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Cornell’s Liberal News and Opinion

Along with Rush Limbaugh, Michael
Moore, and ‘hysterical diva’ Ann
Coulter, Cornell’s premier

conservative columnist Joe Sabia has hit a
rock bottom low in our nation’s political
discourse.  His use of endless distortions,
Ann Coulter-like blanket accusations and
invective rhetoric is nothing but a reckless
appeal to emotion instead of reason.  His
latest work of art, ‘More Church, Less State’
(Cornell Daily Sun, 11/25/03) is reliably Joe
Sabia— a vile mix of irrationality and

DEFENDING LIBERALISM
In a time when the very fundamentals of liberal democratic society are
threatened, the case for the liberal cause must be reiterated – and reinforced.

BY ANDREW GARIB

I t has taken sixty years for the
American government to swing
wholly towards the Republican right,

with both houses of Congress and the
Oval Office dominated not only by
Republicans, but by through-and-through
fiscal and often social conservatives.
Much to the chagrin of
liberal America, the swing
to the right happened at
the least opportune time –
under a hawkish,
ideological and backwards
c o n s e r v a t i v e
administration with its
awkward but effective
mix of old-school and neo-
rightists.

This is a time
when all the fundamentals
of liberal democracy are
under attack in America –
civil, economic and
democratic rights are
under both fiscal and political pressure,
pressure driven by Orwellian war-fever
and ironic and misplaced patriotism that
has only now begun to wane. This is a
time of change in the American Left,
and a time to restate just what makes
our cause so important and great.

This is not to say that change in the
American liberal spectrum is
revolutionary. We on the political left
must certainly re-evaluate our goals and
values when it comes to particular
political decisions (the War in Iraq, for
example challenged progressives with
the opportunity to do what has been

desired for decades,
the removal of the
most illiberal dictators,
through means that
undermine both our
democracy and
America’s place in the
i n t e r n a t i o n a l
community of nations)
– but be not afraid that
our fundamental
values as social
democrats have
changed. For the
formula for
government and
society which best

serves all involved has clearly been
established, at least in general. There are
examples both within America and in
social democratic capitalist nations
elsewhere which are beacons for all
dynamic, multicultural, sympathetic and
above all progressive societies yearning
for humanity to rise above the base
realist worldview.

The variety of so-called
progressive opinion is rather large in this
country. Take the Democratic primary
race, for example. Viewpoints range
from the irrational left to the pretty-
much-right – from Sharpton to
Leiberman. Protectionists and free-
marketers, gay-rights boosters and

vacillating bigots, tax cutters and quiet
tax hikers all profess Democratic
allegiance. And the move towards the
right or to the simply ignorant is
staggering – anyone can see this from
the passage of the Medicare bill, allowed

by the slimiest of Dems gorging at
the trough of Republican
wheeling and dealing. Even

moderate Republicans are
responsible – for only the

unconscious, the uncaring or the
unscrupulous could have voted

for such an abominable bill.
The Democratic

party is not the model for
progressive ideals. The
Dems are institutional

politics, caught up in the
same system of graft,
gerrymandering, and

special-interest pandering
that their fellows the

Republicans have become well
known for in the past three years.
While there is still much hope for

strong and intelligent and truly
progressive Democratic leader to
ascend to the nation’s highest office, it
is up to us to change the rest of the
scheme – to bring progressive ideology
back to the forefront, and to battle the

See Compassionate, page 6

The formula for
government and
society which
best serves all
involved has
clearly been
established, at
least in general.

No Shades of Tolerance
Sabia and the Extreme Political Right Just Can’t Find Nuance or Rationality

sweeping generalizations
accompanied by a total intolerance of
nuances and distinctions.

At the heart of his newest
column is an indiscriminate smear
against all liberals as rabid atheists,
along with an almost paranoid
insistence that the left is targeting
Christianity for extinction.  Taking a
leaf out of Ann Coulter’s book (pun
intended), he insinuates that, once again, it
is all those un-American atheist liberals who
are to blame for the nation’s problems.
(Remember how Jerry Falwell tried to blame

Sept. 11th on feminists, gays, and lesbians?
Weird as I really didn’t know Osama was
gay and a feminist).  Take for example, how
Sabia attributes the public school system’s
troubles to liberals:  ‘Wiping God out of the

schools has resulted in declining
behavioral standards, a compromised
work ethic, lower respect for teachers,
more violence, and more anti-social
behavior.’

Well, that is an astounding
accusation.  However, he ignores the
simplest, most fundamental problem
surrounding the troubled public

school system: the lack of funding (and of
course, many conservatives don’t support
increased funding either). The issue of

BY WAYNE HUANG

At the heart of [Sabia’s] newest column
is an indiscriminate smear against all
liberals as rabid atheists, along with an
almost paranoid insistence that the left
is targeting Christianity for extinction.

See Those who..., page 9
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HEADLINES

Gay Marriage Progress
in Massachusetts and

Taiwan, but
Homophobia Lingers

18 November 2003, Boston, MA — The Massachusetts
Supreme Court has ruled that the state-wide ban on same-
sex marriage violates the state constitution. The deci-
sion was made with a four-to-three court majority, and
drafted by former anti-apartheid activist Chief Justice
Margaret Marshall. The Court gave a little time – 180
days – for the Massachusetts legislature to provide ap-
propriate changes to state law.

While a much celebrated 2000 law in Vermont
guaranteed benefits and protections to gay and les-
bian couples in allowing homosexual civil unions (the
bill was signed by then governor Dr. Howard Dean),
the Massachusetts decision is explicit in its require-
ment that the state grant marriage licences to same-
sex couples. The decision conflicts with so-called
‘defence of marriage’ laws across the nation – laws
that explicitly and exclusively define marriage as be-
tween a man and a woman – including a federal ver-
sion signed by President Bill Clinton in 1996. The
thorny issue is will doubtless be at the forefront dur-
ing next year’s elections – perhaps to the discredit of

25 November 2003, Washington — George Bush’s
2003 budget and domestic policy crown jewel for
the 2004 election has been set in place, as the
AARP-backed Medicare overhaul bill squeaked
by the House and rallied through Senate. The
massive bill – which is the largest change to Medi-
care since the program was instituted in 1965
under President Johnson – instituted a highly-
touted drug plan
for seniors, but
also significant
concessions to
private stakehold-
ers in the medical
industry.

The bill re-
quires a greater in-
clusion of private
and competitive el-
ements to the
Medicare system,
including an experi-
ment to begin in
2010 putting local
Medicare pro-
grams – most of
which are adminis-
tered through private insurance companies –
up against private plans. The new Medicare
overhaul also prohibits using Medicare pur-
chasing power to negotiate prices with drug
makers – a stipulation described as ‘outra-
geous’ by Republican Senator John McCain
of Arizona.

McCain is not alone in his reservations
about the new face of Medicare. Eight out of the
nine Democrats running for president criticized
the legislation, calling it a threat to the Medicare

20 November 2003, Pretoria, South Africa —
After years of complacency and denial, the
government of South Africa has approved a
plan to administer to free
antiretroviral drug therapy
to hundreds of thousands
of the nation’s 5 million
AIDS cases. A coalition of
activists, business leaders
and politicians have
pushed for a more aggres-
sive government stance
against the modern
scourge, and the plan is
seen as one stubborn step
in the right direction.

The plan comes as
a surprising change of
heart from South African President Thabo
Mbeki, whose government has avoided
the AIDS issue in the country most af-
fected by it. Mbeki still infrequently men-
tions aids, questions the connection be-
tween the HIV virus and AIDS, and, as
the leader of a nation where one in nine
persons is infected with AIDS, and where
an estimated 600 perish each a day from
the disease, the President denies he
knows anyone who has died from it.

The new anti-AIDS strategy will
require an overhaul of the already over-
stretched South African health system.
The hundreds of millions of dollars a
year required for the program will mostly
go towards training nurses, data collec-
tion, and the setup and administration

of the dozens of HIV clinics to be set up
across the country.

Nevertheless, it will take a frank, na-
tion-wide recognition of the
magnitude and depth of the
AIDS problem – starting first
with South Africa’s govern-
ment – to effectively deal
with the situation. This is
less likely in light of the
rhetoric and belligerence of
the South African govern-
ment. Mbeki still refuses to
discuss AIDS openly, claim-
ing that his country is dis-
ease-ridden enough and that
candid talk will only encour-
age prejudice against South

Africans. Mbeki’s health minister has in the
past referred to antiretroviral medication as
poison, suggesting garlic as a substitute. Gov-
ernment officials won’t even admit that among
their ranks lurks the AIDS epidemic, or that
many of them in fact use antiretroviral drugs.

Not a week after the announcement of
the South African AIDS plan, the Joint United
Nations Program on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS) an-
nounced that death and new infection rates
have reached a worldwide all-time high and
are poised to grow even more. With less than
two per cent of the world population, South-
ern Africa has 30% of all AIDS cases. AIDS is
the first cause of death in Africa.

On December 1, UNAIDS as well as the
World Health Organization celebrated World
Aids Day. (Sources: The Economist, CBC)

program and accusing the government of gear-
ing it in favor of special interests. “This is a
continuation of this administration and this Re-
publican Party selling out government to spe-
cial interests,” Representative Richard A.
Gephardt of Missouri said at a debate in Iowa,
joining liberal Democrats such as Boxer, Clinton
and Daschle in a chorus of criticism. The failure

of a liberal Democrat
filibuster earlier in
the week led to the
approval of the bill.
Groups including
the AFL-CIO and
the Consumers
Union also op-
posed the bill.

Like nearly
all recent pieces of
major legislation,
the Medicare bill
was packed with
concessions to pri-
vate special inter-
ests, and was sup-
ported by 358 orga-
nizations including

the American Medical Association, the Ameri-
can Hospital Association, the United States
Chamber of Commerce and other business
groups. Local pet-projects for senators Dem and
Republican alike littered the bill – pork-barrel
tactics that ensured a bill with marginal genuine
support with respect to the electorate passed.

The passage of the Medicare overhaul
did, however, stall progress for Bush’s other
major legislative goal: the energy bill. TL Staff
breathes a sigh of relief – for now. (Source: NYT)

30 November 2003, Washington – Nearly eighty US sol-
diers have died in the month of November in Iraq – the
highest U.S. casualty rate since the height of the first
Gulf War – as occupation forces continue their fight for
security in the troubled Gulf nation. Despite a decline in
the overall number of attacks on US troops per day,
guerrillas and terrorists have been deadlier and better
organized than ever as they continue their campaign
against the American occupation. In total, 104 coali-
tion deaths occurred in Iraq in November, 79 of which
were Americans. Sixty-nine of the American deaths
were due to combat.

