
By Jonathon yuan

W hat a show.  I use the term 
“show,” very deliberately while 

describing the Republican National 
Convention this past August because 
that was exactly what I felt I was 
watching – a spectacle of a show that 
promised to raise substantive counter-
points to Obama’s presidency, but in-
stead repeated once-sparkly GOP talk-
ing points, like “You didn’t build that!”  
The entire Republican National Con-
vention seemed to stand on very vague 
fundamentals – rather than giving a 
solid substantive speech, Romney con-
tinued to position himself as the safe 
and reliable if not boring alternative 
to Obama in an era of slow economic 

recovery, failing to even mention vital 
issues like Afghanistan.  This contrast-
ed Democratic National Convention 
speakers, most notably Bill Clinton, 
who not only energized the base but 
did so while using solid facts and fig-
ures from the successes of the Obama 
administration.  
 The Republican National Con-
vention was successful in one particu-
lar aspect though – it did an 
effective job of showcasing it-
self as a seemingly racially di-
verse party.  Between featured 
speeches by Florida Senator 
Marco Rubio, South Carolina 
Governor Nikki Haley, Utah 
Rep. hopeful Mia Love, Puerto 
Rico’s First Lady Luce Vela 

Fortuno, among others, the Republican 
National Convention created the im-
age that the GOP had suddenly trans-
formed into a party of different colors 
and backgrounds.  
 Upon further examination, 
however, it becomes clear that the Re-
publican Party is merely fashioning an 
illusion of diversity by shoving the few 
token minorities in its party into the na-
tional spotlight.  For example, Marco 

Rubio remains the sole Hispanic Re-
publican Senator in the United States.  
As the Huffington Post also points out, 
“Including Puerto Rico, the GOP has 
five governors who are of either Latin 
or Indian descent.  All five were offered 
prime speaking gigs” (“A Dispropor-
tionate Parade of Diversity”).

Continued on page 7

GOP: Fifty Shades of White

By Reem KhondaKaR 

In less than two months, hundreds 
of Cornell first-years, like me, will 

vote for the first time. In less than two 
months, we will join millions of new 
voters across the nation who, for the 
most part, may take the entire process 
for granted. And rightly so. It is our 
right, after all. 
 Or is it? The recent controver-
sy over the new voter ID laws, now en-
acted in thirty-three states, has brought 
to light the question of not only what 
should determine who can vote, but 
more fundamentally, whether these re-
strictions, purportedly preventing voter 
fraud, support a disputed but neverthe-
less historically long-standing argu-
ment in politics: that the masses don’t 
necessarily deserve to vote. 
 But before discussing the lat-
ter point, some background is neces-
sary. Of the thirty-three states that 
have already passed some form of a 
voter ID law, five states—Pennsylva-
nia, Indiana, Georgia, Tennessee, and 
Kansas—will be affected in this year’s 
election. Although the laws vary from 
state to state, the differences boil down 
to whether or not a photo ID is required, 
and whether or not the ID is “strict.” A 
strict voter ID law means that all voters 
must present the required identification 
in order to vote. Otherwise, he or she 
must use a provisional ballot that will 
not be counted unless the voter returns, 
within a given time span, with the 
proper identification. 

The Republican Party is merely fashioning an 
illusion of diversity by shoving the few token 
minorities in its party into the national spotlight

V o l u m e  X I I I  I s s u e  I I  O c t o b e r  4 ,  2 0 1 2

C o r n e l l ’ s  L i b e r a l  N e w s  a n d  O p i n i o n  -  w w w . c o r n e l l p r o g r e s s i v e . c o m

EDITORIAL: AS GOOD AS GOLD
Republicans go to gilded depths to defund and 
deconstruct the Federal Government as we know it

Controversy Over Bin Laden Assassination, p.3

Inside this Issue:
Cutting the Muscle out of Public Education, p.5 
American Culture Clashes Over Guns, p.6

Do YOU Have the Right to Vote?

 All five aforementioned 
states—notably Republican with the 
exception of Pennsylvania—have 
passed strict photo ID laws. Voter ID 
fraud, the purported purpose of the 
laws, has been repeatedly touted by 
conservatives as “widespread.” Yet 
out of the myriad types of voter fraud, 
the only type that can be prevented by 
the new laws is voter impersonation—
which makes up less than one percent 
of all reported voter fraud cases over 
the past 12 years, according to a recent 
report by News21. 

It is, by now, incontestable that voter 
ID laws have a distinctly Republican 
flavor. The audacity of many conserva-
tives to claim otherwise—to claim that 
their only motive is preventing voter 
fraud and not advancing the Republi-
can campaign—is simply appalling. 
 According to The Providence 
Phoenix, every piece of voter ID leg-
islation besides one (Rhode Island’s) 
was put forth by Republican majority 
leaders. As the Phoenix writes, Rhode 
Island had everyone wondering how 
and why “one of the bluest states in the 

nation enacted a law so red.” A “red” 
law indeed. Look no further than Penn-
sylvania State House Majority Leader, 
Mike Turzai’s (Pennsylvania, R) com-
ment that “Voter ID” laws are “gonna 
allow Governor Romney to win the 
state of Pennsylvania.” 
 If, by eliminating a propor-
tion of otherwise eligible voters, Re-
publicans could claim to win a swing 
state—namely, Pennsylvania—at the 
rate they’re going, could they win the 
election?
 Continued on page 4

Courtesy of digboston.com



2 Volume XIII Issue IIThe Cornell Progressive

Last spring, the Cornell Republi-
cans and Libertarians brought to 

campus a true radical of our age, a 
revolutionary, with an admirable ob-
session with overthrowing the United 
States government. With unbelievable 
tumult and cheer, the man himself, a 
symbol of a greater movement, walked 
onto the stage with many-a-back-
ground-scream, “End The Fed!” filling 
the air of Lynah Rink. 

