
By Catherine Lussenhop

 At last, progress: the House 
has finally passed a healthcare bill. 
After months of desperate struggles 
for bipartisanship, “TEA Party” ral-
lies, and nasty attacks from both 
sides, some wondered if a real 
healthcare bill would ever materi-
alize. On November 7, the House 
passed its version of H.R. 3962, 
called the Affordable Health Care 
for America Act, by a vote of 220-
215. Only one Republican, Rep. Joe 
Cao of Louisiana, voted for the bill.
 Overall, for most Democrats, 
the news is good. Some, notably Rep. 
Dennis Kucinich (D-OH), have criti-
cized the bill as watered-down and 
ineffective. However, it is a huge ac-
complishment that a reform bill, even 
one that isn’t ideal, was passed at all.
 But earlier the House had 
passed the Stupak-Pitts amendment, 
which prohibits federal funds for 
abortion in the bill’s public option. 
This amendment was more popu-

lar, passing by a vote of 240-194. 
 What does the Stupak-Pitts 
amendment mean for women? First 
and foremost, it makes things a lot 
more complicated for them. The bill 
includes an insurance exchange provi-

sion, through which people who make 
$88,000 a year or less receive subsi-
dies to purchase insurance. Though 
individual insurance plans could cov-
er abortion services, the Stupak-Pitts 
amendment prevents anyone receiv-
ing subsidies from purchasing a plan 

that includes these services. Insur-
ance companies would have to offer 
two separate plans: one with abortion 
services for people not receiving sub-
sidies, and one without abortion ser-
vices for those receiving subsidies. 
 However, as Jodi Jacobson 
at Planned Parenthood notes, “health 
insurance plans are highly unlikely to 
operate in this manner.” The Stupak 
amendment allows individuals to pur-
chase separate “abortion riders,” but 
as Emily Jacobs at The Nation points 
out, “Such an abortion rider doesn’t 
exist now, and the legislation does not 
provide for its creation.” Jacobson at 
Planned Parenthood also notes that it 
seems bizarre to make women plan 
ahead for an event that almost always 
comes about unexpectedly. No one 
thinks ahead and assumes that they 
will face an unplanned pregnancy, 
and so women would be less likely 
to buy coverage for such a thing.
 But if women already have 
employer-based insurance that cov-
ers abortion, everything is fine, right? 

Not necessarily. Employers may 
choose to seek more affordable cover-
age through the insurance exchange, 
thereby automatically dropping an 
abortion option from their plans. 
According to Planned Parenthood, 
roughly 60 million 18- to 64-year-old 
women get their coverage through 
their own employer or their spouse’s, 
and if for any reason those employ-
ers drop their insurance coverage 
or switch to the insurance exchange 
plan, those women would be left in 
the cold if they needed an abortion.
 Fundamentally, the Stupak-
Pitts amendment targets the women 
who are most vulnerable by tar-
geting women who wouldn’t be 
able to pay out of pocket if they 
needed an abortion. Since low-in-
come citizens will receive subsidies 
for the insurance exchange, they 
will be more likely to buy into it. 

Continued on page 7

By sam FerenC

 The elections of November 
3 brought important changes in state 
politics across the country. New Jer-
sey and Virginia saw their Democrat-
ic nominees for governor defeated 
by Republican challengers, while 
Michael Bloomberg’s bottomless 
fountain of wealth won him another 
term as New York City Mayor. Not 
so far from Ithaca, New York’s 23rd 
Congressional District saw Democrat 
Bill Owens upset Sarah Palin favorite 
Doug Hoffman. Unsurprisingly, cer-
tain cable news networks spoke of the 
night’s Republican victories as a ref-
erendum on the presidency of Barack 
Obama, the beginning of a grow-
ing reaction against Obama’s failed 
policies. But on that recent Tuesday 
night, there was only one ballot item 
that had real repercussions for na-
tional politics: Maine’s Question 1. 
 Question 1 asked the voters 
of Maine if they would like to reject 
the bill allowing same-sex marriage 
in the state, passed by the state legis-
lature and signed by Governor John 
Baldacci in May. Appearing on the 
ballot after opponents of gay marriage 
gathered over 100,000 signatures for 
their cause, Question 1 asked voters 
the same question that Californians 
were asked one year earlier: do you 

feel you have the right to take away 
others’ rights to live their lives in 
the peaceful manner of their choice? 
Those who feel that everyone has the 
right to marry the consenting adult 
they love were hopeful that Maine 
voters would choose the path of fair-
ness and equality. But as the evening 
wore on, hope turned to horror as the 
majority of the votes counted slowly 
shifted from “no” to “yes.” By the 
end of the night, the count stood at 
52.75% voting against same-sex 
marriage, and 47.25% in support. 
 Anti-gay marriage groups 
have lauded the results from Maine, 
stating that the majority of the Ameri-
can people are clearly against gay mar-
riage. This claim is not contestable; 
in all thirty-one states in which same-
sex marriage has been put to popular 
vote, voters have defeated it. Clear 
majorities in all of these states sim-
ply do not want to allow homosexual 
couples to marry. The question begs 
to be answered: why is this the case?
 Arguments against gay rights 
usually come from one of two sources. 
The first is Judeo-Christian religious 
doctrine and the Biblical prohibition 
of homosexuality: “Do not lie with a 
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By ZaChary newkirk and JaCoB 
arem

 Health care reform over-
came one important hurdle on Sat-
urday, November 7, when the House 
of Representatives approved the Af-
fordable Health Care of America 
Act. Better known simply as “the 
health care bill,” many support-
ers applaud its sweeping reforms 
and progressive spirit. But others 
criticize the bill as going too far, 
not going far enough, or fear that 
the bill that reaches Obama’s desk 
will look drastically different after 
it merges with the Senate version. 
 Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-
SC) declared the bill “dead on ar-
rival” in the Senate. In the spirit of 
“bipartisanship,” the bill could be 
watered down or lurch to the right, 
courtesy of men such as the blovi-
ating Sen. Joseph Lieberman (I-
CT) and obstructionist Democrats 
such as Ben Nelson of Nebraska 
and Mary Landrieu of Louisiana. 
Their nonsensical desire to ap-
pease the minority party will serve 
as an impediment toward achiev-
ing health care for all Americans.
 Progressives can be satisfied 
that at least the bill passed under the 
leadership of House Speaker Nancy 
Pelosi and her work in passing the 
bill. It passed 220-215 with one 
Republican vote and 39 Democrats 
voting against it. Among those nay 
votes was New York Rep. Eric Mas-
sa, who has visited Cornell many 
times and who many Cornellians 
campaigned for in 2008 election.
 The bill contains many 
sweeping reforms. If it becomes 
law, it would be against the law for 
health insurers to charge different 
rates based on the gender, age or 
medical history of a patient, includ-
ing any “pre-existing conditions.” 
The Affordable Health Care of 
America Act also ends the health in-
surance companies’ exemption from 
anti-trust laws and also expands 