U.S. allies in the Iraqi occupation have also taken
a heavy toll, especially the Italians and Spanish. The
allies have expressed their steadfast resolve and com-
mitment to their mission, but the situation nevertheless
brings into question just how much support the Ameri-
can occupation has among Iraqis. Other victims of at-
tacks last month in Iraq include Japanese diplomats and
South Korean workers. All supporters of the Iraqi Coa-
lition Authority administration have been routinely tar-
geted, including Iraqis working for the interim govern-
ing body headed by L. Scott Bremer.

November the Bloodiest Month in Iraq since 1991
for American Soldiers

More disconcerting is the possibility that US-mili-
tary trained Iraqi police and other Iraqis hired by the mili-
tary have helped organize attacks on Americans, accord-
ing to Lieutennant General Ricardo Sanchez of the Coali-
tion Authority. “There have been instances when police
were coordinating attacks against the coalition and
against the people,” Sanchez told reporters. The ongo-
ing attacks have led Washington to change the makeup
of the forces to better address guerrilla, terrorist and
urban threats over the next few months.

Despite the risks, President Bush paid a much
lauded surprise visit to the troops in Iraq for Thanks-
giving dinner. His strong words and very presence
served to boost morale and reassure soldiers that their
efforts are appreciated – but their service may only be
needed for a short while longer. American policy has
shifted towards a quicker transfer of power to a provi-
sional Iraqi government, perhaps as early as June – a
good five months prior to the presidential election.

The Pentagon has reported that as many as 2100
US soldiers have been wounded in Iraq. It’s quite clear
to TL Staff that the liberation of Iraq is hardly what it
was imagined to be in March of 2003. (Sources: ABC, NYT)

MIDDLE EAST

both major parties in TL’s eyes. While the Republi-
cans are almost whole-heartedly against progress in
gay rights issues, the Democrats are split, with a small
majority (52% according to the London Economist)
against same-sex marriage rights.

While progress continues on the legislative side
of the gay marriage issue, echoes of popular radical
conservatism abound. North of the border, Opposi-
tion leader Stephen Harper fired family issues critic
Larry Spencer (both are members of the conservative
Alliance party and Members of Federal Parliament),
after Spencer made anti-gay remarks in the Vancouver
Sun. Spencer referred to homosexuality as a “well-

Medicare Overhaul Passes,
Stuffed with Private Concessions

President Mbeki Reluctantly Addresses
South African AIDS Epidemic

Plan Comes as a Surprising Change of Heart

Bush panders to elderly voters and  drug companies,
while nearly 8 million U.S. children remain uninsured.

Mbeki’s continent has nearly 1/3
of all AIDS cases worldwide.

orchestrated” conspiracy which began in the 1960’s,
and clearly stated that it was a mistake to legalize it.
The U.S.-born former Baptist pastor claimed there has
been a deliberate infiltration of homosexuality in North
America’s courts, schools, religious communities and
the entertainment industry, according to the Cana-
dian Broadcasting Corporation. Spencer also claimed
that homosexuals can transform themselves into het-
erosexuals.

On a point more assuring of the possibility for hu-
man progress, the government of Taiwan has indicated
its intentions to legitimize same-sex marriage – a first in
East Asia. (Sources: The Economist, CBC, ABC)
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Review  Goes
Rainbow as

Sabia Continues
to be Shunned

22 November 2003 — A recent issue of this
campus’ favourite rightist soapbox The
Cornell Review announced the paper’s ac-
ceptance of the practice of homosexual mar-
riage, in what was called a ‘move towards
more progressive viewpoints.’ (This, after
the cover of the 31 October Issue of the Re-
view that ridiculed the National Day of Si-
lence and National Coming Out Day.) ‘As
citizens first and conservatives second,’ the
full-page ad read, ‘it falls on us to accept the
battles that the community at large has de-
cided against us on and find the bright side
of whatever decisions that community
makes.’ The ad proceeds to a pic of
lesbianish recording duo Tatu in a sugges-
tive embrace. Although TL Staffers were
never fans of Tatu, we do look kindly upon
the Review’s ostensible gay-friendliness.

Yet the move has perhaps less to do
with a softening of the Review position
on same-sex marriage as it is a softening
of the paper’s image – and a distancing
from notoriously bigoted campus
homophobe and moralizer Joe Sabia.
While the conflict between CR and former
Review staffer Sabia continues, the paper
seems to have tried to show a less radical
and more moderate complexion.

TL Staff is nonetheless happy to wel-
come The Cornell Review onto the progres-
sive side of the gay rights debate, for whatever
reason. It turns out we were right all along. ;-)

30 October 2003 — Turn Left’s own Man-
aging Editor Benjamin Gruenbaum lead the
attack against American policy in Iraq af-
ter the war, in the Cornell Political
Coalition’s debate on the state of Iraqi re-
construction. Representing the liberal side
with Cornell Democrats Jake Honigman
and Steve Gross, Ben sliced through the
rhetoric in a damning ac-
count of Republican
blunder and debauch-
ery in dealing with the
aftermath of the Spring
2003 war in the Gulf.

Cornell Republican
Mike Lepage opened dis-
cussion condemning
popular media of giving
sparse coverage of the
progress in Iraq under
the administration of the
Coalition Authority and
the US government. The
government was well
within its jurisdiction in-
vading the war, Lepage
claimed, stating that it
was the responsibility of ex-dictator Saddam
Hussein to prove that weapons of mass de-
struction had been destroyed, not of the
international community to find evidence
of weapons. As for the status of those
weapons six months after the end of major
combat operations, Lepage decisively
and effectively pre-empted the harsh
criticism that was to come: ‘They could

Katcher ’06 and CU
Dems Give Lowi,

Polenburg Voice Against
Packing of the Courts

  11 November 2003 — Cornell Democrats
Vice President Joshua Katcher hosted an
event sponsored by over 20 on-campus
political groups denouncing the Bush
Administration’s attempts at packing the
Federal court system with radical
conservatives. Katcher introduced two
prominent CU faculty member speakers to
a nearly packed Goldwin-Smith D: the ever-
popular Richard Polenburg (History) and
the outspoken Theodore Lowi
(Government).
     Along with a short video, Katcher
slammed Republican officials for
supporting hideously rightist candidates
for positions across the federal court
system. The candidates include Michael
McConnell, who has a more than
questionable track record with civil rights;
John Roberts, who believes that
environmentalists should not be able to
sue to enforce federal environmental
protections; and William Pryor, who has
described Roe v. Wade as ‘an abominable
decision [and that] abortion is murder.’
     Prof. Polenburg gave an historical
background to the packing of the courts, with
specific reference to Franklin Roosevelt in the
1930’s. Polenburg reminded the audience that
government’s preferred picks for the court
system may not always bend to the
administration’s will – but TL believes the
choice of judges this time around is sure to move
the courts to the right Genghis Khan. Prof. Lowi
provided a spirited defence of progressive
institutions such as women’s reproductive rights
and Affirmative Action. Lowi contends that
conservatives in fact do not believe abortion is
murder – for if they did, they would go after the
murderer: the woman. Lowi, to the applause
and cheers of members of the audience, insisted
that restrictions on reproductive rights are
attempts at setting women’s rights back decades.
(Source: TL Staff)

4 December 2003 — Government professors
Susan Buck-Morss and Turn Left advisor
Walter Mebane debated campus Bush-
booster Barry Strauss and communications
professor Dietram Scheufele on whether
President George Bush is deserving or ca-
pable of winning the 2004 presidential bal-
lot. The event, spon-
sored by the Cornell Po-
litical Coalition and
hosted in Goldwin
Smith’s Kaufmann Audi-
torium was well attended
by conservatives and
liberals alike.

Prof. Scheufele
(who professed libertar-
ian leanings and that he
was probably ‘the most
moderate person on the
panel’) focussed not on
whether Bush should be
reelected, but merely the
President’s chances,
given Bush’s facility with
campaigning and the
supposed disorganiza-
tion of the Democratic
ticket. While Scheufele
conceded that his per-
sonal leanings were to-
wards foreign interven-
tion against dictators, the communications
professor was a moderate and reasoned voice
on the conservative side. Prof. Strauss, his-
tory, was however much more supportive of
Bush’s War on Terror, War in Iraq and the
administration’s economic policy.

Scheufele never explicitly men-

LOCAL NEWS

tioned whether or not he would actually
support Bush in the 2004 elections.

The progressive side was well rep-
resented by Buck-Morss, who, declaring
that she was not a liberal but a radical,
denounced federal meddling with the uni-
versity grant system in an attempt to di-

rect higher education research towards
government aims, Bush’s ‘provincialism’,
and the dismantling of our civil liberties
under the Patriot Acts. Buck-Morss em-
phasized the need for grassroots organi-
zation in order to defeat Bush in 2004.

Professor Mebane, however, was the

be buried under some guy’s house.’ Well,
of course! Also, Republican Harrison
Haney reinforced the Orwellian claim that
the war in Iraq was an integral part of the
larger war against Eurasia… uh I mean
Eastasia… uh, I mean, terrorism. Jokes
aside, TL Staff is hardly convinced.

Honigman decried the doctoring of in-

telligence to justify the war, the poor planning
behind post-war operations in Iraq, and the
government’s connections to right-wing hawk-
ish academic group The Project for a New
American Century – whose ranks include
Donald Rumsfeld and Cornellian Paul
Wolfowitz – which has pushed for greater US
military intervention around the world and an
inflated military budget for the sake of Ameri-

can strategic interests. Grossman concen-
trated on the disaster of a situation on the
ground in Iraq, citing ‘industrial grade loot-
ing’, the electricity shortages and the ongo-
ing attacks on Western and American targets.

Our own Ben was relentless in
criticising the unilateralism with which the
Bush administration planned and organized

the reconstruction. The liberal
side pressed that America should
be an honest broker among na-
tions and that aggressive Ameri-
can actions could only increase
anti-Americanism and lead to the
creation of more terrorists and
terrorism. Gruenbaum slammed
the administration for its pander-
ing to petroleum engineering
firms such as Bechtel and
Halliburton, and the questionable
way these companies were given
contracts for work in Iraq.

Gruenbaum reminded us
why America is so insistent on uni-
lateral work in the short term after
the war: ‘Real international in-
volvement in [the reconstruction

of Iraq] would shorten the time that American
corporations [have to] line their own pockets
and therefore is inconsistent with the prin-
ciples of Karl Rove Political Marketing 101.’