The visiting revolutionary 
was Ron Paul, the Texas libertarian 
prophet whose message has recently 
been brought back to the forefront (or 
maybe the wonky underbelly) of po-
litical discussion.  In the modern 2012 
Republican Platform, for the first time 
in nearly 32 years, there is discussion, 
hints even, of returning to the Gold 
Standard - establishing a fixed value 
for the dollar. 

Do you, casual reader, know 
what the Gold Standard really is? Most 
people do not, so don’t feel lonely. It 
would be a mark of dishonesty to say 
that I understand it entirely either: full 
understanding would require a vast 
knowledge of not only public finance 
and banking, but also trade policy. For 
many, however, the gold standard is 
a laughable proposal harkening back 
to an older age, a policy alternative so 
infeasible in the modern day as to not 
warrant full discussion, a last bastion 
of heterodox economics. Most econo-
mists, even the more conservative-
leaning ones advising Mitt Romney, 
would agree that it isn’t a good idea. 

To those out there, however, 
who might call Social Security a 
“Ponzi Scheme,” for instance, or pro-
claim that Fed Chairman Ben Bernan-
ke is treasonous and deserves a punch 
in the face, or talk of “second amend-
ment solutions,” the Gold Standard is 
a kind of saving grace. They are in the 
minority, and yes they are way out in 
left field (or maybe, right field), but 
apparently their voice is being heard 
more these days than ever in the last 
30 years.

Put simply, and there really 
is no “simple” way to put it, the Gold 
Standard is a system in which any 
treasury note must be redeemable in 
Gold, at a certain price. What does this 
mean? It means that in 1934, given 

the reality of a gold standard at the 
time, if you had $35, you could go to 
a bank and demand that your cur-
rency be exchanged for an ounce of 
gold bullion. The amount of money in 
circulation is, theoretically, constricted 
by the amount of Gold the issuer of 
the currency has to back that money. 
By today’s standards, given the recent 
announcement of the Fed’s supposedly 
interminable QEIII program (which 
specifically promises to increase the 
supply of money in circulation be-
cause… well, we can), this is indeed 
revolutionary.

Printing money is, at this 
point, an institution unto itself. The 
Federal Reserve prints money, expand-
ing the money supply, regularly to cor-
rect for swings in the business cycle; 
however the ability to print money, 
goes far deeper than that. It, in large 
part, gives us the means to sustain the 
governmental institutions that we have 
today. 

To understand what I mean 
by that, just listen to Paul Krugman 
and Ken Rogoff discuss American 
economic policy when last they talked 
with Fareed Zakaria on CNN. When 
the liberal and moderate economists, 
respectively, discussed policy alterna-
tives for dealing with the national debt 
on Fareed Zakaria GPS, they seemed 
to come to the agreement that what is 
likely needed is obvious: a good dose 
of gradual inflation to slowly monetize 
our debt (read: get rid of it by mak-
ing it worth less over time). There is 
simply no alternative to that other than 
default.

When the government col-
lectively doesn’t feel like increasing 
taxes on anyone but wants to continue 
spending (whether it be on building 
roads or building tanks), it has two 
options: it can sell treasury bonds or 
it can “print money.” Selling bonds 
rather than paying for our government 
has led us to our enormous $16 tril-
lion debt, and printing money causes 
inflation (some might say, is inflation). 
What Gold Standard-bearers see as 
quite obvious is exactly the fact that 
our ability to print money allows the 
US to cheat – i.e. to have big govern-
ment and low taxes, simultaneously 
– to have our cake and eat it too. This 

they want to end. Not only does the 
Gold Standard limit the amount of 
money one nation can print (effective-
ly ridding the US of monetary policy, 
generally), it also limits the govern-
ment’s ability to spend. 

Returning to the Gold Stan-
dard would mean, according to its 
proponents, long term price stability, 
less uncertainty in international trade 
markets, and most importantly for 
them the end of financial repression (in 
other words, Krugman and Rogoff’s 
inflating away our debt). The govern-
ment would no longer have the ability 
to tax the citizens of the United States 
(as well as its creditors) through infla-
tion. As oft-honored liberal economist 
John Maynard Keynes once said, “By 
a continuing process of inflation, gov-
ernments can confiscate, secretly and 
unobserved, an important part of the 
wealth of their citizens.” 

So what does it all mean, you 
ask? Fixing the value of the dollar, 
whether or not with a gold standard, 
would effectively gut our federal 
government, forcing us to face the 
choice of astronomically large tax 
increases on everyone (middle and 
working class included) or historically 
low levels of federal spending. You 
might not consider this all that bad – I 
mean, the government may as well cut 
back right? We’re Cornell students, 
we don’t need the government’s help, 
right? Well, you might want to recon-
sider your political views if you are 
currently receiving Pell Grants, or fed-
erally backed student loans, if you ever 
wish to own a home, if you want to be 
in the military or work for a military-
related firm, if you want to do research 
and development in nearly any field, 
if you want working infrastructure 
on which to drive, untainted beef or 
poultry to eat, etc. The list could go on 
and on. 

