
By Josh Uhr

Recently, in Prague, President 
Obama and Russian President 

Dmitry Medvedev signed the New 
START Treaty, which will decrease 
the nuclear arsenals of the world’s 
two largest nuclear powers by 30 per-
cent. The move is part of Obama’s 
plan to reduce the total number of 
nuclear weapons on the planet, with 
the ultimate goal of achieving “glob-
al zero” – a world in which nuclear 
weapons cease to exist. But is nuclear 
reduction naïve? If reduction in itself 
is not naïve, is global zero? And how 
does the New START Treaty play into 
this debate – are we inviting an attack 
by reducing our nuclear stockpile by 
30 percent? Will this reduction de-
crease our ability to deter other coun-
tries from attacking us with their own 
nuclear weapons?
 Many argue that arms con-
trol, specifically when applied to 
nuclear weapons, is a smart policy. 
The logic is simple enough: nuclear 

weapons are dangerous, and so a 
world with fewer nuclear weapons 
would be a safer one. Fewer nuclear 
states create a more stable world than 
one with many nuclear states. Arms 

Reducing Our Nuclear Arsenal: Smart or 
Naïve?
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control and nonproliferation advo-
cates say this is especially true when 
we consider what states are already 
proliferating – Iran, for example. 
 The logic that explains why 

two nuclear states have not yet fought 
a war with each other is that of deter-
rence. Deterrence strategies rely on 
the fact that nuclear weapons are so 
destructive; no country wants to be 
the target of a nuclear attack. There-
fore, nuclear-armed countries have 
built enough nukes to create an effec-
tive deterrent. If one country attacks 
a second country that has enough nu-
clear bombs to survive a first strike, 
then the second country could retali-
ate with a nuclear weapon against the 
first country. Both countries would, 
therefore, experience unacceptable 
damage, and so neither is likely to 
initiate a nuclear attack in the first 
place. 

Continued on page 7
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By JacoB arem

It was my third week in Jordan and 
my first time ever attempting to 

teach a class. But there I was, stand-
ing in front of about 15 middle-aged 
men who were sitting quietly, ready 
to learn English at an evening class 
set up for refugees by the Women’s 
Federation for World Peace. Most of 
the students are refugees from Iraq, 
while others are Syrian Kurds or Pal-
estinians. I volunteered with a Cor-

nell friend to teach these men conver-
sational English, and we were given a 
list of dialogue questions to practice. 
Little did we know that almost every 
question we asked would hit a sore 
spot.
 Where are you from? Bagh-
dad. Basra. Aleppo. Palestine. What 
is your job? I have none. It is illegal 
for Iraqi refugees to work in Jordan.
 I was afraid to ask about 
spouses or children, in case some 
were killed in war. One man described 
the lack of human rights in Syria, es-
pecially for Kurds. Another had been 
an Iraqi soldier who spent most of the 
1980s as a prisoner of war in Iran. A 
third was an Iraqi weightlifting cham-
pion who helped to train American 
soldiers after the 2003 invasion, but 
now walks with a cane due to a bad 
beating by an Iraqi militia. A young 
Iraqi man who worked for the Ameri-
can army fled to Dubai after militias 
killed his boss, threatened him, and 
kidnapped his brother, only to come 

to Jordan after his United Arab Emir-
ates visa expired. An anti-Saddam 
militia killed another man’s father 
and two brothers because his father 
had worked as a driver for the Baath 
party.
 These stories make it awk-
ward as an American. Do I apologize 

for the war? I was 13 years old when 
it started, and no one here has blamed 
me personally. Almost everyone I 
have met in the Middle East imme-
diately distinguishes the American 
government, which they criticize 

harshly, from the American people, 
whom they love. They invite us to 
their homes and give us tea, Iraqi date 
pastries, stuffed grape leaves, and all-
out feasts. Many are eager to immi-
grate to Europe, Australia, or most of 
all, the United States.
 Jordan has felt the effects of 
the Iraq war first-hand. Sharing a bor-
der with Iraq, Jordan has hosted over 
half a million Iraqi refugees since the 
war started in 2003, ranging from 
Baathist billionaires to the illiterate 
poor escaping sectarian violence.

Continued on page 4

The Iraq War: Perspectives from Amman

“Anyone who opposes 
the war, some Iraqis 

say, didn’t know what 
it was like to live under 

Saddam.”

“Some refugees have 
returned to Iraq, but 
many say they have 
nowhere to go to or 
fear violence if they 

return.”

President Obama and President Medvedev sign the New START Treaty in 
Prague.      Photo: Russiablog

Salon.com Editor Joan Walsh visits 
Cornell, page 3

Crisis in Kyrgyzstan: 
Anti-government pro-
tests turn violent, page 6
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At the time of this writing, a pro-
gram for the reform of the finan-

cial sector is working its way through 
the Senate. Long overdue but no less 
necessary because of it, financial re-
form is the next issue  for President 
Obama to tackle after his historic 
victory on health care. There are two 
components to the effort currently in 
progress; one is the irksome but nec-
essary affirmation that the notion of 
“too big to fail” is here to stay. Be-
cause of the massive scale of the fi-
nancial industry and its effect on the 
greater economy, some firms simply 
must be prevented from imploding; 
indeed, the taxpayer-funded bailouts 
of the last few years kept the nation 
from collapsing into another Great 
Depression. That said, bailouts must 
remain, like war, a tool the govern-
ment uses only when the nation’s 
immediate interests demand it. This 
means that firms will not be receiving 
permission to continue running wild 
and making ludicrous gambles un-
der an assumption that the taxpayers 
will save them if they falter. Like the 
safety net beneath a trapeze act, the 
bailout is meant to be deployed only 
in the direst of circumstances, not a 
service to be called on at whim.
 Working to ensure that bail-
outs will not even be necessary in the 
future is the second and more impor-
tant component of financial reform: a 
program of strict new regulation that 
will prevent firms from using and 
abusing the perilously risky practices 
that helped lead to the current crisis. 
It is imperative that we return to an 
era like that which existed between 
the reforms of the Great Depres-
sion and the Reagan administration, 
in which strong government regula-

tion ensured that banks could not 
take risks endangering not only their 
profits but the entire economy. The 
extent and strength of the regulations 
in the new bill is still under debate, 
but like with health care, Democrats 
must not be afraid of the potential re-
percussions of ignoring Republican 
obstruction tactics. Working to guar-
antee that an economic crisis like the 
present one does not happen again is 
a mission that must transcend politi-
cal bickering, for the good of the na-
tion as a whole. Democrats must fight 
for the standardization and regulation 
of the derivatives market, a hard cap 
on leverage, the restructuring of laws 
concerning off-balance sheet activi-
ties, and other such regulations, de-
spite the possible political costs. An 
agency that will protect consumers 
from predatory loan tactics has also 
been proposed, and it must not go the 
way of the public option. This effort 
must not be deterred.
 With the current makeup of 
the Senate, however, Democrats will 
need at least one Republican vote to 
continue the progress of the reform 
effort. Overall, the Republicans find 
themselves in a difficult position in 
this debate, looking both to the mid-
term elections and beyond. If conser-
vatives expect to swing independents 
their way in November, they cannot 
possibly side with Wall Street by 
obstructing this bill. However, they 
also cannot cooperate with their col-
leagues across the aisle without alien-
ating their base. In addition, they are 
trapped between their free-market 
principles that discourage govern-
ment aid for private corporations, 
and their alliances with the big busi-
nesses that certainly were in favor of 
taxpayer bailouts when they were in 

need. Faced with this dilemma, Re-
publicans in the last few weeks fol-
lowed the advice of G.O.P. marketing 
wizard Frank Luntz, who in January 
suggested that they refer to the finan-
cial reform effort as a plan designed 
to institutionalize the bailout and of-
fer permanent protection to banks. 
Apparently this was an attempt to 
give the impression that the Republi-
cans are the party with the interests of 
the average American in mind.
 What the Republicans are 
truly against, of course, is the new 
program of regulation, but admit-
ting this to a populace still suffering 
from the implosion of an unregulated 
banking system is certainly not in 
their interests either. Hiding behind 
a facade of misinformation is only a 
temporary fix; with nowhere to turn, 
the Party of No continues to find it-
self outnumbered, outmatched, and 
out of touch with the American peo-
ple. Meanwhile, having learned their 
lesson during the health care debate, 
the Democrats have continued to ac-
tively rebut the lies coming from the 
right. With any luck, this aggressive 
spirit will continue until powerful, ef-
fective financial reform becomes law, 
and it is ensured that an economic cri-
sis like the present one will not hap-
pen again.

