
BY SAM LEVINE  

On September 10, General David 
Petraeus and U.S Ambassador to Bagh-
dad Ryan Crocker addressed a divided 
Congress on the state of affairs in Iraq. 
While Petraeus conceded that military 
progress has been uneven and that 
meeting U.S objectives in Iraq “will 
be neither quick nor easy,” he did offer 
support for the controversial “surge” 
campaign launched in January by the 
Bush Administration. 

Petraeus claimed that the campaign 
has largely met its military goals by re-
ducing sectarian killings by more than 
50 percent nationwide and by more 
than 80 percent in Baghdad over the 
past 8 months. 

But over the past few weeks, many 
critics of the Administration’s policies 
in Iraq, including the anti-war activist 
group Moveon.org, have questioned 
whether Petraeus’s recent evaluations 

of the war (and particularly, his num-
bers regarding casualties) can really be 
read as an objective analysis. A recent 
Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) Report and a National Intelli-
gence Estimate (NIE) Report released 
last month both dispute the ways in 
which the military has accounted for 
casualties in the Iraq war. As a top se-
nior intelligence official involved with 
the NIE report put it: “If a bullet went 
through the back of the head, it’s sec-
tarian. If it went through the front, it’s 
criminal.” This means that many of 
the violent deaths that are occurring in 
Iraq on a daily basis are not being in-
corporated into the tallies of the Bush 
Administration and its allies, allowing 
them to present the situation in Iraq as 
an improving one.

 Comptroller General David 
Walker, who helped write the GAO 
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Eric Massa is the Democratic con-
gressional candidate for the twenty-
ninth district of New York state. De-
spite the heavy Republican registration 
advantage in the district, last election 
he lost by a mere 2% margin.

Massa attended high school in New 
Orleans and then graduated from the 
U.S. Naval Academy in Annapolis, 
Maryland. He went on to serve 24 
years of active duty in the Navy, which 
included periods of time when he was 
stationed off the coast of Beirut. He 
was also present during the Iraqi inva-
sion of Kuwait and at the opening of 
Desert Storm. He was special assistant 
to General Wesley Clark in Panama 
when Clark was Supreme Allied Com-
mander of NATO.

Massa’s military career was cut 
short when he was diagnosed with 
Non-Hodgkins Lymphoma. He sur-
vived, and for the remainder of his time 
in the Navy he was a cancer outreach 
advocate. He had access to healthcare 
himself during this time, but he came 
to realize how important healthcare is 
for everyone.

Massa retired to Corning, New 
York, where he started with Corning 
Inc. (a famous glass company) until the 
company lost nearly half its workforce, 
including Massa himself. He was of-
fered a position as a professional staff 
member to the House Armed Services 
Committee for the U.S. Congress. 
There he wrote dissenting documents 
to the Republican Party about invading 
Iraq, and he was eventually seen with 
his old boss, General Clark following 

the Generals’ announcement to run for 
the President. That did not go over well 
with the Republicans in power.  

Earlier this month, Massa came 
to speak at Cornell and I was able to 
conduct a phone interview with him a 
couple days later:

How does your family influence you on 
your fundamental values and on your 
drive towards Capitol Hill?
One of the major issues that I am cam-
paigning on is healthcare, and I think that 
anyone that has a family is very focused 
on healthcare. If I was a young 21-year-
old bachelor, I probably wouldn’t be as fo-
cused or dedicated to the topic. But when 
you end up having kids and you end up 
taking care of people and that becomes the 
central focus of what you’re doing, health-
care and access to medical care becomes 
a pretty central concern, and that certainly 
has been the case for me. I would say 
that…a major influence in my campaign 
with respect to my family is when you’re a 
dad and you have kids, you’re much more 
aware of the issues that we’re faced with 
in the next generation. We just sent my 
second son off to school and so I became 
painfully aware of the rejection in the 
opportunities for people to go to college. 
That’s a shame. All over America people 
are having to make choices of whether 
they can afford or not to go to college and 
that’s just not right. Those are two main 
things that I have focused on as a result of 
having younger children.

INTERVIEW WITH ERIC MASSA 

continues on page 9

Continued on page 10

General David Petraeus presents his report to Congress.
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Few, if any, Americans dispute or 
question the unvarnished patriotism 
and courage exhibited by General Da-
vid Petraeus and the American service-
men serving under his command in 
Iraq. That being said, General Petraeus 
and Ambassador Ryan Crocker’s re-
cent testimony to Congress regarding 
the complex and violent situation in 
Iraq was disappointing. 

Last spring, when President Bush 
decided to “change strategy” and com-
mit a “surge” of 30,000 additional 
troops to Iraq, the military establish-
ment knew that surge could not be 
sustained for more than a year (unless 
Bush was willing to extend the troops’ 
tours, which he was not). As a result, the 
White House had a compelling interest 
to establish a false aura of success and 
progress around the surge, even when 
few positive accomplishments could 
actually be cited. Otherwise, if no fa-
vorable results could be credited to 
the surge, the time would arrive when 
Bush would be forced to remove the 
additional troops, and the surge strat-
egy would be deemed a failure. 