 The government does a lot 
for every constituency. Conserva-
tives would face the loss of the enor-
mous military industrial complex, 
the enormous government jobs and 
national security program, that they 
have built over generations. 

Continued on page 5
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The much anticipated memoir No 
Easy Day by ex-Navy SEAL 

Team-6 soldier Matt Bissonnette ar-
rived in stores yesterday on the 11th 
anniversary of 9/11.  In his memoir, 
Bissonnette chronicles his life and the 
May 2, 2011 raid on Osama bin Lad-
en’s Pakistani compound that resulted 
in the Islamist demagogue’s death.  As 
with any controversial material, the 
pre-orders for the book skyrocketed 
from 300,000 orders to 575,000 orders 
according to CNN.  
 The book has received severe 
castigation lately from top military and 
intelligence officials for violations of 
national security agreements. While 
officials and lawyers squabble over 
security breaches, they forget another 
larger demon lurking within the re-
cord’s pages.  In addition to describing 
his life as a Navy SEAL, Bissonnette 
also provides a contradictory version of 
bin Laden’s killing that will re-open the 
loosely-closed Pandora’s box regard-
ing the legality of the villain’s death.   
 Bissonnette’s actions have dis-
turbed various individuals in all lev-
els of national defense. High-ranking 
military officials such as Rear Admiral 
Sean Pybus are crestfallen that “troops 
are now openly speaking and writing 
about their secret work,” according 

to CNN.  As silent guardians of the 
American population, military offi-
cials adorn a creed of silence with their 
gun and neither “advertise the nature 
of their work,” nor “see recognition 
from [their] actions.”  This doctrine of 
taciturnity is held as sacred, and any 
breach is considered selfish profiteer-
ing eligible to be met with puritanical 
castigation.  
 High-ranking intelligence of-
ficials such as Pentagon Press Secre-
tary George Little and U.S. Secretary 
of Defense Leon Panetta fear more 
about the disclosing of sensitive infor-
mation than the breaking of an ethnical 
covenant.   According to the NY Daily 
news, Panetta decried the book as ba-
sically giving the terrorist a playbook 
of American tactics.  For him, Bisson-
nette “endangered both himself and his 
peers” by writing his memoir and jeop-
ardizes “other operations and the lives 
of others that are involved in those 

operations.   An unnamed U.S. official 
in a CNN interview summarized the 
prosecution as citing Bissonnette’s rec-
ollection of “how the SEAL units are 
organized, trained, and operate” as the 
foundation for intelligence concerns. 
 In his defense, the author and 
his lawyer confirm Bissonnette’s cau-
tion about disclosing confidential in-
formation and his scrupulous review of 

“the work to ensure that it did not […] 
breach his agreement or put his former 
comrades at risk,” Bissonnette’s lawyer 
told CNN.  A New York Times article 
surprisingly comes to the ex-Special 
Forces soldier’s aid in reviewing the 
novel and illustrating that it focuses on 
more basic and personal experiences of 
Bissonnette’s on the SEAL team than 
reveal clandestine maneuvers.  
 One of the passages in ques-
tion regards a model house used to 
train the SEAL officials in raids.  Ac-
cording to the New York Times article, 
Bissonnette does discuss the model 
house—its components and why it 
was used—but it spends most of the 
real estate discussing the grueling psy-
chological pressure about being in the 
Navy SEALs and providing caricatures 
of his friends.  In the book, Bissonnette 
describes his comrades as one having a 
big head, another as having “hands like 

shovels,” and another resembling the 
Tolkinian dwarf Gimli from The Lord 
of the Rings.  What the article reveals 
is a codex of favored recollections and 
banal information rather than an un-
veiling of the military’s cloak of invis-
ibility. 
 However, the most alarming 
piece of information in Bissonnette’s 
memoir is his contradictory narrative 
of the bin Laden murder to the one 
Obama maintains.  Several key differ-
ences between the two reports include 
the supposed 40-minute firefight and 
the actual death of Osama bin laden. 
Contrary to the official reports, there 
was no firefight and bin Laden was not 
belligerent. 
 In the words of Bissonnette, 
he heard gunshots ahead of him as the 
point man shot at “a man peeking out 
of the door on the right side of the hall-
way,” who then “disappeared into [a] 
dark room.”   He followed his com-
rades to a room where the demagogue 
was “still moving,” drowning in a pool 
of blood.   Then, the SEALs disobeyed 
orders to detain the villain and shot 
him multiple times on the ground.  Bin 
Laden was not wearing a protective 
vest during the whole incident, and the 
only two guns he had in his room were 
unarmed. Contradictory to the admin-
istration’s review, bin Laden was de-
fenseless and had no plans of fighting 
back.
 Bissonnette’s revelations, if 
proven true, will introduce the U.S. to 
international investigation.  Bin Lad-
en’s status as an illegal combatant, and 
the U.S.’s justification for extrajudicial 
killings of his group for orchestrating 

