
By Dan Smith

 Every administration since 
Truman’s has attempted to pass com-
prehensive health care reform, and 
for the first time in a decade, it is once 
again within reach. If a health care 
bill resembling those currently be-
ing considered in Congress is signed 
into law by President Obama, it could 
very well be the most significant leg-
islation of our life time. It would en-
sure that every American not only 
enjoys the benefits of Social Security, 
but takes comfort in knowing that he 
or she is guaranteed health care se-
curity. President Obama emphasized 
in his East Room press conference in 
late July that the “stars are aligned” 
for health care reform and the time to 
act is now. For once, even (some) Re-
publicans, insurance companies, and 
doctors, who have been long-time op-
ponents of health reform, agree that 
our health care system is broken. It is 
so broken, in fact, that it is financial-
ly unsustainable in the medium- and 

long-term. Fiscal imperatives should 
not overshadow the central moral 
imperative, however, that health 
care is a human right, not a privi-
lege to be enjoyed by the wealthy.
 There is no need to cite a bar-
rage of statistics to prove why health 
care reform is necessary, but a few ba-
sic facts will help illustrate the urgen-
cy of the situation. The U.S. spends 
significantly more on health care per 

capita than any country in the world, 
yet it ranks far below other industri-
alized nations in overall health care 
outcomes. The U.S. infant mortality 

rate, for example, ranks 28th in the 
world, coming in behind countries 
like Cuba and Slovakia. Though the 
U.S. can boast of some of the best 
health facilities in the world, the cost 
of health care services is increasingly 
out of reach for most Americans. Not 
only are 47 million people complete-
ly uninsured, but countless more are 
under-insured, meaning their insur-
ance company either does not pay 
for life-saving treatment when it is 
too expensive or drops their cover-
age all together when they get sick. 
Over 60% of bankruptcies and over 
50% of foreclosures are, in fact, at-
tributed to health care costs. It is 
not just poor Americans who suf-
fer under our current system, but 
middle class Americans who lose 
everything when there is a health 
care crisis in the family that requires 
exorbitantly expensive treatment.
 It doesn’t take an economist 
to observe that high health care costs 
are a major drag on our economy. 
Businesses, as well as consumers, 

suffer. General Motor’s high em-
ployee health care costs were a ma-
jor factor behind that company’s re-
cent decision to file for bankruptcy. 
 A principal way to lower 
health care costs is to increase health 
coverage. When an uninsured person 
gets sick, the best option for treatment 
is the emergency room, where care is 
available regardless of the patient’s 
ability to pay. Emergency room treat-
ments, however, are the most expen 
expensive form of health care. If the 
uninsured were covered by health 
insurance, preventative treatments, 
which are much cheaper, would be ac-
cessible at the early stages of medical 
problems. This is why it makes eco-
nomic sense to cover every American. 
Insurance is designed to spread out 
risk. The premiums paid by healthy 
people effectively pay for health care 
for the sick. The more people who 

Continued on page 10

By Sam Ferenc

 On Tuesday, September 8, 
President Barack Obama delivered 
a speech to a school in Virginia that 
was broadcast live to public schools 
across the nation. In this speech, the 
president focused on personal re-
sponsibility and the importance of a 
good education to future success and 
prosperity; in short, America’s kids 
were encouraged to stay in school for 
the benefit of themselves and their 
country. To the casual observer, this 
seemed like sound, neutral advice 
for our nation’s schoolchildren, simi-
lar in message to speeches given in 
the past by former presidents Ronald 
Reagan and George H.W. Bush. How-
ever, to the skeptical conservative, 
President Obama’s speech was noth-
ing short of indoctrination: a shame-
less attempt to brainwash innocent 
kids into subscribing to the social-
ist agenda of the Democratic Party.
 Parent Brett Curtis, an engi-
neer from Pearland, Texas, explained 
his objections to the New York 
Times: “The thing that concerned 
me most about it was it seemed like 
a direct channel from the President 
of the United States into the class-
room, to my child ... I don’t want our 
schools turned over to some socialist 
movement.” Curtis’ words indicate 
a profound and honest fear of what 

the president had to say; indeed, this 
statement did not come from a right-
wing talking head with a political 
agenda but rather from an average 
Joe Six-pack (to use a Palinism) who 
had no purpose with his words other 
than to air his opinions. Curtis seems 
genuinely concerned for his children, 
a sentiment with which any parent 
can surely sympathize. But what ex-
actly are Curtis and so many others 
like him so desperately afraid of? And 
from where does this fear originate? 
 The common buzzword 
among the fearful is, of course, “so-
cialism.” In the past, the term has re-
ferred to an economic system in  which 
the freedom to hold private property 
does not exist and a government con-
trols a society’s means of production 
and resource allocation. This term 
is often mistakenly conflated with 
Communism, a form of government 
that utilizes a socialist economic sys-
tem, and fear of which led to the Red 
Scares of the late 1910s and 1950s in 
America. Today, we are seeing a mild 
resurgence of Red Scare-style fear, 
although it is now focused directly
on the government instead of private 
individuals and spread by media fig-
ures like Glenn Beck instead of elect
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By Zachary newkirk anD JacoB 
arem

 The passing of Senator Ed-
ward Moore Kennedy on August 25, 
2009, marked the end of a long, illus-
trious life of one of the United States’ 
finest contemporary statesmen. It was 
also the beginning of a long series of 
glorious eulogies, obituaries, and me-
morials, including one of the most re-
markable bipartisan funerals in Amer-
ican history. Over the last few weeks, 
tens of thousands of words have been 
uttered concerning the death of “Ted” 
Kennedy, the “Lion of the Senate.” 
So then what does a political college 
publication have to add to the pages 
upon pages of memories and trib-
utes heaped upon the third-longest 
serving senator in American history?
 Quite a bit, actually. From a 
young person’s perspective, Kennedy 
was the patriarch of one of the most 
famed political families in our nation’s 
existence. We were born and raised 
in a world in which John and Rob-
ert were distant memories, belonging 
to history books rather than op-ed 
columns. Ted was the only Kennedy 
we knew of and the only one who 
could directly impact our lives. And 
impact lives he did! The man was a 
legislative machine, whose name ap-
pears on over 2,500 bills including 
300 that have been passed into law.
 Following his failed presi-
dential run in 1980 against incumbent 
Democratic president Jimmy Carter, 
Sen. Kennedy poured his efforts into 
becoming an effective legislator. 
More importantly, he became a voice 
for the unprivileged. In the last de-
cade, including the years in which he 
was a member of the minority party, 
he worked closely toward bipartisan 
solutions and his signature appears 
on numerous bills such as No Child 
Left Behind and State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). 
 Going further back in 
time, we note that among his many 
achievements include leading the 

fight to raise the minimum wage, co-
sponsoring the COBRA Act, which 
allows employees to keep their health 
insurance after they lose their jobs, 
championing the passage of Title IX, 
requiring colleges to mandate equal 
funding for both male and female ath-
letic programs, and leading the fight 
for the Voters Rights Extension Act, 
which lowered the minimum voting 
age to 18. These are only the tip of the 
iceberg of Sen. Kennedy’s achieve-

ments in the United States Senate.
     Ken-
nedy’s signature legislative issues, 
such as health care, will bear his mark 
for years to come. Hours after Kenne-
dy’s passing, Sen. Robert Byrd, one 
of only two senators to serve longer 
than Kennedy, suggested in an impas-
sioned statement to name the health 
care bill after the progressive icon.
 “In his honor and as a tribute 
to his commitment to his ideals, let us 
stop the shouting and name calling and 
have a civilized debate on health care 
reform which I hope, when legislation 
has been signed into law, will bear 
his name for his commitment to in-
suring the health of every American.”
 Our response to this state-
ment is that if the bill is to be named 
after such a passionate advocate of 
health care for all, then the bill better 
be good. It should not be corrupted 
by the faux-Democrats on the Senate 
Finance Committee like Max Baucus 
of Montana and Kent Conrad of North 
Dakota. It should not be influenced by 
the lying, corporate-sponsored Chuck 
Grassley (R-IA). It should be a bill 
that Sen. Kennedy would be proud of.
 It was natural, of course, for 

the vocal right wing to attack the al-
leged politicization of Kennedy’s 
death. Take the ever-entertaining 
unofficial spokesman of the Re-
publican Party, Rush Limbaugh, as 
an example. He vehemently (as if 
his vitriolic words can be described 
any other way) denounced Demo-
crats who have attempted to win one 
for Teddy, calling it a “sympathy 
ploy to advance a health care bill.”
 It was also natural, of course, 
to easily point out the hypocrisy in 
a statement by Rush Limbaugh. He 
politicized Ronald Reagan’s death in 
2004 with regards to the war in Iraq, 
saying, “Reagan was right just as 
George W. Bush is today…and I real-
ly believe that if Reagan had been able 
he would have put his hand on Bush’s 
shoulder and say to him, ‘Stay the 
course, George.’ I really believe that.”
 While this “he did it too” ar-
gument seems as if it belongs on a 
schoolyard somewhere in our youth, 
the differences are undeniable: one 
politicization was used to legiti-
mize an illegal, ill-conceived, and 
disastrous war based on faulty intel-
ligence. The other politicization, if 
you can call it that, is being employed 
for a cause that will bring health 
care coverage to tens of millions 
of Americans too poor to afford it. 
 And the above point is nearly 
moot when you consider that health 
care reform is what Sen. Kennedy re-
ally wanted. It was the cause of his 
life and it would be a dishonor to his 
decades of public service to ignore 
his life’s work when we are the clos-
est we have been in years, and prob-
ably the closest we will be for a long 
time, to passing a health care reform 
bill. While we have lost a great states-
man, let us never forget his work and 
his advocacy. Let us make him proud 
with a health care reform bill that 
actually achieves universal health 
care, allowing every American man, 
woman and child to afford this right.

The Loss of a Lion and a Legend
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McDonnell’s 1989 Thesis Uncovered:
 Opponents Highlight Conservative Beliefs

By ViVian cheng

 Without a presidential 
election this year, Virginia’s 
gubernatorial election has gathered 
much attention as one of only two 
gubernatorial elections this fall. 
Republican candidate Robert F. 
McDonnell, a former attorney 
general, certainly added to the 
fervor when his 1989 master’s thesis 
surfaced from deep within the library 
of Regent University (then called 
Christian Broadcasting Network 
University) . While McDonnell’s 
campaign consistently illustrates 
the candidate as a moderate with 
whom all Virginians can identify, 
his incredibly conservative thesis 
suggests otherwise. 
 

