Czech 
President Václav Klaus made a 

return to Cornell University for the 
first time since he studied at Cor-
nell in 1969. In the spring of that 
year, Klaus was invited by Profes-
sor Emeritus George Staller to study 
economics. Expecting an escape 
from the communist Czechoslova-
kia, where politics was intertwined 
with all aspects of society, Klaus 
was unpleasantly surprised when 
he came to Cornell and witnessed 
a politically charged atmosphere.

Despite this political atmo-
sphere, Klaus explained that he fo-
cused on his studies and was greatly 
interested in the debate between 
monetarism and Keynesian policies. 
It was during this time that Klaus 
developed a monetarist philosophy 
and began to believe that the gov-
ernment should have an extremely 
limited role in the economy. His 
comment that his experiences “led 
to my lifelong preference for market 
failure rather than for government 
failure,” shows that he prefers that 
the market take its natural course. 

Free market capitalism has a 
myriad of virtues and thus Klaus’s 
belief is very well founded. However, 
the presence of externalities and dras-
tic economic conditions sometimes 
requires active government interven-
tion. For example, if left completely 
alone, many corporations would find 
it profitable to produce goods in a 
manner that might create significant 

pollution. Without any type of gov-
ernment regulation, there would be 
no way to force these corporations to 
comply with safety standards. Simi-
larly, the global financial crisis of 
2008 required unprecedented govern-
ment bailouts. Although this is a di-
rect interference by the government, 
it was necessary in order to save the 
financial structure of the economy 
and prevent an even more devastating 
economic recession. However, Klaus 

did not specifically say what the exact 
role the government should play in 
the economy so there is a possibility 
he would agree that certain situations 
require governmental interference. 

Klaus’s argument about the 
dangers of environmentalism was 
not entirely convincing. He was wor-
ried that extensive trends towards 
environmentalism greatly reduce 
people’s liberties and alter the state 
of the economy. At one point dur-
ing his political career, Klaus stated 
that environmentalism was “the big-
gest threat to freedom, democracy, 
the market economy and prosperity.”

While it is true that environ-
mentalism promotes changes in peo-
ple’s lifestyles, such as encouraging 
the usage of public transportation and 
more active recycling campaigns, the 
fact remains that in most cases, these 

changes are completely voluntary on 
the part of the citizens. There are no 
government laws that mandate that 
a person must use public transporta-
tion or that he or she must only buy 
environmentally–friendly products. 
Instead, these messages are pro-
moted in order to extol the future 
benefits of being environmentally 
conscious. Less pollution, regard-
less of whether or not it is tied to 
global warming, will produce a bet-

ter and healthier world to live in.
Much of Klaus’s hostility to-

wards environmentalism, which 
promotes what is “best” for society, 
stems from his experience in living 
under communism. Communism 
was promoted as being the type of 
government that was best for the 
“common good.” However, as it 
turned out, Communism only led to 
abuses and the curtailing of rights. 
As a result, Klaus has become very 
skeptical of any movement, espe-
cially ones with “isms” attached 
to them, because he has seen first 
hand the effects of such ideologies.

It was an honor to have a world 
leader present at Cornell and Vaclav 
Klaus’s speech was very memorable. 
He was open to questions from the 
Cornell community and was glad to 
answer most of them. Occasionally, 
he would give a short response and 
then refer students to his book Blue 
Planet in Green Shackles, but this 
was mainly due to time constraints, 
as well as a clever way to spread his 
message and promote his new book. 
His responses were comical at times, 
especially when he refused to answer 
a question about the recent Russian-
Georgian conflict because he had 
to sit next to the Russian president 
at the United Nation the follow-
ing day. His answers were also, at 
various times, serious, cynical, and 
insightful. It was a valuable experi-
ence to hear the controversial opin-
ions of such a powerful world figure.
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I know what you are thinking. 
Who on Earth is Tim Pawlenty and 
why do I care about him? Good 
questions, and hopefully they can be 
answered here. First, Tim Pawlenty is 
the current Governor of Minnesota. 
He is a Republican, and he was 
elected in 2002. But why should 
New Yorkers and Cornellians pay 
attention? As it turns out, Pawlenty 
is currently primping and preening 
himself in an attempt to score 
the 2012 Republican Presidential 
nomination. And according to 
some, he is a top contender.