Recognizing that he could not al-
low the public to believe that his surge 
policy had foundered, Bush had long 
heralded Petraeus’ report to Congress 
as the next decisive “turning point” 
in the war. Bush counted on Petraeus 
to deliver an illusion of success and 
progress, which he could then use to 
justify a slight drawdown of troops in 
the relatively distant future. Some may 
see Bush making a concession to re-
move some troops from the battlefield, 
and others may see it as a sign of the 
Administration’s success, but, as we 
mentioned above, this drawdown was 
already a logistical military necessity. 
As such, the only message that can be 
derived from the President’s maneuver 
is that he is making an excuse to ex-
plain why this group of troops will be 
removed. Overall he is sticking to ex-
actly the same plan of keeping the vast 
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majority of our troops there for quite 
some time -- “staying the course,” in a 
slightly disguised form. 

Thus, when former Sunni insurgents, 
who had killed American soldiers, 
turned on Al-Qaeda in Anbar province, 
the surge was heralded as a success by 
the administration. The fact is that the 
Sunni insurgents who turned on Al-Qa-
eda are not allies of the U.S., nor are 

they allied with the democratic princi-
ples we are supposedly fighting for in 
Iraq. Their behavior is simply a realpo-
litik case of “the enemy of my enemy is 
my friend.” The Sunni insurgents can, 
and most likely will, turn once again 
on America when it fits their sectarian, 
political interests. 

Iraq is a quintessential example of 
how destructive and perilous civil wars 
can be. You can never be sure if your 
ally today will end up being your enemy 
tomorrow if the military, economic, or 
political situation shifts overnight. This 
uncertainty is exactly why the United 
States, acting in its own strategic inter-
est, must extricate itself from a bloody 
civil war that will continue until either 
one faction (probably the Shia) defeats 
the other and establishes centralized 
(probably theocratic) control, or until 
each faction takes control of a region.

 American servicemen have become 
policeman in a part of the world that 
has been divided by religious sects 
and tribes for more than a thousand 
years. The U.S.-led occupation of a re-
ligiously divided country has brought 
only misery for all sides. The only pos-
sible solution is to provide for local 
control and governance, as Senator Jo-
seph Biden (D-DE) has been advocat-
ing for the last few years. A pluralistic, 

centralized, democratic government in 
Baghdad has not, and will not in the 
foreseeable future, work.

All this nonsensical talk by Presi-
dent Bush about fighting Al Qaeda and 
establishing an alliance with the Iraqi 
government is just that—nonsense! As 
Senator Biden frequently and insight-
fully points out, if the U.S. was to kill 
every single Al Qaeda terrorist in Iraq, 
we would still be facing an ethno-sec-
tarian conflict that is taking the lives 
of our servicemen each and every day. 
Misrepresenting the dire and terrible 
situation our troops are in is reprehen-
sible and unbefitting of any command-
er-in-chief. 

Even more appalling (and we would 
argue downright dangerous) is for our 
President to be calling the Iraqi gov-
ernment an ally of the United States, as 
he did in his recent address to the na-
tion. This declaration comes at a time 
when the Shia Iraqi leaders appear to 
be allying themselves with the Shia-
led Iranian regime—a sworn enemy 
of the United States. How can an ally 
of ours also be aligning itself with a 
country sworn to Israel’s and our own 
destruction? We would be interested to 
hear (and we believe it would be rather 
fitting for) the neoconservative “intel-
lectuals” who provided the original ra-
tionale for the war to answer this ques-
tion.

It’s a shame, and frankly a tragedy, 
that we are executing the war on ter-
rorism six years after 9/11 in such an 
irresponsible and unintelligent way. On 
the sixth anniversary of 9/11, it should 
seem unconscionable to any reason-
able American that our President has 
taken us onto the wrong battlefield to 
fight the wrong enemy at the wrong 
time. Let us pray for those soldiers and 
civilians who have lost their lives in 
this war. 

The U.S. must extricate 
itself from the bloody 

civil war and work 
toward a decentralized 

Iraqi government.

THE ILLUSION THAT IS IRAQ
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The Hypocrisy of our De“mock”racy

CP

    “With great power, comes great respon-
sibility.” Apparently, Spiderman’s Uncle 
Ben knows a thing or two the current Bush 
administration and its groupies have forgot-
ten. The past six years have been littered with 
prominent examples of palpable disregard 
for basic ethics, a shocking amount of hypoc-
risy of the “do as I say, not as I do” type, and 
an ever-widening chasm between the People 
and the increasingly infantilizing nature of 
the government’s logic and justifications for 
actions taken. 
 My first thought on writing an article 
on the general hypocrisy of the Republican 
Party was to find some glorious line from 
the party platform, a sentence exuding the 
importance of personal integrity, ethical 
responsibility, and moral consistency, to be 
juxtaposed with my list of observed viola-
tions. Unfortunately, despite scouring the 
Official Party Platform, GOP Rules, GOP 
History, and the GOP’s stance on faith and 
values, I could find no such statement. (For 
the record, the Democratic National Com-
mittee does have such a phrase in its Nation-
al Platform document, conveniently found 
under the “What We Stand For” menu on 
their website.) Perhaps this lack of a single 
sentence says more than I could ever hope 
to fit in my thousand-word article. Regard-
less, we shall proceed under the assumption 
that Republicans operate at least under the 
pretense of some vague ethical guidelines. 
 Today’s poster boy of Republican eth-
ics is none other than the infamous Jack 
Abramoff. Because I have a word limit, 
we’ll stick to the short version of the story: 
In January of 2006, Mr. Abramoff, a noted 
conservative lobbyist, pleaded guilty to five 
felony counts of fraud and corruption of 
public officials pertaining to his dealings 
with Native American tribes and casino 
companies. 
 The ensuing investigation netted mul-
tiple White House officials, a slew of Con-
gressional lobbyists and aides, as well as 
the resignation of U.S. Congressman Bob 

