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By Jonathan yuan

It’s officially Putin’s Russia for an-
other six years.  According to of-

ficial Russian figures, Vladimir Putin 
of the United Russia party received 
63.64% of the votes, well above the 
second-place Gennady Zyuganov 
of the Communist Party at 17.18%.  
Three other candidates: Mikhail 
Prokhorov of the Independent Party, 
Vladimir Zhirinovsky of the Lib-
eral Democratic Party and Sergey 
Mironov of A Just Russia each re-
ceived less than 10% of the popular 
vote.  However, the legitimacy of Pu-
tin’s stable firm grasp on the Russian 
political state is, perhaps for the first 
time, being questioned and threat-
ened.  The 2012 Russian presiden-
tial elections followed in the heels 
of the 2011 Duma Elections (the 

lower house of the Russian Legisla-
ture) in December, which were met 
with widespread accusations of vot-
ing fraud and manipulation, leading 
to unprecedented protests around the 
urban centers of Russia.  
 According to an article writ-
ten by Alexander Kolyandr of The 
Wall Street Journal, only 44% of 
Russians saw the 2012 presidential 
elections as trustworthy, down from 
the nearly 55% after the 2004 and 
2008 Russian presidential elections.  
Critics of United Russia cited “mass 
irregularities, lack of real competi-
tion, and abuse of state resources in 
securing victory for Mr. Putin.”  Fur-
thermore, election observers claimed 
that the presidential elections were 
“deeply skewed in favor of one can-
didate through shortcomings in the 
registration process, unequal media 

coverage and the use of state re-
sources in favor of one candidate.”  
The 2012 elections, which Putin has 
consistently praised as the “cleanest” 
and most transparent elections yet, 
were still marred with massive voting 
fraud despite the new system of cam-
eras installed at every electoral site.  
Interestingly, many observers have 
predicted that Putin would still have 
won the Presidential election even 
without his abuses of state resources 
and electoral irregularities.  This only 

highlights the glut of political inse-
curities behind United Russia, which 
felt a need to prove to the Russian 
people that it was still highly popu-
lar, by whatever means necessary.  
And this is exactly what the Russian 
people have started to protest.

Continued on page  7

The Growing Threat of Instability in a 
“United Russia”

Ironically, however, it is precisely the population 
whose wealth augmented under Putin’s rule that is 
now protesting the legitimacy of his re-election.

By RoBeRto Matos

You’ve all heard of them: 
those tentacles of lobby-

ing interests slithering about 
Capitol Hill, buying the loy-
alties of formerly principled 
representatives. Those who 
once swore that they’d “shake 
things up in Washington and 
fight special interests” can now 
be found wallowing in wads of 
cash, having completely sur-
rendered their scruples. And 
so, once again, the voice of the 
citizenry is quietly muffled at 
the hands of the colluding poli-
ticians and elites.   
   But this heavily en-
trenched, rabidly pervasive, 
and unbelievably powerful 
form of plutocratic influence is 
not without its antecedent. 
If the 2012 election has taught us 
anything, it is that our elections are 
now very much for sale. It has rein-
forced the truth of the fact that, under 
current campaign finance law, certain 
candidates, and their well-financed 
elite allies, can practically buy votes. 
They can render our election system 
rigged. It has shown the consequenc-
es of the unmitigated role of financial 

resources in the election process.  It
has also demonstrated that unre-
strained campaign fundraising and 
unchecked campaign spending have 
far too often been the instruments by 
which political elites insulate them-
selves from the pressures of popular 
sentiment, sustaining the existence 
of much-loathed power structures, 
which limit the degree to which the 

common citizenry can more decisive-
ly impact the political process. 
 One would be justified in 
pointing an accusing finger toward 
the Supreme Court. In 2010, it swept 
aside decades worth of hard-fought 
campaign finance legislation, which 
was designed to limit the influence of 
money in elections by controlling the 

circumstances under 
which financial dona-
tions could be made, 
restricting allowable 
amounts. In its Citi-
zen’s United ruling, 
the court stripped 
away protections de-
signed to shield elec-
tions from the taint 
of influence peddling 
and subtle bribery. 
Provisions that pro-
hibited corporations 
and unions from 
spending on “elec-
tioneering communi-
cations” were ruled 
unconstitutional. Spe-
cifically, in a deci-
sion that puzzled both 
legal theorists and 
commoners alike, the 

court dubbed that corporations (pre-
viously protected as persons under 
the Fourteenth Amendment in Santa 
Clara County v. Southern Pacific 
Railroad) were to be entitled with 
First Amendment protections.