9/11, have gone rel-
atively unchecked 
in the international 
sphere.  However, 
the killing of bin 
Laden last year 
drew some con-
troversy with the 
global leaders as 
Pakistani leaders 
chastised the U.S. 
for conducting 
an “unauthorized 
unilateral action” 
and stressed that it 
“could not be taken 
as rule” or prec-
edent, according 
to CBS journalist 
Joshua Norman.  
 The United 
States was able to 
Houdini-itself out 
of that problem, 

but Bissonnette’s review might be the 
punch-to-the-gut for the great magi-
cian.  The Obama Administration justi-
fied its murder of Osama bin Laden as a 
result of deadly force, but Bissonnette’s 
narrative could dismantle that founda-
tion.  International Humanitarian law 
(wartime law), according to the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross, 
stems from the principles of neces-
sity or proportionality.  Deadly force, 
according to UN special rapporteur 
on extrajudicial executions, Christof 
Heyns, is permissible “as a last resort,” 
according to BBC; a luxury the SEALs 
did not have if bin Laden actually had 
neither vest nor ammunition. The kill-
ing of the captive bin Laden, according 
to International Law Specialist Benja-
min Ferencz in an interview with BBC, 
“who poses no immediate threat is a 
crime under military law as well as all 
other law.”  The future of the U.S. rests 
in the accuracy of Bissonnette’s mem-
oir. 
 Ultimately, Bissonnette’s nov-
el is still up for debate but provides a 
new perspective on modern warfare.  
His narrative is polemic; indicative 
of Obama’s trend of utilizing Special 
Forces and Drones for an unprecedent-
ed amount of extrajudicial killings, and 
humanizes the shadowy Special Forc-
es.  Yet, his book has a thorn under that 
rosy cover.  If proven true, his Bisson-
nette’s narrative will incur a tsunami 
of legal counterstrike against Obama’s 
illegal transgression of international 
code. 

The Obama Admimistration justified its murder of 
Osama bin Laden as a result of deadly force, but 
Bissonette’s narrative could dismantle that foundation.
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Liberals would see themselves 

facing the effective end of the social 
welfare state. There would be scarcely 
enough money to be spent on political-
ly expedient (and extremely expensive) 
programs such as Medicare and Social 
Security, let alone for programs that 
help the poor and needy.  The govern-
ment would only be able to effectively 
afford that which it could collect in 
taxes or reasonably expect to be able to 
pay out in future taxes. Considering our 
massive debt liability looking into the 
future, the current trajectory of federal 
spending (most of it on military and 
social spending) would be impossible 
under that system. For hardcore liber-

tarians, the return to the gold standard 
would thus be the second coming of 
Ayn Rand and rapture all mixed into 
one. 

According to Professor Peter 
Katzenstein, Walter S. Carpenter, Jr. 
Professor of International Studies here 
at Cornell and former President of the 
American Political Science Associa-
tion (‘08-‘09), “[A return to the gold 
standard] has enormous social conse-
quences. It would dramatically limit the 
government and dramatically increase 
the exposure of marginal populations.” 
It would effectively mean the end of the 
expansive social security state, as we 
know it.  

However, Katzenstein also 
qualified his statements: “This is a 
symbol of uncertainty and lack of con-

fidence… I see this as an experiment 
with the past in the face of an uncertain 
future… When the given situation is 
one not of risk but of uncertainty, there 
is no telling which policy is sensible 
and which is not.” The policy alterna-
tive is unlikely, he continued, due to the 
fact that “there is not enough gold to 
provide liquidity,” in our modern global 
market. 

Libertarians on campus seem 
to share this opinion: “I’m not sure 
if the cost of going back [to the gold 
standard] is worth its benefit. It’s not 
something I can see happening,” said 
Emily Podmore, ’15, a self-avowed 
Ron Paul follower. 

Serious proposal or not, how-
ever, the policy’s mention in the Repub-
lican platform is symbolic of the fight 
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Heating Planet Not Hot Topic for GOP
James Miner ON CLIMATE CONCERN
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 According to statistical cal-
culations by Nate Silver, New York 
Times FiveThirtyEight political blog-
ger, for every voter ID law enacted, 
there is a percent loss in voter turn-
out per state that in turn promotes 
the net swing (generally by 1.2%) in 
favor of Governor Romney. Two fac-
tors are key here: Not only does the 
particular voter ID law enacted de-
crease voter turnout in the state, it also 
hand-in-hand increases—no matter 
how small the margin—the chance 
of Republicans winning that state. 
Pennsylvania stands as a key example 
of this potential. As of August 2012, 
the Pennsylvania Department of State 
Pew Center on the States found that 
approximately 9% of the state’s regis-
tered voters do not have the required 
photo ID. That amounts to—out 
of more than 8 million Pennsylva-
nians—760,000 otherwise eligible vot-
ers who face the additional restriction 
or prospect of not voting this year. 
Let’s compare this to the number of 
convicted frauds. The most compre-
hensive database on voter ID fraud, 

published this year by News21, pro-
vides the most accurate glimpse at 
the supposed “widespread” crime. It 
found that, out of the 2068 cases of 
overall voter fraud (these include vote 
buying, noncitizens voting, bribing, 
etc) reported since 2000, only 10 were 
voter impersonation—the only type of 
voter fraud the new laws can prevent. 

12 years. 10 cases. That’s 1 voter im-
personation per 15 million voters. 