Ney, a Republican from Ohio’s 18th Dis-
trict. In October of 2006, Ney pleaded guilty 
to one charge of conspiracy to defraud the 
United States, and to falsifying financial 
documents in exchange for meals, luxury 
travel accommodations, sports tickets, and 
thousands of dollars in gambling chips. In 
exchange for his cooperation during the 
investigation of his cohorts, Abramoff re-
ceived the minimum sentencing under his 
plea deal, resulting in a prison term of just 
under six years, and a restitution fine of 
over $21 million. 
 If Abramoff dragged the idea of Repub-
lican ethics through the mud, then President 
Bush put a gun to its head and pulled the 
trigger. In March of this year, Vice President 
Dick Cheney’s Chief of Staff I. “Scooter” 
Libby was convicted of one count of ob-
struction of justice, two counts of perjury, 
and one count of lying to FBI investiga-
tors during the probe into the leaking of the 
identity of undercover CIA operative Val-
erie Plame. 
 Not to be outdone by Abramoff’s dis-
regard for the law, President Bush decided 
that “The consequences of [Libby’s] felony 
conviction on his former life as a lawyer, 
public servant, and private citizen will be 
long-lasting” and thus, a prison sentence 
was “excessive.” He then proceeded to 
commute Libby’s 30-month prison sen-
tence, leaving intact the rest of the penalties, 
the most damning of which was a $250,000 
fine. So much for not putting a price on na-
tional security. 
 Unfortunately, the GOP and its mem-
bers don’t fare much better in the realm 
of their championed “family values.” Re-
cently, Republicans, despite the Defense of 
Marriage Act and the war on gay marriage, 
are the ones grabbing news headlines for 
adulterous (and often homosexual) affairs. 
In the past 18 months, a shocking num-
ber of high-profile Republicans have been 
caught up in infidelity scandals; David Vit-
ter, the junior Senator from Louisiana, had 
his phone number found in the records of 
an alleged D.C. prostitution service, and 
promptly admitted to committing a “very 

serious sin.” Bob Allen, a former strategist 
for the McCain presidential campaign and 
Florida State Senator, was arrested earlier 
this year for allegedly offering oral sex to 
an undercover male police officer for $20. 
Congressman Mark Foley, also of Florida, 
was forced to resign his seat after sexually 
explicit instant messenger conversations 
between him and an under-age Congressio-
nal page were made public. Senator Larry 
Craig, of Idaho, is only the most recent ex-
ample, after being arrested (and pleading 
guilty to charges stemming from) soliciting 
sex from an undercover male police officer 
in a Minneapolis airport bathroom. 
 By far, however, the most outrageous 
infringement of both personal and profes-
sional ethics and morals was committed 
by former Evangelical pastor Ted Hag-
gard. Haggard, before his implication, was 
a noted opponent of gay marriage and was 
involved in weekly conference calls with 
high officials in the White House, as well 
as multiple meetings with President Bush. 
Last November, just prior to the midterm 
elections, Haggard was accused of engag-
ing in a three-year sexual relationship with 
male prostitute Mike Jones, as well as pur-
chasing methamphetamines from Jones’ as-
sociate. Although denying that he actually 
used the drugs, in a letter to his congrega-
tion at the New Life Church in Colorado, 
Haggard admitted, “…The fact is I am 
guilty of sexual immorality.” Haggard was 
promptly relieved of all his duties at the 
church, and as the President of the National 
Association of Evangelicals. The hypocrisy 
of these actions, not only on an individual 
level, but as an affront to the constituents 
and congregants of these prominent Repub-
licans is inexcusably repulsive. 
 Further infuriating many intelligent 
Americans is the Bush administration’s ra-
tionale for the confiscation of an ever-grow-
ing list of civil liberties. Take, for example, 
the following exchange between Attorney 
General Alberto Gonzales and Senator Ar-
len Specter (R-PA), then-Chair of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee:

GONZALES: I will go back and look at 
it. The fact that the Constitution — again, 
there is no express grant of habeas in the 
Constitution. There is a prohibition against 
taking it away. But it’s never been the case, 
and I’m not a Supreme —

SPECTER: Now, wait a minute. Wait a 
minute. The constitution says you can’t 
take it away, except in the case of rebellion 
or invasion. Doesn’t that mean you have the 
right of habeas corpus, unless there is an in-
vasion or rebellion?

BY JUSTIN GRANSTEIN

GONZALES: I meant by that comment, the 
Constitution doesn’t say, “Every individual 
in the United States or every citizen is here-
by granted or assured the right to habeas.” 
It doesn’t say that. It simply says the right 
of habeas corpus shall not be suspended 
except by —

SPECTER: You may be treading on your 
interdiction and violating common sense, 
Mr. Attorney General. 