coverage of Medicare and Medicaid.
 Most notable and perhaps 
most controversial was the creation 
of a government-run health insur-
ance plan, also known as the pub-
lic option. People can choose to 
participate in the public option if 
they do not like their current cov-
erage while those who are not in-
sured could be covered by the pub-
lic plan. The creation of the public 
option is to ensure that even those 
citizens without health insurance 
will have the chance to be covered. 
 The bill is not without 
flaws. It had been watered down 
after months of debate and does 
not contain the “robust” public op-
tion which many progressives fa-

vored. While the need for compro-
mise is important, a robust public 
option would have been the best 
among different choices for pub-
lic health care. The Democrats 
should have compromised from the 
single-payer system, the least ap-
pealing to the right wing. Perhaps 
most disappointing in the bill was 
the inclusion of the Pitts-Stupak 
Amendment, which is discussed 
at length elsewhere in this issue. 
 One aspect of the health care 
debate that was most telling of the 
deplorable state of our politics and 
the power of the equally deplorable 
greed of the large pharmaceutical 
companies occurred during the ac-
tual floor debate. Representatives, 
both Democrats and Republicans, 

spoke out against health care re-
form using talking points provid-
ed to them by the pharmaceutical 
companies. In a particularly dis-
honorable situation, they did not 
even attempt to alter the words. 
 Health care reform was one 
of President Obama’s greatest cam-
paign promises and we are on the 
brink of achieving it after many 
months of debate and deliberation. 
Universal health care was first in-
troduced by Rep. John Dingell’s 
(D-MI) father in 1943 and the cur-
rent bill provides the most sweeping 
reform since Medicare was passed 
in the mid 1960s. Most touching 
during the vote was its introduc-
tion by Congressional veteran, Rep. 
John Dingell, and the final vote tally 
read by an emotional Nancy Pelosi.
 On a political level, it will be 
interesting to see how the Republi-
cans will act if health care reform is 
ultimately passed. Their opposition 
to similar programs throughout the 
twentieth century run along similar 
themes, mainly that the country is 
turning too sharply to the left or even 
toward socialism. In the 1930s, they 
opposed Franklin Roosevelt’s New 
Deal tooth and nail and were a polit-
ical laughingstock for many years. 
In the 1960s after their opposition 
to Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society, 
they accepted the changes and ulti-
mately took back the White House 
and Congress. In other words, for 
Republicans, a shift to the right, to-
ward the Tea Party movement, will 
probably not reap political benefits. 
 Nevertheless, the House’s 
achievement on November 7 was a 
great undertaking, and responsibility 
now rests with the Senate. Citizens 
should call their senators to express 
their support for a strong public op-
tion in the upcoming health care bill. 
The alternative is to risk the passage 
of an ineffective health care bill, or 
maybe none at all. It is time to act!
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How Do You See It?
By sam FerenC

 
 For those who missed the last issue, we’ve created a new column in which students are asked a question about an 
aspect of life at Cornell. If you’d like to share an opinion in this column, email cuprogressive@gmail.com. 
 This issue’s question: 
How do you feel about social life at Cornell, as it relates to student organizations and otherwise?

 The responses from the students surveyed indicate that there is a wide array of social possibilities at Cornell. This 
includes getting involved with student organizations, the massive number of which is negative for individual club visibil-
ity, but positive for diversity of opportunity. Students clearly feel that there is a social dominance by the fraternities, but 
not that they are the only place to have fun. The general recommendation seems to be that there are always opportunities 
for social enjoyment here at Cornell, although one sometimes has to work to find them.

CP

Jennifer Powell ‘12 A&S (left)

“I think there’s a pretty diverse social life here. 
There are always the frat parties and all that, 
but I’m in lots of student clubs, I go to mov-
ies with my friends, we play games; there are 
things to do for everyone. The frat scene can 
seem a little overwhelming at times, but it’s not 
a big deal. There’s always something going on; 
you just have to look for it.” 

Hansen Chang ‘11 A&S (right)

“I think social life differs from year to year. 
Freshman year is dominated by fraternity par-
ties. It would be nice if there were more house 
parties with friends; at frat parties, it’s more 
like a night club, crowded and sweaty, and it’s 
the same thing every weekend. In that sense I 
wish there was a little more diversity in fresh-
man social life. Sophomore year, people start 
going to collegetown parties, but everything 
still seems pretty centered around frat life, and 
also the bars, especially in junior and senior 
year.”

Alyson McManus ‘11 ILR
Alicia Harris ‘11 Hotel
(Joint Response) (left)

“I feel like there are almost too many clubs on campus; it’s really 
hard to get the word out about certain clubs (for example, Amnesty 
International), so a lot of them end up being really small. 
With regards to social life, it seems like it’s always the same groups 
of people going out, so it’s hard to meet anyone new, which would 
be nice occasionally. Past freshman year I’ve never really met too 
many people; everything seems pretty set. Everyone seems to have 
different interests, which is good for diversity of the school, but it’s 
really hard to expand your core of groups of friends. Certain people 
that you’re really close to are often too tired or have too much work 
to go out, so you end up with a few groups of friends; you can never 
combine groups of course. But I always have fun when I go out, it’s 
just with the same people.”

Aaron Levick ‘13 A&S (above)

“I’m from a relatively small town (Allentown, 
PA). There’s stuff to do, but after 18 years, you 
get used to making fun just hanging out with 
friends. Even compared to that, this is still a 
pretty social place. There’s always stuff going 
on if you’re looking for it. Recently my friends 
and I went to the awesome Rocky Horror Pic-
ture Show at Risley, which we only heard about 
right before the event. I’m not going to say a 
whole lot about frat parties, everyone knows 
what those are like. But there’s always some-
thing to do, on campus, in the Commons. I 
would say I’m satisfied with social life here, es-
pecially because I knew what I was getting into 
coming to Ithaca.”
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By matheus aLmeida ogLeari 

 The state of the war in Af-
ghanistan resurfaced as a major issue 
during the 2008 presidential cam-
paign as Barack Obama stressed the 
importance of stabilizing the war-
torn nation. Now that he is President, 
Obama has been reviewing policy 
towards Afghanistan, weighing calls 
for sending more American troops to 
the rugged, remote country. Violence 
and lawlessness in Afghanistan are 
rampant, and the conduct of the Af-
ghan government during the recent 
elections has been criticized around 
the world. American investment in 
Afghanistan has, after eight years, 
failed to produce desirable results, 
leading some to conclude that the war 
effort itself is a lost cause.  

