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When John Kerry won the Democratic nomination for president,
most voters said that they had chosen him because he was the
candidate they felt would most likely beat Bush in November.

Voters all over the country are being driven to the polls this year by a strong
disapproval of Bush administration policies. Undecided voters are often
heard saying
they do not
like Bush, but
don’t think
that is reason
enough to
vote for
Kerry.

For the
few voters
left who are
undecided, as
well as those
who are
voting for
Kerry but do
not know why, Kerry is not just the guy who is running against Bush. He is
a distinguished senator with a history of serving his country. He has the
potential to actually unite the country and regain the respect America once

I n just a few days, Americans will once again be called to cast votes for the president
of the United States. At that time, people of this nation will be allowed to exercise
a fundamental right of their citizenship in this nation, a freedom so basic that it was

written into the Bill of Rights as the Fifteenth Amendment, stating that ‘The right of citizens
of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any
State on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude.’

Yet one of the most striking facts about elections is that so many citizens cannot vote.
In fact, America, a country that prides itself on ideals of freedom and justice has, through
the practice of felony disenfranchisement stripped the right to vote from over 4.7 million of
its citizens.1 Of these, 1.4 million are African American.2 Felony disenfranchisement of
today is what slavery and poll taxes were of yesteryear: the continuation of a long history
of the legitimized repression of the suffrage rights of citizen minorities.

Since the establishment of this nation, the right to vote has been a luxury of the
privileged class. The founding fathers were of the opinion that only wealthy landowners
should be allowed to participate in elections. They methodically excluded women, African
Americans, illiterates, the landless and convicted felons from voting.3 Historically, African
Americans have been marginalized by American politics, often being charged as unfit to
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W ith just days to go before the election, and with focus groups advising
      President Bush to never concede a mistake less he too be labeled a flip-
       flopper, Bush and his surrogates are once again doling out opulent claims of

Mission Accomplished in Iraq and economic prosperity at home, hoping that they can
hide reality for just one more week.

Particularly with regards to the economy, the Bush team has been singing a bizarrely
bright tune. Bush approvingly states that ‘we added 1.9 million new jobs over the last 13
months,’ while Secretary of Commerce Don Evans chirped that this is ‘clearly one of the
strongest economies in my lifetime.’  John Snow, the Treasury Secretary, derided as a
‘myth’ the claim that there have been job losses under Bush.  Their rhetoric ranges from
misleading innuendo to flat-out lies.  Witness the following statements from Bush during
the 2nd and 3rd Presidential Debates on Oct. 8th and the 13th, respectively:

BUSH:  Home ownership is at an all-time high in America.
Bush’s campaign must really be in trouble when he keeps grasping at straws such as

the home-ownership rate.  A stellar achievement, given that home ownership has been
steadily increasing for the last 60 years, so that Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy,
Johnson, Nixon, Ford, Carter, Reagan, George H.W. Bush, and Clinton can too claim they
presided over record-high home ownership.

Bush has already shown an
unwavering commitment to
staying the course on all of
his policies, even when they
have been proven ineffective
and harmful to the American
people and the world.
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13 October 2004 – On September 30th, October 8th, and
October 13th, citizens of the United States were given
the only three opportunities they would have to hear
President George W. Bush and Senator John Kerry
discuss the issues surrounding their bids for the next
presidency.  During the debates, both had a propensity
to steer questions towards the topics of healthcare and
the wars in Iraq and on terrorism, but the two emerged as
distinctly different candidates with separate platforms.

As Prof. Walter Mebane, government, pointed
out in a talk at Willard Straight Hall before the airing of
the Sept. 30th debate, each debate would be ‘basically
an exchange of sound bites.’  The candidates rarely
directly addressed each other, and they were free to
ignore comments made by the other.  The predominantly
liberal crowd at WSH went crazy for Kerry, laughing
and applauding when he spoke, while the few
conservatives applauded Bush on only one occasion.

Each candidate touted their ability to halve the deficit
within five years, though neither gave a coherent
explanation of how he would do so.  Furthermore, both

managed to exploit public ignorance of the difference between ‘deficit’ and ‘debt,’ by never drawing
a distinction between the current year’s budget gap and the government’s net borrowed funds.  Each
boasted about having a viable exit strategy out of Iraq, yet neither explained how it would happen.
Both Bush and Kerry also spent a brief moment fumbling over the names ‘Osama bin—Saddam
Hussein.’

On civil rights, both candidates delivered weak positions.  Bush talked about the ‘sanctity of
marriage,’ while Kerry argued his separate-but-equal position that marriage is a union ‘between a man
and a woman,’ but he supports ‘partnership rights’ which Bush clearly does not.  Although Kerry
maintained that the Patriot Act needs to be toned down, Kerry still supports the Act, while Bush
continues to support it in its original form.  Bush even argued that the Patriot Act does not contribute
to Americans’ rights ‘being watered down.’  Lastly, but certainly not least, Bush, without ever saying
the words, expressed his opposition to affirmative action whereas Kerry agreed that not enough has
been done to give minorities equal opportunities.

Bush proudly proclaimed to the American people that he has no ‘litmus test’ in choosing a
Supreme Court justice, but went on to say that a justice must be a ‘strict constructionist’ [sic] and
must not believe that the words ‘under God’ are grounds for banning the Pledge of Allegiance from the
classroom.  Kerry’s response made it very clear that he would only appoint a justice who supports
Roe v. Wade.

On the environment, Bush bragged, ‘I guess you’d say I’m a good steward of the land.’  After
Bush’s reference to his Clear Skies Initiative, Kerry responded that ‘Clear Skies’ is ‘one of those
Orwellian names you pull out of the sky’ when the bill really did little to make the skies clearer.
Kerry then alluded to the Kyoto Protocol, prompting Bush to claim that the treaty ‘would have cost
America a lot of jobs.’  Kerry, who agreed that Kyoto was not perfect, insisted that the United States
should work with other nations to improve the treaty.

On healthcare, the candidates clashed over what Bush held to be the left-wing conspiracy of a
government medical plan.  Kerry talked about using private firms to offer subsidized plans through
the government, whereas Bush indicated that his medical coverage would remain limited in its scope
and that it would not be extended to all Americans.  Furthermore, he did not seem to offer much more
than his prescription drug plan.

On jobs, Bush all but explicitly said that he supported further outsourcing, and Kerry spoke of
a protectionist tax plan to encourage domestic labor.  Bob Schieffer, moderator of the third debate,
pointed out that Kerry’s plan still does not leave enough room to stay competitive, and that there is
little a President could do to slow outsourcing.

Although the debates were on the whole fairly repetitive, the candidates do seem to have
emerged with coherent platforms, managing to stake out two starkly different choices between each
other.  Expectedly, the vice presidential debate between Cheney and Edwards echoed exactly what
was said during the presidential debate, with only different voices making the arguments.  (TL Staff
[TL:EJM])

6 October 2004 –  Voters frustrated with
the two-party system and those who feel
that the presidential candidates are not
listening to their views may want to look at
the five alternative candidates for President.
Four of them— Michael Peroutka of the
Constitutionalist Party, David Cobb of the
Green Party, Michael Badnarik of the
Libertarian Party, and Walt Brown of the
Socialist Party, participated in a CSPAN-
televised debate on October 6th in
Rockefeller Hall. Ralph Nader declined
Cornell’s invitation.

During the debate, all of the candidates
admitted that they had no chance of winning
the election. But they also pointed out that
third parties have galvanized a lot of change
in this country’s history. Despite the odds
they are facing, all the candidates made
important points and voters should listen
to what they have to say.

Green Party:
Possibly the most liberal party, the

Greens led by David Cobb have an important

Presidential Debates Shed
Light on Platforms

Electoral Variety Displayed at
Third-Party Debate

4 October 2004 – According to the Cornell
Coalition for Life’s web page, they favor ‘an
inclusive, non-partisan, and non-religious
approach in advancing the pro-life cause.’
You would never have known it from their
demonstration at Ho Plaza.

The coalition put on a divisive display
that equated abortion with genocide and
terrorism. As the CCFL displayed its graphic
posters, pro-choice groups stood across the
path and joined the CCFL in distributing
pamphlets. The pro-choice handouts urged
students to consider the dangers of illegal
abortions that were commonplace before
Roe v. Wade. These dangers, they argued,
threatened lower class women
disproportionately because they cannot
afford to travel to localities where abortion
is legal.

The CCFL’s stance was based upon the
belief that a fetus should be treated as a
human from the moment of conception.
Many students feel that this position is

Abortion Debated Across
Ho Plaza

difficult to justify, especially given the
secular nature of the coalition. According to
an article on the University of Maryland
Medicine website, brain and spinal cord
development begin during the third week of
pregnancy. If a fetus has no brain or nervous
system, it has no consciousness and can
feel no pain. The fetus is, for all intents and
purposes, a developing piece of flesh. There
is no question that a human outside of the
womb with no brain or nervous system
would be considered lifeless.

Nonetheless, the CCFL held its ground
and boldly defended its posters. In the end,
members of the community will make up their
own minds on abortion, but the
demonstrators did succeed in one thing.
They turned heads and started discussions.
They might have even changed some minds,
whether it be in favor of their pro-life
positions or against. (Sources: http://
www.umm.edu/ency/article/002398.htm, TL
Staff [TL:THS])

agenda.  Like the other candidates at the
debate, they believe in repealing the Patriot
Act and withdrawing US troops from the
Iraq War. Other positions include raising
the minimum wage, developing high-
efficiency energy sources, and slowing
global warming. More relevant to many
Cornell students is their relaxed policy
regarding cannabis, which involves
decriminalization of marijuana and release
from prison of all those incarcerated solely
for marijuana possession.

Socialist Party:
During his opening remarks, Walt

Brown, the Socialist Presidential candidate,
attempted to differentiate his party from
other versions of socialism throughout
history such as the Soviet Union, and China
under Mao Zedong. Brown, who has been
a Socialist Party member since 1948,
discussed his biography and informed the
audience that the Pledge of Allegiance was
written by a Socialist.

STARS Leads Cornell in
Darfur Genocide Awareness

19 October 2004 – The Cornell campus was host to its most visible campaign yet to inform
Cornellians of the carnage happening right now in the Darfur region of Sudan, organized by
new holocaust and genocide awareness group STARS.

The display on the Arts Quad from 19-22 October featured images depicting the life of
Sudanese refugees caught in the midst of the Darfur conflict, as well as more graphic
depictions of the genocide and other atrocities that have captured the imaginations of
millions worldwide – except, it seems, those who could do most to better the situation and
stop the mass slaughter.

The slaughter of perhaps as many as 200,000 Darfur inhabitants by the Sudanese
government in Khartoum has been accompanied by the internal displacement of nearly one
and a half million refugees, and has caused the deaths of thousands in refugee camps in an
escalating humanitarian crisis. International humanitarian organizations are under-equipped
and underfunded to handle the massive crisis, and governments from America to Europe to
Asia have paid lip service to the desperately needed action in the region, or worse, have
obstructed progress. According to the United Nations, the situation in Darfur is the world’s
largest humanitarian crisis, and the world community’s pitiful reaction to it is reminiscent of
yet another mass genocide: the preventable slaughter of nearly a million in Rwanda in 1994.

Thanks to STARS and groups like it, the momentum for a major awareness campaign
continued on 20 October: A screening of Professor of History John Weiss’s Stopping
Genocide about the situation in Darfur was followed by a remarkably well-attended panel
discussion in Goldwin Smith D entitled ‘Genocide in Darfur and the Crisis of Governance in
Sudan’ featuring Prof. Ali Ali-Dinar of the University of Pennsylvania’s African Studies
Center. The 2-hour talk outlined how much of the problems in Darfur stem from a dictatorial
regime in Khartoum, and that only through democratic reform can we expect long-term
change in the central African nation of 35 million. (Sources: CDS, TL Staff [TL:ASG])
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Students face off during an Abortion Rights demonstration on Ho Plaza.

See Third Party Debate, page 9

‘Hard work ... I’m the President...
Terrorists... Poland... [scowl]’
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The panelists covered everything from the
philosophy of uneven taxation to the definition
of poverty, but they focused on the
effectiveness of the Bush tax cuts as economic
stimulus. The conservative position was, in
short, that supply side tax cuts work, albeit
somewhat slowly. They also maintained that
the wealthy pay too large a portion of the tax
burden and cuts slanted in their direction restore

Conservatives Fail to See Big
Picture in Tax Cut Debate
1 October 2004 – The Cornell Political Coalition
asked the question: Are Bush’s tax cuts good
for America? They got two very different
answers. Editor in Chief of the Cornell Review,
Paul Eastlund, teamed up with Adam Moline
to debate Vice President of the CU Democrats,
Mitch Fagen, and Managing Editor of Turn Left,
Wayne Huang.

7 October 2004 – Ralph Nader came to the
Ithaca State Street Theater to present at what
was but one of many stops that day to
energize support for his rather lackluster
presidential bid. Unlike four years ago, Mr.
Nader has not attracted noticeable support
from more progressive Americans who may
feel that the Democratic
Party does not represent
their beliefs.

One sign of his
diminished support is that,
at this point in 2000, Mr.
Nader held a rally at
Madison Square Garden in
New York with movie and
music stars; in 2000, the
twenty thousand-person
arena was filled with
supporters paying twenty
dollars to get in. But now Mr.
Nader struggles to fill the State Theater with
only suggested donations collected at the
door.

In an election where the vast majority
of Democrats share in the sentiment of
‘Anyone But Bush,’ some analysts question
if Nader is relevant to the progressive voter.
But Nader stated that this ‘Anyone But
Bush’ attitude is both a close-minded
representation of the two-party ‘duopoly’
in American politics, as well as an example
of significantly lowered expectations on the
behalf of the electorate. Mr. Nader
suggested that it was the duty of
progressives to hold Democratic Presidential
Nominee Senator John Kerry accountable
to their agenda, and by holding to the
‘Anyone But Bush’ mantra, these
progressives are giving Senator Kerry a free
ride.

Mr. Nader continually argued that
Senator Kerry will only turn into a ‘Bush-
Lite’ as candidate and president unless
progressives hold him accountable,
particularly by voting for Mr. Nader. Mr.
Nader furthered suggested that it actually
did not matter whether or not Kerry or
President Bush won the election because
both were too closely aligned with corporate
interests.

Nader Visits Ithaca, but Kerry
Still Key for Progressives

This mixed message from Mr. Nader fully
demonstrates how he misses one of the
essential aspects of politics. While
suggesting that as president, Kerry would
not be progressive enough on issues like
the minimum wage, universal health care,
labor union rights or on the all-important

issue of how to handle Iraq,
Mr. Nader ignores the reality
that the only real choice this
November will be between
Kerry and Bush. While there
are plenty of progressives
who wish Kerry would be
more in-line with their beliefs,
it is important to recognize that
their voices will never be heard
in a second Bush
administration. This election
presents the voters with two
options for president, and all

progressives must recognize this and
support the one man who shares in the
majority of their beliefs.

Some may suggest, as Nader did in his
speech, that Kerry will continually take
progressive votes for granted. But TL
Staffers think progressive Americans
coming out in strong support for Kerry
and contributing to his victory would
only make him more aware of the
importance of progressives and would
be more attentive to the progressive
agenda. While Nader would suggest
that corporate interests have taken hold
over the Democrats and would make this
impossible, the only way to counter this
corporate power would be to
demonstrate the electoral power of
progressive voters.

The way for a progressive agenda
to begin to take shape must begin with
a Kerry victory in November. Once this
has occurred, then progressives must
continually work to enact their agenda
by reminding Kerry that his election in
large part depended upon their support.
While a Kerry administration may not always
act how progressives hope, they must realize
it is still better than to try get things done in
a Bush administration. (TL Staff [TL:TMP])

6 October 2004 – The Center for Religion, Ethics & Social Policy (CRESP) hosted a lecture
featuring Daniel Ellsberg, former consultant to the White House under Nixon, as part of
their continuing series on human rights, genocide, and humanity. Ellsberg, legendary for
leaking the Pentagon Papers (White House documents incriminating the US government
over the Vietnam War) in 1971, spoke about his past experiences and their connection to
our present hostilities in Iraq.

Ellsberg was introduced by
Professor Keith Taylor, who
began by describing Ellsberg’s
role in the Pentagon Papers as ‘a
patriot act, not the act of a traitor.’
Taylor then admitted that he did
not agree with Ellsberg’s current
views, but would wholly defend
Ellsberg’s right to express them.
Ellsberg later praised Taylor for
this attitude, which he called ‘an
American tradition’ not often
upheld.

Ellsberg expressed his wish
that someone new would step
forward to photocopy and publish
incriminating evidence of the war in Iraq. He commented on the changes the American
political scene has gone though since he was in the White House, and then drew and
discussed the connection that he saw between the Vietnam War and the equally disturbing
war the United States now finds itself fighting.  Once Nixon found out that the Pentagon
Papers were going to be published, said Ellsberg, the President was quoted on the tapes as
saying, ‘Now that it’s being leaked, we’ll just leak out the parts we want.’ It is relatively easy

to draw connections between this mentality and the one of
President Bush and his administration; the public only hears
what they want them to.

Ellsberg noted that he, too, had been taken in by the
government’s claims that Iraq was producing weapons of
mass destruction, but unlike the majority of Americans, he
did not see this as a satisfactory reason to invade the country.
The worst lie, according to Ellsberg, was the Bush
administration’s labeling of Saddam Hussein as our country’s
number one threat.  As Ellsberg explained, it would have
been (and is) ten times easier for Osama Bin Laden and many
other terrorists to gain WMDs from Pakistan or Russia. By
invading Iraq, Ellsberg criticized, ‘we have created a theater
in which terrorists can go and kill Americans without going
very far.’

Throughout his speech, Ellsberg urged Americans
to ‘connect the dots’ for themselves and to not simply go
along with things they know are wrong.  What if, Ellsberg
asked, someone came forward tomorrow with the Pentagon

Papers of the Iraq War?  We have used four times the number of bombs used in WWII,
noted Ellsberg, and in much less time on a much smaller target.  ‘We are,’ Ellsberg lamented,
‘doing the recruiting, practically, for Osama Bin Laden, and proving everything that he
has been saying.’ (TL Staff [TL:EMJ])

Ellsberg Speaks on Vietnam,
Iraq and His ‘Patriot Act’

fairness. In other words, the wealthy deserve
much more back because they pay much more in
the first place.

Mitch Fagen disagreed with the conservative
stance that the wealthy pay a disproportionate
amount. He pointed out that while the federal
income tax was progressive, meaning heavier
burdens fall on the wealthy, other federal, state,
and local taxes are often regressive. The Social
Security tax, for instance, is capped.