Lepage countered in his closing state-
ment, thanking the liberal side for ‘even de-
bating logic and reason.’ TL Staffers are still
scratching their heads after that Bush-like gaff.
(Sources: TL Staff, CDS)

TL’s Ben Gruenbaum Stands Out at
CPC Debate on Iraqi Reconstruction

true voice of reason on the panel. An expert
in the American electoral process, Mebane
questioned whether this was technically a
re-election for Bush – alluding to the scan-
dal in the election of 2000. Mebane com-
mented that while it’s not the first time an
American president has lost the popular

vote, 2000 was the first
time in American his-
tory that the candidate
technically lost the
electoral vote and still
won the presidency.

Mebane de-
clared the Bush
administration’s efforts
‘a catastrophe across
the board’ – including
its dealing with both
international and do-
mestic issues. Mebane
insisted that we were
no safer from interna-
tional terror, that
America has drifted
from its allies and fos-
tered anti-American
sentiment, and that the
Bush administration has
gutted environmental
protection standards.
Mebane reminded the

audience that economic growth and jobs are
major factors in presidential elections, and that
if the over two million jobs lost since Bush took
office in 2001 aren’t recovered before
November’s elections, there is a good chance
for a Dean or Clark to take the reigns. TL Staff
can only hope – and vote. (Source: TL Staff)

Buck-Morss, TL Advisor Mebane
Debate the Fate of Bush ‘04

Should we or shouldn’t we? TL knows the answer... (HELL NO)
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
A Call for Dialogue
Andrew Garib
Editor-In-Chief
Turn Left
To: The Cornell Review

I have written extensively on the de-
pressing quality of political dialogue on this
campus and in this country, especially dis-
cussion of the issues of highest importance.
Behind party lines and empty rhetoric lies a
fundamental distrust for those with opposing
political views and affiliations. In the early 90’s,
many of the Republican right-wing viewed
President Clinton’s attempt at health insur-
ance nationalization as a socialist Trojan
Horse. Today we need look no farther than
the ‘Bush is a Nazi’ camp for corresponding
views in the political Left.

Notwithstanding the high viscosity of
political debate, the goals of both this paper
and the organization I work for – Turn Left –
include greater discussion about the issues
that matter most to Cornellians and Ameri-
cans alike. It would nevertheless seem inevi-
table, given the political atmosphere within
which we express our views, that our mutual
desire for debate and the prevailing paradigm
of political discussion would collide.

Such collision happened recently. Staff
at both the Review and Turn Left noticed large
numbers of our last issues missing from their
usual haunts and were presumed destroyed.
Suspicions arose and fingers were pointed.
And although much of the distrust came about
through misunderstanding (the staff of both
the Cornell Review and Turn Left uphold the
highest standards of personal and journalis-
tic integrity), the event has once again
brought the problems of contemporary politi-
cal discourse to our attention.

It seems plainly obvious that the solu-
tion to the currently sad state of political dis-

cussion is in fact more and better quality de-
bate. Yet even more important is the need to
remove our fears and irrational reactionary
mindset in regards to each others’ political
ideologies and institutions. Those fostering
this kind of distrust between the denizens of
the Left and Right seem to forget the nature of
American government – moderation, checks
and balances – which has kept a Washing-
ton, D.C. Hitler or a Pennsylvania Avenue
Lenin from haunting our history. Bush is no
Hitler and Clinton no Lenin – and in the coun-
try with the highest concentration of military,
economic and cultural power, it is simulta-
neously a wonder, a delight, and a reassur-
ance that ideologues of such extremes could
never for long hold the reigns of American
office.

What’s needed, clearly, is more of the
cooperation between Left and Right that we
are seeing today: The simple fact that the Edi-
tor-In-Chief of the university’s premier pro-
gressive newspaper is writing for this paper,
and that the Review, too, will have its voice
heard in the next Turn Left, is symbolic of a
growing trust. This letter is a call for all
Cornellians, regardless of political stripe, to
stand up for ideas and practical solutions to
today’s problems, not just party lines and his-
toric institutions; to criticize ideas and their
formation, not personalities, individual or ste-
reotypical; to raise the bar of political activism
and journalism; to get our ideas out into the
community while avoiding destructive, di-
minutive or divisive consequences.

I, along with the staff of both The
Cornell Review and Turn Left challenge all
readers to set a new standard for political dis-
course. We encourage you to get active, write
prolifically and stand for you beliefs. Most
importantly, we invite you to create new
modes of discourse between and among those
of all political stripes. Despite the divisions
along party and ideological lines that exist

between us all, I am confident that Cornell can
step up to this challenge, be driven by this
encouragement, and with courage take the
invitation we have offered. We risk much more
than personal pride and the integrity of politi-
cal institutions if we pursue the course of
those who still think Clinton is a socialist, or
that our current president is Hitler incarnate.

In Response
Joseph Pylman
Editor-In-Chief
Cornell Review
To: Mr. Garib

I am writing to you for two reasons,
both of which are connected and are at the
core of campus politics. First, arguably the
greatest disease facing the human race is
the judging of people based on stereotypes
and group identification. In the heat of the
debate, it is easier to label someone a
‘Republican,’ ‘Democrat,’ ‘liberal,’ or
‘conservative’. However, this hardly does
justice to the range of human experiences
and the individual spirit on which our nation
was founded. Everyone has a story to tell
and the beliefs that shape one’s existence
are unique to that individual. The idea that
my political opponents have completely
homogenous beliefs is wholly narrow-
minded.

This mindset, however, pervades
political discourse at Cornell. The Left and
Right are not diametrically opposed in their
ideals and philosophies. Rather, common
ground can be found if the central figures
would just listen. This may seem simplistic,
but it is the closest thing to a political truth
that exists.

Recently, political dialogue has
been set aside as certain individuals on

campus have destroyed copies of both the
Review and Turn Left. This is a dangerous
precedent and a trend that should be
avoided at all costs. The stereotypes
mentioned before are undoubtedly the
driving force of these actions.

Thankfully, both the Review and
Turn left are committed to erasing the
negative consequences of these actions, as
demonstrated by the letters to the editor that
both myself and Andrew Garib have written
to the other’s newspaper.

The notion of higher education as
the bastion of empiricism and positive
ideological confrontation is not to be taken
lightly. The Review and Turn Left are
committed to that vision, and we hope that
the downside of campus politics does not
overshadow the positive implications of

discourse. D

Clean Money,
Clean Elections

Andrew Haber
Local Reform Campaign Director
Cornell Chapter, Democracy Matters

Dear Editor,
Within the next few months, as

Cornell students wrap up their semester and
prepare for the spring, the Tompkins County
Legislature will be voting on a landmark
resolution that will support progressive
agendas in New York State across the board.
The success of any activist issue, from
environmental reform to civil rights, depends
upon the reliability of the political system to
represent the values of its constituents and
implement highly demanded change. In New
York State, this has not been the case for a

See LETTERS, next page

From The Editor’s Desk
JOURNALIST BEWARE

BY ANDREW GARIB

You’ve heard of ‘buyer beware’, and
most political observers understand
‘reader beware’, but there’s another

twist to the means and complications
through which we receive our information
about the world around us. It can be similarly
encapsulated as the phrases warning
consumers and news-watchers: it’s
‘journalist beware’, and in a time when
media savvy is of extremely high value for
politicians, the electorate, and governments
alike, this warning comes with particular
immediacy. ‘Wag the Dog’ conspiracy
theories aside, it has become increasingly
burdensome on journalists to produce
accurate, precise and contextual news with
as much objectivity as possible, as
governments, special interests groups and
news corporations have with alarming facility
morphed our political worldview into
something more conducive to their needs.

This is not something done
covertly. A careful observer noted very well
the growing accumulation of lies and rhetoric
behind the Bush administration’s
justification for the war in Iraq. Many of us
less keen on domestic issues miss out on
less grand but certainly equally important
manipulations in relation to domestic policy,
for example, the word-twisting and special-
interest packing of the recently-passed
Medicare bill. The administration’s logic is
that even if what they say is blatantly wrong,
if said enough times and in the right way, it
would be reinforced as the truth in the minds

of viewers and readers. In the Iraq war, their
gambles paid off – and an overt lie became
the overt truth for long enough to lead a
nation into a quick war and a long, drawn
out and bloody occupation.

The overt lies make one wonder
just what has been happening under the
table at the White House and Pentagon. This
week, we got a glimpse
from an Eric Schmitt
article in the New York
Times on Defence
Department attempts at
international media
manipulation for
strategic ends.  The
Pentagon shut down a
project known as the
Office of Strategic
Influence (a more
honest designation
than the Ministry of
Truth, granted) early
last year after it became
known it was planning
to give false news
reports to foreign
journalists in order to influence both
policymakers and public sentiment abroad
– perhaps even in Europe.

With such festering anti-
Americanism abroad, it’s no wonder Donald
Rumsfeld feels the need to lie at a more
effective level in order to sway public
opinion towards his Orwellian wars. Instead
of genuine attempts at multilateral signs of
goodwill and cooperation, this United States
government insists on pushing its own

agenda with or without legitimate and
widespread support, and feels it has the
licence to perpetuate lies and empty rhetoric
in order to placate the masses. It is an attempt
to bypass the hindrances (hindrances to
myopic hawkish and arrogant plans, that is)
of open society by making press the
instrument of government rather than the

informant of
democracy.

As you may
have guessed, the
deception is never
over. The Department
of Defence recently
awarded a $300,000
contract to study how
the DoD could design
an ‘effective strategic
influence’ campaign
against global
terrorism – perhaps the
same ‘perception
management’ program
of its defunct
predecessor. ‘Winning
the War of Ideas’ – yet

another War of Something-or-other to digest
and distract while real solutions to our
nation’s and the world’s problems are swept
aside – is not just information warfare against
hostile regimes. It is an active manipulation
of news and opinion at an organized,
government-instituted level – terrain
traditionally only tread by unscrupulous
independent journalists and media. It is
tantamount to thought control and is not to
be tolerated.

Journalists are like doctors. You
always need a second opinion. The
Pentagon’s targeting of news just makes it
that much clearer to all citizens how important
journalism is to societies and common beliefs
– or manipulation thereof. It’s plain irony
that while publicly the administration
downplays international hatred for both
America and what it stands for (and in
particular, what it has stood for in the past
few years), the DoD prepares for an
important part of its worldwide campaign of
foreign interventions and unilateral action:
winning the ‘hearts and minds’ of citizens of
the world by lying to them though their local
news outlets. The very news you may be
reading – forget the spin thereupon – may
well be tainted with a touch of essence of
Karl Rove. We’ve seen it before. We’ve seen
their attempts to do it systematically abroad.
We’re sure ready to see it on an ongoing
basis.