Continued on page  4
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 Who would have thought 
that a thirty-minute film would ac-
cumulate about 40 million views and 
counting in only a couple of weeks 
and be set to become one of the most 
viral videos on the Internet? With its 
sophisticated film-editing, poignant 
sound bites, and simple, understand-
able message, KONY 2012 caught 
the attention of countless young 
people around the world. The video’s 
purpose is to expand awareness of the 
atrocities of Joseph Kony, a Ugandan 
warlord and leader of the Lord’s Re-
sistance Army (LRA). Kony is the In-
ternational Criminal Court’s Number 
1 war criminal for killing thousands 
of civilians as well as kidnapping 
thousands of children and forcing 
them to become sex slaves or child 
soldiers. 
 Many leading human rights 
activists and prominent columnists, 
like Nicholas Kristof of the New 
York Times, have publicly expressed 
their appreciation for the Invisible 
Children campaign for spreading 
awareness of Kony’s immense hu-
man rights violations against count-
less children. All too often through-
out history, the United States has held 
off on exerting its power to end geno-
cide and unbelievable atrocities, like 
the Holocaust during World War II or 
the massacre of Muslim civilians in 
the Serbian War, when getting caught 
up in nuances and missing the “big 
picture.” However, many believe 
that the KONY 2012 dangerously 
oversimplifies a complex conflict in 
central Africa, and even the LRA it-
self. We have to remember that the 
United States has initiated a number 
of bloody and costly wars, such as the 
Vietnam War in the 70’s and the Iraq 
War in 2003, based on incomplete 
understandings of the internal affairs 
of other regions in the world. 
 Joseph Kony’s LRA was es-
tablished due to a long history of 
ethnic tensions between the northern 
Acholi ethnic group and the southern 

groups in modern day Uganda. Kony 
assumed authority by claiming he 
is a prophet and a medium bridging 
mankind to the Holy Spirit. Uniting 
radical Christian ideologies and cul-
tural superstitions among northern 
Ugandan ethnic groups, Kony estab-
lished the LRA and attracted numer-
ous additional members of the Holy 
Spirit Movement, another Ugandan 
militant group. The brutality of the 
government’s National Resistance 
Army at first allowed the LRA to 
gain the support of local Acholi com-
munities. However, Kony began to 
lose local trust when he started bru-
tally mutilating and killing scores of 
Acholi civilians whom he suspected 
were supporters of the government. 
In the 90’s the Sudanese government, 
an enemy of the Ugandan govern-
ment, began supporting Kony’s gue-
rilla movement. Under the terms of a 
truce with the Ugandan government 
in 2006, Kony had to leave Uganda 
and settle in the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo. In the following years, 
the LRA committed countless atroci-
ties, especially against Christians in 
the Congo. By 2011 about 1,000 were 
killed in the region, and many more 
were abducted. Since then, the LRA 
has spread further across internation-
al borders.
 Clearly Kony’s kidnappings 
and relentless violence against thou-
sands of children are inexcusable. 
However, Invisible Children’s efforts 
to persuade the United States govern-
ment to deploy our armed forces to 
fight Kony will require diplomacy 
with not only Uganda, but also nu-
merous countries surrounding Ugan-
da. Supporters of the KONY 2012 
campaign need to understand that 
along with persistent activism, strate-
gic understanding of the history and 
evolution of Joseph Kony’s atrocities 
in a cultural and historical context is 
key to maximizing success of their 
own movement, as well as avoiding 
exacerbating larger regional prob-

lems. While Invisible Children has 
thus far successfully convinced Pres-
ident Obama to deploy 100 American 
troops to Uganda to train the coun-
try’s military to fight Kony, the LRA 
has since moved to other countries 
and outside of the Ugandan govern-
ment’s jurisdiction.  
 Despite the KONY 2012 
film’s oversimplification of the so-
cial, political and economic context 
of Joseph Kony’s LRA, the video has 
managed to accomplish a significant 
feat: it has mobilized the American 
youth. Throughout history and across 
the world, the engine of institutional 
change has often been student activ-
ism. From the student movements 
in Mexico in 1968, the Civil Rights 
movement in the United States in the 
50’s and 60’s, to the Green Move-
ment in Tehran in 2009 and the Arab 
Spring, educated young people have 
been at the forefront of countless pro-
gressive movements, many of which 
permanently changed their societies 
for the better. 
 Interestingly, these move-
ments were, in part, fueled and sus-
tained by advancements in communi-
cation technology - from the radio to 
television, from Twitter to Facebook. 
Simply witnessing activism and 
exchanging ideas across the globe 
are some of the best ways to spread 
awareness, mobilize people, and in-
cite political change. Likewise, Invis-
ible Children has utilized the Internet 
and social-media websites to spread 
their message quickly and indiscrimi-
nately to millions of young people, 
which certainly increased awareness 
and desire for real political change in 
the United States. Whether or not you 
support the KONY 2012 campaign, 
you cannot deny that it has changed 
and politicized the American youth 
by not only educating them about 
global human rights issues, but also 
allowing them to understand their 
power to steer the direction of human 
history.
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In the Literature: International 
Relations à la Ikenberry

ON LIBERAL LEVIATHAN Sam MossEDITORIAL
Viral Movements

Liberal Leviathan, authored by es-
teemed Princeton Professor John 

G. Ikenberry, examines the matter of 
hegemony in the Westphalian sover-
eign state order.  At over 350 pages 
in length, Liberal Leviathan attempts 
to tackle the claim that American is 
in relative decline and that its days 
as a singularly preponderant—or he-
gemonic—state actor are numbered. 
Ikenberry, though hardly the first 
prominent public intellectual to prog-
nosticate about American hegemony, 
is indeed one of few who have ana-
lyzed it in a broad-based, reasoned, 
and incisive manner. 
  