 The thesis, titled “The 
Republican Party’s Vision for the 
Family: The compelling issue of 
the decade,” describes women and 
feminists as “detrimental” to the 
family and blames the legalization of 
abortion for the demise of traditional 
American values. The 93-page thesis 
also includes a 15-point action plan on 
how to protect the American family, 
which he worked to implement 
when elected to the Virginia House 
of Delegates, Amy Gardner of the 
Washington Post reported when she 
broke the story August 30. 
 McDonnell had (or has) a 
specific  picture of an 
“American family.” He wrote in 
support of covenant marriage—a type 
of marriage that mandates pre-marital 
counseling and makes divorce more 
difficult to obtain—and claimed that 
federal tax credits for childcare are 
harmful because they allow women 
to work outside the home, Gardner 
reported. 
 Democratic candidate Creigh 
Deeds is using his opponent’s thesis 
to show Virginians that McDonnell 
embodies not a moderate, but rather an 
“extreme social agenda.” On Deed’s 
official blog, his campaign pointed 
out McDonnell’s conservative record 
including voting against a woman’s 
right to equal pay. Deeds’s campaign 
is distancing itself from the right and 
is hoping to attract more members to 

Women for Deeds. 
 News sources, anxious for 
some action after the slow summer 
recess, jumped on the story. Some 
warn Deeds that milking the story 
will be received poorly by voters, 
while others prepare to analyze 
McDonnell’s every conservative 
move. Right-wing reporters insist 
that the thesis be more or less 
disregarded since it is two decades 
old, but Gardner points out that it 
was written only two years before his 
first election. 
 “During his 14 years in 
the General Assembly, McDonnell 
pursued at least 10 of the policy 
goals he laid out in that research 
paper, including abortion restrictions, 
covenant marriage, school vouchers 

and tax policies to favor his view 
of the traditional family,” Gardner 
wrote. The Washington Post endorses 
State Senator Deeds.

 Tarina Keene, executive 
director of NARAL Pro-Choice 
Virginia, which advocates for 
“accessible, affordable, and 
comprehensive sex education and 
contraception,” openly rejects the 
idea of McDonnell as a moderate. 
The idea is impossible, Keene says, 
since he has backed 40 anti-woman, 
anti-choice bills. Armed with the 
thesis, NARAL Pro-Choice Virginia 
is mobilizing its members against the 
Republican candidate. The group even 
compiled scanned paragraphs from 
the thesis into a ten-page summary 
and added short explanations. The 
selections are true gems, including 
a part in which McDonnell calls 

blocking low income women’s access 
to abortions and contraception a 
Republican “success.” The summary 
is available on NARAL Pro-Choice 
Virginia’s blog. 
 Despite the efforts of NARAL 
and Deeds, McDonnell’s campaign is 
more or less unscathed, according to 
the latest SurveyUSA poll released 
September 4. The McDonnell 
campaign holds a 12 point lead. 
When asked which candidate they 
would vote for if the gubernatorial 
election was held today, 54% of the 
surveyed Virginia voters answered 
McDonnell compared to the 42% 
who chose Deeds.
 Nearly two months remain 
before the election, however. And 
Virginia is considered a purple 
state, where President Obama 
narrowly won 53 percent of the 
vote over McCain’s 46 percent. The 
gubernatorial candidates have a 
history too. McDonnell barely won 
the attorney general election in 2005 
with only 300 more votes than Deeds. 
 Perhaps Virginia voters 
will reconsider their views of 
the candidates as November 3 
approaches. After McDonnell’s six 
attempts to obtain the governorship 
of Virginia, I am sure the voters are 
eager to discover whether the seventh 
time is the charm. 

CP

 
Republican Bob McDonnell (left) and Democrat Creigh Deeds (right) at a Virginia gubernatorial debate.
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By JeSSica Pachak 

 In America, the fight for 
women’s rights is often considered to 
be a thing of the past. Whether or not 
it this struggle is over is debatable, 
but while we have made steps toward 
equality, other countries have much 
further to go. This month, small steps 
towards equality and women’s rights 
were taken in Iran as its conservative 
parliament accepted the nomination 
of the nation’s first female minister 
since the 1979 revolution. Marzieh  
 Vahid Dastjerdi is a professor 
and former parliamentarian who is 
now assuming the role of Iran’s Minis-
ter of Health and Medical Education.  
Vahid Dastjerdi was a faculty mem-
ber at Tehran University for 13 years 
in addition to being a founding mem-
ber of Iran’s Specialized Scientific 
Association of Reproduction and 
Sterility. In 1993, she jointly founded 
the Islamic Association of Physicians 
and was elected to several party posi-
tions. Vahid Dastjerdi is also a hard-
line conservative who in the past pro-
posed introducing gender-segregated 
health care in Iran. She fits the politi-
cal mold President Mahmoud Ahma-
dinejad is looking to form in the Irani-
an government; however, despite her 
conservative politics, she supports 
a strong role for women in society.
 Vahid Dastjerdi once told 
parliamentarians, “Women must have 
a greater role in our country’s affairs” 
and, after her nomination was con-
firmed, she said, “I think today wom-

en reached their long-standing dream 
of having a woman in the cabinet to 
pursue their demands. This is an im-
portant step for women and I hold 
my head high.” She hopes to make 
strides for women’s rights in Iran, but 
the concern remains as to whether 
this goal will actually take prece-
dence over her own conservative 
political agenda and the agenda of 
the Iranian parliament and President. 
 Alongside Vahid Dastjerdi, 
the Iranian parliament, in a contro-
versial but landslide vote (with 227 
votes in favor and only 54 opposed), 
approved General Ahmad Vahidi for 
a position as defense minister. Both 
Israel and Argentina hold General 
Vahidi responsible for mastermind-
ing the 1994 car bombing of a Jewish 
community center in Buenos Aires 
that killed 85 people. Many of the 
MPs voted in favor of Vahidi simply 
as a way of showing defiance toward 
Israel. This point was emphasized 
when, after Vahidi’s nomination was 
announced, both MPs and Vahidi 
supporters shouted “Death to Israel!”
 This frightening display of 
hatred almost seems to nullify the 
recent surge toward equal rights 
shown in Iran. It leaves Iranian and 
world citizens alike wondering what 
the next move the incredibly conser-
vative parliament will take. Will it 
be towards creating a just and equal 
state? Or will it be a turn toward ha-
tred and a step backward for Iran? 
As the world waits for a response, let 
each of us see the positive: a woman 

was appointed, for the first time ever, 
to parliament in Iran. She wants to 
work for equality for all women and 
to improve the quality of life in Iran. 
Let us also heed the negative: the 
hate-filled words and possible ac-

tions of the other nominee. And in 
heeding, let us remember to show 
wisdom in our own words and kind-
ness in our actions in an attempt to 
make our world a more just place.
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Iran Gets First Female Minister

By John ertl 

 As another Labor Day has 
passed, it seems appropriate to re-
flect on the erosion of the American 
middle class over this past decade. 
Although worker productivity has 
skyrocketed in recent years, most 
workers’ real wages have been stag-
nant or worse. Between 2001 and 
2007, real median household income 
decreased by more than $1,100.
 While working families have 
been hit hard by reductions in work 
hours and cuts in benefits, income 
for the top 1 percent of American 
income earners has increased by 
33 percent. The wealthiest 300,000 
Americans now take in as much in-
come as the poorest 150 million. 
 It is no mere coincidence that 
this massive shift of wealth to the 
richest section of society has occurred 
while unionization rates have plum-
meted to 12.4 percent of American 
workers. The decline of unionism has 
had a cascading effect across the coun-
try, as fewer and fewer workers nego-
tiate for their own wages and benefits.
 To be sure, the benefits ac-
cruing from unions are very real. 
On average, a unionized worker 
earns nearly 30 percent more in 
wages and is more than 50 per-

cent more likely to have employer-
provided health benefits than his 
or her non-unionized counterpart. 
 The happiness brought about 
by such things as being able to go on 
vacation, send kids off to college, 
and save for the future simply can-
not be measured. Union membership 
allows workers and their families 
to feel more secure and live better 
lives. Thus, labor unions give mean-
ing to our economic system and en-
sure that our economy serves the 
interests of those who make it run. 
 As organized labor has de-
clined, however, the dream of en-
joying a decent standard of liv-
ing in exchange for one’s work has 
been put out of reach for too many.
 The great tragedy of our time 
is the transformation of the American 
Dream into an unattainable myth for 
millions of hard-working Americans. 
Flawed trade agreements facilitate 
the loss of high-paying union jobs 
as American businesses are forced 
to compete with foreign companies 
that pay a fraction of what American 
workers make. Runaway healthcare 
costs have crippled unions’ abilities 
to negotiate for higher wages. Unions 
have less leverage in bargaining be-
cause of lower concentrations of 
unionized firms within an industry. 

Non-union workers can’t unionize 
because employers take advantage 
of weak labor laws to illegally im-
pede efforts at unionization, using 
techniques like threatening employ-
ees and firing pro-union workers. 
Union-busting is so commonplace 
today that there are even professional 
union-busting firms that offer mon-
ey-back guarantees for their services.
 The only way to put an end 
to this and reclaim the American 
Dream is to change the rules that 

perpetuate such forms of economic 
injustice. For starters, the Employee 
Free Choice Act needs to become 
law so that working people can join a 
union without employer interference.
 Turning the tables on anti-
worker interests will be difficult, but 

it is a battle that must be fought, as 
history has shown that political prog-
ress for workers will not happen on 
its own. From the minimum wage and 
the end of child labor to the 40-hour 
workweek and the mandate of safer 
working conditions, virtually all the 
gains made for working people since 
the industrial revolution have been 
the direct result of the work of orga-
nized labor. Just the same, any further 
progress for workers will invariably 
have to come from working people 
standing up for economic justice. 
 Right now is the best chance 
we are  likely to have to revitalize 
Working America. As the dust settles 
on Labor Day 2009, let us commit 
ourselves to making good on the vi-
sion that Samuel Gompers had for 
working people: “We aim to establish 
a normal work-day, to take the chil-
dren from the factory and workshop 
and give them the opportunity of the 
school and the play-ground. In a word, 
our unions strive to lighten toil, edu-
cate their members, make their homes 
more cheerful, and in every way 
contribute an earnest effort toward 
making life the better worth living.”
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fewer.



Sept. 22, 2009 5The Cornell Progressive

By alex BoreS

 “By nothing is good will 
and kind conduct more speedily 
changed than by…uncandid imputa-
tions, whether expressed or implied.” 
Those opposed to health reform have 
taken a play out of Thomas Paine’s 
pamphlet, trying to sling enough 
dirt and spin on the topic to con-
fuse Americans into dismissing it.
 Ever since Barack Obama’s 
speech to a joint session of Congress 
on February 24 in which he laid out 
his vision for health care reform, the 
White House has fought more of a 
battle explaining what the bills actual-
ly do than convincing Americans that 
they should want reform. At the end of 
August, 82% of Americans believed 
the health care system needed a fun-
damental overhaul, but only 31% of 
Americans believed they understood 
the current congressional proposals.
 Politicians, the media and spe-
cial interest groups have largely failed 
to inform the American public about 
this vital issue. The statistic that only 
three out of ten feel knowledgeable 
on how Congress plans to fix these 
problems is nothing short of a tragedy.
 Of course, those 82% do 
not all agree about what overhauls 
are needed. Though the majority of 
Americans agree that our health care 
system needs to be fixed, they may 
not believe that Obama’s proposals 
are the best. An NBC poll found that 
only 36% of Americans supported 
“Obama’s plan.” However, when 
these same people were asked about 
a “hypothetical plan” that mirrored 
Obama’s proposals, 53% supported it!
How can a sixth of America be 
so misled? Three words: target-
ed misinformation campaigns.
 The most famous misrepre-
sentation is that of “death panels.” 
This theory—that the legislation 
would establish boards to vote on 
whether dying citizens should be kept 
alive—was not created by some far 
right bloggers or conspiracy theorists. 