Wayne Huang doubted that tax cuts to the
wealthy would stimulate the economy anywhere
near as effectively as those to middle and lower
class families. The wealthy, he explained, are more

21 October 2004 – The nation’s Mock
Election leaders here at Cornell executed
what will be remembered as nothing short
of a fantastic success. The Cornell Mock
Elections, which included dozens of
debates, talks, speeches and other events,
culminating in a speech by former National
Security advisor Sandy Berger in Statler
Auditorium on 21 October, graced the Ithaca
campus of Cornell University this semester,
enlightening thousands of students, staff,
faculty, alumni and community members.

The series of events included the
attendance of such luminaries as Senator

likely to save the money they get back while
poorer families would spend it quickly, putting
it right back into the economy. He argued that
giving so much back to the wealthy for such a
long period of time would put us too far into
debt. He cited Keynes, who advocated temporary
deficits to stimulate the economy.

The conservative team did not blame the tax
cuts for the deficit. They maintained that the
principle cause was wasteful spending on social
programs. Their liberal opponents disagreed.
They saw the Bush tax cuts as a glorified way to
steal from our children and give to the wealthy.
(TL Staff [THS])

Chuck Schumer, Bill Press (MSNBC
commentator and journalist) and Ronald
Kessler (author of A Matter of Character:
Inside The Bush White House), Rep. Barney
Frank, former Clinton campaigner Peter
Knight, and the leaders of various political
parties in the running for the top job in the
country.

The cornerstone of the Mock Elections
was a massive online pre-election poll,
asking Cornellians, if they were to vote
today, who they would vote for to be the
next president of the United States. The
results, as presented by Mock Election execs

Mike Zuckerman and Christina Sobiloff,
predictably saw the Democrat John Kerry
win by an impressive margin, but the event
was less an elections forecast and more an
exercise in encouraging Cornellians to
become more informed about the elections
and to participate on 2 November.

Nevertheless, as the TL Intelligence
Unit analysis shows, the results of the mock
election were telling. Kerry scored an
impressive 70% of the over 6,000 votes cast,
with Bush receiving just over 20%.
According to the Mock Elections website,
while freshman students overall favored the
Democrat with 64% of the vote, there was a
higher percentage of Bush supporters (29%)

among freshman than among upperclassmen
and graduate students. It seems that
students of a higher level of education here
at Cornell were more likely to support Kerry
and less likely to support Bush. Sophomores
favored Kerry, 68 to 25 percent, juniors, 72
to 22 percent; and seniors, 72 to 20 percent.

Cornell’s Mock Election results
corroborate a study done by Harvard
University, which found that college
students across America are more likely to
both know the issues and support Senator
Kerry in the coming election. Looks like we
do learn something in college. (Sources:
Cornell News Services, CNN [TL:ASG])

Mock Election Huge Success; Election
Results Predictable But Telling

AP
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Ithaca, NY, 17 October 2004 – As one Utah
newspaper proclaimed, ‘nineteenth-century
voting system, meet your 21st-century
protest.’

In an effort to skirt the inequities of the
Electoral College, a group of 20 political
activists and legal experts have launched
VotePair.org, a website that pairs progressive
voters from different states in a united effort
to defeat President Bush in November.

VotePair.org allows a Kerry supporter
in a safe state where either Bush or Kerry
has a sizeable lead to ‘trade’ their vote with
third-party voters in swing states.  Voters

Voting Woes in Florida,
Afghanistan

Vote Pairing Takes on the
Electoral College

register through the site by specifying which
state they live in and which candidate they
support.  Votepair.org then matches a Kerry
supporter with a third-party supporter and
lets them communicate via e-mail.

‘Paired voters can communicate with
each other and decide to vote strategically:
swing-state participants for Kerry and safe-
state participants for Nader, Cobb, or
Badnarik,’ the site says, ‘as a result, support
for progressive third parties is recorded in
the popular vote, while preference for Kerry
over Bush finds voice in the election-
deciding Electoral College.’

Sentence
Handed Out in
Abu Ghraib
Prisoner Abuse
Scandal; More
Allegations
Emerge from
Afghanistan

Baghdad, 21 October 2004 – U.S. Staff Sgt.
Ivan ‘Chip’ Frederick becomes the third and
highest-ranking soldier to be sentenced in
connection with the Abu Ghraib prison abuse
scandal, a day after Frederick plead guilty at
his Court Martial to allegations of
conspiracy, dereliction of duty, maltreatment
of detainees, assault and committing an
indecent act. Following a plea bargain, Judge
Colonel James Pohl reduced the sentence
for the 38-year-old Frederick from 10 to 8
years in prison, the longest sentence handed
out to date.

In May, Spc. Jeremy Sivits was
sentenced to a year after pleading guilty to
mistreating detainees and dereliction of duty
for failing to protect them from abuse, and
just last month Spc. Armin Cruz, the first
military intelligence soldier to stand trial, was

sentenced to eight months confinement, a
reduction in rank and a bad conduct
discharge. In addition to prison time,
Frederick as well was given a reduction in
rank to private, a pay forfeit and a
dishonourable discharge from the army.

Six others from Frederick’s Maryland-
based 372nd Military Police Company have
also been charged, including Sivits and Pfc.
Lynndie England, made infamous in her
appearance in several Iraqi abuse photos
featuring the humiliation and abuse of
prisoners at the Abu Ghraib site last year.
England’s trial is set for 17 January of the
coming year.

More stories of abuse, torture and
murder at the hands of U.S. soldiers came
out of Afghanistan on 15 October, as 28
active duty and reserve soldiers were

implicated in the December 2002 deaths of
two Afghani men at Bagram Air Force Base.
Charges there include involuntary
manslaughter, assault and conspiracy,
according to the Pentagon.

The prison abuse scandal, made public
by CBS News in April, has been a huge blow
to the credibility of American presence in
Iraq and to that of the Bush Administration,
in particular Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld. Many observers claim that the
responsibility for the actions of abusive U.S.
soldiers at Abu Ghraib and other locations
across Iraq and Afghanistan lie on Rumsfeld
and other top Pentagon and civilian military
officials. TL Staffers wonder if on 2
November, Rumsfeld and many of his co-
conspirators will be brought to justice.
(Sources: CBC News, NYT [TL:ASG])

                                             WORLD NEWS

London, 15 October 2004 – According to
David Nabarro, head of the World Health
Organization’s health crisis group,
approximately 70,000 displaced people have
died in Sudan’s Darfur region since March.
The U.N. official cited disease and
malnutrition as the main causes of death in
the region torn apart by violence that has
led to more than a million and a half
individuals fleeing their homes.

Nabarro stated that unless more help
was sent, the mortality rate, now at
approximately 10,000 a month, would not fall
appreciably. As of the date of Nabarro’s
report, only a fraction of the paltry $300 M
needed by aid agencies to cope with the
crisis have been received, reflecting the false
concern much of the international
community has shown.

The problem in Darfur, however,
stretches far past simple poverty. According
to Eric Reeves of Smith College, the death

Darfur Genocide Kills 70,000;
Expert Reports Suggest More
Deaths Due To Violence

Delray Beach, FL, 22 October 2004 – Four years
after the travesty that was the Florida 2000
Presidential election, questions still surround the
legitimacy of electoral systems in the Sunshine
State. Less than two weeks before the 2004
election, residents of 15 Florida counties which
will use paperless, touch-screen voting booths
are uneasy about the prospects of yet another
election scandal.

Nearly half of all Floridians will be voting
using electronic voting machines, all without the
verifying printouts that computer scientists
have claimed are essential to the legitimacy of
any election. Without paper copies, voters may
never know if their vote is counted, and an
electronic voting booth without such printouts
renders recounts useless – there is no way to
confirm if a machine has been bugged or hacked,
and if it has, there’s no way of finding out how
many votes were cast for each competitor.

Secretary of State Glenda Hood, Florida’s
top elections official, Governor Jeb Bush, and
other top Florida Republicans denounce such
warnings made by elections and computer

scientists experts as alarmism needlessly breeding
fear and unease in the electorate. But that hasn’t
stopped Democrats and non-partisans such as
Rep. Robert Wexler, (D-Boca Raton) and the
American Civil Liberties Union from staging
protests and suing the state, demanding better
guidelines especially for recounts.

As per Florida law, a recount is in order in
any electoral victory of less than one quarter of
one percent, such as the results of the 2000
elections which were later awarded to George
W. Bush by the United States Supreme Court.
In fact, Hood attempted to disallow manual
recounts for electronic voting machines back in
April of 2004, but the law was maintained for
touch-screen ballot boxes by the legal actions of
the ACLU.

On 15 October, the State of Florida released
new guidelines, requiring printouts only of
incomplete ballots in case a crisis were to emerge.
But computer scientists remain sceptical. ‘We
have a saying in computer science: Garbage in,
garbage out,’ said Avi Rubin, a Johns Hopkins
University computer scientist and expert on

toll alone in the months of conflict in Darfur
since February of 2003 is more than
quadruple the UN’s numbers: nearly 300,000
have died, and over 200,000 have been killed
in violent actions associated with the
Sudanese state-sponsored janjaweed
militias. And despite over 2,000 villages
being destroyed to date, the janjaweed are
relentless in their murderous campaign of
ethnic cleansing. According to Reeves, if
little is done about the attacks, the people of
Darfur will continue to experience
catastrophic mortality rates.

Meanwhile, the African Union has
pledged an armed force of 4,500 mostly
Rwandan and Nigerian troops to the region
by the end of November. And while the
United States has correctly called the
situation in Darfur a genocide, it has failed

to act swiftly or substantially – offering only
limited logistical support to the limited AU
force.

The problem of malnutrition and
poverty remains a major killer. Total
malnutrition rates of the present Darfur
population is 2.5 M and climbing – we may
not see a peak in mortality rates until early
2005, according to Reeves.

In the United States, we can only hope
that the election of a new president can allow
for America’s attention to be drawn away
from the sensationalism of politics and
towards the plight of victims of genocide in
Sudan. Only then can America fulfill its
obligation to defend against crimes against
humanity. (Sources: BBC, Darfur-L listserv
[TL:ASG])

electronic voting interviewed by ABC News. ‘If
you have a machine with a bug or glitch, printing
out the incorrect
votes is an
exercise in futility
and an absolute
waste of time.’

While long-
s t a n d i n g
problems with
democracy re-
emerge in Florida,
problems for the
b r a n d - n e w
democracy in
A f g h a n i s t a n
mount. In the 12
October Elections
which saw 17
contest the presidency of incumbent Hamid
Karzai, 15 challengers claimed electoral
irregularities including ballot box stuffing,
multiple voting and voter coercion. President
Karzai himself admits that the number of
multiple registrations could be as high as
100,000.

Moreover, few analysts mention the fact
that only a portion of a country once unified
under an oppressive theocratic Taliban has

The rationale behind VotePair.org is to
circumvent the Electoral College’s
disproportionate bias towards a small
number of voters in swing states.  By
matching a Kerry supporter from a solidly
red or blue state to a third-party supporter
in a swing state, Kerry will still safely win in
more firmly Democratic states while securing
battleground states where razor-thin popular
vote margins might decide the election.

In response to skepticism expressed by
some voters, VotePair.org organizers have
assured participants that vote pairing is legal
and safe.  Bush supporters could
theoretically attempt to sabotage the effort,
but VotePair organizers point out that
fraudulent efforts would do little harm.  Bush
supporters intending fraud could pose as
swing-state voters, but, according to the site,

‘this would decrease the number of Kerry
votes in safe states, which would not affect
the outcome in those states. Votepair.org
defines safe states very conservatively to
ensure that these states remain safe
regardless of the impact of vote pairing.’

Although it remains to be seen whether
the vote-pairing effort will ultimately
succeed in helping to oust Bush, this
ambitious undertaking renders a rare
moment of unity between Kerry voters and
third-party supporters.  ‘Vote pairing is a way
to work together at a time when election
politics is tainted by animosity and distrust,’
said Amy Morris, Political Analysis
Coordinator for VotePair. ‘A united
progressive voice will certainly be heard on
November 2nd.’ (Sources:  Washington Post,
Desert News-Utah, VotePair.org  [TL:WYH])

AP

meaningful centralized power under Kabul. The
election would not be possible without the

cooperation of
regional warlords
with whom both
American and the
Karzai government
have battled in the
past. This opens the
possibility of
massive voter
coercion on the part
of warlords and
their regional
militias.

D e s p i t e
electoral worries,
the nation’s first
elections saw what

so far looks like a momentous voter turnout
upwards of 80%. Some analysts project the
possibility of Karzai winning less than 51% of
the electorate, thus requiring a run-off vote. The
results, counted manually, will be known in late
October or early November. Nevertheless
violence continues, as a regrouped Taliban,
although less active in this election than
predicted, wreaks havoc on the local population.
(Sources: ABCNews, CBC [TL:ASG])

Counting votes - one at a time...



26 October 2004 5Turn Left

asdfasdf

AP

AP

BY ALEXANDRA BERKE

WHAT’S
The Mary Cheney Factor

asdfasdf

Are Americans still
in a place where we
should also be proud
of white people with
black friends?

By this time, the presidential and vice
presidential debates have been spun
to no end in all forms of media.

Neither candidate said anything too
revelatory, although John Kerry did make
some impressively succinct points,
especially when contrasted with the
P r e s i d e n t ’ s
befuddled remarks.

One of the most
upsetting exchanges
of the debates began
in the vice
presidential debate
with Senator
Edwards’ response to
a question on civil
unions. The
Senator’s answer
began with the
pointless comment:
‘…and you can’t
have anything but
respect for the fact that they’re willing to
talk about the fact that they have a gay
daughter, the fact that they embrace her. It’s
a wonderful thing.’ Was that John Edwards
congratulating the Vice President of not
disowning his daughter because she is gay?
Before analyzing why that is a painfully
insensitive approach to discussing gay
rights in today’s America, I should further
explain the effects of Edwards’ remarks.

Vice President Cheney immediately
thanked Senator Edwards for his ‘kind
remarks’ about his family and made no further
comment.  No more answering of the
question, just a simple thank you. That was
it for the debate. A simple evasion of real
policy issues in favor of sarcasm-laden

politeness. That
air of cordiality,
real or staged,
was not to last
for the whole of
the debate
season.

T h e
t h i r d
p r e s i d e n t i a l
debate drew
Senator Kerry
into the fray
when he
brought up
Mary Cheney

again when discussing gay rights with the
President. This time the reaction from the
Cheney camp was nowhere near as
appreciative. ‘He is not a good man,’ said
Lynne Cheney about the Senator.

Why did the Kerry-Edwards camp do
it? Mary Cheney is not the only openly gay
American, and mentioning her has the effect
of making me agree with Lynne Cheney that
maybe it was a cheap political trick. The Kerry

campaign had no
reason to shy away
from attacking the
President and his
administration on
their shameful
push for a
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l
amendment to
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y
d i s c r i m i n a t e
against gay
A m e r i c a n s .
Bringing Mary
Cheney into the
debate just is not
how to do it
effectively.

J o e
Trippi, Howard Dean’s campaign manager,
made a good point when he came to campus
earlier this semester: The campaign that
controls the message wins. By framing the
message as Senator Edwards did, the
message becomes a muddled, somewhat
offensive mess. Why should we be proud
of parents who accept their children for who
they are? Are Americans still in a place
where we should also be proud of white
people with black friends, or the ‘accepting’
nature of parents when their children choose
to date, or even marry, someone from a
different background?

Arguably the message here should be
that the Bush administration does not respect
gay people as equals. The Kerry/Edwards
camp could have easily articulated that
without subtly reminding the fringe religious
zealots who support the Bush administration
that one of theirs has spawned their very
own gay child. Overall the debates were an
effective forum for the Kerry-Edwards
campaign, if only had they seriously
considered gay issues without using Mary
Cheney.

Left

held in the world.
There has been a lot of discussion

about Kerry’s service in Vietnam. I think it is
outrageous that this has even become an
election year issue since Kerry, unlike Bush,
actually had the sense of duty and love for
America to leave his privileged life and go
over to Vietnam. Swift Boat Veterans for
Truth, an organization funded by wealthy
Republicans, has been running ads trying
to discredit Kerry’s service; meanwhile not
a single veteran interviewed in the ads
actually served on Kerry’s boat. The
veterans who actually served with Kerry, as
well as his superior officers, have all upheld
the medals that he won. It is a sad, pathetic,
and severely unpatriotic election-year ploy.

 When Kerry returned from Vietnam, he
was an advocate for returning the troops
from a war that he knew was un-winnable
and wrong. His critics often claim that Kerry
has no passion or true beliefs, but just acts
as he thinks will best suit his political
aspirations. How can this be true when he
went against much of American popular belief
and fought a White House where President
Nixon tried everything in his power to
discredit him? It was not popular to speak
out about the war and to tell the American
people the truth about the atrocities that were
occurring on all sides. But John Kerry had
the conviction to stand up and fight
because, as he said, ‘Each day to facilitate
the process by which the United States
washes her hands of Vietnam, someone has
to give up his life so that the United States
doesn’t have to admit something that the
entire world already knows, so that we can’t
say that we have made a mistake. Someone

has to die so that President Nixon won’t be,
and these are his words, “the first President
to lose a war.”

‘We are asking Americans to think about
that because how do you ask a man to be
the last man to die in Vietnam? How do you
ask a man to be the last man to die for a
mistake?’

And the same people who accuse John
Kerry of lacking passion will then accuse
him of being unpatriotic for criticizing the
Vietnam War and the actions of American
soldiers. It widely known that some American
soldiers did commit horrendous crimes, such
as mutilation, torture, rape, and pillaging, and
they were later prosecuted for war crimes.
John Kerry was not making these things up
in attempt to discredit patriotic soldiers. He
was reporting to the American public what
the government had tried to hide. His
motivation was to save other soldiers from
the tragic fate of death or madness which
leads to creating such horrific crimes.

But all of this happened 30 plus years
ago, and while it is important, it should not
be the central issue of this campaign season.
John Kerry has also served as a prosecutor
fighting for victim’s rights and creating rape
counseling programs. He has also served in
the Senate for 19 years. Kerry’s Senate and
voting record is often criticized, manipulated,
twisted around and distorted by his
opponents. The truth is that any senator
running for president has an extra struggle
because their voting records are easy ground
for an attack. The issues that have faced our
nation in the past 19 years have been
complex and challenging. Bills that have been
passed are intricate and have many different
pieces to them. Any senator or president
with the judgment to lead our nation should
recognize that circumstances frequently
change and it is not wise to stick to the same

course when those policies no longer make
sense in the evolving country and world.
All of these factors make it very misleading
to depict any senator’s record in black-and-
white terms. We live in far too complicated
of a world for that.

