
By Josh Uhr

 Arlen Specter, who has repre-
sented Pennsylvania in the U.S. Sen-
ate as a Republican for three decades, 
is up for reelection in 2010. But first 
he needs to win the primary--the 
Democratic primary. In April 2009, 
the long-time Republican senator an-
nounced, “as the Republican Party has 
moved farther and farther to the right, 
I have found myself increasingly at 
odds with the Republican philosophy 
and more in line with the philosophy 
of the Democratic Party.” But Spec-
ter’s switch is not nearly as noble as it 
appears to be. It comes at a time that 
is, not coincidentally, critically im-
portant for the survival of his politi-
cal career. Former Representative Pat 
Toomey, who lost his bid for Senate in 
2004 to Specter by only two percent-
age points, has announced that he is 
running again in the upcoming elec-
tions, and he is expected to win the 
Republican nomination. Quite sim-
ply, if Specter ran against Toomey in 
the Republican primary, his chances 
of winning it would have been slim.
 But Specter, the longest-
serving senator in Pennsylvania’s 
history, is not yet ready to abandon 
his seat in Washington’s Capitol 
Building. He did what he saw as his 

best option: switch parties to avoid 
running in a close race. He acknowl-
edged this in the press conference 
announcing his switch, admitting 
that his “prospects for winning a Re-
publican primary [would be] bleak.” 
 So what are his prospects 
for winning a Democratic primary? 
Not as good as he originally thought, 
since Representative Joe Sestak has 
subsequently jumped into the race. 
Sestak, “[a Democrat] by choice,” 
as opposed to “by necessity,” as 
Muhlenberg College’s Chris Bo-
rick told TIME Magazine, has rep-
resented the southern and western 
suburbs of Philadelphia in the U.S. 
Congress since his election in 2006. 
Before that, he spent three decades 
serving in the Navy, working his 
way up to the rank of 3-star Admiral.
 Although Sestak may pose 
a threat to Specter, he is not widely 
known outside of Pennsylvania’s 7th 
Congressional District. Since he an-
nounced his candidacy, his campaign 
has taken him all over the state. Per-
suading millions of people, however, 
to support an unfamiliar Congress-
man over Specter, a name every Penn-
sylvanian knows, is an uphill battle. 
Making his climb even steeper is that 
almost every big name in the Demo-
cratic establishment--at the national, 
state, and local level--has endorsed 

Specter’s candidacy, including Presi-
dent Barack Obama, Vice President 
Joe Biden, Pennsylvania Governor 
Ed Rendell, and many mayors and lo-
cal politicians. Furthermore, the lat-
est Quinnipiac University poll (at the 
time of this writing) shows Specter 
leading Sestak 44% to 25% among 
registered Pennsylvania democrats.
 The odds may be stacked 
against him, but Sestak has proven 
to be resilient before. He defeated 
former Representative Curt Weldon, 
who served Pennsylvania’s 7th Dis-
trict for two decades, in the 2006 
Congressional elections by eight 
percentage points (polls placed Wel-

don ten percentage points ahead of 
Sestak months earlier). And it is not 
unheard of for a little-known candi-
date to rise up and defeat his already 
established and connected opponent 
in a political contest (think Barack 
Obama). That said, it is not easy to 
draw parallels between Obama’s 
and Sestak’s respective situations. 
Sestak’s candidacy is not ground-
breaking, so he doesn’t have that mo-
mentum to propel him forward. Fur-
thermore, unlike Obama, he does  not 
have two years to make the case for 
himself – he only has nine months. 
 

Continued on page 4

By Catherine LUssenhop 

 Don’t let their name fool you. 
Operation Rescue isn’t so much about 
“rescue.” It is one of the more famous 
anti-choice groups in the country, one 
that isn’t at all hesitant to suggest vi-
olence in the name of protecting the 
unborn. They’ve been linked to this 
summer’s horrific murder of late-term 
abortion provider Dr. George Tiller, 
and members have been convicted of 
attempted bombings of other clinics.
 Operation Rescue was found-
ed by Binghamton-area native Randall 
Terry, and he ran the group until 1991. 
From there it went to Keith Tucci and 
then in 1994 to Flip Benham. Benham 
changed the group’s name to Opera-
tion Save America. Operation Rescue’s 
tactical director Jeff White broke off 
to form Operation Rescue West. Op-
eration Save America now tackled all 
sorts of important issues, like oppos-
ing Gay-Straight Alliances in schools, 
while Operation Rescue maintains its 
focus on abortion. In 1999, Jeff White 
stepped down after an $880,000 judg-
ment against Operation Rescue for ha-
rassing Planned Parenthood workers. 

Troy Newman took over and moved the 
headquarters to Wichita, Kansas to focus 
on—you guessed it—Dr. George Tiller. 
 After Tiller’s murder, Op-
eration Rescue of course denied any 
involvement. Randall Terry called 
the murder “cowardly” and “anti-
thetical to what we [pro-life activ-
ists] believe,” but he also said that the 
slain doctor “reaped what he sowed.”
 “He was a mass murderer,” 
Terry said. “He sowed death. And then 
he reaped death in a horrifying way.”  
 Operation Rescue asserted 
that Scott Roeder, Tiller’s murderer, 
had never been a member or con-
tributor, but Roeder claimed to have 
donated hundreds to the organi-
zation. More disturbingly, senior 
policy advisor Cheryl Sullenger’s 
phone number was found in Scott 
Roeder’s car, on the dashboard. 
Sullenger first denied any contact 
with him, but then revealed that she 
had been telling Roeder about times 
of Tiller’s court dates to help Roeder 
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By ZaChary newkirk and JaCoB 
arem

