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Being Left at Cornell and 
Getting Away With It

 

The Democratic presidential candidates debate at a recent AFL-CIO forum in Chicago, IL. From left to right: Governor Bill Richardson (NM), Senator Barack Obama (IL), 
Senator Joseph Biden (DE), Senator Hillary Clinton (NY), Senator Christopher Dodd (CT),  Senator John Edwards (NC), and Congressman Dennis Kucinich (OH).  (msnbc.com)
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BY ANDY HOWLETT

I hate to say it more than just about 
anyone, but the days of SDS, mas-
sive anti-war protests, and taking 

over buildings are over at Cornell, 
at least for now. Despite all the flak 
that the media are tossing at elite un-
dergraduate institutions for being bas-
tions of leftist dogma, the truth is that 
the idea of the university as a hotbed 
of progressive activism is best reserved 
for rightist ideologues bent on discred-
iting the works of moderate academics, 
and has little relevance to those with an 
interest in reality.  
 A lot of students at Cornell already 
know this, but it bears some parsing, 
especially since it is my hope that some 
of the class of 2011 might be reading 
this article. In the first place, if you’re 
going to make a division, a solid ma-
jority of students at Cornell are left-of-
center. That statistic, however, is a bit 
misleading. Realistically, a plurality of 
students are moderates; the majority is 
then reached by lumping them together 
with those who might call themselves 
“middle-of-the-road” Democrats.  
 As a result of these demographics, 
a broadly construed campus progres-
sive movement divides itself infor-
mally into two distinct camps. On one 
side there are truly leftist groups – the 
International Socialist Organization 
(ISO), the Campus Anti-war Network, 
Students for Justice in Palestine, and 

several other groups. These groups 
claim only a small percentage of the 
student population as members or sup-
porters and are more or less separate 
from the other camp – the mainstream 
or moderate groups, which is primar-
ily composed of the Cornell Democrats 
(CU Dems) and like-minded clubs. Not 
surprisingly, most progressive students 
identify with the second camp if they 
identify at all.  
 Without getting into it too much, the 
groups don’t always mesh well.  For 
example, Laura Taylor and Jeff Purcell 
(who returning students will recognize 
as former Cornell Sun columnists who 
proudly identified with the far-leftists) 
often had their work harshly criticized 
and publicly ridiculed by prominent 
leaders of more moderate organiza-
tions. Similarly, the ISO and other far-
left groups have lashed out at the mod-
erates for spending time on an agenda 
crammed with minutia that ignores 
larger issues (vociferously advocating, 
for example, a Student Assembly (SA) 
resolution condemning Iran’s attempts 
to build-up nuclear weapons while be-
ing relatively inactive on issues such 
as troop withdrawal from Iraq and sus-
tainability at Cornell).
 My advice, then, is for students 
who would identify with more left-
ist and more progressive groups – for 
two reasons. First, I’m fairly to the left 

Continued on page 12

Activism, Made to Order

The Importance of Defi ning Your Own 
Political Awareness

BY MANISHA BHATTACHARYA

The first semester you spend 
at Cornell will be filled with 
unique opportunities, new peo-

ple, novel freedoms, and daunting chal-
lenges. Each of you will come to deci-
sions about how you’re going to spend 
the hours between and after classes, 
and chances are that some of those 
choices will be different from the ones 
you made in high school. Sooner than 
you’d think, your life here will settle 
into some kind of routine, and all of 
your hobbies that haven’t made the cut 
are in serious danger of fading into the 
background.
 If you picked up a copy of The Cor-
nell Progressive, chances are that you 
make a habit of following the news, 

and you probably have a few issues or 
causes that never fail to get your blood 
racing or jolt your tired mind awake. 
Maybe you have always wanted to keep 
up with current events, and you just re-
solved to start right now. In any case, 
know that despite the distractions of 
college life, today’s America has made 
it especially important for students to 
maintain a personal commitment to 
political activism, however each of us 
defines “activism” in the context of our 
own academic and personal lives. Es-
tablishing this personal definition and 
keeping these ideals close to us for the 
next four years is crucial, both for our 
personal journey as college students, 

Continued on page 13
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Iraq Debate Heats Up in Congress

For those of you who were not intimate-
ly tuned into C-SPAN this summer, the 
debate over Iraq changed immensely. The 
most important aspect of the maneuvering 
in Washington was the apparent shift of a 
handful of Republicans who have begun to 
break ranks by arguing that the so-called 
“troop surge” is not fostering the type 
of political progress sought in Baghdad 
among the religious and ethnic factions. 
This break could herald a change in the tide 
that if harnessed properly could provide a 

coalition to change American foreign poli-
cy for the better.

Senators Chuck Hagel (R-NE) and Su-
san Collins (R-ME) are now voting with 
Senate Democrats on timelines to start a 
withdrawal of U.S. combat troops off the 
frontlines in an effort to refocus the Ameri-
can mission in Iraq towards fighting Al-
Qaeda in Anbar province rather than pa-
trolling the streets of Baghdad in the midst 
of a sectarian war. Hagel’s actions are com-
mendable. He has been critical of the war’s 
conception and execution since 2004, and 
has been trying to convince his Republican 
colleagues to break with the President due 
to genuine disapproval of the policy, rather 
than for political reasons. 

Senator Collins, however, has been a 
stalwart supporter of Bush’s Iraq policy 
until this year, when it became so immea-
surably unpopular among her blue state 
constituents that breaking with Bush was 
an absolute political necessity for electoral 
survival. Other Republican congressmen 
have already tested the waters for Col-
lins and her Senate colleagues by exhibit-
ing this type of shift on Iraq prior to their 

tight reelection campaigns last fall. While 
their motives for opposing Bush’s policies 
are not nearly as admirable as Hagel’s, at 
least democracy is beginning to have its in-
tended effect on moderate Republicans in 
swing states. 

Meanwhile, Senators Richard Lugar 
(R-IN) and Pete Domenici (R-NM), who 
make speeches on the floor of the Senate 
criticizing the surge and indicating that 
another change in strategy is needed, are 
still unwilling to vote with Senate Demo-
crats on legislation that would force Bush 
to redeploy American troops from Iraq. 
Lugar and Domenici are trying to stake 
out a “third way” for wavering Republi-
cans who do not want to be labeled “rubber 
stamps” for the administration, but, at the 
same time, do not want to side with the “re-
treat and defeat” Democrats. This position, 
however, is untenable because the major-
ity of voters want their representatives to 
stand up to Bush and put their votes where 
their mouths are. 

In a sea of uncertainty about Iraq, one 
fact appears certain: Bush will not rede-
ploy any troops or change course unless it 
becomes clear that two-thirds of Congress 
will force him into submission. One cannot 
describe the uneasiness felt in the White 
House when seven Senate Republicans 
voted with Democrats for the Webb-Reed 
amendment to the Defense Authorization 
Bill that would require troops coming back 
from Iraq to get a year of rest with their 
families before being redeployed. This res-
olution would have effectively forced the 
administration and the Pentagon to start 
reducing troops in Iraq because it would 
limit the numbers that could be sent back 
into combat. 

In September, General David Petraeus 
will present his report to Congress, which, 
most likely, will declare that American 
military successes have not resulted in 
any political progress in Baghdad. At this 
point, more Republicans will defect from 
Bush to save their congressional careers. 
Staying the course as a policy objective 
is (or will shortly be) no longer politically 
sustainable. If significant political prog-
ress is not made in Iraq before the end of 

the year, we may see a total of 15-20 Sen-
ate Republicans breaking with the Bush     
surge policy. 

Conservatives across the country must 
therefore ask themselves several questions: 
Why are U.S. troops dying halfway across 
the globe in 120-degree weather while the 

Iraqi parliament takes an August recess? 
What is so conservative about nation-
building? Is the neo-conservative vision 
for a democratic Middle East a hopeless 
and disastrous combination of naivete and 
smugness? Finally, is this administration 
competent enough to accomplish anything 
in Iraq? After answering these questions, 
conservatives will realize that they should 
follow Senator Hagel (a conservative Re-
publican himself) and break with Bush on 
what has been one of the biggest strategic 
foreign policy blunders in U.S. history. 

Bush’s vision for the Middle East and 
the “War on Terror” is fundamentally 
flawed. Whoever thought of fighting an 
unconventional war in a conventional way 
was not the brightest policy-maker. Inva-
sions and occupations of sovereign nations 
are outdated in an era where non-state ac-
tors are playing greater roles in internation-
al relations. Simply put, the U.S. needs to 
turn the page on the Bush doctrine for the 
global war on Islamic terrorism. We must 
embrace diplomacy rather than deride it as 
a sign of weakness, work with our allies 
instead of alienating them, devote more 
resources to development and education 
rather than force, and use more covert ac-
tion to break up terrorist networks in for-
eign lands. Only then can this great nation 
regain the full respect of the international 
community and return to its rightful posi-
tion as the widely admired leader of the 
free world. 

By the end of the year, 
you may see as many as 
20 Senate Republicans 
break with the current 
Iraq policy.

BREAKING RANKS:

Republicans are breaking 
the ranks in Congress; this 
might provide a coalition 
to change U.S. foreign 
policy for the better.  

OUR FIRST MEETING IS ON

MONDAY, AUGUST 27TH AT 5:00PM 
IN GOLDWIN SMITH 142

Find Yourself Disagreeing With President 

Bush About Almost Everything?

Join Th e Cornell Progressive!

By Ethan Felder 
and Shai Akabas
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Voices Behind the Numbers: An Inside Look at Polling
This past summer I worked a few nights per week at the Quinnipiac University 
Polling Institute, a nationally recognized public opinion survey group based 
near my hometown in Connecticut. Each evening I made about 250 calls, but 
I would come away with only four to seven completed surveys. Each survey 
gave me the opportunity to have a one-on-one conversation with a registered 
voter, and talking to these Americans gave me a fascinating picture of the 
electorate that is normally hidden behind the numerical results. Here’s what 
I learned:

1. People really do hate Hillary Clinton

It is difficult to pinpoint the exact reasons, but nearly half of Americans (49% 
in one early-summer poll) have an unfavorable opinion of the junior sena-
tor from New York. In the face of such numbers, it will be difficult for her 
campaign to gloss over this negativity, or claim that it’s only coming from 
one part of the country. Women, men, Democrats, Republicans, New Yorkers 
and Texans told me in no uncertain terms that they disliked Clinton. Said one 
woman: “I’d rather vote for Adolf Hitler than Hillary Clinton.”

2. They can’t pronounce his name, but people like Barack Obama

The widespread anti-Hillary sentiments were expected, but I was startled by 
Obama’s popularity. In one section of the survey, we gave voters a series 
of potential head-to-head match-ups between a Democrat and a Republican 
and asked them for their preference if the election were held today. Many 
registered Republicans said they would vote for Obama over Fred Thomp-
son, Rudy Giuliani, or John McCain. No other Democratic candidate received 
close to the amount of crossover appeal as Obama.

Despite this support, few could pronounce his name. Amusing mispronuncia-
tions included the military-minded Barrack Obama, former IRA legend Brock 
O’Bomber, and the discount toy store Block-o-Rama. I had expected many 
southern voters to flinch at the possibility of voting for Obama, but, from my 
experience, he polled favorably among southerners of both parties.

3. People believe that Bush bungled Iraq, but that we can’t just pull out

The national poll we conducted in June concluded that 57% of Americans 
now believe that invading Iraq was a mistake. Many people told me that they 

supported the invasion and voted for Bush in 2004, but now believe it was a 
mistake to get involved. Despite this sense of error, a surprisingly high num-
ber of both Democrats and Republicans told me that they would not support 
a troop withdrawal based on timetables. The Bush-Cheney “stay in Iraq until 
the job is done” theme has caught on, convincing many people that our troops 
must remain even as Iraq implodes. 