It was instead propagated by main-
stream Republican commentators: 
people who, quite frankly, knew better.
 The American Spectator car-
ried a piece by George Neumayr in 
January saying “Euthanasia is an-

other shovel-ready job for Pelosi 
to assign to the states. Reducing 
health care costs under Obama’s 
plan, after all, counts as economic 
stimulus, too--controlling life, con-

trolling death, controlling costs.”
 The Washington Times 
decided to go a step further and 
compare Obama to Hitler, cit-
ing the Nazi Aktion T4 program. 
 The theory may have 
reached its peak when Sarah Palin 
posted on Facebook, “The Amer-
ica I know and love is not one in 
which my parents or my baby with 
Down Syndrome will have to stand 
in front of Obama’s ‘death panel.’”
 The oddest part of this epi-
sode is that the Democrats treated 
the conspiracy theory as a joke. 
Tom Daschle commented, “Any ra-
tional normal person isn’t going to 
believe that assertion.” Now, nearly 
45% of Americans believe that there 
will be some kind of rationing of 
care for the nation’s elderly, despite 
the blatant falsehood of that claim.
The closest (and I use that word liber-
ally) part of the bill to anything like 
a death panel is a proposal to pay for 
end-of-life counseling. It is a provi-
sion that was initially co-written by 
Republican Senator Johnny Isakson 
for the 2007’s Medicare End-of-
Life Planning Act. It is important to 
keep in mind that many Republicans, 

including the death panel theorist 
Senator Charles Grassley, voted for 
a similar bill in 2003 precisely be-
cause the consultations are optional 
and the patient gets to choose their 
course of action. There are sim-
ply no such things as death panels.
 At the very least, Ameri-
cans can take solace in the knowl-
edge that only a few bad apples of 
the Republican Party are spreading 
these lies. Rather, Americans could 
have taken solace, that is before 
the Republican National Commit-
tee sent out a survey in mid-August 
to all of its members claiming “It 
has been suggested that the govern-
ment could use voter registration to 
determine a person’s political affilia-
tion, prompting fears that GOP voters 
might be discriminated against for 
medical treatment in a Democrat-im-
posed health care rationing system.”
 Is Obamacare really de-
signed not only to kill old peo-
ple, but also all Republicans?
 Of course not. This rumor 
caused so much outrage the Repub-
lican Party had to release a public 
apology. None of the health reform 
bills give the government the power 
to choose what services you receive, 
except if you voluntarily enroll in the 
government-run public option. And 
even in that instance, the govern-
ment only chooses what to pay for, 
not whether or not you can receive 
the treatment. However, the oddest 
part of this particular theory is the as-
sertion that using voter registration 
is a newfound tactic, when the RNC 
used voter registration to decide to 
whom they would send the surveys!
 However, just as the Republi-
can Party was apologizing for its sur-
vey, the Independent Women’s Forum 
(IWF) put out a television ad claim-
ing that if America had nationalized 
health care, 300,000 American wom-
en with breast cancer might die. The 
IWF, according to its website, “builds 
support for a greater respect for lim-
ited government, equality under the 

law, property rights, free markets, 
strong families, and a powerful and 
effective national defense and foreign 
policy.” Why these particular, rather 
broad issues are at the core of an or-
ganization specifically for women is 
anyone’s guess. Perhaps they should 
have stuck with fighting for national 
defense, for their analysis of the pro-
posed health reform is just wrong.
 The 300,000-woman figure is 
based on one study from 1990-1994 
about breast cancer survival rates 
in England and the United States. 
Aside from being two decades out 
of date, the study would only apply 
if Obama were proposing a health 
care system like the one in Eng-
land where nearly all health care 

providers are government employ-
ees. Since he only wants to reform 
America’s employer-based system, 
these fears are entirely unwarranted.
 The IWF also cites statistics 
from the “independent” Lewin Group, 
a think tank dedicated to health care. 
This supposedly unbiased institution 
has been cited numerous times by 
Republicans in Congress, in an ef-
fort to defeat the current health care 
proposals. The Lewin Group is also 
owned and operated entirely by Unit-
ed Health Group, the second largest 
insurance company in the country.
 No one in America can deny 
that health care is a serious issue. Ev-
ery year, 1 million people go bank-
rupt because of medical costs. Yet 
every day, health insurance compa-
nies and other special interest groups 
spend $1.4 million dollars on lob-
bying. If these insurance companies 
instead spent $1.4 million per day 
on covering the uninsured, maybe 
this country could get passed calling 
each other Socialists and Nazis (That 
includes you, The Cornell Review). 
Maybe we could find a way to get our 
infant mortality rate below Cuba’s. 
Maybe, we could actually unite as 
one people to solve a problem that 
threatens every American. Or we 
could just talk about death panels.
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By Scott eiDler

 You gotta give Eliot Spitzer 
credit. He made state politics a lot 
sexier—I mean, more interesting. 
National politics is becoming more 
unwatchable each time I hear the 
words Obama, Health Care, Town 
Hall Meetings, or Public Option, all 
so very painfully dull. This past sum-
mer in Alaska, Governor Sarah Palin 
resigned a year and a half early to 
avoid being labeled a “lame duck;” in 
South Carolina, Governor Mark San-
ford gave new meaning to the phrase 
“hiking the Appalachian trail.” 
What’s happening on the state level 
is driving national politics more so 
than one can imagine at this juncture 
in the Obama Presidency and could 
serve as a forecast for the future.
The most prominent indicator of how 
Democrats might easily reverse their 
strident gains in the past two national 
elections is happening right here in 
upstate New York. The resignation of 
Governor Spitzer was a national em-
barrassment for New York Democrats 
in 2008. After 12 years of Republican 

rule, under Governor George Pataki, 
a smart, young, Democrat had finally 
managed to take the governorship 
with a whopping 69% of the vote in 
the fall of 2006. The New York Times 
hailed him as “fearless and dogged” 
and hoped that he would provide a 
“herculean effort” to reform the state 
of New York. How sad that his fate 
tended toward the Shakespearean 
tragedy rather than Greek mythology.
 Spitzer left behind a roy-
al mess. Apart from the shame of 
his “private failings,” he should be 
completely mortified by what has 
happened in Albany since David 
Paterson assumed office, most no-
tably the events of this past sum-
mer. After announcing his past sins 
of adultery and cocaine use upon 
taking the oath—frankly, he re-
ally could have confessed to the 
Jimmy Hoffa murder after emerg-
ing from the ashes of Spitzer—the 
current governor has handled his 
job poorly, to the disappointment of 
many, and has made Democrats in 
New York quite vulnerable. 
 Paterson’s failings include the 
botched handling of Caroline Ken-
nedy’s application for the Senate seat 
vacated by Hillary Clinton, and the 
budget process. His approval num-
bers dropped to 26% this spring, the 
lowest for a sitting governor in New 
York’s history. Even Mr. Spitzer’s 
approval ratings were slightly high-
er on the eve of his resignation.
 The inactivity in the state 
legislature last month was the tip of 
the iceberg for New York Democrats. 

After reclaiming the majority in the 
State Senate for the first time in 44 
years last fall, the Democrats almost 
lost it when two of their own defected 
to change the leadership. Senators Pe-
dro Espada Jr. and Hiram Monserrate 
ultimately rejoined the Democratic 
side, but the coup effectively shut 
down government for over a month.
 Considering recent history, 
it comes as no surprise that former 
New York City Mayor Rudolph Gi-
uliani, a Republican, is flirting with 

the prospect of his own candidacy 
for the governorship. A poll released 
last August by Quinnipiac Univer-
sity has Giuliani trouncing Pater-
son 53-33 in a head-to-head match. 
 Calls for the popular At-
torney General Andrew Cuomo to 
mount a primary challenge have been 
heard across the state, and it seems 
like a good idea. The same Quinni-
piac Poll has Cuomo leading Giu-
liani 49-38 percent in a 2010 general 
election contest. Cuomo’s approval 
ratings in August reached 74%. 
 Has David Paterson become 
the George Bush of the Democrat-
ic Party? Remember how grateful 
Republicans were when President 

Bush last year decided not to attend 
the nominating convention due to 
severe hurricanes? Democratic lead-
ers are becoming increasingly con-
cerned about Governor Paterson’s 
potential presence on the top of the 
ticket in 2010, especially in con-
servative regions Democratic can-
didates are struggling to maintain.
 In a recent New York Times 
article, Ken Spain of the National 
Republican Congressional Com-
mittee underscored the theme that 
Mr. Paterson’s woes could extend 
to Democratic congressional rac-
es. Some Republican strategists 
have even begun referring to Sen. 
Kirsten Gillibrand, selected by the 
governor to fill the Senate seat va-
cated by Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton, as “Paterson-Appointee.”
 It would be unwise to take 
for granted the Democratic victories 
in the last two elections and fall into 
a false sense of security. The divi-
siveness of the federal stimulus bill, 
health care reform, and persistent 
economic woes all leave Democrats 
quite vulnerable as the 2010 midterm 
elections approach. It is essential that 
Democrats identify problem areas 
and start to correct them immediately. 
  The New York Post ran a cov-
er story about Eliot Spitzer’s reported 
interest in running for statewide of-
fice again. When a reporter listed 
several offices for which Spitzer was 
supposedly mulling a run, Governor 
Paterson replied, “You didn’t say 
governor, so it sounds all right to me.” 
Makes your head spin, doesn’t it?
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By catherine luSSenhoP

 It may seem a bit of a waste 
to devote any space to Glenn Beck, 
the overly emotive host of the Glenn 
Beck Program on Fox News and 
talk radio. Beck is known for almost 
bursting into tears on his Fox News 
shows because he “cared so much 
about [his] country.” About a month 
later, Columbia University professor 
David Buckner fainted live on Beck’s 
show. Not really Beck’s fault, but it 
seemed more than coincidental that 
something so ridiculous happened on 
his show. 
 There are few political pun-
dits, even on Fox, so divisive and 
fear-mongering as Beck. He is fond 
of tossing racist accusations about, 
calling Sonia Sotomayor a racist 
and suggesting that Barack Obama 
doesn’t like white people. Beck con-
sistently promotes the “Tea Parties,” 
which allegedly protest taxes but of-
ten become gatherings of people with 
incoherent anti-Obama signs bearing 
slogans like “Get a brain morans!” 
and “Descent: The highest form of 
patriot.” 