 Is this the reasoning behind denying the 
rights of the Guantanamo detainees? This 
is how President Bush deals with non-citi-
zens and resident aliens? The reason they 
are denied trials in the American justice 
system is that the Constitution only says 
you can’t take away certain rights, rather 
than expressly presenting them? Bypass-
ing, momentarily, the twisted first-grade 
logic of this argument, we run into another 
small obstacle known as the Ninth Amend-
ment: The enumeration in the Constitution, 
of certain rights, shall not be construed to 
deny or disparage others retained by the 
people. This type of renegade disregard 
for the verbatim word of the Constitution 
is a disgrace to American law, the Federal 
Court System, and the Constitution. 
 By no means is the goal of this article 
to paint Democrats as the angels of Wash-
ington. For instance, hiding thousands of 
dollars in illicit cash in one’s freezer isn’t 
going to score any points with the Congres-
sional Ethics Committees (cough, William 
Jefferson D-LA, cough). The point here is 
to highlight the inordinately high amount of 
scandal surrounding the current collection 
of Republicans in positions of power. This 
is a trend that demands recognition and at-
tention from conservative as well as liberal 
voters. Conservatives have a responsibility 
to sweep out these embarrassments in their 
primary elections. Liberals must recognize 
that we ourselves are not immune from 
such behavior (as Bill Clinton’s disgrace-
ful behavior will attest), and must continue 
to demand nothing less than the highest 
standards of personal and professional con-
duct from our elected leaders. Accountabil-
ity and responsibility must be demanded 
across party lines; if our leaders cannot earn 
our respect at home, they cannot command 
respect from others abroad. 

Pictured below: Senator Larry Craig.   (senate.gov)

(media.2theadvocate.com)
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More than half of the electricity gen-
erated in the United States comes from 
coal-fueled power plants. However, this 
is no surprise when one considers the fact 
that federal lands contain 957 billion tons 
of coal reserves. West Virginia contains 
a large sum of those reserves, and in the 
1950s, according to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, between 125,000 and 145,000 
coal miners were employed in the state.. 
In 2004, employment hovered at around 
16,000.  Despite the decrease in employ-
ment, coal production has marginally in-
creased since then due to the advent of 
mountaintop removal mining. This tech-
nique  produces more coal and requires 
much less labor than traditional mining at 
the expense of both our economy and our 
environment.
 In mountaintop removal mining (MTR), 
the top of a selected mountain is blasted 
away which exposes a seam of coal that 
may lie as far as 500 feet below the top of 
the mountain. Specifically, the chosen land 
is clear-cut, and the topsoil is removed and 
set aside so that an attempt—usually a pa-
thetic effort to comply with modest federal 
and state regulations—at reclamation can 
be made. The remaining rock and subsoil 
above the highly prized coal are then blast-
ed away and dumped into nearby valleys or 
hollows. Once mined, the coal eventually 
undergoes a cleaning process that creates 
a liquid byproduct, called slurry, that is 
similarly drained into conveniently located 
valleys.
 MTR is most prevalent in Appalachia, 
home to the headwaters of several major 
rivers that provide drinking water for mil-
lions of Americans in the Ohio and Mis-
sissippi valleys. Mining companies often 
bury those headwaters with the harmful 
solid and liquid waste produced by MTR. 
According to a report given to Congress in 
2006, MTR in Appalachia may cause as 

much as 109 million pounds of heavy met-
als to enter the drinking supply of major 
U.S. cities. Exposure to heavy metals can 
be detrimental to one’s health, and a few 
of these metals may even be carcinogenic. 
Thus, as MTR continues throughout Ap-
palachia, so does the deterioration of the 
quality of drinking water for many Ameri-
cans.
 While there is debate as to the legal-
ity of MTR, it is clear that the process is 
reckless and unjust. To Americans un-
aware of MTR’s environmental impact, 
however, it may appear to be a reasonable 
way to produce electricity from vast Ap-
palachian coal reserves. We Americans 
love to set our thermostats way down dur-
ing the spring and summer (I recommend 
78°, the optimal balance between comfort 
and minimal energy usage), and hence we 
demand more electricity than do any other 
people on the planet. To meet this need, we 
mine and eventually burn our seemingly 
limitless supply of coal in over 600 power 
plants around the country.  
 The economic rationale for allowing 
MTR is that it is cheaper than traditional 
underground mining and produces coal 
much more efficiently; mining more coal 
in less time with far fewer miners. As such, 
MTR fits well into our increasingly lais-
sez-faire capitalist economy, which tends 
to value economic successes over societal 
welfare.
 But the very fact that MTR has been an 
economic success, ultimately providing 
highly demanded electricity to Americans 
at a relatively cheap price, is precisely why 
it is a fundamentally fruitless mode of en-
ergy production. It epitomizes the growing 
divergence between the progressive ideals 
of our society and the goals of powerful 

businesses. That divergence is suggested 
by a February 2006 Pew Research Cen-
ter poll, which found that 82 percent of 
Americans believe that the federal govern-
ment should increase funding for research 
on wind, solar, and hydrogen technology. 
Additionally, 78 percent agreed that tax 
cuts should be granted to companies that 
develop such forms of energy. While many 
who support those measures may hypo-
critically support MTR—or any other form 
of coal mining—they clearly recognize 
the positive aspects of renewable sources 
of energy. Thus, while a strong majority 
of Americans view renewable sources of 
energy favorably, coal-fueled power plants 
still account for more than half of the elec-
tricity generated in America.  
 Unfortunately, the most corrupt, chau-
vinistic, and anti-environmental admin-
istration in living memory—that of the 