But still, you go to Cornell. 
You are probably from New York 
City, Long Island, or Westchester 
County. Minnesota politics are 
far off your radar. However, even 

though it is a little early to start the 
speculation, it is likely you will be 
hearing a lot from Tim Pawlenty as 
November 2012 draws ever closer.

In Minnesota, Pawlenty 
succeeded the most improbable 
Governor of them all, former 
professional wrestler Jesse “The 
Body” Ventura. Pawlenty was also 
elected in the same cycle as Senator 
Norm Coleman, who won his Senate 
seat just days after his opponent, 
the beloved Senator Paul Wellstone, 
died in a plane crash. Pawlenty 
took the reins of a state shaken by 
the loss of one of its most revered 
politicians, and began his term 
with a pledge of “no new taxes.”

After announcing earlier this 
year that he would not seek re-
election for a third term, it became 
clear that Pawlenty had set his 

sights on the national stage. He 
made Senator John McCain’s list of 
potential running mates for the 2008 
election. Though McCain eventually 
chose Sarah Palin, there were a 
number of advantages to picking 
Pawlenty. He was relatively young, 
well-liked by McCain and fellow 
Republicans, and he could even 
win in a blue state like Minnesota. 
Despite these positives, Pawlenty 
still polls in the single digits in most 
preliminary polls of presidential 
candidates. However, many pundits 
still consider him a top contender.

But what do Minnesotans 
think? Unfortunately for Pawlenty, 
his policies have left many 
Minnesotans weary and dissatisfied 
with their Governor. An early 
September Minnesota Public Radio 
poll gave Pawlenty an approval 
rating of 46%. More importantly, 
when asked if they would support 
“T-Paw” in the presidential race, 
53% of respondents said no. Among 
independents, 57% said they were 
unlikely to vote for Pawlenty.

This is likely because Pawlenty’s 
rigid anti-tax policies have led to 
crippling budget cuts across the state. 
State Representative Frank Hornstein 
expressed his frustration when he said, 
“[Pawlenty] has nearly bankrupted 

the state of Minnesota. We’ve had 
so many budget cuts here because he 
refuses to budge.” Minnesota schools 
have been forced to raise class sizes 
and fire teachers, and state colleges 

and universities have raised tuition 
by around 9% over the past two years.

Even worse, as Pawlenty preps 
for a possible Presidential run, his 
positions have shifted further and 
further to the right. In 2007, Pawlenty 
pledged new action to curb global 
warming. He even expressed interest 
in traveling to the North Pole to see 
the effect of melting ice caps for 
himself. Now, Pawlenty has joined 
the ranks of Republican climate 
change deniers. Pawlenty also 
attempted to reject federal money 
allotted to Minnesota from Barack 
Obama’s health care bill, a move that 
Rep. Hornstein called “pure politics.” 
When asked about Pawlenty’s legacy 
in Minnesota, Rep. Hornstein said, 
“It’s been a disaster for schools, it’s 

been a disaster for the safety net, 
it’s been a disaster for health care.”

If Pawlenty manages to make a 
splash as a candidate, it is likely that 
he will trumpet his record on taxes 
to win Republican respect. However, 
even Republicans should be wary 
of this claim. Pawlenty approved, 
among other things, an increase 
in cigarette taxes that he cleverly 
renamed a “cigarette fee.” Decreased 
governmental aid under Pawlenty also 
forced many districts to raise property 
taxes. The cigarette “fee” arose at 
the urging of the state Legislature 
to remedy a partial government 
shutdown in 2005. Since then, 
Pawlenty’s willingness to work with 
the state Legislature has diminished. 
As Former Governor Arne Carlson 
said of Pawlenty, “If you don’t like 
negotiating with the Legislature, 
you really ought not be governor.”