4. Wait until registered Republicans actually meet their candidates

Many Democrats were excited about next year’s election and happily told me 
they’d vote for Obama, Gore (if he were a candidate), or Clinton. On the other 
hand, Republicans often adopted a gloomy tone when I began asking about 
the election. A different polling outfit surveyed New Hampshire Republicans 
this summer and found that only 5% of Republicans had settled on a candi-
date they liked. With a margin of error of 4.6%, it was entirely possible that 
virtually no New Hampshire Republicans had chosen a candidate. It’s easy 
to see why: Giuliani has a history of liberal views and is being attacked by 
firefighters for his 9/11 management, some Republican evangelicals believe 
Romney’s Mormonism is Satanism, McCain is sinking because he is anti-
torture, under-funded, and old, while Fred Thompson, a former pro-abortion 
lobbyist who was called “dumb as hell” by Richard Nixon, has a Washington 
reputation for being lazy. The poor GOP field should embolden Democrats 
and will also leave the door open for a possible Newt Gingrich candidacy.

5. Be nice

If anyone ever calls your house from a polling agency, at least do him or her 
the decency of politely declining. It gives the caller no pleasure to interrupt 
your dinner, and while you’re done with work for the day, the pollster still has 
a couple hundred calls to make. Sitting in cramped computer stations earning 
$8 per hour, all we wanted was to talk to a couple interesting people from 
Ohio or Florida and have a quick night of work. So, please, as fun as it might 
be, don’t harass the telemarketers.

 --Elie Blimes

Cornell Progressive, 

 I recently read your article on H.R. 800 (The Employee 
Free Choice Act of 2007) in the April 25 issue of the Cornell Pro-
gressive.
  Having been a practitioner in the fi eld of labor and em-
ployee relations for over 30 years, I must point out to you that 
this is not a new proposal. It is a rehash of what organized la-
bor has tried to do a number of times in the past under various 
Democratic administrations in order to save itself. Minority “card 
checks” are something that organized labor has sought for years. 
They are both undemocratic and fl aunt the will of the majority of 
workers in this country.
  In addition, the article speaks of the delays in reaching 
fi rst agreements once a union has been elected as a majority 
representative. In the vast majority of instances, the failure to 
reach an agreement is a direct result of a union making promises 
to and creating expectations among workers that it neither has 
the ability or the real expectation of fulfi lling. Unions walk into 
fi rst contract negotiations with a “laundry list” of items, all of 
which they have told workers are achievable and which are clearly 
not. This is what causes delays - employers are forced to deal 
with a huge array of issues that either cannot be easily resolved 
or which would put a business in economic jeopardy…
  As your article points out, it has been legal to organize 
labor in this country since 1935, and the unions have not changed 
with the times, even though they say they have. They are corrupt; 
the American worker is better educated, and less susceptible to 
union rhetoric. American workers have started to realize that 
the way to stay competitive in a global economy is to do just that 
- remain competitive. American workers are the best educated 
and can be the most productive labor force in the world, while 
unions still have their well known and outdated “that‛s not my job” 
mentality. All the legislation in the world will not change that.

Dennis Paese ‘73

 Reponse: The author of this letter makes a wide array of unsubstantiated 
claims, what amounts to a list of worn-out and dubious talking points consistent 
with those that have been peddled by “practitioner[s] in the field of labor and em-
ployee relations” for years. First, he misrepresents the legislation in question as one 
that favors “minority ‘card checks.’” The Employee Free Choice Act, which was 
recently shot down in the Senate by a Republican filibuster, stipulates that a union 
may be certified provided that it gets card check authorization from a majority of 
workers in a bargaining unit. The purpose of the card check is to secure neutrality 
from an employer, allowing workers to decide for themselves whether or not they 
would like union representation in the workplace. Aided by an enforcement-averse 
National Labor Relations Board, employers have had free rein to make threats 
during an election campaign, impinging on a worker’s ability to make an objective 
decision about a union. Card-check authorization is a direct response to the well-
documented abuses made by employers in the present-day organizing climate.  

Also, the author claims that the reason first contracts are never achieved is that 
unions make a laundry list of unreasonable demands that employers can never 
hope to meet. The author is correct in pointing out that unions sometimes build 
up the workers’ expectations for what is actually achievable in negotiations. But 
even if this were the main impediment to making a deal (which I don’t believe it 
is, and the author ignores the other side of the coin, when employers bargain in 
bad faith in hopes that the absence of a first contract will lead their workers to 
decertify the union), wouldn’t the act’s provision for mandatory arbitration solve 
this problem?

But the author is not satisfied to address the limited scope of my article – he 
goes on to launch a scathing indictment on unions in general, relying on patently 
false stereotypes which practitioners in his field make a career of perpetuating. The 
myth of the lazy and entitled union worker clashes with the available evidence, 
which according to a 2003 study by Christos Doucouliagos and Patrice Laroche, 
“points to a positive and statistically significant association between unions and 
productivity in the U.S. manufacturing and education sectors, of around 10 and 7 
percent, respectively.” Unions are also corrupt; who can’t remember all the union 
corruption scandals that have proliferated in the national media during the last 
decade? I can’t.

The author also suggests that, “American workers can be the most productive in 
the world.” In fact, they are the most productive in the world. And while their pro-
ductivity continues to grow, their wages have failed to keep pace, even in the face 
of record corporate profits and ballooning executive compensation. Since 1973, 
non-supervisory wages, in real terms, have actually declined 10%. The author’s 
prescription for remaining competitive is really just euphemism for the declining 
standard of living that American workers have now stomached for years, a phe-
nomenon which is in part a consequence of their waning bargaining power (i.e. the 
decline of collective bargaining). 

-- Rich Getzel ‘08

Letters to the Editor
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About a year ago, the Repub-
lican-controlled Congress 
erupted in foaming-at-the-

mouth fury when Democrats threatened 
to filibuster a handful of President George 
W. Bush’s radical judicial nominees. Just 
a little background: The filibuster, or the 
indefinite prolonging of debate used to 
counteract a majority vote, was added to 
the Senate Rules in 1806. Since the 1960s, 
when Republicans used the filibuster to 
halt key civil rights legislation, the use of 

this parliamentary procedure has become 
quite regular. There isn’t too much stand-
ing in between a party and its decision to 
filibuster – except (1) Senate decorum, a 
sort of unwritten code that parties should 

reserve the filibuster for extraordinary rea-
sons (for instance, preventing desegrega-
tion and equal voting rights), and (2) clo-
ture, the process by which a filibuster may 
be broken with 60 Senate votes.  
 Back in the 1990s, Republicans used 
the filibuster to prevent a slew of Bill Clin-
ton’s judicial nominees from sitting on the 
bench. But turn the clock forward to 2006, 
when Democrats are threatening to do ex-
actly the same as Republicans had done, 
and, all of a sudden, the GOP is decrying 

the filibuster as a threat to our democratic 
ideals. The Republicans were fairly confi-
dent (and also right in assuming) that few 
would pick up on their hypocrisy. Taking 
advantage of this, they launched a media 
offensive, branding the Democrats ob-
structionists for trying to block the will 
of the American people (supposedly be-
ing expressed by the majority vote in the 
Senate). Senator Trent Lott (R-MS) fumed, 
“[Filibustering] is wrong. It’s not support-
able under the Constitution. And if they 
insist on persisting with these filibusters, 
I’m perfectly prepared to blow the place 
up!” The last part refers to Trent Lott’s at-
tempt to invoke the “nuclear option” (a.k.a. 
changing the Senate rules to end the prac-
tice of filibustering).
 But Lott would not have to resort to such 
a measure as the media offensive worked 
marvelously. A handful of party-confused 
Democrats, anchored by Joseph Lieberman 
(I-CT), crossed the aisle and caved to the 
ruling majority. In return for the Republi-
cans’ withdrawal of several nominees, sev-
en Democrats agreed not to filibuster, giv-
ing the GOP a green light to push through 

the rest of Bush’s appointees.  
 But alas, that was 2006.  It’s now 2007, 
and the Republicans have once again been 
thrust into the minority. They’ve also dug 
through their dusty repertoire and managed 
to find an old tune – that same one they 
were singing back in the 1990s. The party 
that was so offended by the filibuster only 
last year, is now close to breaking the fili-
buster record only 1/3 of the way into the 
term! If they keep up this pace, they will 
have notched 153 filibusters by the end of 

this two-year term, nearly 100 more than 
the previous mark. The GOP has taken full 
advantage of the slim Democratic majority 

in the Senate and banished Senate decorum 
to the political graveyard. With 49 Demo-
crats and two independents who caucus 
with the Democrats (Lieberman and Bernie 
Sanders (I-VT)), the ruling party has virtu-
ally no shot at breaking a filibuster through 
a cloture motion, and the Republicans have 
shown that they are intent on proving this 
time and again.  
 In fact, Trent Lott recently boasted that 
“the strategy of being obstructionist can 
work or fail…and so far it’s working.” The 
media has yet to take Lott to task for his 
shameless hypocrisy, or, even more signif-
icantly, that of his entire party. So, while 

this story has been put to bed only after 
a brief rousing, the American people’s 
2006 mandate to the Democrats has been 
absolutely crippled. In the first 100 hours 
of the new term, the House of Representa-
tives, which has a larger Democratic ma-
jority than the Senate’s, voted to expand 
embryonic stem cell research, increase the 
minimum wage, allow the government to 
negotiate lower prescription drug prices, 
cut interest rates on student loans, end sub-
sidies for big oil, and enact the remaining 
9/11 Commission recommendations. In the 
past few months, the House has also passed 
binding measures to end the war in Iraq, 
measures that have overwhelming sup-
port from the American people and even 
the troops stationed in Iraq. A 2006 poll by 
Zogby revealed that 72% of our troops be-
lieve that the U.S. should exit the country 
within a year.  
 But while the Democratic agenda has 
been met with wild success in the House, 
the Senate is an entirely different story. Of 
all the aforementioned measures, we have 
seen only the increase in the minimum 
wage and the 9/11 Commission recom-
mendations passed in the Senate. Every-
thing else has been blocked by a recalci-
trant Republican minority. Now that the 
Democrats need a 60-vote supermajority 
to accomplish anything, they cannot de-
liver on the mandate for change they were 
so unequivocally handed last year. The 
government is officially deadlocked with 
unprecedented obstructionism. The fili-
buster has never been used with such reck-
less abandon, and while I agree in spirit 
that members of a minority party should 
not have to be silenced in the democratic 
process, should they really be afforded the 
privilege of blocking everything in sight? 

Last  year ,  when the 
Democrats threatened to 
filibuster some of Bush’s 
nominees, the GOP decried 
the practice as a threat to 
our democratic ideals.