 Incumbent President Hamid 
Karzai was declared the winner of 
the country’s recent national election 
amidst much criticism. Because he 
garnered less than 50 percent of the 
votes in the first round, a run-off was 
to be held between Karzai and his 
principle challenger, Abdullah Abdul-
lah. Karzai opposed a run-off at first 
but folded under international pres-
sure. Karzai finally agreed to partici-
pate in a run-off election, but Abdul-
lah, aware that Karzai would use his 
influence and power to rig ballots and 

tip the race in his favor as he did in 
the original election, soon withdrew.  
 The Afghan election fraud 
is reminiscent of the fraud that 
plagued the Iranian election earlier 
this year. “By rigging the first round 
of elections with more than a million 
fraudulent votes, rigging the second 
round of elections with more than 
500 ‘ghost’ polling places to gener-
ate another flood of fake ballots and 
refusing to reform the electoral sys-
tem, incumbent President Hamid 
Karzai abused his office to steal a 
democratic election from the people 

of Afghanistan,”  reported CNN. 
 The  most unfortunate result 
of this election is that the U.S. and 
the international community soon 
recognized the legitimacy of Karzai’s 
regime, even though it is anything 
but legitimate. The web of corruption 
surrounding Karzai and his brother, 
linked to the country’s opium trade, 
is deeply ingrained within the Af-
ghan political system. However, the 
U.S. is now resorting to the old tactic 
of maintaining that although Karzai 
may be a corrupt politician, at least 
he is “our” corrupt politician. This is reminiscent of the American back-

ing of the Shah of Iran’s dictatorship 
until 1979, which ended in a revolu-
tion and the loss of a strategic ally. A 
similar strategy in Afghanistan could 
have similarly dire implications. Re-
newed support for a leader not popu-
lar among the Afghan people will 
only deepen the nation’s wounds. 
 According to Patrick 
Doherty, co-editor of the Counterter-
rorism Strategy Initiative, “continu-
ing the charade that Hamid Karzai is 
legitimate… will hobble the Obama 
administration… [which] should 
have learned by now that puppet gov-
ernments … are inherently flawed 
partners.” History has taught us that 
governments which lack the sup-
port of their people are bound to fail.
 

Continued on page 5
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Afghanistan: A Lost Cause?

The failure of the 
American investment 

in Afghanistan to 
produce desirable 

results indicates that 
the war itself is a lost 

cause.

However, the U.S. is 
resorting to the old 

tactic of maintaining 
the line that Karzai 
may be a corrupt 

politician, but at least 
he is ‘our’ corrupt 

politician.

 
Incumbent President Hamid Karzai (left) and his opponent in the recent election, Abdullah Abdullah (right).

 
Is there hope for the future of Afghanistan?



By ZaChary newkirk

 
 The lone Republican vote 
on American’s Affordable Health 
Choices Act 2009 stands as a testa-
ment to political courage or, more 
likely, a statement to the desire for 
re-election. Rep. Joseph Cao (R-LA) 
cast the sole Republican vote on Sat-
urday November 7 for the health care 
bill as nearly forty Democrats joined 
the Republicans to vote against it.
 Joseph Cao is a little bit of a 
political oddity. Born in Vietnam to 
a father was an officer in the South 
Vietnamese Army, he moved to the 
United States in 1975. He repre-
sents an overwhelmingly black dis-
trict in Louisiana including most 
of New Orleans, formerly held by 
William Jefferson who was indicted 
for bribery and other charges re-
lated to corruption and recently sen-
tenced to thirteen years in prison. 
 In December 2008, Cao de-
feated Jefferson in one of the “great-
est political upsets” of the year, ac-
cording to Politico. Soon afterwards 
Minority Leader John Boehner hailed 

him as “the future of the GOP” but 
since that statement, Cao has voted 
for the rebuke against Rep. Joe Wil-
son (R-SC) – the infamous man who 
yelled “You lie!” at Obama during 
his joint address on health care – as 

well as the health care reform act.
 About his vote on the 
health care bill, Cao said, “I have 
always said that I would put aside 
partisan wrangling to do the busi-
ness of the people. My vote tonight 

was based on my priority of doing 
what is best for my constituents.”
 According to Roll Call, 
throughout the vote Cao was visited 
by his fellow Republicans as they 
tried to convince him to vote other-
wise. After the Democrats reached 
the 218 vote mark, the number of 
votes needed for the bill to pass, 
Cao quietly voted aye. His friend 
and colleague Rep. Don Young (R-
AK) who, despite appearances that 
he was attempting to twist Cao’s 
arm, flanked him to offer support. 
 To Democrats, Cao is a hero, 
one of the few moderate Republi-
cans. To Republicans, he must be an 
exception and one needing some sort 
of reprimand. To all, however, he is a 
voice of bipartisanship who can put 
the needs of his constituents above 
the petty partisanship of Congress. 

CP

Joseph Cao’s Principled Stand

Continued from page 4

  
 Fortunately, some reconcili-
ation efforts have been made. Sev-
eral Afghan politicians with ties to 
Karzai said they expect him to offer 
some cabinet posts to Abdullah’s 
supporters and others outside his 

campaign, according to the Associ-
ated Press. President Obama has also 
told the Afghan government that he 
expects a more serious effort to bat-
tle corruption and to maintain secu-
rity, in preparation for the eventual 
withdrawal of international troops. 
 But tough talk about an im-
proved strategy and stabilization can 
only do so much. The U.S. has spout-
ed ambitious language for years, but 
will it produce results? President 
Obama has made the right choice 
in comprehensively reviewing the 
American political, diplomatic, and 
military approach to Afghanistan, but 

he will not succeed if Karzai does not 
have the support of the Afghan people.
 According to Matthew Hoh, 
who recently resigned as a diplomat in 
Afghanistan, many Afghan people are 
historically wary of outsiders. Con-
sequently, Afghans may be fighting 
U.S. troops merely due to their pres-
ence in their country and will never 
support a U.S.-backed government.
 Even if military goals are 
achieved and power is re-consoli-
dated under Karzai and his govern-
ment, will the Afghan people be 
better off than they were before the 
U.S. occupation? Political power 
in Afghanistan could end up con-
centrated in the hands of a few cor-
rupt, illegitimate politicians. It is 
important that any new Afghan 
strategy have a realistic picture of 
how Afghanistan will be governed 
when international troops withdraw.

CP 
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Get used to this guy: General Stanley McChrystal commands U.S. and 
international forces in the embattled country of Afghanistan.

Afghan Strategy Revisited After Election

The worst part of this 
election is that the 

U.S. and international 
community recognized 

the legitimacy of 
Karzai’s leadership, 

despite his lack thereof.

Karzai’s lack of 
legitimacy or popular 
support will hinder 

U.S. efforts to build a 
stable Afghanistan.

 
Joseph Cao (R-LA) was the only Republican to support the 

health care bill. He also comes from one of the most  
Democratic districts in the country. 