CP

Editors-in-Chief
Zachary J. Newkirk ‘12,

Sam I. Ferenc ‘12

Managing Editors
Catherine J. Lussenhop ‘11 

(Executive),
Josh Uhr ‘12

(National and Int’l),
Sarah Greenberg ‘13 (Local),
Catherine J. Lussenhop ‘11 

(Features)

Staff Writers
Roxana Amirahmadi ‘13,

Anna Collins ‘12,
Sarah Greenberg ‘13,

Taskin Rahman ‘12

Contributors
Jacob Arem ‘11
Elie Bilmes ‘10

Vivian Cheng ‘11

Layout
 Susan Duan ‘13,

Yi Li ‘13

Treasurer
Taskin Rahman ‘12

Web Design
Eric Zatz ‘10

Editors Emeriti
Jacob Arem ‘11
Elie Bilmes ‘10,

Shai Akabas ‘09,
Ethan Felder ‘09,

Samuel Levine ‘09

Advisor
Edward Baptist, History

 Founders
Thomas Leung ’02, Tsee Yuan Lee ’02, 

Tsee Yung Lee ’02

An Independent Student Publication

Funded in part by the Student Activity Fee. 
Published with support from the Center for 

American Progress / Campus Progress     
www.CampusProgress.org 

Comments and letters to the editor 
are always welcome at:

cuprogressive@gmail.com

The Cornell Progressive, an independent student 
organization located at Cornell University, 

produced and is responsible for the content of this 
publication. This publication was not reviewed 
or approved by, nor does it necessarily express 

or reflect the policies or opinions of, Cornell 
University or its designated representatives.

The Cornell Progressive is a non-profit newspaper
pulished by Cornell students for the local 
community. We act as a forum for political 

discussion.  The viewpoints of our writers do not 
necessarily reflect the views of our advertisers or 

our editorial board.  

Visit our website and join our listserve to keep up 
to date with Cornell Progressive news, events, and 

deadlines.

www.cuprogressive.org

Join The Progressive!

Meetings: Mondays at 4:30 PM
in Rockefeller 187

Email: cuprogressive@gmail.com

EDITORIAL
Financial Reform: Too Late, 
But Hopefully Not Too Little



Joan Walsh Visits Cornell

May 5, 2010 3The Cornell Progressive

By sarah GreenBerG

On April 5, Salon.com editor-in-
chief Joan Walsh visited Cornell 

to discuss pertinent political issues 
and their impact on the rise of Barack 
Obama. The event, cosponsored by 
the Cornell Democrats and the Cor-
nell Progressive, was entitled, “The 
Obama Generation: Movement or 
Mirage?” indicating the two oppos-
ing opinions of this very influential 
president. Walsh was bright, engag-
ing, and addressed the fully liberal 
audience with a frank seriousness 
that carried over to her clear-minded 
discussion of many important themes 
of the Obama presidency.
 First, she conceded many 
of Obama’s early failures, and ex-
plained how these shortcomings have 
translated into many challenges in 
the present. While Walsh acknowl-
edged that the media is part of the 
problem, it is undeniable that the po-
litical sphere has spiraled out of con-
trol. As a side-note to a consideration 
of Obama’s troubles, Walsh said that 
politics suffers from the lack of an 
institution that really mediates bitter 
conflict, instead of focusing purely 
on better ratings. While the media in-
sist on serving as an outlet for name-
calling instead of honest discussion 
of the policies at hand, the right and 
the left will always be at odds.  

 At the beginning of his presi-
dency, Obama suffered because he 
was unable, like many Democrats, to 
truly define what it means to be pro-
gressive. Though voted into office on 
a wave of change, Obama halted the 
rush of reform because lack of defini-
tion allowed the right to run rampant 
over his agenda. Additionally, Obama 
struggled with the traditional Demo-
cratic problem of not being able to 
deliver on campaign promises. While 
health care reform recently passed, 
the nation is still struggling from 
unemployment, and domestic policy 
still seems stunted by entrenched 
Republican opposition. This allows 
the president to be classified as just 
another Democrat, and causes him to 
lose some of the influence he earned 
during his campaign. Only recently 
did the Obama administration figure 
out how to sell the president’s goals, 

which are being accomplished late, 
but better than not at all. All these 
points illustrate the complications of 
the Obama presidency, and the im-
mense amount of work still ahead for 
the 44th president. 
 Without fear of ideological 
restraint, Walsh openly criticized the 
right-wing hysteria that has grown 
around President Obama and his 
policy agenda. She pointed to a “fun-
damental lack of seriousness of what 
things really mean,” acknowledging 
that much of right-wing criticism is 
not about what pieces of legislation 
actually say. The health care debate 
is a prime example of how ideology, 
party loyalty, and dogma can get in 
the way of a responsible discussion of 
an issue at hand. Walsh also aligned 
health care reform with the rise of the 
Tea Party, and how it also reflects on 
the president. 

 To many on the left, it ap-
peared that the intense opposition to 
Obama from the Tea Party and other 
rightwing ideologues had substantial 
foundations in racism. Walsh care-
fully but honestly discussed the role 
of race in the Obama administration 
and the impact race has on Ameri-
can society. Phrases like “I want to 
take my country back” reek of racial 
overtones: take the country back to 
a time when a white man was presi-
dent. Yet Walsh pointed out that the 
middle-aged people clamoring for 
the America of years ago also want 
to return to their youth. Through add-
ing humor to this complicated issue, 
Walsh underscored the fact that it is 
about race, but it also is not. The rise 

of minorities in the halls of power 
does scare many ignorant Americans, 
and many of those ignorant Ameri-
cans are members of the Tea Party. 
But that is only half the issue. Treat-
ing rightwing antagonism as simply 
as the antagonists treated health care 
only detracts from the necessary, hon-
est debate this country so desperately 
needs to have on the issue of race. As 
Walsh suggested, we need to tease it 
out, to talk about things that need to 
be talked about.
 The Obama administration 
has many challenges: global climate 
change, a major economic crisis, and 

two wars are among the issues the 
president has yet to fully address. 

Instead of starting in the middle—al-
ready preparing to compromise—a 
bolder and more confident president 
should embody the values of the 
Democratic party: the party that truly 
helps regular people. After passing 
health care reform, Obama has been 
noticeably more forward, more self-
assured, and more assertive, indicat-
ing that one success may lead to an-
other. If that starts to happen, we’re 
in for a very exciting term. 
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“Walsh was bright, 
engaging, and 

addressed the fully 
liberal audience 

with a frank serious 
that carried over to 
her clear-minded 

discussion of many 
important themes 

of the Obama 
presidency.”

“Walsh carefully but 
honestly discussed 

the role of race in the 
Obama administration 

and the impact race 
has on American 

society.”

Joan Walsh came to speak at Cornell on April 5th

      Photo: Stanford News
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“Without fear of 
ideological restraint, 

Walsh openly criticized 
the right-wing hysteria 

that has grown up 
around President 

Obama and his policy 
agenda.”