In addition, if Pawlenty picks 
running mates like he picks lieutenant 
governors, we may have more to 
worry about. Lieutenant Governor 
and transportation commissioner 
Carol Molnau is widely regarded 
in Minnesota as incompetent and 
ineffective. After the traumatic 
I-35W bridge collapse that killed 
thirteen and injured one hundred 
thirty-five, Molnau admitted to not 
reading bridge inspection reports. 
Inadequate bridge maintenance is 
cited as one of the factors that led 
to the 2007 bridge collapse. Monau 
was removed from her transportation 
commissioner position in 2008.

If Pawlenty does manage to 
produce a viable candidacy or even 
get the Republican nomination, what 
should progressive Cornellians keep 
in mind? Representative Hornstein 
summed it up well: “This is a guy that 
has a very poor record when it comes 
to issues we hold very near and dear… 
We’ve got to regain the spirit we 
had two years ago when we elected 
Barack Obama in the first place.”

“Pawlenty’s rigid anti-
tax policies have led to 
crippling budget cuts 

across the state.”
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“It’s likely that 
Pawlenty will trumpet 

his record on taxes 
to win Republican 

respect.”

Presidential Preview 2012:
Tim Pawlenty Presents Tentative Bid

Catherine Lussenhop ON THE UPCOMING PRESIDENTIAL RACE

low-income students, and a new In-
come-Based Repayment Plan, which 
makes payments more affordable 
because they are based on income 
and family size. These new changes 
haven’t come without a price though: 
since 1985, inflation-adjusted federal 
spending on K-12 education has in-
creased 138%: from last year alone, 
the education budget will increase 10 
percent under the proposed budget. 

The Department’s Federal Stu-
dent Aid programs are the largest 
source of student aid in America. 
Each year they provide more than 
$100 billion a year in various grants, 
loans, and work-study programs. The 
proposed cuts to student loans, and of 
course eliminating the Department of 
Education altogether, would greatly 
reduce the FAFSA loans that the ma-
jority of college students on financial 
aid depend on and overall federal stu-
dent financial assistance. One of the 
department’s most widely-recognized 
programs, TEACH, which provides 
grants of up to $4000 to students 
who teach in low-income schools 
after graduation, would also be cut. 

Cornell University awards fi-
nancial aid based on cost of atten-

dance minus the family contribution. 
It requires students to first get self-
help loans and work-study, and then 
will subsidize any remaining costs 
with grants. The financial aid office 
heavily depends on federal aid pro-
grams, and there are far more federal 
programs than Cornell-specific pro-
grams. Many of Cornell’s students 
are on some form of financial aid 

and these cuts could put their higher 
education at risk. “If my financial aid 
package decreased, I don’t know what 
I’d do,” says Catherine May ’14. “I 
live far away, and it’s the only reason 
why I could come to Cornell in the 
first place.” If the Democrats fail to 
hold off their Republican and Tea Par-
ty challengers, the new policies that 
could be instated would have many 
college students asking the question: 
How am I going to afford college?
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By Zachary Newkirk

The Alumni House on 626 Thurston Avenue 

will look very different in the coming months. After 

the Alumni Affairs and Development office moved 

downtown to their extensive Seneca Place offices, 

the university planned to use the empty space in the 

prime location for other student programs. The Office 

of Minority Educational Affairs (OMEA), the LGBT 

resource center, the African Latino Asian Native 

American office (ALANA), Alumni-Student Mentoring 

Program and the Asian/Asian American Center (A3 

Center) will now occupy the building after renovations.

According to Dean of Students Kent Hubbell 

`69, the construction will begin in the beginning of 2011 

and be complete for the 2011-2012 academic year. He 

described the building’s set-up, with the program offices 

utilizing all three floors in addition to the basement that 

formerly housed Cornell Adult University. They have 

since moved to Day Hall. The Alumni House was once 

a Greek house as both a fraternity and sorority but has 

been used by Alumni Affairs for the past thirty years. 

The A3 Center will occupy the basement, far 

larger than their current offices in Willard Straight Hall. The 

main floor will be a common space housing a conference 

room, two unisex bathrooms, a small kitchen and library 

according to the Cornell Chronicle. OMEA will occupy 

the second floor and the third floor will house LGBT, 

ALANA and the Alumni-Student Mentoring Program. 