feckless George W. Bush—has proposed 
changes that would render MTR virtually 
invulnerable to legal appeal or to reason-
able environmental compliance. Mining 
companies and their Bush administration 
sycophants claim that the changes are sim-
ply clarifications that eliminate ambiguities 
in current legislation. Indeed, the revisions 
“clarify” that companies carrying out MTR 
are exempt from a 1983 regulation known 
as the Stream Buffer Zone Rule that pro-
hibits coal mining activities from disturb-
ing areas within 100 feet of streams.  
 Meanwhile, the current methods of 
wind and solar energy production are al-
ready sufficiently efficient, which means 
that implementation of those methods can 
currently occur on a large scale. However, 
a combination of factors conspire to sup-
press the  renewable energy usage to an 
abysmal seven percent: the incredibly in-
dustry-skewed policies of the Bush Admin-
istration; a browbeaten mainstream media 
that is increasingly deferential to corporate 
owners rather than to solid standards of 
journalistic objectivity; and the general-
ized apathy of the American public. Our 
usage stands in stark contrast with many 
European countries, which have far higher 
percentages of renewable energy usage. 
And of the seven percent of renewable 
energy usage in the U.S., the overwhelm-
ing majority comes from hydroelectric and 
biomass energies, implying that virtually 
none of our energy comes from either wind 
turbines or solar panels.  
 The EPA estimates that at current rates 
of MTR, 2,200 square miles of Appala-
chian forests will be eliminated by 2012. 
For comparison, the state of Delaware’s 
land mass is approximately 2,000 square 
miles. We should not allow our nation’s 
cherished forests to be clear-cut, and our 
plentiful rivers to be contaminated by those 
companies who practice MTR. We should 
reasonably demand that our electricity 
come from renewable energy sources. For 
the next few billion years—or at least as 
long as we humans survive—the sun is not 
going anywhere; wind will not vanish; and 
rivers will continue to flow.  

CP

Mountaintop Removal Mining: 
An Accelerating Environmental Disaster

BY TIMOTHY MYERS

A typical MTR site, which essentially obliterates pristine, wooded mountains. (ohvec.org)

A closer look at what was once a thriving ecosystem. The site appears to stretch for miles. (ilove-
mountains.org)
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The Republican Presidential 
Debate on September 6, 2007 
yielded a stunning display of 

denial, dishonesty, and unbridled jin-
goism regarding the war in Iraq.

--“The surge is working. The surge is 
working, sir,” said John McCain.
--“We can’t leave until we’ve left with 
honor,” insisted Mike Huckabee.
--“If you think we’re going to be there 
for a long time, you don’t understand 

the determination of the U.S. Marines 
and the U.S. Army. We’re going to turn 
it over,” boasted Duncan Hunter.
--“Our men and women are the brav-
est and most patriotic in the world,” 
chimed Mitt Romney.
--“We have no need for our national 
security to have troops on the Arabian 
Peninsula. And going into Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and threatening Iran is the 
worst thing we can do for our national 
security. I am less safe, the American 
people are less safe for this.”

 Come again? The author of the last 
statement, the defiant outcast of the 

Republican Party, is Congressman Ron 
Paul of Texas. Although Rep. Paul has 
served ten terms in Congress and ran 
as the Libertarian Presidential Nomi-
nee in 1988, few had heard of him be-
fore he took the Republican debates by 
storm with such objectionable, outra-
geous, and--dare I say--common sense 
statements on Iraq. His curmudgeon 
demeanor and anti-war proclamations 
have proven to be quite the thorn in the 
side of the GOP this cycle.
 With Democratic candidates often 
underwhelming in their attack on the 

war—continually refusing to challenge 
Republican arguments and thus ce-
menting them as fact—someone with 
the courage to stand up and say the truth 
about Iraq (at a Republican debate no 
less) is…well…thrilling. Republican 
premises before the war (i.e., weapons 
of mass destruction in Iraq, terrorist 
connections with Al Qaeda) have been 
disproved and the administration’s 
handling of the war effort (until recent-
ly, at least) has been appalling; yet, Re-
publican Presidential candidates have 
been hesitant to call out the adminis-
tration and demand a different course 
of action. Enter Ron Paul, staring down 
hostile questions from sniveling “jour-
nalist” Chris Wallace of Fox News, 
forcefully and unapologetically telling 
it how it is. When Wallace brought out 
the worn and tired Bush administra-
tion’s warning that chaos and uncon-
trolled bloodshed will result if the U.S. 
forces leave Iraq, Paul fired back, “The 
people who say there will be a blood-
bath are the ones who said it will be 
a cakewalk or it will be a slam dunk, 
and that it will be paid for by oil. Why 
believe them? They’ve been wrong on 
everything they’ve said.” Would Hill-
ary Clinton ever say something like 
this? Even Edwards, Obama, and Dodd 
use far more tepid language.
 So when Ron Paul speaks on the 
war, especially when he’s talking to de-
lusional uber-hawks like McCain and 
Giuliani, it’s no surprise that progres-
sives feel a flutter in their hearts. It’s 

not just a few people either. Paul has 
acquired a strong and impressive fol-
lowing for a no-name candidate with 
little buzz at the start of the year. On-
line, where the young and progressive 
disproportionately flock, Paul has been 
immensely successful. His group on 
YouTube is first among all presidential 
candidates of either party. He’s raised 
millions through his website, enabling 
him to out-raise the early frontrun-
ner John McCain. He’s even attracted 
a great deal of buzz on websites like 
DailyKos and mydd.com, progressive 