Joan Walsh on The O’Reilly Factor   Photo: Fox News
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 In my experience, Jordanians 
have been universally opposed to the 
Iraq war. In fact, many were fervent 
supporters of Saddam Hussein, who 
provided Jordan with cheap oil. I and 
other Americans retort that Saddam 
launched bloody wars against Iran 
and Kuwait and brutally oppressed 
his own people. Jordanians calmly 
reply that at least he provided stabil-
ity and helped the economy, some 
adding that Iraqis are a rebellious 
people leaving no way to rule other 
than with an iron fist. Even though 
the 1990 Gulf War resulted in the ex-

pulsion of 300,000 Palestinians from 
Kuwait and their resettlement in Jor-
dan, both these Palestinian-Kuwaiti-
Jordanians and other Jordanians have 

few harsh words for the Hussein re-
gime. One public bus in Amman had 
an entire wall decorated with pictures 
of Saddam. Some Jordanians resent 
the influx of Iraqis, blaming them 
for traffic, crowding, and inflation.
 On the other hand, some Iraqis 
that I have met in Jordan are support-
ers of the war. Anyone who opposes 
the Iraq War, they say, didn’t know 
what it was like to live under Saddam. 
The American invasion brought not 
only political freedom and elections 
but also modern conveniences like 
cell phones and satellite televisions.
 Many Iraqis appreciate Jor-
dan as a place to take refuge, but few 
wish to stay here permanently. The 
fundamental problem is that it is il-
legal for Iraqi refugees to work in 
Jordan. Some work illegally, while 
others rely on savings or receive 
meager cash assistance from the 
United Nations. Many Shi’a Muslims 
feel uncomfortable in Jordan, where 
virtually all Muslims are Sunni and 
consider Shi’ism flawed or even 

heresy. There are no Shi’a mosques 
in Jordan, meaning that most Shi’a 
must pray in private in their homes. 
Some refugees have returned to Iraq, 
but many say they have nowhere to 
go to or fear violence if they return.
 My impact here in Jordan is 
small. I’m spending a semester here 
with eleven other Cornell students 
as part of Cornell’s new Intensive 

Arabic Program. Many of us take 
turns teaching groups of Iraqi men, 
women, or children, building per-
sonal relationships with them and 
helping them to improve their Eng-
lish skills. Often, as Americans, 
it seems like we owe them one.

4 Volume X Issue IXThe Cornell Progressive

“Do I apologize for the 
war?”

CP

Another Look at the Iraq War
Jacob Arem ON IRAQ

Adding to an already packed sum-
mer schedule, President Obama 

has an upcoming appointment to the 
Supreme Court to make following the 
retirement of Justice John Paul Ste-
vens, who announced his resignation 
from the Supreme Court shortly before 
his ninetieth birthday after serving 
more than thirty years on the bench.
 Stevens’ replacement will be 
Obama’s second appointment less 
than halfway through his first term. 
Last summer saw Justice Sonia So-
tomayor confirmed as the succes-
sor for Justice David Souter after an 
uneventful confirmation procedure, 
making Sotomayor the first Latina 
on the Supreme Court. Justice Ste-
vens’ retirement – which was long 
speculated due to his age and his 
hiring of only one clerk for the cur-
rent term – has led to a wide array of 
predictions as to who Obama will ap-
point to replace the venerable justice.
 I encourage anyone interest-
ed in this subject to look up any of 
the potential nominees. They range 
from the likely (Solicitor General 
Elena Kagan) to the not-so-likely 
(Secretary of Homeland Security 
Janet Napolitano.) As is any specu-
lation, this guessing game carries 
little weight and is rarely an accu-
rate predictor of the eventual pick.
 Instead, I will write on how 
this will impact the make-up of the 
Court. It is common knowledge that 

until the eighties, the Supreme Court 
was fairly progressive and activist. 
The Warren Court decided landmark 
cases such as Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation, Miranda v. Arizona and others 
in the areas of segregation, civil rights, 
and the separation of church and 
state. Beginning in the 1980s, how-
ever, the shift has lurched to the right 
and now we are stuck with cases such 
as Citizen’s United v. Federal Elec-
tion Commission, a highly unpopu-
lar decision among members of both 
political parties that allows unlimited 
corporate funding for campaigns. 
 Justice John Paul Stevens 

has long been hailed as the liberal 
anchor of the Court, and his depar-
ture puts the Court in a key posi-
tion. While we can count our bless-
ings that a Democrat is in the White 
House and will likely appoint another 
liberal-leaning justice, Stevens’ de-
parture also means the Court may 
shift more to the right as it is un-
likely a more liberal justice will sur-
vive such a brutally partisan Senate. 
 The Court shifted more to the 
right when fairly moderate Justice 
Sandra Day O’Connor was replaced 
in 2005 by Justice Samuel Alito, the 
conservative intellectual and devout 

Catholic whose stance on abortion, 
among other issues, worries many 
progressives. O’Connor was consid-
ered “swing vote” but with the addi-
tion of Alito, that fulcrum has shifted 
to the right, as the “swing vote” is now 
Reagan-appointee Anthony Kennedy.
 Amidst so many other proj-
ects, the choice of the next Supreme 
Court justice stands important for a 
multitude of reasons. However, the 
Senate should not be gridlocked in 
a fierce ideological battle over the 
nominee in a summer session already 
busy with legislation on financial re-
form and climate change pending. 
Republican obstruction has reached 
incredible heights, meaning the state-
ment from Senate Minority Leader 
Mitch McConnell stating that the 
chance of a Republic filibuster of 
the nominee is “highly unlikely” has 
left me with customary pessimism. 
 As Justice Stevens receives 
his long-deserved retirement and 
the Court moves forward, it will be 
interesting to note how much it will 
change with the loss of another “lib-
eral lion.” Stevens was never overt-
ly ideological or partisan, but his 
presence on the liberal wing of the 
Court was reassuring. Hopefully in 
thirty years when this nominee re-
tires, we will be able to say the same. 

Five students and a teacher (standing) at a free evening school for Iraqi refu-
gees in Amman, Jordan.     Photo: Ian Gillen
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Another Judicial Opportunity for 
President Obama

Zachary Newkirk ON THE SUPREME COURT

Outgoing Justice John Paul Stevens      
     Photo: DC Dicta - Lawyers USA
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The position of the United States 
on the War in Afghanistan has 

always been inconsistent and com-
plicated, especially since the war was 
shifted to the background after the 
beginning of the War in Iraq. Even 
though the Taliban have been re-
moved from power and a new gov-
ernment has been established in the 
desert nation, a powerful insurgency 
continues to threaten the county’s 
security. Hiding in the mountains 
at the border between Pakistan and 
Afghanistan, the Taliban have con-
tinued to launch coordinated suicide 
and car bombings since 2003, when 
NATO forces ostensibly ended their 
reign. Unfortunately, with President 
Barack Obama’s announcement in 
December 2009 that he would be 
deploying 30,000 more troops in Af-
ghanistan has also come a marked in-
crease in terrorist attacks. The surge 
of foreign presence has even angered 
some of the Afghan population. This 
resentment towards NATO troops 
has caused some  to allow Taliban 
members to take up bases in their 
villages and towns; this tacit har-
boring of insurgents has led to the 
Taliban occupation of the Kanda-
har region and surrounding districts.
 

The dense civilian population in 
these regions makes it difficult for 
NATO soldiers to target and elimi-
nate the Taliban threat. As a result, 
NATO officials and President Obama 
have been asking for the cooperation 

of the Afghan government to make 
this strategic operation possible. De-
spite earlier cooperation from current 
president Hamid Karzai, the Afghan 
head of the government refused to 
support the NATO offensive in the 
Kandahar region, telling US officials 
that no action was to be taken against 
the Taliban until he was able to meet 
with the tribal leaders of the region. 
Karzai was adamant that “We run this 
country,” highlighting the belief that 
the Afghan citizens alone should be 
make the decisions regarding their na-
tion. Karzai had made it clear that he 
wants to ensure that he is taking care 
of his citizens and not just acting like 
a mere puppet of the United States. 