4 Volume VIII, Issue IThe Cornell Progressive

 Rich Getzel         DISSEMBLE, DUPE, AND DOUBLESPEAK   

CP

Republicans are using the filibuster with reckless abandon. 
(morallaw.org) 

Hypocrisy Hobbles the Senate
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A growing threat from one of our en-
trenched political institutions has seriously 
weakened the American public’s ability to 
choose its elected officials. I refer not to 
the executive branch’s blatant disregard 
for the law, to Congress’s perpetual din-
ing and fundraising with lobbyists, nor to 
the Supreme Court’s penchant for select-

ing presidents. Rather, the great assault on 
our democracy is coming from that other 
pillar of American government: the press 
(no, not Dick Cheney’s mysterious fourth 
branch). As the endless campaign for the 
presidency drags on, the national politi-
cal press has upped its coverage from the 
bland, trite, and vacuous garbage to which 
we have become accustomed, to the wildly 
irresponsible and dishonest mess we now 
see every time we tune in.
 It is apparently too much to ask for a 
comprehensive analysis of the various 
Democratic proposals on Iraq. In fact, the 
press would deny that such differences ex-
ist.  To hear them tell it, all of the candi-
dates hold essentially the same position: 
bring the troops home. Never mind that 
Barack Obama has advocated a phased 
withdrawal over the course of nine months 
to a year, that Hillary Clinton has repeat-
edly acknowledged the need to leave thou-
sands of residual forces in Iraq, that Bill 
Richardson has called for the complete 
withdrawal of all troops by the end of this 
year, or that Joe Biden has put together a 
political resolution for a decentralized Iraqi 
federal government coupled with a phased 
withdrawal. 
 The narrative following the CNN-You 
Tube debate revolved around a fictional 
Hillary-Obama “spat,” with no mention of 
any real, substantive breaks between the 
candidates. I saw no coverage of Joe Biden 
scolding Obama and Richardson for their 
positions on Iraq, saying, “There’s not one 
person in here that can say we’re going to 
eliminate all troops...Tell the truth for a 
change.” The real problem with this kind of 
coverage (that is to say no coverage at all) 
is that it’s only the tip of the iceberg. The 
press has long ignored its job of educating 
the public in its pursuit of the tantalizing or 
the tawdry. The emerging new trend, then, 
is not ignoring a more consequential story 
for another; it is the outright fabrication of 
that other story.
 There is no more emblematic example 
of this point then the media’s coverage of 
the Edwards campaign. If only the press 
had devoted as much attention to President 
Bush’s justifications for invading Iraq as it 
has to John Edwards’ hair. The issue here 
is not merely the media picking up on ir-
relevant stories and dragging them to rel-
evancy. More precisely, it is that the story 
itself is largely a lie. The tale, as they tell it, 
is that Edwards is a hypocrite by advocat-
ing for the poor while spending $400 on a 
haircut and living in a huge house. Let us 
forget about the minor absurdities of this 

narrative, like the fact that scores of other 
candidates who also care about poverty and 
the environment live in expensive homes, 
or that the purchase of a haircut could be 
emblematic of an entire vision of class and 
economics. Rather, the glaring fabrication 
of this story is that the house or the haircut 
signal hypocrisy at all. What is hypocriti-
cal about being rich and advocating for the 
poor? Admittedly, grossly overpaying for a 
haircut is more disconcerting than overpay-
ing for a shiny new watch or a cool car. But 
the essential argument that it is hypocriti-
cal to be wealthy while caring about those 
that aren’t is patently false and dishonest. 
 Nevertheless, as Paul Waldman of The 
American Prospect observed, “How many 
hundreds of articles on Edwards have 
dropped in, apropos of nothing, that he 
got a $400 haircut? While any candidate 
so consistently described as inauthentic 
would be in trouble, the label is particular-
ly damaging to one who stakes his claim on 
his empathy for regular people. Which is 
precisely why the GOP attacks him so re-
lentlessly on this point, and why the press 
takes such delight in helping them do it.”
 So why does the press persist with these 
distorted and misleading narratives? To be-
gin with, they often put personality before 
objectivity. Marc Ambinder of the Atlantic 
Monthly recently admitted what was obvi-
ous to many: “Fairly or unfairly, a healthy 
chunk of the national political press corps 
doesn’t like John Edwards.” More impor-
tantly, however, is the epidemic of sensa-
tionalism; the media craves a good story 
that can attract audiences and increase its 
own relevance. Thus, the battle between 
the mega personalities of Clinton and 
Obama is too good to be true, and certainly 
too good to be obstructed by the likes of 
John Edwards. Similarly, Mitt Romney has 
largely gotten a free pass from his egre-
gious and shameless flip-flopping because, 
as Ambinder continues, the press is, “not 

so much interested in burying Romney 
right now -- many reporters think he’s the 
Republican frontrunner.”
 All of this has left us with a swirling 
mass of misinformation and distortion. Not 
only is the press ignoring what is impor-
tant, but it is picking and choosing, and at 
times creating, the stories it wishes, in or-
der to produce the narratives it demands. 
 This brings us to our current situation, 
no better represented than by Matt Lew-
is’ July 17th article in The Politico about 
Rudy Giuliani and the firefighters’ union 
attacking his management of 9/11. Lewis 
writes, “Still, if the firefighters are trying 
to ‘swift-boat’ Giuliani, they have a lot of 
work ahead of them. The entire country 
saw Giuliani’s leadership on television. 
Conversely, Kerry’s military career ended 
decades ago and wasn’t televised.” Here 

we see the many media maladies rolled 
into one. There is the mindless equating 
of the firefighters and the Swift Boat Vet-
erans without analyzing the truth of each 
organization’s position; there is the uncriti-
cal acceptance that Giuliani showed lead-
ership during the terrorist attacks. 
 Yet, this pales in comparison to the later 
assertion that, “One wonders if Giuliani’s 

image as an American hero is so strong, 
and has been so reinforced, that he is al-
most immune to this sort of attack.” Of 
course, Giuliani’s image as an American 
hero is strong because the media continu-
ally reports it as such. Even when writing 
about a group which claims he is anything 
but a hero, the press can do nothing but say 
that the public views him as such.
 Thus, we now have a vicious, never-
ending cycle of perception, packaged and 
distributed by a reckless punditocracy. The 
media creates the stories, shapes our per-
ceptions, and then marvels at how such sto-
ries are accepted by the American public, 
rounding out the cycle by then innocently 
reporting on this extraordinary “phenom-
enon” (the one that they created). 
 Media coverage is indeed a growing 
threat to the people’s ability to choose for 

themselves. For how can the voter choose 
Edwards the hypocrite over Giuliani the 
hero? How can we decide for ourselves 
when our perceptions are preordained?
    
         

CP

Aug. 17th, 2007  5The Cornell Progressive

The New Threat to Democracy 
WILL ROSENZWEIG       ON THE TRAIL

Voters don’t get to hear substance, because the media is too focused on drama.

Media coverage is  a 
growing threat to the 
people’s ability to choose 
for themselves.
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Blitzer’s “Situation Room,” where he 
had the opportunity to defend his film, 
live, on-air, against CNN Health report-
er Dr. Sanjay Gupta’s spin-tastic criti-

cism. Needless to say, he nailed them on 
the simple fact that Big Pharma adver-
tises heavily on the network. Spend too 
much time in the Situation Room, and 
suddenly you’ll be convinced that you, 
too, have Restless Leg Syndrome.  
 What really got me going was when 
Blitzer decided to show Moore a clip 
from an earlier Republican debate, 
where Presidential Candidate Rudy 
Giuliani suggested that the only way to 
bring health care costs down was through 
the free market, not through “socialized 
medicine.” Of course, Moore simply 
responded that he wondered if Rudy 
wanted to end Medicare and Medicaid, 
since that’s, uh, “socialized medicine.” 
That took care of that.
 But something struck me about Ru-
dy’s professed love of the “free market.” 
One of my favorite finds of the summer 
was a YouTube stream of the 13-minute 
New York Fire Department film Rudy 
Giuliani: Urban Legend, debunking 
the myth of Rudy Giuliani’s self-pro-
claimed status as “America’s Mayor.”
 The film systematically dismantles 
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Rudy’s leadership ability. Beginning 
with an account of the 1993 terrorist at-
tack on the World Trade Center, the film 
gets first-hand testimony from a fireman 
who was unable to reach his chief due to 
a faulty radio. This malfunction was not 
an isolated incident, and had a significant 
impact on the NYFD’s response that day. 
A report released in 1994 confirmed the 
faulty radios were a known problem to 
Giuliani -- still, it took seven years, until 
early 2001, for the radios to be replaced. 
After reports that these new radios were 
still faulty, investigative reports sug-
gested that the new radios had never been 

tested by the city, and, moreover, com-
petitive bidding procedures had been dis-
carded with a no-bid contract rewarded to 
Motorola. Where was your free market 
then, Rudy?
 Three hundred and forty-three fire-
men died on September 11, 2001. Most 
of them died inside as the Towers fell. 
While those firemen outside the building 
had given evacuation orders long before 
the collapse, one can only imagine the 
static that was heard on the other end of 
those radios. Of course, Rudy publicly 
explained the lack of evacuation as their 
“willingness…to stand their ground,” 
instead of their inability to actually hear 
what could have been life-saving evacua-

tion orders.  
 The fact of the matter is, the free mar-
ket isn’t always free -- as it’s been exer-
cised as of late, it’s made a few Ameri-
cans very rich at the expense of the vast 
majority of the population. Often, those 
conservatives who are the loudest about 
privatization, the evils of “big govern-
ment,” and the free market, are seem-
ingly the most willing to hand off gov-
ernment responsibilities not to the most 
able, but to their closest allies. Rudy’s 
handling of the radios on 9/11 is just 
one example -- there’s not enough room 
here to discuss all those Department of 
Defense contractors working in Iraq that 
just coincidentally have connections to 
Dick Cheney and campaign contribu-
tors.  
 But from most mainstream media out-
lets, it’s difficult to get the impression of 
how rampant this crisis in government 
truly is. Remember, those outlets rely 
on advertising money to exist -- they’re 
a business disguised as a public service, 
not unlike our health care system. To get 
a better picture of the way our country 
has sold out, turn off the TV, and take 
a closer (but discerning) look at what’s 
floating around YouTube and Google 
Video. It’ll take far longer than a sum-
mer to get through it all, but even a small 
sampling may give you a better picture 
of what’s really going on in this coun-
try.

CP

Turning on YouTube: 
Explorations in Internet Media

Conservatives have been 
adding a dose of personal 
interest into their “free 
market” principles.

YouTube and Google Video 
provide a better picture of 
how our country has sold 
out.

BY DAVID KIFERBAUM

I had a lot of free time this summer. 
Between temporary unemploy-
ment, a couple part-time jobs, and 

the unpredictable weather, I found my-
self bumming around on the Internet a 
lot. And what’s better on a lazy summer 
afternoon than a hefty dose of political 
videos on Google Video and YouTube?
 Streaming video is big. It’s so big that 
I swallowed my pride and added one of 
those tacky, myspace-esque Facebook 
applications so I could share all these 
great videos I’ve been finding. Even 
CNN caught on with their YouTube de-
bates, finding a new way to engage vot-
ers while making candidates uncomfort-
able -- kudos to CNN for both of these 
feats.
 The first big find of the summer, for 
me, was Michael Moore’s Sicko, which 
as far as I know is, unfortunately, no lon-
ger available for free via Google Video. 
Apparently, to his distributor’s dismay, 
someone from Moore’s team made the 
film available online a few weeks be-
fore the film officially debuted in June. 
Thankfully, Moore expressed that he had 
no desire to prosecute those who saw the 
film for free, and that he was glad that 
more people would have the opportunity 
to see his film--for me, it was a chance to 
save ten bucks. Thanks Mike!
 I read a joke in the Chicago Sun-
Times that explained how Moore recent-
ly lost 30 pounds. According to them, 
someone told him to shut his mouth. All 
jokes aside, this is not at all what he did 
when he was invited to appear on Wolf 

Amnesty International  
Meeting Location: Goldwin Smith 156

Meeting Time: Tuesdays, 5:30-6:30 p.m.
Contact: Anna Ng, aln24@cornell.edu 

The Cornell Democrats
Meeting Location: Lewis Auditorium in Goldwin Smith

Meeting Time: Wednesdays, 5:00 p.m.
Contact: Randy Lariar, rll28@cornell.edu

Cornell University Gay-Straight Alliance (CUGSA) 
Meeting Location: Music Room of Willard Straight Hall (Main Floor next 

to International Lounge) 
Meeting Time: Mondays, 6:00-7:00 p.m.