blogs that mock and ridicule Repub-
licans daily. Ron Paul has, at a mini-
mum, intrigued the liberal base.
 Yet, there’s a dark side to Rep. Paul 
that many progressives are also aware 
of. He is, after all, a Libertarian in phi-
losophy, if not in party affiliation as 
well. Sure, when analyzing an unjust 
and idiotic war, the Libertarian fear 
and loathing of the federal government 
sounds pretty good. But when it comes 
to domestic policy, Ron Paul makes 
Mitt Romney look like a moderate. In 
a message to his supporters following 
the debate, Paul lamented that the mod-
erators had not allowed him to discuss, 
“my lifelong pledge to abolish the in-
come tax.” He has also advocated for 
the abolishment of the Department of 
Education, and his website boasts that 
he has never voted for a federal restric-
tion on gun ownership. Paul is also av-
idly pro-life; he sponsored legislation 
to define life as beginning at concep-
tion.
 Looking at the big picture, Ron Paul 
is no better, and is probably worse, 
than any of the others who stood on the 
debate stage with him last week. As a 
progressive, there’s no way one could 
support him, or really even speak well 
of him. But then again, he’s up there 
tearing apart Dick Cheney’s foreign 
policy, hitting the nail right on the head. 

It’s hard not to root for the guy who 
makes statements like, “It’s the policy 
that’s wrong. Tactical movements and 
shifting troops around and taking in the 
30 more and reducing by five—totally 
irrelevant.” The more events that the 

Republican Party bars him from and 
the more support that he draws in the 
polls (he finished in 5th place in the 
August Iowa Straw Poll ahead of Giu-
liani, McCain, and Fred Thompson), 
the more delighted we progressives 
find ourselves. While we abhor the 
thought of his presidency, disapprove 
of his work in Congress, and reject his 
political philosophy, we still find our-
selves rooting for his candidacy. And 
so the legend grows.

Unfortunately, when it 
comes to social policy, 
Ron Paul makes Mitt 
Romney look like a 

moderate.
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Congressman (R-TX) and Presidential candidate Ron Paul. (ancapistan.typepad.com)

His demeanor and anti-
war proclamations have 

proven to be quite the 
thorn in the side for the 

GOP this cycle.   
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Insurance for Low-Income Children:

BY SIMMA REINGOLD

   While refusing to acknowledge the 
many benefits of a national or universal 
health system, the Federal government 
provides public health insurance to 
groups for which employer-sponsored 
health insurance is implausible, such 
as the elderly through Medicare and 
the “deserving” poor through Medic-
aid. In 1997, however, both parties of 
Congress identified a growing segment 
of the population that was both in need 

of and considered deserving of health 
insurance – low-income children. While 
most of these children had at least one 
working parent that kept their income 
just above the Medicaid cut-off, em-

ployer-sponsored health insurance was 
either not offered or too expensive. 
Congress passed the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) 
with a cost-sharing plan between States 
and the federal government similar to 
that of Medicaid.  
 The situation that birthed SCHIP 
has changed over the past ten years. At 
the end of August, the Census Bureau 
reported that the number of uninsured 
Americans rose to 47 million. This in-
crease includes an additional 710,000 
children whose families are consider-
ably above the poverty line, but whose 
parents’ employers refuse to sponsor 
health insurance coverage. We must 
now modify SCHIP to allow States the 
flexibility to include these middle-in-
come children, who have no other fi-
nancially viable source of health insur-
ance.
 SCHIP currently extends health in-
surance coverage to children of low-
income families who barely make 
enough to survive, but who surprising-
ly seem privileged in the eyes of Med-
icaid. States themselves determine the 
eligibility cap for SCHIP, with a mini-

mum set at 200% of the federal poverty 
line (FPL). In real terms, the annual in-

come of these “low income families” is 
$41,000 - less than a full year tuition at 
Cornell. 
 With a budget of only $5 billion an-
nually, this program has reduced the 
number of uninsured children living 
below 200% of the FPL from 23% to 
only 14%. To clarify, these children 

are not receiving any extraordinary 
medical care, unless you consider im-
munizations and routine checkups to 
screen for health and developmental 
problems a privilege. Because both 
medical and outreach costs have in-
creased, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimated that SCHIP’s coverage 
area would decrease from 6.7 to 3.3 
million children by 2017 if federal fi-
nancing is held constant. 
 So where are we now? SCHIP is 
up for reauthorization and Congress 
looked at the numbers, the success, and 
the children. Both houses have passed 
bills (S. 1893, HR 3162) that would 
allow States to expand coverage to an 
additional 6.1-7.5 million children, 2/3 
of which would have otherwise been 
uninsured. While the Senate and the 
House will have to reach an agreement 
on the specific funding and policy de-
tails by September 30, their bills are 
a positive step towards realizing our 
responsibilities and providing health 
insurance for children. But President 
Bush has threatened to veto either ver-
sion while proposing a smaller budget-
ed program with stricter guidelines for 
States, sure to leave many families in 
the dark.
 On August 17, the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services (CMS) re-
leased a letter offering “official policy 
guidance,” to all State Health Officials. 
These guidelines “clarify” the strate-
gies that States must endorse in order 
to prevent families from substituting 
public insurance for private insur-
ance. These include procedures such 