 Unsurprisingly, some of Kar-
zai’s comments disturbed the Obama 
administration. White House Press 
Secretary Robert Gibbs stated that he 
was “genuinely troubled” by Karzai’s 
hesitation to attack the Taliban. De-
spite Karzai’s official explanation to 
the press that his comments were not 
meant to cause a rift in the alliance 
but to merely demonstrate where he 
stands on this particular issue, there 
have been rumors circulating that the 
May 12 visit of President Karzai to 
the White House may be cancelled 
due to his troubling remarks regard-
ing the tense relations in his coun-
try. No official comment was given 
from the White House on this matter.
 Relations between the US 
government and President Karzai, al-
ways uneasy, have been strained even 
further due to recent events. After be-
ing condemned by the United States 
for his clearly fraud-riddled victory in 

Afghanistan’s August 2009 elections 
and the continued corruption in his 
administration, Karzai retaliated by 

inviting Iranian President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad to Kabul. That Karzai 
invited Ahmadinejad to deliver an 
anti-American speech sent warning 
signs to the rest of the world: as Kar-
zai’s ties with America seem to be 
weakening, his connections to other 
Middle Eastern nations, some unsta-

ble, are strengthening. Furthermore, 
Karzai has repeatedly called for ne-
gotiations with Taliban leaders, as he 
hopes to be able to end the violence 
by reasoning with the insurgents. 
 Despite Karzai’s insistence on 
negotiation, United States-led troops 
moved in on the Taliban base in the 
province of Logar on April 23rd. Log-
ar is not in the Kandahar region, but 
the actions of the NATO troops disre-
garded a ban Karzai placed on night 
raids. To make matters worse, five 
civilians were killed, a difficult prob-
lem for United States forces, which 
acknowledged 2400 Afghani civilian 
deaths in 2009, the greatest number 
in any year since the 2001 start of the 
war.  President Karzai, troubled by 
the upward trend, faces some tough 
choices as he moves forward in the 
sphere of international relations.
In order to establish a safe and secure 
future for both Afghanistan and the 
United States, both governments need 
to meet and negotiate with one anoth-
er over what direction to head in the 
future. Otherwise, an irreparable rift 
between the two nations will form and 
hostilities could devolve to conditions 
that mimic those before the invasion. 

“Karzai told US 
officials that no action 
was to be taken against 

the Taliban until he 
was able to meet with 

the tribal leaders of the 
region.”

“This tacit harboring 
of insurgents has led to 
the Taliban occupation 
of the Kandahar region 

and surrounding 
districts.”

“Karzai supported his 
stance by stating ‘We 
run this country’ and 
thus highlighting the 
belief that the Afghan 

citizens should be 
the ones making the 
decisions regarding 

their nation.”

ON AFGHANISTAN Taskin Rahman

Strain in U.S.-Afghan Relations

Afghani President Hamid Karzai   Photo: UNESCO

US-led troops      Photo: Press TV
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“In retaliation for 
US condemnation 
for his corruption, 
Karzai lashed out 

by inviting Iranian 
President Mahmoud 

Ahmadinejad to 
Kabul.”
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By catherine LUssenhop

In early April, ongoing anti-govern-
ment protests in Kyrgyzstan turned 

violent, toppling President Kurman-
beck Bakiyev and killing at least 84 
people. The photos that poured in 
showed bloody protesters lying in 
the streets, riot police huddled be-
hind their shields, and buildings on 
fire, glass strewn on the sidewalk. 
 Kyrgyzstan isn’t in the news 
often. The United States involvement 
in the country is limited to a major 
air base, which it uses in operations 
in nearby Afghanistan. Kyrgyzstan 
is nestled in a pocket of other –stan 
countries, including other former 
Soviet bloc countries of Kazakh-
stan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, 
and Tajikistan, and is one of fif-
teen sovereign states that declared 
their independence from the Soviet 
Union after it disbanded in 1991. 
The nation is also predominantly 
Muslim and heavily impoverished. 
 The economy has long been 
sluggish. The collapse of the Soviet 
Union hit hard: before the collapse, 
around 98% of Kyrgyzstan’s exports 
were to other Soviet countries. Over 
the last 19 years, Kyrgyzstan has had 
great difficulty recovering from the 
loss of economic opportunities. In the 
months before the riots, energy pric-
es had been climbing, and the coun-
try experienced rolling blackouts. 
Heating and electricity costs sky-
rocketed, and citizens grew restless.
 In addition, many citizens 
harbored resentment for President 
Bakiyev alongside the frustrations 
that come from economic hardship. 
Though optimism accompanied his 
rise to power, his rule has been char-
acterized by corruption, fraud, and 

anger. Just days before the riots, sev-
eral news outlets were abruptly shut 
down, having broadcast stories that 
were deemed too critical of Bakiyev 
and his son Maksim. Many websites 
that had carried criticisms of the ad-
ministration were also censored. 
The growing opposition disliked 
the way that Russia and the United 
States have courted Bakiyev for 
their own benefit. The U.S. air base 
is crucial for operations in the re-
gion, and though American officials 
had admitted that President Bakiyev 
was an autocrat, they continued to 
be gentle with him in order to secure 
their airspace. Russia, on the other 
hand, would rather see less American 
presence in Kyrgyzstan, and so they 
too cozied up to Bakiyev to further 
their own interest. Though Bakiyev 
had at one point committed to kick-
ing Americans off of Kyrgyzstan’s 
soil, he quietly went back on his 
promise when he negotiated a higher 

rent for the base with the Americans. 
On Wednesday, April 7, protestors 
began convening in the streets of the 
capital, Bishkek, where the situation 
quickly escalated. Riot police arrived 
on the scene and fired round after 
round of live ammunition at the pro-
testers; witnesses told the New York 
Times that the police seemed disor-
ganized and panicked. Kyrgyzstan 
declared a national state of emergen-
cy, and curfews were instituted in at 
least three cities. Opposition support-
ers fought with rocks and weapons 
they’d stolen from policemen. Amidst 
the chaos, Bakiyev fled the country, 
and an interim government took over.
 As might be expected, not 
everything is going well for the new 
government either. The administra-
tion has yet to be globally recog-
nized, though the United States has 
declared its support; perhaps because 
the government plans to allow us to 
keep using the air base. Recogni-

tion is a significant issue because 
there is not a consensus in Kyrgyz-
stan to acknowledge the new gov-
ernment. The southern part of the 
country contains a pocket of Baki-
yev loyalists. On April 17, Reuters 
reported that Bakiyev supporters in 
the southern city of Jalalabad broke 
into a municipal government office 
and seized a local television channel. 
 

Some residents of southern Kyrgyz-
stan do not believe that Bakiyev actu-
ally resigned. “We voted for Bakiyev. 
He is our president. I don’t believe 
that he resigned. I want him back,” 
said Sultan-Maksut Dubanayev of 
Jalalabad. The new government 
maintains that they allowed Bakiyev 
to leave to avoid a civil war and that he 
sent a letter of resignation soon after. 
However, that might not be the whole 
story. The interim government is on 
shaky ground; Bakiyev recently stat-
ed from exile in Belarus that he is 
still president, calling the interim ad-
ministration “a bunch of impostors.”  
He continued, “I don’t recog-
nize my resignation. Only death 
will stop me.” With that state-
ment, the rest of the world watches 
as the rest of this saga plays out.
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“Riot police fired 
round after round of 

live ammunition at the 
protesters.”