By rohan siddhanti

 The Catholic Archdiocese of 
Washington is feuding with the city 
over a proposal to legalize same-
sex marriage. If the city govern-
ment does not change the proposed 
law, the Archdiocese is threatening 
to stop offering its social services 
programs, which would affect thou-
sands in the Washington, D.C., area. 
 The legislation also stipulates 
that any religious society can “deny a 
gay couple services, facilities, goods 
or accommodations related to their 
wedding without fear of liability,” ac-
cording to the Washington Examiner.
 D.C. Mayor Adrian Fenty has 
already expressed his explicit support 
for the legislation. The District will 
vote on the law next month, and it is 
expected to pass, which would make 
Washington the first city south of the 
Mason-Dixon Line allowing same-
sex marriage. If it does pass, the U.S. 
Congress has a 30 day window in 
which it could overturn the legislation 
since D.C. is not a state. To do this, 
Congress must pass a joint resolu-
tion that President Obama must sign. 
 On the other side of this 
battle is the Catholic Church, a veri-
table force in the D.C. area. The 
Church provides services to roughly 
68,000 people—including a third 
of D.C.’s homeless population. The 
Church reported an annual cost of 

roughly $10 million dollars for ser-
vices such as homeless shelters, ac-
cording to the Washington Post. 
 Jane Belford, the chancellor 
of the Archdiocese of Washington, 
asked “for an exemption to protect 
the church’s religious freedoms” in 
a recent letter to the City Council. 

The Church does not want to ex-
tend benefits to same-sex couples 
and has essentially threatened to pull 
all of its social service programs.
 The back and forth between 
the Church and the City Council is 
starting to get heated. Mary M. Cheh 
derided the Archdiocese and its con-
cerns as “somewhat childish.” Peter 
Rosenstein, gay rights activist and Ex-
ecutive Director of the Campaign for 
All D.C. Families, accused the Church 
of trying to “blackmail the city.” 
 “We are not threatening to 
walk out of the city,” Archdiocese 
spokeswoman Susan Gibbs told the 

Associated Press. “The city is the 
one saying, ‘If you want to continue 
partnering with the city, then you 
cannot follow your faith teachings.”
 Interestingly, the city is pre-
pared for the probable outcome: the 
bill gets passed, and the Church stops 
providing services. On average, the 

Church receives $8.2 million dollars 
per year for social program contracts, 
according to the City Council, and 
the city is ready to find other contrac-
tors to replace the Catholic Church. 

Continued on page 8

Continued from page 1

man as one lies with a woman; 
that is detestable,” (Leviticus 
18:22). The New Testament builds 
on the Old: “Neither the sexu-
ally immoral ... nor homosexual 
offenders... will inherit the king-
dom of God,” (1 Corinthians 6:9). 
 The Judeo-Christian tradi-
tion clearly condemns homosexual-
ity, and the faith of those who adhere 
literally to these teachings is a force 
that does not bend to logic, reason, 
or alternative conceptions of moral-
ity; it is an immovable brick wall that 
cannot be destroyed without the con-
current destruction of the freedoms 
of belief we enjoy in America. By the 
year 2009, groups whose interests 
run counter to those of religious ac-
tivists have used legal action to effect 
change in the name of equality and 
civil rights. Both our country and its 
churches have nevertheless contin-
ued to prosper. There is no reason the 
same cannot be done for same-sex 
marriage as was done in the land-
mark 2003 case Lawrence v. Texas.
 The other source of argu-
ments against gay marriage is a 
movement arguing that same-sex 
marriage will undermine the pur-
pose and importance of heterosex-
ual marriage. As explained in the 

campaign platform of Maine’s Yes 
On [Question] 1 organization, tradi-
tional marriage between a man and 
a woman is “the foundation of soci-
ety.” If gay marriage is made legal, 
opponents maintain, marriage will 
become an institution solely for the 
self-interest of the adults involved, 
with no regard for “what is best for 
society as a whole,” which includes 
the interests of children and families.
 Opponents of gay marriage 
seem to fear that its existence will ruin 
the idealized image of society that Yes 
On 1 portrays as real. Their website 
shows a smiling family with a moth-
er, father, and two children, but imag-
es of homes torn apart by divorce or 
of couples without children cannot be 
found on the site. This makes it easy 
for Yes On 1 to state that the purpose 
of marriage is to “strengthen society 
and provide a safe environment” for 
children while completely ignoring 
the fact that most marriages do not 
look like the Christmas card photos 
depicted on their website. Do they 
think that couples at drive-up wed-
ding chapels in Las Vegas are asked 
about their commitment to provid-
ing a safe environment for children? 
What about the Hollywood celebri-
ties whose six-month marriages cov-
er the pages of tabloid magazines? 
Are they strengthening society? 
 More importantly, who has 
the right to decide what constitutes a 

strong society? Yes On 1 and its al-
lies are wrong in believing they have 
the power to design an ideal world 
and the right to force others to live 
in it. The purpose of marriage is not 
to encourage one group’s subjective 
conception of society and morality, 
but to allow two consenting adults 
to have their relationship recognized 
for the intents and purposes of their 
choice. Yes On 1 supporters are free to 
choose to center their own marriages 
around their personal beliefs and val-

ue systems, but they have absolutely 
no right to deny that same freedom to 
same-sex couples, nor to tell anyone 
else that the way they construct their 
marriage or their lifestyle is wrong.
 However, Yes On 1 support-
ers believe they are fully capable of 
making this judgment. This is be-
cause they are convinced that ho-
mosexual couples are not capable 

of raising children correctly and that 
homosexual marriages do not serve 
the interests of society, regardless 
of how one defines these interests. It 
is an assertion that is implicit in ev-
ery line of their campaign platform. 
 How the leaders of Yes On 1, 
and all of those who are against gay 
rights, can feel that this is a legitimate 
view to hold is utterly unfathomable. 
Until they can produce a series of 
studies undeniably demonstrating 
that those who enter same-sex mar-
riages do not raise healthy children 
and are a detriment to society, gay 
rights opponents are practicing noth-
ing more than bigoted prejudice. 
 In this day and age, when 
every other minority group in Amer-
ica has been legally protected from 
discrimination, it is sickening that 
anti-homosexual rhetoric is legal, 
let alone supported by a majority of 
the citizens of thirty-one states. The 
will of a popular majority is not jus-
tification enough to deprive minori-
ties of their civil rights, a lesson this 
country has learned over and over 
again throughout its long history. It 
is time to learn it once more. It is 
time that legally-condoned injus-
tice finally be ended in America, 
whether it be based on sexual orien-
tation, race, gender, religion, or any-
thing else. It is time for real equality.
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Maine Latest State to Reject Gay Marriage

A Power Struggle in the Nation’s Capital: Catholic Church 
to Refuse Social Services if Same-Sex Marriage Legalized

The Church does not 
want to extend benefits 

to same-sex couples 
and has essentially 

threatened to pull all of 
its social service 

programs.

Yes On 1 and its allies 
are wrong in believing 
they have the power to 
design an ideal world 
and the right to force 

others to live in it.
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Washington D.C. Mayor Adrian Fenty fights for equal rights.