as imposing waiting periods between 
dropping private insurance coverage 
and picking up SCHIP. Bush and his 
friends are terrified that a “crowd out” 
will occur, that is, public coverage will 
crowd out private coverage, reduc-
ing the burden of health insurance on 
the private sector and increasing the 
government’s responsibilities. But em-
ployer-sponsored insurance is out of 
reach for practically all of these low-
income families; whether their em-
ployer does not offer coverage, insur-
ance is too expensive, or they can only 
find part-time work – it just doesn’t 
matter. These families aren’t trying 
to abuse the system! In reality, their 
children have been uninsured for over 
6 months, or their parents have lost 
private insurance due to a job change. 
Additionally, if children are covered 
under SCHIP, parents have freedom to 
work wherever may be best for them, 
and are not tied down to an employer 
who sponsors insurance.  
 States welcome the SCHIP program 
because of its flexibility, but now CMS 
wants to limit their coverage to only 
include children under the 200% FPL. 
Over twenty states currently cover 
children above the mandated 200% of 
the FPL, but only because they provide 
money above the federally matched 
funds. While not all States can afford to 
cover up to 400% of the FPL like New 
York, the federal government should 
not limit eligibility. While the Bush 
Administration indicates that there are 
only 1.1 million eligible but uninsured 
children, more accurate non-partisan 
predictions raise that number to 6 mil-
lion.These are the children targeted in 
the reauthorization acts and forgotten 
by Bush.  
 Lastly, Americans want this. A re-
cent Robert Wood Johnson Founda-
tion poll expressed the public’s over-
whelming bipartisan support of the 
program; 93% of Democrats and 77% 
of Republicans agreeing with the reau-
thorization bills in Congress. Addition-
ally, nearly 2/3 of voters disagree with 
The Bush Administration’s decision to 
veto the current congressional legisla-
tion. SCHIP is not a giant leap towards 
universal or national health care - it is 
merely an expression of our responsi-
bility to families nationwide.

Americans show 
overwhelming support for 

strengthening the State Chil-
dren’s Health 

Insurance Program.

The Wonders of SCHIP

SCHIP currently extends 
health insurance coverage 
to children of low-income 
families who barely make 

enough to survive.

Current estimates indicate 
there are 1.1 million eligible 
but uninsured children, but 
more accurate non-partisan 

predictions raise that number 
to 6 million.
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BY NOAH HY BROZINSKY

Alfred Lawless High School 
rests abandoned in the Lower 
Ninth Ward. The buildings are 

unusable, and look as though they’ve 
been bombed – desks lie strewn across 
the floors, pipes hang from the ceilings, 
the drywall has crumbled, and every-
where, cinderblock walls are beginning 
to fail on their own weight. What was 
once a small and successful high school 
– it had 800 students at the time of the 
hurricane – is now a battered shell, not 
at all forgotten by its former students 
and faculty, but completely unknown 
to the outside world.
 As I trespass across what was once 
a lunch-court, now completely over-

grown with waist-high, browning 
weeds, I find myself having trouble 
suppressing the lump of sorrow that’s 
been quivering in my throat for the 
past five days. The devastation in and 
around New Orleans has surpassed my 
wildest nightmares, and this shames 
me very much. I realize that I have 
done very little to help.
 Trudging along, I see several of my 
new friends, members of Hillel and 
Black Students United, wrestling to 
salvage a mangled desk from the plants 
that have sprung up as though only to 
swallow their victim into the Earth. 
These unrelenting plants have swal-
lowed much of the Ninth Ward; entire 
lots which used to support affordable 
housing have disappeared beneath a 
new jungle of weeds. Cruel nature, a 
most uncaring landlord, has reclaimed 
this neighborhood beneath the levee, 
evicting those few who struggle to re-
build there.
 The desk is finally pried loose of 
its plant-prison, and my friends give 
a lighthearted cheer, proud to add an-
other accomplishment to the list of 
seemingly impossible tasks that face 
New Orleans two years after Katrina. 
The city must reestablish its police and 
fire departments, we’ve been told. The 
city must rebuild its roads, gut houses, 
entice tourists, and build schools. For 
nearly a week we’ve been helping to-
ward these goals, and now that one 
more desk has been freed from neglect, 
New Orleans is one step, albeit minis-
cule, closer to finding normalcy. This 
return to “normalcy” is all that the re-
gion has ever asked of us.
 I continue to walk alone, in silence 
through the hollow school and come 
upon a metal door that swings ajar in 
its flood-warped frame. I creep through 
it, into the dusty interior of a collapsing 

building and gasp to find myself inside 
the school’s auditorium. One thousand 
empty wooden seats rot before me. On 
stage an enormous felt curtain hangs in 
ripped shreds from the bare ceiling. No 
air comes inside. There is no light. 
 Weeks later, at a vigil for those lost            
in the hurricane, I would find myself 
on the brink of tears recalling this mo-
ment, completely unable to describe 
what this empty theater means to me.
 I’ve always loved empty theaters. 
When able, I could sit in one for hours 
before curtain call, staring at the empty 
stage, or at the empty seats, feeling the 
impending electricity in the air; a hu-
mid sensation wherein one snap of the 
fingers could bring fabulous lightning. 
The silence is magniloquent – I’m 
so excited by the thought of a room 
poised for a fantastic performance, 
boundless possibilities, the opportu-
nity for unparalleled greatness.
 I take a few photos that do not at all 
capture the abandoned sensation in 
the room, and slink away, promising 
myself that I will never forget this the-
ater. As I meander out of the school, 
I see blackboards still covered with 
chalk lessons from before the storm 
– a sickening artifact, too Pompeii-

esque, and I have to turn away. Emo-
tionally drained, exhausted, and soaked 
through with sweat, I head towards our 
bus, desperately repeating the name 
of this place that it should stick in my 
memory.