Hubbell described the physical changes as 

“some reorganization but nothing revolutionary.” The 

building will be remodeled on the inside with a budget 

of $1.1 million and will soon include an elevator in 

compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

“I think most importantly this will bring all 

these groups together and will be an advantage 

to all of them,” said Hubbell. Currently these 

programs and services are spread all over 

campus from Willard Straight Hall to Caldwell Hall. 

“The student body gets more diverse with every 

year and one of our challenges has been to provide 

services and support for our diverse student body,” said 

Hubbell. He also expressed hope that the prime location 

and sizable yard will provide some outdoor space for these 

program’s activities including barbecues and games. 

In these clichéd tough economic times of 

re-imagination of Cornell, it is a refreshing breath of 

air to see a progressive change for the better for the 

student body. The cozy and homey feeling of the old 

Alumni House is an excellent addition to campus 

services and hundreds of current, prospective and 

future students can look forward to enjoying the 

historical building and breath-taking views from its 

windows. While other programs are being cut and 

trimmed, we can only applaud these progressive 

additions. The university’s diverse programming was 

certainly laudable before these moves, but the shift in 

locale and visibility can do no harm to the increasingly 

diverse undergraduate body. In its visible location, 626 

Thurston will be a warm and open door for any student. 

Compiled by Zachary Newkirk
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Financial Aid Woes

A Leader Returns to Cornell

Czech President Vaclav Klaus poses 
with The Progressive’s Josh Uhr ‘12 
following his speech and question-
and-answer session with the Cornell 

community. (Josh Uhr)

President Klaus on 
environmentalism: 
‘[it is] the biggest 
threat to freedom, 

democracy, the 
market economy and 

prosperity.’

Minnesota Governor Tim Pawlenty is likely to attempt to gain the Republican 
presidential nomination for 2012.

‘If my financial aid 
package decreased, I 
don’t know what I’d 

do.’



Somebody threw a book at President 
Obama. If you’re trying to scare a president 
by throwing a book at him, you’re one presi-
dent too late.  

-David Letterman

New York gubernatorial candidate Carl Pala-
dino’s pit bull, Duke, bit another dog during a 
campaign stop this week. People who were 
there said he was growling, foaming at the 
mouth, and completely out of control. And so 
was his pit bull. 

–Jimmy Fallon

Carl Paladino criticized his opponent for 
marching in a gay pride parade. I guess 
he’s planning on decorating the governor’s 
mansion himself. 

–Jimmy Kimmel 

The Nobel Prize in the fiction category 
went to Christine O’Donnell’s resume.

–David Letterman

Besides, if  I were a witch, why wouldn’t I just cast a 
spell making all of you forget that I’m a witch? It’s 
certainly not because the spell requires one newt 
per person, and I lack a sufficient number of newts.

 –Kristen Wiig, parodying Christine O’Donnell’s “I’m Not a 
Witch” commercial

What is it with conservatives? Seriously, I’m 
not trying to be partisan but it seems like if 
they’re anti-illegal alien, they have illegal aliens 
working for them. If they’re anti-gay, they 
turn out to be gay. If they’re super Christian, 
they’re a witch. 

– Bill Maher

Donald Trump may run for pres-
ident. Wouldn’t that be excit-
ing? We haven’t had a presi-
dent who wore a powdered wig 
since John Quincy Adams.

 – Jay Leno

There’s going to be a big debate next week 
between the Senate candidates there. This 
is the first debate for the anti-masturba-
tion witch candidate Christine O’Donnell. 
She must be very nervous. If there was only 
some way to release all that tension.

– Craig Ferguson 

The latest Gallup poll gives congressional Republicans the best poll 
numbers they’ve ever had. They say this could be the biggest Repub-
lican year since 1894. So for the second time, John McCain could be 
swept to victory.

– Jay Leno

The Republicans released their “Pledge to America.” It’s 21 
pages of phony charts and bad ideas. Sarah Palin got a copy, 
and she said, “How am I supposed to fit all this crap on my 
hand?”
             – Bill Maher

The Last Laugh
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