Thus, while advocates of the new 
laws contend they are heroically root-
ing out rampant corruption and main-
taining “the integrity” of democracy, 
the simple truth is that the number of 
otherwise eligible voters now being 
hindered from voting vastly outnum-
bers those committing voter fraud. 
Progressives frequently cite the obser-
vation that it is more likely for any one 
person to be struck by lightning than to 
commit voter ID fraud. It’s true, but we 
don’t have to look at lightning to make 
the point. The myriad consequences 
are reason enough. Are the criminal 
prosecution, jail-time, $10,000 pen-
alty, and potential for deportation 

even remotely worth one more ballot? 
“It complicates an already compli-
cated system,” notes Jessie Palmer, 
’13, President of the Cornell Demo-
crats. “Each state has it’s own par-
ticular voter registration laws, each 
county has it’s own voting methods”. 
Indeed, with over 3000 counties and 
over 13,000 voting districts, America 
already lends itself prey to regional 
discrepancies that only make mis-
takes in the voting process occur often.
As for conservatives who claim that a 
photo ID is needed for just about ev-
erything these days—from boarding a 
plane to attending a concert—“It’s not 
necessarily quite as simple as produc-
ing the money for birth certificates and 
driver’s licenses,” says Palmer, “Many 
can’t afford to pay to get the docu-
ments required.” These documents, 
ranging from birth certificates to mar-
riage certificates, or driver’s licenses, 
are just “not easy to accrue, especially 
given the short amount of time—you 
need to give them a longer time scale. 
Unless there is some sort of govern-
ment subsidy for the cost of the re-
quired documents, it excludes people 
of a certain socioeconomic level.”

Cuts in Education Will Sever American Potential
ON EDUCATION  Sam Wolken

I attended public school in a city 
known for megachurches and mili-

tary service. My city boasts low tax 
rates, and we accept correspondingly 
weak public services. I have been in too 
many classrooms with too few seats, 
and I learned American history from 
a crumbling textbook with one Bush 
listed under US Presidents. 
 With no frills, my school of-
fered us the one asset it could: experi-
enced, talented educators. My English 
teacher junior and senior year, with 
faded paperback classics annotated by 
several students too many, exemplified 
the best in an educator. His dedication 
to the improvement of each and every 
student and his refusal to accept any-
thing other than the best of us inspired 
me. He carried two masters degrees, a 
background in theater, and the intangi-
ble grace of a man doing precisely what 
he was born to do. 
 Students need gifted teachers 
to show them that, with hard work, 
their potential is limitless. However, re-
cent attempts to cut spending in schools 
across the country are making teaching 
an increasingly less attractive profes-
sion for young graduates. How can 
schools recruit promising teachers with 
measly salaries, growing class sizes, 
and the governance by standardized 
tests?
 We need a new perspective, 
one focused on the students. If we 
consider education to be an expense, a 
red number on a budget waiting to be 
trimmed, we overlook the fact that edu-
cation is the most important investment 
in the future of our country.
 In late August, Chris Chris-
tie, the conservative governor of New 
Jersey, took the stage at the Repub-
lican National Convention to deliver 
the keynote address. Christie, seeking 
to cement his reputation as the budget 
butcher of the GOP, boasted about his 
gubernatorial fiscal record. He cel-
ebrated conquering the teachers union, 
a battle which he framed in David and 
Goliath terms: “They said it was impos-
sible to speak the truth to the teachers’ 
union. They were just too powerful.”
 Christie preached ‘the truth’ in 

By changing the population of voters, the government is altering the base that 
elects it; it is tampering with democracy itself.
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Mitt Romney has made claims 
throughout his campaign as to 

what his presidential policies will ac-
complish. Absent from these claims has 
been any description of policy details. 
Aiding his ability to do this is the Re-
publican base’s blind acceptance of all 
that he offers – or, in other words, blind 
opposition to the policies of the opposi-
tion. The Republican National Conven-
tion (RNC) became yet another stage 
for this redundant interplay to ensue. 
Amidst the claims made by Romney 
at the RNC, he ventured to comment 
briefly on the current Presidential ad-
ministration’s environmental concerns.  
 Romney informed the audito-
rium of GOP supporters that “President 
Obama promised to begin to slow the 
rise of the oceans and to heal the planet.” 
His comment was met with laughter: 
the intended response of Republican 
scoffing of environmental concerns. 
 The irony of this comment es-
caped the crowd of spectators attending 
an event postponed by Hurricane Isaac. 
What Romney and his faithful fail to 
understand is that extreme weather 
events such as Hurricane Isaac—which 
arrived on the 7th anniversary of Hurri-
cane Katrina—are growing in intensity 
and frequency due to climatic change. 
 Dr. Dim Coumou, an Earth 
Systems Analyst for the Potsdam In-
stitute for Climatic Impact Research, 
admitted in February that scientists 
cannot conclude with certainty that 
individual weather events are directly 
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we are having today in our politics. A 
return to the gold standard may be no 
closer to a reality than it was ten years 
ago, but the sentiment which it reflects 
has electrified a population among 
us – and to their credit, they hold ideas 
while so many among our political class 
have few. That such a proposal has once 
again gained traction in the political 
conversation deserves pause rather than 
ridicule. This must be looked upon 
seriously and understood as a culmina-
tion of ideas, popular to many, that are 
fundamentally at odds with our modern 
established order. As liberals, we must 
understand what is at stake. It should 
make you wonder, what do you believe 
a government should be able to do?