For example, the most often cited
distortion of Kerry’s senate voting record is
that he voted to go to war in Iraq and than
voted against sending money to troops. The
truth is Kerry voted to give President Bush
the authority to go to war if all other
diplomatic methods failed because Kerry
wanted to put pressure on Saddam Hussein
to disarm. Regarding the allegation that Kerry
then refused to fund the war, factcheck.org,
a non-partisan website run by the University
of Pennsylvania to debunk political
distortions and lies, says Kerry ‘voted for
an alternative resolution that would have
approved $87 billion in emergency funds for
troops and reconstruction in Iraq and
Afghanistan, but it was conditioned on
repealing much of Bush’s tax cuts, and it
failed 57 42.’ When the bill failed, Kerry
refused to vote just to send the money with
no other conditions because he felt it was
fiscally irresponsible to keep tax cuts for the
wealthiest two percent of Americans when
the soldiers needed financial support and
the country was already in a deficit. It was a
protest vote because Kerry knew the money
would be sent over as only 11 other senators
voted against the resolution. As a veteran,
Kerry’s intention was clearly never to
prevent soldiers in Iraq from having the
required gear and armor to protect
themselves and complete their mission.

John Kerry is not a flip-flopper. He is a
thoughtful and intelligent man who has the
experience and judgment to know that the
challenges facing our country today are
complex and that voting for a bill whose

general title you support is irresponsible if
the components of the bill are not
thoughtfully planned out or go against your
beliefs.

In addition to his voting record and
legislation in the Senate, Kerry was also the
chair of the Senate Foreign Relations
committee and led the investigations of the
Iran-contra affair, criminal money networks,
drug trafficking, and the missing Prisoners
of War in Vietnam. The years he spent
chairing this committee have shown his
dedication to bipartisan efforts. Often his
investigations implicated Democratic public
officials as well as Republicans officials. It
has also given him a wide range of
knowledge, resources, and contacts in the
international arena that makes him far more
qualified to fight a more intelligent and
effective war on terror than George W. Bush
has been fighting.

While candidates for president often
run based on what they have accomplished
in the past, it is also important to consider
what each candidate proposes for the future.
In four years, if George W. Bush is re-elected,
the current state and policies in the country
will continue and ramifications will be
serious. Bush has already shown an
unwavering commitment to staying the
course on all of his policies, even when they
have been proven ineffective and harmful
to the American people and the world.

According to an intelligence brief
presented to the president, the projection
for Iraq over the next five years includes at
best more of the violence and death that we
currently face every day in Iraq, and at worst,
civil war. Bush has already shown that
regardless of what happens, he is not flexible

From A Case for Kerry,
Cover ...

See A Case for Kerry, page 8

TL
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For Affirmative Action fans, it’s always
nice to see minority groups well (albeit
artificially) represented in the most

important institutions in our society –
whether it’s academia, government, or the
media. And I’m sure campus liberals rejoiced
when the Cornell Daily Sun decided to
actively recruit a higher number of
conservative columnists than the standard
one Joe Sabia of the 2003-2004 academic
year. In all irony’s glory, the Daily Sun, in its
gradual slide towards the eternal mediocrity
of being the USA
Today of Ivy League
dailies, decided that
its op-ed columnist
roster too well
reflected the general
beliefs of the student
and faculty body.
Damn liberal bias in
academia!

Over the past
year, a litany of very
conservative and
often controversial
pieces have
appeared in the
Daily Sun ,  and
despite liberalism’s
soft spot for oppressed minorities, our
beloved independent daily’s rightist
columnists – in particular Cornell Review
alum Sara Townsley – have had campus
progressives and moderates up in arms.
Well, sort of. One of the most controversial
articles, Townsley’s ‘Mecca, We Have A
Problem’ (21 September 2004) listed crimes

and atrocities perpetrated by Muslims
worldwide, and then not-so-subtly
suggested that despite what liberals and the
politically correct brainwashed masses think,
Islam is not a religion of peace.

Indeed most level-minded people
seemed to have a problem with Townsley’s
article. That’s good. But only a handful of
the dozens replying to the article on the Daily
Sun website, and hardly anyone I’ve talked
to about the hateful piece, seemed
comfortable using that oh-so-special R-word

we apply to those
who love to hate:
racism. That’s
bad. And what’s
more, one of the
few people to use
the term was
among the online
defenders of
T o w n s l e y ’ s
position, painting
the readers who
object to her
article as those
crying ‘racism.’ If
only it were true.

W a s
T o w n s l e y ’ s

article racist? Absolutely. When was the last
time you read a columnist complaining about
how political correctness brainwashes us
into believing the obvious falsehood of
Christianity, Buddhism, Hinduism and other
belief systems being religions of peace? It’s
ludicrous – the world’s great religions aren’t
inherently peaceful or war-like. Any sensible
person can see that it’s how religions are
practiced – and how peoples’ beliefs are
used for political ends – that gives
religiously tinged actions their character. No
reasonable person would posit that Judaism
or Christianity, with violent traditions and
histories of their own, are not religions of
peace. So why is Islam, derived from the
same Judaeo-Christian tradition, the target
of hateful, ignorant and cynical moralizing?

It’s how Townsley and her armchair
theological historians address Islamic
terrorism that shows their true colors. It
doesn’t matter how many caveats they’ll
make about how most Muslims are good, or
how there is a minority of thoughtful
Muslims who take a stand against Islamic
terrorism and regressive illiberal practices
prevalent in many Muslim societies.
Townsley’s very use of the misapplied
dichotomy – Islam: good or bad?? – reveals

a religious and cultural double standard, and
a brooding racism that’s simmering not that
far under the surface.

What’s particularly wonderful about
racist ejaculations such as Townsley’s piece
is how they bring out the bigot in all of us.
That same racism, usually flying low under
the social radar, emerges in the comfortable
company of fellow prejudice and hatred.
Hideous responses to Townsley’s article –
and responses to the responses – include
more rants about the supposedly obvious
and inherent belligerence of Islam, about
how it’s the ‘typical Muslim’s job’ to placate
the West and separate radical Islam from
more moderate versions, the hugely
erroneous proposition that all terrorists are
Muslims, and even a frightening biblical
condemnation of an alleged murderous
Communist-Jewish conspiracy.

Perhaps Townsley is right: it’s all a
function of political correctness. Former
Review columnists seemed to have left
behind their cries of
reverse racism
against the
supposedly dreadful
evil that is
Affirmative Action
and have allowed
themselves to be
embraced by the
equal opportunity
clause in the Daily
Sun’s hiring policy.
Moreover, it’s
politically correct for
liberals to apologize
for terrorist
movements by
appealing to the
nature of the
terrorists’ religion,
rather than placing
these movements in their social and political
context and criticizing Muslim leaders in
many parts of the world for spreading
reactionary hatred. And, it seems, the PC
movement has forced us to pretend racism
isn’t there even when it obviously is,
grinning behind the pseudo-academic
musings of prejudice and ignorance.

Americans can no longer live in the
fairy-tale land of a color-blind society. Racism
is there – and it can only be revealed and
routed if we insist on talking about race,
culture and ethnicity, as well as fear and
hatred, in a frank manner. That means we
need candid discussions about racism,

Racism is there – and it
can only be revealed
and routed if we insist
on talking about race,
culture and ethnicity, as
well as fear and hatred,
in a frank manner.

From The Editor’s Desk
BY ANDREW GARIB

Racism: We Have A Problem

misogyny, violence and other forms of
barbarism in all cultures – including Muslim
culture and our own.

It’s no secret that the most illiberal
elements of many Islamic cultures have
emerged in the form of anti-Semitism, anti-
Americanism, violence against women and
disrespect for democratic ideals. It’s no
secret that during the Final Solution, Jews
and gypsies were massacred not only by
the gas chambers of the Third Reich, but the
blunted and bloodied weaponry of Eastern
and Central European peasantry, the vitriolic
words of European citizenry, and the
murderous silence of religious authority
when a civilization needed it most. And
today, it’s no secret that the hatred and
ignorance of Americans towards the people
of one of the world’s great religions lies
dormant under the guise of politesse and
political correctness, only emerging at times
of crisis, with the growth of popular racist
movements and literature, and behind the

curtains at the
ballot.

Like the
m o n s t r o u s
beliefs expressed
online in support
of Townsley, one
needed to merely
scratch the
surface of social
order to reveal
hatred and
v i o l e n c e
festering beneath
in 1940’s
Germany and in
today’s Muslim
world. But unlike
Nazi Germany
and the Islamic
world, political

correctness bears the burden of the
totalitarianism and cultural indoctrination of
other times and places right here at home.
It’s political correctness that is the thick skin
of the diseased patient, protecting the virus
of hatred from the purifying air of reason
and liberalism.

In reading this Election Issue of Turn
Left, let’s put aside our intellectual timidity,
most evident in the political correctness that
both muzzles reasoned opinion and allows
irrationality, sensationalism and hatred to
breed. And let’s start by calling things for
what they are: First, Confucius said, let’s
get the names straight.
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Today, it’s no secret that
the hatred and
ignorance of Americans
towards the people of
one of the world’s great
religions lies dormant
under the guise of
politesse and political
correctness…

Dear Editor,

The 2004 presidential race is so tight,
and the outcome so critical, that all aspects
of the election process should be openly
discussed. Although Turn Left has covered
the election and related events in New York,
an important movement is underway that
deserves attention: strategic voting through
www.votepair.org.

Through its web site, VotePair builds a
coalition of progressives across state
borders and political parties. Democrats in
states that are safe for George W. Bush (such
as Texas) or John Kerry (such as New York)
‘pair up’ with David Cobb or Ralph Nader
supporters in swing states, where a handful
of votes could make the difference between

a Bush or Kerry victory (such as Ohio,
Pennsylvania, or Florida). Votepair.org
arranges matches among these voters,
allowing pairs to get to know each other and
to develop a level of trust that each side will
fulfill his or her pledge. In the end,
progressive voters vote their conscience
while also helping to defeat George W. Bush.

A key motivation behind
www.votepair.org is an issue that readers of
Turn Left should be greatly concerned about:
the U.S. electoral system does not accurately
reflect voter preference. Winner-take-all
elections make spoilers out of third-party
candidates, the Electoral College overrides
the popular vote, and the election is decided
in a handful of swing states.

Many voters are asking for a better way
to elect our President. VotePair.org believes
it is essential for the nation to move towards
a system that better reflects a key tenet of

our democracy: ‘every vote counts’ (see
http://www.votepair.org/votingreform.php).

The election season is a busy time for
the media, but Turn Left has a responsibility
to ensure that its readers get as much
information as possible about their options
and how they can help support fair
elections, including through
www.votepair.org.

Daniel Scharfman ’05

Thanks so much for your informative letter
Daniel. We couldn’t agree more with your
last statement. Check out our News section
for a piece on VotePair.org – we do hope
voters in this last week before the election
are able to take full advantage of what
VotePair has to offer.

Letter to the Editor

TL

TL
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Dear Editor,

I am perplexed by your column on Darfur in your last
issue [The Back Burner, Volume V Issue II, 29 September
2004]. You assert correctly that France and China are
invested in Sudanese oil, and will block action through the
United Nations.  You then go on to claim that Bush refuses
to act because ‘countries in Africa with minimal oil reserves
… don’t count.’  This reflects a strange ignorance of political
geography. Sudan has over half a billion barrels of oil
reserves.  The Energy Department notes that ‘oil export
revenues now [account] for around 73% of Sudan’s total
export earnings.’  [http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/cabs/
sudan.html] To accuse the Bush administration of not
intervening because of a lack of oil is an absurd claim.

It is also absurd to say that ‘Iraq had nothing to do
with humanitarianism.’  Saddam Hussein killed far more than
the 50,000 people who have died so far in Darfur. He was
himself indisputably guilty of genocide, both against the
Kurds and against the Marsh Arabs. Only the US-imposed
no-fly zones and international arms sanctions prevented
grave massacres in the 1990s.  The Anfal Campaign of 1988
against the Kurds killed many tends of thousands of people;
Human Rights Watch estimates the death toll between 50,000
and 100,000.  [http://hrw.org/doc/?t=mideast_pub&c=iraq].

Saddam’s treatment of his own people was indeed an
important part of the case made for war: as Bush said in the
State of the Union address in 2002:  ‘Iraqi refugees tell us
how forced confessions are obtained – by torturing children
while their parents are made to watch. International human
rights groups have catalogued other methods used in the
torture chambers of Iraq: electric shock, burning with hot
irons, dripping acid on the skin, mutilation with electric drills,
cutting out tongues, and rape. If this is not evil, then evil
has no meaning.’

If Bush had indeed decided to send troops to the Sudan,
would you support him, or would you accuse him yet again
of intervening for oil?  Would you not accuse him of
imperialist ambitions, and attempting to hijack foreign

resources?  It looks to me like you are filled with such
loathing for the president that you will disregard whatever
geological or historical facts stand in your way.  It is this
attitude that makes your paper the laughingstock of much
of the campus.

Ari Rabkin ’06

Thanks Ari for your insightful letter. You correctly point
out that 73% of Sudan’s export revenues are from oil. But
you seemed to have missed the point of our comparison
between oil producing countries: Iraq, with the second-
largest oil reserves in the world, eclipses Sudan (whose
reserves are ranked 39th) with nearly 200 times the oil. We
claim that oil was part of the motive for the War in Iraq and
that oil’s relative deficit in Sudan is a factor in the United
States’ paying much less attention to central Africa. It seems
that an acute humanitarian crisis currently unparalleled
in the world is not enough for the Bush administration’s
extended attention.

Moreover, we claim that Iraq was not a humanitarian
intervention because, in relative terms, the humanitarian
situation in Iraq was insignificant in March 2003 compared
to the horrors we see in Iran and in North Korea, in China
and Zimbabwe, in banana republics throughout the world,
and indeed in Sudan. The very Human Rights Watch you
cite declared in 2003 that the Iraq War was not in fact a
humanitarian intervention – the hideous mass killings
perpetrated by the Hussein regime are far in the past, many
of which happened while Saddam was our ally back in the
1980’s.

There needs to be a clear distinction made between
an acute and an historical humanitarian crisis. An acute
crisis is one that’s happening right now – and one where
immediate action could prevent thousands, if not hundreds
of thousands of deaths. What’s happening in Darfur – with
over 200,000 violently killed in the last 20 months and
rising – fits that description to a tee.

The treachery perpetrated by Saddam Hussein over
the course of his rule was tremendous, but towards the
end, limited to political terrorism paralleled by the actions
of most dictatorial regimes in the world. We’d assume that

during sanctions and after the imposition of the no-fly zones
in the late nineties, the acute humanitarian situation in
Iraq was certainly not to the same scale as the horrors
perpetrated by the governments of Beijing, Pyongyang,
Harare, Tehran, and of course Kabul. If we were to argue
that the Iraqi intervention was on humanitarian grounds,
it must be asked why the United States did not consider
Axis of Evil compatriots North Korea or Iran first. Of course
the answer is the perceived threat of nuclear, biological
and chemical weapons, Bush’s first and most important
justification for the Iraq war. Iraq, therefore, was no
humanitarian intervention.

As for your last point – we try and keep the more radical
Marxist analysis to a minimum here at Turn Left; many
members of the political Left would welcome a Bush
intervention into Darfur to end the genocide, sickness and
starvation. I’ll leave it up to the Bush administration to
decide whether Sudan is important enough – or whether
the United States is going to have enough resources – to
act, in light of the situation we’re in on the Fertile Crescent.
And as for loathing Bush – please direct your attention to
Issue II’s ‘From the Editor’s Desk’ for a more level-headed
analysis of the Left’s Bush-bashing fever.

Finally, we at TL find it ironic that a staff writer for the
infamous Cornell Review would see Turn Left as ‘the
laughing stock of much of the campus.’ Ari, did you happen
to be on staff when that issue with Ludicrous on the cover
came out last year?

Letter to the Editor

BY BEN SANFORD

No One Said You Had to Like It

T he great thing about liberals is that we have a
diversity of opinions.  We support political and
social causes not because they are the party line,

but because we care more about a cause succeeding than
about a political candidate succeeding.  However, when it
comes to elections, that quality is also our downfall.

While conservatives have spent the past twenty years
building a strong coalition to move the entire political
spectrum to the right, we liberals continue our divisive ways.
This point is illustrated best by the current rift between
those who support Democratic presidential candidate John
Kerry, and those
who believe in
voting for a
t h i r d - p a r t y
candidate such
as Ralph Nader
of the Peace and
Justice Party or
David Cobb of
the Green Party.
Some liberals
prefer John
Kerry, many
more hold back their groans and support him anyway, while
others stick to their principles and continue to support
someone like Nader. Meanwhile, on the other side, nearly
everyone simply roots for Bush.

The obvious dilemma is that if those who prefer Nader
vote for him even though he has no chance of winning the
presidency, Kerry might lose and we will be stuck with
Dubya for another four years.  Yet if everyone votes for
Kerry, we all simply compromise our values once again and
elect a candidate we do not believe in.  To paraphrase
Michael Badnarik of the Libertarian Party during the third-
party presidential debate, ‘Ignoring your principles and
voting for a party that doesn’t represent your beliefs every

election and expecting to see some change is the definition
of insanity.’

Then again, the idea that everyone can be divided into
two camps and that everything is black and white is also
insane.  It is a shame that the two-party system puts us in
this dilemma when we could have a system – such as instant
run-off voting – that represents everyone’s true preferences
more accurately.   In the meantime, for this election, we are
stuck with two choices.

Let me be clear: John Kerry must win
this election.  I agree with Ralph Nader much
more often than I do with Kerry, but Nader
has no chance of winning.  What Nader has
is the ability to inform voters about issues

of which they were not
aware, promote valuable
democratic discourse, and
influence American
politics by letting the
Democrats know that
they are not the only liberal voice in
America.  But Nader does not have the
ability to win.  So while I fully support his
choice to run and campaign, I do not
support a vote for Nader.

Voting for Nader is not the only way
to vote for his causes.  Playing the role of

presidential spoiler means Nader is missing the role of third
parties in America today.  Third parties, such as the Greens,
Socialists, and Libertarians run presidential candidates not
so they can win but so that they can spread the word about
other candidates running for lower offices.  No one is going
to pay attention to a Green running for Congress, but if a
presidential candidate puts together a campaign, people will
learn about the Greens and hopefully vote for them in
Senatorial and House elections.  Thus, the campaign has a
purpose.

Nader’s campaign doesn’t appear to serve this purpose.
He isn’t spreading the word about a new party that can
make a difference by working from the bottom up, but instead

spends his time criticizing the Democrats.  While criticism
and expression of differing viewpoints is important (and
there is a lot to criticize the Democrats for), there are already
enough liberals fulfilling this purpose.