 
 

      In the opening chapter, Iken-
berry adduces a historical background 
of the conditions that catapulted the 
United States to hegemonic status. 
He tries to synthesize why today’s 
world looks as it does, and asks pithy 
questions about it.  Dialectically, he 
introduces the contention that the 
United States sits atop a hegemonic 
order in unparalleled flux. Perhaps 
most importantly, he discerns be-
tween the broader values championed 
by the United States and enshrined in 
the system it created and has led, and 
its ability to continue managing it. He 
suggests that the system itself is less 
jeopardized by recent change than 
America’s leadership of it. 
 Ikenberry posits that three 
modes of conceptualizing the inter-
national order exist. The first, known 
as balancing, is characterized by the 

lack of a sole dominant actor and is 
fundamentally multipolar a la Europe 
prior to 1914. Command, the second, 
features a hegemonic state dictating 
the terms of the order to others, re-
sorting to coercion as necessary to 
enforce its will. The last model, that 
of consent, represents a sort of volun-
tarily entered contract among various 
sovereign states and consequently 
best preserves de jure state sover-
eignty. Under this arrangement, a he-
gemonic state may or may not exist. 
 Theories of hegemonic grand 
strategies are surveyed in chapter 
three. It answers the question of how 

hegemonic states conduct relations 
with subordinate states. That which 
Ikenberry dubs “rule through rules” 
is contrasted with “rule through re-
lationships.”  The former refers to a 
power structure wherein the hege-
monic states furthers its interests in 
the context of institutions and laws 
and/or norms application to all states 
alike regardless of states; the latter, 
for its part, details one in which the 
hegemonic states relates to others 
states on an ad hoc, individual basis. 
  Logic might, Ikenberry con-
tends, lead observers to believe that 
when one state is hegemonic, or “un-
ipolar” in his words, the remaining 
states would band together to balance 
it and apply countervailing force. 
This, though, is simply not the case 
says Ikenberry, at least in the contem-
porary system. Granted, one state’s 

primacy incurs costs to lesser states. 
However, Ikenberry convincingly 
shows that the lesser states realize 
benefit attendant to hegemony: the 
provision of public goods, namely se-
curity. Counterbalancing, then, is not 
the ineluctable result of hegemony. 
It’s merely one option, inter alia. 

          
 During this period after 
World War II, the United States con-
stituted the foundation of its liberal 
hegemonic order, providing constitu-
ent states a “political” and “security 
bargain” in exchange for acquies-
cence to uncontested American lead-
ership.  This foundation persisted 
until relatively recently. Yet its crisis 
in continuity has precipitated today’s 
fears of American decline and hege-
monic death.
 Ikenberry then discusses how 
the United States’ liberal hegemonic 
order has coped with the demise of 
its Soviet Rival’s and the wake of 
the September 11, 2001, attacks dur-
ing the Bush II years. Many of the 
changes stemming from these two in-
flection points have sought to weak-
en the American led system. As the 
United States became increasingly 

imperial, disregarding the consent-
based system it had long espoused, it 
found its legitimacy waning. The re-
sult had been a crisis in legitimacy of 
the American hegemonic order, with 
follower states alienated from Wash-
ington. 
 The poignant question that 
remains is “now what?” With the le-
gitimacy of the United States’ order 
unprecedentedly imperiled since its 
1945 birth, America has found itself 
in the frustrating position of no lon-
ger being quite so dominant, its brand 
of persuasive “soft” power tarnished, 
and its “hard” power less potent 
along both economic and military 
dimensions. The system America has 
created is durable, and the values it 
has advanced continue to hold ap-
peal. Whether the world wants Amer-
ica to maintain its mantle of leader-
ship is another matter entirely. For 
the system the United States forged 
has, arguably, become self-sustaining 
such that it can exist in perpetuity, not 
necessitating the presence of a hege-
monic state.
 The liberal order and its com-
mitment to market integration will 
long be extant. Ikenberry contends 
that an ascendant China won’t inher-
ently resolve to supplant the liberal 
order, and that hegemonic warfare 
between the United States and it isn’t 
inevitable. China may instead oper-
ate within the broad parameters of the 
liberal framework.  The United States 
unipolar stature will indeed pass, and 
likely soon. To consolidate its power 
base, the United States is well ad-
vised to reaffirm its commitment to 
multilateralism and inter-state coop-
eration. 
 Liberal Leviathan is an ex-
cellent read about hegemonic strat-
egy and the United States exactly 
because it is somewhat ambiguous 
and indeterminate. Uncharacteristic 
of the works of so many other com-
mentators, Ikenberry’s is truly aca-
demic, adopting an informed middle 
of the road approach to a question as 
complicated as any. For those with a 
few hours or days, and a keen interest 
in international relations, the book is 
plausibly the best read yet. 