Contact: Dovie Watson, dlw58@cornell.edu

Cornell University Renewable Energy Society  
Meeting Location: TBA  

Meeting Time: Tuesdays, 6:00 p.m. (tentatively) 
Contact: Kaitlyn Hanley, kth26@cornell.edu 

                 or Louis Albright, lda1@cornell.edu 

Dilmun Hill (Cornell’s student-run farm) 
Meeting Location: TBA

Meeting Time: TBA
Contact: Hannah Sadtler, hws5@cornell.edu

Kyoto NOW!
Meeting Location: Goldwin Smith 164

Meeting Time: Tuesdays, 4:45 p.m. 
Contact: Katherine McEachern, kpm35@cornell.edu

Roots and Shoots
Meeting Location: Lobby of Ecology House

Meeting Time: Wednesdays, 8:30 p.m.
Contact: Caitlin Corner-Dolloff, cac94@cornell.edu 

Teach to Reach
Meeting Location: Rockefeller 189

Meeting Time: Mondays, 4:30-5:30 p.m. 
Contact: David Rosen, djr33@cornell.edu

THINKING ABOUT GETTING 

INVOLVED ON CAMPUS?

CHECK OUT THESE 
PROGRESSIVE ORGANIZATIONS 

AT CORNELL!
(Note that meeting times and room numbers are subject to change)
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Travel to exotic lands. Meet 
intriguing people. Help make 
the world a better place. All 

this and more come complimentary 
with a membership in the Cornell 
Democrats. 

There are plenty of people today 
who feel that politics is a lost cause; 
that efforts towards campaigns and 
elections are wasted, unless it’s an 
attempt to pad a resume. After all, 
the stereotype goes; people who get 
involved with politics are shallow, self 
interested, and snobby—right? 

The activism of the 1970’s, of the 
Vietnam era, where thousands of 
people across the country truly felt that 
they could make a difference, is long 
gone. In its place has risen a general 
malaise that activism is a waste of 
time. And they may be right: As long 
as people believe that they can’t make 
a difference, that their involvement is 
futile, political activism will continue 
to wither away. 

The Cornell Democrats embody the 
sentiment of Gandhi’s saying, “You 
must be the change you want to see in 
the world.” We make up an organization 
of students who will not stand idly 
by as the Government runs itself into 
the ground with incompetence. The 
group’s goals are to elect qualified and 
capable government leaders, to educate 
the Cornell community about the issues 
affecting Americans everywhere, and 

made possible, in part, by the efforts 
of College Democrats everywhere. 
On trips and at home, the Cornell 
Democrats have been on the front 
line of some of the toughest fights 
for Progressive ideals and positive 
government. 

This year, we will continue to be 
involved in both local and national 
politics, as Ithaca holds municipal 
elections and primary season arrives 
early. In addition to campaigning, 
the Democrats will bring interesting 
speakers to campus at events open to 
everyone. 

Congressional candidate Eric 
Massa will headline the club’s 
second meeting with a talk about 
his unique perspective on being a 
Democrat in upstate New York. 
The event on September 5th will 
be the first of a speaker series 
about government involvement and 
Democratic causes. Events will also 
be planned throughout the year to 
help raise awareness for important 
political issues, as well as to live by 
the values we espouse by organizing 
charity fundraisers. Students will be 
engaging in debates and discussing 
the upcoming primaries for the next 
president of the United States. And 
what year with the Cornell Dems 
would be complete without road trips? 
New Hampshire for the Primaries, 
elsewhere in New York to campaign 

Come See Congressional Candidate, 24-Year Navy Veteran, and Cancer Survivor:

Eric Massa

He will discuss…
        --the Iraq War and U.S. Middle East Policy

        --his experiences as a Naval Officer in the Middle East
        --running as a Democrat in a Republican district

...And will take questions from the audience.

Wednesday, September 5th at 5 p.m.
 Kaufman Auditorium (room subject to change)

Co-sponsored by The Cornell Democrats, Students for Massa and Arcuri and
The Cornell Progressive
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and attend events, and Washington, 
D.C. will all be likely destinations for 
the group this year. 

There is no such thing as a typical 
member of the Cornell Democrats. There 
are no mandatory activities or financial 
burdens placed on membership. 

Only opportunity awaits those 
who get involved; opportunities to 
learn, to work for change, and to meet 
some other great people who share a 
common political interest. Meetings are 
usually Wednesdays at 5 PM in Lewis 
Auditorium (GS). If you have any 
questions about the Democrats, please 
contact Dems President, Randy Lariar, 
at rll28@cornell.edu. 

Featured Progressive Group:

The First In
stallment 

of the Fall 2007 

Democratic

Leadership Speaker 

Series

THE CORNELL DEMOCRATS
to encourage political discussion and 
debate. By taking action and speaking 
out about our beliefs, the Cornell 
Democrats work to fight the perception 
that politics and activism are pointless 
endeavors. By embracing hard work 
and sound principles, we’ve acquired 

quite a track record of success, but we 
certainly don’t forget about having fun 
at the same time.

The Cornell Democrats have 
campaigned for local, regional, and 
national Democratic candidates at home 
and during trips around the country. 
We’ve helped elect Democratic District 
Attorney for Tompkins County Gwen 
Wilkinson, as well as County Legislator 
Nate Shinagawa, and U.S. Congressman 
Michael Arcuri, who became one 
of the 41 new Democratic members 
of the House of Representatives, 
propelling the Democrats back into the 
majority. On an overnight excursion 
to Pennsylvania, the group helped 
elect Senator Robert Casey, one of six 
new Democratic Senators, turning the 
Upper House of Congress blue as well. 
The Congress that has since raised the 
minimum wage, worked to end the Iraq 
war, and pushed lobbying reform, was 

There is no such thing 
as a typical member of 
the Cornell Democrats. 
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 Finding Justice in a Chaotic Region

BY SAM LEVINE

This past summer I worked as 
a publicist for UNICEF, The 
United Nations Children’s 

Fund, where I covered UNICEF am-
bassador Lucy Liu’s travels to the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo 
(DRC) in late June, and also helped 
promote some of the essential work 
that UNICEF does to support children 
in Africa. Sadly, the lack of justice in 
much of African society today is ap-
palling, and continues to overshadow 
the efforts of aid organizations and 
law-abiding citizens. To give a par-
ticularly graphic example, in an inter-
view after her trip, Lucy Liu tearfully 
described one of her experiences at a 
UNICEF camp for survivors of sexual 
violence. Liu had met a young woman 
whose lips and ears were cut off by her 
aggressor after she reported her rape 
to local authorities. Let the unbeliev-
able brutality of those actions settle in 
for a moment, and then consider this: 
The rapist was neither held account-
able for his rape nor his follow-up ac-
tions, both horrific acts of violence! 

But before I delve fully into a dis-
cussion of the ideals of “justice” and 
“accountability,” here is a little back-
ground on UNICEF. The organization 
was temporarily established by the 
United Nations in 1946 to help chil-
dren after WWII, and later became a 
permanent fixture in 1953, continuing 
over the past half-century to help chil-
dren living in poverty and in develop-
ing nations fight for a better future.  
Recently, UNICEF has concentrated 
much of its efforts on sub-Saharan 
Africa, a region that has suffered from 
the devastating effects of war and dis-
ease. (Today, the most publicized ex-
ample would be the ongoing conflict 
in Darfur, Sudan but there are lesser-
known, similarly devastating con-
flicts in a number of nearby countries, 
including the Eastern part of the DRC 
and Sierra Leone.) In 2006, there were 
also 2.1 million AIDS-related deaths 
in sub-Saharan Africa (72% of global 
AIDS deaths), and thousands of oth-
ers suffer each year from preventable 
diseases like malaria and polio.

One of my first assignments at 
UNICEF was to read Ishmael Baeth’s 
award-winning autobiography, A 
Long Way Gone, to catch a glimpse 
of what it was like growing up in Si-
erra Leone in the late 1990’s—when 
the country was engulfed in a brutal 
civil war, and soldiers had few reser-
vations about using innocent woman 
and children as sex slaves or forcing 
them into armed battle. (For a cin-
ematic portrayal of the war and its 
terrible consequences, I implore you 
to view ‘Blood Diamond,’ which fol-
lows a diamond-smuggler {Leonardo 
Dicaprio} as he scales the country 
during wartime.) A Long Way Gone 
describes Ishmael’s life as a young 

boy, when he was forced to join the 
government’s armed forces after his 
village was pillaged and his family 
killed by rebel forces. Miraculously, 
Baeth was rescued by UNICEF as an 
adolescent, and eventually emigrat-
ed to the United States. His account 
showcases the horrors that so many 
children in Africa continue to call re-
ality today. 

A shocking 250,000 children are 
now indoctrinated in armed groups 
throughout the world. More than half 
of those children are in Africa. These 
youngsters are forced to commit 
atrocities against other innocent peo-
ple—sometimes even members of the 
children’s own families. The minors 
wield AK-47s and M-16s on the front 
lines of combat, serve as human mine 
detectors, participate in suicide mis-
sions, carry supplies, and act as spies, 
messengers or lookouts. A sixteen-
year-old girl named Susan captures 
the brutalization that children suffer 
at the hands of the Lord’s Resistance 
Army (LRA) in northern Uganda with 
the following UNICEF testimony: 

“One boy tried to escape but he was 
caught. His hands were tied and then 
they made us, the other new captives, 
kill him with a stick. I felt sick. I knew 
this boy from before; we were from 
the same village. I refused to do it and 
they told me they would shoot me. 
They pointed a gun at me, so I had to 
do it… I see him in my dreams and he 
is saying I killed him for nothing, and 
I am crying.”

After reading A Long Way Gone, 
and following Lucy Liu’s travels to 
camps that host internally displaced 
people (IDPs) and survivors of sexual 
violence, I was left with a feeling of 
intense revulsion. The emotion was 
not towards the victims, of course, but 

towards the criminals who had com-
mitted these atrocities. How on earth 
could these human beings justify their 
violent, horrifying actions against 

children and women? Clearly the is-
sues at stake are a bit more complex 
than this, but I think that this brutal-
ity is a consequence of the total lack 
of justice in much of African society 
today. Until “justice” becomes more 
than an abstract concept or idealistic 
hope, law-abiding, respectable citi-
zens will continue to suffer and bear 
the brunt of the criminals’ actions.  
In order to secure a brighter future 
in sub-Saharan Africa, despots like 
Charles Taylor, the former President 
of Liberia, must be rooted out before 
they wreak havoc. Taylor, who is re-
sponsible for millions of deaths dur-
ing his reign of torture in Liberia and 
neighboring Sierra Leone from 1997-
2003, is a criminal. The only good 
that can come from his legacy would 
be if reaction to his rule results in 
greater transparency in government, 
new forms of legal justice, and the 
democratic rule of law throughout the 
region. Taylor, now on trial for crimes 
against humanity in The Hague, and 
his band of imitators in other African 
nations like Darfur, deserve the en-
mity and financial isolation of every 
national government in the world.      

UNICEF and other aid organiza-
tions continue to provide lifesaving 

support to families throughout Africa. 
In her visit to the North Kivu prov-
ince, Lucy Liu visited an IDP camp 
where UNICEF had recently installed 
a simple irrigation system (for about 
the cost of an iPhone!) that provides 
safe drinking water for the entire 
community. UNICEF also provides 
lifesaving vaccinations, but they need 
your help to protect more individuals.  
Nearly 1.1 million people die from 
malaria in sub-Saharan Africa today 
and just a $10 donation can buy and 
deliver a mosquito bed-net to pro-
tect against this disease. Indeed, the 
World Health Organization suggests 
that mosquito nets treated with insec-
ticide could save up to 500,000 Afri-
can children each year.