 
 On September 13, 2009, a 
body was found in rural southeast-
ern Kentucky, hanged in a cemetery, 
naked, and with bound hands and 
feet. The deceased person was iden-
tified as Bill Sparkman, a U.S. Cen-
sus worker. Disturbingly, it seems 
that the victim was targeted because 
of his participation in administering 
the census; he was found with the 
word “Fed” scrawled on his chest. 
Is this horrific act of violence a sin-
gle isolated incident or the begin-
ning of a violent anti-government 
campaign?
 Bill Sparkman, 51, was a 
single father who worked both as 
a substitute teacher and a census 
worker in order to support himself 
and his 19-year-old son. He battled 
Non-Hodgkins Lymphona, a type of 
cancer. He persevered through the 
disease and earned his teaching cer-
tificate. His brutal murder was met 
with horror in the local community 
and prompted the Census Bureau to 
halt door-to-door interviews for the 
time being in Clay County, where 
the body was found.
 Why was this man killed? 
Why would a single father who 
works two jobs have to fear for 
his life as he does his duty for the 
census? The prospect of increased 
anti-federal government violence 
is a very frightening possibility. It 
was strong in the 1990s and abated 
for most of the 2000s as control in 
Washington shifted from one po-
litical party to another. The most 
infamous and certainly the most 
horrifying incident of anti-federal 
government violence was of course 
the 1995 Oklahoma City Federal 
Building bombing by Timothy 
McVeigh in which 168 people were 
killed and nearly 700 injured. 
 To some, even members of 
agencies as apolitical as the census 
bureau can be viewed as “the gov-
ernment,” and therefore evil. In this 
extreme case, the census worker 
was punished for being a repre-

sentative of “the government”. 
 There are those among the 
left who wish to attribute the mur-
der of Bill Sparkman to right-wing 
demagogues such as Rush Lim-
baugh, and the new darling of the 
conservative movement, Glenn 
Beck. There may be merit in that 
but the root may lay much deeper 
in the antipathetic relationship of 
many Americans, particularly ru-
ral Americans, with the federal 
government. However, on the sur-
face, if you watch these hateful 
programs on Fox News – and you 
probably hardly do if you are read-
ing this publication – then you may 
be shocked at the amount of abhor-
rence that these so-called pundits 
spout.

 

To them, and to millions of ill-in-
formed Americans, Barack Obama 
represents fearful possibilities, such 
as the loss of their guns to federal 
agents and their grandparents to 
death panels. Into this fear-monger-
ing storm of hate stepped a white 
man, a census worker who had 
moved to Kentucky for the sake of 
helping Boy Scouts and with aspi-
rations to be a math teacher. How 
dare he do his Constitutionally-
mandated job that is done for the 
purpose of figuring out how many 
representatives the state of Ken-
tucky can send to the House of Rep-
resentatives? His punishment was 
to be stripped naked, bound with 
duct tape and hanged in a remote 
part of rural Kentucky to be discov-
ered only days later.
 Perhaps his death was 
caused by an ill-informed criminal 
hoping to do justice to this country 
by ridding itself of an evil servant of 

the Census Bureau. Too many con-
spiracy theories exist about the cen-
sus and it is unfortunate that some 
elected officials not only do not 

deny them but seem to perpetuate 
them. Take Rep. Michelle Bach-
mann (R-MN), who said that there 
was a link between the census and 
Japanese internment camps during 
World War Two, and hinted at the 
possibility of using the census in the 
future for more internment camps. 
 Commentator Neil Boortz 
said once that the census “is de-
signed to help the government steal 
from you in order to pass off your 
property to the moochers. They’re 
looters.” Classy, Neil. Even more 
ludicrous is the claim that President 
Obama is aiming to indoctrinate 
schoolchildren to collect census in-
formation. It would be cuter, any-
way. And perhaps most ridiculous 
is the claim, made by Douglas V. 
Gibbs of the American Daily Re-
view, that the census is aimed at 
giving information to United Na-
tions personnel so they can round 
people up once Obama lets foreign 
soldiers occupy the United States. 
Silly conspiracy theories aside, 
the possibility of a future wave of 
violence is a serious problem. The 
tense emotions in town hall meet-
ings, normally very dry and bland 
places to be, are representative of 
the tense emotions running among 
some segments of society. The 
threat is real and it will not subside 
for quite some time. 
 This senseless act of vio-
lence should serve as a reminder of 
the dangers of extremism and the 
national response to this murder 
should be a turn toward moderation.
 Left or right, pro-govern-
ment or not, be aware that others 
have different opinions. Respect 
one another and do not use political 
or ideological differences as justifi-
cation for hostility or even violence. 
That being said, we should mourn 
Bill Sparkman as a man who died 
in his own line of duty and honor 
his legacy through making sure acts 
like this never happen again. 
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Why are door-to-door 
census workers no 
longer safe in this 

country?

This senseless act of 
violence should serve 
as a reminder of the 

dangers of extremism.
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Letter to the Editor

CP

The message was 
never about helping 

the president with his 
political agenda, but 
rather about helping 
him (and the country 

as a whole) by working 
hard in school.

Response:

 I would like to say thank 
you to Mr. Stec for his response to 
my recent article; productive and 
respectful debate is always wel-
come at the Cornell Progressive. 
I will address Keith’s two points 
in order. First, while it is true that 
many conservatives took issue with 
lesson plans released by the White 
House to accompany President 
Obama’s speech to students, a sig-
nificant component of the outcry 
focused not on the wording of the 
activities provided to accompany 
the speech, but rather on the nature 
of the propaganda it purportedly 
contained. A statement by Florida 
GOP Chairman Jim Greer is a rep-
resentative example: “[I am] abso-
lutely appalled that taxpayer dollars 
are being used to spread President 
Obama’s socialist ideology.” Okla-
homa Republican state Senator 
Steve Russell’s words on the sub-
ject illustrate a similar reaction: 
“As far as I am concerned, this is 
not civics education — it gives the 
appearance of creating a cult of per-
sonality.” 
 Reacting to responses such 
as this, the White House did revise 
the lesson plans that were to accom-
pany the president’s address, but it 
is crucial that we look at the context 
in which they did so. The lesson 
plans in question were released by 
the White House several days prior 
to the text of the president’s speech. 
Conservatives who objected to the 
wording of these lesson plans did 
so immediately, without consider-
ing that the speech might be non-

partisan, as it was clearly shown to 
be upon its release. 
 If President Obama had 
used his address to urge children 
to support his plan for health care, 
the situation would have been sig-
nificantly different; questions ask-
ing how students could help the 
president in that case would have 
been wholly inappropriate, and a 
true politicization of the classroom. 
However, as was made clear upon 
its release, the president’s speech 