I agree with Malcolm X, ‘Wrong is wrong, no matter
who does it or says it.’  So if the Democrats support the
Patriot Act or bail out corrupt corporations, it does not matter
that they are the liberal voice, because the results are the
same.  But we must face reality: if the President is going to

be a liberal after this
election, the President
will be a Democrat.  And
even though he or she
would be far from
perfect, a Democrat is a
better voice for liberals
than a Republican.

A very important
point that some liberals
do not accept is that

John Kerry actually will be a better president than George
W. Bush.  Yes, he may be another Democrat who will go to
the middle once elected, or will roll over on issues and break
promises.  But to say he is the equivalent of an ultra right-
wing neo-conservative with a record such as that of our
current president is just plain ignorant.

John Kerry actually takes good positions on many
issues.  When it comes to civil rights, social issues, the
environment or taxes, Kerry is hands down preferable to
Bush.  Even in national defense and international policy,
although his positions are not flawless, they are still
preferable to those of George Bush.

Kerry supports affirmative action, supports rights and
benefits for gay couples, supports gays serving openly in
the military, supports adoptions by gay and lesbian couples,
wants to expand hate crimes legislation to include sexual
orientation, supports a woman’s right to choose, wants to
fully fund family planning resources, opposes the death

See Vote Kerry, page 12

Vote Kerry

Do not think that voting for Kerry
wipes out your ability to fight for
the causes that he does not fully
represent.  Voting for Nader won’t
actually stop corporate greed or
create peace on Earth.

There is a time for idealism
and a time for pragmatism,
and the latter is essential for
this presidential election.
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Breaking Down November Second

TL

BY WILL ROSENZWEIG

After one of the most gruelling presidential campaigns
in American history, the end is now in sight. 
President George W. Bush and Senator John Kerry

have campaigned relentlessly, made their media buys, and
debated three times.  The
focus is no longer on who has
the momentum or who is in the
lead, but who is going to win. 
The conventional wisdom is
that with the expanded
electoral map of states and a
deeply divided nation, the
declaration of a winner may be
still in doubt even after
November 2.  That will not
stop me from making my
prediction, though.

The starting point for my
analysis is to first ignore the
pundits who insist that half of
America is comprised of swing
states.  Traditionally
Democratic states like
Washington, Oregon, Minnesota, New Jersey, and Michigan
are moving toward Kerry and will stay blue this year.  On
the other side, the hype over Arizona, West Virginia,
Missouri, and Louisiana is misplaced.  Bush should carry
those fairly comfortably.  So what are the swing states?
Leaving Pennsylvania, Florida, Ohio, New Hampshire, New
Mexico, Iowa, Wisconsin, and Arkansas as undecided, Bush
holds a 221 to 217
electoral college
lead over Kerry. 
There is a possibility
of a surprise for
Kerry in Colorado
and Nevada, but
more than likely
those will go for
Bush.  These eight
battleground states
hold one hundred
electoral votes and
while we are aware
of general political trends in these states, some are totally
up in the air.

The swing states that are leaning toward Kerry include
Pennsylvania and New Mexico.  Although in a dead heat in
both of these states, the Democratic challenger has some
help on his side.  Both Pennsylvania and New Mexico went

President George W. Bush
and Senator John Kerry have
campaigned relentlessly,
made their media buys, and
debated three times.  The
focus is no longer on who has
the momentum or who is in the
lead, but who is going to win. 

for Gore in 2000, have popular Democratic governors working
hard for Kerry, and are expecting large turnouts of minorities:
African Americans in Pennsylvania and Hispanics in New
Mexico.  In 2000, Pennsylvania was looking like the tightest
race in the country until heavy turnout in Philadelphia’s

inner city carried Gore to a four
point win.  I also have to
believe that New Hampshire,
while extremely tight in the
recent polls, is going to switch
from the red column to Kerry
this time.  A traditionally
conservative New England
state, New Hampshire has
become more and more liberal
with the influx of people from
neighboring states like
Vermont and Massachusetts.
This trend was shown
in 2000 when Bush
edged Gore by only
seven thousand
votes.

This time around Kerry will benefit from a great
performance in the New Hampshire primary in
January where he built up a lot of popularity in the
state.  On Bush’s side, Arkansas has been a huge
surprise, considering that Kerry only trails by one
point in the latest poll, but it seems unlikely that the
President could drop this state.  That is, unless Bill
Clinton entrenches himself in there during these

crucial weeks. This
scenario leaves just four
states, Ohio, Florida,
Iowa, and Wisconsin, as
the truly divided. 
However, with Kerry looking
good in three of the other four
previously mentioned
battlegrounds, he would have
the lead 247 to 227 without these
four.  Here he would need only
to win Florida or take Ohio and
either Iowa or Wisconsin to
become the 44th President in

United States history.
However, that is quite a tall order.  Both Ohio and Florida

have Republican traditions, and while Iowa and Wisconsin
have been fairly good to the Democrats, Kerry cannot just
win these states and lose the electoral vote rich Ohio and
Florida.  Here the analysis bogs down and the picture

AP

TL

TL’s Elections Analyst Gives The Straight Goods on Kerry’s Chances

There are reports that Ohio
is registering people to vote
at an unprecedented rate
and that this is excellent
news for John Kerry in a
state the Democrats
struggle to win... 

…Eight battleground states hold
one hundred electoral votes and
while we are aware of general
political trends in these states,
some are totally up in the air.

becomes less clear.  Yet, there are a few clues to who will
prevail.

In Ohio and Wisconsin, the economy should play a
much bigger role than terrorism and a much larger role
compared to other states.  These two states have been hit
especially hard in the recession and have been hemorrhaging
manufacturing jobs.  The Bush campaign’s greatest
weakness is how the current administration bears the
responsibility of lost jobs and they are not taking enough
action to fix the problem.  They are not even trying to explain
themselves.  In the debates, both Bush and Cheney
launched into speeches on education when asked about
job losses, completely ignoring the question.  That strategy
might work nationwide, but in Ohio and Wisconsin, people
are beginning to get fed up with this attitude.

Another very important factor is Bush’s approval
rating.  While it does not show up in the polls as strongly as
other factors, a president really struggles to be re-elected

when his
a p p r o v a l
rating is
below 50%.
Bush’s is
currently at
46% and
dropping. 
T h e
bottom line
is that even
Republicans
are angry
at the way
Bush has
steered the
c o u n t r y.  
Now that

Kerry has shown himself to be an attractive alternative in
the debates, he should perform better than the polls suggest. 

Another crucial factor is the heavy increase in voter
registration.  There are reports that Ohio is registering people
to vote at an unprecedented rate and that this is excellent
news for John Kerry in a state the Democrats struggle to
win in.  With these factors in mind, I think that Florida and
Iowa will go to Bush and Ohio and Wisconsin to Kerry
giving John Kerry the presidency with 277 electoral votes
to 261 for Bush. 

to changing or tweaking his policies as circumstances
change. He will continue in the same direction with a
determination eerily familiar to the policies during Vietnam.
In addition, Bush refuses to acknowledge the absurdity of
continuing to give the largest percent of tax cuts to the
richest two percent of Americans while our nation sinks
deeper into debt and people are suffering under the weight
of poverty and unemployment.

If Kerry is elected, however, he will bring new respect,
energy, and insight to the office of president. Unlike what
the Bush administration would like you to believe, Kerry
will not take the country on some crazy liberal ideological
agenda, the way that Bush has with the right wing of his
party. Kerry has shown in the past a history of working with
Republican senators on legislation and investigations and
has laid out a fairly moderate agenda this campaign season.

In terms of the war, there is not much that can be done
to save the effort at this point because of the ill-planning
and ideological warfare that is very difficult to overcome.
What Kerry has the ability to do that Bush does not is draw
in more international support. Bush likes to claim we have a
grand coalition in Iraq right now, but most countries have
sent a minimal number of troops and American troops consist
of 90 percent of the casualties (not counting Iraqi dead as is
Bush administration policy). Kerry is right that large
international support is essential to winning this war because
the more it seems to the Iraqi people that is an American
fought war, the more resistant they will be and the insurgents

will keep gathering strength. And although Kerry is limited
in his resources, he has the flexibility needed to adjust and
adapt policies to the changes and challenges that he will
inevitably encounter.

In terms of the economy, Kerry has promised that he
will only increase taxes on those making more than 200,000
dollars a year. While this probably includes many families at
Cornell, take a moment to consider how the slight increase

From A Case for Kerry, page 5... in money your parents will have to pay can help those who
aren’t as lucky as you and have been born into poverty and
despair. Kerry plans to make health care available to every
citizen, give tax-credits to business that stay in America
rather than outsourcing jobs, and actually provide the
money needed for education reform. In addition, he plans to
slowly (as to avoid inflation) raise the minimum wage laws
in the country to 7 dollars an hour so that families actually
have a chance to support their children. In addition, Kerry
has no plan to legalize gay marriage, but will also not change
the constitution – he will leave it up to the states to decide.
In addition, Kerry will not support radical judges who will
outlaw a women’s right to choose. Abortions have always
occurred whether legal or not, and John Kerry will support
the health and safety of all women.

There are many other policy areas and background
histories to the two candidates that can be explored and
debated. Our generation will be paying off the deficits, we
are sent over to fight in war and we will have to deal with the
ramifications of the next four years for many years to come
regardless of which candidate comes into office.

The question is, which candidate do you feel will
increase the burden on our generation now, and years down
the line? If you do not take the time to educate yourself on
the issues now and do not make the effort to get to the polls
on November 2nd, you will have no right to complain when
you are suffering under the weight of the decisions made
by either man. So take the time to think, to debate, and most
importantly to vote, because your life and your future
depend on it.
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The Senate Races

TL

While the race for the White House
receives the full attention of the
news media, there is another

struggle for control in Washington going
on just below the surface that is as close
and nearly as important for the future of the
country.  That battle is over the control of
the U.S. Senate.

The Senate is currently under
R e p u b l i c a n
control by a very
slim margin of 51-
48 with one
independen t .  
The narrowly
divided Senate
has given rise to
a handful of
closely contested
races that have
received a lot of
attention from the
national parties. 
Two trends have emerged since it became
clear which Senators would seek re-election
and which would not. The first is the
weakness of the Democrats in the South. 
Five prominent Southern Democratic
Senators announced retirement
early this year: Ernest Hollings
of South Carolina, Bob Graham
of Florida, John Breaux of
Louisiana, John Edwards of
North Carolina, and Zell Miller of
Georgia. 

With five open seats going
against the Democrats in a region
moving more toward the
Republicans every day, things
looked bleak at the outset of the
campaign.  However, with an
impressive slate of candidates, the
Democrats are even in North and South

Carolina and ahead in Florida. Only Georgia
is a lost cause.

The second trend is the Republicans’
new vulnerability in the West where they
are traditionally strong.  The Democrats have
serious chances in Colorado, Oklahoma, and
Alaska.  The Republicans have a chance to
pick up a seat in South Dakota.  With the
Republicans likely picking up seats in
Louisiana and Georgia and the Democrats
clearly taking Illinois with Barack Obama,

t h e
Republicans
h a v e
i n i t i a l l y
g a i n e d
one seat
this year. 
However,
b e c a u s e
of their
s t r o n g
challenges
in the
West, the

Democrats have a great chance to gain seats
if they can hold onto the other three southern
states.  Here is a closer look at those western
races:

Alaska - In one of the most unlikely places
in the country for a close election, the closest

senate race of all may take
place here.  Special
circumstances have made this
normally solidly Republican
state up for grabs in the
whirlwind battle for the
senate.  Former Republican
Senator Frank Murkowski
made the unusual move from
the U.S. Senate to the
Governorship of the state in
2002.  As is the case whenever
a senator resigns or dies in
office, the governor appoints
a replacement until the next
election cycle.  Since Mr.
Murkowski became governor
of the state, his first act in
office was to appoint his
successor.  If this was not
awkward enough, he tapped
his daughter, Lisa Murkowski,

to replace him.  This led to
accusations of nepotism,
spawning a host of objections
by the public.

That situation, coupled
with the strong candidacy of
popular former Democratic
Governor Tony Knowles, has
created an unusually close race. 
Throughout the summer, in fact,
Gov. Knowles held a consistent
four-point lead.  The race seems
to be tightening but the second
Sen. Murkowski seems to have
alienated a portion of the
electorate and this unlikely state
seems primed for a Democratic
pickup in November.

Colorado - This is another
conservative state where the
Democrats see an opening to
picking up a seat.  With Republican Sen. Ben
Nighthorse Campbell retiring due to health
problems, the race began wide open.
Attorney General Ken Salazar won the
Democratic nomination and has the benefits
of decent name recognition in the state as
well as strong support from the Hispanic
community, of which he is a member.

While there was
some initial chaos in the
Republican primaries,
businessman and beer
baron Peter Coors was able
to gain the nomination.  He
is a strong candidate both
from his extremely strong
name recognition and from
his association with
conservative projects and
issues that play well in the
state.  While previous polls

showed Coors with a lead within the margin

of error, more recent ones have shown
Salazar taking a statistically significant lead. 
Salazar is pinning his hopes on a stronger
Latino turnout than expected, which would
go unnoticed in the polls, to carry him to
victory.

South Dakota - Former Republican Rep. John
Thune is challenging Senate Minority
Leader Tom Daschle for the seat he has held

The narowly divided Senate
has given rise to a handful of
closely contested races that
have received a lot of
attention from the national
parties.

OR?

Is The West Key to A Democratic Senate?
BY WILL ROSENZWEIG

While previous polls showed Coors
with a lead within the margin of error,
more recent ones have shown Salazar
taking a statistically significant lead.
(Colorado)

Recent polls have given [Daschle] a
4-5 point lead, but with the Republican
Party pushing hard to defeat one of
their biggest enemies it could come
down to the wire. (South Dakota)

for the last 18 years.  Thune is a popular
Congressman who just two years ago came
about 500 votes short of defeating
incumbent Sen. Tim Johnson for his seat.

Daschle has been targeted by the
Republican leadership, in particular by
majority leader Sen. Bill Frist of Tennessee,
as the big fish that would topple the
Democratic establishment. South Dakota
politics tends to follow incumbent politicians
who take care of their constituents, so it is
hard to imagine Daschle falling.  Recent polls
have given the Senator a 4-5 point lead, but
with the Republican Party pushing hard to
defeat one of their biggest enemies it could
come down to the wire.

Oklahoma - In another typically Republican
state, the Democrats have an opening to pick
up a seat.  Republican Senator Don Nickles
is retiring and his party’s nominee to replace
him is the dark horse, very conservative Tom

C o b u r n .  
Coburn favors
outlawing all
a b o r t i o n s
except when
the life of the
mother is at
r i s k .  
Unfortunately
for the
D e m o c r a t s ,
their nominee,
Brad Carson, is

a Democrat only in name.  Among his
positions are his opposition to John Kerry’s
tax plan and support of Bush’s war in Iraq. 
The side-story of the campaign is the
accusation of a woman who insists that as a
physician Coburn sterilized her without her
permission.  We will see how that plays
out. In any event, this race is way too close
to call.

From Third Party Debate,
page 2...

Libertarian Party:
Michael Badnarik is an ardent defender of

liberty for everyone. He stated that, ‘Everywhere
I stand is a free speech zone’, alluding to the
specific area cordoned off as a free speech zone
at political conventions. Based on the writings
of John Locke and Algernon Sydney, the
Libertarians defend personal and economic
freedoms. As a result, their positions are thought
of as liberal on some issues and conservative on
other issues. Economically, Libertarians believe
in self-ownership and limited government with

low taxes. When asked about abortion,
Badnarik said that this was a divisive issue
in the party, as some members believe in the
liberty of the baby while others believe in
the liberty of the mother to do what she
wants with her own body. ‘This reveals a
division in the party that demonstrates the
potential for one person’s liberty infringing
on others,’ he said.

Constitutionalist Party:
Unsurprisingly, the Constitutionalist

Party’s major issue, as presented by leader
Michael Peroutka, is that the federal
government should act in accordance with
the Constitution.  He believes that the
country has strayed from the Constitution

in many respects, particularly with the war
in Iraq, which Peroutka feels is
unconstitutional because Congress hasn’t
officially declared war. Peroutka responded
to almost every question by declaring policies
ranging from the Patriot Act to the minimum
wage as unconstitutional. This would
undoubtedly lead to a more limited role for
government.

These candidates may have little chance
of winning, but their arguments are often
logical, and it’s important that voters are
open to all ideas. Hopefully, major parties
will consider some of their ideas when
constructing future policies. (TL Staff
[TL:SL])

Senator Tom Daschle
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Mission Incomplete

T he measurement is not are we safer, the
measurement is are we as safe as we ought to be.’
The above quote was spoken by John Kerry at

the final Presidential debate on October 13, 2004.  It cuts
right to the heart of the discussion of America’s prosecution
of the War on Terror.

Undoubtedly, since the dilemma of worldwide terrorism
was brought to the front of the
American consciousness on
September 11, 2001, there
have been improvements in
America’s handling of the
terrorist threat it has faced.
And yes, these improvements
have all occurred under the
Republican administration of
George W. Bush.  The
question is not, however,
whether these reforms have
made us safer, but whether
these reforms could have been executed in a way to make us
even safer than we are today.  The question should never
be, ‘Are we better off now than before?’ Rather, we should
be asking, ‘Could we be better off than we are?’

The answer, it seems, is a resounding yes.  It is best to
keep this analytical framework in mind when examining the
War on Terror as a whole.  Before deciding whether or not
Bush has pursued the war effectively, we must determine
what the best course of action should be. So, the question
arises, what is the best way to fight a War on Terror?

One could go off on a long discussion of whether you
can fight a war against a tactic, but this is not the time or the
place for that discussion. This article will look at the War on
Terror as America’s struggle to destroy terrorist groups and
stop as many attacks as is possible.  The best way to fight
this type of struggle is a two pronged approach.  Firstly, the
United States must strive to kill or capture all potential
terrorist enemies. Secondly, and most important for the future
of the War on Terror (and it is a long future – this is not a
struggle that will end quickly), the United States must work
to change the social and economic circumstances that breed
terrorists.

In regards to the first aspect of the War on Terror, the
Bush administration has done a relatively decent job.  Bush
proudly boasts, as he did at the final Presidential debate,
that ‘three-quarters of Al Qaeda leaders have been brought
to justice,’ and this does not seem surprising from a man
who kept a list of al-Queda leaders in his drawer and crossed
them out one by one as they were captured or killed. But
killing terrorists is less effective if, at the same time, our
actions are causing increased recruitment.  This is where
the second aspect of the War on Terror comes in. Our actions
must be squelching the circumstances that cause these
terrorists to rise up. Otherwise, even if we’re killing some
terrorists, new ones will spring up to strike.