CP

The system America has created is durable, and the values 
it has advanced continue to hold appeal. Whether the 
world wants America to maintain its mantle of leadership 
is another matter entirely.

Join The Progressive!

Meetings: Mondays at 5:30 PM 
in Goldwin Smith 160

Email: cuprogressive@gmail.com
Cornellian 
 Convictions:  On the GOP Primary...



4 Volume XII Issue VIIThe Cornell Progressive Apr. 8, 2012 5The Cornell Progressive

Reflections on the Alarming Role of 
Money in Politics

Roberto MatosON THE 2012 ELECTION

Continued from page 1

 By lifting the flood-gates for 
unions and corporations to spend 
unrestrained funds, and by allowing 
super PACs (political action commit-
tees) to spend unlimited amounts to 
promote candidates of their choos-
ing, the Court made an already over-
cashed election process all the more 
vulnerable to abuse by the well-fund-
ed elites. By all accounts, influence 
peddling, indirect bribery, and money-
machine election politics have there-
by been empowered beyond measure.   
 To say that the 2012 election 
has become over-saturated with cash 
would be quite an understatement, as 
wealthy donors and corporate mag-
nates, nationwide, deploy armies 
of super pacs to pour unparalleled 
amounts of cash into the primary pro-
cess. They now do so under the guise 
of free speech, and, supposedly, oper-
ate “separate and apart”, from the can-
didates for whom they exist to benefit. 
 This has become glaringly 
and painfully evident during the on-
going GOP primary, which has seen 
candidates bankrolled by corporate 
donors and massive influxes of mon-
ies, along with campaign rhetoric 
which has degenerated into petty at-
tacks in the wake of a storm of furi-
ous super pac ads. Thusly, substantive 
policy dialogue has been drowned-
out by waves of bitter, but well-
funded, messaging. All the while, 
GOP voters and spokesmen desper-
ately call for closure to the spec-
tacle, simmering in anger over what 
their party’s primary has become.  
 Meanwhile, a certain can-

didate propped up by the party es-
tablishment, but with only limited 
appeal among the grass-roots of his 
party, has begun to spectacularly 
overwhelm his opponents within the 
financial domain; USA today reports 
that he “has blistered his opponents 
with millions of dollars in negative 
advertising in early voting states.” 
Indeed, Mitt Romney’s campaign in-
frastructure has become a well-oiled 
machine, fueled by now untold lev-
els of cash. Romney, with over $75 
million in receipts (Federal Elections 
Commission), wields more cash “on 
hand” than all his rivals combined. 
All told, he has $7 million on hand, 
compared to Santorum’s 2.6 million.
 But Romney is now equipped 
with an auxiliary unit: a super PAC, 
which operates on his behalf, Restore 
our Future. It is fueled by the copi-
ous contributions of a string of un-
named elite donors - who could very 
well give infinitely if they pleased. 
Romney’s super PAC supporters 
have thereby orchestrated whole-
sale ad wars, hurling what have been 
characterized as vile and vicious at-
tacks upon rival candidates, who re-
spond with incendiary cheap shots of 
their own. Disclosure of contributors 
is unnecessary under current law. 
Newt Gingrich, with a super PAC 
of his own, was the first victim to be 
devoured by the deluge. The popu-
list, Rick Santorum, is on the verge 
of being utterly submerged as well. 
Santorum suffered losses in Michi-
gan, Ohio and, most severely, being 
outspent by seven times, in Illinois. 
Heading into Super Tuesday, Rom-

ney was aided by $29 million dollars 
in ads, more than Romney’s cam-
paign, along with all other GOP out-
side groups. Romney, along with his 
rivals, has introduced a more ruth-
less form of electioneering, unleash-
ing deluges of financial resources, 
flooding the airwaves with bombast. 
Launching all-out assaults (through 
local media) against his opponents, 
outspending them state-by-state, Mitt 
can finally secure the nomination. 
 Obviously, the outrage is 
pervasive, transcending partisan 
lines. Not long ago, it was rumored 