contained no partisan elements, 
but was rather an exhortation for 
students to work hard and stay in 
school as a duty to their president 
and their country, apolitical rhetoric 
in the context of which questions 
about how students could help the 
president seem fitting (although ad-
mittedly not ideally chosen). 
 In this context, the revision 
asking students to consider how 
they can achieve their educational 
goals is certainly not worlds apart 
from the original; the message was 
never about helping the president 

with his political agenda, but rather 
about helping him (and the coun-
try as a whole) by working hard in 
school. If we fault the White House 
for this situation, it is only for the 
timing of their release of documents 
bearing on this issue, which if better 
orchestrated would have left little 
ambiguity regarding the president’s 
intentions.
 It is for this reason that I 
chose to focus my article on what I 
saw as the more serious component 
of the issue, which of course is the 
depiction of President Obama as a 
socialist developing a cult of per-
sonality, rhetoric that would almost 
certainly have been identical even if 
the White House had released docu-
ments more tactfully. I see no need 
to debunk these claims again, other 
than stating that they are utterly un-
true. I do not see how criticism of a 
badly-chosen phrase in a lesson plan 
on a completely apolitical speech is 
more important than a fundamental 
and repeated mischaracterization 
of the president’s values and goals, 
and it is neither an effort to deceive 
readers nor a failure to adequately 
research this topic to have omitted 
this superficial misunderstanding 
from an article whose primary fo-
cus was on an issue of much greater 
importance.
 Interestingly, Keith’s sec-
ond point is also a criticism of dic-
tion, in this case of my choice of 
the word “fabrication” to describe 
the reporting tactics of Fox News. 
One would hope that Fox does not 
contrive news stories out of thin air, 
as the word would suggest, but re-
cent events suggest otherwise.  

 About a week before this 
writing, The Huffington Post pub-
lished a story regarding a full page 
advertisement Fox News took out 
in the Washington Post asking how 
ABC, CBS, CNN, and other news 
sources “missed” reporting on the 
Tea Party demonstrations in the na-
tion’s capital on September 12th, 
boldly stating that “we report all 
the news.” As CNN’s Rick Sanchez 
powerfully explained in a video ac-
companying the blog post, CNN in 
fact covered the protests quite gen-
erously, with several crews, satellite 
trucks, and live interviews. The dif-
ference between that coverage and 
Fox’s was that CNN and other net-
works did not encourage and pro-
mote the rallies as Fox did; indeed, 
video released recently shows a Fox 
producer waving her hands to ex-
cite the crowd behind Fox reporter 
Griff Jenkins as he reported live on 
the event to Glenn Beck.
 Perhaps Keith is right in 
saying that Fox News does not 
completely fabricate news stories, 
if fabrication is understood to mean 
the reporting of news that simply 
has not occurred; that realm may 
be left only to the tabloids at the 
supermarket checkout. But is there 
such a great a difference between a 
story on a lizard child born in Mis-
sissippi and a report claim that only 
one news organization covered a 
massive protest in our nation’s capi-
tal? I would not say they are worlds 
apart. 

Sam Ferenc

To the Editors:

 Sam’s article mentioned 
Obama’s recent speech to school 
children on September 8. While he 
did mention the outrage expressed 
by many conservatives, I found it 
extremely disheartening to see him 
omit the reason for the outrage, 
namely the activities that the Obama 
administration had planned for the 
children. Before the speech, the ad-
ministration had planned to have 
children participate in activities; 
one being that they “write letters to 
themselves about what they can do 
to help the president.” After con-
servatives made their anger known, 
the White House changed the activ-
ity to, “write letters to themselves 
about how they can achieve their 
short-term and long-term education 
goals.’’ Clearly the White House 
found a problem with what they 
originally had planned. These two 
activities are worlds apart and for 
Sam to not even acknowledge this, 

even though the White House did, 
either shows that he doesn’t care 
about spinning a story or isn’t capa-
ble of fully researching an incident 
before he writes about it. 
 My other complaint with 
Sam’s the assertion article came on 
page 11 where he wrotethat, “One 
avenue to doing so that Fox News 
in particular has exploited since the 
last election is sensationalism, wild 
exaggeration, and in many cases 
outright fabrication, of news stories 
for the purpose of attracting more 
viewers.” I would just like to know 
what news stories Fox has fabricat-
ed. I read Huffington Post daily and 
while they are an extremely leftist 
news organization, I have never 
seen a claim such as this. I would 
really hope that Sam isn’t trying to 
misguide readers on purpose. 

Keith Stec

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.comCP



By sarah GreenBerG 

 As we get busier, fewer and 
fewer young people have time to sit 
in front of the television and watch 
full-length news broadcasts to glean 
important local, national, and inter-
national stories. So what do they do? 
To whom do they turn? If you don’t 
have time to read Maureen Dowd, or 
watch Keith Olbermann, how do you 
know what to think about politics?
 The answer for many is Jon 

Stewart. Host of Comedy Central’s 
The Daily Show for over ten years, 
Stewart has become the go-to man for 
laughs and witticisms that point out 
the bizarre and ridiculous in the gov-
ernment and the press. It seems, how-
ever, that many young people rely on 
Stewart for actual news, or even as a 
guide for political (and overtly lib-
eral) opinions. Is that a responsibil-
ity that’s fair to put on a comedian?
 Let me say that I watch 