Riot police attempt to hold off opposition forces in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan. 
       Photo: Reuters
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Crisis in Kyrgyzstan

Putin v. Big Business: The Misadventures and 
Significance of Mikhail Khodorkovsky

By anna coLLins

Mikhail B. Khodorkovsky is, ar-
guably, one of the most inter-

esting people in the world today. Be-
fore his 2003 arrest and subsequent 
infamy as a high-profile political 
prisoner, Khodorkovsky was Rus-
sia’s leading oil producer and an ex-
tremely affluent and influential man. 
As the founder and CEO of Yukos 
Oil Company, one of the largest non-
state oil companies in the world, he 
was recognized for his close personal 
connections to senior Russian offi-
cials, his charitable institution, Open 
Russia, his endorsements of vari-
ous civil society organizations and 
his authority to encourage Western 
(business) influence in Russia. Seven 
years ago, however, Khodorkovsky 
was stripped of his leadership role 

in Russian society on accusations of 
money laundering and embezzlement 
during the time when Yukos reigned 
as Russia’s largest private company. 
Vladimir Putin’s Kremlin, which 
prematurely dismantled the business 
empire that was Yukos and took the 
initiative in inducing the collapse of 
its share price, has, more recently, 
also had a hand in bringing a batch of 
fresh charges against Khodorkovsky. 
While no one here or in Russia is pro-
moting the rise of Ken Lay-type per-
sonalities, “supporters” of Khodor-
kovsky are raising an important 
question in light of this new set of du-
bious allegations: Are they an inven-
tion of Prime Minister Putin to keep 
Khodorkovsky in jail indefinitely? 
 There is no denying that 
Mikhail Khodorkovsky is, in some 
ways, a blameworthy figure. During 

Russia’s wave of privatization in the 
1990s, he swindled millions from 
the treasury and transformed it into 
a personal fortune (though, given the 
brutal phase of Russian capitalism 
that was the ‘90s, this is really not 
that shocking). Khodorkovsky him-
self does not deny this. But now he is 
confronted with something for which 
he was not prepared. Among the lat-
est charges against him are accusa-
tions of developing a “criminal plan” 
while at Yukos as well as stealing 350 
million tons of oil and $9.6 billion 
from the $15.8 billion profit generat-
ed by Yukos between 1999 and 2003. 
According to RIA Novosti, an online 
Russian news source, Khodorkovsky 
was baffled by these new charges, 
describing them as “paradoxical” 
and “devoid of logic.” He empha-
sized his surprise to the court, aptly 

pointing out that the indictment fails 
to directly outline any heretofore un-
addressed illegitimate action he has 
taken. According to the defense, RIA 
Novosti reports, the indictment fails 
to define who led the development 
and control of the plan, saying the 
evidence at times places the blame on 
him and at other times on former ma-
jor Yukos shareholder, Leonid Nevz-
lin. So what, precisely, is going on? 
 that poured in showed bloody 
protesters lying in the streets, 
riot police huddled behind their 
shields, and buildings on fire, 
glass strewn on the sidewalk. 

Continued on page 10
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Continued from Page 1

But many have wondered if 
this stabilizing effect of deterrence 
would be effective in dissuading 
all countries from launching a 
nuclear attack. Is Iran’s President 
Ahmedinejad – a Holocaust denier 
and outspoken critic of Israel’s right 
to exist – capable of being deterred? 
For deterrence to work, those in 

control of nuclear weapons must be 
rational, for they must recognize and 
fear the consequences of retaliation. 
Is Ahmedinejad, the man who stood 
in front of a Columbia University 
audience and questioned why the 
“phenomenon” of homosexuality 
exists in America but not in Iran, 
rational? Certainly Israel is prepared 
to launch a preemptive strike against 
Iran’s nuclear facilities (Israeli 
fighter jets have already rehearsed 
missions to do just this, and some 

high Israeli officials have hinted 
at the possibility of a strike), yet 
Ahmedinejad continues to make 
inflammatory statements. It’s 
almost as if he is inviting an Israeli 
attack. Is this rational behavior?

But Iran is only one concern 
– surely, if arms control efforts are 
not successful, more cases to worry 
about will arise. What if Somalia gets 
a nuclear weapon and the rebels who 
run large portions of the country gain 
possession of it? Admittedly, the idea 
that Somalia could build a nuclear 
weapon is almost laughable in 2010, 
but who knows what may happen 
in the future if non-proliferation 
advocates don’t get their way. And 
in other countries that are already 
nuclear, it’s not so inconceivable 
that nukes can fall into the wrong 
hands. Consider Pakistan: the Taliban 
is a stronger presence in parts of 
Pakistan than it ever has been in 
the past. In fact, there are regions of 
Pakistan in which the government is 
effectively powerless. Could Taliban 
forces not steal a nuclear weapon 
from the Pakistani government? 
How about al-Qaeda militants?

These are some of the main 
arguments (among others, such 
as the possibility of accidental 
nuclear war) that arms control and 
nonproliferation proponents put 
forth. As more states develop nuclear 
weapons, the higher the risk these 
weapons will be misused. This line 
of reasoning implies that nuclear 
reductions are anything but naïve – if 

our reductions can encourage others 
not to proliferate (i.e. by ending the 
American hypocrisy of building 
our arsenal while telling others not 
to start their own arsenals), then 
we have done our part to make this 

world safer for all of its citizens.
Others are less pessimistic. The 

well-known scholar Kenneth Waltz 
argues that proliferation is actually a 
good thing. He argues that deterrence 
will work. It has never failed, after 
all, and to predict the future we 
should look to the past. Waltz’s 
beliefs (and those of many others 
who subscribe to them) lead to the 
conclusion that our current nuclear 
reductions are naïve, for they reduce 
our own ability to deter others.

So, what’s the right policy? 
Should we reduce our nuclear 
stockpile to come one step closer to 
global zero, but at the risk of decreasing 
our capability to deter others? Or 
should we throw arms control out 
the window? Sorry to disappoint, but 
I don’t have an answer. Too much 
remains unknown. No one knows if 
nukes will fall into the wrong hands. 

No one can be sure Ahmedinejad is 
“deter-able,” or, for that matter, what 
Iran’s intentions are. Additionally, it 
is impossible to guarantee that as we 
reduce, others will reduce also, since 
verification methods are not perfect. 
What would happen if America, 
blinded by its vision of leading the 
world to global zero, dissembled 
all of its nuclear weapons while 
some other countries kept a few of 
their own. We’d have no deterrent. 
Therefore, while I don’t know the 
right balance between reduction 
and maintaining a credible deterrent 
ability (and therefore I’m undecided 
on whether nuclear reductions are 
naïve), I do believe that global zero 
is naïve. And I have a feeling Obama 
thinks so too – his rhetoric about 
global zero is just that, nothing more.

But, if Obama is willing to 
cut our nuclear stockpile by a third 
without any reservation and claim 
that this large reduction is only a 
start, then it appears that he actually 
believes a world free of nuclear 
weapons is possible. It also appears 
that he has left America vulnerable 
by reducing our ability to retaliate 
against a nuclear attack – shockingly 
(note the sarcasm), conservatives 
in our government have charged 
Obama with doing just this.

But has he? The answer is no. 
In fact, though the White House 
boasts and the media happily report 
that the New START Treaty will 
reduce both Russian and American 
nuclear weapons by 30 percent, 
this figure is extremely misleading. 
The treaty – like all nuclear arms 
control treaties before it – has gaping 
loopholes that allow both sides to 
abide by its terms without reducing 
their stockpiles significantly. It’s all 
in the wording. For example, the 
New START Treaty counts bombers 
as one nuclear weapon. But a bomber 
is a delivery system, not itself a 
weapon. Moreover, each bomber 
can carry many more than one 
nuclear warhead. What’s the good 
of reducing the number of bombers 
(and therefore abiding by the treaty’s 
terms) if each bomber can be loaded 
with more nuclear warheads to 
counter the effect of the reductions?

These loopholes leave our 
deterrent ability in tact – so to the 
conservatives who complain Obama 
is soft, just relax. In this sense, the 
treaty is not naïve at all. On the 
contrary, it’s a smart political move. 
It will put America in a better position 
to encourage others not to proliferate 
while simultaneously allowing us to 
remain as strong and deterring as ever. 

 

“The treaty has 
gaping loopholes 

that allow both sides 
to abide by its terms 

without reducing 
their stockpiles 
significantly.”
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“What would happen 
if America, blinded by 
its vision of leading the 

world to global zero, 
dissembled all of its 

nuclear weapons while 
some other countries 

kept a few of their 
own?”

Impossible to Ensure Every Country Works 
Towards “Global Zero” 

ON THE New Nuclear Treaty Josh Uhr

Cartoon: Paresh Nath, The Khaleej Times
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On November 3, 2009, New Jer-
sey residents elected Repub-

lican Chris Christie, former United 
States Attorney for the District of 
New Jersey, to be their governor 
for the next four years. Remark-
ably, Christie won the election with 
the largest margin for a Republican 
serving a first term in public office 
in the state since 1969, replacing 
Democratic incumbent Jon Corzine. 
The outcome of New Jersey’s gu-
bernatorial elections was surpris-
ing to many liberal New Jerseyites.  