two ways. First, he reformed teacher 
tenure and effectively ended lifetime 
job security in favor of performance-
based evaluations. This put teachers’ 
job security in the hands of their stu-
dents. If a teacher’s students underper-
form on standardized test, out comes 
Christie’s cleaver. Second, the reforms 
strengthened voucher programs which 
allow families some choice about 
which school their children attend. 
If parents believe their child’s public 
school is not satisfactory, they can ap-
ply for a voucher to attend private or 
charter school, paid for by local com-
panies through a tax-break incentive 
program. This program loses funding 
for education but offers select students 
alternatives to public schools.
 How, for years to come, can we 
improve public school education for all 
students, poor and rich, outstanding 
and failing, alike? The answer: recruit 
better educators by making teaching a 
more attractive profession. 
 In a student’s life, one good 
teacher can make a world of difference. 
In a January 2012 article, New York 
Times writer Annie Lowrey reported 
on a study which tracked 2.5 million 
students over twenty years. The study, 
performed by three professors (two 
from Harvard and one from Columbia), 
examined the long-term impact of an 
effective teacher on his or her students. 
The conclusion? One good teacher can 
improve not only a student’s chances 
of matriculating into a college but fu-
ture earning potential and general well-
being, as well. Unsatisfactory teachers 
may actually harm their students more 
than high-achieving teachers help 
their students. In the words of the ar-
ticle, “Replacing a poor teacher with 
an average one would raise a single 
classroom’s lifetime earnings by about 
$266,000, the economists estimate. 
Multiply that by a career’s worth of 
classrooms.”
 These findings affirm a con-
clusion we all already knew: students 
need talented, effective teachers. Chris 
Christie approached this goal in New 
Jersey by demanding accountability 
and lessening job security. While New 
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Jersey ranks near the top in overall per-
formance in standardized test scores, 
progress for the lowest-testing students 
lags significantly behind. This comes 
as no surprise considering Christie’s 
voucher program caters to ambitious, 
high-achieving students. To find a bea-
con of educational equality, we have to 
look across the Atlantic to a northern 
nation with uncommonly high-scoring 
students.
 In December 2011, The At-
lantic Monthly published an article 
by Finnish journalist Anu Partanen on 
how Finland became the highest-test-
ing western nation. The PISA Study 
ranks fifteen-year-old students across 
the world in reading, math, and sci-
ence. Finland, contrary to Christie’s 
model, has no private schools. In fact, 
no schools—not even universities—
charge tuition in Finland. More face-
reddening for Christie: Finland has no 
standardized tests. Thus, teachers have 
no accountability to annual black-and-
white tests of student progress. Even 
so, they soundly out-perform the Unit-

ed Stated year in and year out.
 The underlying factor of Finn-
ish success is a perspective on educa-
tion. The Finnish, according to Por-
tanen’s article, view education as the 
means to “even out social inequality”. 
By ensuring a quality education for ev-
ery student, Finland rose to the top of 
the Europe’s best-testing countries. In 
Finland, according to Portanen’s article, 
a master’s degree is required to become 
a teacher, and graduate-level education 
programs are among the most competi-
tive. The decent pay and social respect 
which accompany teaching in Finland 
attract qualified and effective educa-
tors.
To sustainably reform American edu-
cation, we need to rethink the teaching 
profession. If we continue to econo-
mize schools instead of invest in them 
and marginalize teachers instead of re-
ward them, we will continue to produce 
workers with less education and less 
value to the workforce.

http://lemonlimemoon.blogspot.com

caused by greenhouse gas effects and 
global warming. He followed this ad-
mission, however, by stating that “many 
lines of evidence—statistical analysis 
of observed data, climate modeling and 
physical reasoning—strongly indicate 
that some types of extreme events, most 
notably heatwaves and precipitation ex-
tremes, will greatly increase in a warm-
ing climate and have already done so.” 
 A more colorful description by 
Dr. Coumou equates climate change 
and the increase in weather variability 
to a loaded die in the ability to increase 
the prospect for greater storms. Ignoring 
the environment as Romney intends to 
will increase the probability that avoid-
able costs to the environment will occur.  
 Romney expanded on his 
RNC comment during an interview on 
“Meet the Press.” He offered his inten-
tions as president in stating that “I’m 
not in this race to slow the rise of the 
oceans or to heal the planet. I’m in this 
race to help the American people.” It is 
alarming that the United States could 
potentially elect a candidate incapable 
of seeing the link between healing the 
planet and helping the American people. 
 While Romney jests about 
concern for rising sea levels, the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
warns that sea levels have risen over the 
past century after remaining relatively 
steady for approximately two millen-
nium. The EPA also affirms that the rate 
increased to more than twice the long 
term rate over the course of 1993 to 

2008. Rates are confidently projected 
to increase without intervention. A pol-
icy of non-action, such as Romney has 
implied, will come with great detriment 
to our environment and subsequently 
the American people. In its conviction 
on the importance of climate change, 
the EPA is backed by various scientific 
communities, including the Intergov-
ernmental Panel on Climate Change. In 
fact, climate science is generally accept-
ed by even the conservative parties of 
the other wealthy western democracies. 
 Future generations of voters 
will undoubtedly be astonished that 
a major party’s presidential nominee 
could make such controversial com-

ments without any significant backlash 
from his or her party. Ignorance may be 
bliss for some, but when it comes to our 
Commander-in-Chief, it is nothing less 
than dangerous. Perhaps the Republi-
can Party will one day have the sense 
to join the rest of the world in its oppo-
sition to climate change. Perhaps Rom-
ney will realize that correcting envi-
ronmental wounds does help American 
families. Or, perhaps the Republican 
Party will carry their blissful ignorance 
to the grave—not realizing that they 
are bringing their progeny with them. 