This interpretation may be overly
alarmist, but we cannot ignore the sustained
and effective attempts by this administration
to skew our view of world politics towards
their interests. It is clear, then, that
journalists, too, have a fundamental
responsibility to be highly circumspect of
the information they propose in their media.
Journalists must be as aware of underlying
contexts and nuanced histories behind their
stories as much as subtle government spin
and overt Department of Defence
misappropriation of facts. Journalists
beware.     TL

It is an active manipulation
of news and opinion at an
organized, government-
instituted level – terrain

traditionally only tread by
unscrupulous independent
journalists and media. It is

tantamount to thought
control and is not to

be tolerated.
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I don’t know if you’ve noticed, but sometimes college (especially college in Ithaca,
it seems) isolates us. We operate in a strange, academically focused bubble. The
intensity of my disconnectedness really hit me when I was home in New York City

this summer, so I made a resolution to do something unrelated to Cornell when I came
back. Since I have an interest in the prison system, and upstate New York is home to
much of it, it seemed logical to volunteer in a prison.

Lansing Residential Center is home to about 150 girls between the
ages of 14 and 18. Just ten minutes past the Pyramid Mall where Jehovah’s Witnesses
used to farm, next to the Louis Gossett, Jr. Center for boys, girls from all over the state
now live and learn.

I don’t know what I thought would happen, but it certainly wasn’t that I
would waltz in there with two other Cornell students, request to teach a creative class
and be handed a one and half hour session with a unit that houses about 20 girls/inmates/
students. There was a minimalist briefing on how Lansing works. I still don’t know the
girl’s schedules, how much class they attend or the reasons that they are there.

When I first walked into class we had no real lesson plan, and I had no clue
what to expect. There they were: about 20 girls, mostly black, some Hispanic and some
white, all wearing matching navy blue sweatpants with either tucked in navy blue t-
shirts, or navy blue sweatshirts. All with smatterings of stains, making it ambiguous
whether or not they are recycled, or just poorly cared for. There was a guard in the room,
the door to the classroom constantly opened and closed, there were announcements
bleeping from the guard’s walkie talkies.

The environment is not at all conducive to learning, but no one seems to
notice. It seems to fit into the pattern set by society of odds being stacked against those
who reside in Lansing. It becomes obvious while talking to the residents that they come
from backgrounds without a good support system, and they have experienced things
that would make a support system necessary. One girl has written about never being
called her name, only referred to as stupid throughout her life; another writes about the
friend she saw high on drugs throw himself from the top of the projects where they live.

Some of them have parents (although I’ve only heard lots of stories of
abusive fathers) and some of them live in foster homes. Their writing is good because
they have experienced things I could never write realistically about, but they have
trouble with grammar and spelling. Some of them have dreams to be writers and
journalists, and frankly, I worry that they’ll never make it. I worry because most of them
will be back at Lansing for another visit. I worry because I’m not sure that they’ll have
teachers with the time and energy to focus on helping them specifically achieve their
goals. I also wonder how I can make a positive impact on them without being
condescending.

One of the residents, the first who I feel connected to and was released from
Lansing has a tremendous voice in her writing. One of her poems, “Yo! You Don’t
Know Me!,” really illustrates the delicate line that is drawn between helpful and

very long time. True campaign finance reform
is the key to thawing New York’s frozen
government, a government marked by the
highest incumbency rate in the nation,
absolutely no bi-partisan action in either house
of the legislature, “three men in a room” decision
making that denies legislators and their
constituents a voice and, of course, a broken
budget process that somehow seems to get
worse every year.

The Clean Money, Clean Elections bill
in both the New York State Assembly and State
Senate is the solution to these problems. The
legislation would establish a voluntary option
of full-public financing of elections for state-
wide offices. Publicly financed campaigns mean
that elected officials will not owe contributors
favors, because there will indeed be no large
contributors. The CMCE system has been
implemented in Maine and Arizona with
resounding success. As demonstrated over the
past two elections cycles, under a CMCE
system, more people run for office, more races
are contested, more people vote, and both
candidates and incumbents spend their time
on issues, not on fundraising. Furthermore,
when making legislation, elected officials are
accountable to voters, not donors.

On May 2, 2002, the Common Council
of the City of Ithaca sent a powerful message
to the NY State Legislature by unanimously
passing this resolution, introduced by students
of the Cornell chapter of Democracy Matters,
in support of the Clean Money Clean Elections
Bill.  This was an unprecedented move that
sparked a chain of similar votes in municipalities
across New York. Now we plan to build on this
grassroots momentum by achieving similar
success in the Tompkins County Legislature.
When the Tompkins County Legislature joins
other cities and counties around us in passing
the Clean Money Resolution, it will send a
powerful message to the state government that
voters here demand an inclusive democratic
system where all citizens are empowered,

regardless of personal wealth.          TL

Guide to PROGRESSIVE RADIO
WEOS: 88.1 or 89.7 FM

WSKG: 90.9 FM

Daily programs

Democracy Now! (Mon-Fri: 9:00-10:00 AM on WEOS)
From their website: “Democracy Now! is a national, daily,
independent, award-winning news program... hosted
by award-winning journalists Amy Goodman and Juan
Gonzalez.... For true democracy to work, people need
easy access to independent, diverse sources of news
and information. ...Democracy Now! is funded entirely
through contributions from listeners, viewers, and foun-
dations.... This allows us to maintain our indepen-
dence.” This program can be quite stimulating. How-
ever, its presentation is often a bit one-sided.

Free Speech Radio News (Mon-Fri: 6:00-6:30 PM  WEOS)
From their website: “Free Speech Radio News (FSRN) was
founded in January 2000 by freelance journalists who went
on strike against the nation’s oldest progressive news ser-
vice, Pacifica Network News (PNN).... The strike marked a
national turning point in the battle to save the progressive
character of the Pacifica Radio network, which was under
assault from within by a corporate clique on its national
board.... In early 2002, the new community-controlled Paci-
fica Board cancelled PNN and settled the freelancers’
strike..., pledging no censorship within the network.”

Weekly Programs

Latino U.S.A. (Monday: 6:30-7:00 PM on WEOS)
This Way Out (Tuesday: 6:30-7:00 PM on WEOS)
These two programs, while focusing on issues related
to specific under-represented groups, will appeal to a
much wider audience.

Alternative Radio (Tue: 7:00-8:00 PM on WEOS;  Wed:
1:00-2:00 PM on WEOS and WSKG,  7:00-8:00 PM on WSKG)
Features a different guest each week, in either a taped
lecture or a discussion with host David Barsamian. Typi-
cal and/or frequent guests include: Noam Chomsky,
Howard Zinn, Cornell dropout Kurt Vonnegut, and Bill
Moyers, as well as lesser-known speakers, often with
very interesting things to say.

Making Contact (Wednesday: 6:30-7:00 PM)
From their website: “Making Contact is...committed to in-
vestigative journalism and in-depth critical analysis which
goes beyond the breaking news. Utilizing voices and per-
spectives rarely heard in media, Making Contact  focuses
on the human realities of politics, the connections between
local and global events, and creative possibilities for people
to engage in hopeful  democratic change.”

Radio Nation (Thursday: 1:00-2:00 PM)
The broadcast edition of the Nation magazine. Usually
very interesting.

Plato’s Cave (Thursday: 6:30-7:00 PM)
Local left-leaning political talk with Hobart and William
Smith professors Iva Deutchman and Linda Robertson.
I personally find this show kind of annoying, but you
can listen for yourself and form your own opinion.

Counterspin (Friday: 6:30-7:00 PM)
From FAIR, Fairness & Accuracy in Reporting, an in-
depth, weekly recap of media censorship and bias.

Unwelcome Guests (Sunday: 9:00-11:00 PM)
Produced in Ithaca, UG is particularly anti-establish-
ment, and, therefore, especially fun.

Also of Interest

BCC World Service (Mon-Sat: 3:00-5:30 AM on WEOS,
starting 2 AM Mon, 1 AM Sat)
— A global perspective.
Ithaca Radio Hour (Mon: 6:30-7:00 PM)
— Local happenings; only half an hour long.
Technation (Tuesday: 1:00-2:00 PM)
— Very interesting show; does not shy from social or
       political issues.
This American Life (Mon: 7:00-8:00 PM on WSKG;
Sun: 11:00-12:00 PM and 8:00-9:00 PM on WEOS, 12:00-
1:00 PM on WSKG)
 — Also does not shy from social/political issues;
       ranges from amusing to hilarious.
Living On Earth (Steve Curwood) Friday: 1:00-2:00 PM
on WSKG; Sunday: 6:00-7:00 PM — Public radio does
       the environment, and everything that implies.

patronizing. “…You think you know me? Using your big words to control me, little
did you know, I could care less about the little things you do to console me, yea its all
good to have someone to talk to, someone to hold your hand, someone to tie your shoe,
until after awhile that someone gets old and you want someone new…”

She’s gone now, back into the foster care system. Hopefully this time
she’ll find someone who wants to take care of her – not just temporarily.

I don’t know if you’ve noticed, but sometimes college (especially college
in Ithaca, it seems) isolates us. We operate in a strange, academically focused bubble.
The intensity of my disconnectedness really hit me when I was home in New York City
this summer, so I made a resolution to do something unrelated to Cornell when I came
back. Since I have an interest in the prison system, and upstate New York is home to
much of it, it seemed logical to volunteer in a prison.

Lansing Residential Center is home to about 150 girls between the ages
of 14 and 18. Just ten minutes past the Pyramid Mall where Jehovah’s Witnesses used
to farm, next to the Louis Gossett, Jr. Center for boys, girls from all over the state now
live and learn.

I don’t know what I thought would happen, but it certainly wasn’t that I
would waltz in there with two other Cornell students, request to teach a creative class
and be handed a one and half hour session with a unit that houses about 20 girls/inmates/
students. There was a minimalist briefing on how Lansing works. I still don’t know the
girl’s schedules, how much class they attend or the reasons that they are there.

When I first walked into class we had no real lesson plan, and I had no clue
what to expect. There they were: about 20 girls, mostly black, some Hispanic and some
white, all wearing matching navy blue sweatpants with either tucked in navy blue t-
shirts, or navy blue sweatshirts. All with smatterings of stains, making it ambiguous
whether or not they are recycled, or just poorly cared for. There was a guard in the room,
the door to the classroom constantly opened and closed, there were announcements
bleeping from the guard’s walkie talkies.

The environment is not at all conducive to learning, but no one seems to
notice. It seems to fit into the pattern set by society of odds being stacked against those
who reside in Lansing. It becomes obvious while talking to the residents that they come
from backgrounds without a good support system, and they have experienced things
that would make a support system necessary. One girl has written about never being
called her name, only referred to as stupid throughout her life; another writes about the
friend she saw high on drugs throw himself from the top of the projects where they live.