While the determination of aid-
workers and the passion of local 
communities are inspiring, children’s 
dreams cannot withstand the scourge 
of corrupt and morally bankrupt gov-
ernments. According to the State 
Department, ten countries are impli-
cated in child soldier use today, nine 
of which the U.S. government pro-
vides military assistance to (including 
the DRC, Uganda, Sudan, Sri Lanka 
and other countries in Africa and the 
Middle East). The exploitation of 
children and women as soldiers and 
sex slaves has been ignored for far too 
long. Charles Taylor’s conviction will 
hopefully mark an important start. 
But only by demanding justice and 
accountability in Africa today, can we 
help ensure a brighter, healthier future 
for our children tomorrow. 

Child soldiers are still 
prevalent in many 

regions of the world.

CP

A shocking 250,000 children are now indoctrinated in armed groups throughout the world.  (openlearn.open.ac.uk)

UNICEF’s struggle to combat violence toward women and children
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Of course, perhaps the best advice I can give you is not to listen to a Sophomore Government/History/International Relations/Pre-
med/Pre-law major who has no idea what he wants to do with his life. The choice is yours, so make it, and make it well. Everyone 
finds their niche – and, for better or for worse, always remember that whatever your feelings on leaving home, meeting new 
people, adjusting to the college workload, etc., you are not alone in your sentiments. Take a quick look around North Campus, 
and you’ll see 3,000 smiling faces masking those very same thoughts (minus the 15 or 20 creepy upperclassmen already hitting 
on the freshman girls). 
 
Welcome to Cornell.  Live it up, drink it down, and don’t forget to learn a little bit along the way.  

DO…
• ...go sledding/rolling/traying down Libe Slope.
• ...try your hand at gorge jumping. What’s the worst that could happen?
• ...take a trip to the observatory one Friday night. Peering into the cosmos can be fun, romantic, or a great way to be fashionably late to the  
     night’s main event.
• ...worship at the midnight altar of Nasties. Even if you don’t, your stomach will. 
• ...take a hike and explore the plantations (before the first frost of the year…so before September 1st!)
• ...go to Dragon Day to see what an architecture student looks like.
• ...get an Animal Science major to get you into the Holy Cows. 
• ...make the most of Orientation! Its one of the highlights of the year!
• ...take Swedish massage for gym credit! (or ballroom dancing…anyone looking for a partner? Anyone?)
• ...take advantage of the on-campus concerts (see a list of past performers at http://www.cornell-concert.com/past Shows.php). 
• ...plug DP Dough, Insomnia Cookies, and any of the ten thousand Asian food places into your speed dial. Trust me. 
• ...pig out at the dairy bar after a shitty prelim. 
• ...explore the Ithaca restaurant scene (this author gives a hearty two thumbs up to ZaZa’s Cucina!)
• ...check out the farmer’s market.  
• ...get a map of the Greek system. You’ll be there every Thursday through Saturday. OK, and Monday through Wednes  day (who did we  
     think we were kidding? Psh…).
• ...make friends with Cornell EMS. You’ll be happy you did…
• ...check out some a cappella concerts. The Waiters are only one of many great groups. 
• ...hate Harvard. This one doesn’t take much effort. Just let it happen. 
• ...go to a hockey game. Every game is intense, and the antics of the Lynah Faithful are not to be missed. 
• ...take Psych 101. It can be a life-changing class. 

DON’T…
• ...sign an apartment lease first semester for the following year.
• ...plan on living with your girlfriend/boyfriend next year. That rarely works out well…
• ...date on your hallway. Things usually sour eventually, and living with friction is bad for friends, grades, and life in general. 
• ...rush Greek houses based on the house. Rush for the people. 
• ...count on the Cornell housing lottery to give you what you want. Just…don’t. 
• ...overload with credits. Nineteen never seems that bad at the start of the semester…
• ...think you can avoid the Balch RAs (during training, they are outfitted with hawk eyes and sonar from dolphin brains, all courtesy of your   
                 very own world-class Cornell University College of Veterinary Medicine). 
• ...take the class synopses on Just the Facts at face value. Do some research before picking classes. 
• ...get in a car with anything less than 8-wheel drive when it snows. 
• ...expect to receive your mail in a timely manner. 
• ...lose your lockout voucher. Seeing people locked out of their room in a towel is funny, until it’s you. 
• ...sign up for 9am classes on Fridays (or really…ever). 
• ...expect the washing machines to be free on YOUR schedule. Ain’t gonna happen. 
• ...fail your swim test. That’s just embarrassing.
• ...be afraid of overeating; a brisk 20 minute morning trek to class does wonders for the metabolism. 

Questions? Comments? Hate mail? Blackmail? Really into ballroom dancing? Want to add something to the list for next 
year’s class? Justin can be reached at jhg38, or via telepathy on brainwave 39.

The DO’S and DON’TS of Freshman Year
BY JUSTIN GRANSTEIN
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BY MITCH FAGEN

 

Sicko is Michael Moore’s attempt 
to convince Americans to re-
place our mostly private health-

care system with a government man-
aged universal system. I agree with his 
fundamental message, and I’d love to 
be able to say this film is flawless. In 
many ways, it is an outstanding piece 
of work, and I urge all Americans to 
go see it. It’s a great (and rarely articu-
lated) counterpoint to the many right-
wing criticisms we constantly hear 
about foreign universal healthcare sys-
tems and dishonest conservative propa-
ganda about how great the U.S. system 
is. The movie is touching, funny, en-
grossing, and its main argument is cor-
rect. But there are plenty of right-wing 
criticisms out there, and that’s why this 
review is necessary. Moore’s film is 
flawed, and it’s a shame, because if he 
had made his movie a bit differently, 
it would not be so vulnerable to right-
wing attacks, and could be far more 
convincing.

The movie starts by briefly showing 
how awful life in America can be 
without health insurance. One man is 
forced to choose which finger to have 
re-attached because he cannot afford 
the $72,000 cost of keeping both of 
them. (He chooses the cheaper finger.) 
Another man sews up his own deep 
gash. But it quickly moves on to the first 
theme of the movie: health insurance in 
the U.S., even for those who have it, is 
often lousy.

Many people with health insurance 

have their claims denied. Insurance 
companies do everything they can to 
avoid actually paying for health care, 
and refer to the bills they are forced 
to pay as “medical losses.” They hire 
employees whose sole function is 
to try to find any little excuse, even 
an unrelated and already cured pre-
existing condition, to deny coverage. 
And as the movie rightly notes, 
this can and does result in deaths 
(notwithstanding the roughly 18,000 
Americans who die each year because 
they have no health insurance). The 
movie shows that even if you think 
you have good health insurance, you 
shouldn’t feel completely secure, 
because if something bad happens, the 
insurance company will try its hardest 
to avoid any financial responsibility.

Unfortunately, the movie does not 
mention the obvious inefficiency of 
this system. Moore notes that insurance 
company bureaucrats who are skilled 
at finding excuses to deny care are 
paid six-figure salaries, but does not 
state that this money is being paid for 
a service that actually reduces the net 
welfare of society and drives up costs for 
everyone. In fact, Moore doesn’t even 
mention the advertising and marketing 
costs of the insurance companies, 
which also drive up costs significantly. 
Instead, he relies on the ‘shock value’ 
of specific examples he introduces, and 
prefers to target our sense of outrage. 
But the pure inefficiency of our private 
health care systems is one of the best 
arguments against it. Many American 
health insurers spend about a quarter 

of their revenues on bureaucracy, 
administration, and profits, while 
Canada’s government insurer only 
spends about 1% on overhead. The 
movie doesn’t say this.

Moore then shows us the healthcare 
systems of Canada, Britain, and 
France, and depicts each as being a 
healthcare utopia. Conservatives like 
to attack their healthcare systems using 

anecdotes; Moore reflects those attacks 
with anecdotes of his own, rather than 
a hard, factual answer. The picture 
Moore paints of Canada’s and Britain’s 
systems isn’t exactly true, although 
France’s system really is that good, 
(#1 in the world). And this lack of full 
disclosure leaves him vulnerable to the 
many right-wing movie reviews that 
have tried to discredit his movie. 

The truth is that Canada and Britain 
do have some waiting lists, mostly for 
non-emergency procedures like hip 
transplants. But right-wingers who 
make this criticism ignore the fact that 
Americans are also often forced to 
wait for medical procedures. A recent 
Business Week article said: “In reality, 
both data and anecdotes show that the 
American people are already waiting 
as long or longer than patients living 
with universal health-care systems.”

And the comparison with the nearly 
perfect French health system could have 
been used to explain why Canada and 
Britain do have waiting times— they 
spend a lot less per person. The only 
international cost comparison Moore 
uses is between the US and Cuba; his 
argument would have been far more 
effective if he had simply showed 
how much less other countries pay 
for their universal systems. According 
to the latest international data, in the 
year 2005 the U.S. spent 15.3% of 
its economy on health care; Canada 
spent 9.8%, the UK spent 8.3%, and 
France spent 11.1%. Al Gore’s movie, 
An Inconvenient Truth, showed that 
throwing in some graphs and numbers 
doesn’t hurt. Moore could have 
explained throughout the film why 
our system costs more. For example, 
he shows that a British doctor is paid 
more by the government if his patients 
stay healthier, but does not directly tie 
this into overall costs or contrast it with 
the incentives of American doctors. He 
searches a British hospital in a vain 
effort to find a billing area; he might 
have contrasted this by showing how 
many bureaucrats a typical American 
hospital pays to handle billing. (By the 
way, most of the right-wing reviews 
I’ve read that mention the French 
system focus on quotes from France 
complaining about how expensive their 
system is. If their system is expensive, 
Americans have got it far worse.)

Moore instead prefers to target our 
emotions, and he is very good at it. 

So good, in fact, that when he takes 
9/11 rescue workers to receive free 
healthcare in Cuba, we almost want 
to cheer. But do regular Cubans in 
this impoverished dictatorship really 
receive state-of-the-art healthcare from 
English-speaking doctors? It seems 
likely that Fidel Castro ordered that 
those Americans receive the finest 
care, just to make the U.S. look bad. 

And why must Moore choose to 
glorify a Communist dictatorship? 
If he had wanted, Costa Rica would 
have provided a perfect example of 
how a relatively poor (but democratic) 
Latin American country can provide 
excellent care for all its citizens. But 
Michael Moore wanted to make a 
flamboyant show by going to Cuba, 
and in doing so he risked tarring any 
universal healthcare campaign with 
associations to Communism.

The movie really is outstanding. 
It’s enjoyable and informative, and if 
every American saw it, I think we’d 
have universal healthcare by 2009. But 
it’s a shame that the only two hour long 
argument for universal healthcare that 
most Americans will ever see couldn’t 
have been just a little more honest 
and detailed. If the movie had done a 
better job, the inevitable right-wing 
counterattack would have appeared as 
intellectually indefensible as it truly is.
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Movie Review: Sicko (2007)

Sicko shows the
 public just how broken 
our health care system 

truly is.

WE AT THE 
PROGRESSIVE SUPPORT 
AND ENCOURAGE 
ANY THOUGHTS, 
IDEAS, QUESTIONS, OR 
COMMENTS. WE WANT 
THIS PAPER TO BE A 
FORUM FOR DISCUSSION 
AND READER ACTIVITY. 
OUR GOAL IS TO MAKE 
POLITICAL DISCOURSE 
AND AWARENESS PART 
OF THE CORNELL 
EXPERIENCE. 

IF YOU WISH TO 
EXPRESS YOUR 
VIEWPOINT ON ANY 
ARTICLE IN THE PAPER, 
PLEASE SEND A LETTER 
TO THE EDITORS AT: 

progressiveeditor
@earthlink.net.