 

Beck now rails against health care re-
form, calling our health care system 
“the best in the world,” but neglects 
to mention the segment he produced a 
year and a half ago about his “person-
al voyage through the nightmare that 
is our healthcare system.” In short, it 
is difficult to take Glenn Beck seri-
ously.
 But it seems like quite a 
few people do. His TV show typi-
cally draws about 2.3 million view-
ers—more than any other cable news 
show except The Sean Hannity Show 
and Bill O’Reilly’s The Factor. Beck 
doesn’t take himself completely seri-
ously (he’s said, “Anyone who takes 
what I say as gospel is an idiot.”), but 
some worry that his explosive, emo-
tional rhetoric could have powerful 
consequences. Bill Maher accused 

Beck of “the same kind of talking” 
that incited Timothy McVeigh to 
blow up the Oklahoma City building 
in 1995. 
 Maybe this is a stretch. 
Beck’s impassioned rants might not 
bring down buildings. Although he’s 
retracted some outlandish statements, 
(for example, pointedly wondering if 
FEMA was setting up concentration 
camps) they accomplish something 
sinister all the same. The Fox News 
crew knows they can say outlandish 
things, reluctantly correct them, and 
still be reassured that the original 
outlandish statement will be remem-
bered, often better. After all, retrac-
tions don’t make attractive sound 
bites. 
 For example, Beck and his 
colleagues talked incessantly about 
“death panels,” their creative name 
for a provision in the health care 
bill that makes it easier for people to 
make living wills. When it was point-
ed out that the provision had noth-
ing to do with anything resembling 
a “death panel,” several Fox News 
commentators said, “Oh okay, that’s 
true, but they’re more like ‘de facto 
death panels.’” But that didn’t stop 
the phrase “death panels” from being 
burned into the minds of angry town 
hall meeting screamers.
 Not everyone is sucked in by 
Beck’s explosive claims, however. 
On July 28, Beck claimed that Barack 
Obama was a racist with “a deep-
seated hatred for white people or the 
white culture.” After hearing this, the 
people at ColorOfChange.org, a web-
site devoted to “strengthening Black 
America’s political voice,” took ac-
tion. They called on supporters to 
push companies advertising during 
Glenn Beck’s show to pull their ads. 
ColorOfChange.org drafted a letter to 
be sent to advertisers when support-
ers signed a petition. 
 “I presume your company 
does not want to enable such rhetoric, 
nor have your products or services 
associated with the kind of views and 
tactics espoused by Beck,” the let-
ter reads. It continues, “I urge you to 
immediately cease all advertising on 
the Glenn Beck Program on the FOX 
News Channel.”
 As of September 3, about 
145,000 members had signed the pe-
tition. The result? Glenn Beck has 
been losing advertisers left and right. 
At least 57 companies have removed 

their spots from his time slot. These 
include big name companies like 
Wal-Mart, Proctor and Gamble, Best 
Buy, and CVS. 
 “We applaud those compa-
nies that have recently pulled their 
support from Beck,” said James 
Rucker, executive director of Colo-
rOfChange.org. When corporations 
like the ever-demonized Wal-Mart 
recognize blatant race-baiting and 
pull monetary support, you know 
there’s still some common sense left 

in the world. 
 So maybe we shouldn’t take 
Beck seriously. Maybe we should 
ignore him. After all, this is the guy 
who tried to make connect Obama 
to oligarchy with a clever acronym, 
but only managed to spell “oligarh.” 

By the way, OLIGARH stood for 
“Obama Left-Internationalist Graft 
Acorn-style organizations Revolu-
tion Hidden agenda.” To Beck, I 
guess this coincidence was just too 
perfect to ignore. His show is often an 
exercise in mocking itself. But I think 
the right move is to show him that 
even if he’s not being totally serious, 
his show is much too ridiculous. And 
people take him seriously, whether 
he means for them to or not. That’s 
why the advertiser boycott is an ab-
solutely positive step, one that tells 
Beck that his antics are not funny and 
his “observations” are not insightful. 
But damage has already been done, 
and controversy drummed up on his 
show led to the recent resignation of 
Van Jones, Obama’s Special Advisor 
for Green Jobs.
 By the way, check out this 
crazy thing I discovered: “Beck Un-
restrained Fox news Foolish Obstruc-
tionist Outlandish Needs-to-be-can-
celled.” Does this mean Glenn Beck 
is a buffoon? Maybe, or maybe it’s 
just a crazy coincidence. 

And Now, A Word From Glenn Beck’s 
(Few Remaining) Sponsors
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A Legacy of Nothing?
By Sarah greenBerg

 The empty pit in the middle 
of Lower Manhattan has not changed 
in about eight years. It sits as a tourist 
attraction, with little progress made 
toward restoring that gaping cavity or 
establishing some kind of memorial. 
This country can never move beyond 
the attacks of September 11, 2001 be-
cause we cannot even bring ourselves 
to effectively rebuild. Having always 
lived in Lower Manhattan, having 
experienced that day first-hand, re-
membering 9/11 always brings up 
particular feelings of anger and dis-
appointment. As the years pass, as 
we wade through different events and 
struggles that form the legacy of the 
attacks on the World Trade Center, I 
wonder, what is the legacy of 9/11?
 My memory of that day is 
clear, detailed, and forever burned 
into my brain. It was the fourth day 
of fifth grade and it started just like 
any other school day. Right until the 
moment I heard the news I didn’t sus-
pect anything. I was right outside my 
classroom when four or five moms 
ran upstairs shouting, “A plane just 
hit the World Trade Center!” We were 
ushered into the classroom and sure 
enough, four blocks way, a gaping, fi-
ery hole had torn into one of the Twin 
Towers. It was the first time I heard 
the word “terrorist” and the first time 
I saw a teacher cry. The impact of the 
second crash reverberated through-
out the school, causing the building 
to shake. My parents were there mo-
ments later, only in the neighbor-
hood because primary day required 
them to stay downtown to vote.
 After rushing out of our 
apartment on Thomas Street as the 
first building fell, we waited for some 
time a few blocks from my home. We 
watched in shock as the symbol of our 
neighborhood literally crashed and 
burned. Then, as the second build-
ing collapsed, I took my dad’s hand 
and joined the hundreds of people 
running towards Canal Street. After 
a little rest, my parents, my younger 
sister, and I faced north again and 
walked from Canal Street to East 74th 
Street where my grandmother lives.
 So, eight years later, I carry 
vivid memories of New York City’s 

darkest day. Every glance at the sky-
line is a reminder that I have a mayor 
and District 1 city council member, 
both running for a third term, both 
claiming to be greatly involved in 
the rebuilding of Lower Manhattan. 
Of course, the fights over the “Free-
dom Tower” and memorial are infa-
mous failures and general embarrass-
ments to what happened on that day. 
To touch on something important, 
the extraordinary efforts of the po-
lice department, fire department, and 
construction workers to clear the site 
must not be ignored. They worked, 
and are still working, incredibly hard 
at Ground Zero and their work must 

be commended even if the local poli-
ticians can’t handle the next steps.
 Building on the embarrass-
ing legacy of 9/11, it has become the 
perfect excuse for any conservative 
argument in favor of stronger (and 

arguably unconstitutional) measures 
to ensure national security. Politi-
cians do not have to deal with the af-
termath every day, like New Yorkers 
and family members of victims must. 
The “post-9/11 world” is an expres-
sion that quickly grows tiresome. 
The concept of elevated national se-
curity is not hard to grasp but having 
to revert to memories and mentions 
of that day in September to sup-
port a War on Terror or as an excuse 
to invade the privacy of American 
citizens through the Patriot Act is a 
gross exploitation of what happened.
 So, what is the legacy of 
9/11? An empty lot in the center of 
Lower Manhattan? An unnecessary 
war in Iraq? Serious lack of trust in 
the government to protect the nation? 
I sincerely hope that under a new 

president we will be able to move be-
yond using 9/11 as a political tool. In-
stead the government should rebuild 
not just the broken land, but also the 
hurts, misconceptions, and disagree-
ments that have sprouted up around 
September 11, 2001. Those of us who 
lived through the events of the day 
and the following weeks and months 
as the city got back its stride turn 
deaf ears to the words of those who 
weren’t there but claim to understand. 
All we want is a local government 
to take care of those affected and to 
make plans for the site. All we want 
is a national government that doesn’t 
take the attack as a reason to antago-
nize but as an opportunity to reevalu-
ate and make plans for the future that 
will bring the nation together instead 
of dividing it into partisan points of 
view. Remember the bravery of the 
people on that day, erect a monument 
to those who perished, don’t let the 
post-9/11 world destroy the incredi-
ble feeling of unity that all Americans 
felt as we watched our country stum-
ble and rise again. For some, that fate-
ful day will always cast some shadow 
on their lives. To ease their losses, we 
must rededicate ourselves to effective 
rebuilding. Not only the land where 
the Twin Towers stood but that intan-
gible thing that makes us American: 
our unity in the face of great fear, 
our rights, and our unflagging spirit.

There is still no permanent memorial at Ground Zero.

An artist’s rendering of a rebuilt Lower Manhattan, including One World Trade Center, standing 1,776 feet high.

Invoking 9/11 to justify 
all aspects of the War on 
Terror or the Patriot Act 
is a gross exploitation of 

that day.
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Japan: Where it has Been and Where it is Going