that Barack Obama and the DNC 
planned on raising over $1 billion 
for their campaign war chest. It is 
quite ironic to see a figure who so 
passionately denounced the Citi-
zens United ruling, and who once 
so energetically decried the exces-
sive role of money in politics, wield 
an unbelievable $84 million dollars 
“on hand” for his campaign, and 
total $172 million in receipts. The 
amount of time he has spent fund-
raising reportedly eclipses that of 
his predecessor; the “campaigner-
in-chief” has reached well over 100 

fundraising dinners since the spring 
of 2011, hosting donors representing 
the very elite class which the Presi-
dent once vilified. By all accounts, 
the fundraiser-and-chief’s campaign 
stands to benefit massively from 
huge contributions of outside groups, 
like unions and liberal super PACs.      
 This election cycle will not 
host a battle of ideas. It may not even 
host a battle of candidates. Instead, 
it will host a battle of spectacularly 
huge mass-money-machines. Among 
the participants will be elite PACs, 
which will front for unions and cor-
porations, party committees armed 
with sickeningly huge wads of cash, 
and overzealous donors shrouded un-
der the secrecy of non-disclosure. In 
the name of “free speech”, plutocrats 
hailing from a whole host of special 
interests will flood the public airways 
with acrimony, launch smear cam-
paigns, and unleash mind-numbing 
messages of partisan propaganda. 
The Presidential candidates will hun-
grily savage and blast one another. In 
the hope of utterly destroying each 
other, they will saturate the airwaves 
with distortions and alarmism. They 
will seek to overwhelm each other 
with their war chests, buying votes, 
raising unholy amounts of funds, 
and flooding broadcasters with cash, 
and, by extension, bombarding the 

public with threadbare rhetoric in 
the form of toxic ads. All the while, 
voices of reason and mature substan-
tive debate, and average voters, will 
be drowned in the wake of hyper-
rhetoric. They will be stampeded by 
well-funded electoral armies. Their 
electoral process will be up for sale! 

CP

The amount of time he has spent fundraising 
reportedly eclipses that of his predecessor; the 
“campaigner-in-chief” has reached well over 
100 fundraising dinners since the spring of 
2011, hosting donors representing the very elite 
class which the President once vilified.

It’s Getting Old—Decriminalize Weed
ON MARIJUANA Chris Daniel

Recreational marijuana is more 
popular and socially accepted 

in the United States today than in 
any other time in recent history. Re-
cently, marijuana and the debate over 
its legalization for medicinal and 
recreational purposes have become 
hot topics of discussion. This is es-
pecially true on large, dynamic col-
lege campuses such as Cornell’s. The 
media would have us think that mari-
juana is a terrible, killer drug that 
lazy, low-life potheads want to make 
legal in order to pollute our society 
and corrupt our children. I’d like to 
think that we as a society have a ma-
tured past that stage by now though. 
I, personally, am very supportive of 
the movement to legalize recreational 
marijuana in the United States. I can 

understand why some people seem 
to be afraid of it, but when you actu-
ally look at the facts, the answer is 
obvious. Cannabis should never have 
been outlawed in 1937. The case for 
decriminalization is so extensive that 
I could hardly do it justice in an ar-
ticle of this length. I base my argu-
ment on three points: social liberal 
principles of the individual’s right to 
choose, the basic truth that marijua-
na is not a physically harmful drug, 
and other positive effects such as 
decreases in numbers of arrests and 
people imprisoned due to possession 
as well as the potential substantial 
increases in tax revenue from le-
gal, government regulated cannabis.
 Plain and simple: my right 
to smoke marijuana is none of your 

business. What I do in the freedom 
and privacy of my own home does not 
concern my neighbor. People poke 
fun at me when I describe myself as a 
“social liberal.” What’s social liberal-
ism? For me, it’s simply the principle 
that my freedom as an individual 
to act within my own space should 
have no boundary until it reaches the 
boundary of the freedom of another 
person. If my action (which let’s say 
for the purposes of this example is 
to smoke a blunt with a friend in the 
privacy of my own bedroom, where I 
am not likely to disturb anyone) does 
not harm or excessively discomfort 
another person, then no government 
or any other organized group has the 
authority to deprive me of my right to 
take that action. If you ask me, I would 

legalize heroin, same-sex marriage, 
suicide, yes, even “blowjobs” (Rick 
Santorum -_-) on the basis of the in-
dividual’s right to determine his or 
her own actions. Don’t get me wrong, 
I’m not necessarily advocating any of 
these things, but I do not appreciate it 
being decided for me which kinds of 
activities I can engage in and which 
I can’t. The government is not re-
sponsible for my moral well being, 
and it does not have the authority to 
legislate on morality. I smoke mari-
juana. This is a fundamental right; its 
legality should not even be an issue.