It is in this vein that the Bush administration’s efforts
have been so vastly inadequate.  One of the fundamental
catalysts for the spawning of new terrorists is the existence

of Islamic fundamentalist education in so much of the world.
For example, in much of Pakistan, due to the lack of a good
public education system, schools focusing on
fundamentalist Islamic education have sprung up to fill the
education gap.  Often, students are able to study for free at
these schools, referred to as madrassas (Arabic for school),
with include room and board – a very good deal in a very
poor country.  The result is a generation of children brought
up with skewed fundamentalist thinking as their only
education, a surefire recipe for the creation of future

terrorists.
The United States

should be working to help
subsidize the public
education system in
Pakistan, as well as other
countries where Saudi
Arabia’s influence is felt by
its use of funds to spread
its Wahhabite form of
Islam.  The Bush
administration is not doing
this enough.  There are

those who believe that the current aid package being
pursued by the Bush administration for Pakistan does not
do enough to guarantee that the money will be used for
education instead of for the military.  This criticism is not
simply partisan, as can be seen if one looks at comments
from both Jim Kolbe, a Republican from Arizona, and Jim
McDermott, a Democrat from Washington.  McDermott has
said, ‘If you just write a blank check it will end up in the
pockets of the wrong people,’ and Kolbe has echoed these
reservations by saying ‘I have not gotten sufficient
reassurances at this point’ that the money will end up in the
right place.1

T hat’s just one example of how the Bush
administration, while pursuing some policies that
are effective against terrorists, has not done enough

to help stifle the circumstances that will create more terrorists
to kill. What’s more, as any student of Pakistan knows, not
only could this money go to the military instead of to
addressing the social issues that are relevant to terrorism, it
may even end up funding Islamic extremists in Pakistan’s
dispute over Kashmir, some of whom would be inclined to
be enemies of the United States.

Furthermore, the money could be used inappropriately
by members of Pakistan’s intelligence service, the ISI, which
has a habit of funding fundamentalist Islamic groups (see
Pakistan’s help to the Taliban and funding of the most
extreme elements of the Mujahadeen during the Soviet war
in Afghanistan). And by not helping to stabilize the
conditions in Pakistan that give rise to Islamic extremism,
we are leaving open the frightening possibility of General
Musharaff being assassinated and Pakistan becoming a
fundamentalist Islamic state with a nuclear weapon – two
assassination attempts have occurred in the past year thus
far.

What could be scarier than a potential state ally to
terrorism with a nuclear weapon?

This situation is the direct result of our invading another
Muslim country (albeit not an extremist one) under the
pretext of looking for nuclear weapons.  That’s right… Iraq.
Far from stifling conditions that give rise to terrorism, we
invaded a country that had not committed a terrorist act
since 1994 and thus helped increase terrorist recruitment!2

What better way to fight the War on Terror than to attack
non-terrorist countries and create both a recruiting tool for
terrorist organizations, and a haven for terrorists?

For those who claim that the invasion of Iraq did
nothing for terrorist recruitment, I refer them to a recent
report issued by the British House of Commons’ Foreign
Affairs Committee, which said in regards to the war in Iraq,
‘Our witnesses were concerned that it might have enhanced
the appeal of al-Qaeda to Muslims living in the Gulf region
and elsewhere…’3 This is obviously a legitimate concern
as many Muslims around the world could easily view the
US invasion of Iraq as an imperialistic Crusade in a Muslim
country, which incidentally, in some forms of Islam, is a
pretext for jihad.

There is also the fact that the war in Iraq has diverted
vital resources from the reconstruction of
Afghanistan.  President Bush, in the October 13

debate, discussed removing the Taliban from power in
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What better way to fight the
War on Terror than to attack
non-terrorist countries and
create both a recruiting tool
for terrorist organizations,
and a haven for terrorists?

The War on Terror is Necessary, but Not Sufficient in Protecting America
BY LOUIS WASSER

The question should never be,
‘Are we better off now than
before?’ Rather, we should be
asking, ‘Could we be better off
than we are?’

Afghanistan.  As Richard Clarke mentions in his book, any
President worth his salt would have invaded Afghanistan
following September 11.  Thus, in examining the War on
Terror’s effectiveness, one should not point to the invasion
of Afghanistan as evidence of President Bush’s supposedly
excellent conduct, but should look more deeply to see how
the invasion itself was handled.  The question should not
be, ‘Was Afghanistan invaded?’  Rather, an intelligent
observer should ask, ‘Could the invasion and reconstruction
of Afghanistan have been handled better?’

Bush would say that there has been progress in
Afghanistan. He might point to the recent election. I would
counter that a large portion of the country is still under the
control of a resurgent Taliban (it appears our distraction in
Iraq has allowed the Taliban to regroup) and that the
government being elected does not have anything
resembling full control of its territory.  I would say further
that a democracy where the President is forced to include
warlords in his cabinet to maintain a semblance of order is
not a stable democracy.

Perhaps if the administration had not shied away from
American casaulties at Tora Bora, Osama bin Laden would
be dead or in custody. Perhaps if we had not invaded Iraq,
we could have committed the resources necessary to make
the government in Afghanistan effective. The question is
not, are we safer with the Taliban partially destabilizied in
Afghanistan, the question should be, have we done
enough?  And once again, the answer is no; the inadequate
job we did in Afghanistan leaves us continually vulnerable
to terrorist groups that are in the areas not under the control
of Karzai’s government.  We did something, but we should
have done more.

No one here at Turn Left will argue that certain things
have not been done to improve the security of our
nation.  What we would argue is that while the FBI

might have been reorganized to allow it to deal with
terrorism, hundreds of hours of tape, tape that could contain
the clue to the next 9/11, have gone untranslated.  While
the safety of our borders may have been improved, we
would point out that 95% of containers coming into our
ports, containers that could hold a dirty bomb or a chemical
weapon, are still uninspected.  While we may have new
security procedures at airports, we would point out that
the cargo of these planes should be screened, not just the
carry-ons.

Half assed is not good enough in a struggle where the
enemy only has to be right once, and we need to be right all
the time. We the American people deserve more than that.
Maybe Bush wants to give us more; maybe he does not
realize that tax cuts do not help when more money is needed
for firefighters in NYC.  Maybe he does not realize that
invading Iraq has made us less safe.  Maybe he is trying
his best.  But, with his best or not, Bush seems unable to
give us what the American people need: an intelligent,
efficient prosecution of the War on Terror.  All he can give
us is distractions and half-done jobs, and that’s not enough.

On Novemeber 2, demand more.

(Endnotes)
1

http://www.commondreams.org/headlines01/1027-
02.htm
2 See Richard Clarke’s book, again.
3

http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/iraq/2003-07-31-
war-terrorism_x.htmAP
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Humanitarian Disasters, Global Tragedies
What Bush is Doing Wrong
BY BENJAMIN SELIGMAN

As we hurtle toward the 2004 election,
the foreign policy issues of Iraq and
terrorism dominate the national

discussion.  While the significance of these
issues cannot be denied, at the same time
important issues in human rights have fallen
by the wayside.  As citizens of the world as
well as citizens of the nation with the greatest
capacity to bring about global change, we
have a duty to not ignore those who are
suffering tragedy and injustice.

Foremost among current humanitarian
disasters is the tragedy in western Darfur
where ongoing violence continues to haunt
tens of thousands of refugees who now
struggle to survive amid an international
failure to broker a peace deal.  Jan Pronk, the
United Nation’s Special Envoy for Sudan,
has recently blasted the Sudanese
government for its failure to rein in the
violence, noting that the Sudanese military
is still actively supporting janjaweed
militiamen in terrorizing the black population
of Darfur.1  The Lancet, a British medical
journal, recently published an
epidemiological survey of mortality in Darfur
and has noted death rates as high as five
deaths per ten-thousand people per day at
the height of the crisis; this would
correspond to fifteen people dying at Cornell
every day.  Even now, mortality rates in the

refugee camps exceed one death per ten
thousand per day, the cut-off for a
humanitarian emergency.2

Beyond numbers, numerous individual
accounts of the horrors have been
published.  The BBC has been presenting
online diaries of aid workers in Chad for
months.  Their stories range from children
who were mutilated by the janjaweed3 to
the struggle to survive in the camps.4

Pullitzer Prize winner and New York Times
columnist Nicholas Kristof has been risking
his life to report on the crisis, venturing near
the Chad-Sudan border and even into Darfur
itself.  He has collected dozens of stories
from those who have managed to flee to the
camps in Chad, as well as those who remain
in Darfur, unable to escape.  His reports have

put a human face on the genocide while
illustrating that even a small diplomatic effort
could have dramatic consequences on the
ground.

Y e s ,
r e s o l u t i o n s
have been
p a s s e d
c o n d e m n i n g
the atrocities.
H o w e v e r ,
despite trends
in Darfur’s
carnage that
eerily mirror
those of Bosnia
ten years ago,
despite the
appalling death
toll, and
despite the
clear ethnic
hatred that
fuels the
conflict, the
A m e r i c a n
g o v e r n m e n t
has shirked
from calling it genocide.  Even now, as the
death toll estimates increase from fifty-
thousand to seventy-thousand,5 as the
World Food Program finds it must leave the
region due to deteriorating security, 6 as the
hundreds of thousands of refugees who
manage to arrive at
camps in Chad find
they must cope with
heavy rains, deadly
infections, and
inadequate food
supplies, the tragedy
in Sudan goes
u n m e n t i o n e d .
Proposals for
sanctions and travel
restrictions have not
been followed
through on even
though these simple
measures could
reverse Sudan’s
policies.  As
governments, ours
foremost among
them, fail to act, those
on the ground find
themselves unable to stem the tide of death.

On the other side of the world, another
human rights crisis is being ignored.  As

conditions in North Korea worsen, the trickle
of refugees fleeing abuse and starvation
under Kim Jong Il’s regime is now a torrent.

This typically
involves escaping
through China, and
then either fleeing
to Southeast Asia
or storming the
embassy of
another nation in a
desperate attempt
to get to South
Korea.  Over the
past month there
has been a spate of
these storm
attempts, ranging
from a Japanese
school to the
C a n a d i a n
Embassy.7,8

W h a t e v e r
method escape is
attempted, all are
exceedingly risky
as the Chinese
g o v e r n m e n t

continues to maintain close ties to North
Korea and hand over any refugees they
capture.  The typical fate of a failed escapee
is toiling in a prison camp where he or she
faces torture and starvation.  Beyond the
clear inhumanity of this policy, China’s

actions also violate
international law
regarding the rights
of refugees.

Worsening the
situation, this
c u r r e n t
administration has
failed to deal with
North Korea’s
accelerating nuclear
program.  This has
weakened our
diplomatic leverage
in the region and
now makes it still
harder to aid the
refugees.  Even with
the recently passed
North Korean
Human Rights Act,
our lack of political

capital in East Asia renders it a paper tiger
as China continues to deport North Korean
Refugees.  The Bush administration’s failure

to deal with a rogue state that actually
possesses weapons of mass
destruction endangers even the
North Korean people, who, in the face
of famine and oppression, are
struggling to escape to freedom.

Afghanistan, which is loudly
trumpeted as a triumph of this
administration, is in truth a steadily
unraveling mess.  The nation is
largely in a state of chaos.  The aid
organization, Doctors Without
Borders, has pulled out of
Afghanistan completely and many
others are following suit or scaling
back operations in the face of
collapsing security.

Adding to the difficulties faced
by aid agencies in Afghanistan, the
United States military has frequently
linked humanitarian aid to
cooperation in their hunt for
terrorists.  While this may be an
effective tactic for the military, it

undermines the neutrality of aid
organizations, organizations whose efficacy
is dependent on being seen as impartial.  As
the military has been acting on ‘behalf’ of
aid organizations, many Afghans see little
difference between US troops and NGOs,
resulting in attacks on aid workers as agents
of the US.9

Much of the failure of the security
situation in Afghanistan is related to the
failure of the US to back up the government
of Afghanistan’s president Hamid Karzai.
His authority extends no further than the
capital Kabul, and often not even there as
he faces the constant threat of assassination.
As a result, his government is weak at best
and more typically impotent.  The Taliban is
resurgent in southern and southeastern
Afghanistan, while opium production is
rising elsewhere, stuffing the coffers of rival
warlords.  Even the elections are an example
of the failure of the government; although
the elections were quiet, the preparations
were fraught with violence and corruption.
The ‘success’ in Afghanistan has largely
been a distortion of the realities on the
ground.

In this upcoming election, these and
countless other humanitarian crises should
weigh into our voting decisions.  This current
administration has proven to be a disaster
for human rights across the globe, and its
failures must not be ignored.

(Endnotes)
1 “UN raps Sudan over Darfur crisis”.
The BBC News Online
.  10/05/04 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/
3717542.stm> 10/05/2004.
2 Depoortere, Evelyn, Francesco Checchi,
Frances Broillet, et al.  “Violence and mortality
in West Darfur, Sudan (2003-04):
epidemiological evidence from four surveys”.
The Lancet
.
vol. 364, no. 9441 (2004).  10/04/04 <http://
pdf.thelancet.com/
pdfdownload?uid=llan.364.9441.primary_research.30875.1&x=x.pdf>
10/05/2004
3 Gately, Roberta. “New Darfur atrocity
revealed.”
The BBC News Online
.  9/28/04 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/
3698094.stm> 10/16/2004
4 Gately, Roberta. “Aiding Darfur: A nurse
’s story III.”
The BBC News Online
.  10/15/04 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/
3698094.stm> 10/16/2004
5 Hoge, Warren. “UN Says Sudan Death Toll
Reaches 70,000.”
The New York Times Online
. 10/16/04 <http://www.nytimes.com/2004/10/16/
international/africa/16nations.html?oref=login>
10/16/2004
6 “N Koreans Storm Japanese School.”
The BBC  News Online
.  9/1/04 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-
pacific/3616776.stm> 10/16/2004
7 “N Koreans Storm Japanese School.”
The BBC  News Online
.  9/1/04 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-
pacific/3616776.stm> 10/16/2004
8 “Refugees storm Beijing embassy.”
The BBC  News Online
.  9/29/04 <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/
asia-pacific/3699786.stm> 10/16/2004
9 Ahmad, Kabir. “Aiding the aiders.”
The Lancet
.
vol. 364 no. 9442 (2004). 10/09/04 <http://
pdf.thelancet.com/
pdfdownload?uid=llan.364.9442.analysis_and_interpretation.30945.1&x=x.pdf>
10/17/2004

“This current [American] administration has proven to be a disaster for human rights
across the globe, and its failures must not be ignored.”
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The South Will Rise Again
Memoirs of a Southern Democrat

P erhaps it was because my
mother took me with her to
vote in every election since I

can remember, or maybe it was the
plastic placemat with all the presidents
that marked my place at the dinner
table. Still yet, it may have been
growing up in the liberal bubble
(Asheville, NC) within the Bible-belt
that taught me the importance of voting
and taking pride in being a Southern
Democrat.

As a kid, I remember looking
forward to the day when I could press
those plastic buttons in the voting booth
by myself. A bumper-sticker on the
back of my car now proclaims
‘Anybody But Bush.’  At my senior
prom (conveniently held on the day of
the NC caucus), I donned a Dennis
Kucinich T-shirt with my stiletto heels
my date even brought me a red, white,
and blue corsage. And although I
remain a Kucinich fan at heart, after
primary results began rolling in I
became a Kerry-Edwards supporter,
proud to have a ‘native son’ on the
ballot. I still get heat, however, from
many of my fellow Southerners.
Granted, I live in one of the rare liberal
areas of the South, but the rest of the
region definitely has a conservative feel
and the voting record to prove it.

In the aftermath of the Civil War,
the Democrats dominated the South,
solidifying their hold during Franklin
Roosevelt’s New Deal. The ‘Solid
South’ began to crumble when the Civil
Rights movement brought Black
citizens to the polls and to the forefront;
powerful, conservative Democrats left
the party. Strom Thurmond of South
Carolina, who held a seat in the U.S.
Senate for 48 years, switched from the
Democratic Party to Republican Party
in 1968. Richard Nixon’s Southern
strategy swept him into the White
House that same year and again four
years later. By the Reagan era of the

        BY SARAH H. OLESIUK

At my senior prom (conveniently held on the day
of the NC caucus), I donned a Dennis Kucinich T-
shirt with my stiletto heels my date even brought
me a red, white, and blue corsage.

12        Turn Left Volume V, Issue III

Edwards’ ‘son of a mill worker’ story resonates
with many Southerners. His economic message
hits home in many impoverished areas. Both Kerry
and Edwards make it clear that they want to give
more to the poor.
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Although the Democratic platform promises to
solve many issues and problems prevalent in the
South, many Southerners still seem to believe that
they belong to the Republican Party.

1980s, the Republicans seemed to
have won the loyalty of the former

Southern Democrats.
What baffles me about the South is

why the majority of the population
actively remains conservative.  One
must dig deep to find the Southern
Democrats: usually they are found
among the younger generation and the
folks old enough to remember voting
for LBJ over Goldwater. Of course
there are exceptions to this, especially

on the state level. Currently, nine out of
the original eleven states that made up
the Confederacy now have Democrats
as their governors.  Clinton, a native of
Arkansas, briefly rejuvenated the South
with his two-time victory. But even

Clinton only split the South in both the
’92 and ’96 elections. The Gore-Bush

race in the 2000 election proved even
less hopeful. Gore didn’t nab a single
Southern state, including his home state
of Tennessee. While I maintain that
Tennessee should get revenge in this
election, it won’t happen as Bush has a
sure lock on the state. And
unfortunately, it looks as if the Kerry-
Edwards campaign will follow the same
trend as in 2000, with the possible

exception of winning Florida.  So why
won’t the South vote Democratic?

John Kerry’s selection of Edwards
as his running mate made sense; the
Bush campaign could no longer take
the South for granted. Edwards’ ‘son

of a mill worker’ story resonates with
many Southerners. His economic
message hits home in many
impoverished areas. Both Kerry and
Edwards make it clear that they want
to give more to the poor. Kerry even
laid out a plan to raise the minimum
wage to seven dollars an hour by the
end of his four year term should he win
in November. President Bush,
however, has taken American jobs
overseas and south of the border.
Furthermore, over three and half million
Americans have lost their jobs since
Bush was sworn into office.

Earlier in the race I thought
Edwards’ charismatic personality, his
tax plan benefiting the working class
rather than the rich, and his ability to
relate to the working men and women
of the South would reassure Southern
voters that Democrats can speak to
their needs. Yet, according to the polls,
President Bush will maintain his grip on
Dixieland this November.  Both
presidential parties have long since
moved on from the South; the
campaigns now choose to focus all their
attention on the Midwestern and
Northeastern swing states. Although the
Democratic platform promises to solve
many issues and problems prevalent in
the South, many Southerners still seem
to believe that they belong to the
Republican Party.