(and love) The Daily Show. When 
the show recently went on a three-
week hiatus, I truly missed it. When 
I see Stewart on the street I want to 
go right up to him and say “You’re 
awesome!” I definitely relate to the 
Jewish, New Jersey upbringing of-
ten referenced on the show, as it mir-
rors very closely that of my dad. So 
this is my disclaimer: I’m a fan, too.
 Stewart is often depicted as 
the voice of the young liberal popula-
tion, perhaps because young liberals 
compromise much of his audience. A 
problem arises when viewers inter-
nalize what is said on the show and 
determine it to be the real “news.” 
Nothing shown is ever fabricated, but 
the criticism of the news is not the sto-
ry in and of itself. Laughing at Stew-
art making fun of Rod Blagojevich is 
absolutely enjoyable, but do you get a 
clear picture of Blagojevich’s crimes 
and the consequences of them? No.
 The reason why so many 
young liberals are dedicated to Stew-
art may be that the political world, 
and the media’s interpretation of 
it, may be so convoluted, partisan, 
and contradictory that we’d like 
for someone to lay out most of the 
facts and then point out the ridicu-
lous in them. Furthermore, if done 
in true Stewart fashion, it’s hilarious.
 There is another side to this. 
Having so many liberal young adults 

supporting and admiring Stewart 
begs the question: is Stewart speak-
ing for us? If we get our news from 
him, it only makes sense that he can 
have a considerable impact in shap-
ing our opinions. Well, if you agree 
with his politics, it couldn’t be that 
bad. I only worry that the goofiness 
that Stewart embodies will become 
the way our generation is viewed. 
Of course, his interviews display ex-
tensive learning and a critical mind, 
so it wouldn’t be bad to be aligned 
with that. But I think we’ve learned 
that not all people look at the things 
that may refute their argument, so 
instead of seeing the bright, serious 
Stewart, they see the one that refers 
to the recession as “Clusterf#@k 
to the Poor House.” Instead of see-
ing us as thoughtful young voters, 
we’re the mindless fools who watch 
Stewart only for laughs and to dis-
respect the press and politics. This 
may be a little severe, but by inter-

preting past allegations of people like 
Bill O’Reilly, I think it makes sense.
 Nobody who likes The Daily 
Show would ever want it to change, 
myself included. Yet, there is no 
way other points of view are going 
to change. Is this another unsolvable 
problem, or just a simple observation 
of fact? Young liberals who watch 
Stewart do admit to getting their news 
from him, and he has been criticized 
for portraying the “real news” to his 
audience in a detrimental way. He al-
ways argues that it is “fake news” and 
should be treated that way. I guess 
the only thing to suggest is just to 
take it with a grain of salt. Don’t be-
lieve everything, and don’t let Stew-
art shape your entire opinion. But 
watch The Daily Show.  It’s worth it.
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Does Jon Stewart Speak For Us?

CP

Can young liberal 
voters rely on well-

informed comedians 
like Jon Stewart for 
political news and 

commentary?

Continued from page 1

 One thing that Sestak does 
have going for him, though, is that 
he is genuinely passionate about the 
democratic ideals he stands for, and he 
really cares about the people he rep-
resents. Unlike Arlen Specter, Sestak 
is not another career politician eager 
to hold on to his power. After all, he 
first held public office only three years 
ago, after retiring from a lifelong 
military career. Moreover, he com-
mits to certain positions on political 
issues not because of their popularity,
or lack thereof, among voters; in-
stead, he stands for what he be-
lieves is right, the reason  he entered 

the political arena in the first place. 
 As one of his constituents, I 
have had the pleasure of meeting him 
several times, and his compassion 
becomes especially apparent when 
speaking with him. His other constit-
uents must see it too – they reelected 
him to the House for a second term 
by a 20-point margin. Therefore, I am 
optimistic and cautiously confident 
that after nine months of traversing 
Pennsylvania and speaking with and 
listening to voters, Representative 
Sestak will be able to rally the support 
he needs to defeat Senator Specter in 
the Democratic primary for Senate.

CP

Sestak Challenges Longtime Pennsylvania Senator



By anna CoLLins

 Back in 1999, Congress was 
busy setting up the United States 
for failure. At this time, the Glass-
Steagall Act of 1933 was repealed 
without a substitute safeguard. The 
Act’s purpose was to protect the fi-
nancial system by insulating com-
mercial banks and other forms of risk 
by maintaining separation between 
groups prone to competing interests. 
With no replacement, many observ-
ers predicted that a large-scale fi-
nancial crisis would inevitably re-
sult, perhaps not immediately but 
certainly once the market stopped 
growing at such a hurried pace. 
   

 
 
  

 

How right they were. The current fi-
nancial crisis, rooted in deregulation 
and a massive asset bubble, could 
have easily been prevented had au-
thorities, such as former Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Alan Greens-
pan and current Chairman Ben Ber-
nanke, not shamelessly refused to 
acknowledge the ever-burgeoning 
problem. Conservative politicians 
and economists are also to blame for 
failing to understand that growing 
inequality--a product of the Washing-
ton Consensus that allowed the rich 
to get richer as the wages of low- and 
moderate-income workers stagnated-
-never leads to universally positive 
consequences. However, now is not 
the time for counter-productive finger 
pointing or senseless blame games. 
Now is the time to understand the 
steps leading up to the market col-
lapse of 2008 and what our country 
can do to preclude another downturn. 
 At the center of the problem 
is market instability, caused in large 
part by the ability to create new lines 
of credit that gradually dried up the 
flow of money, slowed new economic 
growth, and curtailed the buying and 
selling of assets. These developments 
negatively impacted both individuals 
and businesses, and many financial 

institutions found themselves in the 
possession of mortgage-backed as-
sets that dropped so precipitously in 
value that they could no longer bring 
enough money to pay the loans. As 
a natural consequence, the banks’ 
already insufficient reserve capital 
became restricted or disappeared, 
as did their credit and ability to ne-
gotiate new loans. In the time lead-
ing up to the crisis, banks displayed 
enormous irresponsibility and indis-
cretion by facilitating mortgages for 
people who could not afford them. 
 During the years of the hous-
ing bubble, mortgage brokers earned 
their money simply by issuing mort-
gages, giving them an incentive to 
favor inflated appraisals over accu-
rate ones. When the housing bubble 
began to unravel after prices peaked 
in 2006, a rapid rise in default rates 
ensued, especially in the subprime 
market, and subprime mortgages, 
widely held by financial firms, lost 
most of their value. This led to a large 

decline in the monetary reserves of 
many banks and made the infamous 
tax-payer funded bailouts necessary. 
 While the Fed was right to 
worry that the failure of the world’s 
largest and most interconnected busi-
nesses would have disastrous conse-
quences for world financial markets, 
the bailout process inevitably encour-
ages careless and erratic risk-taking. 
 Another contributing fac-
tor to market instability was cheap 
credit, which made it much easier 
for people to buy houses or make 
other investments based purely on 
speculation. Recall that it was a 
speculative stock frenzy, the prod-
uct of artificially low interest rates 
and an unsustainable credit-driven 
boom, that preceded the Great De-
pression—something the composers 