Some of them have parents (although I’ve only heard lots of stories of
abusive fathers) and some of them live in foster homes. Their writing is good because
they have experienced things I could never write realistically about, but they have
trouble with grammar and spelling. Some of them have dreams to be writers and
journalists, and frankly, I worry that they’ll never make it. I worry because most of them
will be back at Lansing for another visit. I worry because I’m not sure that they’ll have
teachers with the time and energy to focus on helping them specifically achieve their
goals. I also wonder how I can make a positive impact on them without being
condescending.

One of the residents, the first who I feel connected to and was released
from Lansing has a tremendous voice in her writing. One of her poems, “Yo! You
Don’t Know Me!,” really illustrates the delicate line that is drawn between helpful and
patronizing. “…You think you know me? Using your big words to control me, little
did you know, I could care less about the little things you do to console me, yea its
all good to have someone to talk to, someone to hold your hand, someone to tie your
shoe, until after awhile that someone gets old and you want someone new…”

She’s gone now, back into the foster care system. Hopefully this time
she’ll find someone who wants to take care of her – not just temporarily.    TL
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ideas and legislation we find inane,
impractical or immoral.

America is ‘Liberal’

Americans among the most liberal
bunches in the world. By liberal, of
course, I mean republican and
democratic (with small r’s and d’s) and
not necessarily progressive. Our ideology
is an ever-shifting
balance between civil
liberties and social and
economic equality,
coupled with a
fundamental belief and
faith in the democratic
process to promote the
general will of a people.
Our fundamental
ideology can be summed
up in three parts.

Firstly, there are
democratic rights. Like
the other two, these are
thoroughly taken for
granted. Low voter
turnout and indifference
to electoral scandals
makes one wonder just
how important
democracy is to our
country. But make no
mistake – it is a
fundamental right and
function of liberal
society. And democracy
is possible if and only if
the following two are
also upheld.

Individual rights are our so-
called ‘negative freedom’ – a given in
any progressive state and bitterly held
by government
opposition and civil
liberties groups. My
religion, who I associate
with, what I own and
who I trade with, where
I go and what I do with
my life are none of yours
or the government’s
business.

Whereas the
negative freedoms are
fundamental givens to
even the most
conservative policy-
makers (although not all
in government seem to
agree: Take the Patriot
Acts as an example of government
reneging on their agreement to protect
our civil liberties), the so-called ‘positive
freedoms’ are more contentious. That’s
where the American left and right depart
sharply in their analysis of government’s
role in our lives and how we organize
society.

Positive freedoms are social and
economic rights. They are rights that
respect the disparity between rich and
poor, espouse a wish to shorten that gap
through reforms in education, health,
social security, and pension among other

things. These rights are stressed by the
left liberals as essential to the functioning
of the negative freedoms and democratic
rights – and fundamentally separate the
progressive from the conservative in
American politics.

The War of Attrition

Although we all agree that the negative
freedoms are fundamental, they are
hardly complete in this country. Gays and

lesbians suffer from an
inequality in marriage
laws, entrenched by so-
called ‘defence of
marriage’ laws which
define marriage
exclusively as the union
of a man and woman.
The Patriot Acts (a
name Big Brother
himself coined) are a
profound intrusion into
our privacy and make
some of our
constitutional rights into
two-hundred year old
jokes. Of course,
governments don’t
always need Patriot
Acts to commit the
worst crimes against
civil liberties – take
America’s internment
of Japanese Americans
during the Second
World War. And it’s
both progressives and
conservatives who wish
to assail our

fundamental rights for their political gains:
a national Defence of Marriage bill was
signed by none other than Bill Clinton in
1996.

There has been
a steady encroachment
upon our religious
freedoms as well, as the
separation between
government function and
religious moralizing has
become smaller. In 1954
the words ‘under God’
were added to a
previously very secular
Pledge of Allegiance
(which, ironically, was
created in the 1890’s by
a socialist Baptist
minister). Religious
imploring has pushed our
current government

discernibly to the right on issues such as
gay and reproductive rights.

But these tides of civil liberties
infringements are only transient. The
general trend is towards a more open
society where God, Big Brother and
homophobia, among other things, are
flushed without a trace from our law and
political discourse. Slowly but surely,
America will become a more open
society. Negative freedoms are so
fundamental that political regression in
this area can only be temporary.

The ‘Third Freedom’

Franklin Delano Roosevelt described his
‘third freedom’ as ‘freedom from want’
– recognition of economic disparities and
the poverty and diminished opportunity
that is a result of our economic system.
It’s no surprise that the president under
which the New Deal was implemented
included positive freedoms in his 1941
‘Four Freedoms’ speech. And since the
New Deal, the ideological battle between
the Left and Right over this very set of
rights has defined American domestic
politics, especially in the past 20 years.

The question of the third
freedom is undoubtedly ideological. The
positive rights are interpreted by the Left
to mean government intervention into the
social lives of Americans, including the
administration of unemployment
insurance (welfare), medical care, public
services and education, and government-
administered pension. It’s clear that in
our economy – indeed, all economies –
poverty and lack of opportunity are
inevitable for some. It’s no secret that
those living with lower incomes have less
opportunities for education, government

participation and personal progress – it
simply makes sense that governments
have the opportunity to aid the poor in
their ability to better participate in society.

Conservatives disagree. They
point to welfare dependence and the high
taxation (for social services are
expensive) of the rich and middle classes
whose investments into our economy
drive the nation. They point (ironically)
to skyrocketing budgets and inefficiency
and complication in government. They
point to loss of personal responsibility and
the intrusion of government into the lives
of the people. They point to a supposed
loss of incentive to excel. Their point,
however, is lost in both practical and
moral terms.

The Moral and the Practical

Progressive measures such as public
education and healthcare, welfare and
others are practical matters. They are
needed so that all, in theory, may
participate in government and have the
opportunity to push through economic
barriers against advancement. Social
programs allow for social mobility. They
also help keep many from moving down
the economic ladder past a level where
the streets and food banks are the only
options.

Social intervention can also
prevent many of our social ills, especially
in low-income high-density urban
settings and run-down suburbs of
America’s great cities. Ghettos and
hoods are not simply functions of culture
and ethnicity. They are a function of
economics, and the violence and
degenerative social behaviour we see in
our country’s worst neighbourhoods has
much to do with economic degeneration.
It simply makes sense for governments
to invest in programs which can on
average help heal the social costs and
foundations of bad neighbourhoods.
Public school education and welfare are
key. Social programs can help stop drug
dependency, sexual health resources can
stop teen pregnancy, and nutrition
programs can help children develop and
do better in school. For those at the
bottom of the economic ladder, these
aren’t so much ideological as practical.

But what drives the rest of
America to support social spending? The
answer involves both the moral and the
practical. No one wants degenerate
neighbourhoods – where crime and hard
drugs and gang culture dominate – in
their cities. No one wants to pay for
hundred-billion dollar mass-prison
systems which only perpetuate violence,
drugs and poverty. No one wants to
continue to pay for welfare programs
which keep families merely afloat, and
offer no opportunity for progress and
self-sufficiency – welfare is clearly not
enough.

Ideas that social spending robs
individuals of self-sufficiency and
personal responsibility are nonsense:
Governments are only interested in
aggregate gains. Where money can be

P o s i t i v e
freedoms are
social and
economic rights.
They are rights
that respect the
disparity between
rich and poor,
espouse a wish to
shorten that gap
through reforms
in education,
health, social
security, and
pension among
other things.

It simply makes
sense that
g o v e r n m e n t s
have the
opportunity to
aid the poor in
their ability to
better participate
in society.

“Compassionate conservatism is a farce. Anyone in control of the richest institution on the planet – the US

government – who stands against government intervention into the lives of common people for the sake of communities and
families and individuals is both myopic in terms of pragmatism and blatantly indifferent to the plight of fellow Americans.”

Continued from cover
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Everyone knows what marriage is and what all
the things are that need to happen in order for
two people to be ‘married’.  Once done, the

couple may proceed with their lives, receiving tax
breaks and so forth.  But, you will say, that is not all.  I
contend that it is.

I am not arguing that marriage has lost the
meaning it once had. I am arguing that marriage never
had any meaning at all and now this fact is finally being
exploited.  My argument is this: the only incontrovertible
difference between a couple before and after the
wedding is their new position in terms of the law.  In
some areas there is also a change in social
situation, enabling the couple to live
together and (if desired) have children
without being castigated.  Nevertheless,
there is absolutely no change in the
relationship between the man and wife;
that is, if they mean what they say in their
vows.

Lovers might exchange rings,
throw a party, publicly proclaim their love
for another, and steal away for a private
celebration. Marriage is not necessary to
do these things.  But the commitment, you
say: with marriage, each knows that the
other is committed for life.  I say if the
lovers do not have this assurance before
the marriage, either one of two conditions
holds: in saying “I love you” at least one
of them does not mean unconditional love,
or at least one of them does not have
absolute faith in the other.  Marriage
stamps that assurance on a relationship,
but stamping it does not make it so; and if
it is so, stamping changes nothing.1

What we have is an institution
which simply endows its participants with
a favorable position in respect to the law
(and possibly society).  This is wrong, on
charges that it violates the separation of
Church and State (which I know is nowhere in the
Constitution, but it’s why we fled England in the first
place, so don’t pretend it isn’t a valid expectation).
For many religions, marriage is recognition by the divine
of the two people’s love.  I will not argue the validity
of this claim, as my philosophy is irrelevant.  The fact
is that this is the only justification for marriage, an
institution endorsed by our government, and it applies

only to those of certain belief systems, of which group
I do not count myself.

Although against marriage as a government-
endorsed institution (this being the key part, as a private
religious ceremony it is as kosher as a bar mitzvah), I
am not against love or its expression.  I simply do not
like the fact that, were I to find someone in whom I
had complete faith and with whom I shared
unconditional love, someone who shared my exact
situation but chose to get married would receive
government preference over me.  I should not be
penalized simply because I hold the principle of
separation of Church and state above those of religion.