CP
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Back to the Minors
Guest Column from a Local High School Student

An Inconvenient Question
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BY CHRISTINA ESPEY-SUNDT

People everywhere are begin-
ning to question the effects of 
Al Gore’s Live Earth concerts, 

held this past July 7th. The event, 
featuring world famous musicians 
and politicians, was organized on the 
heels of Live 8, held in 2005 to raise 
awareness about global poverty, and 
emerged from the tradition of Live Aid 
in 1985, which raised money for pov-
erty-stricken Ethiopia. Last month’s 
performances were intended to encour-
age people around the world to take ac-

tion on global warming and, as such, 
the concert sites spanned the globe 
from Washington D.C. to Hamburg, to 
Shanghai. Over 150 performers graced 
the stage during the 24-hour campaign 
for a greener Earth. The artists were 
as diverse as the cities they performed 
in, with acts ranging from Madonna, 
Snoop Dogg, and The Soweto Gos-
pel Choir to Eason Chan, UB 40, and 

Corinne Bailey Rae. 
 Gore, whose documentary about 
global warming, An Inconvenient 
Truth, won an Oscar in 2007, is a vocal 
proponent of environmental protection 
and conservation. The concerts that 
Gore promoted were supposed to en-
courage people to reduce carbon emis-
sions, but many are wondering whether 
the concerts send the wrong message 
entirely, and whether any change that 
actually results will be worth the cost.
 Global warming is a relatively new 
issue on the political agenda, but it is 
critically important. As a whole, the 
world emits approximately 27.5 billion 
metric tons of carbon dioxide accord-
ing to U.N. millennium development 
goal data. Carbon emissions, thought 
to be one of the primary causes of 
global warming, are mainly generated 
through the burning of fossil fuels such 
as gasoline, home heating oil, and jet 
fuel. 
 Ironically, an event to help protect 
the environment could actually do more 
harm than good. According to Carbon 
Footprint, the organization that calcu-
lates carbon output, the footprints are, 
“measures of the impact human activi-
ties have on the environment in terms 
of the amount of greenhouse gases 
produced, measured in units of carbon 
dioxide.” An estimated 220,000 miles 
were flown for all the artists to reach 
their concert stadiums, producing a 

carbon footprint of at least 31,500 tons. 
Matt Bellamy from the band Muse ul-
timately dubbed the event “Private Jets 
for Climate Change.”
 Kevin Wall, a producer for the event, 
explained that the production team used 
artists that were touring in the specific 
areas at the time in an attempt to cut 
down on the shows’ carbon footprint. 
Other event organizers maintain that 
they did their best to ensure that the 
event was as green as possible by us-
ing energy saving light bulbs in artists’ 
dressing rooms, fuel efficient smart 
cars to transport the artists, and bio-de-

gradable plastic when it was available. 
This meager mitigation, however, has 
hardly hushed the critics.
 Many still wonder if concerts such as 
this go beyond the typical star studded 
events and actually make a difference 
for the world. Does the serious nature 
of the degradation of our environment 
really sink in because of Snoop Dogg’s 
rapping and speeches from Al Gore? 
For now, it seems that only time will 
tell.

The Newest Election Outlet:
Why Internet Campaign Videos Could Help the Dems Win in ‘08

To evaluate the event, 
we must weigh the 
damage done to the 
environment against 

the potential impacts of 
the concert.

BY SPENCER HOFFMAN

Whatever your opinion of the 
man might be, Bill Clinton 
was a truly masterful speak-

er and an expert at marketing his im-
age to the American people (at least, 
that is, until the Monica Lewinsky 
scandal rocked headlines in his later 
Presidential years). But in recent years, 
the Democratic Party has been utterly 
manhandled by Karl Rove and his pub-
licity bandits, suggesting (perhaps) that 
political marketing and image-shaping 
has become the Republicans’ ‘game.’

One must only look back to the 2004 
presidential election for an example of 
how the Republican media savvy over-
shadowed the Democrats’ solid politi-
cal platform. Have you ever wondered 
how different our country would be 
right now if the Republicans hadn’t 
been able to stick John Kerry with that 
infamous “flip-flopper” label? To this 
day, I have nightmares about the hor-
rific video clips of John Kerry fum-
bling a football, gripping a baseball 
awkwardly, or showing up to late-night 
talk shows on his Harley Davidson mo-
torcycle. Somehow, trivial slipups, like 
Kerry’s bad photo-ops, stole more me-

dia attention than the substantive issues 
of the last presidential election. 

As a hopeful Democrat who be-
lieves that we can win back the White 
House in 2008, I fear that this kind of 
media manipulation might cost a more 

credible, but less marketable, Demo-
cratic candidate the election once 
again. Yet, recent developments in the 
months leading up to the primary elec-
tions show a promising new transition. 
You’ve probably seen two of the most 
popular videos on youtube.com this 
summer, and they aren’t home made 
clips of someone’s pug riding a skate-
board. Surprisingly, they are political 
CAMPAIGN VIDEOS in support of 
the democratic front-runners: Barack 
Obama and Hillary Clinton. The use 
of Internet videos, specifically “I got a 
crush on Obama” and Clinton’s Sopra-
nos spoof, show that Democrats are fi-

nally developing a cutting-edge media 
strategy. 

This new political vehicle serves 
two important functions. First, the vid-
eos appeal to a younger demographic 
that historically has a low voter turn-
out. Politicians often make the mistake 
of attempting to reach the younger vot-
ers through media outlets that mostly 
appeal to older Americans. By making 
and embracing these more lighthearted 
videos, the Democratic candidates are 
beginning to shake the ingrained ste-
reotype of politicians being stiff and 
sounding out of touch with youth cul-
ture. 

These Internet videos also signify 
that the Democratic candidates are 
starting to compete with the Republi-
can candidates in the fields of political 
marketing and image-making. I find 
this to be the most promising benefit of 
comical Internet videos in the current 
campaign for the Democratic nomi-
nation. While the Republicans have 
somehow made themselves the party of 
“family values” (I know, I don’t under-
stand it either), maybe the Democrats 
can corner the market on humor, while 
obviously still affirming their impor-
tant views on some of the more serious 

issues this nation faces today.
The exploitation of the Internet’s in-

formal methods of communication has 
met with some very relevant criticism. 
Many feel that the increased emphasis 
on youth and popular culture that In-
ternet videos indicate takes too much 
needed attention away from the impor-
tant issues of a presidential campaign. 
These critics see the lighthearted cam-
paign videos as part of the larger de-in-
tellectualization of American culture. 
In many respects, this is a valid point: 
There is no doubt in my mind that “I 
got a crush on Obama” fails to address 
the candidates’ plans to revise the 
American health care system. Yet the 
criticisms of these sketches come from 
the same conventional attitudes that 
have long made younger Americans 
shy away from politics in the past. 

Since dry political rhetoric has yet 
to captivate the imagination of many 
Americans, the time is ripe for politi-
cians to present themselves through 
less conventional methods. This new 
marketing strategy could very well 
help propel a Democrat into the White 
House in 2008.  

The time is ripe for 
politicians to present 
themselves through 
less conventional 

methods.

CP

CP

Al Gore speaking about climate change. (filmweb.no)
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Continued from page 1

myself and, even if I don’t agree with 
all of the left-wing groups at Cornell, 
I didn’t like what I saw in my four 
years here – a political sphere that 
was dominated by debates between 
moderates and conservatives. Second, 
and maybe more importantly, I think 
there’s a very practical reason why 
the truly progressive groups on cam-
pus need to be stronger: the people 
involved with them have a very good 
chance of carrying their convictions 
beyond graduation and entering ca-
reers in public service or left-wing 
political advocacy. No, I don’t have 
the statistics on this one so I’ll just go 
with my gut: the guy who spends his 
college career advocating for better 
treatment of university employees has 
a better-than-average chance of es-
chewing that investment banking gig 
to do Teach for America or the Peace 
Corps.  
 So here it is, future progressives of 
Cornell:
 First, don’t be afraid to speak up in 
that government class. Yes, don’t be 
obnoxious about it because nobody 
wants to be “that guy” or “that girl,” 
but at the same time don’t be afraid 
to counter the frat boy spouting free 
trade mantras with a little bit of Das 
Kapital.
 Speaking of fraternities – don’t be 
afraid to join one. Granted, they tend 
to be more conservative, but they’re 
more apolitical than anything. And 
you never know who you’ll meet. 
One of my frat brothers turned out 
to be the current editor of the right-
wing Cornell Review, and he’s not a 
bad guy.  Believe me, if nothing else, 
you’ll enjoy poking holes in these 
kids’ slip-shod, Reagan-esque logic at 
the dinner table.
 Next, don’t be afraid to reach out 

to the moderates – just don’t concede 
everything to them. The CU Dems are 
a machine, but their President (anoth-
er frat brother of mine, incidentally) 
is a good guy. At the same time, help 

progressive groups grow, and be an 
advocate for progressive causes.  Ul-
timately, it’s precisely those people 
who are in CU Dems and who are on 

the SA that you want to reach out to 
and convince to make the turn left. 
Get involved, and make your involve-
ment count.
 As for student government – it’s 
a joke. The elections themselves, if 
they’re not being rigged or stolen (and 
that’s a big if, as it has happened be-
fore), are a combination of popularity 
contests and back-door campaigning 
aimed at getting the simultaneous en-
dorsements of the big campus groups 
(read: CU Dems) and key players in 

the Greek system (i.e., big frats and 
sororities). I strongly recommend boy-
cotting Student Assembly elections 
and encouraging all of your friends to 

do the same.  
 On a related note, don’t give the 
university administration a free pass.  
You’re paying for their continued op-
eration, and they’re accountable to 
you, the student, first and foremost. 
History shows that Cornell can be sur-
prisingly responsive to student views 
– but only if they are conveyed both 
logically and forcibly. Don’t be afraid 
of a little direct action.
 Finally, join the staff of the Cornell 
Progressive. Shai Akabas and Ethan 

Felder (the current Editors-in-Chief) 
definitely fall into the “moderate” 
crowd by my standards, but if you 
write something that’s logically sound 
and well researched, they will print it, 
even if it rubs against their political 
sensibilities. The Cornell Progressive 
is not and has not been immune to the 
schism between leftists and moderates 
at Cornell, but I can say with confi-
dence that members of both groups 
are welcome – in fact, that is one of 
the main reasons for our newspaper’s 
continued high quality.  
 I wish someone had given me this 
advice four years ago. Instead, I be-
came more-or-less disillusioned with 
the political scene at Cornell and nev-
er quite made a significant contribu-
tion (except, maybe, as a columnist 
for this paper during my senior year). 
As for myself, after spending four 
years on the Hill, I’m off to one of the 
most conservative law schools in the 
country. Wish me luck!

Jimmy Margulies The New Jersey Record

Liberalism at Cornell isn’t what it used to be

Gone are the days of the Willard Straight Hall takeover. (cornell.edu)

CP

 Don’t be afraid to coun-
ter the frat boy spouting 
free trade mantras with a 
little bit of Das Kapital.

ORIENTATIONISSUE.indd   12 8/16/2007   12:02:10 AM



2004 Democratic National Convention that 
jumpstarted his campaign and focused on a 
“United America.” In this new era, where 
we face so many domestic and global chal-
lenges, including Healthcare, Social Secu-
rity and the conflicts in the Middle East, 

we must work together to ensure a brighter 
future for the United States of America.  

To all those entering the Cornell Com-
munity: Your Web 2.0 communities will 
now become reality. Prepare yourself to 
interact with a more diverse and interesting 
community that may be very different from 
anything you’ve experienced in your life.  
Undoubtedly, there will be some rough 
edges,  but I urge you to take the high road 
and work together with those you meet to 
achieve your goals. Only by practicing this 
approach can you become a truly function-
ing member of America 2.0 and continue 
to lead our country toward a greater, more 
tolerant future.