Continued from page 1

But the women who buy in will be 
denied abortion coverage, and at 
about $500 for a first-trimester abor-
tion, the procedure isn’t cheap. If a 
low-income woman needs a later 
abortion to save her own life, the cost 
could run up to $10,000 according to 

the Feminist Women’s Health Cen-
ter. No one wants to (and not many 
can afford to) pay that out of pocket.
 Stupak claimed that his 
amendment went no further than 

the Hyde Amendment, which pro-
hibited federal Medicaid funds be-
ing used for abortion except under 
special circumstances, but this is 
a misrepresentation. Igor Volsky 
of The Wonk Room compared the 
Stupak Amendment to “arguing 
that women who receive abortions 
should not use public buses or high-
ways to travel to the abortion clinic.”
 President Obama has sug-
gested that he is dissatisfied with 
the limits on abortion that the plan 
imposes. “There needs to be some 
more work before we get to the point 
where we’re not changing the status 
quo” on abortion, he told ABC News. 
The President was careful to toe the 
line, saying that he didn’t want to 
change the existing principle that 
federal funds don’t cover abortion, 
but that he had also promised that 
citizens who were happy with their 
health care coverage could keep it. 
 For a Democratic Congress 
so set on bipartisanship, the Stupak 
Amendment is an attractive way 
to lure fence-sitters, centrists, and 

Blue Dog Democrats to a “Yea” 
vote. But the costs of the amend-
ment for women and their partners 
could far outweigh the benefits of 
a “bipartisan” bill. Women’s health 

shouldn’t have to be a bargain-
ing chip in the healthcare debate.

By ViVian Cheng

 Loyal viewers of Lou Dobbs 
Tonight were surprised November 
11 when CNN anchor Lou Dobbs 
announced that this was the last epi-
sode of his Wednesday evening show. 
Dobbs, the last of CNN’s original an-
chors, told his viewers he is leaving 
the cable news channel so he can pur-
sue his more opinion- and advocacy-
based journalism style.  “Some lead-
ers in media, politics and business 
have been urging me to go beyond 
the role here at CNN and to engage 
in constructive problem solving as 
well as to contribute positively to the 
great understanding of the issues of 
our day,” Dobbs explained. He was 
vague about his future plans, but 
there has been speculation that Dobbs 
may join the Fox News Network, 
become a regular on the O’Reilly 
Factor, or even run for U.S. Senate. 
 While Dobbs framed his 
reason for quitting CNN around his 
opportunity to further contribute to 
issues about which he cares great-
ly—immigration, climate change, 
health care policy, the middle class, 
Afghanistan and Iraq—these are the 
same controversial topics that riled 
his critics most and supposedly an-
gered CNN President Jonathan Klein.  
 Dobbs is especially known 
for his inflammatory views on il-
legal immigrants, who he once 
claimed are “threatening the health 
of many Americans.” He has also 
pandered to the “birther” move-
ment and to climate change deniers. 
In one drastic instance CNN forced 

him to apologize on his show for 
saying that the U.S. Hispanic Cham-
ber of Commerce was “effectively 
an organization that is interested 
in Mexico’s export of drugs and il-
legal aliens to the United States.” 
 The media monitoring non-
profit Media Matters for America 
specifically tracks Dobb’s touting of 
misinformation like this on their web-
site and even bought a week’s worth 
of ad time on CNN, Fox, and MSNBC 
this summer for their “CNN’s Dobbs 
Problem” ad. According to Media 
Matters, the clip “calls out CNN for 
continuing to allow Dobbs to pro-
mote racially charged conspiracy the-
ories about the validity of President 
Obama’s birth certificate.” Needless 

to say, CNN refused to run the ad.  
 Media Matters also teamed 
up with The Hispanic Institute, 
Southern Poverty Law Center, Na-
tional Council of La Raza, VotoLa-
tino, and other similar organizations 
to create DropDobbs.com. Similar 
to ColorOfChange.org’s campaign 
against Glenn Beck after he called 
President Obama racist, DropDobbs.

com hoped companies would drop 
their ad sponsorship of Lou Dobbs 
Tonight. After Dobb’s announce-
ment, Latino organization Presente 
claimed “victory,” according to the 
New York Times, and their web-
site now features a big “We Did It 
– Dobbs Resigns!” on its homepage. 
 Dobbs’ injection of opinion 
into his show made him an anomaly 
at the network, which casts itself as 
the neutral news source in between 
Fox News and MSNBC. CNN Presi-
dent Klein felt Dobbs’ outspoken na-
ture did not fit with CNN’s mission 
and offered him a choice of leaving 
his opinions to his radio show while 
remaining objective on television or 
leaving CNN altogether a few months 
ago, according to the New York Times.  
 “We’ve been talking since 
the beginning of the year, Lou and I, 
about the overall positioning of the 

network and the need for him to re-
move opinion from his show,” Klein 
said in a recent interview with Da-
vid Folkenflik of NPR. “He under-
stood that strategy, respected it, and 
he embraced it,” he said. Yet Dobbs 
could not ultimately stay away from 
his advocacy-based journalism. 
 Lou Dobbs Tonight’s 7PM 
weekday spot will be replaced in 
2010 by a new show built around 
current anchor of CNN’s “State of 
the Union,” John King. A former 
Associated Press writer and senior 
White House correspondent, King 
is more accustomed to the straight-
forward, objective style valued at 
CNN. “Anybody who has a major 
stake in a major topic will be in-
vited to be on the show,” King said.
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7PM weekday spot will 
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Lou Dobbs Leaves CNN to Further 
Pursue Advocacy Journalism
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Stupak Amendment Threatens 
a Woman’s Right to Choose

President Obama has 
suggested that he is 
dissatisfied with the 

limits on abortion that 
the plan imposes.
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By JessiCa paChak

 A leader is, by definition, a 
person who commands a group, or-
ganization, or country. A real leader, 
though, is someone who inspires ac-
tion, who demands change, and who 
works tirelessly for the good of the 
people. Richard Nixon and George 
Bush were “leaders” of our coun-
try. Barack Obama and Ted Ken-
nedy are real leaders--men who 
inspire the masses, who fight for 
health care and civil rights, and who 
constantly advocate improvement.
 On the afternoon of Sunday, 
November 8, young and enthusiastic 
Cornell Democrats listened to Rep-
resentatives Mike Arcuri and Bar-
ney Frank speak and answer ques-
tions. The words of these two men 
were both inspirational and incred-
ibly thought provoking. They spoke 
of crafting policies to strengthen the 
economy and of working hard to 
ensure equal rights for all people in 
our country. Frank laughed about his 
past mistakes, but was not afraid to 
acknowledge them and work to over-
come them as well. He is a true leader.
 Ted Kennedy, during his ca-
reer, spoke of the dreams of a nation, 
of the obligation of the government to 
serve all of its people, and of hope for 
an America with faith in the power of 
its people.  He worked without rest 
for more than twenty years to create 
a health care system for everyone--
rich and poor--in this country. While 
Kennedy did not survive to see his 
dream come to fruition, his work in-
spired others who continue to work 
towards that goal. His brother, Rob-