You may have noticed that I have made no
distinction between marriage between
heterosexuals and homosexuals.  This
is intentional (I have nothing against
homosexuals that I do not have against
heterosexuals).  My reasons against
marriage are matters of individual
rights, not religious ones.  If marriage
is severed from its government
benefits (note I only rail against
government benefits, the private
sector can do what it wants), I’ll leave
it to the Church to decide whether
homosexuals can receive divine
approval on their union.  I do not care,
religions can do what they want, so
long as their religious beliefs do not
infect the letter of the laws I live under.
On the topic of heterosexuality,
another excuse for marriage (and
current argument against homosexual
union) is the desirability of raising
children with a male and female
influence.2  It is futile to argue whether
children actually benefit from such
exposure, but I think this is
unnecessary.  The fact is that all kids
are somehow exposed to men and
women, and heterosexual marriage no
more guarantees balanced exposure

than any other arrangement.  For example, if a partner
works long or nonstop, travels a lot, or works abroad,
the child may not be exposed to that gender through
that partner much at all.  Whereas children of gay
parents who happen to have a close female friend or
neighbor or relative might actually have a better
understanding of both genders.  Regardless, not all
couples have children, and some children do receive

excellent upbringings outside of a two-parent
household, so the child-rearing argument cannot be
used to justify government endorsement of marriage.

These arguments may have sounded harsh,
overly-reducing the greatly symbolic and fulfilling
institution that is marriage, but the currently high
divorce rates support my assessment.  Marriage need
not be more than the tax-relief plan I claim it is, and
people are taking advantage of that fact.  There are,
of course, still some couples who achieve a long and
happy marriage, one as it was ‘meant to be’.  But as I
said before, these couples clearly meant the letter of
their vows, and thus do not need the stamp of marriage,
certainly not the tax breaks.  If we eliminated the
government preference for marriage, it would only
deter people for getting married for less than devout
reasons.  Happy couples would still exist as normal,
and so would make up a greater proportion of the
married population.  Thus the institution better models
its founding principles, marriage is saved, and the
separation of church and state is upheld. TL

1 Actually, for some (such as myself), such stamping might add
instability to the relationship.  My own self-conviction should be
enough, I don’t need the Church’s or society’s or whoever else’s
stamp of approval.  Getting it would make me question how things
stood before.

2 Those arguing this claim actually say something like “children need
mothers and fathers” (quoted from Maggie Gallagher’s article in the
November issue of the Herald Examiner), but I have isolated the only
valid point within this argument.  There is no support for claims that
homosexuals are less able to provide a loving and stable home as
heterosexuals, or even that monogamous unions fare better than
more promiscuous ones (assuming all else is constant).

pragmatism and blatantly indifferent to
the plight of fellow Americans. Equality
under the law cannot mean equality in
society for the
poor. The poor
do not occupy
the great halls
of power, and
we need to give
them every
opportunity to
do so in the long
term, and every
chance to avoid
poverty in the short term.

Worse are the cries for
government minimalism and efficiency.
Some claim that government has only
the responsibility to keep the peace –
fend off invading redcoats, lock-up
criminals and eradicate terrorists. This
is an appalling attack on the morality of
empathy for fellow men and women.
Efficiency and minimalism are
secondary concerns – both practically

invested into communities which can be
used to fight poverty, crime, drug abuse
and disease, the government has every
practical right to do so for the good of
society at large. It is always up to
individuals to take or leave government
handouts, but when the going gets tough,
it is essential that government assistance
is there to avoid the streets and hunger.

We also have a moral obligation
to our fellow citizens and people. It’s not
always foregrounded by purveyors of
progressive legislation (and when it is,
it’s almost always for political gain), but
the moral principles behind New Deal-
type liberalism and social spending are
most importantly moral. Compassionate
conservatism is a farce. Anyone in
control of the richest institution on the
planet – the US government – who
stands against government intervention
into the lives of common people for the
sake of communities and families and
individuals is both myopic in terms of

and morally – to human welfare. Undue
faith in the market can only lead to more
and more entrenched poverty and a

widening gap
between rich
and poor.
Conservat ive
views on social
spending are
w i t h o u t
foundation, save
g r e e d ,
i g n o r a n c e ,
intolerance, or

all three. Both practicality and morality
drive us to accept a model of society
where all three sets of freedoms –
democratic, positive and negative,
interdependent and essential – are upheld
by the only institutions that can be
sufficiently funded and widely effective
and representative: governments.

Efficiency and [government]
minimalism are secondary
concerns – both practically and
morally – to human welfare.

In a time when all our freedoms are at
stake, it is important to keep our ideology
in perspective, and our pragmatic
conscious as sharp as ever. Liberals will
freely admit that security concerns and
negative freedoms come first in priority,
but it is unconscionable to ignore our
other fundamental rights, especially at a
time of unprecedented power and
wealth. Whether or not you are Paul
Wolfowitz, the 21st century is indeed an
American Century – but we must decide
how that leadership, responsibility and
privilege can translate into prosperity and
happiness not only for our people but for
the rest of humanity. We have a chance
to serve as leader and example, not as
bully and hegemon. For the good
produced by our Third Freedom is
fundamental, universal, pragmatic and
moral. It is only right that we may enjoy
it ourselves, and show the rest of the
world how they can enjoy liberal society
to its fullest as well.      TL

I am not arguing
that marriage
has lost the
meaning it once
had. I am
arguing that

mar r i age
never had
a n y
meaning at
all and now
this fact is
finally being
exploited.

On Marriage
The Separation between Church and State may be more fundamental than we think.
BY DYLAN ELLIS
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One of the fundamental purposes
of education is to prepare a
society’s citizenry to take part

in the important debates shaping its
future. To this end many non-math/
science professors often encourage
students to offer their opinion on the class
material. Ostensibly, this is supposed to
be a process of dynamic learning by
which students simultaneously learn
from, and teach to other students.
However, while the goals of class
discussion are laudable, many students
will attest that while class discussion may
be an welcomed break from a
professor’s lecture, its scholastic value
is fairly low. That is, not much is learned
from listening to other student’s
perspectives. More basically, there is
something missing from most class
discussions, and as a result they are
unfruitful in a fundamental way.

The historical evolution of the
class discussion as we know it can
largely be traced to the student
movements of the 60’s. In 1962, union
kingpin Walter Reuther convened a
meeting of progressive student groups
in Port Huron Michigan. From this
convention emerged the Port Huron
Statement, a manifesto which laid the
foundations for many of the progressive
intellectual currents of the 1960’s.
Amongst its most important contributions
was a scathing analysis of the traditional
“academy” (academy meaning the
American system of higher learning and
intellectualism). The statement posited
that students should not be passive
receivers of information based on a
syllabi formulated by professors and
bureaucratic departments. Instead,
students should take an active interest
not just in the course material, but in the

formulation of what the course material
is. The curriculum should be informed,
not just by what teachers felt was worth
knowing but also by what students
thought would be important for their
future. This theory –in addition to
precipitating the formation of African
and Latino American studies
departments –spawned the emergence
of the class discussion as a tool to allow
students to self-determine classroom
focus.

Today, most humanities
professors either came from the

generation that wrote the Port Huron
statement or have accepted its tenet
stressing student participation. As a
result, these teachers seek to encourage
and reward class participation. The
obvious tool to encourage and reward a
given student behavior is grades, thus
teachers began grading students on class
participation. While encouraging
students to participate through grading
methods is not a bad idea in and of itself,
the way it is applied in most classes today
contains a fatal flaw that undermines the
values that the academy –as envisioned
by Port Huron –seeks to engender.

Raising one’s hand and publicly
stating an opinion or perspective in front
of a group of peers is –to many students
–a daunting proposition. The main fear
of many would-be class participants is
that their comments will be ridiculed as
uninformed and stupid by either their
fellow students or the professor. To this
end, most teachers largely grade
participation not on quality but on
quantity. Also, teachers refrain from
criticizing or even analyzing student
comments except when a factual
misrepresentation occurs. Every time a
student speaks he gains a check –either
literally or figuratively –in the professor’s
participation grade-book, regardless of
the comment’s merit. While this practice
does have the effect of encouraging/
coercing participation out of more
students, it simultaneously creates a
discussion  dynamic that, even by the
most lenient definition, can not be
described as intellectual debate.

When students –whose sole
form of feedback and intellectual
justification comes from grades –are
evaluated based on the number of times
they speak, many will raise their hands
even if they know that what they are
saying is of little worth or that it has

already largely been covered by another
comment. However, only the student
making the comment knows that it is, in
an academic sense, disingenuous. And
because the teacher –who does not
evaluate its worth for fear of
discouraging further participation –does
not interject, the other students in the
class are left to wonder whether the
problems or repetitiveness they perceive
in a comment are accurate.

Also, because every student
feels he must participate –lest he lose
valuable grade points –in-class

discussions are less debate and more a
string of non sequiters loosely applying
to some general theme. There is no
treatment of points and counter-points,
thus potentially valuable student
contributions are rendered worthless
because the context that the comment
made sense in existed five minutes ago,
and since then, 10 grade-conscious, but
uninterested students offered their
perfunctory, and intellectually debilitating
two-sense.

The structure of class
conversations today leaves even the
most curious student in a quandary. He
can totally tune-out his classmates’
comments and just give his opinion; in
which case his grade won’t suffer but
he will be adding to an environment of
useless hot-air, which as a genuine
student he abhors. Or he can try and
make sense and evaluate other students’
comments, in which case he will have
to filter out faulty reasoning and false
assumptions without the help of the
passive professor. This student must also
then deal with the frustration of his hard-
worked for comment getting lost in a tide
of meaningless, trite, or repeated
comments by others. And even if he is
somehow able to inject his valuable
comment into the discourse, he knows
that he will receive no more credit or
recognition then the student who says
the first thing that pops into his mind –
for the teacher will neither offer verbal
praise (or at least no more praise than
every other comment receives) nor more
credit in his grade book. Clearly, class
discussions graded on quantity of
comments offers no incentive for the
mental effort required for real insight –
the very thing it is supposed to be
encouraging.

Now at this point I must admit
that I have been a bit unfair and overly
general. The description I’ve given of
class discussions is not completely
accurate. Teachers do reward exemplary
comments with a quick compliment
(“very good point”, “I’d never even
thought of it” and the like) and professors
do offer some guidance to the
conversation. However, the overriding
factor influencing professors’ behavior
during class discussions is fear of
discouraging a student by treating a
comment harshly. This fear, in the
general case, leads to the model of

discourse and consequences stemming
from it, that I’ve lain out.

Student participation in class
can truly contribute to a more dynamic
and informative classroom, but for this
to obtain a major overhaul of the way
discussions are held must be undertaken.
Primarily, professors and teachers must
filter and challenge what students say.
This does not mean that a liberal
professor should put conservative
students on the spot, but it does mean

that intelligent professors (which we all
hope is what our professors are)
challenge unintelligent assertions by
students. This would not only be good
for the class as a whole, by signaling
those comments that should be
internalized and those that should be
discarded, but would also help the
student who offered the ill-advised
thought: he would be prompted to find
the source of his misconception and
correct it rather than believe that it was
valid.