of the Glass-Steagall Act fully com-
prehended. Put simply, cheap credit 
created more money in the system 
and, acting accordingly, people tried 
to spend that money. Unfortunately, 
people all wanted to buy the same as-
set (houses), which shifted demand 
outward and resulted in inflation. Pri-
vate equity firms leveraged billions 
of dollars of debt to purchase compa-
nies and created hundreds of billions 
of dollars in wealth simply by shuf-
fling paper without creating anything 
of real value. Adding to the prob-
lem of inflation was speculation in 
oil prices and rising unemployment. 
 We must also consider why, 
during the peak years of the housing 
bubble, financial institutions were 
counter-intuitively willing to make 
loans that would never be paid off. 
The answer is an incentive struc-
ture that places an enormous pre-
mium on short-term profits, often at 
the expense of long-term profits or 
even long-term corporate survival. 
Rather than rewarding long-term per-
formance or patiently awaiting the 
long-term impact of bankers’ actions, 
employers customarily honored 
short-term, fleeting profit through 
“guaranteed bonuses.” These created 
perverse incentives for excessive risk 
taking that could be well worse the 
incentives rather than straight salary. 
Regrettably, even as French Presi-
dent Nicolas Sarkozy threatened to 
storm out of the September G-20 
summit meeting in Pittsburgh if the 

assembling countries do not agree to 
tough curbs on bonus payments for 
overly daring bankers, the U.S. con-
tinues to voice reservations about re-
forming our distorted bonus culture. 
 Keen to protect major finan-
cial centers in the City of London 
and Wall Street, our country seems 
to consider bonuses a non-subject, 
unaware or in denial of a practice 
that is altogether improper and cyni-

cal. Company managers need to set 
long-term policies while holding 
pressures for short-term profits in 
check as they do in Germany. This is 
enforced by their stake-holder, rather 
than share-holder, model of capital-
ism where, for instance, worker rep-
resentatives sit on boards of directors 
and unionization rates remain high.
 Clearly some significant 
changes need to be made. The finan-
cial meltdown of 2008 need not be 
interpreted as the collapse of market 
fundamentalism or the downfall of 
capitalism, but as a clear opportu-
nity to reform our financial system. 
Middle- and lower-income Ameri-
cans need to be given more buying 
power through an increase in wages 
so most of what is earned in America 
does not continue to go exclusively 
to the richest five percent. Whereas 

the rich are more likely to invest 
their earnings wherever around the 
world they can get the highest re-
turn, low- and moderate-income 
Americans are more likely to buy and 
stimulate the American economy. 
 Stronger unions are also 
necessary in order to better protect 
the local service sector from global 
competition. Moreover, corporations 
should be made legally answerable to 
not only shareholders, but also their 
employees and community, which 
would first require a basic change in 
the composition of corporate boards. 
Finally, while it may seem like a radi-
cal solution, the government should 
temporarily nationalize the banking 
institutions, replace failed manage-
ment, refresh the balance sheets, and 
then sell them back to the private 
sector once all underlying problems 
are thoroughly addressed. This way 
banks are forced to acknowledge the 
extent of their problems and to re-
solve them immediately. On a related 
note, major banks considered “too 
big to fail,” those that disproportion-
ately influence public policy, must be 
broken up by the government. Even 
banks that remain in private hands 
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The answer is the 
financial industry’s 

incentive structure that 
places an enormous 

premium on short-term 
profits.

Now is the time 
to understand the 
antecedents to the 
market collapse of 
2008 and what our 
country can do to 
preclude another 

downturn.

Clearly, some 
significant changes 

need to be made.

Back in 1999, 
Congress was busy 

setting up the United 
States for failure.

How much of the blame 
for the financial crisis lies 
with current Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Ben 

Bernanke and his predecessor, 
Alan Greenspan?
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A Guide to Online Political News 
By rohan siddhanti

 In today’s fast-paced world, 
it is hard to figure out where to look 
for your news. If you have picked 
up this issue of the Progressive, you 
clearly have some thirst for politi-
cal news. In an era where there are 
hundreds of political news websites, 
which ones will give you the most 
balanced, complete view of the day’s 
stories? 
  You might be wondering, 
“Why should I take advice from this 
guy?” Well, let me answer that. I like 
to think of myself as a connoisseur 
of news. Like the squirrel that darts 
out into the wilderness to pick up that 
specific nut, I constantly forage the 
web to identify news sources that fit 
my style. My style is one that appre-
ciates a balanced view point.
 Let’s take this from a top-
down perspective. If you’re looking 
for a quick gist of the daily or break-
ing news, cnn.com/politics should be 
your first source. They have reporters 
around the globe, and when it comes 
to breaking news, if cnn.com doesn’t 
have it, it probably isn’t true. Also, 
look for their “quick hits” on the top 
right-hand corner of each article for a 
short bullet-point summary.
 Another top-down news 
source is BBC.com. “The interna-
tional perspective is the most im-
portant,” recent Cornell graduate 
Nicholas Scinta  recently explained. 
“I find that the best news comes from 
a source that has no U.S. media filter. 
There’s less flare, more facts.” BBC 
exemplifies this type of broad, inter-
national perspective.
 Once you’ve learned the daily 
news, you may want to take a closer 

look at the day’s stories. At this point 
you should go to the Wall Street Jour-
nal’s website, wsj.com. WSJ is espe-
cially well known for business news, 
but is a good source for other areas as 
well. The Washington Post and New 
York Times also contain good news 
and opinion pieces. Each newspaper 
leans in a certain political direction, 

so take all newspaper articles with a 
grain of salt.
 Now, we’re getting into a 
more specific realm of political web-
sites—the in-depth websites that 
provide insight into stories that you 
won’t get anywhere else. The first to 
consider is Talkingpointsmemo.com. 
Talking Points Memo is exactly what 
it sounds like—a news source that 
provides the arguments and the pros 
and cons of each side. TPM is widely 
viewed in political circles as a good 
way to get simple facts about the is-
sues.
 These websites are all what 
I call “survey websites.” Like a sur-
vey course in college, these websites 
cover the broad spectrum of political 
news, leaving almost nothing out. 
There is, however, a realm of politi-
cal websites that cover specific is-
sues.