CP

America 2.0: 
Defining Our Country in a New Technological Age 

Aug. 17th, 2007  13The Cornell Progressive

CP

The summer of 2007 has surely 
been an exciting time for the tech-
nologically-crazed “gadgeteer,” 

and a time-warp for millions of creative 
minds. Not once, but twice this summer, 
Americans celebrated new releases. The 
first release -- the iPhone, was termed a 
‘revolutionary’ device by many electronic 
pundits, including the NY Times’ David 
Pogue, who called it the “most sophisti-
cated, outlook-changing piece of electron-
ics to come along in years.” And not long 
after, Americans were at it again, this time 
clad as wizards and muggles in celebration 
of the final book in the Harry Potter series. 
But as Harry Potter ended, and the iPhone 
madness dissipated, something new and 
wonderful began -- America 2.0. 

The new United States of America, or 
America 2.0 as I’ll refer to it, officially be-
gan the night of the CNN-YouTube debate 
this summer. In the past, political debate 
has been focused in a very predictable tri-
angle of sorts: a white man on the left, a 
white man on the right and a white man 
moderator asking the questions. 

But instead of the usual cast of candi-
dates representing America, this summer 
we witnessed a woman and a black man, 
not as outsiders, but as frontrunners. Not 
too far away stood Bill Richardson, a 
Hispanic. This changing course, I think, 
signifies America’s new brand of politi-

cal tolerance for race and gender. The use 
of YouTube during the debate was all the 
more fitting then, as we, “The people,” 
supplied the content via Web 2.0 to usher 
in America 2.0.  

America 2.0 means a new form of tol-
erance and diversity. While the communi-
ties we come from may be Irish or Jewish, 
Black or White -- the online social net-
works America operates in today are col-
or-blind, and see no boundaries. Whether 
it is Facebook, Linked In, Second Life or 
the ultimate online community, YouTube, 
Americans and people around the globe are 

connecting in ways that we’ve never seen 
before.

America 2.0 isn’t wondering whether 
Barack is Black but whether he is “Black 
enough” as asked by Jordan Williams, a 
student from Kansas. We’re not asking 
whether Hillary is a woman but whether her 
policies toward women are good enough, as 
asked by moderator Anderson Cooper. The 
United States is by no means an unbiased, 
fully-tolerant society. Yet, if the looming 

election in ‘08 signifies anything, it’s how 
far we’ve come over the past-half century 
to accept race and gender in our society. 
Clearly, there are great strides to still be 
taken, as Michael Richard’s outburst and 
Don Imus’s racial slurs most recently at-
test. But Martin Luther King’s dream, of a 
day when “my four little children will live 
in a nation where they will not be judged 
by the color of their skin but by the content 
of their character,” seems to be moving 
closer every day.  

Now that the ship may be moving in a 
more ‘progressive’ way, how exactly will 
the new America handle these momentous 
advances? When Rob Porter of Irvine, Cal-
ifornia asked Hillary Clinton whether she 
defines herself as a liberal, we may have 
gotten an early taste of the answer. “No,” 
Hillary replied. “I prefer the word progres-
sive.” And why not “Liberal,” Hillary? Be-
cause in America 2.0, liberals are divisive, 
at least the old brand of them. The liberal-
ism that waved the flag of the Vietcong, 
that spit in the faces of returning soldiers, 
that sneered at the idea of respecting the 
Presidency, is dead. In its place is a new 
approach, a new attitude defining America 
2.0 that screams, “We must, and we will, 
work together!” 

Precisely for this reason, we have Barack 
Obama as a leading candidate. Obama’s 
biracial ethnicity and his bipartisan appeal 
have catapulted him into the national spot-
light, as well as his visionary speech at the 

and for the future of our nation, as we 
approach an opportunity to change 
course next November. 
 During the Vietnam War era, univer-
sities were the focal point of reaction 
to the war on the home front. Students 

fluctuated between expressing outrage 
and petitioning for an alternative so-
lution; the strength of their collective 
voice has never been forgotten. Today, 
the attendance at anti-war rallies out-
side Willard Straight Hall is low, and 
far more students have lunchtime con-
versations about the contents of their 
Facebook news feeds, than about the 
escalating casualties and the absence 
of an exit strategy in Iraq. The number 
of students regularly reading the Cor-
nell Daily Sun surpasses those reading 
a traditional newspaper, despite the 
fact that both The New York Times 
and USA Today are available free of 
charge to Cornell students.
 Majoring in a subject outside of 
government, public policy, or interna-
tional relations does not excuse the rest 
of us from being informed citizens. In 
fact, what you study here may make 
you better equipped to analyze certain 
types of issues and follow them with 

a critical eye. For example, scientists 
are notorious for falling out of touch 
with politics; the steady progression 
of medicine and technology into un-
charted territory, however, makes the 
technical knowledge of experts crucial 
in the development of sound policies 
that will become the laws of nations 
across the world. Most policymakers 
lack this specialized knowledge, which 
has traditionally made some scientists 
skeptical of the ability of governments 
to construct any laws that address 
complex topics in science. Clearly, the 
response to such thinking in any disci-
pline should be an increased interest in, 
and a sense of responsibility towards, 
participating in the formulation of pol-
icy, whether that entails staying abreast 
of the legislation concerning issues in 
your academic discipline or more di-
rect involvement at some point in your 
career. 
 For those who feel that lawmaking 
is out of their sphere of influence, fol-
lowing the news may still end up plac-
ing profound decisions directly in your 
hands. The fate of a comprehensive 
abortion ban proposed by the state leg-
islature of South Dakota in early 2006 
was eventually decided directly by the 
state’s citizens. A petition process, 
sanctioned by an obscure provision in 
the state constitution, moved the con-
firmation of the law onto the Novem-
ber ballot as a public question. The 
citizens of South Dakota voted over-
whelmingly against the ban, in a rare 
example of true, informed democracy 

being exercised by constituents who 
would indeed be affected the most by 
the law in question.  
 During our precious years at Cor-
nell, which are designed to encourage 
intense intellectual exploration and af-
ford countless opportunities for self-
development, we cannot forget that 
there is a whole world outside of beau-
tiful Ithaca. Each of you can find your 
own way to stay aware and involved, 
forming habits that will stay with you 
throughout your adult life. For some, 
this will mean joining the formal col-
lege chapter of a political party, doing 
everything from supporting local can-
didates to running voter registration 
drives. For others, it will mean devot-
ing time to organizations that advocate 
for specific political, socioeconomic, 
and humanitarian issues. Some of you 
may decide to choose electives or dis-
tribution requirements that focus on 
the contemporary issues of interest to 
them, or even a topic that they know 
nothing about, but would like to ex-
plore further. Many students find it 
effective to make a major newspaper 
their Internet homepage, encouraging 
you to pause and read a few articles 
every time you go online, and then dis-
cuss interesting discoveries at meals 
with your friends. And yes, perhaps 
some of you will write—from papers 
in writing seminars to essays in foreign 
language classes, and the ever-present 
host of student publications; there is 
certainly no dearth of places to express 
yourself in words. 

Whatever works for you, make it part 
of your life, and you’ll be on your way 
to being that intelligent, interesting, 
and informed Cornell graduate that we 
all aspire to see in the mirror after four 
years. Take some time this fall to deter-
mine what kind of activist you can be. 
In the next year leading up to the 2008 
presidential elections, our nation needs 
all of our individual strengths and ef-
forts in order to successfully examine 
the issues at hand, determine a plan of 
action, and execute the decisions that 
will brighten our country’s future. Do 
not allow the student population to be 

dismissed as apathetic, or simply inac-
tive; contribute your own brand of ac-
tivism towards bringing our voice back 
to life.

Continued from
Page 1

Do not allow the student 
body to be dismissed as 

apathetic. 

Maintaining a person-
al commitment to 

political activism is 
extremely important 
for college students.

BY ALEX KANTROWITZ

Many opportunities exist for political involvement at Cornell

Obama’s biracial 
ethnicity and his bi-
partisan appeal have 

catapulted him into the 
national spotlight.

We have come a long 
way in the past half-

century towards accept-
ing race and gender in 

our society.
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The British Columbian Drug Trade
BY JAMIE FEIGENBAUM

The U.S. government probably 
thinks that I am a drug ad-
dict. But I do not have a meth 

problem; I have a histamine problem. 
I have allergies, so I take Claritin-D, 
Alevert, or any Sudafed-based anti-
histamine almost every day. When 
buying these medications became an 
expensive, burdensome ritual, I start-
ed ordering my medications in bulk 
from Canada, a practice I lovingly 
dub the “British Columbian Drug 
Trade.” 
 When I lived at home, I could 
buy three boxes at a time to last me 
a month or two. Then the govern-
ment decided to limit access to these 
over-the-counter medications. At that 
point, pharmacies started selling them 
from behind the counter. There is still 
no need for a prescription, but the 
pharmacist scans my driver’s license 
and retrieves the one box per month 
that I am allowed to purchase. The 
government is tracking my purchases 
of medication so that they can be sure 
that I am not running a meth lab out 
of my basement/barn/dorm room us-
ing the trace amount of “speed” con-
tained in each pill, which gives the 
congested user a little pick-me-up. (It 
also drastically reduces your appetite 
and keeps you awake better than two 
Red Bulls and a Double Shot, but you 
never heard that from me.) 
 While in college, it is annoying 
and impractical to go to the pharmacy 
at Target once a month to get medi-
cation. My grandmother, helpful as 
always, suggested that I do what she 
does: order the generic pills in bulk 
from a distributor in Canada. Over 

the Internet, I ordered five months 
worth of allergy medication from our 
friendly, socialist, neighbors to the 
north. This probably got me flagged 
by the U.S. government, which I can 

only assume is now monitoring all 
of my Internet purchases. (They now 
know I pre-ordered the 7th Harry Pot-
ter book, bought a thirty-hour, twelve 
VHS box-set of animal behavior doc-
umentaries from Ohio, and shipped a 
gross of personalized ping pong balls 
to my current address. I can only as-
sume they are jealous.) 
 But Grandma’s suggestion led me 
to the only obvious conclusion: she 
must be producing large supplies of 
crystal meth, using her Canasta Club 
as a cover, while she boils her smack 
under the embroidered wall-hanging 
I made in the third grade that says 
“Grandma’s Kitchen”…more like 
“Grandma’s Crack Den.” 
 But not quite. Grandma knows 
about this sly drug trade because she 
is over the age of 65 and she needs 
medications that are too expensive 
for her to obtain through her Medi-
care Part D provider. For anyone 
under the age of 65 (and sadly for 
many people over the age of 65 who 
are unaware, but could potentially 
benefit from it), Medicare Part D is 
a very foreign concept. Currently, it 

is the U.S. federal program that sub-
sidizes the cost of prescription drugs 
for Medicare beneficiaries. Having 
just begun in 2006, it is a relatively 
new system with many kinks that still 
need to be ironed out. As of the end 
of last year, Grandma was one of 24 
million seniors to be enrolled in Part 
D. 
 Grandpa is not enrolled. He is a 
World War II veteran, which makes 
him eligible for drug coverage from 
the Veterans Administration (VA). 
While the federal government is 
prohibited from negotiating prices 
of drugs with the drug companies 
for Part D participants, other federal 
agencies may do so. The VA is al-
lowed to negotiate drug prices, and as 
a result, vets pay 58% less for drugs, 
on average, than Medicare Part D par-
ticipants. The VA also has all of their 
records computerized, which means 
that a vet can walk into any VA facil-
ity, see a doctor, and have all of his or 
her files available for reference. The 
VA is an excellent example of what 
all health care systems should strive 
for, and proof that providing effec-
tive, affordable medication can be 
accomplished in this country.
 Only large institutions, however, 
have achieved high levels of suc-
cess in keeping drug costs low, hav-
ing accomplished this by negotiating 
with large pharmaceutical agencies. 
This might sound reminiscent of the 
way that Wal-Mart keeps its prices 
so low. So, learning that Wal-Mart 
has their own Part D provider, Hu-
mana, which boasts the lowest costs 
for pharmaceuticals, should not be 
surprising. Most elderly persons in 
America live on a budget. So when 