Continued on page 7
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In Defense of the Truth
By shane seppinni

Herman Melville wrote, “Truth 
uncompromisingly told always 

has its jagged edges.” Such is the case 
when the truth’s jagged edges be-
come entangled with honest people.
 French writer and dissident, 
Émile Zola echoed this when he pub-
lished J’accuse (1898). Zola’s widely 

circulated open-letter to France’s 

president, Félix Faure, made known 
a military-led government cover-up 
and advocated for Alfred Dreyfus’ 
exoneration (Dreyfus was a French 
soldier who was hastily imprisoned 
and condemned in the court of public 
opinion on false charges of treason).
 US Army Soldier Bradley 

Manning is the Alfred 
Dreyfus of our time. 
Manning’s and Drey-
fus’ stories employ the 
same characters and 
themes: military offi-
cials and their agendas, 
presidents’ dilemmas 
between politics and 
justice, and a lone mili-
tary officer accused of - 
and inhumanely impris-
oned for - leaking his 
country’s secrets. Sadly, 
Manning’s case lacks 
what ensured Dreyfus’ 
release: an abiding ally.
 Dreyfus had the 
Dreyfusards, among 
whom was Zola, a vo-
cal public intellectual. 
Who stands for Man-
ning? Who works to 
untangle Manning 
from the fray he un-

covered and to resew the “jagged 

edges” of this torn corner of our de-
mocracy? Manning, an American 
citizen, rots in prison without ac-
cess to a fair trial. No one publicly 
decries Manning’s treatment. Few 
have the courage to do so in private.
 We are asked to look at the 
big picture, to make little fuss about 
it, to let President Obama first get 
re-elected. Surely he will act justly 
then. In other words, we should wait 
for a more opportune time. When 
faced with this unnerving platitude 
I refer to the words of Cambridge 
Professor F.M. Cornford, “Time, by 
the way, is like the medlar; it has a 
trick of going rotten before it is ripe.”
 The government and the 
majority of its constituents say, al-
though Manning has not been tried, 
he is a traitor. And so what if he is 
found guilty? The truth is as un-
flinching as it is uncompromising. Is 
it treasonous to expose the immoral 
and illegal actions of one’s own gov-
ernment? Surely it is worse to rec-

ognize these wrongs and do noth-
ing. Inaction is tacit endorsement.  
 Do not capriciously punish 
the patriot who, while fighting for 
his country, unearths wrongdoings 
and publishes them. Punish those 
who are culpable for the wrong-
doings. The truth wins out in the 
long run. While throwing one’s self 
against the jagged edges of truth, 
as Manning did, is uncomfortable 
and likely unpopular, those who do 
it deserve our principled support.
Employ Zola’s tactics and remember 
Professor Cornford’s warning: open-
ly support Manning now and critique 
our beloved institutions or else see 
them crumble and him forgotten.

Do not capriciously punish the patriot who, while fighting 
for his country, unearths wrongdoings and publishes them. 
Punish those who are culpable for the wrongdoings.
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Cornellian 
 Convictions: 

“Mitt Romney probably has the most 

realistic chance...simply because he 

doesn’t seem crazy when placed next to 

Gingrich and Santorum”

-Michael Verini ‘14

“I don’t really know what’s going on in the 

Republican race right now but I would have 

to say Romney just because people talk about 

him so much”

-Shawnda Duvigneaud ‘14

“I think that Rick Santorum will win 

because he harnesses the angry 

populism of the 2010 elections”

-Gus Fellows, ‘15

Cornellian 
 Convictions: 

“I would say Romney...he has that 

‘presidential look.’ I can’t imagine Gingrich or 

Santorum becoming President”

-Nina Klopfer ‘15The GOP Race The GOP Race
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What’s The Matter With Capitalism?
Andrew Martins ON CAPITALISM

Currently, marijuana is 
more easily accessible 
to teenagers than 
alcohol despite the 
former being illegal and 
the latter being legal 
for those of us 21 and 
older.

Plain and simple: my right to smoke marijuana is 
none of your business. 

DISCLAIMER: As the title sug-
gests the focus of this article will 
be the capitalist economic system 
and specifically how its individual-
ist ethos helps to perpetuate and pro-
mote economic class stratification. 
 

By now it is safe to say that issues 
such as healthcare, education, 

housing and employment are at the 
forefront of American political dis-
course. These issues crop up every 
election cycle, and in fact have been 
around for the entirety of Obama’s 
presidency thanks to “the Great Re-
cession.”  Like most things in life we 
think we can tackle these problems 
one at a time; this is wrong.  These 
issues affect the lives of Americans in 
different ways in different combina-
tions at different times. Trying to ad-
dress these problems piecemeal is an 
exercise in futility as well as dishon-
esty. Imagine if when you went to the 
doctor he simply treated your symp-
toms individually in successive visits 
instead of trying to find and treat the 
root cause. While this may temporar-
ily provide relief it will not stop your 
problems from recurring in the fu-
ture. When taking in the country as a 
whole it is clear that we live in a time 
of great inequality and uncertainty. 
We hear talk of a disappearing mid-
dle class while also hearing about the 
“1%” and how they control society 
andwhile I agree that such talk is fun-
damentally divisive I also recognize 
that it is not simply the rhetoric that 
has created this division; it is merely 
shedding light on the problem. Our 
country is a de facto corporate oligar-