ert Kennedy, also fought vigorously 
for the rights of the rich, the poor, the 
black, and the white citizens of the 
United States. He expressed concern 
for the direction our country was tak-
ing and he firmly believed our coun-
try could change its course and move 
towards a better future for all. Robert 
and Ted Kennedy both died before 
their dreams were recognized; never-
theless, they were both true leaders.
 Barack Obama, our current 
President, is a man who will go down 
in history as one of the greatest lead-
ers of our time – and of any time. He 
not only inspires hope and encourages 
change, but he lives his life with the 
purpose of helping to better the lives 

of others. He is a man who speaks of 
the youth in America and their desire 
for a better future, who defied the 
odds to become President of this great 
nation, and who continues to strive 
to bring real change to Washington. 
Every day, President Obama works 
to find the balance between idealism 
and realism while keeping the inter-
ests of our nation (of each and every 
one of us) in mind. He is a true leader.
 Fame, however, is not a re-
quirement for true leadership. The 

social workers who 
work sixty plus 
hours a week for a 
small salary serve 
others because they 
believe it is the 
right thing to do. 
The teachers who 
pour their hearts 
and souls into their 
classrooms lead by 
example and care 
for every one of 
their students as if 
they were their own 
children. Moth-
ers and fathers like 
mine make sacrific-
es for their children 
daily and would 
give anything just 
to ensure that their 
children live the best life possible.  
 These people are the leaders 
– no, the heroes – who are often un-
der-recognized and always under-re-
warded for their leadership, but they 
do not seek recognition or rewards. 
They live with the sole purpose of 
making this world a better place for 
their children and their grandchildren. 
Their leadership is a rare kind – the 
kind that comes with much sacri-
fice and little appreciation – and 
yet they work to help others any-
way. These people are true leaders. 
 How does one measure the 
greatness or success of an act of lead-
ership? Is it in the fame or notoriety 
the act merits or in the example it sets 
for someone who is watching? The 
mother who leads her child through 
her example is a leader as is the poli-

tician who passes a health care bill 
that helps to ensure the well being 
of his constituents. All these leaders 
should inspire each and every one of 
us to look deep inside ourselves for 
our own leadership potential. Some-
where under the surface of each one 
of us is a person capable of inspir-
ing action and demanding change.  
 So, look deep inside yourself, 
follow the examples set by the peo-
ple who have gone before you (be it 
your mom or dad, your President, or 
your favorite childhood teacher), and 
fulfill the promise of leadership bur-
ied within. Lead through action and, 
in your own way, change the world.  
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What Does it Mean to be a True Leader?

Barney Frank and 
Mike Arcuri spoke 
of crafting policies 
to strengthen the 
economy and of 

working hard to ensure 
equal rights for all 

people in our country.
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 Clearly, this is a power 
struggle between the Archdiocese 
of Washington and the law. Af-
ter all, Connecticut, Vermont, and 
New Hampshire all passed similar 
same-sex marriage laws. And yet, 

the Church has not stopped its so-
cial programs in these states, nor 
have they raised any serious objec-
tions. The Church may be picking 
a fight in D.C. precisely because it 
is the center of American politics.
 However, in this situation, the 
Church’s media blitz is an egregious 

abuse of power. While religious prin-
ciples are important, it is not right to 
punish countless others who were 
not involved with the passage of the 
law. Thousands of people who are 
not in same-sex marriages and con-
stantly seek help from the Church are 
in danger of losing a vital resource. 

 If the Church does in fact 
cease its support for social programs, 
it will take months before those pro-
grams are up and running again. 
With the amount of red tape and mu-
nicipal bureaucracy, it is plausible 
to predict that people will only be-
gin getting help again by the middle 
of next year. 68,000 people, 20,000 
of which are homeless, would not 
be able to use the Church’s adop-
tion services, homeless shelters, and 
health services in the meantime.  
 The Catholic Church is facing 
some demographic issues of its own. 
In the last 40 years, the total number 
of  U.S. priests decreased by roughly 
20,000 and the number of Catho-
lic elementary schools decreased by 
roughly 2,500. Also, the number of 
Catholics as a percentage of the pop-
ulation has decreased by about 5%.
 Therefore, it is no surprise 
that the Church is starting to reach 
out to its more radical faction to 
attract members. As the Church 
reaches out to increase its base, it 
is sacrificing its reputation among 
the rest of the U.S. population.
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By sarah greenBerg

 The two-party system defines 
the American forum for political de-
bate. Republican v. Democrat has 
become the shorthand version of the 
story of any issue that has had politi-
cal salience over the past few years. 
This competition is necessary and 
important: with  two ideological bas-
es, discourse can be balanced and the 
final result will reflect the moderate 
majority rather than the minorities 
found at the extremes. Unfortunately, 
the benefits of partisanship have been 
too often outweighed by the costs. 
 Both parties have reached a 
period of crisis in which they have 
had to redefine themselves in the 
face of challenging and complex is-
sues. Health care is an excellent ex-
ample to illustrate the  paths the two 
parties have taken. The Republicans 
have taken advantage of the situation 
and have found remarkable strength 
in party unity. In order to relate the 
message to Main Street, the party has 
made appeals to the some of the most 
extreme right-wing factions. The 

Democrats, on the other hand, have 
been unable to solidify one easily 
identifiable philosophy and cannot 
get the Blue Dog Democrats to see 
the expediency of uniting to further 
the agenda. That they value univer-
salism and community has come, 
ironically, to bite them in the “ass.”
 In addition to the strains of 
ideological accord, there is now a ri-
valry between many politicians and 
pundits over who can speak loudest 
and with the most provocative lan-
guage. This obviously does not add 
much that is conducive to the demo-
cratic process; it only causes party 
members—in the public or private 

arena—to want to stick even closer 
to the party label.
 The person who represents 
the party is another facet of redefini-
tion. If the face of the party is not out-
spoken or not carefully followed by 
the media, then it appears as if they 
do not exist; it is hard to identify with 

the voter base if the voter base does 
not have access. Sarah Palin did in-
teresting work in closely associating 
herself with a faction of the Repub-
lican party; this union is so intimate 
that insulting Ms. Palin is similar to 
insulting the people who adore her, 
reports journalist Max Blumenthal.
 The media often depicts the 
country as highly partisan, but in 
reality, most Americans are moder-
ate. Disapproval of the government 
and partisanship go hand in hand, as 
high disapproval ratings are reflected 

in periods of time in which conten-
tious issues are being debated. For 
example, a Gallup poll has recently 
shown an extremely high Congres-

sional disapproval rating of 72% for 
October, the month during which the 
healthcare debate grew significantly 
heated and divisive. This relation-
ship holds true for other situations; 
the only other time over the past year 
when the disapproval rating of Con-
gress was so high was during the last 
few months of the Bush Administra-
tion. The public’s discontent with the 
President’s agenda was clearly re-

flected in its rejection of Congress.
 Despite all the redefinitions, 
new faces, and changes of agenda, 
what remains a central part of the 