As for me, I remain proud to be a
Southern Democrat. I have hope that
Southerners will some day come to their
senses and realize that while the GOP
may take their vote for granted, the
South gets little in return. While my vote
likely won’t match the electoral vote
from the Tar Heel State this November,
I’m excited to be part of such a crucial
election, even if I don’t get to push
down a button, but rather mail in my
choice!
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penalty in all cases except for terrorists,
wants to fund treatment for drug addictions,
supports child safety locks on guns and
wants to make it harder to obtain firearms at
gun shows, is against school vouchers,
wants to fully fund the No Child Left Behind
Bill, supports more funding for special
education and building schools, will not pick
conservative Supreme Court justices, is
against oil exploration in the Arctic, is more
likely to promote renewable fuel sources
such as ethanol, wants to reduce
dependence on fossil fuels, wants new gas
requirements, supports lowering
prescription drug costs, will reduce tax cuts
for the rich to fund health care, opposes
privatizing Social Security, will repeal tax cuts
for the super-rich, is against National Missile
Defense, supports non-proliferation, will

seek international assistance in Iraq, will get
us out of Iraq sooner than Bush, and would
allow the Patriot Act to expire without
congressional approval.  For those reasons,
I think it is fair to say that a vote for Kerry is
not the same as a vote for Bush, regardless
of what cynics claim.

On the other hand, I do not like Kerry
because he voted for the war in Iraq, voted
for the Patriot Act, wants to continue
building up the military, is against gay
marriage, wants to fix the drug problem by
adding more police, and he (and the
Democrats in general) has a history of co-
optation and compromising the needs of
constituents to meet the needs of large
corporations.

Regardless, while the Green Party or the
Peace and Justice Party may be more ideal
than the Democratic Party, it is not more
pragmatic when it comes to this presidential
election.  There is a time for idealism and a

time for pragmatism, and the latter is essential
for this presidential election.  In all other
races, I encourage you to vote for a third
party candidate so that we can move the
political spectrum away from the right, get
new voices in government that actually
represent us, and will hopefully one day
have a government that we can stand behind
and truly believe in.  However, in this
presidential election, we simply do not have
that luxury. If Bush wins, it will be even harder
for outsiders to make their voices heard.

Given everything he has done in the
last four years, can the left survive another
four years of Bush policies?  Another four
years will make Kerry look even more like a
radical liberal, and mainstream America will
be conditioned to pay even less attention to
outsiders like Nader.

A lot of the changes that take place in
politics come from third party pressure
campaigns, outside efforts by non-

governmental organizations, and even good
old-fashioned hard work by individuals who
sincerely believe in a cause.  Do not think
that voting for Kerry wipes out your ability
to fight for the causes that he does not fully
represent.  Voting for Nader will not actually
stop corporate greed or create peace on
Earth.  Work by Nader and those who
support him may help this in the future, but
the votes he receives now will only do two
things: take votes away from Kerry, and
serve as symbols for liberal causes.  John
Kerry has a better chance of changing the
world for the better in the next four years
than symbolism does.

If you live in a swing state or even a
state that is not going to be a landslide for
Kerry, please swallow your ideals for the
several seconds it takes to vote for Kerry on
your ballot, and then resume the good fight
as soon as you leave the voting booth.

Continued from Vote Kerry, page
7...
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Suffering Ignorance
BY TAMAR SHARABI

You might have seen the striking pictures in
the Arts Quad last week depicting some of
the millions of Sudanese refuges that have been

displaced from their homes. If you didn’t happen to notice
them, you are among the majority of people on this campus
and in the world who are not paying attention to the geno-
cide going on in Darfur.

Last week, BBC News reported that upwards of 70,000
people of the estimated 1.5 million that have been displaced
from their homes have been killed in Sudan’s Darfur region.
There is little that indicates the fate of the remaining 1.4
million will be any different. What likely awaits them is,
according to Amnesty International, ‘displacement, rape,
detention, torture, starvation and disease.’ And let’s not
forget death.

At the root of all this suffering is what can arguably be
called a civil war. The two main rebel groups are the
Sudanese Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A) and the
Justice and Equality Movement (JEM). Both groups have
mounted attacks in Darfur demanding more resources from
authorities. In response, the Sudanese government has
stepped up its military presence in Darfur and cleared the
way for the
J a n j a w e e d
militia to
stamp out the
insurgency.
T h e
J a n j a w e e d
have been
pushing local
f a r m i n g
communities
off their land
in order to have access to their resources.

The government admits to mobilizing a ‘self defense’
militia but denies links to the Janjaweed. President Omar al-
Bashir has called the Janjaweed ‘thieves and gangsters’
and has warned all tribes in Darfur to ‘defend’ themselves
against rebels in the region. However, as civilians have
attested, immediately following air raids by Sudanese
aircraft, the Janjaweed ride into villages and slaughter men,
rape women and steal anything of value, and it’s certainly
not a coincidence. What is happening is government-
sponsored ethnic cleansing and genocide. Are bells going
on in your head reminding you of Nazi Germany? They
should be.

The Sudanese government and the Arab Janjaweed
militia are forcibly removing the African Fur, Masalit and
Zaghawa ethnic groups from their homes in order to change
the demographics of the region in Darfur.  These 1.5 million
displaced people do not necessarily have any connection
with the SLM/A or the JEM but are in the way of the
Janjaweed and so their lives are being destroyed. The
government has targeted certain villages solely based on
the ethnicities of the people that reside there.

Although both groups are Muslim, the Janjaweed
militia has destroyed mosques, killed Muslim religious
leaders, and desecrated Qu’rans of the Fur, Masalit, and
Zaghawa tribes. Women have been raped. Villages, food
stocks and other supplies essential for life have been burned
and destroyed. African Union military observers reported
that civilians have been burned alive. A UN World Food
Program (WFP) assessment mission to south Darfur found
that 46 of the 62 villages had been completely burned, while
the other 16 had been looted.

US Secretary of
State Colin Powell
and the US Congress
have claimed that
genocide is taking
place. President Bush
won’t do the same
because the 1948
United Nations
Convention on
Genocide would
require intervention
by all signatories, and
the Pentagon has
already made it clear
that there are no US
plans to intervene in
the conflict militarily.

There is, for both
Democrats and
Republicans alike,
nothing to gain by

taking a stance,
let alone
acting, on the
S u d a n e s e
crisis. The
media is not
covering this
issue more
because they
do not want
you to know

that more innocent men, women and children in Darfur have
died than all casualties, including insurgents, American
soldiers, civilians and contractors combined in Iraq.

The displaced people are being forcibly driven into
camps in Darfur where the conditions are deadly. Disease,
lack of food and water, malnutrition, and poor medical
attention is claiming more lives each day. More than 110,000
others have fled to Chad but the vast majority of war victims
remain trapped in Darfur. The Janjaweed patrol the camps
to ensure the
‘hostages’ are
kept inside
hoping that the
deadly conditions
will lead to their
demise.

As reported
by Amnesty
International, one
15-year old girl claimed ‘We went out to collect grass and
five Janjaweed men attacked us. I tried to run away but two
men took me. Now I’m three months pregnant. We have
complained to the police but nothing.’ How can we ignore
these events?

Many other refugees that have escaped Darfur have
camped along the border of Chad where they remain
vulnerable to attacks from the Janjaweed. Chad is reluctant
to completely open its borders because of the fear that the
conflict might spread over.

Although the Sudanese government has promised
access to humanitarian aid, it has failed to deliver, and much
of the Sudanese government’s gestures are purely for show

and accomplish nothing.
In fact, the Sudanese
government is restricting
access by demanding
visas and placing other
bureaucratic measures on
visitors. And what’s more,
international aid agencies
are not getting enough
money from the
international community.

One aid worker said
the number of attacks on
villagers of the three tribal
groups by the Sudanese
government is now less
‘because the work is
almost completed’ – in
other words, most of the
villagers have already

…Immediately following air raids by Sudanese
aircraft, the Janjaweed ride into villages and
slaughter men, rape women and steal anything of
value. What is happening is government sponsored
ethnic cleansing and genocide.

More innocent men, women and children in
Darfur have died than all casualties,
including insurgents, American soldiers,
civilians and contractors combined in Iraq.

been murdered or have fled to camps in Darfur. Unless the
international community takes immediate action, only more
damage will occur.

Since the Sudanese government has restricted access to
the media, not all the facts are known. What’s worse, people
in this country are so focused on the election that Americans
are not pressuring our leaders to respond, and our leaders
are not paying enough attention to Darfur. People on this
campus are so focused on their schoolwork that they are
forgetting about the stuff that really matters in this world.

What has been done?
The UN has threatened to impose sanctions on Sudan’s

oil if more measures are not taken. The Sudanese government
and the two rebel groups signed a ceasefire in April and
President Omar al-Bashir has ordered the disarmament of
the Janjaweed to stop attacks on the black African
population. However these measures have proved empty.
Little progress has been made with the loosely held African
Union even though some 300 African Union troops are now

in Darfur. More aid and more
troops are needed.

The United Kingdom
raised the possibility of
sending troops to Sudan, but
US Secretary of State Colin
Powell insisted it was
premature to speak of military
intervention. Sudan’s
Foreign Minister Mustafa
Osman Ismail warned that

Sudanese solders would counter any advance by foreign
troops in Darfur. Of course the Sudanese government does
not want foreign troops around - why would the Nazis have
ever wanted foreign troops in Germany?

It is never okay to ignore what the UN calls the ‘worst
humanitarian crisis ever.’ Still, China and Russia as well as
many other nations believe that Sudan must settle its own
civil war and that the Sudanese government should have
more time to crack down on the militia and allow aid to reach
the displaced people.

More time? Who are they fooling?  UN relief groups
have already estimated that up to 2 million people are in
need of food. The casualties of fighting between the
Janjaweed and black Africans range from 10,000 to 30,000
people thus far. As time passes more people will go hungry
and more people will die. Genocide simply will not wait for
our attention.

Whenever I think about why the Holocaust happened,
I get frustrated because I know that the international
community could have done more and could have acted
sooner. Without undermining the importance of the election,
we need to focus more attention on the crisis in Darfur and
send as much assistance as possible.

I’m far from a political activist myself. I don’t have
bumper stickers on my car or pins on my bag declaring
some radical point of view. I am, at this point, an outraged
citizen of the world. And you should be too.
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Why YOU Cannot Ignore
The Genocide in Sudan
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Hit Where it Hurts
BY MUHAMMAD YASIR NAWAZ

Campus Conservatives Spinning Anti-Muslim Rhetoric Reflect A Greater Problem

Even the delusional Quixote
himself would take a breath
before adding two World Wars
in his speedy extinction of evil
and misery from the world by
killing heathens.

[Townsley’s] hysterical
attempts to link child torture
in Bangladeshi classrooms
with al-Qaeda and gang-rapes
in Sweden with Islamic
fundamentalism not only
ridicule the intelligence of her
readers but also legitimize her
chronic fits of Muslim-
hating—all of it finally
muddling into her hocus-
pocus of ‘Islam’ and
‘terrorism’.
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Aman shot a fellow immigrant
Russian Jew in Coney Island at 4
am last Saturday. Two shots

through his brain and one through his socket
cracked open his cerebral gyres. A 22-year-
old Irish Protestant male was killed in
Belfast during a paramilitary shooting by
the IRA the same day. Three trade
unionists were killed in Arauca by the
Columbian army on August 20.

‘In Mamaroneck, NY a
Presbyterian male shot his own wife
in the park and fled with the kids in
his family van last Sunday.  23 month
old Yovany was bludgeoned in New
York City the same evening by his
Catholic mother and aunt just because
he had not learnt how to use the toilet
yet. Cortland topped the list of all
counties in the nation with the highest
rate of incest cases per year.

‘White supremacist and
member of the World Church of the
Creator Benjamin Smith went hunting
for any minority he could find in early
July 1999. Armed with a .380 semi-
automatic and a .22 caliber handgun,
he paid visits to Skokie, Northbrook,
Springfield, Decatur, Urbana-
Champaign, and Bloomington,
Indiana, shooting eleven people from
his car. One of the fatally wounded
was former Northwestern basketball
coach Ricky Byrdsong. The police
finally found Smith dead with a bullet
hole under his chin. Later found in one of
Smith’s journals was this: “Anyone who
knows the history of this plague upon
humanity who calls themselves Jews will
know why I have acted.”

‘Serial killer Richard Paul White
appeared before a Denver district judge
Thursday morning and pleaded guilty to
murdering two women and sexually

assaulting three others. Later in the day,
White confessed to have killed five more
prostitutes. He claims to have dumped their
bodies all around the state. Two women –
Victoria Lyn Turpin, 32, and Annaletia Maria
Gonzales, 27 – were found buried in the back
yard of White’s house in Park Hill. Their
chins had been nipped with pincers and
their jawbones were cracked and separated
from their mandibles. The Denver Police

believes that White sledge-hammered the
two women long after killing them. The first
prostitute was a Southern Baptist and the
second was a Catholic. White is an
observant Methodist.

‘In Jenin, West Bank: Raiding Israeli
forces killed six Palestinian guards and four
civilians on Sept 16, the highest single-day
Palestinian death toll in the West Bank for

more than two years. A week before that, the
Israeli helicopters launched a raid on Gaza
City killing 15 Palestinians. In the 1982
invasion of Lebanon and Palestine, 75,000
Palestinians were killed by the Israeli forces.
About 15000 civilians have been killed in
Iraq since its invasion by the US forces.

‘Yet we very dutifully say: “Christianity
is about the love of God and neighbor—the

religion based on charitas. And
Judaism teaches restraint and familial
love.”

‘The fact is that these are no peace
minded people, these Jews and
Christians, but characteristically
bloody people. Their religions,
Christianity and Judaism, are
inherently violent. Their scriptures
encourage outright dogmatism and
tyranny. Who doesn’t know that
fanatics like Billy Graham want to
convert or kill four billion non-
Christians in the world? Who isn’t
familiar with the numberless perverted
men and women pedophiles from the
history of the church? How many
popes had been involved
and caught in incestuous
relationships? How many
rabbis support the killing
of Palestinians civilians
to ‘protect’ the
sovereignty of Israel?
How many synagogues
and churches have been
built on the demolished

sites of mosques?
‘All in all, Christianity and

Judaism amount to two sadistic
precepts: bloodshed and
tyranny.’

Such is the deceitful and third-rate rhetoric
of Sara Townsley. And above is the parody
of her garbled sense of logic had she been
arguing from a different point of view.

In her article, ‘Mecca, We Have A
Problem’ published in the Cornell Daily Sun
on 21 September, Ms. Townsley stretched
her long practiced Islam-bashing beyond
the limits of all tolerable discourse. Crossing
all the boundaries of rational thinking and
sensible acts, she erupted into fits of
condemnation of Islam. Her hysterical
attempts to link child torture in Bangladeshi
classrooms with al-Qaeda and gang-rapes
in Sweden with Islamic fundamentalism not
only ridicule the intelligence of her readers
but also legitimize her chronic Muslim-
hating—all of it finally muddling into her
hocus-pocus of ‘Islam’ and ‘terrorism’.

But her inability to distinguish between
social crime activities and organized
terrorism is more than just ludicrous. It is an
articulation of a deep-rooted desire among
the extreme conservative jingoists: An
imperial desire to get rid of all non-whites,
all non-Christians and non-Jews, first from
the US and then from the rest of the world.
To do what, one may ask?  To build an empire
of two billion good old Southern cowboys
astride their SUVs honking at highway
babes.

While suffering from a paroxysm of
Republicanism in her writing, Ms. Townsley
takes a moment to share her newest
revelation:  ‘Kerry wants to solve the Iranian
nuclear crisis by giving the mullahs uranium.’
But apart from the possibility of Kerry
secretly telling Ms. Townsley about his
discreet future plans, there can be no truth
in the above sentence.  Kerry never made a
public remark about planning a deal with Iran.

And to help Ms. Townsley with her
rather defective political analysis, let’s make
a little observation: It is mostly the transfer
of nuclear technology to Iran and not of the
raw material that the US government has so
long worried about. And naive as we might
be, we are yet not amnesiac enough to forget
that the only US president who ever made
large-scale military deals with the Khomeini
and the Saddam Hussein governments was
Ronald Reagan.

Still psycho-babbling in her reveries,
Ms. Townsley now resolves to attack
another windmill and decides to add a new
‘World War’ to history by proclaiming the
Cold War as ‘World War III’, only in order to
claim that there is a World War IV at hand—
this time against Islam. Even the delusional
Quixote himself would take a breath before
adding two World Wars in his speedy
extinction of evil and misery from the world
by killing heathens.

This is symptomatic of a growing rage
within the conservative lap. Unable to
withstand the sane liberal environment of
academia and incapable of doing original
research and opening their minds to a factual
discovery of history, the conservatives have

long adopted the technique of exploiting the
ignorance of a vastly uninformed public—
their own kin. With a handful of new
bootlicking non-whites, a breed of humans
that has always been available to the
imperialists and has always suited their
power manipulation, these conservative
radicals want to hijack elections by doing
verbal and possible physical violence
against Muslims—all the while pretending
to remain racially unbiased.

An apt example of this growing rage
against the Muslims is the ad published in
The Cornell Review humor section on Sept.
22, the day following Townsley’s despicable
article. The ad makes a travesty of the basic
ethical articles of Islam, mocks the social
activities of the Muslim Educational and
Cultural Association (MECA), dehumanizes
Muslims at Cornell, portrays Muslims as
concupiscent fanatics, and equates them
with professional terrorists. Worst of all, the
ad is presented with a heinous picture of a
fundamentalist with a rather wicked motive
behind it: to provoke a sense of anger and
helplessness among the Cornell Muslims,
all while entertaining anti-Muslim readers –
that is, to try to create a hateful distance
between the Muslim and non-Muslim
communities on campus, and to finally
isolate the Muslims from the rest of the
Cornell.

What is so sad about this ad is the
unapologetic display of double standards.
The same people who sit and lament
genocide and holocaust in their classes and
articles revel in spreading anti-Muslim and
anti-Islamic sentiment.

‘



26 October 2004  15Turn Left

When Hearts Up North Turn Cold
A Look at Gay Marriage and Divorce in Canada and Beyond

If heterosexual marriage stats are any guide, one may
want to look into the dissolution of gay marriages as a
new legal specialty.
Last month, Canada was home to what is believed to be

the world’s first gay divorce. A court in the Canadian
province of
O n t a r i o
a p p r o v e d
the divorce
between two
women who
had been
together for
five years but separated five days after their marriage on
June 18th, 2003, a week after the province legalized same-sex
unions.