Courtesy of Mediamatters.org

Isn’t this exclusivity, in some sense, a 
defeat of democracy itself? Change the 
population and change the outcome? 
Change the rules and win the game? Set 
against the grander history of American 
civil rights, these voter ID laws suggest 
something more fundamental than which 
party will ultimately win the election. 
When I asked Jessie Palmer what she 
thought on how the Founding Fathers 
omitted the right to vote in the Con-
stitution, she noted, “[it] could have 
been strategically left out because they 
weren’t sure to what extent universal 
white male suffrage should be extend-
ed—let alone women, blacks, and other 
minorities.” Since then, it is safe to say 
America has traditionally expanded the 
vote. But by almost certainly disenfran-
chising millions of voters in the name of 
the virtually nonexistent voter fraud, the 
laws shrink the vote—exclude it in fa-
vor of socioeconomic and racial groups 
that favor the Republican Party. Thus, 
by changing the population of voters, 
the government is altering the base that 
elects it; it is tampering with democra-
cy itself. Isn’t this a type of fraud, too? 
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             Continued from page 1

 The Republican Party’s em-
phasis on reimagining itself as an 
inclusive party of racial diversity 
surely does highlight the Party’s con-
cerns surrounding the issue.  For the 
most part, the GOP remains predomi-
nantly “White.”  A recent study from 
the Pew Research Center titled “Par-
tisan Polarization Surges in Bush, 
Obama Years” found that the per-
centage of Whites in the Republican 
Party remained a stable 87% from 
2000 to 2012.  In contrast, “the per-
centage of Democrats who are white 
has dropped nine percentage points, 
from 64 percent in 2000 to 55 percent 
in 2012” (New York Times - “Not 
Afraid to Talk About Race”).  To sup-
port this argument even more explic-
itly, a little more than 90% of Rom-
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 The Issue that Won’t Disappear
ON GUN CONTROL Christopher Mills

Source: http://www.bant-shirts.com/gun-control-t-shirt.htm

The GOP’s Illusion of Diversity

We face a moral crisis in spite of our 
legal agreements. This moral and legal 
incompatibility is what makes the gun 
control debate unsettling.

The percentage of Whites in the Republican Party 
remained a stable 87% from 2000 to 2012.  in 
contrast, “the percentage of Democrats who are 
white has dropped nine percentage points, from 64 
percent in 2000 to 55 percent in 2012.
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By Laura Miller ‘13

In what now seems like an annual 
occurrence, new mass shootings – 

this time in Aurora, Colorado and at 
the Empire State Building – have re-
suscitated the gun control discourse in 
the United States.  
 Are you informed on the 
presidential candidates’ gun control 
positions? Here’s a quiz to find out. 
Which of the following quotes are 
from President Obama and which are 
from Candidate Romney?

 As you may have figured out, 
this was a trick question. Statements 
1a and 1b are from the President and 
his spokesman Jay Carney. 2a and 2b 
are from Romney. 
 Gun control is unlikely to be-
come a pivotal issue in the near fu-
ture. President Obama and Candidate 
Romney’s public positions have few 
differences, and pro-gun lobbyists 
have been able to gradually limit the 
debate on banning personal weapons. 
The President and the Republican 
nominee continue to emphasize better 

enforcement of current guns laws.
 Yet there is something mod-
erately discomforting about these 
recurring tragedies at the hands of 
gun-wielding perpetrators. Be it inef-
fective weapons laws, a disintegrating 
moral fabric, or something else en-
tirely, the United States has a serious 
deficiency that continues to rear its 
ugly head. This may be the price we 
pay for living amongst mortal men, 
but we also face something even more 

problematic—an inherent conflict be-
tween American culture and Ameri-
can laws.
 Obama and Romney have 
had relatively gun-free social back-
grounds. While living in Chicago, 
Obama was surrounded by the exces-
sive gun violence of inner city Amer-
ica. Romney, governing from Boston, 
was also relatively unaccustomed to 
the gun culture of Middle America, 
despite claims that he occasionally 
hunted “small varmints” in his young-
er years. 

 In reality, there are at least 
two different American gun cultures. 
Whether you affiliate yourself with 

(1) Middle Americans or (2) coastal 
urbanites is probably related to your 
level of agreement with President 
Obama’s comment to a group of San 
Franciscans that “it’s not surprising 
[that small-town Pennsylvanian’s] get 
bitter, they cling to guns or religion 
or antipathy to people who aren’t like 
them or anti-immigrant sentiment or 
anti-trade sentiment as a way to ex-
plain their frustrations.” The first 
group views gun culture as it is in 
Switzerland—a nation with one of the 
highest rates of firearms per capita, a 
rich history of gun recreation, and one 
of the lowest crime rates in the world. 
The second sees guns as unnecessary 
weapons that exacerbate urban crime. 
Despite Romney’s pandering to NRA 
conservatives, he likely stands with 
Obama as closer to the second, more 
skeptical, school of thought.
 Likewise, both candidates 
have progressed from initial opposi-
tion to assault weapons to now accept-
ing the current legal status quo that 
advocates for enforcing background 
checks and withholding a federal ban 
on assault weapons. This, in part, is 
a result of the political clout of gun 
owners and the difficulty of directly 
confronting America’s gun-friendly 
culture. Yet Romney’s false accusa-
tion that Colorado shooter James 