American system is the party label. 
Ashley Harms ’13 described how 
party affiliation and political philoso-
phy do not match up for many of her 
local officials. The only logical ex-
planation, it seems, is that the conno-
tations of the name of the Democratic 
Party are more appealing than any 
contradictory political opinions. This 
extends beyond  localities; at times, 
party names can carry significantly 
more meaning than  actual policies. 
In those cases, history is more impor-
tant than the present.
 Party polarization pres-
ents new challenges in the political 
sphere; isolating the centrist major-
ity is a mistake, especially with a 
cutthroat election season approach-
ing in 2010. Yet the need to force an 
agenda and make the opposition look 
weak permeates the scene not only in 
Washington, but all over the country. 
It is frustrating to watch as the Demo-
crats and the Republicans struggle to 
find a way through the media haze, 
because the struggle consistently re-
sults in argument, accusation, and an-
tagonism.
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Tough Times Ahead for New York State Finances
By sam moss

 New York’s already-bleak 
fiscal outlook is now even bleaker. 
The state is in the grips of a pro-
jected $3.2 billion deficit for this 
year alone, partially due to trouble 
on Wall Street. In recent years, New 
York has relied upon its financial ser-
vices industry to generate nearly 20% 
of its tax revenue. With that revenue 
plummeting, the deficit is growing.  
While the federal budget process is 
relatively unconstrained, many states 
have balanced-budget laws and can-
not borrow as freely as the federal 
government can. Therefore, gover-
nors around the country are forced 
to balance the budget by increasing 

revenue (raising taxes) or by decreas-
ing expenditures (cutting services) so 
that the two are equal, particularly in 
austere times like these when state 
revenues are generally in decline.
New York Governor David A. Pat-
erson has proposed to the legislature 
that the state savings be achieved 
in higher education and healthcare 
– which together make up the larg-
est shares of the state’s expenditures 
– by reducing spending on higher 
education and Medicaid. New York 
spends more than any state on these 
two programs in per capita terms. 
This recommendation was met with 
staunch opposition among legislators 
in both houses but particularly among 
the Democratic-controlled Senate.

Unfortunately, it gets worse. Despite 
the well-intentioned, concerted ef-
forts of Governor Paterson and many 
legislators, the projected deficit is 
only expected to widen as the state’s 

costs will likely outpace by an ever 
greater margin whatever income it re-
ceives. While the state has in reserve 

a Rainy Day Fund upon which it can 
draw for emergency cash, doing so 
might endanger its credit rating. Yet 
New York still hasn’t seen the worst. 
The American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 provided im-
mediate relief to the beleaguered 
budgets of many states and allevi-
ated the extent of cuts to services 
and programs, but it was a one-time 
fix. In future years, no such aid to 
states is expected, especially given 
the poor state of the federal budget.
Unless the economy grows unusu-
ally rapidly so that state revenues 
return to pre-recession levels, the 
State of New York is in for some hard 
times that will likely impact us all.
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By Josh uhr

 Shane Bauer, Joshua Fattal, 
and Sarah Shourd, all graduates of 
the University of California at Berke-
ley, were, like many tourists before 
them, enjoying the beautiful moun-
tainous scenery of Northern Iraq’s 
Kurdistan region this past summer. 
The region, which is semiautono-
mous and largely removed from the 
violence in Iraq that we are so used 
to seeing on the news each night, 
is a popular hiking area nestled be-
tween Turkey to the west and Iran 
to the east. The trio’s backpacking 
adventure through the Middle East, 
however, did not end like those more 
fortunate travelers who preceded 
them. When they left their camping 
site in the morning to see the water-
falls of Ahmed Awa, there was no 
way they could have predicted or un-
derstood the gravity of the situation 
they would soon find themselves in.
 As the American hikers ac-
cidentally crossed the Iraqi-Iranian 
border, which is apparently not well 
marked in the region, Iranian authori-
ties arrested them. Months later, the 
fate of the hikers is still unknown as 
Iran’s government continues to hold 
them captive. Only recently has Iran 
accused them of espionage, a crime 
worthy of a death sentence under 
the nation’s strict sharia legal code.
 To be optimistic, it seems 
unlikely that Iran would actually ex-
ecute three innocent American tour-
ists – doing so would unnecessarily 
increase the existing tension between 

Tehran and Washington that began 
to build (arguably) even before the 
CIA organized the Iranian Coup of 
1953. Furthermore, Iran has charged 
and convicted American citizens of 

espionage in the past, only to release 
them not long after the conviction. 
 Roxana Saberi, the Iranian-
American journalist from New Jersey 
who was sentenced to eight years in 
an Iranian prison after her conviction 
earlier this year was released from 
custody only a month after she was 

sentenced. Hopefully Shane, Joshua, 
and Sarah will be as lucky as Roxana.
 Unfortunately, our govern-
ment is limited in its ability to help 
the three hikers or to speed up the 

judicial process that they will inevi-
tably go through in Iran. Secretary 
of State Hillary Clinton has publicly 
denied the existence of any evidence 
suggesting that they are spies and she 
has urged the Iranian government, 
via reporters in Berlin, to “exercise 
compassion and release them.” But 

the United States has not had dip-
lomatic ties with Iran since Iranian 
revolutionaries stormed the U.S. 
Embassy in Tehran during the 1979 
Islamic Revolution. Today, all of 
our communication with the country 
is channeled through Switzerland, 
which weakens American influence 
on Iranian officials and consequently 
American efforts to free the travelers. 
 Frustration and complica-
tions that arise from the absence of 
a diplomatic relationship work both 
ways. It’s important to remember that 
Iran also has less influence on Ameri-
can officials. So, with the option for 
friendly negotiations and diplomatic 
talks off the table, how can Iran get 
what it wants from the United States? 
 Holding three innocent 

Americans hostage and using them 
to increase Iranian political lever-
age may be a good way. This seems 
to be a likely reason Iran is holding 
the Americans – President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad hinted that they could 
be used to bargain for the release of 
Iranian citizens being held by the 
U.S. when he told reporters, “I have 
no opinion about [the three American 
tourists]. It must be judged by the ju-
diciary, whether they are spies or not. 
 There are some Iranians who 
have spent many years in prison with-
out doing anything wrong, in Ameri-
can prisons,” according to MSNBC.  
He has also publicly mentioned spe-
cific cases of Iranian citizens he be-
lieves were arrested by American 
forces in Saudi Arabia and Turkey. 
 Although Iran’s full inten-
tions are largely unknown, Swedish 
Prime Minister Fredrik Reinfeldt’s 
comments on the situation sum up 
what every American is feeling: “the 
only thing I can say is that I hope 
that we don’t use the lives of very 
young people for political purposes.”
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Iran Continues to Hold Three American Hikers Captive
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and diplomatic talks 
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may be holding the 

three backpackers as a 
bargaining chip.
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Fort Hood Tragedy Raises Questions
By taskin rahman