New Jersey is known for being 
a traditionally blue state, where 60% 
of the residents consider themselves 
pro-choice and, according to a survey 
conducted by Quinnipiac University, 
49% support same-sex marriage. In 
fact, New Jersey was the third state 
to grant the option of civil unions to 
same-sex couples. Gun laws are also 
strict in New Jersey, where out-of-
state gun licenses are not recognized, 
and BB guns and black powder guns 
are considered to be “modern fire-
arms” and therefore subject to gun 
control. In 2007, New Jersey was also 
the third state to eliminate the death 
penalty, reducing the sentences of the 

worst prisoners to life without parole.  
Thus, the election of a conserva-

tive governor does not suit New Jer-
sey’s track-record of being one of the 
most liberal and Democratic-leaning 
states in the country. Governor Chris-
tie’s right-wing stances on abortion 
and gay rights, in addition to his plan 
to cut back teachers’ benefits in hopes 
of balancing the budget, are just a few 
examples of where he may not be in 
touch with a significant portion of the 
New Jersey population on key issues.  

Andrew Baim, a Cornell fresh-
man in the College of Arts and Sci-
ences originally from northern New 
Jersey, disagrees with Governor 
Christie’s policies aimed at making 
key budget cuts in order to balance 

the state’s crippling deficit. In a writ-
ten statement, Andrew explained, “I 
disagree with [Governor Christie’s] 
new pension laws because they main-
ly affect public workers like firemen, 
policemen, and teachers…I feel like 
these types of people who are pro-
viding security and education for the 
state are the people who should be 
least affected.” Andrew recognizes 
that the proposed cuts are simply re-
versing the pension increases granted 
in 2001, but he believes that the cuts 
were “too extreme” and “directed 
to the wrong stratum of society.”  

Andrew, along with most main-
stream Democrats, also does not 
support Governor Christie’s plans 
to cutting spending on the grounds 
that they would weaken the middle 
class, adversely affect the quality of 
life of senior citizens, and cut cru-
cial aid to the school systems and 
other municipalities. Andrew some-
what agrees with the governor’s 
plan to keep taxes low, but realizes 
that state taxes would probably have 
to increase in order for New Jersey 
to successfully reduce its deficits.  

Given Governor Christie’s con-
servative social positions and con-
troversial right-leaning fiscal policy, 
what led a state that typically aligns 
itself with the Democratic Party to 
elect a Republican governor when the 
rest of the nation is seeing an increase 
in progressive spirit after the election 
of President Obama? Why would a 
state suffering from a deficit and re-
percussions from a national recession 
elect a governor whose vision for bud-

get-management reform is reminis-
cent of the plans of other right-wing 
politicians in the United States? Per-
haps the answer lies in the frustration 
New Jersey residents felt the policies 
of former Governor Corzine’s that 
failed to reduce wasteful spending 
and general corruption in the work-
ings of the state’s governing bodies.

In the days before the guber-
natorial election, Time magazine 
discussed the challenges former 
Governor Corzine was facing in his 
track-record regarding his responses 
to corruption cases while running for 
re-election: “Corzine, meanwhile, 
has been struggling with a massive 
corruption sweep by federal prosecu-
tors that included the arrests of three 
New Jersey mayors, and the resigna-
tion of a Corzine aide after federal 
agents raided his home. More re-
cently, Corzine has fended off allega-
tions that he was buying support by 
donating $25,000 from his charitable 
foundation to the head of the state’s 
black ministers council, Reginald 
Jackson, just months before Jack-
son endorsed the sitting governor.” 

Despite these setbacks, Corzine 
was victorious in the state’s Demo-
cratic primaries, and was subsequent-
ly endorsed by numerous high-profile 
liberals, including Vice President Joe 
Biden who, upon Corzine’s accepted 
nomination, praised him and called 
him “America’s governor.” Biden 
also assured New Jersey Demo-
crats that he and President Obama 
would campaign for Corzine’s re-
election. Internationally-acclaimed 

rock star and former New Jersey-
ite, Jon Bon Jovi, also campaigned 
for the governor’s re-election bid.  

Regardless of these endorse-
ments, by election day the general 
population in New Jersey were ap-
parently still frustrated with the con-
tinuation of wasteful spending and 
corruption in New Jersey’s state gov-
ernment. Governor Corzine could 
not deliver what he promised, and 
was tangled up in numerous corrup-
tion scandals. Ironically, in the spirit 
of President Obama’s campaign for 
change, the residents of New Jer-
sey elected a right-wing governor 
in hopes of seeing a new approach 
to dealing with the state’s internal 
issues, an unexpected outcome for 
such a traditionally liberal state. Per-
haps if state corruption and wasteful 
spending  had lessened during Gov-
ernor Corzine’s term, we would see 
another term for a Democratic gov-
ernor in New Jersey. For the future, 
liberals, particularly those in New 
Jersey, must devote themselves to 
working with their state leaders of 
choice to ensure they accomplish as 
much as possible during their terms. 
In doing so, we would not only see 
more positive changes in our lo-
cal and state governments, but we 
would also increase the chances of 
the re-election of leaders that repre-
sent ideologies that best mirror our 
own interests, as well as the inter-
ests of our respective communities.

Republican Chris Christie celebrates winning Governon of New Jersey.
Photo: LehighValleyLive.com

“The residents of 
New Jersey elected a 

right-wing governor in 
hopes of seeing a new 
approach to dealing 

with the state’s internal 
issues, an unexpected 
outcome for such a 
traditionally liberal 

state.”
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An Unexpected Shift 
to the Right in the 

Garden State
By roxana amirahmadi

Voting results by county.
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Studying abroad, or rather, going 
“on exchange,” is popular for a 

number of reasons, and experiencing 
cultural differences ranks high on the 
list along with a semester of partying 
and easy grades. Quite appropriately, 
the final assignment for my program 
was to conduct a cultural analysis be-
tween the United States and Austra-
lia. 

When one thinks of abroad des-
tinations culturally distinct from the 
U.S, Australia does not exactly to 
come straight to mind. I am not liv-
ing in a hut in Tanzania, sharing tra-
ditional Chinese meals with a home 
stay family, or studying historical 
art too fragile to move from Rome. 
But while the city of Sydney may 
resemble the business district of al-
most any American city, actually 
working alongside Sydneysiders re-
veals a new perspective for analysis: 
the workplace culture. Customs in 
the office already vary widely from 
company to company, so when con-
sidering the differences in personal-
ity types, professional principles, and 
personal backgrounds in addition to 
physical location, the opportunities 
for cultural variety are plenty. 

For the second half of this se-
mester, I interned with an environ-
mental consulting firm based in the 
city center of Sydney. The first (class) 
half of my program was definitely 
fun and culturally eye-opening—for 
example, witnessing the divide be-
tween feelings of patriotism versus 
shame (for poor treatment of indige-
nous peoples) on Australia Day—but, 
as much as I wish it did, perfecting 
my “bronzed Aussie” look at Bondi 
Beach is not exactly cultural immer-
sion.

An obvious difference between 
our cultures is that the internship is 
not a well-established concept in 

Australia. The company at which 
I interned was both confused and 
thrilled with the idea of free labor in 
exchange for experience. Whereas 
American students complete semes-
ter-long internships to fulfill univer-
sity requirements, get that necessary 
resume boost, or finagle their way 
into a job after graduation, Austra-
lians tend to just get university out 
of the way and then join the fulltime 
labor force or start graduate school. 
I believe that because young Aussies 
can work their way up the corporate 
ladder before their American coun-
terparts even graduate, interns like 
myself are treated more like entry-

level professionals than a disposable 
intern in Australia.