 The first is fivethirtyeight.
com. Managed by D.C. bloggers 
and headed by statistician Nate Sil-
ver, this site is the prime source for 
numbers-based news. Fivethirtyeight 
is special because they use regression 
analysis, probability, and statistics to 
illustrate political trends to its read-
ers. They also operate on a case-by-
case basis, showing readers, for ex-
ample, “Senator X said this; here are 
the numbers to prove him or her right 
or wrong.”
 Recently, a crop of websites 
I call “regulatory websites” have ap-
peared. These websites aim to serve 
as parole officers for the government. 
They use public and congressional 
records to keep tabs on how money 
is spent, what congressmen and elect-
ed officials say, and how they spend 
their time. 
 The most famous of these 
websites is factcheck.org, which 
takes quotes from politicians and an-
alyzes whether or not they are true. 
Another is The Center for Respon-
sive Politics’ opensecrets.org, whose 
site title is “Money is politics—See 
Who’s Giving and Who’s Getting.” 
 Two other recent regulatory 
websites are capitalwords.com and 
whorunsgov.com. The first website 
has a very simple purpose: to track 
which words members of Congress 
use most often,. The idea is that this 
indicates which issues are most im-
portant to that particular elected of-
ficial.
 Whorunsgov is a project of 
the Washington Post Company, so 
my earlier assertions still apply. They 
feature over 700 profiles of D.C. of-
ficials and lawmakers, and their data-
base continues to expand. Each pro-

file has a “Why he/she matters” and a 
“Path to power” section, among sev-
eral others. The site seeks to identify 
the spiders that are spinning the web 
of power that is our federal govern-
ment.  
 Now you might be thinking 
“Ughh, this guy just gave me nine 
different websites, what’s the point 
in that?” The point is that no one can 
get a complete picture of the day’s 
news from one site. However, Re-
alClearPolitics.com (RCP) comes 
close. RCP is my #1, go-to website 
when I need to learn about an issue. 
The website itself does not write or 
publish articles but rather chooses the 
best articles about each topic, from 
publications around the country. Fur-
thermore, the website only features 
articles that pertain to the five or six 
top stories of the day or week, rather 
than the deluge of information that 
you get at most other websites. 
 On a related note, I want to 
appoint out the fairly new technology 
by Google, called “Fast Flip.” Fast 
Flip is essentially an online newspa-
per with unlimited pages on unlimit-
ed topics. You simply enter your que-
ry, for example, “health care,” and it 
gives you relevant stories from every 
credible newspaper it can find. So if 
you’re completely lost on a particular 
issue, use Google’s Fast Flip to start 
you off. 
  After using these websites, 
you could all become well-versed 
political pundits. Who knows, may-
be you’ll be writing for one of these 
websites someday.  

CP

In an era where 
there are hundreds of 

political news websites, 
which ones will give 

you the most balanced, 
complete view of the 

day’s stories?

Illegal Immigrants Deserve Social Services, Too
By matheUs aLmeida oGLeari
 
 The United States is suppos-
edly a country that believes in equal 
opportunity. Fair treatment of every 
individual is fundamental to this con-
cept; thus it is regrettable that the mil-
lions of illegal immigrants in the U.S. 
are frequently characterized as im-
posters or parasites intentionally un-
dermining the welfare, security, and 
values of our country. This depiction 
has been true in the recent health care 
debate as well, with accusations fly-
ing that President Obama’s proposed 
health care plan will provide ser-
vices to undocumented immigrants. 
Obama has made it clear that it will 
certainly not. However, since human 
rights and fair treatment of all indi-
viduals are core democratic values, 
perhaps it should, and undocumented 
immigrants should receive many of 
the same social services as American 
citizens.
 Those who justify our current 
system argue that illegal immigrants 
reap the benefits of living in the U.S. 
without contributing anything in re-
turn. As President Obama would put 
it, this is “a lie, plain and simple.” The 
reality is that illegal immigrants con-
tribute greatly to the U.S. but do not 
receive the same benefits American 
citizens receive. For example, many 
illegal immigrants contribute via the 
sales tax. The fact that they live in 
the U.S. indicates that they must buy 
things to survive—basic necessities 

such as groceries, clothing, and shel-
ter—among other taxed goods and 
services. In fact, given the regressive 
nature of the sales tax, low-income 
Americans, including many illegal 
immigrants, actually devote a higher 
percentage of their total income to 
sales taxes than wealthy Americans. 
 Some illegal immigrants also 
contribute by paying income tax. 
Some of those who work on the re-
cord receive paychecks with taxes 
already deducted from them, so they 
pay their income tax without filing 
papers with the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice. This causes some low-income 
illegal immigrants to pay more in in-
come taxes than what the government 
requires of their income bracket. An 
American citizen in the same situa-
tion would file taxes with the IRS and 
receive deductions or credits, but ille-
gal immigrants do not file tax returns 
due to their lack of documentation as 
well as their fear of being discovered.
 How significant is the illegal 
immigrant contribution? “One rough 
estimate puts the amount of Social 
Security taxes alone [paid by illegal 
immigrants] at around $9 billion per 
year,” Travis Loller reports in USA 
Today’s “Many Illegal Immigrants 
Pay Up at Tax Time.” In addition, 
“the [Social Security] administration 
factors in both legal and illegal im-
migration when projecting the trust 
fund’s long-term solvency,” Loller 
wrote. In other words, the govern-
ment relies on payments from illegal 