 On November 5, 2009, Unit-
ed States Army Major Nidal Malik 
Hasan started firing upon fellow U.S. 
soldiers in the Soldier Readiness 
Center of Fort Hood, Texas. Hasan 
waited silently at a table as other 
soldiers stood in line for process-
ing when he stood up and shouted 
“Allahu Akbar!” and began firing, 
according to eyewitness reports. 
 Armed with a FN Five-sev-
en semi-automatic pistol and a .357 
Magnum revolver, Hasan was able to 
shoot off more than 100 rounds. The 
unarmed soldiers were unable to re-
turn fire and ran for cover. Then civil-
ian police Sergeant Kimberly Mun-
ley engaged Hasan as he pursued a 
wounded soldier. After exchanging 

fire, Hasan wounded Munley. How-
ever, when Sergeant Mark Todd 
found Hasan preoccupied, he shot and 
injured Hasan. Once Hasan dropped 
to the ground, Todd restrained him. 
He was in a coma for a period after 
the shooting but is now awake. Al-
though the whole event only lasted 
for ten minutes, Hasan killed 13 
soldiers and wounded 30 others.  
 Hasan’s exact motivation 
for the shooting is unclear, but many 

sources suggest a religious influ-
ence. Prior to the shooting, Hasan 
repeatedly voiced his disagree-
ment with the U.S. involvement in 
wars against Muslims. He also fre-
quently brought up his Muslim re-
ligion during a presentation at the 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center. 
He is quoted as stating, “It’s getting 
harder and harder for Muslims in 
the service to morally justify being 
in a military that seems constantly 
engaged against fellow Muslims”. 
This statement is in direct align-
ment with Hasan’s previous view-
point that Muslims in the U.S. Army 
should be allowed to claim conscien-
tious objector status because fight-
ing against other Muslims is wrong. 
 The government flagged 

Hasan’s potential extremism by 
intercepting communications be-
tween him and radical cleric Anwar 
al-Awlaki in Hasan’s mosque. The 
Defense Department’s Criminal In-
vestigative Services decided to drop 
the investigation believing it was 
not a cause for concern. Ironically, 
three of the 9/11 hijackers attended 
and met with al-Awlaki at the same 
mosque in Falls Church, Virginia. 
 “Nidal Hasan is a hero, the 
fact that fighting against the U.S. 
Army is an Islamic duty today can-
not be disputed. Nidal has killed sol-
diers who were about to be deployed 
to Iraq and Afghanistan in order to 
kill Muslims,” al-Awlaki said in a 
recent statement. The Senate Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs is conduct-
ing a probe in order to determine 
the official cause of the incident.
 The possibility of religious 
motivation brings the issue of the 
treatment of minorities in the U.S. mil-
itary to the attention of the American 
public. Due to the horrific nature of 
these attacks, a probe should be con-
ducted to not only investigate Hasan’s 
motivation, but also how we may 
prevent future incidents such as this. 
 Sensitivity training and cul-
tural awareness classes may be of-
fered to expand the viewpoints of 
the soldiers. Any sort of prejudice or 
harassment should not be tolerated as 
it harms both individuals and overall 

morale. There should be a zero tol-
erance policy when it comes to such 
discrimination. Otherwise, built-
up resentment may lead to a vola-
tile situation such as this shoot-out. 
 The issue remains whether 
or not soldiers should be allowed 
to abstain from wars on the basis of 
personal beliefs. The most common 
response is that such a policy under-
mines the cohesion of the U.S. mili-
tary. This seems rational because the 
military’s stern discipline may erode 
as soldiers arbitrarily abstain from 
military engagements. Planning and 
coordination would become much 
more difficult if talented soldiers re-
fused to fight with the rest of the army. 
 Despite this viewpoint, a 
conscious effort should be made to 
place those who strongly object to 
a particular war in positions that do 
not require much combat. Techno-
logical assistance or communica-
tions positions should serve as the 
middle ground for objectors. How-
ever, this rearrangement of person-
nel should only be done if time and 
strategy permit it, since it should 
by no means hinder the war effort. 
 In the end, the fact remains 
that when people join the military, 
they realize that they may have to 
engage in wars with which they may 
not personally agree. However, their 
duties as an American soldier re-
quire them to put aside their beliefs 
and do what is required of them by 
the nation. Only if they truly be-
lieve that they cannot handle the 
requirements asked of them should 
soldiers ask for a discharge once 
their tour of duty is over. Hope-
fully future violent out lashes will 
not occur if these changes are made. 

Alleged gunman Nidal Malik Hasan

The 13 victims of the Fort Hood shooting.

On November 5, 2009, 
United States Army 
Major Nidal Malik 

Hasan started firing 
upon fellow U.S. 

soldiers in the Soldier 
Readiness Center of 
Fort Hood, Texas. 

Although the whole 
event only lasted for ten 
minutes, Hasan killed 13 
soldiers and wounded 30 

others.  

A memorial service was held on 
Nov. 10 at Ford Hood, Texas.
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Did you see any of the Sarah Palin on 
the Oprah show? Wow. She said that 

she disagrees with Barack Obama get-
ting the Nobel Peace Prize. She said she 
thought it was premature and she said 

other world leaders, other foreign digni-
taries, probably more deserving of that 
award. Of course, she couldn’t name 

any, but still. 
–David Letterman

Sarah Palin’s book is sup-
posedly full of shocking 
revelations. Some of it 

even surprised John Mc-
Cain. “I ran for president?” 

–Craig Ferguson

According to excerpts from Sarah Palin’s memoir, “Go-
ing Rogue,” the former vice presidential nominee says her 
infamous Katie Couric interview went so poorly because 
Couric was badgering, had a partisan agenda, and asked 

questions. –Seth Meyers

Yesterday, President Obama visited the 
Great Wall of China. He said, “It’s magi-
cal. It reminds you of the sweep of his-

tory.” When George Bush visited, he said, 
“It’s magical. It reminds you of something 

Spider-Man would love to climb.” 
–Jimmy Fallon

Glenn Beck had an emergency appen-
dectomy, but he’ll be back on the air 
tomorrow. That’s right. However, for 
his first day back, doctors are warning 
Glenn to take it easy and only compare 
Obama to Hitler three times an hour. 

–Conan O’Brien

Liz Cheney said on Fox 
News that her father, for-
mer Vice President Dick 
Cheney, should run for 

president in 2012. In fact, 
that’s apparently in the 

Mayan calendar too, you 
know. Cheney becomes 
president, and then the 

whole world ends. That’s 
exactly what happens.” 

–Jay Leno

But you know, President 
Bush never bowed to any 
foreign leaders. He just 

held hands with them and 
also he kissed them and 
then they shared a bunk 
bed. But that was differ-

ent. That was for oil. 
–Jimmy Kimmel

We ordered eight. After this week, I don’t think they’ll 
sell.

 –Cashier at a New York City bookstore when asked 
by The Daily Show’s John Oliver how many copies of 

Sarah Palin’s book they’d bought