Although the company had my 
CV and knew I was only available for 
a short time, they did not restrict my 
responsibilities to menial tasks or just 
those that fit into my apparent capa-
bilities. Instead, my supervisors held 
me to the same standards as the asso-
ciates and showed abnormal enthusi-
asm for me to take on new challenges 
that initially seemed unreasonably 
out of reach. For example, one su-
pervisor was convinced I, someone 
with zero web design knowledge, 
could spend a few hours just “fool-
ing around” with an old website and 
build an entirely new one. Many 
more than a few hours later, I can say 
I successfully launched a function-

ing, client-ready website. I’m pretty 
sure few American companies would 
have risked charging an intern with 
such an important task.

Another difference between the 
American and Australian workplace I 
noticed was the less politically cor-
rect and friendlier office environment. 
My Aussie and Kiwi supervisors nev-
er hesitated to poke fun at America in 
front of me, calling us “bloodsuck-
ers” and whatnot. They were also less 
sensitive about expressing political 
opinions in the office, and even jokes 
about their own government—one of 
our clients—were not taboo. One su-
pervisor once said, “State Parliament 

is a joke. I reckon we shouldn’t trust 
any of those guys with a school, let 
alone a government!” Most political 
discussions are light, but when one 
about the U.S. health care bill got 
heated, my supervisor interrupted 
and restored the peace by saying, 
“We don’t talk serious politics in 
the office…this is Australia! We talk 
about surfing and barbies and beer!”

Speaking of beer, alcoholic 
beverages were key to every event 
we hosted. My supervisor swore he 
would never hold a speaker event in 
a stuffy auditorium, but rather pre-
ferred an old pub so a full beer can 
always have a place on the lectern. 
Moreover, two of our office’s five of-
ficial meeting rooms are pubs across 
the street.

My firm also invited me 
to many networking opportunities, 
where I got to meet people who em-
body the Australian professional. 

One of my favorite characters, a hu-
manitarian and environmental law 
expert, told me he could not perma-
nently work in Washington, D.C. be-
cause Washingtonians do not party 
hard enough. 

He also introduced me to the 
Australian version of an American 
businessman’s beach house in Flori-
da: a property in the outback. Where-
as the American businessman may 
spend his Florida time in plaid pants 
and a polo on a golfing range, my 
new friend insisted that putting on 
a singlet (tank top), shorts, and bush 
hat to shoot cockroaches with his rifle 
was just as fun. 

Having the opportunity to be 
so involved with my firm taught me 
more about the Australian culture 
than I expected. My internship in-
cluded fun, social events in addi-
tion to the demanding but rewarding 
workload, so if you plan to study 
abroad, I strongly recommend con-
sidering an internship program. 
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Wisdom from Down Under
ON STUDYING ABROAD Vivian Cheng

“Whereas the 
American businessman 
may spend his Florida 
time in plaid pants and 

a polo on a golfing 
range, my new friend 
insisted that putting 
on a singlet, shorts, 

and bush hat to shoot 
cockroaches with his 
rifle was just as fun.”

“Because young 
Aussies can work their 
way up the corporate 
ladder before their 

American counterparts 
even graduate, 

interns are treated 
more like entry-level 
professionals than a 
disposable intern in 

Australia.”

“The first half of my program was definitely 
fun and culturally eye-opening—for example, 

witnessing the divide between feelings of patriotism 
versus shame (for poor treatment of indigenous 

peoples) on Australia Day—but, as much as I wish 
it were, perfecting my “bronzed Aussie” look at 

Bondi Beach is not exactly cultural immersion.”
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 As coverage of Khodor-
kovsky has become more widespread 
in Western media circles, his tale has 
become increasingly framed in terms 
of good and evil. Khodorkovsky is a 
martyr to corporate good finance and 
liberal politics, some say. Others per-
ceive him as a repugnant thief who 
deserves the fate he is now experi-
encing. However, if we carefully ex-
amine the timeline of events chroni-
cling the story of Khodorkovsky, we 
realize that this is more than a simple 
tale of a fraudulent businessman who 
funded liberal opposition parties and 
thereby invited the wrath of Putin. 
Instead, taken as a narrative, what 
we see developing is the following: 
Yukos—Khodorkovsky’s highly suc-
cessful, internationally recognized, 
Western-style oil company—finally 
began to experiment with its exten-
sive corporate power by engaging 
with the Kremlin in a battle over oil 
pipelines. Clashing with the Krem-
lin’s economic interests and threaten-
ing to disturb the existing balance of 
power, Yukos lobbied to privatize the 
state’s oil pipeline monopoly so that 
Yukos would be free to export without 
restriction. Truly testing his boundar-
ies, Khodorkovsky also proposed as-
sembling private pipelines that would 
favor world superpowers America 
and China, giving these countries 
tremendous incentive to pressure the 
Kremlin to comply with Khodor-
kovsky’s recommendations. In direct 
defiance of the Kremlin, Khodor-
kovsky was basically attempting to 
aggregate the heart of the world’s in-
ternational capital and political clout 
into one grand alliance on his side. 

 But how was Khodorkovsky 
to ensure the downfall of the pipe-
line monopoly in the face of state 
resistance to amend pipeline policy? 
His “solution”, ultimately, was to 
launch a rhetorical attack on the gov-
ernment, accusing it of corruption 
and bureaucratic statism. Based on 
Russian newspaper accounts of this 
strategy, it seems that his language 
at this time also reflected a genu-
ine desire for changes in Russia’s 
power structure – ones that would 
empower the parliament and govern-
ment at the expense of the president 
in a manner similar to the French-
style parliamentary system. Despite 
Khodorkovsky’s best efforts to tar-
nish Putin’s reputation, Putin fought 
to maintain control of his last source 
of power over the oil magnates: 
Gazprom. In February, he publicly 
stated that Gazprom (Russia’s and 
the world’s largest extractor of natu-
ral gas), as a strategically important 
company, should be kept as a single 
organism. In hindsight, we can inter-
pret this announcement as a foreshad-
owing of Putin’s eventual response 
to Yukos’s attempts to dismantle the 
constrictive state pipeline monopoly. 

 We have now reached the cli-

max. February 19th. The oligarchs’ 
lobby group meeting. (The Russian 
oligarchs are a group of Russian busi-
ness magnates, who, by virtue of their 
wealth, have significant influence 
over their country). Aside from one 
incidence when he criticized Khodor-
kovsky’s criticisms, Putin appeared 
generally indecisive and deferential, 
says The Moscow Times, and even 
allowed his own political party to 
humor Khodorkovsky by suggesting 
that revisions to the government’s 
power structure might indeed be nec-
essary. An avid and advanced prac-
titioner of judo—a modern Japanese 
martial art—it seems that Putin was 
merely engaged in the classic judo 
move of “strategic defeat.” Playing 
into his capable opponent’s ever-ex-
panding hubris, Putin, through overt 
consideration of the French-style re-
public and visible nods to Yukos’s au-
thority, gave the appearance of weak-
ness only to suddenly strike back and 
regain his threatened territory. And 
why would Putin want to seem un-
certain and insecure in public? Well, 
this plan of action worked for Stalin. 

 But none of this explains 
how others similar in position to 
Khodorkovsky avoided similar pen-
alties. For instance, why isn’t Boris 
Berezovsky, another moneyed busi-
ness oligarch who participated in 
the lobby group meeting, facing jail 
time? It seems that Berezovsky was 
simply more astute than Khodor-
kovsky in that, unlike his egotistical 
colleague, he was not so easily con-
vinced by Putin’s outward frailty, 
an act that prevented Khodorkovsky 
from predicting the worst. Realizing 
what would ultimately befall him as 
a member of the Russian oligarchs, 
Berezovsky fled to England where 
he was granted political asylum. Had 
Khodorkovsky been more perceptive 
and forward thinking, he too could 
have eluded his current situation. 

 So in the end, what will Yu-
kos’s ruin mean for Russian society? 
Why are so many people, including 
a host of independent-minded Rus-
sian journalists, denouncing Khodor-
kovsky’s arrest when he is essentially 
an unsympathetic character? Perhaps 
Olga Kryshtanovskaya – the world’s 

foremost expert on the Russian elite 
– summarized it best in an analysis 
published by The Moscow Times: 
“In the absence of a strong political 
opposition, businessmen are one of 
the few forces capable of resisting 
the onset of a neo-authoritarianism. 
Russia has handed big business the 
unusual role of providing some form 
of checks and balances.” The very 
day after this assessment was pub-
lished, oligarch Alexander Lebedev 
was arrested and Khodorkovsky’s 
big business lobby terminated. While 
relying on big business for freedom 
is certainly not an ideal situation, 
upholding freedom in Russia is go-
ing to be far more difficult without it. 