In Canada, three provinces and the Yukon have ruled
in favor of gay weddings, but neither have the divorce laws
been amended to apply to same-sex couples, nor do the
laws extend all across the country. The government has
promised a free vote on the issue in Parliament after the
divorce ruling. Since this episode first arose, government
lawyers have opened the landmark case, arguing that same-
sex marriage should be supported as a matter of justice. The
Canadian Supreme Court is expected to deliver its non-
binding legal opinion on the matter in several months.

In Canada, gay marriage is mostly supported and its
opponents are small in number. Gay marriage is supported
not only by the attorney general, but also by the Canadian
Human Rights Commission, the United Church of Canada
representing Presbyterian and Methodist congregations,
and a coalition of liberal rabbis. Canada could join the
Netherlands and Belgium in legalizing same-sex marriages
by the end of this year. So if Canada is at the forefront of
this movement, embracing both motions to legalize gay
marriage as well as divorce, where does this put America
and in what context do these new divorce laws put the rest
of the world?

Some argue that marriage should be reserved for
heterosexual couples because they alone can procreate, but
to reduce the whole essence of marriage to merely
procreation seems to be an oversimplification. Others state
that heterosexual marriage is the ‘ideal’ but it seems that
this ideal they speak of becomes more and more idealistic,

considering
the current
d i v o r c e
rates. In
f a c t ,
according
to US
d i v o r c e

statistics, 50 percent of first marriages and 60 percent of re-
marriages end in divorce.

People are now even choosing to leave out ‘until death
do us part’ vow, opting instead for ‘as long as our love shall
last.’ In Scandinavia, marriage rates have dramatically
decreased. The majority of children in Sweden and Norway
are born out of wedlock, and sixty percent of first-born
children in Denmark have unmarried parents.

Some opponents against gay marriage go so far as to
say that same-sex marriage has locked in and reinforced an
existing Scandinavian trend toward the decline of marriage
and parenthood. The Nordic pattern—smaller families, gay
marriage, marriage later, and children out of wedlock—is
cited as a phenomenon spreading across Europe. And
opponents will say that same-sex marriage has undermined
the institution of marriage.

But marriage, like all institutions, must be taken in
context, and perhaps it is not

so much that marriage
is declining, divorces
increasing, and gay
marriage spreading.
Perhaps it is that times
have changed and so
must the institution.
Historically, marriage
evolved for the
purpose of handling
property rights.  In
earlier times, most unions were financial relationships,
with no romance, no dating or courtship, and no
choice.

The whole Western notion of romance
apparently didn’t exist until medieval times and the
troubadours. Joseph Campbell, in the Power of Myth,
mentions that the twelfth-century troubadours were
the first ones who thought of courtly love in the

same way we do now. It wasn’t until Pope Nicholas I’s decree
in 866 that the notion of couples choosing to get married
was legalized and the earlier practice of forced marriage
became grounds for nullification.

The invention of the marriage ceremony dates back to
the 1500s, and before this time ‘marriage’ seemed to resemble
what people today would refer to as a financial transaction.
Since ‘marriage’ as we understand it did not exist, a man
would purchase a wife by negotiating the price with her
family.  In some cases, the parents of a girl ‘purchased’ a
husband for her, with a family selling their son only to a
satisfactory bidder.

The wide variety of sexual behavior in human societies
over the course of history (monogamy, or ‘family values’,
has not been the norm throughout history) indicates that
some sort of legally or socially recognized gay relationship
existed in some form or another throughout history.
Therefore, the current ‘gay marriage,’ which mimics the
current social norm of the surrounding culture, is not really
new, but rather a variation of something that existed prior to
modern times.

The study of world history reveals that pretty much
any kind of sexual behavior can become institutionalized
somewhere, sometime. Today, polygamy remains normal and

legal in many nations, as it
was among Mormon
forbearers in Utah. In Tibet,
polyandry has a long
history, and modern Chinese
law seems powerless to
prevent marriages between
one man and two women.

Perhaps Canada, the
Netherlands, and Belgium
are moving forward in

legalizing same-sex marriages by creating ways to govern
and manage the laws surrounding divorce and unions. As
for the worries about the sanctity of marriage, and as for the
people concerned about the degradation of family values,
maybe the best way to preserve marriage would be to legalize
gay marriage and ban divorces.

…To reduce the whole essence of marriage to
merely procreation is an oversimplification.

Times have changed and so
must the institution.

In earlier times, most unions
were financial relationships,
with no romance, no dating or
courtship, and no choice.
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BUSH:  Six months prior to my arrival, the stock
market started to go down. And it was one of the largest
declines in our history. And then we had a recession and we
got attacked, which cost us 1 million jobs.

To his credit, Bush has stopped insisting ‘I inherited a
recession,’ since it isn’t true.  According to the National
Bureau of Economic Research, the recession began in March
2001 and ended in November.  But Bush shouldn’t deserve
blame for the recession; the economy was weakening before
he took office due to the
stock bubble bursting.  After
the excessive imbalances of
irrational exuberance during
the 1990s, it was natural for
the economy to deflate and
take some time to readjust.
Let’s be clear here:  we do
not blame Bush for the
recession; we do however

blame him for the way he has tried to handle it.
BUSH:  But we acted. I led the Congress. We passed

tax relief. And now this economy is growing.
Bush seems to imply that his reckless and poorly

designed tax cuts deserve credit for the recovering economy.
This closely dovetails another favorite Bush comment that
because of his tax cuts, ‘we had the shortest recession on
record.’  It is true that the 2001 recession was short and the
economy is continuing to grow, albeit very slowly.  However,
after three rounds of his beloved tax cuts, we are currently
in the midst of the slowest recovery since World War II.

Which leads into Bush’s next
statement:

BUSH:  We added 1.9
million new jobs over the last
13 months.

As Princeton economist
Paul Krugman said, ‘that’s
like boasting about getting a
D on your final exam, when
you flunked the midterm and
needed at least a C to pass
the course.’  ‘1.9 million’

certainly sounds impressive, but that’s far from the 7 million
new jobs that economists would consider good growth.  In
order to keep pace with natural increases in the labor force
due to population growth, the monthly payroll must grow
by at least 140,000 jobs just to break even.  Historically,
economic recoveries have usually added 300,000 new jobs
per month; in fact, Bush’s own Council of Economic Advisors
projected that from 2003-2004, the tax cuts will generate
enough growth to add 300,000 jobs each month.  Yet the
CEA’s predictions have been off 12 out of 14 months, and
have often missed the 300,000 mark by an unacceptable 50
percent or more.  New employment statistics in early October
brought more bad news as the economy created merely
96,000 jobs in September.  As a whole, we are creating less
than a third of the jobs necessary for a decent recovery.

BUSH:  [My opponent] talks about middle-class tax
cuts. That’s exactly where the tax cuts went. Most of the tax
cuts went to low- and middle-income Americans.

Amazingly, Bush still hasn’t disposed of this moldy
old relic of a lie left over from the 2000 election when he
claimed that ‘by far, the vast majority of my tax cuts go to

See Hiding Reality, page 17
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Despite mounting evidence that the
economy remains mired in a
sluggish, jobless recovery, Bush
continues to fall back to his
reflexive tactic of obscuring reality
and denying responsibility.

BY NEELU TOOR
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participate. So ingrained into national
ideology is this bias, that it decided the
system of political representation in our
country, and was the foundation of the
Constitutional Three Fifths Compromise of
1787, which reads: ‘Representatives and
direct Taxes shall be apportioned among the
several States which may be included within
this Union, according to their respective
numbers, which shall be determined by
adding to the whole number of free
Persons... and... three fifths of all other
Persons.’ This statue sought to bar political
representation to two fifths of the African
American population. Although, the statute
was overturned by the 14th Amendment,
mechanisms remained which legalized de
facto segregation through the employment
of historically biased qualification
requirements for voting such as literacy
tests and poll taxes.

In the 1960’s, a series of laws were
passed to combat the discrimination which
had pervaded voting practices. When
President Johnson became aware of the
widespread segregation and denial of the
Fifteenth Amendment evident in voting
processes, he encouraged Congress to pass
legislation to remedy the issue. In 1964,
Congress passed the 24th Amendment
barring the use of poll taxes in national
elections. In the following year, Congress
passed the Voting Rights Act of 1965, which
enforced the Fifteenth Amendment by
prohibiting bureaucratic practices used to
bar minorities from exercising their right to
vote (literacy tests and denial of the right to
vote based on race or color). A year later, the
Supreme Court, in Harper v. Virginia State
Board of Elections, 383 U.S. 663, (1966), ruled
that poll taxes for state elections were
unconstitutional as well.4 These changes
were so effective that by the end of 1965,
with the help of Federal examiners, over a
quarter million new African American voters
were registered to vote.5 Because African
Americans favored (as they still do) liberal
politicians, the large increase in minority
voters overshadowed their efforts. This
created a major setback for White
Republican Congressmen who had
benefited from bureaucratic controls that
kept African Americans out of the voting
booths.

Although the 1960’s saw major
reforms, the practice of felony
disenfranchisement remained untouched.
J. Morgan Kousser, Professor of History
and Social Science at California Institute
of Technology, explained that felony
disenfranchisement provided ‘insurance
[that] if courts struck down more blatantly
unconstitutional clauses’ blacks would still
be prevented from voting.6 Similarly, the
South created broad definitions of

criminality in order to maintain the social
hierarchy of the antebellum era. In the South,
Black Codes were written into state law to
prevent newly freed slaves basic civil rights.7

Arrested for petty crimes that included
‘mischief,’ ‘insulting gestures,’ ‘cruel
treatment of animals,’ and the ‘vending of
spirituous or intoxicating liquors,’ a
significant number of African Americans
were confined, controlled, stripped of their
newly given rights (under the Emancipation
Proclamation), and thrown into prison.8 Since
that point, the incarceration of African
Americas has remained widespread and
disproportionate to whites.

In addition, states passed further
provisions to disqualify African Americans
from exercising their rights. The southern
states of Alabama, Louisiana, South
Carolina, and Virginia went about creating
lists of ‘furtive offenses’ to disqualify Black
voters. 9 The author of one Alabama
provision made his intent quite clear when
he estimated that a newly-illegalized offense

of beating one’s
wife ‘would
disqualify sixty
percent of the
Negroes’ from
voting.10 These
categories were
intent on targeting
Blacks specifically,
by reserving

disenfranchisement to petty offenses. Under
an Alabama statute, a man could be
disenfranchised for beating his wife, but not
for killing her.11 In a more pronounced case,
Mississippi policy disenfranchised petty
offenders up until 1968, when it modified its
statute to include rapists and murders as
well.12 With poll and literacy texts abolished,
felony disenfranchisement remained the last
legal means of preventing African Americans
from exercising their right to vote; thereby
continuing the longstanding tradition of
discrimination up into the present day.

As a result of the ‘Tough on Crime’
movement of the 1970’s, and the resultant
skyrocketing of incarceration numbers,
felony disenfranchisement is more prevalent
than ever before.13 The crime movement,
coupled with the War on Drugs, pushed
policy changes that widened the extent to
which crime was defined. Because of more
punitive laws, the incidence of nonviolent
offenses and drug crimes increased
dramatically, accounting for over three-
fourths of the increase in prisoners between

1978 and 1996.14 Currently, 48 states and the
District of Columbia prohibit inmates from
voting while in prison for a felony offense.
Fourteen of these deny the right to vote to
offenders after they complete their prison
terms, and only half of those allow convicted
felons to apply for the reinstatement of their
rights (and only then after a waiting period
of several years).15 Most striking, is the racial
disparity evident in disenfranchisement
statistics. In the six states that permanently
disenfranchise felons, one in four African
American males is ineligible to vote. The
Sentencing Project, a well-known
organization promoting criminal justice
advocacy, estimates that ‘Given current rates
of incarceration, three in ten of the next
generation of black men can expect to be
disenfranchised at some point in their
lifetime. In states that disenfranchise ex-
offenders, as many as 40% of black men may
permanently lose their right to vote.’16

Following current projections, a major
portion of the African American population
will be ineligible to vote in coming decades.

Current national policy on
disenfranchisement has maintained
discrimination in America. Current
projections of 40% disenfranchisement rates
for Blacks, draws an eerie parallel to the
Three Fifths Compromise of centuries
before. Just as that statute was employed
by the founders to serve a political objective,
so does disenfranchisement of today.
Today, African Americans are incarcerated
in America at a rate many times higher than
that of whites. In Florida, for example, Blacks
are incarcerated at a rate 4.83 times greater
than their white neighbors.17 Because so
many African Americans are
disenfranchised, the number of eligible black
voters every year remains severely crippled.
Columbia Law Professor Vivian Berger
explained that, ‘Given the disparate targeting
and treatment of blacks by the criminal
justice system, felony disenfranchisement
adds a second level of insult and injury to
minority ex-offenders. It harms individuals
and also limits group political power.’

Two sociologists, Christopher Uggen
and Jeff Manza produced a model to
estimate the effect of felony
disenfranchisement upon elections for
national office. Based on the assumption
that the majority of disenfranchised voters
would vote Democratic, given that they are
disproportionately composed of minorities
and poor and working-class whites, they
concluded that disenfranchisement has

effected the outcome of seven U.S. Senate
races from 1970 to 1998. Through analysis
of state elections, the two concluded that
disenfranchisement prevented Democratic
control of the U.S. Senate from 1986 to 2000.
In addition, felony disenfranchisement had
a tremendous impact on the Presidential
election of 2000. Florida, a state that George
W. Bush supposedly won by a small margin,
practices disenfranchisement for life. In the
fall of 2000, the state was the home to 1,088,
667 ex-felons and 293,396 current felons.18

Through their research Uggen and Manza
concluded that had all of those felons been
allowed to vote, Vice President Al Gore would
have gained 60,000 additional votes, which
would have won him Florida and swayed
the national election in his favor.

The merits of revoking the voting rights
of convicted felons are marginal at best. In
the late 1800’s, some believed that convicted
felons would ‘dilute’ the ‘purity of the ballot
box,’ and pose a ‘hazard [to] the welfare of

communities.’19 Some were even concerned
that convicted felons would commit electoral
fraud.20 Very few benefits arise from the
disenfranchisement of felons, the most
significant being the de facto advantage that
conservatives receive from withholding the
vote from liberals. In addition, they tend to
incite questions of the validity of the system
of criminal justice. In most situations,
punishment is meant to fit the crime; however,
disenfranchisement is imposed upon all
felons, from larcenists to mass murderers.
Additionally, it is the only right that the
government revokes from criminals, for
released felons retain the right to divorce,
own property, and file lawsuits. They are
still expected to follow the ordinances of
government, and they of course retain their
right to pay taxes.

In context, it is clear that this is a political
issue. When it comes to voting, Republicans
have a clear majority over their Democrat
counterparts in relation to prisoner
disenfranchisement. For them, this serves

Through analysis of state elections, studies
concluded that disenfranchisement prevented
Democratic control of the U.S. Senate from
1986 to 2000.

When discrimination is so
blatantly part of the political
process, one can only wonder how
this trickles down through the rest
of the country.
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the same purpose that other discriminatory
methods did in the past: keeping a large
portion of historically liberal-leaning citizens
from influencing election results. It is
discomforting to know that the leader of this
nation benefited from, and ultimately won
the election at the cost of freedom of millions
of Americans. When discrimination is so
blatantly part of the political process, one
can only wonder how this trickles down
through the rest of the country.

In the course of history, the United
States has always functioned on the principle
of progress. Just as technology has
improved over the past centuries, Americans
live with the assumption that the world is
getting better each and every day.
Investigating this issue, it is interesting that
since the movement for Civil Rights, the
freedom of African Americans in this nation
has only declined, as more and more are
imprisoned and stripped of their right to vote
everyday.21 Idealistically, the government
would support ‘The right of citizens of the
United States to vote shall not be denied or
abridged by the United States or by any
State on account of … previous condition
of servitude.’ (Amendment XV, §1). Instead
of protecting this right, as it has promised,
the government has failed to address the
inherent discrimination in the system of
felony disenfranchisement, repressing
minorities through socially legitimized
means.

The heart of democracy relies on the
legitimacy of government by the people. The
basis for this support lies in the right of
suffrage. In Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533,
(1964), the Supreme Court decided that ‘The
right to vote freely for the candidate of one’s
choice is of the essence of a democratic
society, and any restrictions on that right
strike at the heart of representative
government.’ If neither the ideology of this
country, nor the decisions of the courts hold
any sway, than something is definitely amiss
with American government. Because such a
significant number of African Americans
have lost this fundamental right, many
necessary reforms are being overlooked.
Socioeconomic disadvantages are being
overlooked as the divide between the rich
and poor in America expands. The inability
for many African Americans to voice their
concerns shifts the interests of politicians
to the needs of those that do vote, namely

older, more educated (and by extension,
wealthier) Americans. At the present rate,
this nation is in no better a state than years
past. America is well on its way to creating
de facto apartheid. If America learns anything
from this, it must be that change is necessary
to avoid mistakes of the past.

In Alabama Governor George Wallace’s
1963 inauguration speech he threatened
liberals to challenge what America had
become. Forty-one years have passed and
African Americans are still the target for
undeserved discrimination. Without action,
America will be forced to live in the world as
Wallace saw it, cursed forever to follow the
credo: ‘Segregation now! Segregation
tomorrow! Segregation forever!’
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those at the bottom.’ In fact, 59.9% of the tax
cuts went to the top 20%, and an astounding
24.6% went to the top 1%.

BUSH:  Now the tax code is more fair
[sic]. Twenty percent of the upper-income
people pay about 80 percent of the taxes in
America today because of how we structured
the tax cuts.

This statistic is a favorite of
conservatives, but it’s misleading and
provides little information about the
distribution of wealth.  Imagine if tomorrow,
President Bush abolished all income taxes
except for a $10 tax on those at the top 20%.
Then by all means, he could claim that the
top 20 percent pay 100% of the taxes in
America and feign dismay that the upper-
class is bearing the entire tax burden, while
the lower classes are getting off scot-free.
Although the wealthy are indeed paying a
substantial share of income tax revenue, they

are still relatively better off than the middle
class, and the gap continues to widen.

BUSH:  People listening out there
know the benefits of the tax cuts we passed
… if you pay any tax at all, you got tax relief.

You might agree only if you’re on the
Forbes 400 or if you really stretch the
definition of ‘relief.’ The top 1% received an
average tax cut of $40,990 in 2004, 42 times
more than what the middle quintile received,
and 178 times more than the bottom 20%.
Low-income Americans— those who are
most likely to immediately spend the money
and spur consumer spending— received on
average, 230 dollars.