By anna collinS

 Until August 30 of this 
year, one party, the Liberal Demo-
cratic Party (LDP), had ruled Japan 
for close to 54 years. Despite hav-
ing been one of the most successful 
political parties in the democratic 
world and being credited with hav-
ing restored the Japanese economy 
after its most severe decline since 
World War II, the conservative LDP 
(the “liberal” of the party title is 
meant in the European sense) could 
not stay afloat in public opinion polls 
through the current crisis of unem-
ployment, deflation, falling demand 
for Japanese exports, economic re-
cession, and general insecurity about 
the future. Having become identified 
in the eyes of many Japanese voters 
with stagnation, scandal, and ineffec-
tive governance, the LDP has finally 
been replaced by the Democratic 
Party of Japan (DPJ)—an amalgama-
tion of politicians from every point 
on the Japanese political spectrum, 
including Liberal Democrats, so-
cialists, and progressives—who fun-
damentally agree on one position: 
the LDP has ruled for long enough. 
 Discontented with the LDP’s 
management of the economic down-
turn, Japanese voters in the 2009 
election overwhelmingly supported 
the DJP. The DJP ran on a populist-

inclined platform including cash 
handouts to families with children—
a program designed to lighten parent-
ing costs and encourage more women 
to reproduce—and a general expan-
sion of the social safety net through 
measures such as toll-free highways, 
free high schools, income support for 
agriculturalists, monthly allowances 
for job seekers in training, a higher 
minimum wage, and tax cuts. With re-
gard to foreign relations, the DJP has 
emphasized that the U.S. will remain 
Japan’s closest ally while declaring a 
desire for more independence from 
Washington and constructing stron-
ger ties with its Asian neighbors. 
 While many now argue that 
the change in the ruling party will not 
necessarily lead to a change in policy 
and that the elections were less about 
crucial issues and more about a wide-
spread hunger for something simply 
different, it is difficult to deny that 
especially in recent years, Japanese 
politics have lacked dynamism and 
have incurred the nation’s distrust. 
It is natural for the Japanese people 
to demand that their politics present 
an attainable vision of the nation’s 
future, identify and deliver necessary 

improvements to the nation’s systems 
and policies, and ensure the safety 
and prosperity of the nation and its 
people. Instead, politics have recently 
been dominated by figures keen only 
on retaining power for themselves.
 In essence, Japanese politics 
in recent years has become detached 
from the politics of the people. In 
2005, the LDP, led by the astonish-
ingly-popular Prime Minister Ju-
nichiro Koizumi, won a landslide 
victory. One year later, however, 
Koizumi retired as PM, was succeed-
ed by the short-ruling Shinzo Abe, 
and was ultimately replaced by the 
recently-defeated Taro Aso. Through 
all of these accelerated exchanges of 
power, as the people demanded one 
thing, the LDP would strive for an-
other. When the electorate called for 
the dissolution of the Japanese House 
of Representatives, three consecu-
tive LDP prime ministers, ruled by 
the internal logic of their own party, 
took office without ever passing the 
judgment of the voters. When the 
electorate never voiced a hope for 
a grand coalition between the LDP 
and DPJ, one was proposed anyway. 
 Compounding the prob-
lems of detachment between Japan’s 
people and its government policies 
are ineffective decision-making in-
stitutions. For some time, Japan has 
essentially lacked an environment 
in which a change in power is pos-
sible and in which political parties 
can compete based on political plat-

forms. Unfortunately, political mani-
festos have more recently been used 
as tools to gain favor with voters and 
not as guidelines for new adminis-
trations. Personal priorities seem to 
have satisfied that role instead. Even 
when the opposition camp captured 

majority control of the nation’s Up-
per House in the 2007 election, creat-
ing the so-called “divided Diet,” the 
strategies used by opposition leaders 
under these new circumstances some-
times bordered on harassment of the 
ruling coalition, and the two cham-
bers never engaged in constructive 
dialogue, consensus, or consultation. 
 Not only have Japanese poli-
ticians proven themselves to be dis-
engaged from the Japanese people, 
and not only have Japanese leaders’ 
campaign platforms proven them-

selves to have no association with 
the actual goals of the various ad-
ministrations, but also the general 
ability of the political parties and in-
dividual politicians themselves has 
declined. While each of the major 
parties has organizations like policy 
research panels, they have not fully 
developed such key functions as 
analyzing world affairs and social 
phenomena and making appropriate 
policy proposals. Attempts by parties 
to establish think tanks have all failed 
miserably due to a low mobility of 
intellectual human resources and the 
understandable reluctance of many 
talented researchers to become asso-
ciated with any specific political party. 
 What is more, Japanese 
politics has become wholly inward-
looking. Seemingly ignorant of its 
status as the world’s second largest 

economy and incognizant of the era 
of globalization, Japan has refused 
to effectively communicate with in-
ternational societies or to establish 
strong intellectual networks with 
overseas research organizations. As 
noted by Shinji Fukukawa, former 
Vice Minister of the Ministry of In-
ternational Trade and Industry in Ja-
pan, this attitude has prevented Japan 
from building trust with many of its 
Asian neighbors. Additionally, he 
said, Japan’s stubbornly strong po-
litical interests in protecting the farm 
industry have inhibited the success-
ful conclusion of trade liberalization 
talks under the World Trade Orga-
nization as well as the nation’s ef-
forts to conclude bilateral free trade 
agreements and economic partner-
ship agreements. It is no wonder, 
then, to see the electorate clamoring 
for change and choosing the DPJ.
 But what does this change in 
power mean for the U.S.? After all, it 
was Japan’s stability and consistency 
in foreign policy under the LDP that 
made it one of the U.S.’ closest allies. 
With the DPJ in power, it is realis-
tic to expect that Japan will be less 
willing to conform to existing bilat-
eral U.S. force realignment agree-
ments and Washington’s requests that 
Japan expand its overseas security 
role. However it is unlikely that re-

lations with the U.S. will sour under 
the DPJ, even as Japan’s relation-
ship with China and South Korea be-
comes more amicable and less tense 
that it has been in the past.  
 Whatever the repercussions 
of this election, it was most certain-
ly a historic one. For the first time 
in the postwar period, a new ma-
jor party is in control and a deeply 
rooted force in Japanese society 
has been removed. What remains 
to be seen is if this long-postponed 
swap in power will indeed lead to 
a real and needed change in policy. 

Former PM Taro Aso and President Obama

Former PM Taro Aso (left) and new elected PM Yukio Hatoyama

In recent years, Japanese 
politics have lacked 
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mistrust.

CP

For the first time in over 
half a century, Japan 
will be governed by a 
political party other 

than the LDP.



10 Volume X, Issue IIThe Cornell Progressive

Congress Stalls on Health Care Reform

are covered and pay insurance pre-
miums, the cheaper health care will 
be for everyone. While Republicans 
warn of the possibility that future tax 
increases will be necessary to pay for 
health care reform, they ignore the 
fact that insured Americans already 
have to pay for the emergency room 
visits of the uninsured. By some es-
timates, each person who is insured 
pays over $1,000 extra per year 
to cover the cost of the uninsured.  
 All of the health care propos-
als currently being considered in the 
House and Senate provide for nea 
universal coverage. This is achieved 
through a number of mechanisms. 
For one, health insurance compa-
nies will no longer be allowed to 
deny people coverage based on a 
pre-existing health condition. This 
reform is generally accepted by all 
sides, including insurance com-
panies. Medicare, which provides 
health insurance to the elderly and 
Medicaid, which serves the poor, 
will both be expanded to include 
people who fall through the cracks. 
 In addition, employers will 
be mandated to either provide health 
insurance for their employees or pay 
a certain amount per employee to a 
government fund. Those who are 
not covered by their employer will 
have the option of buying insur-
ance through a national insurance 
“exchange.” If determined eligible, 
they will be able to receive subsi-
dies to pay for this insurance. They 
will be able to choose from a vari-
ety of private plans on the exchange, 
and possibly even public plan.
 It is this public option that 
has proven to be one of the most con-
troversial aspects of the health care 
proposals. Republicans call the pub-
lic option a deal-breaker and invoked 
the familiar, stale rhetoric about how 
the Democrats want to “socialize” 
American medicine. Their aim is to 
arouse fear in people that the govern-
ment will take over the health care 
system and ration care, preventing 
them from being able to choose their 
doctor and best treatment options. 
 It is in fact the Republicans 
who want to deny Americans choice 
with regard to health care. Let’s talk a 
bit about the status quo that they have 
so long defended. Under our current 
system, employers choose whether 
or not to provide health coverage for 
their employers. If they choose to do 
so, they usually dictate which plan 
their employee can buy. Those buy-
ing insurance on their own often have 
even fewer choices because most 
states are dominated by only one 
or two major insurance companies. 
Such insurance monopolies have no 
incentive to lower prices or become 
more efficient. In other words, there is 
little choice and competition to speak 
of for the big bad government to take 
away. Furthermore, health care is 
already very much rationed. It is ra-
tioned by insurance companies based 

on one’s economic and health status. 
 The major aim of health 
care reform is thus to provide more 
choice and more competition than 
the status quo offers. Under the cur-
rent proposals, Americans will either 

be able to keep the coverage they 
currently enjoy, pick a new private 
plan with a possible government 
subsidy, or enroll in a public insur-
ance program. This public program 
is thus just one option. No one is 
being forced to accept a particular 
health plan. For rigid ideological 
reasons, however, Republicans want 
to deny Americans the opportunity 
to choose a public insurance option.
 The logic of having a public 
option is to provide competition for 
insurance companies, many of which 
are virtual monopolies that have not 
faced competition in years. Despite 
Republican rhetoric about the inef-
ficiencies of government bureaucra-
cies, Medicare has lower overhead 
costs than private insurance compa-
nies by far. It is the bureaucracies of 
private insurance companies—which 
work systematically to deny people 
coverage—that are the real nightmare 
for Americans. Furthermore, such 
administrative costs are a significant 
cause of higher health care costs. With 
a public plan to compete against, in-
surance companies would be forced 
to innovate, making their operations 
more efficient. What’s wrong with a 
little free-market competition? When 
it comes to health care reform, Re-

publicans unfortunately want less 
choice for Americans and less com-
petition for insurance companies.
 The other key item of con-
troversy is the question of how the 
government will pay for this health 
care overhaul. The proposal that was 
passed by the Senate Health, Educa-
tion, Labor, Pensions (HELP) Com-
mittee as well as the one approved by 
the House committees carry a price 
tag of $1 trillion over ten years, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO). Unfortunately, these 
estimates fail to account for long 
term savings and do not consider 
the fact that the costs of not reform-
ing the health care system would be 
much greater. Still, it is important 
to find ways to pay for these invest-
ments and President Obama has de-
manded that they be fully paid for. 
 Several payment options 
have been considered. The House 
bill includes a tax increase on the 
wealthy. Though the current legis-
lation would increase taxes for in-
dividuals making $280,000 and for 
families making $350,000, Speaker 
Pelosi mentioned that she is willing 
to raise the cap to $500,000 for in-
dividuals and $1,000,000 for fami-
lies, making it a millionaire’s tax. 
This proposal has run into opposi-
tion from Republicans and moder-
ate Democrats in the House and it is 
unlikely that it will go anywhere in 
the Senate. Other options include a 
new tax on insurance companies that 
would only apply to the most expen-
sive, “gold plated” health plans so 
as not to hurt the middle class. Tax-
ing charitable contributions from the 
rich is another option that President 
Obama has stipulated. The best way 
to pay for health reform would like-
ly be to use a combination of these 
three methods in addition to cutting 
more costs within the system itself. 
 Unfortunately, despite the 
broad consensus around the need to 

reform health care, these plans have 
run into political trouble both on Cap-
itol Hill and within lawmakers’ home 
districts. In the House, the legislation 
approved by the Ways and Means 
Committee was temporarily stalled in 
the Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee by fiscally conservative “blue dog” 
Democrats. In the Senate, the HELP 
Committee has approved a bill, but 
the Finance Committee is still grap-
pling over how to pay for the reform. 
While the HELP vote went along par-
tisan lines, Senator Max Baucus (D-
MT), chairman of Finance, insisted 
that the bill have bipartisan support.   
 These political developments 
are extremely disheartening. Demo-
crats on Capitol Hill are losing sight 
of the fact that they won a strong 
electoral mandate on a platform that 
had health care reform as its center-