 Ultimately, the trial of 
Mikhail Khodorkovsky represents 
a key test of President Dmitry Med-
vedev’s pledge to combat the le-
gal nihilism that continues to drag 
down the Russian economy, jeopar-
dize foreign investment, and strain 
diplomatic relations. As the story of 
Khodorkovsky progresses, we should 
seriously question whether this case 
is affirmation of a properly function-
ing justice system or an attempt to 
stigmatize an important man through 
accusations of economic crime. The 
semester is finally ending and our ex-
hausted brains will soon learn to re-
lax again but we should not neglect 
to follow this particular story as it 
embodies the opportunity to witness 
a real-life high-stakes drama unfold. 

(If you would like to learn more about 
Mikhail Khodorkovsky and his case, I 
recommend visiting his lawyer’s blog 
at www.robertamsterdam.com or look-
ing into the writings of Yulia Latyni-
na, a controversial Russian journal-
ist who argues that Khodorkovsky 
should be Russia’s next president.)
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A Yukos gas station.                  Photo: RussiaBlog.com

Mikhail Khodorkovsky testifies from behind bars.  Photo: Russiablog.com
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College is as much about figur-
ing out what you don’t want to 

do with your life as it is about finding 
out what you want to do. As surpris-
ing as it may be to hear this from the 
former editor of this newspaper, col-
lege helped me to realize that I did 
not want to go into politics.

Perhaps like you, I entered 
Cornell as the consummate political 
junkie. If some students could be la-
beled pre-med, or pre-law, I was pre-
politics. I dove into upper-level Gov-
ernment classes and signed up for the 
Cornell Democrats. As a freshman, I 
woke up at 5:00 A.M. on Election Day 
2006 to hold signs by the mall, spent 
the rest of the day phone-banking and 
canvassing, and celebrated that night 
with liberals across America.

I joined the Progressive later 
that year and served as editor-in-chief 

for three semesters. During the sum-
mer of 2008, I worked the requisite 
political internship in Washington, 
D.C. My organization ran attack ad-
vertisements against political candi-
dates – nearly all Republicans – who 
opposed our cause of campaign fi-

nance reform. From delivering a box 
of “lobby-pops” to the McCain-Palin 
headquarters in Arlington (one for 
each lobbyist on the campaign) to 
laughing when McCain’s campaign 
manager called to tell my boss to go 
f*** himself, it was a fun summer.

However, at some point during 
my first three years of college life, 
I realized that politics was not for 
me. Perhaps this change occurred 
when I became exposed to the ug-
lier side of politics, or when many 
of the political candidates for whom 
I had volunteered and even donated 
– Eliot Spitzer, Joe Lieberman, John 
Edwards, Eric Massa, Mike Arcuri – 
disappointed me one by one. (Arcuri 
was the first Congressional Demo-
crat to announce his opposition to the 
health care bill. The rest you should 
know.)

After graduation, I will not be 
heading to Capitol Hill, but instead 
to St. Louis to begin a two-year stint 
as a high school English teacher for 
Teach for America. Its union-busting 
implications aside, TFA provides me 
with a way to better the lives of oth-
ers without descending into politics.

I don’t want to persuade others 
to turn away from the exciting and 
often rewarding world of campaigns 
and elections. Tommy Bruce, one 
of Cornell’s vice presidents, likes to 
ask students what gets them up in the 
morning. If your answer to that ques-
tion is politics, then go for it! As for 
me, though, I’ll continue to stay in-
formed, vote, and maybe do a little 
volunteering, but I won’t choose pol-
itics as a career.

I wonder sometimes if my own 
turn away from politics has paral-
leled that of the higher education sys-
tem in general. Recall that it was 41 
years ago this month that armed stu-
dents occupied Willard Straight Hall, 
and that Cornell was one of many 
universities which witnessed vio-
lent protests during the Vietnam War 

era. During those days, it seems, the 
average college student was much 
more interested in politics and cur-
rent events. Even without the help of 
email lists or Facebook events, cam-
pus leaders could rapidly organize 
large protests and demonstrations.

Now, students simply don’t ap-
pear to be as interested in what goes 
on outside of Ithaca. Events like the 
2003 invasion of Iraq, and the con-
tinuing genocide in Darfur, were 
met with some protests and rallies, 
but nothing of the sort experienced 
in the 1960s and 1970s. Today, stu-
dents perceive protests as events for 
fringe groups on the left and right, 
and something in which the future 
doctor, corporate lawyer, or invest-
ment banker shouldn’t involve him- 
or herself.

For this reason, I believe 
that the mission of organizations 
like the Cornell Progressive contin-
ues to be vital. Students must remain 
informed about what’s happening 
outside of the bubble on East Hill, 
and they must develop the skills to 
think critically about what goes on 
in the world. Too many Cornellians 
are leaving campus with the ability 
to push money around in New York, 
or land a high-paying medical job in 
Philadelphia, but the inability to un-
derstand and care about what goes on 
elsewhere.

On a more positive note, the 
Cornell experience offers a humbling 
number of opportunities. Although 
I’ve worked hard academically, I’ve 
learned more – and had more fun – 
as a result of my experiences outside 
of traditional classes. I encourage 
all students to avail themselves of 
opportunities to hear an interesting 
speaker, watch an exciting cultural 
show, or gain exposure to the fine 
arts. I wish I had made more time for 
these activities during my four years 
at Cornell, and I expect many other 
members of my senior class feel the 
same way.

Maybe you already know what 
you’ll be doing with your life, or 
maybe you’re still trying to figure it 
all out. If you’re in the second group, 
I can’t think of a better place to be 
than at Cornell.
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The entire rig sunk. Republicans in Wash-
ington today voted to lower flags to half staff 
in honor of the tragic loss of oil. 

-- Bill Maher, on the oil rig in The Gulf of Mexico

A new poll found that a substantial number of 
Americans still aren’t convinced that President 
Obama was born in the United States. Only 58 
percent believe that Obama was born here, 
and 20 percent think he was born in another 
country. I don’t believe Obama was born at all. 

–Jimmy Kimmel

Well, the government said today Somali 
pirates being held in U.S. custody will be 
brought to the United States for prosecu-
tion, and they will be tried by a jury of 
their peers. So I’m guessing that’s what, 
Goldman Sachs?

–Jay Leno

Here’s something great. General Motors today 
paid back all the government loans five years 
ahead of schedule. Amazing what hard work, 
careful planning and Toyotas rolling over and 
crashing into trees can do for you.

–Jay Leno

Today the U.S. Treasury released its new $100 bill. 
It’s the most high-tech piece of currency the world 
has ever seen — until Apple comes out with the 
“$100 bill Nano.”

–Craig Ferguson

Everyone knows if  a Republican comes out of  
the closet and sees a gay shadow, it means six 
more years of  a Democratic administration. 

–Jon Stewart

These people wake up angry. Glenn Beck today is 
furious about the volcanic ash cloud from Iceland. 
He knows it’s Obama’s fault, he just can’t figure 
out how.

–Bill Maher

In a statement released this week, Pope Benedict 
said that he has forgiven the Beatles for John Len-
non’s claim that they were bigger than Jesus and 
for their Rock & Roll excesses – in the clearest sign 
yet that the Vatican is working from the bottom of 
the complaint box. 

–Seth Meyers

A town in Tennessee elected a dead 
man as its mayor. Finally, a poli-
tician who won’t cheat on his wife. 

 –Jimmy Fallon

People were standing in line around the block all week-
end to get an iPad. Out in Arizona, John McCain was 
waiting in line for an IBM Selectric.

–David Letterman

The Last Laugh
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