chy in which those that hold power 
have socially, economically, politi-
cally and culturally distanced them-
selves from the realities of the vast 
majority of the population. America 
is sick and the disease that I believe 
that plagues America is capitalism. 
 Capitalism is first and fore-
most an economic system. Its formal 
inception is credited to Adam Smith 
and his magnum opus, The Wealth of 
Nations. Since its appearance capi-
talism has revolutionized the world 
and all that lives on it; however, in 
today’s society the capitalist influ-
ence has been infused into every-
thing from religion to sociology. The 
greed that capitalism promotes has 
been proclaimed “good,” “great” and 
everything between. It is responsible 
for the idea of the self-made man and 
the American Dream (the notion that 
you can make it if only you try hard 
enough). While these things may 
be true to a certain extent, there are 
simply too many uncontrollable fac-
tors that affect the trajectories of our 
lives for the aforementioned man-
tras to hold any actual weight. The 
life chances of a child growing up in 
the projects may occasionally allow 
the appearance of a Shawn Carter 
(a.k.a. Jay-Z) but most of the time 
it  provides us with statistics about 
the conditions of the inner-city. Ap-
plauding the resilience and savvy that 
it takes to make it out of such situa-
tions is certainly understandable, but 
does not negate the realities of those 
who do not make it out. To simply 
say that these people are not trying 
hard enough to make it out is not 

only wrong but also unconscionable. 
The vast majority of Americans (not 
only minorities or those born in ur-
ban areas) are simply not born into a 
world where they are allowed the op-
portunities to explore their individu-
ality and try to fashion something out 
of themselves. The reason for this 
lies in their lack of economic power 
(i.e. money) which in turn prevents 
them from having access to insur-
ance, healthcare, proper education or 
even proper nutrition. With this hav-
ing been said I could imagine that 
many would think that I am pressing 
for some utopian world where no one 
has to struggle or compete; this is not 
true. What I am trying to point out is 
that the capitalist individualist ethos 
allows us to not only delude our-
selves about our agency in the world 
(and how the world also shapes us) 
but also to rationalize the many in-
justices of capitalism as practiced. 
 Capitalism needs to have an 
undereducated and impoverished 
class to operate. A natural retort to 
this is that simply everyone cannot be 
the manager/supervisor, the regional 
director, CEO etc. and while this is 
true it is also not explicitly stated and 
therein lies the problem. By delud-
ing everyone into thinking that they 
should and can ‘win’ (at nearly all 
costs) and that all they have to do 
is work hard enough for it not only 
sets up those who fail to be unable to 
cope with it, it also justifies the cur-
rent organization of our society. To 
pose the question in a different way: 
why is it that although we accept that 
most of the population will be labor-

ers of some sort we do not demand 
a society that is responsive to the 
needs of such a class? Our society 
is quite clearly suited and most well 
equipped for the upper economic 
classes which constitute only a small 
percentage of the American elector-
ate. To me it seems oddly cruel to 
set up a system that not only rewards 
those that are exceptional, but also 
perpetuates the adversity that one has 
to overcome to simply live. It is un-
fair that distribution of adequate ser-
vices are predicated upon the ability 
to pay for it especially in light of how 
difficult it actually is to secure the 
money necessary. At its heart capi-
talism is a contradictory system that 
operates to the benefit of a few and 
whose mass appeal is kept aloft only 
by the individualist ethos that serves 
as its foundation. The problems of 
capitalism extend beyond its overem-
phasis on the individual but those are 
issues that I hope to  address in future 
articles. For the time being I would 
like to leave you with a question 
that I believe identifies the key is-
sue with our excessive individualism 
(or narcissism, whichever you pre-
fer): if someone cannot see beyond
themselves how can you expect them 
to see what going on around them? 
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Russians Protest the Reelection of Putin

ON THE RUSSIAN ELECTION Jonathan Yuan 

 
 Continued from page 1 

 Just a few months prior to
the Russian Presidential elections, 
massive protests had erupted in Rus-
sia due to the allegedly unfair and 
illegitimate results of the December 
2011 Russian Duma elections.  These 
protests, which continued after the 
results of the Russian Presidential 
election, have largely been gathered 
around Russian urban centers such as 
Moscow and St. Petersburg.  A closer 
look at the demographics of the pro-
testors shows that they tend to be far 
more educated and better off than the 
rest of the country, which may appear 
surprising for most people.  These 
protestors represent the rising middle 
class that Putin himself helped to cre-
ate during his initial eight-year tenure 
as President of Russia.  From 2000-
2008, Russia’s GDP under Putin 
grew at approximately 7% per year 