piece. With unprecedented majorities 
in both houses of Congress, biparti-
sanship should not be the main goal; 
the goal should be to pass a landmark 
health care reform bill that benefits 
all Americans. This is what the Dem-
ocrats were elected to do, and if they 
fail to do so by the 2010 midterm 
elections, they will undoubtedly en-
dure significant losses and may never 
again have the chance to pass mean-
ingful reform. Since there are only a 
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ed officials like Joseph McCarthy. 
 By looking at the true defi-
nition of socialism, it seems impos-
sible that anyone could believe that 
President Obama and the Democratic 
leadership in Congress would want to 
abolish private property and take over 
the economy of the United States. 
And yet everyday quotations are 
published from ordinary people who 
seem legitimately scared of socialism 
coming to America. How can this be?
 The answer lies in two funda-
mental issues. The first is that many 
Americans simply do not understand 
what socialism is. Since Joe the 
Plumber told Fox News during the 
2008 presidential campaign that then-
candidate Obama’s plan to “spread the 
wealth around” was “kinda [sic] a so-
cialist idea”, right-wing media sourc-
es have incorrectly used the term to 
characterize virtually all Democratic 
policies, an effort we see the fruits of 
when Brett Curtis describes a non-

partisan speech on education as the 
workings of “some socialist move-
ment.” Fear of that which we do not 
understand is a natural human pro-
cess, but fear of that which we should 
understand but do not because of the 
misleading use of loaded vocabu-
lary is unnatural and unacceptable. 
 The second issue is that, 
thanks to Glenn Beck and his fel-
low talking heads, many Americans 
are in fact very scared of real social-
ism coming to this country; indeed, 
many think it already has. “I have 
never seen my America turned into 

what it has turned into, and I want my 
America back,” sobbed a woman at 
an August 6 town hall meeting. Her 
words can be virtually traced to Beck 
and other media conservatives: “He 
is literally ripping apart the founda-
tion of the America that we knew 
and grew up in,” said Sean Hannity 
on June 7. Statements such as these 
are not few and far between on Fox 
News and one must ask: What, ex-
actly, are these people talking about? 
At this point, most Democrats are 
concerned that we haven’t seen 
enough change since the election of 
President Obama. What could Han-
nity, Beck, and others be referring to?
 There is, of course, no rea-
sonable answer to this question; on 
the contrary, the answer lies in some-
what murkier territory. Fox News 
commentators (and indeed, those on 
MSNBC and CNN as well) are inter-
ested not so much in telling the truth 

as they are in achieving high ratings 
(not to mention smearing their oppo-
nents). One avenue to doing so that 
Fox News in particular has exploited 
since the last election is sensational-
ism, wild exaggeration, and in many 
cases outright fabrication, of news 
stories for the purpose of attracting 
more viewers. At a continued loss for 
any substantive suggestions to coun-
ter the Obama administration’s pro-
posals, right-wing commentary has 
had to resort to outrageous claims 
about the destruction of American 
values to keep viewers watching. 
The simple fact that Glenn Beck 
is still on the air after the absolute-
ly ludicrous claims he made about 
President Obama’s views toward 
Caucasians is testament to this fact. 
 There, then, is the answer. 
Fears of an Obama-led socialist revo-
lution stem directly from right-wing 
media figures who spout utter non-

sense for personal and political ends. 
These pundits are completely aware 
of their actions and the detrimental 
effects they have on the American 
populace.  Yet they continue to carry 
on about the impending Obamapoca-
lypse and compare the president to 
Kim Jong Il, Saddam Hussein, and 
Adolf Hitler (although saying that 
Glenn Beck is aware of the insanity 
of his statements may be giving him 
too much credit). As former Republi-
can presidential candidate John Mc-
Cain explained to an angry woman 
at an October 2008 rally, Barack 
Obama is a “decent person and a per-
son that you do not have to be scared 
of as president of the United States.” 
It is a terrible shame that the loud-
est voices of the Republican Party 
have disowned the words of the man 
they once nominated for president.
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handful of Republican moderates 
left in both houses, bipartisanship 
has become increasingly unworkable 
and impractical. The vast majority 
of Republicans have made it clear 
that they have no interest in work-
ing with Democrats to fix health care. 
 Still, in order to get the bill 
passed in the Senate, the Democrats 
will need a compromise to reach 
the 60 votes required to override a 
Republican filibuster. With the late 
Senator Kennedy’s seat vacant, at 
least one Republican vote will be 
needed. Senator Olympia Snowe, 
a Maine Republican appears to be 
the most willing to reach across the 

aisle. Conservative democrats like 
Ben Nelson of Nebraska as well as 
Joe Lieberman, a Connecticut inde-
pendent, will also need to be care-
fully courted in order to reach 60 
votes. Though these three Senators 
do not support a public option as it 
stands in the current bills, they have 
expressed cautious support for a 
“trigger” for the public option. This 
means that a public option could be 
set up if insurance companies proved 
unwilling or unable to provide for 
near universal coverage at affordable 
prices. Though the trigger is far from 
ideal, it is better than no public op-
tion at all. While Democrats in Con-
gress should not be afraid to use their 
political muscle, it would be a mis-

take to let health reform die because 
of unwillingness to compromise.     
 Until now, President Obama 
has employed a hands-off strategy 
with Congress, setting only broad 
guidelines about health care reform 
and allowing Congress to develop the 
legislation. It is now time for Presi-
dent Obama to make his demands. 
The longer health care reform is de-
layed, the longer Republicans and 
special interests have to kill it. With 
a wealth of misinformation and plen-
ty of flat out lies circulating around 
the country, it is time for the presi-
dent to speak plainly and firmly to 
America about what he wants in the 
health care bill. This is Obama’s do-
mestic priority and he needs to make 

it clear to Congress and the Ameri-
can people that he will fight for it. 
 It is important to remember 
that some of the most important leg-
islation of this century, such as the 
Civil Rights Act and the establish-
ment of Medicare, to name a few, 
were extremely controversial at the 
time and hardly paragons of bipar-
tisanship. They were nevertheless 
the right thing to do. If this health 
care reform is passed, Americans 
will benefit for decades to come, as 
they have from civil rights legisla-
tion and Medicare—a program with 
overwhelming support from its re-
cipients . Passing health care reform 
is even worth losing an election over.  

The Case for Health Care Reform
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Not Your Grandmother’s Tea Party
By rohan SiDDhanti

 
 The Boston Tea Party was 
an iconic event in American histo-
ry and was a catalyst to the start of 
the Revolutionary War. Now, a new 
Tea Party movement is rising – one 
that’s defiant, outspoken, and geared 
toward protesting “excessive govern-
ment spending”.  
 The protests which prolifer-
ated as the stimulus bill left Congress 
had several commonalities. For one, 
the protests repeatedly used revolu-
tionary war symbolism, such as post-
ers saying “No Taxation Without Rep-
resentation” and “Death to Tyrants!” 
These protesters were loud, interrup-
tive, and not bashful in the slightest.  
Through February and March of this 
year, the major media outlets started 
to give these protests increased cov-
erage on their networks. 
 On April 15, Tax Day, the Tea 
Party movement was born. Across 
the country, hundreds of thousands of 
Tea Party protests came out in force, 
mostly in major cities. Statistician 
Nate Silver, the manager of the po-
litical blog fivethirtyeight.com, esti-
mated the total number of protesters 
to be 311,460 (other estimates had 
that number as high as 500,000). The 
largest event, in Atlanta, had approxi-
mately 9,000 protesters. 
 Since then, the Tea Party 
movement has only grown in size, 
scope, and capacity, spreading to all 
50 states. The movement is based 
online, with a national website 
(teapatrypatriots.org) boasting ap-
proximately 450 locations, ranging 
from small towns to big cities. Every 
branch has not only its own web-
site but often its own Facebook and 

Google groups, Twitter account, and 
online newsletter. 
 The nemesis of the Tea Party 
Patriots is Organizing for America 
(OFA), the political action wing of 
the Democratic Party. On the Tea 
Party national website, it says “Be-
ginning in late July and for the fol-
lowing 8 weeks the pro-nationalized 
Health Care component of our gov-
ernment and Organizing for America 
will be holding town halls and media 

events across the country…We must 
show up at every one of these events 
and make OUR voice heard as well.”
      The Tea Party is as shrewd as 
they are obnoxious: they use OFA’s 
site, “my.barackobama.com” (called 
myBO), to organize Tea Party Events. 
On myBO, anyone interested in help-
ing the Democratic Party can create 
an account, and view events occurring 
in their area. The national Tea Party 
coalition has instructed its members 
to “Go to myBO, register and search 
for events near you. Note the dates, 
use the event scheduler here on Tea 
Party Patriots and organize your own 
local members to show up.”
 Tea Party Patriots want to 
stop excessive government spending, 
so what exactly have they been pro-
testing? In February, it was Obama’s 
budget proposal. Next it was the 

stimulus package, then the “cap and 
trade” bill. Now, it’s all about health 
care.
 During August, the month 
of congressional recess, town halls 
were held across the country. In these 
health care town halls, representa-
tives would answer the questions of 
concerned citizens. It is these events 
where “tea baggers” would strike.
 There are two common ways 
that tea baggers protest. One way, 
which is more common, is to picket 
outside the town hall in large groups, 
yelling anti-health care slogans such 
as “Nationalization is theft!” The oth-
er way is to slip into the town hall un-
noticed. Then, once called upon, the 
protesters begin yelling at the repre-
sentative as much as possible, asking 
unrelated questions and trying to get 
them off-message. This second way 
is the one that gets the most media 
coverage. 
 Starting on August 28, the 
Tea Party launched its “Tea Party Ex-
press” bus tour, which started in Cali-
fornia and made 31 stops on its way 
to Washington, D.C. The purpose of 
this two-week tour was to “oppose 
the out-of-control spending, higher 
taxes, bailouts, and growth in the size 
and power of government.” So we’ll 
surely be seeing them in the weeks to 
come. However, some questions re-
main to be answered. 
 First of all, how long can this 
momentum last? It’s undeniable that 
the Tea Party has grown; over the 
course of the summer, the number of 
local groups on its website doubled. 
They use online organizing effective-
ly, have a clear and simple message, 
and continually garner national me-
dia attention. 