Also, discussion topics should be
much more focused then they currently
are. The more focused a discussion
question, the less room exists for
unrelated unhelpful contributions.

Finally, grades for classroom
participation should be either eliminated
or based on quality –not quantity.
Encouraging students to offer their well-
thought out opinion is important, but
encouraging students to offer whatever
they happen to think is counter-
productive. Most students willing to think
out a position are proud enough of it, that
offering it to his peers is its own reward
and therefore these students don’t
require any further prodding by the ever-
present grade coercion system.

Professors aren’t forced to
read baseless faulty articles in their
academic publications because these
publications employ a filtering
mechanism (except when professors are
the filter in which case they are being
paid to sift through the rough to find the
diamonds); students shouldn’t have to
either. Structured, well-disciplined, on
topic discourse is invaluable to the
development of an educated mind. But
chaotic, unfiltered ramblings without
interpretation from the very person
whose job it is to interpret, is worthless.

     TL

Student participation in class can
truly contribute to a more dynamic
and informative classroom, but for
this to obtain a major overhaul of
the way discussions are held must
be undertaken.

Raising a Question About Class Discussion
Is student input in in-class discussion all that it’s cracked up to be?

BY BENJAMIN GRUENBAUM
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poverty also comes into play.  As my high
school economics teacher was fond of
saying, ‘the single leading indicator of poor
academic scores is poverty.’ If one takes a
look at the best-performing schools in the
country, they are situated in the plushest
zip codes. Take for example, my former high
school.  Religious extremists living in the
community were quite displeased: a
predominantly liberal and nonreligious
student body, an open-minded faculty and
principal, and (gasp), a very active Gay-
Straight Alliance club. Like Joe Sabia, they
patronizingly shook
their fingers and
warned in dark
prophetic overtones
that Saratoga High’s
environment of
‘ e n d o r s e d
homosexuality’ would
induce lowered moral
values among
students.  Yet, out of
last year’s senior class
of 289 students, we
sent ten to Stanford,
three to Harvard, and
over twenty to UC
Berkeley.   It takes a
pretty well-rounded
student to get into
Stanford.  And I’m
fairly sure that we
didn’t have ‘lower respect’ for our teachers
either since they all wrote flattering
recommendations for us.  (Or at least they
were supposed to.)

On the other hand, ten miles away
in East San Jose, you will find classic
examples of troubled schools, some of
which are the worst performing in the state
of California.  The difference lies in income
disparities.  You cannot expect students who
must work after school at Taco Hell to make
ends meet and who have parents who work
day and night to compete with those living
in affluent neighborhoods, where the
students, religious or not, live comfortably,

have health insurance, and have parents
who can shell out $740 for SAT prep classes
from the Princeton Review.  Instead of
dismissively blaming the separation of
church and state for the poor performance
of public schools, the wider issue of growing
socioeconomic disparities ought to be
addressed, for it is no coincidence that the
poorest performing schools are located in
inner cities.

Moving on in his quest to
stigmatize the left for its supposed war on
Christianity, Sabia goes on to assail those
who dare to question the Boy Scouts’
controversial exclusion of gay scouts and

troop leaders.
‘Simply because the
Boy Scouts had the
temerity to stand up
for Judeo-Christian
principles in their
membership criteria,
they are now the
targets of vile anti-
religious assaults
by radical
h o m o s e x u a l
activists,’ he writes.
Funny, considering
organizations who
have voiced
opposition to the
Boy Scouts’
d i s c r i m i n a t o r y
policy have
included the

National Education Association, the
American Medical Association, various
Parent-Teacher Associations and United
Way chapters, plus several corporations
such as Chase, Novell, and Wells Fargo.
Damn all those radical anti-American
teachers and doctors and food bank
volunteers who are vilely attacking religion
and undermining traditional ‘family values!’
And never mind that many Boy Scout
troops, trained in the Boy Scouts’
commendable principles of ethical and moral
citizenship, have themselves voiced
displeasure at the organization’s
discriminatory policy.

Similarly, Sabia stubbornly
insists, among other things, that the atheist
left has ‘spent decades undermining the
institution of marriage’ and that recent
advances in gay marriage are an attempt
by the left to ‘plunge the final knife now
that they have marriage on the ropes.’  For
quite some time now, some fanatical
conservatives have self-servingly thought
of themselves as the true guardian of
marriage. Yet a study recently revealed that
Bible Belt states had divorce rates roughly
50 percent above national average.  Some
experts think that the high divorce rate can
be attributed to low household incomes in
the South.  So much for the religious
Right’s monopoly on the sanctity of
marriage.

As hard as it may be for
ideologically-driven people like Joe Sabia
to believe, those who support gay marriage
are not part of this grand leftist conspiracy
to banish marriage to the outlying islands
of Tonga.  Either that — or I wasn’t invited
to join in on the secret.  An important
distinction here is that Sabia refers to fringe
activists, and applies his polished cookie-
cutter technique to smear all those who
support gay marriage as people who
“pushed to keep bathhouses open and
marched through St. Patrick’s Cathedral
throwing condoms everywhere.”  I am not
familiar with anyone who is pro-gay marriage
and who simultaneously supports the
undermining of marriage; nor are they
waging war against Christianity and
throwing sex toys at passers-by, as Sabia
would like you to believe.  Rather, we take
from the Christian teachings of humanity
and recognize that gay couples who
dedicate so much time and effort to fight for
their cause just might be, I don’t know…
quite dedicated to their relationship? At least
more so than that happily drunk couple who
just tied the knot at Caesars Palace, Friends-
style.  If the zealous members of the Religious
Right were so concerned about the
preservation of the sacred institution of
marriage, they just might want to tackle the
issue of divorce first.  After all, over 40
percent of all marriages end in divorce, which

by my Cornell engineering-trained
calculations, is a far greater threat than the
occasional homosexual marriage.

I find it outrageously unsettling
that there are extremists like Pat Robertson
and Joe Sabia who claim to be devoutly
Christian, yet they perpetrate hatred and
support candidates who are as cold-hearted
as a Klondike bar.  See, unlike Joe Sabia, I
do have a sense of decency, and I recognize
and understand distinctions between fringe
extremists and those with good intentions.
This is not a war against Christianity.
Religion is a choice, not a tool of
indoctrination, and I hold the utmost respect
for those who are religious.  That is because
regardless of whether or not they believe in
God, or whether they vote Republican or
Democrat, the people whom I respect are
broad-minded thinkers who advance the
values of tolerance, compassion, and
understanding instead of being blindly
driven by a narrow, ideological principles
spewed by a few bitter pundits in order to
gain more TV time on Fox News.      TL

As hard as it may be for
ideologically-driven
people like Joe Sabia
to believe, those who
support gay marriage
are not part of this
grand leftist conspiracy
to banish marriage to
the outlying islands of
Tonga.

“Those who support gay marriage are not part of this grand leftist
conspiracy to banish marriage to the outlying islands of Tonga. ”

Right-wing nutbar and Cornell’s most
eligible bachelor, or just right-wing

nutbar? You decide: www.joesabia.com

Continued from cover



THE BACK BURNER
Something’s cooking in the world of politics, but few are paying attention.
News is a weapon that can be wielded by foregrounding some stories, or,
more pertinently, by burying others. TL staff takes a look at the news items
that aren’t always (or are no longer) front-page material.

So, it’s a reelection cam-
paign for Bush, right…?
After 3 of the most eventful years in recent American
history, it’s easy to forget America’s most divisive elec-
tion in years – and the questionable outcome of the No-
vember 2000 presidential ballot.

Ah, 2000…. The year ‘Florida’ became synonymous
with ‘Zimbabwe’ and the year Pat Buchannan actually mat-
tered in an election. And yet going into the 2004 election
campaign, there’s not a single peep from any corner about
electoral reform – about the need to revise the way we
administer to our most important elections. Did a faulty
ballot system and a biased Florida Supreme court throw
the 2000 election? Rational observers are more likely to
put the lion’s share of the blame on one crappy Demo-
cratic campaign, which is probably why Democrats, af-
ter suffering two crushing electoral blows in a row (2000
and 2002) are mum on the electoral system and keen on
new candidates, campaigns and tactics.

Nevertheless, the electoral failings in 2000 are glaring,
and the issue is far from dead. An article by the New York
Times’ Paul Krugman outlined the scandal surrounding
Diebold, Inc., which develops touch-screen voting booths
becoming more widespread across America – machines which
curiously leave no paper trail. Studies of the machines show it
unreliable and subject to abuse, which is disturbing given
that the machines are the exclusive voting system in the State
of Georgia – where electoral anomalies abounded and the Re-
publicans cruised to upset victories. Of course, we can’t be

While talks continue between

Hermit Kingom North Korea

and surrounding powers to

end that country’s nuclear

program, Western nations

and Japan have stopped the

construction of two nuclear

reactors in the country, a

year after shipments of fuel

oil from the West halted in

protest of North Korea’s

nuclear ambitions.
On the other side of the Axis,

a UN report finds no proof what-
soever that Iran has a nuclear arms
program, although the International
Atomic Energy Agency tempers the
findings, given Tehran’s history of
cover-ups and deception. Never-
theless, the report is clearly not
what American officials – who wished
to condemn Iran of violating the

sure if the Diebold machines had anything to do with the
problems, since there is no record of just what they pro-
cessed. A leaked internal email reveals that the corporation
knew about the shortcomings of the system but were keen
on avoiding tests to reveal the problems.

While the technical side of the story is no inspiration,
the political one is down-right sickening. In a recent Ohio
Bush-fundraiser, host Walden O’Dell stated he was commit-

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty –

wanted from IAEA Director General

Mohamed El Baradei.
So what about the last of the Evil

Triumvirate? Here’s the one you won’t see
flaunted in mainstream news: Iraqi physi-
cists claim that they never had revived

the former dictatorship’s nuclear program,
and in fact lied to Saddam Hussein about
the state of the project. What’s even more
ironic is that the lies go back to the begin-
ning of the first Gulf War in 1991. Former

Iraqi Atomic Agency physicist Imad
Khadduri slams the United States admin-
istration in his book Iraq’s Nuclear Mi-

rage, claiming that there was no real pos-
sibility of a viable Iraqi nuclear weapon.
The British- and American-educated
Khadduri calls the American
government’s ongoing search for Iraqi

weapons of mass destruction ‘inves-
tigating mirages’. TL Staff finds this
all very amusing.