and Russian disposable incomes in-
creased by around 12% a year, stark-
ly contrasting the economic stagna-
tion under Yeltsin’s reign.  Whatever 
stances one might have on Putin’s 

non-democratic and bordering au 
authoritarian rule on Russia, it is 
nearly impossible to neglect the eco-
nomic prosperity that Russia under

went in the 2000’s.  Ironically, ever, 
it is precisely the population whose 
wealth augmented under Putin’s rule 
that is now protesting the legitmacy 
of his re-election.  
 This new class of cosmo-
politan and educated Russians that 
benefited under Putin now possesses 
the means of challenging Putin’s le-
gitimacy and seeing through his elec-
toral tactics, posing the biggest threat 
to Putin and United Russia.  They are 
demanding a return to truly free elec-
tions as well as a fair democracy that 
is not clenched within Putin’s fists.  
In turn, this may mean that Putin’s 

next six years in power will ignite 
levels of political and societal insta-

bility that Russia has not seen since 
the fall of communism.   

Courtesy of http://ralphdeeds.hubpages.com/hub/Social-Security-Reform-by-Ralph-Deeds
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 Continued from page 5 

 What we should pay atten-
tion to is that marijuana is not a lethal 
drug. It should not even be considered 
a drug (may as well call it medicine). 
To clarify this point, I compare mari-
juana, alcohol, and tobacco. Alcohol 
and tobacco, which are legal through-
out the United States, cause upwards 
of 125,000 and 350,000 deaths each 
year in the United States alone (alco-
hol deaths include those caused indi-
rectly by alcohol consumption such 

as accidents and violent crimes due to 
impaired judgment). Marijuana, iron-
ically the only one of the three that is 
actually banned by the federal gov-
ernment, is also the most innocuous. 
There is no such thing as a marijuana 
overdose. Long term use of marijuana 
cannot kill you like long term use of 
tobacco can. Marijuana is not nearly 
as harmful to your body as alcohol. 
Alcohol use is also highly associated 
with aggressive behavior and violent 
crimes, whereas marijuana predict-
ably reduces the likelihood of aggres-
sive behavior. The major criticism 
of marijuana is the degree to which 
it causes the user to feel lazy, but I 
feel this is entirely up to the user. In 
the end, the goal is to educate people 
on healthy usage. Prohibition didn’t 
work with alcohol, and it’s failing 
with marijuana for obvious reasons.
 Decriminalizing marijua-
na would also bring about positive 
changes in things like the justice sys-
tem and the economy. Though is it il-
legal, marijuana smoking is a popular 
recreational activity throughout the 
United States. Having to enforce its 
prohibition has been burdening our 

law enforcement officers for decades. 
Our prisons are more crowded than 
ever and the number of arrests for 
marijuana related offenses doubled in 
the decade between 1990 and 2000. 
We should allow our officers to pur-

sue people who commit actual crimes 
instead of having them harass groups 
of smokers. We should also cut down 
on the waste of public funds on law 
enforcement and housing and care 
for America’s 1.5 million prisoners.
 Decriminalization would also 
allow the federal government to reg-
ulate cannabis and to keep it out of 
reach to young teenagers. Currently, 
marijuana is more easily accessible 
to teenagers than alcohol despite the 
former being illegal and the latter be-
ing legal for those of us 21 and older. 
This is because the sale of marijua-
na is illegal and therefore cannot be 
regulated unlike the sale of alcohol 

which is heavily restricted. However, 
since marijuana is not expensive to 
grow and overproduction would be 
inevitable, the government would 
have to regulate and tax it. The in-
crease in tax revenue would alleviate 

our federal government’s debt woes, 
another important consideration.
Many smokers use marijuana because 
it’s an enjoyable, low-risk activity 
that allows them relax and let loose. 
Voters do not have the constitutional 
mandate to prevent someone from 
engaging in such a low-risk activity. 
That some citizens consider cannabis 
unhealthy for the individual or for 
our society is not sufficient grounds 
for its continued criminalization.

The Individual’s Right to Smoke
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Rick  Santorum wants to 
ban pornography. That’s 
one of the few thriving 

industries 
America has left.

- David Letterman

President Obama is call-
ing on Iran to give its 

citizens better access to 
the Internet. Right now 

they only have one social 
networking site: ‘Cover-

Your-Face Book.
- Jimmy Fallon

Some top Republicans are 
urging Newt Gingrich to leave 

the race, but he says he’s 
sticking around. If they could 
get him to marry the race, he 

would probably leave it 
eventually. 

–Jimmy Kimmel

John McCain’s daughter 
Megan is going to be in the 
April issue of Playboy. I’m 

just glad John’s not alive to 
see this.

- David Letterman

According to a new book, 
President Obama blames 
Fox News for his political 

problems and losing voters. 
How could Fox News lose 

voters? If you’re watching 
Fox News, you’re probably 

not voting for him in the 
first place. 

–Jay Leno