 And yet, they haven’t accom-
plished much. Everything they’ve 
protested against has still passed 
through Congress, starting with 
Obama’s budget, all the way up to the 
increased cigarette tax. Right now, all 
of their eggs are in one basket: op-
posing current health care proposals. 
If that passes, we’ll have to see if 
these tea baggers have the stomach to 
continue. 
 The movement seems to lack 
a hierarchic structure. The Tea Par-
ty Coalition is a collage of groups, 
people, and organizations which still 
manages to display an unreal level of 
coherency and collective message. 
There seems to be no top-down type 
style of organization, in which in-
structions come from some “source” 
that decides what issues to hit and 
how. The national website is simply a 

bunch of links to other sites, and pro-
vides limited instructions on joining 
the tea party movement. There are no 
hints towards any type of leader or 
board of directors.
 This apparent absence of hi-
erarchy is both scary and fascinating 
at the same time. Scary, in the fact 
that so many Americans are disgrun-
tled enough to act out so obnoxiously 
in the public sphere that they some-
times resort to stalking and violence. 
Fascinating though, in the fact that 
such an organic movement can grow 
out of social networks. The Tea Party 
Patriots are a byproduct of instant 
communication. They represent the 
next frontier of political movements: 
online organizing. 
 Arguably, the Democrats al-
ready have their online organizing 
team, Organizing for America. As the 
Tea Party and the Democratic Party 
battle over the next couple months, 
it’s not just a battle over health care-
-it’s a battle over who can mobilize 
enough concerned citizens to perma-
nently alter the political landscape. 
Whoever wins this battle will deter-
mine the best ways to mobilize citi-
zens in the 21st century. 
 Americans have come a long 
way from painting their faces and 
dumping boxes into the sea. Still, we 
speak out when we feel our govern-
ment is not doing what is best for the 
people. Tea Baggers are aggressive 
and a bit childish, but they also repre-
sent a pillar of American values: free 
speech. Whether or not their efforts 
will pay off remains to be seen.  
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Concerned About Swine Flu? 
Blame It On NAFTA 

Lenient environmental 
regulations contribute 

to the outbreak of 
diseases such as the 

swine flu.

CP

By SteVe PoVeDa 
 
 As of mid-September, hun-
dreds of Cornell students have come 
down with influenza-like illnesses, 
many with confirmed cases of swine 
flu. Students are being quarantined, 
classes have been disrupted, and edu-
cation is being put in time-out. As far 
as parties go, more and more people 
are finding it difficult to share cups 
due to fear of catching a virus and the 
Inter-Fraternity Council banned par-
ties for a week. 
 The flu’s implications are 
being felt around the world as well. 
The French are being forced to make 
away with “la bise,” the custom of 
greeting a friend “cheek to cheek” 
and in Germany some schools may 
close for an extended period of time. 
In an effort to reduce the transmis-
sion of the H1N1 virus, schools, 
companies, and health organizations 
around the globe are advising people 
to minimize close interpersonal con-
tact. It also goes without saying that 

people without health insurance have 
even more to worry about this flu sea-
son.  
 Who committed this crime 
of unleashing the swine (flu)? Last 
week my friend was making fun of 
how long I was washing my hands 
so I responded in a rather corny way, 
“Blame it on the NA-NA-NA-NA-
NA-NA-NAFTA”. He chuckled but 
did not quite get why I blamed the 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment (NAFTA) for the swine flu.  
Though the mainstream media ig-
nores it, U.S. policy is partially to 
blame for the outbreak and spread of 
the virus.
 

NAFTA has been the subject of criti-
cism for over a decade and its crit-
ics, although often ignored, are often 
right. NAFTA has accelerated the 
movement of companies to Mexico 
for cheaper labor and much more le-
nient regulations. Are we finally see-
ing and feeling first-hand the conse-
quences of this seemingly harmless 
policy? 
 As NAFTA was signed in 
1994, U.S.-based Smithfield Farms, 
the world’s largest hog producer, set 
up a plant in the Mexican state of 
Veracruz under the name of Granjas 
Carroll to evade tough U.S. regula-
tions. Regulation evasion is what 
they needed, as in 1995 Smithfield 
was slapped with a hefty $12.6 mil-
lion fine, one of the largest fines ever 
given for violating environmental 
protection laws.
 The offense? Smithfield was 
dumping hog waste in the Pagan Riv-
er in Smithfield, Virginia. According 
to Jeff Tietz of Rolling Stone, the 
incident was “the biggest environ-
mental spill in United States history, 
more than twice as big as the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill six years earlier. The 
sludge was so toxic it burned your 
skin if you touched it, and so dense 
it took almost two months to make 
its way sixteen miles downstream to 
the ocean. From the headwaters to 
the sea, every creature living in the 
river was killed. Fish died by the mil-
lions.” 
 In Mexico, companies like 
Smithfield felt free to change pig-
farming tactics in ways they would 
have never been able to do in the 
United States, at the expense of the 
environment. The scale of produc-
tion increased tremendously, creating 
more unsanitary conditions and invit-
ing new strains of the virus to procre-
ate.  
 Now it’s no surprise that 
many trace the flu virus back to Ve-
racruz. It is essentially a ground zero. 
Veracruz was the first place where 
people started reporting “fever, se-
vere cough, and large amounts of 

phlegm” according to early Mexican 
reports. This was followed by an an-
nouncement that “The state govern-
ment of Veracruz in eastern Mexico 
has confirmed one case of swine flu 
in the village of La Gloria with the 
sufferer named locally as a four-year-
old boy, Edgar Hernandez Hernan-
dez.” 
 Smithfield was under a lot of 
scrutiny this past spring and as well 
they should be. However, the root of 
the problem lies in the policies that 
have allowed this to happen: NAFTA. 
I often sound like broken record but 
it’s because no one hears the cry for 
changing NAFTA. Deregulation has 
led to an increase in fraud, miscalcu-
lation, and in this case, influenza. 
 The President’s office has 
asked the media to stop calling it 
“swine flu” because they say it’s 
hurting the pig industry and to in-
stead call it H1N1. Knowing what we 

know about the intensive pig farm-
ing practices, one could wonder if 
President Obama is simply trying to 
avert attention from the underlying 

problem. I said this about the finan-
cial meltdown and I will say it about 
the swine flu: if we do not tackle the 
problem from its origin, it will only 
happen again or probably get worse. 
It is imperative that NAFTA be re-
vised with stronger environmental 
regulations. On the campaign trail 
our President said he would open up 
NAFTA for renegotiations but has yet 
to do so, blaming the global financial 
crisis. Much to the despair of labor 
activists, he missed an opportunity to 
renegotiate during the August “Three 
Amigos Summit.” 
 We must revise NAFTA now 
more than ever because of the glob-
al implications it is has. Before the 
swine flu, there were human rights is-
sues, environmental issues, and even 
labor issues concerning NAFTA. 
Maybe we need something dire and 
deadly like this flu virus to open our 
eyes to the problems we are bringing 
upon ourselves. If this is the wake up 
call we need, then so be it, just don’t 
blame it on the pigs, blame it on the 
NAFTA. 
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New Interrogation Division – Same Old Tactics?
By taSkin rahman

 Since the events of Septem-
ber 11, 2001, national security con-
cerns have permeated all levels of 
politics. Government agencies such 
as the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion and the National Security Agen-
cy are trying to combat terrorist op-
erations on an ongoing basis. During 
this war on terrorism, American sol-
diers and intelligence officers alike 
have often interrogated detainees in 
order to extract crucial information, 
but not without much controversy. 
 Under the Bush administra-
tion, instances of torture were well-
publicized and many officials are 
currently under investigation. Cases 
involving waterboarding and threat-
ening violence on detainee’s family 
members violated anti-torture laws 
established by the United States gov-
ernment and international bodies. 
President Barack Obama campaigned 
against the Bush administration’s in-
telligence-gathering policies enacted 
in the War on Terror and promised to 
change how interrogation operations 
are conducted.  
 In late August, President 
Obama’s administration announced 
the creation of a new interrogation 
unit called the High-Value Detainee 
Interrogation Group (HIG) to  gather 
intelligence in an efficient manner 
without compromising ethical val-
ues. The National Security Council 
in the White House will oversee the 
HIG to hold it more accountable for 
its actions.  In an effort to coordinate 
a more cohesive fight against terror-
ism, the HIG will consist of members 
of various agencies and bureaucra-
cies throughout the nation, including 
the Central Intelligence Agency. HIG 
will be situated in FBI headquarters 

in Washington, D.C., and an FBI of-
ficial will head the unit. 
The main differences between HIG 
and prior interrogation units are the 
guidelines by which HIG will have 
to abide. According to President 
Obama, HIG will operate with non-
coercive methods. This stipulation 
does not leave any leeway for activi-
ties such as waterboarding, sleep de-
privation, or even exposing prisoners 
to loud music for lengthy durations. 
Instead, HIG will operate according 
to the regulations in the FBI’s hand-
book, as opposed to the Army Field 
Manual, which allows for more phys-
ical interrogation tactics. 
Senior FBI officials believe that stan-

dard interrogation methods such as 
presenting both real and fake evi-
dence and the threat of increased pris-
on terms are enough to elicit a con-
fession and other information from 
prisoners. CIA and military officials 
believe that while these tactics may 
work effectively in domestic criminal 
cases, the fanatical terrorists at Guan-
tánamo Bay and other prisoners un-
der American custody will not cave 
to threats of increased prison sen-
tences. Instead, different methods are 

necessary to 
break the will 
of the pris-
oners. Mock 
e x e c u t i o n s 
and physical 
torture may 
instill fear 
within the 
prisoners and 
cause them to 
reveal infor-
mation they 
would other-
wise not. 
This tactical 
difference be-
tween the CIA 
and FBI stems 
from different 
ideologies of 
each agency. 
The FBI is 
primarily con-
cerned with 
building a le-
gal case against the detainee and thus 
has to follow all legal procedures. 
The CIA, on the other hand, is more 
focused on using information ob-
tained from the prisoner to ensure the 
nation’s protection. HIG plans to mix 
both agendas by following the FBI’s 
code of conduct but ensuring that  
the interrogation focuses on gaining 
crucial information to prevent future 
terrorist attacks rather than simply 
building a case.
 HIG seems promising in 
theory, but it remains to be seen 
whether it will be able to operate ef-
fectively under the strict guidelines. 
Prior interrogation task forces also 
had orders to use non-violent means 
of gathering information from detain-
ees, but in a stressful environment 
such as war, emotions run high and 
conduct guidelines may seem like an 
unnecessary constraint. As a result, in 
order to ensure that further violations 
of prisoner’s rights do not occur, it 
should be advised that during every 
interrogation, an outside party, such 
as a non-military government offi-
cial, should be present. The presence 
of a third party would keep interro-
gators under check by holding them 
directly accountable for their actions. 
 Even after the implementa-
tion of these safeguards, there may 
be certain extenuating circumstanc-
es where torture may be justified. If 
there is extremely strong evidence 
that the person in custody is guilty 
of terrorism, and more importantly, 
may have information that can save 
lives, it seems intuitive to allow the 
agents to engage in certain measures 
that deviate from the FBI handbook. 
Mock executions, fake threats, the 
usage of drugs, and waterboard-
ing should all be permissible in this 
case. Even though these tactics may 
seem inhumane, they are only to be 
used in extreme situations and not 
just arbitrarily. Furthermore, the 
deviating tactics used cannot actu-

ally kill or even greatly physically 
or psychologically injure the pris-
oner or anyone else because such ac-
tions would be too extreme. Despite 
the great discomfort associated with 
waterboarding, the fact remains that 
it is simulated drowning, and when 
done properly, no permanent physi-
cal damage occurs. However, be-
cause waterboarding and many of the 
other interrogation tactics described 
above may have lasting psychologi-
cal effects, it should only be allowed 
in dire situations where the failure to 
obtain intelligence will most likely 
mean the certain death of others. In 
these situations, the ill psychological 

effects will be the price that the ter-
rorists pay for their involvement in 
heinous acts. 
Even though there is potential for this 
stipulation of torture to be abused, it 
is naïve to completely ban it when 
it could potentially work and save 
lives. After all, the potential for abuse 
comes with any authoritative posi-
tion, such as a military leader, and 
it would make little sense to com-
pletely ban these positions in order 
to avoid potential wrongs. Instead, 
HIG should consider each interro-
gation on a case-by-case basis and 
apply whichever tactics they deem 
appropriate, based on the evidence. 
Any abuses or wrong-doings should 
be immediately reported by the ob-
serving outside party. Only this way 
can the nation be safe from terrorist 
attacks and maintain its moral values 
at the same time. 