TL Staff does not find this funny
at all: A report from the US Energy
Department’s Los Alamos laboratory
and the General Accounting Office
shows serious holes in the nation’s
security net that could take years to
close, which threaten to leak radioac-
tive materials to terrorist sources. As
many as 1300 cases of lost, stolen or
abandoned nuclear material have been
recorded in the United States, and
while most have been recovered, the
message is clear: We are not doing
enough to protect our nuclear re-
sources, and the risk of dirty bombs
going off in America has not been
significantly reduced – even with
improvements just after 9/11. Won-

dering if Tom Ridge is taking all this
se r ious ly?  TL  S ta f f  ce r ta in ly  i s .
(Sources: abcNEWS, CBC)

Diebold Eletion Systems CEO Walden O’Dell speaks about his company’s $54 million contract
with the state of Georgia. Georgia Secretary of State Cathy Cox is stands to the left.

ted to helping the state ‘deliver electoral votes to the presi-
dent next year.’ O’Dell happens to be the Chief Executive Of-
ficer at Diebold. TL Staff is still grimacing as you read this.

Why hasn’t fiasco with Diebold made front page news?
Krugman writes that the story has been relegated to science
and tech pages, not the politics sections of newspapers and
magazines worldwide. TL Staff is nevertheless proud to say
that we don’t have a tech section. (Source: NYT)

NUKES GALLORE! – Part Deux
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REMEMBER ME? While it’s been a record-setting hell
for American soldiers in Iraq, we can’t forget the other,
more legitimate battle in the War against Terror. In Af-
ghanistan, some 97 US troops have been killed since Octo-
ber 2001 among the 10,000 American soldiers in the region.
(Compare that to some 400 killed among 130,000 in Iraq.)
While deaths at the hands of Northern Alliance and Taliban
members continue, the United Nations has closed two roads in
response to ongoing attacks in that area.

Speaking with the Associated Press, Taliban spokesman
Mullah Abdul Hakim Latifi said that the group’s recent bomb-
ing of a Kandahar bazaar which left 20 injured was in fact
targeting US soldiers. Yes, you read right – the Taliban appar-
ently still exists and is capable of attack.

In the month of November, five U.S. soldiers were killed in a heli-
copter crash north of Kabul. A day earlier, two U.S. soldiers were injured
in a Taliban rocket attack, and a soldier lost his leg in a land mine explo-
sion. In October two CIA officers were killed. The United Nations has

pulled much of its
staff from the des-
perate country.
Looks like we have
two quagmires in
2003 – but thank-
fully for the Bush’s
chances in the 2004
election, only one has
been making the news.
(Sources: ABC, CBC,
MisLeader.org)

As the Washington Sniper case continues, gun violence
in America reminds us of our need to get rid of our deadly
gun culture and to start getting weapons of small de-
struction – handguns and other firearms – off American
streets. Gun regulation is not a threat to our constitu-
tional rights. It’s what we have to do to stop stories like
these from happening:

‘Five Gunned Down in San Jose Over Holiday
Weekend’; ‘Alleged School Shooting Plot Uncov-
ered’; ‘Elderly Man Shoots Wife, Man, Himself’; ‘Ohio
Police Link Two Highway Shootings’. These are not
the kind of national news pieces TL Staffers like to
wake up to. These headlines are all from the last two
weeks of November.

Yet the gun lobby in this nation, (as well, coin-
cidentally, as our Texas-bred President) is keen on
promoting individual gun-ownership rights. Never-
theless, on 1 December the Supreme Court disap-
pointed both Bush and his gun-toting friends by re-
fusing to interpret the Second Amendment as a per-
sonal right for individuals to own a gun. The issue
has come up in the contest against a California gun
law that puts regulations on ‘rapid-fire rifles and pis-
tols that have been used on California’s school
grounds to kill children’, as California Deputy Attor-
ney General Timothy Rieger put it.

At least the gun lobby reflects the diversity of
America. Gun ownership groups protesting the California
legislation include: the Pink Pistols, a group of gay and
lesbian gun owners; the Second Amendment Sisters; Doc-
tors for Sensible Gun Laws; and Jews for the Preservation
of Firearms Ownership. TL Staff calls that high-calibre so-
cial harmony. (Source: NYT, abcNEWS)

Elections rigged;
will antagonize West

Speaking of elections – or lack thereof –
Zimbabwe has made front page news in
nations formerly part of the British Em-
pire, as the Commonwealth summit in Ni-
geria is split over that nation’s expulsion
from the ‘club’ last year.

‘Club’ is exactly the diminutive used
by Zimbabwe ‘President’ Robert Mugabe
to describe the Commonwealth, claiming
that ‘there are other clubs we can join.’
TL Staff hears the Axis of Evil is looking
for new members.

Mugabe is guilty of hideous crimes
against humanity and the worst crimes
against democracy, for it was his overtly
rigged election last year, his suppression
of opposition voices and his treatment of
white farmers that got his nation kicked
out of the Commonwealth. Rigging elec-

tions is one thing (for we know what
that’s like in the West – we just do it with
touch-screen voting machines. See?
There is a digital divide!); Mugabe’s mur-

der of white farmers and confiscation of
their property sparked outrage around the
world. Mugabe is seen as an anti-colonial
hero to many (especially those who got

free land) and is the only person to hold
presidential office in his country since
Zimbabwe’s independence in 1980.

Despite Mugabe’s conspicuous ab-
sence from the Nigeria summit, Zimbabwe
has split the Commonwealth along racial
and continental lines. While Australia and
Britain are wholeheartedly opposed to
Zimbabwe’s reinstallation into the Common-
wealth, South African President Thabo
Mbeki favours lifting sanctions against
Mugabe’s regime and Zimbabwe’s return to
the ‘club’. (AIDS denier, now Mugabe
supporter… don’t you just love Thabo
Mbeki?)  Nigerian President Olusegun
Obasanjo and Canadian Prime Minister
Jean Chrétien led a Commonwealth com-
mittee on Zimbabwe’s possible return, but
Chrétien reminded reporters on 5 Decem-
ber that there has been no progress made
in Zimbabwe, and as it stands the sanc-
tions and suspension remain.

To make clear just how serious the
situation is in Zimbabwe: In October the
Daily News, the country’s last indepen-
dent newspaper which was shut down in
September, appeared in newsstands for
one day – but then quickly disappeared.
Contrast this with China’s government,
which has suspended nearly 700 state-
run newspapers in order to bring the
news industry in line with free-market
reforms.  Whi le  China’s  no spr ing
chicken of open society, at least they’re
moving in the right direction.

So let’s sum it up: A brutal dicta-
torial regime antagonizing the West and
killing its citizens, repudiating democ-
racy and threatening Anglo-Western
power in the region.  Wonder why Zim-
babwe isn’t part of the Axis of Evil? Oh
right, we forgot – It’s in Africa. No one
cares about the country of  Africa.
(Sources: Economist, CBC)

Dictatorial African Regime seeks Informal Organization of Rogue States

Zimbabwe ‘President’ Robert Mugabe

Tonz O’ Gunz

 U.S. & British soldiers in Atalay, Afghanistan.
There are 10,000 American soldiers in the region.



Millionaire, Child,
Network, ‘One With Apes’
(“Millionaire Zoo Owner to Hand Infant to Gorilla; Calls It
‘Wonderful’ ”, 26 November, abcNEWS.com … See a
pattern?)

English entrepreneur and conservationist Damian
Aspinall, who owns the largest captive gorilla preserve
in the world, plans to make his park’s gorillas a big part
of his newborn daughter’s early life. Aspinall, who
himself interacted with the gorillas on an intimate level
as a child growing up (his father, John Aspinall, began
the zoo in the 1960’s) encouraged his first two daughters
from his first marriage to do so as well during the 1990’s.
Now Aspinall plans the same experiences for the newest
addition to his family, Freya, and the news has caused a
tumult on both sides of the Atlantic. Really, it has.

Aspinall recollects the incredible experiences his
first daughters had with the gorillas. “It was wonderful
… They picked her up and they patted her back and
they could see that she couldn’t support her head, so
they supported her head. Incredibly gentle, incredibly
gentle.”

TL Staff ponders the exciting insight into the
emotional and intellectual lives of gorillas that seems to
be emerging from the Aspinall ape preserve. TL Staff
also wonders if the gorillas are irked by being part of a
canned waste-of-time national news story.

Upset Stomach the next AIDS, al-Qaeda (“Virus sickens dozen on

cruise”, 29 November, AP/ABC)

A dozen passengers became not-so-seriously
ill on the Carnival Cruise Ship Legend during
an eight-day cruise, reported the Center for
Disease Control. The stomach infections are
believed to be caused by a Norovirus, a family
of stomach ailments infecting 23 million people
a year. Symptoms include nausea, vomiting and
diarrhoea which can last up to three days –
feelings Cornell students can relate to after a
meal at Jansen’s.

Last winter and fall, the CDC reported
25 outbreaks on 21 cruise ships, which caused
Homeland Defence secretary Tom Ridge to
raise the National Security Threat level to High,
or ‘Puke Orange’. President Bush took a ‘with
us or against us’ stance in the ongoing War against Upset Stomach, but reassured Americans that tax cuts
stimulate the economy, and by some magic might just rid the cruise ship industry of its Noroviral infections
for good.

According to David Forney, chief of vessel sanitation for the CDC (yes, you read correctly), it’s
common for passengers to avoid reporting being sick and tiptoe around confinement to their cabins, thus
spreading the germs. TL Staff suggests washing your hands before every meal or expect more filler clogging
your national news digest.

An American surgeon has gained approval from the US Food
and Drug Administration for testing his patented orgasm
machine, and is seeking female volunteers nationwide.

So far, one woman has completed the first stage of
the trial (“with apparently breathtaking results”) and another
has agreed to participate, but Dr. Stuart Meloy, who is
conducting the tests, is surprised at the low turnout. “I thought
people would be beating my door down to become part of
the trial,” the pain specialist said to New Scientist magazine.

Only the most important news stories are covered in the big networks’ national news broadcasts, right? Sort of. The
problem with contemporary media isn’t just a FOX-esque conservative bias, but more frequently a bias towards the
useless and inane. In This is NATIONAL NEWS!, TL Staff wonders just how these news stories caught the attention of the

most important broadcasters…

This is NATIONAL NEWS!

It could have been worse. They could have been in this movie.

Dr. Meloy, above, holding device.
He’s got nothing on Gannett.
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Well, we can’t do it alone (“Women needed to test orgasm machine”, 26

November, Reuters/ABC)

TL Staff thinks things will certainly change since this story
was published on abcNEWS.com in November.

The now patented machine was first used as a spinal
cord stimulator, whose sensual side-effect was stumbled upon
while treating a back-pain sufferer.

Critics are sceptical of the new toy… uh, I mean,
medical device, claiming that a vibrator can produce the same
results. Others are more concerned that New Scientist – let
alone Disney-owned ABC – cared to run this story at all.
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