immigrants to keep social services 
afloat but does not provide these 
same services to them. 
 Illegal immigrants also con-
tribute to the overall economic output 
of the U.S. IRS Commission Mark 
Everson has estimated that “illegal 
immigrants contributed $428 billion 
dollars to the nation’s $13.6 trillion 
gross domestic product in 2006,” 
Loller reports. 
 Other arguments posed 
against illegal immigrants are that 
they compete with American work-
ers and drive wages down. This is 
only partly true. Illegal immigrants 
do compete in the job market with 
American citizens in the same way 
that American citizens compete with 
each other for jobs. In this case, it 
does not matter who gets the job be-
cause either way the worker, whether 
it be the illegal immigrant or Ameri-
can citizen, is involved in production 
and the growth of the U.S. economy. 
The fact that immigrants live in the 
U.S. means they spend money here 
and therefore pump money back into 
the economy. 
 Some illegal immigrants do 
find ways to cheat the system and 
avoid paying some taxes, but Ameri-
can citizens do this too. The main-
stream media and politicians may in-
tentionally depict illegal immigrants 
as parasitic and unproductive, but in 
reality, many illegal immigrants are 
honest people who just want to get 
by and live in a land of opportunity 

as American citizens. 
 This brings up the question of 
how the U.S. should deal with their 
legal status. Many immigrants want 
to be here legally, but the U.S. im-
migration system makes it difficult 
for them to obtain citizenship. Sug-
gestions of mass deportation are out-
landish. Not only would it be expen-
sive and difficult to implement since 
many have firmly established lives 
here, but their removal would create 
a large hole in the U.S. economy that 
would be difficult to fill immediately, 
due to the nature of illegal immi-
grants’ jobs. 
 The U.S. must address the 
problem of illegal immigration by 
changing certain aspects of its laws 
in order to progress as a society. Il-
legal immigrants should have the op-
portunity to become full citizens and 
should be allowed to receive social 
services. After all, social services 
are designed to promote the general 
welfare of the public, and it would be 
foolish to pretend that the 12 million-
or-so undocumented immigrants in 
the U.S. do not exist. Americans must 
change their mindset to accept the 
role illegal immigrants have on their 
lives, similar to when society realized 
that slaves were not just “three-fifths 
of a person,” but real people too. We 
must now understand and accept that 
illegal immigrants are real people 
too. 
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Continued from page 1

about times of Tiller’s court 
dates to help Roeder guess the 
doctor’s likely whereabouts. 
 Another pro-life activist, 
former nurse Jill Stanek, decided 
to go even further. A few days after 
Tiller’s murder, another late-term 
abortion provider, Dr. Leroy Car-
hart, declared that he would con-
tinue providing his services at his 
Nebraska clinic and also to take over 
Dr. Tiller’s Wichita clinic. Stanek 
responded by posting photos of his 
“nondescript” building on her blog, 
saying that she and her readers just 
wanted to “take a look.” Does it seem 
like a good idea to post such photos 
just days after Tiller’s murder? Late-
term abortion providers like Dr. Car-
hart are always targets, and Stanek 
only jeopardized Carhart’s safety.
 Why don’t these pro-life ac-
tivists see the supreme irony in mur-
dering someone in the name of life? 
Randall Terry especially seems to need 
a lesson in irony. Terry, like many oth-
er tireless champions of “family val-
ues,” seems to need a lesson in them.
 After being married to his 
wife Cindy Dean for 19 years, he 
divorced her to marry Andrea Sue 
Kollmorgen, his former church as-
sistant and 17 years his junior. Crit-
ics pointed out that he had written in 
his 1995 book, The Judgment of God, 
that “families are destroyed as a fa-

ther vents his mid-life crisis by leav-
ing his wife for a ‘younger, prettier 
model.’” Landmark Church in Bing-
hamton subsequently tossed him out. 
Terry is also one of those family-
values conservatives who happens 
to have a gay child. His adopted 
son, Jamiel Terry, who came to his 
father’s defense when Terry was ac-
cused of racism and campaigned 
with him, came out as gay in 2004. 
He wrote an article for Out Maga-
zine, an article his father summar-
ily dismissed as lies. However, 
Terry still found cause to formally 
disown his son, blaming Jamiel’s 
sexuality on his biological mother, 
who was supposedly a prostitute.
 With a leadership history like 
this, it’s no wonder Operation Res-
cue is in trouble. According to NPR, 
donations are down 30 to 40 percent, 
and current president Troy Newman 
hasn’t been paid in two months. Con-
tributors to the group cannot make 
tax-deductible donations after the IRS 
decided in 2004 that they engaged in 
political action. They had originally 
offered to buy Dr. Tiller’s clinic after 
his murder, but they obviously won’t 
be doing any such thing without mon-
ey. It may seem optimistic to hope 
that perhaps donations are down be-
cause contributors were put off by the 
murder of Dr. Tiller, but Operation 
Rescue maintains that their troubles 
are due to the economic downturn. 
 Don’t count them out yet, 

though. As Rachel Maddow reported 
in late August, Operation Rescue set 
its sights on Dr. Carhart. They sent a 
fundraising appeal out with a picture 
of Carhart and his clinic, accompanied 
by the call “With your help, we can 
stop him! Now that George Tiller’s 
mill is closed forever, Leroy Carhart 
plans to take his place and open a new 
late-term abortion mill in addition to 
the filthy, butchering mill he already 
operates in Nebraska…Carhart’s days 
in Nebraska could be numbered.” 
 We all welcome healthy de-
bate and even protests, but when 

these protests not-so-subtly incite 
violence and murder, they should be 
roundly denounced. Dr. Carhart and 
the few late-term abortion providers 
are brave to continue their work, and 
they need to know they have support. 
Whatever your position on abortion, 
condemn violent protests and em-
phasize the need for finding com-
mon ground. Who knows, it could 
save more lives than you might think.
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Anti-Abortionists Resort to Violence