According to President 
Obama, HIG will have 

to operate using 
non-coercive methods.

CP

We at The Cornell Progressive 
support and encourage any thoughts, 
ideas, questions, or comments. We 
want this paper to be a forum for 

discussion and reader activity. Our 
goal is to make political discourse 
and awareness part of the Cornell 

experience.

If you wish to express your 
viewpoints on any article in the 
paper, please send a letter to the 

editors at:

cuprogressive@gmail.com

HIG will operate
 according to the 
regulations in the 

FBI’s handbook as 
opposed to the Army 
Field Manual which 

allows for more 
physical interrogation 

tactics.
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Political Debate Stifled by Corporate Power

CP

By matheuS almeiDa ogleari

 During the recent Congres-
sional summer recess, many Con-
gressmen returned to their home dis-
tricts to meet with constituents in a 
series of town hall meetings. These 
meetings, convened to inform the 
general public about the details of the 
debate on health care reform, became 
magnets for protest by angry mobs. 
 While many of these protests 
were calm, others involved inflam-
matory signs and speeches. It is scary 
to find town hall participants carry-
ing fire arms, assault rifles, and vio-
lent signs with messages referencing 
slavery, Nazism, and revolution. In 
one case, a man with a firearm at an 
Obama town hall held a sign men-
tioning watering a tree of liberty. 
This alludes to an old Thomas Jeffer-
son quote: “The tree of liberty must 
occasionally be watered by the blood 
of tyrants.” It expresses one of Jef-
ferson’s long-held beliefs that revo-
lutions must take place occasionally 
to keep authority in check, but has 
worrying implications if intended to 
apply to modern politics. 
 The man holding that sign 
got it wrong. President Obama is not 
an oppressive tyrant. Rather, the most 
dangerous element in contemporary 
American politics is that of corporate 
influence and financial power, which 
together are corrupting the political 
system and distorting debates.
 Many of the town hall pro-
tests were organized and even spon-
sored by right-wing groups and the 
health insurance industry. Some 
protestors have been accused of ac-
cepting money from corporations in 
exchange for appearing at more than 
one event or disrupting Congress-
men during their discussions. Some 

corporations are trying to stifle de-
bate and stop the public from having 
meaningful conversations with their 
representatives. 
 Corporate influence among 
politicians is worrisome. A danger-
ously large number of politicians 
depend on private companies for 
campaign contributions, with ques-
tionable implications for the integ-
rity of those politicians. For example, 
roughly 46 members of Congress 
have taken sums of over $200,000 
in payment by the private health-
care industry. Familiar names in this 
healthcare debate include Senate Ma-
jority Leader Harry Reid ($361,750), 
Senator John Kerry ($680,184), Sen-
ator Max Baucus ($655,899), Sena-
tor Chris Dodd ($767,841), Senator 
Joe Lieberman ($449,066), Senator 
John McCain ($684,787), Senator 
Arlen Specter ($366,828), and Sena-
tor Chuck Grassley ($422,149). Key 
members of the executive branch 
who have received contributions in-
clude Secretary of State Hillary Clin-
ton ($697,351) and President Barack 
Obama ($1,427,180), according to 
Open Secrets, a nonpartisan organi-
zation that tracks the flow of money 
in government.
 These profit incentives are 
highly tempting for politicians, and 
with such high figures, corporate 
America is a major player in U.S. 
politics. What results from all this 
is a system in which the interests 
of few (corporations) drive politics 
and decision-making over the inter-
ests of the many (the people). Such 
a system contradicts the fundamental 
principles of a democratic state. It 
is frightening to see how the private 
sector poured over $17 million into 
stifling the health care debate, dis-
rupting policy-making that is in the 

best interest of the people.
 So when politicians like the 
“Blue Dog Democrats” claim to be 
centrist to justify their disagreement 
with the liberal or progressive base 
of the Democratic Party, they are not 
being entirely truthful. These politi-
cians are not centrist—they are cor-
poratist. These same politicians are 
among the six senators (three Demo-
crats and three Republicans) from 
the Senate finance committee work-
ing on a “bipartisan” healthcare re-
form bill. In this version of the bill, 
a public option is not included, but a 
mandate for having health insurance 
for “universal coverage” still exists. 
But without a public option, who 
will citizens have to buy their health 
insurance from under this mandate? 
Private insurance companies. 

 Are Americans supposed to 
believe that this real reform for the 
U.S. healthcare system? Of course 
not; this will only exacerbate the 
situation because private insurance 
companies will gain more power. But 
why should those six senators care? 
One of them, Senator Max Baucus 
(D-MO), receives more money from 
health insurance companies than 
from his own home state. He has 
made it clear whom he is represent-
ing in Congress.
 It seems, at first glance, that 
large Democratic majorities in the 
House and Senate (59% and 60%, 
respectively) would easily be able 
to pass the universal, single-payer 
healthcare agenda for which they 
have longed for over half a century. 
However, as corporate America flex-
es its muscles and pumps more mon-
ey into politics, that dream is fading 
away. Health care reform has been 
watered down repeatedly—first to a 
public option that does not guaran-
tee full coverage, and now even to a 
“trigger” plan in which a public op-
tion may only be created depending 
on the behavior of private companies. 
At this rate, the healthcare system 
may stay the same or even get worse.
 The Obama Administration 
also seems to be giving ground in 
terms of health care promises. Mixed 
signals from the White House sug-
gest that although President Obama 
expresses preference for a public op-
tion, he is not committed to vetoing a 
bill that does not include it. In other 
words, it appears as if he would al-
low any bill coming out of Congress 
to pass even if it does not contain the 
public option. 
 Besides taking money from 
the health care industry, Obama 
struck a deal with pharmaceutical 
companies where they will contribute 
$80 billion to health care costs over 

ten years and “support” healthcare re-
form (through vague advertisements) 
in exchange for being free from ne-
gotiating lower prescription drug 
prices with the government. Yet an-
other concession made to the health 
industry. This does not bode well for 
the American people who voted for 
real change and for a president who 
pledged to not give in to the special 
interests. President Obama is looking 
more like a politician and less like a 
true leader. 
 Could this corporate takeover 
of Washington mean the downfall of 
American politics? If the Democrats 
fail to deliver their promises, what 
is the next step? Who will America 
vote for in the next major elections 
in 2010 and 2012? The Republicans 
are not a viable option—they have 
proven time after time to be a use-
less party with no real solutions for 
the problems Americans face. Even 
worse, the GOP base is increasingly 
comprised of lunatics (i.e., birthers, 
xenophobes, Nazi theorists, seces-
sionists, death panelists, warmon-
gers, and Glenn Beck). The only 
other major party is the Democratic 
Party, which may continue to fail to 
produce desired results. This brings 
us to a standstill; a dilemma that must 
be resolved.
 Hopefully this is not the fate 
of the U.S. politics, but it seems to be 
where it is headed. There needs to be 
a fundamental change in the system 
in the near future. The U.S. must be 
freed from the grasp of its corporat-
ist overlords. Their power has grown 
from years of unrestricted and unreg-
ulated capitalism and their influence 
will not stop at healthcare, but rather 
continue to inhibit progress in areas 
including energy, the environment, 
education, defense, and immigration. 
Their drive is to make more money, 
even at the expense of everyone else. 
 The healthcare debate is not 
yet over. There are still some fight-
ers in Congress such as Speaker of 
the House Nancy Pelosi and Con-
gressman Anthony Weiner (D-NY), 
among others. Hopefully they can 
help whip the Democratic Party back 
into shape. There is still hope, but we 
must rally to send a clear message 
of concern to our representatives in 
Washington. A revolution can be 
defined as a drastic change in ways 
of thinking and behaving—which is 
exactly what the U.S. needs. Candi-
date Barack Obama advocated hope 
and change. He gained the support of 
many and lifted people’s prospects 
for the future. Now that he is Presi-
dent, it is his obligation to rejuvenate 
the U.S. in this moment of peril. Un-
til then, Americans will continue to 
be robbed of their voices by the cor-
porate facade. 
 A revolution is necessary to 
replenish the tree of liberty from the 
blight of American corporatism. It is 
time to take back our country.

The interests of 
corporations, not the 

people, are 
driving politics and 
decision-making. 
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Sarah Palin is making some 
dough. She’s going around 
the world speaking. She’s 
got a gig over in China. 
She’s very excited because 
she thinks that China is a red 
state. --David Letterman

Next Tuesday -- a lot of people talking about this – President Obama plans to make a televised 
speech to the nation’s students during school hours. Many Republicans are planning to keep their 
kids home from school in protest. As a result, those kids have voted Obama “Best President Ever.” 
--Conan O’Brien

Jenna Bush was hired as a 
correspondent for the ‘To-
day’ show. People wonder if 
her dad was a factor in her 
getting the job. If he was, 
it looks like she overcame 
it and got the job anyway. 
--Craig Ferguson

A spokesperson for Sarah Palin 
says she’s about 85% finished 
with her book, which means that 
Sarah Palin is finished with her 
book. --Conan O’Brien

The economy is get-
ting worse. The De-
partment of Labor 
today announced 
that unemployment 
is at a 26-year high 
of 9.7%, making this 
the most ironic La-
bor Day since 1983. 
--Jimmy Kimmel

Former President George 
W. Bush has hired a man 
to lead his presidential 
think tank in Dallas. The 
man was hired because 
he was the only candidate 
who could say the words, 
“George W. Bush think 
tank” with a straight face. 
--Conan O’Brien

In preparation for the 
swine flu outbreak, col-
leges all over the coun-
try are warning students 
to avoid kissing, drinking 
games, and using drugs. 
College students have 
reacted to the news by 
immediately getting the 
swine flu. --Jimmy Fallon

Well, it’s back. You know what 
I’m talking about. Swine flu. 
And they say now this year it 
may be worse than ever. And I 
was thinking, well, thank God 
we fixed our healthcare sys-
tem. --David Letterman