In all, President Bush’s performance during
the debates illuminated his inadequate
understanding of his own tax cut policies
and his weak grasp of basic economics.
Bush will say that we’ve had ‘steady
growth’, or ‘the economy is growing,’ or that
‘we’ve added 1.9 million new jobs,’ but again
that’s like boasting your grade has ‘steadily
grown’ from an F to a D.  Despite mounting
evidence that the economy remains mired in
a sluggish, jobless recovery, Bush continues

to fall back to his reflexive tactic of obscuring
reality and denying responsibility.

Remember back in 2001 when Bush
promised his tax cuts would spur
consumption and generate strong growth?
He promised that his tax cuts would add
millions of new jobs.  He said his tax cuts
would pay for themselves by generating so
much superfluous tax revenue that deficits
wouldn’t be a problem.  Yet all of his
promises have rung hollow, and today
America finds itself in a dangerous fiscal
situation, so much that the IMF, which
usually saves its criticism for the Banana
Republics of the world, scolded the Bush
administration’s tax cuts as ‘ill-timed’ and
‘poorly designed.’

When Bush took office in 2001, he
inherited a projected 10-year $5.6 trillion
surplus from Bill Clinton.  In 2003, Goldman
Sachs projected a $5.5 trillion deficit – a slide
of 11.1 trillion dollars.   Unless America
quickly stems the bleeding tide of red ink,
our long-run economic growth will be
compromised.  Large, persistent deficits
force the government to borrow the
difference, crowding out public and private

investment by driving up long-term interest
rates, as well as impacting consumer and
investor confidence at home.  Furthermore,
there are volatile nonlinear effects stemming
from an increasing dependence on foreign
capital inflows to finance our deficits. With
the weak economy of today, the last thing
America needs is more detriments to long-
run growth.

As Al Gore said in a speech at
Georgetown on 18 October, because Bush
is blind to the consequences of his own
mistakes, we are doomed to repeat his
mistakes if he’s given a second term.  Bush
is already—and predictably— promising to
make his tax cuts permanent in a second term.
Voters, as the ‘shareholders’ of this country,
need to stop this insanity now.  If Bush was
the CEO of a company engaged in reckless
spending and mounting losses, he would
have long ago been fired for his petulancy,
his steadfastly wrong leadership, and for his
refusal to acknowledge a multitude of errors
in judgment.  His poor performance during
the debates is the last straw.

Voting is the only right that the government revokes from criminals, for
released felons retain the right to divorce, own property, and file lawsuits.
They are still expected to follow the ordinances of government, and they
of course retain their right to pay taxes.

TL

Across
1.  “We report, you decide.” The RIGHT
way to do things.
4.  Singing allies of this guy in 13 down.
6.  “I think we all agree, the ____ is over.”
8.  Is it windy in here, or am I going to
Iraq?
11.  Fasten your seatbelt, he may crash
this election.
12.  The rich get richer, and the poor
should get a new ___ policy.
13.  In Bush’s dictionary, the word for “to
incorrectly estimate as being less than the
actual size, quantity, or number”
16.  Oh really!? Our ally too!?
19.  The favorite puppet in The Bush
Witch project.
20.  The reason why we are having so
much trouble with the war in Iraq is that
our generals have a bad __________.

Down
1.  Is this Zimbabwe or…?
2.  Nonexistence.
3.  Bush’s weak spot.
5.  Where the #$%& is he?
7.  “We had a chance to visit with ______
Nelson who’s a parent, and a MOM or a
DAD”
9.  “This is what I’m good at. I like meeting
people, my fellow citizens, I like
___________ with them.”
10.  Our current President
13.  Bush’s stupid white enemy.
14.  “More and more of our ______s are
coming from overseas.”
15.  Bush’s campaign website (2000) states
that the third priority of the campaign is
“Putting Education _____.”
17.  George _____.
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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.

THE BACK BURNER

Breaking the Oil Habit - THE WEST’S DEPENDENCE ON OIL for its

economy is truly amazing.  This substance is not merely the fuel in your car and heat
for your home.  It is also the shirt on your back, the pen with which you write, even
the computer on which you work.  Given its inestimable importance to our economy, it
is unlikely that we will ever be able to rid ourselves entirely of our oil addiction.

Despite its indispensability, oil usage in the United States can and must be cut back.
Our dependence on it, especially as a source of energy, leaves us vulnerable and requires
the expenditure of tens of billions of dollars to maintain the stability of oil-producing
nations. The current administration, however, has been complacent in this vital area.
Simple measures that could greatly reduce consumption have been neglected.

Foremost among the possible ways to reduce consumption is to cut back on the
automotive consumption of gasoline.  Under this administration, however, efficiency
goals set forth previously were scaled back or scrapped altogether.  This now leaves us
more dependent than before on an unstable region.

Compounding the problem, SUVs, which are now ubiquitous, do not face stringent
efficiency guidelines of any sort. This administration has failed to enforce prior efficiency

standards that would reduce our oil-dependence and it has not managed to come up with
effective new regulations that would meet this objective.

Ultimately, oil alternatives would be the ideal solution. However, options like hydrogen
power are not short-term solutions, but will require a commitment to renewable energy
over the next ten or twenty years.  Until then, other solutions, such as the use of ethanol
and biofuels, offer reasonable alternatives to fuel oil.

But these alternatives have been ignored by the Bush Administration, whose energy
plan focuses primarily on fossil fuels.  Bush’s promise to fund hydrogen fuel research will
not make a dent in short-term oil consumption. Given the state of much of the current work
on hydrogen power, it will be years before commercially viable hydrogen systems for cars
will become available.  For now, Americans are simply left with no alternatives available
but to continue to rely on foreign oil.

There has never been a more crucial time to reduce our oil dependence. Oil prices
are now skyrocketing due to insufficient production capacity among OPEC nations. Even
if production capacity increases, the entry of China and later India into the petroleum
market will permanently alter its dynamics. In order to ensure our nation’s security and
economic viability, we must end our oil addiction.

Listen for the Gunshots…
HAVE YOU EVER FOUND YOURSELF YEARNING FOR AN ASSAULT RIFLE?  Do you spend your free
time in class daydreaming of Kalashnikovs?  You may be interested to know
that an AK-47 can lie at the bottom of a river for months and still
fire without jamming when retrieved.  The thought almost gives
new meaning to the phrase ‘wet dream.’

It doesn’t have to be a dream anymore.  Now, thanks to the largely incompetent Bush
administration, the assault weapon—the right every Iraqi family can enjoy—has become
an American entitlement as well.  And it’s not just the AK-47, that famous symbol of so
many revolutionary movements around the world that is now legal. Citizens of our fair land
can now purchase an Uzi, a TEC-9, colorfully named semiautomatic shotguns such as the
Street Sweeper, Berettas of both the AR-70 and the SC-70 variety, and even a Colt AR-15,
better known as the civilian version of the M-16.  And these are just some of the many
formerly illegal guns that can now be purchased due to the expiration of the 1994 Assault
Weapons Ban.

Even better, not only can Americans buy these weapons, they can fit more bullets into
them with greater ease.  One of the provisions of the 1994 Assault Weapons
ban set the maximum magazine capacity at ten bullets.  Magazines that
were manufactured before the ban could still be sold, but production of
new magazines with a capacity of more than 10 bullets was halted.  Now,
thanks to the expiration of the ban, we can expect more assault weapons
on the street with more bullets in their magazines.  God bless America.

How did this happen?  On the surface, both candidates ‘supported’ an extension of
the Assault Weapons Ban.  However, John Kerry brought to the fore the differences
between the two candidates at the final presidential debate on October 13.  In the debate,

Black Gold Trickling, Engines Guzzling, Cash Registers Chiming
– IF YOU HAVEN’T NOTICED, oil prices are on a petroleum-powered rocket ship past $50 US a
barrel, and the prices at the pumps show it. That black viscous commodity so
elementary to our life, liberty and pursuit of the latest gas-guzzling
SUV has had in the past enormous impact on both our economy and on
elections. Just ask Jimmy Carter.

There are lots of reasons why oil prices are at an all-time nominal and inflation-adjusted
high: your pick among skiddishness on the part of OPEC and Saudi Arabia to greatly
increase production, the fact that refineries worldwide are nearly maxing out capacities, and
continuing violence in the Niger Delta should do the trick.

One factor, however, should particularly resonate with voters this November. Eighteen
months after Dubya’s invading Saddamy, oil prices have soared, in particular
since the spike during the first few days of the invasion settled to just about
the $25 mark. Some analysts predict oil prices surpassing $60 a barrel in the
new year – much due to unrest and diminished production capacity in the
second-largest oil producing nation in the world: Iraq.

While Iraq perhaps isn’t the primary reason for the hike in oil prices, the fact that
current oil production in Iraq still lags slightly behind paltry pre-war numbers and the
general unrest in the region – including a recent car bombing that killed 16 on 23 October
near a Marine base in Western Iraq, and an ambush that killed nearly 50 newly-trained Iraqi
soldiers on 24 October – have something to do with the recent dip in our personal gas
budgets and the record revenues taken in by oil producing countries such as Canada and
Saudi Arabia.

So why haven’t consumers listed gas prices as a major factor in their choice for the
next president? Conspiracy theorists like to think that the domestic oil industry,
eternal friends of President Cheney and company, are willing to take a hit at the
pump by buffering the torrential growth of gasoline prices in order to guarantee a
Bush presidency until 2008. Keeping domestic prices down, at least at the consumer
end, would keep the electorate happy enough in the short term, and keep consumer spending

our beloved president stated, ‘I did think we ought to extend the assault-weapons ban and
was told the fact that the bill wasn’t ever going to move,’ which TL Staffers assume is his
curious logic for not pushing for the extension of the assault weapons ban. As usual, with
this statement Bush is trying to have his cake and eat it too.  Bush’s claim that he supports
the Assault Rifle Ban is just that – a claim.  Actions speak louder than words, a point
Kerry quickly shot back at Bush with his statement that ‘it was a failure of
presidential leadership not to reauthorize the assault-weapons ban.’

While both candidates may claim to support a renewal of the Assault Weapons Ban,
Bush should have used his power as Chief Executive to fight for the passage of the bill.  A
president’s job is not to follow Congress around like a dog on a leash, but to instead push
and prod them into making the appropriate decisions.  A President is supposed to create a
legislative plan and push for its introduction into law.  Like so many other instances, Bush
instead decided to pursue the issue of the assault weapons ban in name, and in name only.

Just as the administration fought a public relations war in Afghanistan, dealing with
popular perception instead of reality on the ground, Bush has decided to address the
assault weapon ban issue through public relations, and not through actions grounded in
reality.  Bill Clinton did not sign the original 1994 Assault Weapons Ban after it fell magically
into his lap; strong presidential leadership pushed Congress to get the bill passed in the
first place.  Bush’s leadership on this issue has been nonexistent.  Instead, he has played
both sides of the issue, saying he is for the ban to pander to those voters who are for an
extension of the ban, while letting the ban quietly lapse under his leadership – something
the pro-gun voters are sure to notice.

We here at Turn Left know, and hope that voters agree, that a president’s actions speak
louder than his words.  As more and more high capacity magazines are loaded into more and
more assault rifles across our fair land, the president’s actions will speak loudly very soon.
If you wanna hear Bush speak his true opinion, just listen for the
gunshots.

The Right of Every Iraqi!

AP

high enough to drive on our otherwise lackluster economy. Petrophilic America may just
look past the disastrous record of our current president and give him the green light
for another four years of cowboy administration.

But fanciful conspiracy theories aside, Americans should be worried that a potentially
deteriorating situation in Iraq, or even another war against a miscellaneous oil-producing
country, may just tip the scale between our just managing costs and a small oil-induced
recession. Are Americans willing to gamble? Let’s hope not. For whatever reason, and no
matter how sketchy their economics, TL Staff is crossing our fingers so that Americans will
be thinking about lower oil prices and a Kerry presidency on 2 November.
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Why
Americans
Prefer a
Laura Bush
Clever A RECENT POLL by

TL’s favorite daily USA Today states that
Americans very much prefer that the role
of a First Lady, the president’s wife,

The Hospitable Society of Ignorance?
It is no secret that President Bush is vehemently pro-life. This pro-life stance not
only attacks the right to an abortion but it is being extended to curtail access to all
forms of contraception for women. In the final presidential debate, the president
made clear his devotion to promoting a culture of life. ‘I think a hospitable society
is a society where every being counts and every person matters.’ But the
hospitable society the President wishes for willfully places the unborn on
a higher pedestal than the living.

One action to restrict access to contraception has been the appointments of
radical doctors such as Joseph B. Stanford to the FDA Reproductive Health Drugs
Advisory Committee and other such positions. Dr. Stanford refuses to prescribe
the birth control pill because it is incompatible with Christian values. The FDA
committee Dr. Stanford serves on is responsible for evaluating data on the
effectiveness and safety of drugs that are used for gynecological or other related
purposes. This includes deciding whether or not the morning after pill should be
available over the counter, a position that Dr. Stanford obviously opposes.

The president has also included faith-based insurance options as part of the
new Federal insurance package. Federal employees in Central Illinois can now
choose to buy into a Catholic health insurance plan that does not include coverage
for contraception, abortions, sterilization or artificial insemination. No one is forced
to use the plan, but it signals an approach to birth control that is very inclusive of
the anti-choice stance.

Withdrawal Symptoms
– Perhaps a New Cure?
LAST WEEK, ISRAELI SOLDIERS PULLED OUT OF THE GAZA STRIP, confident that they had secured
southern Israel from rocket and mortar attacks.  The reason for the Israeli incursion into
Gaza was a very justified one: Hamas terrorists had murdered Israeli citizens, including
children, from bases somewhere in the Gaza Strip.

But the nature of Israel’s response was consistent with Ariel Sharon’s policy towards
the Palestinians: it was based on absurdity and hate and will do nothing to stop terrorism

against Israelis. Indeed, this latest crimes by Israel is just another assurance that
peace between Israelis and Palestinians grows more and more
impossible as Israel fails to change its brutal and oppressive
ways.

Since the attack on Gaza began on September 29, Israeli soldiers have been very
successful in their quest to viciously avenge the victims of the Hamas attack by killing
innocent Palestinians. At least 109 are dead, eighteen of them minors and many more
unarmed victims of Israeli aggression – we can rest assured that the bullet in the head of a
sixty-five year old woman who was eating a Ramadan meal in her home and the death of a
thirteen year old Palestinian girl shot multiple times by an Israeli officer will help halt terror
attacks on Israel.

The seventy-five homes destroyed by Israeli soldiers and the pre-school that was
levelled were doubtless collateral damage and didn’t result at all from an Israeli policy that
aims to maximize the suffering of the vast majority of Palestinians who want nothing more
than to live their lives peacefully. Yeah, and Saddam Hussein attacked the World Trade
Center.

It’s time for the international community, and most of all the
United States, to start demanding respect for the human rights of
Palestinians – or at least to stop funding their oppression and murder. Israel, one of the
wealthiest nations in the world, is given more of our money every year than the entire
continent of Africa.  Call me crazy, but I don’t think paying for tanks and helicopters that kill
civilians in Palestine is as important as ending the catastrophic suffering caused by endless
war, famine and AIDS in some of the world’s poorest countries.

The government of Sharon – Bush’s ‘man of peace’ and America’s favorite war criminal
– can only end terrorism by respecting Palestinians. The settlements in the West Bank and
Gaza Strip, which plainly violate the Fourth Geneva Convention, need to be dismantled –

This kind of restriction is not what most Americans support – in fact, 95%
percent of women use some form of contraception over the course of their lives.
The president knows that his position is not tremendously popular, which is why he
does not draw attention to his record on this point. The president stated during the
third debate: ‘What I’m saying is that as we promote life and promote a culture of
life, surely there are ways we can work together to reduce the number of abortions;
continue to promote adoption laws – it’s a great alternative to abortion; continue to
fund and promote maternity group homes; I will continue to promote abstinence
programs.’ The restriction of contraception is not touted as a way to stop abortion.
The president, unsurprisingly, is not being honest with the American
people.

As the New York Times reminded its readers last week ‘Nearly four years
ago, after the Supreme Court awarded him the presidency, Mr. Bush came into
office amid popular expectation that he would acknowledge his lack of a mandate
by sticking close to the center.’ This aspect of the president’s policy is an especially
illustrative example of his dismissal of the center.

On the official George W. Bush website under health care there is no mention
of contraceptives or abortion. The closest the president comes to mentioning
reproductive health appears under the banner ‘Helping Parents Keep Children
Safe.’ The three highlighted methods of keeping children safe are: promoting
abstinence-only education, increasing funding for drug testing, and fighting Internet
pornography.

A vote for George W. Bush is not just a vote against a woman’s right
to choose. It is a vote against access to the pill, condoms and rational sex
education for millions of Americans.

should be generally limited to being the
official host of the White House. You
know, to clean up and serve things ’n’
stuff.

A majority of Americans believe that a
First Lady should neither hold a job in the
private sector, hold an official advisory role
to the president, nor hold elected office,
according to the USA Today-MacNiel/
Lehrer Productions poll between 13-15
September. But what makes this poll so
interesting is how the opinions of America
towards First Ladies stack up against those
of a First Husband: 64% of
respondents said that it was
alright for a First Hubby to hold

a position in the private sector,
but only 50% said the same for
a First Lady; and while 44% of
the 1,022 adults asked said
they’d support a First Husband
holding an elected office, that
number falls to 32% for a First
Lady. Can you say double
standard?

It seems clear, then, that Americans
would prefer former Librarian and ‘Reading
Lady’ Laura Bush to, say, working women
such as Senator Clinton or Teresa Kerry. Are
TL Staffers disappointed in America?
Slightly. Are TL Staffers secretly, deep-

down-inside hoping for a last-minute sex
scandal involving Laura Bush and members
of the Bush administration senior cabinet?
Ok, we admit it. ‘Lauragate’ would sound
like a great headline for the morning of
November 1st.

Although the probability of Lauragate
is pretty darn low, the possibility of a First
Husband aren’t bad at all given the political
dynamite that are Hillary Clinton and her
former prez worse-half Bubba. Clinton 2008?
TL Staffers are thinking more along the lines
of Clinton 2012, after two straight terms of
First Lady Teresa Heinz Kerry. By then,
maybe Americans will have get to know a
familiar First Husband for the first time.

not just a few, but all of them. And the Palestinians driven from their homes since 1948 need
to be allowed to return. After all, isn’t it ironic that Jews, many of whom reclaimed their
homeland after a 1900-year absence, now forbid Palestinians – who lived in Israel for
centuries – to return to the villages from which they were forced to flee sixty years ago?

If we are to calm tensions in the Middle East and around the world, Israel must be
forced to change its policies, and the United States, its long-time protector, is the only
nation that can make it do that.

Israeli Soldiers in Gaza

AP
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