Holmes acquired weapons illegally 
indicates the presidential candidate 
has not been fully informed on the de-
tails of a policy dilemma that has been 
relegated to the backburner of Ameri-
can politics.
 Although the differences in 
ideology between candidates’ policy 
is relatively minor, groups such as 
the NRA have gone to great lengths 
to portray Obama as dangerous to-
ward gun owners. In reality, executive 
policy on gun control is not likely to 
change in the next term. Rather, the 
biggest implications for gun control 
in 2012 lie in the Supreme Court. 
In a 5-4 2010 ruling in McDonald 
v. Chicago, liberal Justices Breyer, 
Ginsberg, Sotamayor, and Stevens 
opined in their dissent “The Framers 
did not write the Second Amendment 
in order to protect a private right of 
armed self-defense.” The President 
has not followed through on his pre-
2008 proposals for gun control, but 
by winning a second term he can con-
tinue to control Court appointments. 
Court decisions will be relevant, but 

will still require a great deal of inter-
pretation to approve handgun bans or 
further relax restrictions on acquiring 
offensive-oriented weapons.
 So why are we talking about 
gun control despite its secondhand 
status as a debate topic? We pon-
der the issue because America has a 
philosophical and moral divide. All 
Americans are brought together by 
one central document, the Constitu-
tion, and yet the continued reappear-
ance of mass shootings and urban 
shootings on an annual basis brings 
out dividing commentary and divid-
ing solutions. Put simply, we face 
a moral crisis in spite of our legal 
agreements. This moral and legal in-
compatibility is what makes the gun 
control debate unsettling.
 Guns are part of the social 
fabric in many portions of America, 
but are viewed as unacceptable in oth-
ers. Despite these cultural differenc-
es, the 2nd Amendment has narrowed 
the bounds of gun control debate. The 
issue of gun control will persist until 
the Constitution is amended or until 
anti-gun urbanites adopt a new cul-
ture. Neither is easy to accomplish.

GUN CONTROL POLITICAL QUIZ

1) a. “I believe in people’s lawful right to bear arms . . 
. There are some common-sense gun safety laws that I 
believe in. But I am not going to take your guns away.”

    b. “[W]e need to take common sense measures that 
protect the Second Amendment rights of Americans 
while ensuring that those who should not have guns 
under existing laws do not get them.”

2) a. “I believe that people should have the right to 
bear arms, but I don’t believe    that we have to have 
assault weapons as part of our personal arsenal.”
 
b. “I don’t happen to believe that America needs new 
gun laws. A lot of what this . . . young man did was 
clearly against the law.”

ney supports are white while only 
57% of Obama supporters are white 
(“Not Afraid to Talk About Race”).
 It comes as little surprise to 
progressives that the Republican 
Party continues to struggle in attract-
ing support from African-American, 
Hispanic and Asian communities.  Its 
stances, most notably on illegal im-
migration and the recently enacted 
stricter voter ID laws, resonate most 
negatively toward minority groups, 
largely the affected ones.  Yet, the 
GOP still seems to have a hard time 
grappling with this simple fundamen-
tal cause of its lack of diversity.  House 
Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) still 
blindly believes that this economic 
downfall will automatically persuade 
minorities to shift over to the Repub-
lican Party.  He was quoted as say-
ing during the Republican National Convention, “We’ve never done well 

with those groups, but think about 
what his economic downturn has af-
fected the most: Blacks, Hispanics, 
young people,” highlighting demo-
graphics that Republicans have never 
had genuine success in.  
 Simply inviting all of your 
party’s minority leaders onto the po-
dium is not going to translate into 
a broader base of minority support.  

Until the Republican Party reconciles 
its desire to become a more racially 
diverse Party with its many times 
segregating and backwards-thinking 
policies that affect minorities, it will 
remain a White party.  

Courtesy of tqn.com



The Last Laugh
8 Volume XIII, Issue IIThe Cornell Progressive

 
“God is three undecided voters: 
the father, the son and the holy 

spirit. You gotta figure the son is 
leaning Obama, what with the 
long hair, and the loaf and fish 

handouts to the poor. Get a job, 
hippie!” 

–Stephen Colbert

“President Obama is 
so confident that he’s 

thinking about letting 
Joe Biden start speaking 

again .” 
–Jay Leno

‘’When you have a fire in an 
aircraft, there’s no place to go, 

exactly, there’s no -- and you 
can’t find any oxygen from 

outside the aircraft to get in 
the aircraft, because the win-

dows don’t open. I don’t know 
why they don’t do that. It’s a 

real problem.’’
—Mitt Romney

“It is day two of  the Demo-
cratic convention, and appar-
ently they had a huge lighting 

problem in the convention hall 
today. They worked all day on 
it. They still couldn’t get Presi-

dent Obama out of  Bill Clin-
ton’s shadow.” 

–Jay Leno

 “I’m running for office, for 
Pete’s sake, I can’t have illegals”

- Mitt Romney