it comes to picking a Part D provider, 
they sign-up for Humana because it 
is cheapest. However, the flip side of 
Humana’s low fees is that they only 
offer a few different medications. 
Humana’s lack of sufficient coverage 
caused Grandma to begin her interna-
tional drug purchases. 
 So why are drugs in Canada so 
much cheaper than in the U.S.? Ba-
sically, Canada does the same thing 
the VA does and the same thing Wal-
Mart does: They negotiate with the 
pharmaceutical providers to obtain 
the lowest prices on generic drugs. 
The ability of Canada to negotiate 
with pharmaceutical companies is 

what helps to keep Canadian generic 
drugs so affordable. In America, the 
VA and Wal-Mart are huge institu-
tions, comparable in size to the en-
tire nation of Canada. These savings 
indicate that were the United States 
providing health insurance to all of 
its citizens, it too would have the 
ability to negotiatiate for lower drug 
prices, and this suggests that more 
could perhaps be done with regard to 
Medicare and Medicaid.
 What concerns me most about 
Medicare Part D is that so many old-
er adults who are eligible for the pro-
gram do not partake in it because it is 
such a complex, computer intensive 
process, and the elderly, as a group, 
are not very proficient with computer 
technology. I am also very confused 
as to why the federal government is 
not allowed to negotiate with phar-
maceutical agencies. Seemingly, if 
the U.S. wanted to take some lessons 
from Canada and provide every citi-
zen with health care, it could, but so 
far, it has just chosen not to. 
 Due to the problems and pitfalls of 
Medicare Part D, it received mediocre 
reviews in its first year. I don’t mean 
to scoff at the job that it is attempt-
ing to do—to provide seniors with 
a system that allows them to obtain 
competitively priced drugs—because 
nothing could be more capitalistic; 
unfortunately, without my allergy 
medication from Vancouver, I cannot 
help but sneeze. 

CP

Drugs in Canada are 
affordable because 

of the country’s 
ability to negotiate 

with pharmaceutical 
companies.  

Many older adults who 
are eligible for Medicare 

Part D do not utilize 
it because it is such a 

complex process.

(provokemag.org)
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BY RICH GETZEL

 On August 3, the U.S. Senate voted 60-28 to modernize the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA). And by “modernize,” 
I mean “update the law so it is in alignment with this administration’s 
surveillance practices.” And by that, I mean “change the law so that 
this administration can no longer be accused of breaking it.” You heard 
it here - all this hoopla about the National Security Agency’s (NSA) 
domestic eavesdropping program is finally over. The government 
spying on you without a warrant – well, now it’s all legal, baby, all 
the time! (Please note that the last sentence is only effective if read 
in the sultry voice of a D.C. madam.)
 A few years ago, an NSA agent decided to blow the whistle. It was 
true. The President of the United States even owned up to it. The 
NSA had been violating a law that required them to secure a warrant 
before wiretapping U.S. citizens believed to be communicating with 
suspected foreign terrorists. When the program’s cover was finally 
blown, the administration argued that in this post-9/11 world, our 
intelligence agencies would need more flexibility to combat terrorism, 
a principle that the progressive movement should not unequivocally 
oppose. But instead of going through appropriate channels and 
having the legislature reconsider the tools our agencies would need to 
prevent future terrorist attacks (the constitutional option), he decided 
that blatant disregard of the law would be a more preferable course 
of action. 
 At the time, Senator Russ Feingold (D-WI) countered, “If he needs 
a wiretap, the authority is already there -- the Federal Intelligence 
Surveillance Act. They can ask for a warrant to do that, and even if 
there’s an emergency situation, they can [wiretap] for 72 hours as long 
as they give notice at the end of 72 hours.” But Bush would not relent 
in pooh-poohing the Fourth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. He 
promised to continue to reauthorize warrantless wiretaps in defiance 
of the law, citing that matters imperative to our national security 
compelled him to do so.  
 And now, the U.S. Senate has given the administration its blessing 
by enshrining into law a measure which, by all objective criteria, 
does violence to our Constitution.  Equally distressing is how this bill 
garnered the support of 60 senators, including 16 Democrats, who, 
just as they did when they rallied behind the Patriot Act, rushed to 
authorize a national security bill without considering the implications 
for our basic civil rights. To the Democrats’ credit, they managed to 
insert a “sunset” clause into the measure, meaning that the bill must 
be reconsidered in six months time. But out of apparent fear of being 
branded weak on terrorism, the Democrats have succeeded in aiding 
and abetting this administration in its near unchecked expansion of 
executive power.   
 The President already knows he can count on his fellow 
Republicans to rubber-stamp nearly all of his proposals, but shame 
on the Democratic Party, which time and again opts to follow its 
faulty political compass instead of voting its conscience. After all, 
what can be weaker than sacrificing the Constitution on the altar 
of political considerations? If the Democrats wish to shake their 
reputation of being weak, they should stand up for what they believe 
in and not give in to the Republican noise machine. What’s more, 
the Democrats need to wise up and retake the political temperature. 
Have they forgotten their resounding victory in 2006? If Americans 
wanted to further the policies of George W. Bush, they would have 
voted Republican.  

Barely Legal No More!
 
BY ELIE BILMES

 How horrible must the family of beleaguered Attorney General Alberto 
Gonzales be? After a succession of scandals that make Warren Harding and 
Richard Nixon look like choir boys, why has Gonzales not been trotted out to the 
television cameras to announce that, after much thought, he has decided to leave 
his post to spend more time with his wife and children?
 The list of controversies and misconducts that plague Gonzales is longer than 
Pacman Jones’s rap sheet. First, Gonzales authored a 2002 memo that encouraged 
the president to declare “War on Terror” detainees exempt from the provisions 
of the Geneva Convention. Second, although Gonzales has insisted he had no 
knowledge of these incidents, it was under his tenure that the Bush Administration 
dismissed eight competent U.S. attorneys for possessing the wrong ideological 
views. On April 19, while testifying to a Senate panel about the firings, Gonzales 
famously uttered the phrase “I don’t recall” 64 times. Leaked emails showed 
Gonzales to have played a larger role in the firings than he claimed, leaving many 
to doubt his testimony.
 Gonzales sent James Madison turning in his Montpelier, Va., grave when the 
Attorney General told the Senate Judiciary Committee in January that, “there 
is no express grant of habeas corpus in the Constitution.” (127 habeas corpus-
related Facebook groups have emerged since.)
 Gonzales’s biggest scandal broke in December 2005 when The New York 
Times reported that the National Security Agency was engaging in warrantless 
wiretapping of American citizens. In May, former Deputy Attorney General 
James Comey delivered shocking testimony to the Senate Judiciary Committee:
 On March 10, 2004, then-Attorney General John Ashcroft lay seriously ill 
in his hospital bed at the George Washington Medical Center after doctors 
had removed his gallbladder. James Comey was appointed Acting Attorney 
General while Ashcroft was in the hospital, but Comey refused to reauthorize 
the NSA’s highly secret surveillance program. A frantic Alberto Gonzales, who 
was then serving as White House Counsel, summoned fellow Republican death 
eater Andrew Card, the White House Chief of Staff, and the pair descended on 
Ashcroft’s hospital room. Comey had gotten word of this visit and was waiting for 
them. Brushing aside Mrs. Ashcroft’s wishes that her husband receive no visitors 
in the ICU, Gonzales and Card approached Ashcroft’s bed with papers to sign, 
and Ashcroft refused. Without acknowledging Comey, the person in whom the 
powers of the office were currently vested, Gonzales and Card left the hospital. 
The surveillance program continued without authorization until President Bush 
overruled the Justice Department and gave his approval.
 Gonzales has testified about both the overall program and this specific incident 
numerous times, disputing Comey’s testimony and denying any wrongdoing. 
Leaked documents and other testimonies, however, continue to cast doubts on 
the validity of his claims. Gonzales frequently attempts to evade questions on 
the basis of confidentiality, or, when pressed, claims not to remember dates or 
details.
 As many pundits and bloggers have pointed out, there are two possible 
explanations for the incomprehensible inanity spewing from Gonzales’ mouth. 
First, he could be lying, engaging in perjury and seeking to shield one of the most 
dangerous, secretive government programs in American history from the eyes of 
both Congress and the American people. Or, he could just be another incompetent 
Bush Administration official, a man who has done little wrong knowingly, but 
possesses the memory of a fruit fly.
 In either case, it is time for Alberto Gonzales to go. Though President Bush, 
riding a 26% approval rating, himself, stands firmly behind the Attorney General, 
Gonzales has lost the respect of his country. Senators of both parties and editorial 
boards of wide ranging persuasions have expressed outrage at his ill-disguised 
contempt and incompetence. The fiercely right-wing blog, RedState, writes, in 
calling for Gonzales’s resignation, “he should be a Soccer Dad, a Harry Potter 
Dad, a Couch Potato, Sleeping Late In The Morning The Better To Avoid Any 
Senate Judiciary Committee Hearings He Might Accidentally Stumble Into 
Dad.”
 Gonzales is not fit to serve his country as Attorney General. He should resign 
and take a long vacation. When he returns, he might be happy to find that this 
stressful tenure is just one more thing he can no longer recall. 

Alberto Gonzales: Alberto Gonzales: 
Enough, AlreadyEnough, Already
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“Tonight‛s episode begins with the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, where, 
because it was a weekday, Alberto 
Gonzalez was called to testify.” 
- Jon Stewart

Q: You’re known to be a fairly 
active Democrat.
A: I’ve rarely voted for a winner 
in my political life, with the ex-
ception of Al Gore.
-  New York Times interview 
with ‘The Simpsons’ creator 

“I’m not going to get into 
a name-calling match with 
somebody who has a 9% ap-
proval rating.” 
-  Senate Majority Leader 
Harry Reid, on Vice Presi-
dent Dick Cheney

“In other political news, John 
McCain’s communication direc-
tor has quit. McCain had no im-
mediate comment... because his 
communication director quit.”
–Jay Leno

Mike Luckovich Atlanta Journal-Constitution

Mike Luckovich Atlanta Journal-Constitution

Dick Cheney: “Remember, suc-
cess for a politician is 50% plus 
one.”
Jon Stewart: “Oh my God, the 
White House is taking the 
United States pass-fail!”

“The Bush Administration is like a ter-
rible version of the Wizard of Oz. Al-
berto Gonzalez needs some courage, 
Cheney needs a new heart, and Bush 
needs a brain.” 
- Jay Leno

“Well, the NBA schedule for 
next season will be released 
in about a month. And after 
that’s released, the referee Tim 
Donaghy will release a list of 
the winners.” - Jay Leno

“Earlier today, President Bush gave 
a speech at a Republican luncheon 
where he pushed his immigration 
bill. Reportedly, the Republicans 
in attendance didn’t care for the 
speech but the guys in the kitchen 
loved it.” 
– Conan O’Brien

“Dick Cheney, our Vice Presi-
dent. The poor guy has had like 
19 heart attacks and has a pace-
maker. He’s got to get a new one. 
So right now, right now, Dick 
Cheney is being rushed to Cuba 
by Michael Moore.” 
– David Letterman
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