Congress Extends Unemployment Benefits

CP

By taskin rahman

 As the economy has taken a 
dive over the past year, the unemploy-
ment rate has risen significantly to 
9.7 percent, and economists estimate 
that it could rise higher. The collapse 
of the financial and housing markets 
had massive ramifications on all fac-
ets of life. As institutions are going 
bankrupt, thousands of people are 
losing their jobs. In order to ensure 
subsistence income, unemployed cit-
izens are looking to the federal gov-
ernment for unemployment benefits. 
However, due to the dire condition 
of the nation’s economy, traditional 
aid is no longer sufficient. As a re-
sult, Congressman Jim McDermott, a 
Democrat from Washington, drafted 
legislation that calls for an extension 
of the period in which unemployed 
citizens may receive benefits. On 
September 22, after some heated par-
tisan debate over President Obama’s 
general economic policies, the House 
of Representatives voted 331 to 83 
and passed H.R. 3548, the Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 2009.
 The bill extends the unem-
ployment benefits period by an extra 
13 weeks and adds an extra $25 to the 
weekly benefits in order to help keep 
unemployed individuals financially 
solvent. Most states previously of-
fered unemployment benefits for 26 
weeks at an average of about $300 
per week. The funding for this $1.4 

billion initiative will not increase the 
budget deficit since it is financed by 
the federal unemployment insurance 
trust fund, which has been accumulat-
ing tax revenue for over three decades. 
 This extension is a great re-
lief for the longtime unemployed 
who are teetering on the verge of 
bankruptcy. However, H.R. 3548 
does not extend this benefit time peri-
od to everyone. Instead, the bill stipu-
lates that a state’s unemployment rate 
must be 8.5 percent or higher for the 
extension to apply. Only 27 states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puer-
to Rico are covered under this plan. 
300,000 current workers and over 1 
million workers in the covered re-
gions will benefit from this plan by 
the end of the year. Although a sub-
stantial portion of the nation will gain 
from this bill, the fact remains that 
much of the nation’s unemployed re-
main at a disadvantage.  
 Longtime unemployed citi-
zens in states such as Nebraska and 
North Dakota are left without further 
help because their state’s overall un-
employment rate falls short of the re-
quired cut off. In order to address this 
disproportion, the benefits may be ex-
tended to states that fall slightly short 
of the 8.5% requirement in the com-
ing weeks, according to McDermott. 
Despite the general positive effects 
of the legislation, many Republicans 
consider the bill’s passage as a sign 
that President Obama’s economic 

policies have been ineffective. The 
mere fact that the unemployment rate 
is still so high suggests that Obama’s 
earlier efforts to stimulate the econo-
my by creating more jobs was not as 
successful as he projected.  Approxi-
mately 5 million Americans have been 
unemployed for the past 6 months.
 “The job-finding situation is 
still dire,” Andrew Stettner, deputy 
director of the National Employment 
Law Project said. The fact that there 
are six unemployed individuals for 
every available job opening high-
lights the disparity between the num-
ber of jobs available and the number 
of unemployed people. Since it is 
so difficult to find a job today, more 
people are remaining unemployed 
and for longer periods of time. The 
typical models of how long an indi-
vidual remains unemployed no lon-
ger apply to this current economy.      
 Unemployment benefits are 
a controversial issue because of the 
tradeoff between financial survival 
and citizens’ potential indolence 
subsequent of receiving government 
benefits. At one end of the spectrum, 
Republicans argue that excessive 
assistance to the unemployed will 
only encourage individuals to quit 
working and live off of the govern-
ment, an ostensibly European sce-
nario. This would hurt the country’s 
productivity and lower our global 
standing. On the other hand, Demo-
crats believe that failing to provide 

adequate unemployment benefits for 
fear of abuse will only exacerbate the 
unemployed population’s hardships. 
Without substantial unemployment 
benefits many unemployed indi-
viduals would be unable to support 
themselves or their family and fall 
into poverty. The maintenance of a 
proper unemployment benefit sys-
tem is crucial to our nation’s health. 
 Politicians are not debating 
the actual unemployment payment 
amounts, but rather the benefits’ du-
ration. Monthly unemployment ben-
efits should be adjusted to reflect the 
cost of living expenses, including 
food, housing, and healthcare costs, 
so individuals can meet their basic 
necessities. In this manner, the incen-
tive to permanently live off welfare 
is abandoned while the basic survival 
needs of the person are provided. 
The duration of unemployment ben-
efits should reflect the average time 
is takes individuals to obtain another 
job. However, due to nearly unprec-
edented circumstances in the current 
economy, it is advised to allow for a 
benefit period extension of the period 
since prior statistics no longer apply 
to our employment conditions. Once 
the economy does recover, the extend-
ed benefit period could be removed, 
eliminating any potential idleness. 
With these accommodations, we may 
protect unemployed individuals’ fi-
nancial livelihoods more effectively.
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Did you hear President 
Obama’s speech about 
nuclear proliferation? It 
was impressive. It’s nice 
to have a president who 
can pronounce nuclear, 
isn’t it? 
--David Letterman

Back when George Bush was president, Democrats in Congress, to 
be fair, would occasionally go “Boooo!” But President Bush never 
took it personally, he just thought Congress was haunted. 
--Craig Ferguson

Some good gossip. There’s a new 
book out about Barack and Michelle 
Obama’s marriage. And in it, they say 
that Michelle Obama was very upset by 
all these drooling blonds who would 
push up to her husband and rub them-
selves up against him. They said this. 
One blonde was especially suggestive 
and kept rubbing up against the Presi-
dent. And finally, Michelle said, “Look, 
Chris Matthews, get away from my 
husband.” --Jay Leno

Libya’s President 
Muammar Qaddafi gave 
a lengthy tirade to the 
U.N. General Assembly 
today. He was supposed 
to talk for 15 minutes but 
went on a 90-minute rant 
instead. I mean, where 
is Kanye when you need 
him? 
--Jimmy Fallon

While he’s in New York 
for the U.N. conference, 
Libyan dictator Muammar 
Qaddafi is traveling with 
an entourage of 50 attrac-
tive female bodyguards. 
The guards are there in 
case Qaddafii gets attacked 
or in case he wants to make 
a music video from 1985. 
--Conan O’Brien

Right now in Washington, D.C., they’re holding 
something called the Values Voters Summit. This 
is a gathering of conservative activists at the Omni 
Hotel. During the day, they get together and talk 
about values and politics, and then at night, they 
sneak hookers up to their hotel rooms.
--Jimmy Kimmel

It’s the 8th anniversary 
of 9/11, and Americans 
today stopped doing 
whatever they were do-
ing to sit there, reflect, 
do nothing, say noth-
ing, just like Bush did 
eight years ago when 
he got the news. 
--Bill Maher

People in Alaska are 
looking forward to Sarah 
Palin’s memoir. They’re 
already calling it “The 
Book to Nowhere.” 
--David Letterman