---…---

A week earlier I was in Olin Li-
brary working on a final paper 
for my summer school class: 

Black Politics in the Hip Hop Genera-
tion. My friend Michele sat at a table 
nearby, and after exchanging smiles 
and waves she came over to whisper 
hello. I asked Michele if she had any 
plans for that weekend, and she told 
me she was going to New Orleans to 
help rebuild. Half-joking, I asked if 
there was room on the bus, but when I 
was told that there was plenty, I knew 
I had to go along. An hour later I found 
myself in Cornell Hillel’s office, sign-
ing up for the journey. I raced home, 
finished my paper as quickly as I could, 
threw some clothes and a toothbrush 
into a backpack, and twelve hours later 
boarded a shaky bus that would take 
me twenty-six hours south, through 
humid states I’d never visited, across 
rivers I’d only read about, into the dev-
astated Gulf Coast region, which two 
years after the worst natural disaster in 
our country’s history, lay largely for-
gotten.
 The trip was the joint effort of Hillel 
and Black Students United, organized 
by Cornellians who had traveled to 
the area and found it impossible not to 
return. Working with Habitat for Hu-
manity and the National Relief Net-
work, the twenty of us spent much of 
our week in New Orleans hanging dry-
wall in St. Bernard’s Parish, landscap-
ing at a Methodist church, and speak-
ing with locals about their experiences. 

The days were awfully muggy, but we 
worked tirelessly, eventually complet-
ing several walls of a former middle 
school which will be used to house fu-
ture volunteers, with the eventual hope 
that it will soon return to its original 
purpose.
                         

We spent much of our down-time 
cooling ourselves in the air-condi-
tioned dormitories of the Methodist 
church, discussing race and inter-reli-
gious relations at Cornell University. 
The overall consensus, I believe, was 
that Cornell – though desegregated 
compared to other schools – still has a 
long way to go. We shared stories of 
prejudices endured, asked questions, 

and most importantly, listened to each 
other. 
 To my chagrin, I admit that I never 
would have met the BSU students had 
I not gone on the trip, nor would I have 
ever heard their opinions on racism at 
Cornell firsthand. We twenty students 
spent so much time rebuilding what 
was broken in Louisiana that our new-
found friendships have already begun 
– if only slightly – to correct what is 
still broken in Ithaca. 

---…---

After spending a week in the 
Gulf Coast region, we came to 
believe that New Orleans can 

and must be rebuilt. So long as there 
is dry land where its residents used to 
live, this nation and this world need 
to support this city’s return home. A 
strong effort must come forward to en-
tice intellectuals, artists, families, doc-

tors, lawyers, and public servants to 
return, all the while carefully avoiding 
gentrification that would displace the 
city’s impoverished black communi-
ties. The bayou may have retaken the 
Ninth Ward, but this problem can be 
hurdled with gardening tools; just as 

all levees can be rebuilt with concrete; 
just as dry-wall can be hung with nails; 
just as that immense felt curtain can be 
mended with string; just as the hungry 
can be fed with food; just as the home-
less can be easily lodged; just as better 
racial understanding can be achieved 
with honest, open ears. We have, all 
around us, in every person, in every 
place, the tools to rebuild anything that 
is broken. There is nothing so difficult 
or complicated that it shouldn’t be at-
tempted.
 I now sit at my computer in humid 
Ithaca, my desktop photo one of the 
dark, barely discernable pictures I took 
within that broken theater. I stare at the 
empty stage, and though I still feel pow-
erful sorrow for those who lost their 
lives and their livelihoods, I have come 
to see this photo in a positive light. The 
theater is empty and the stage is blank, 
but what waits to be determined is 
how magnificent a show may be soon 
performed. Within my lifetime New 
Orleans can thrive again as a bustling 
city, rich in tolerance, faith, and under-
standing. Though Alfred Lawless High 
School may never put on another play, 
and its theater may decompose forever 
vacant, the rebirth of Louisiana could 
be the greatest, most fulfilling drama 
humanity has ever come together to 
write. We, all who are strong enough 
to swing a hammer or comfortable 
enough to cut a check, have before us 
the unprecedented opportunity to be a 
part of this production, to buy tickets to 
opening night, to know that the show 
we will watch was constructed by our 
generation’s hand. 
 Tikun Olam, we sang, and our effort 
will guide many home.
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Thoughts on New Orleans

So long as there is dry 
land where its residents 
used to live, this nation 
and this world need to 
support this city’s re-

turn home.
Sitting in this devastated theater was a powerful moment for me.

 (Noah Brozinsky)

After spending a week 
in the Gulf Coast re-
gion, we came to be-

lieve that New Orleans 
can and must be

 rebuilt.
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BY CATHERINE LUSSENHOP

On August 13th, just days before the 
freshmen arrived at Cornell for Orienta-
tion, our favorite White House aide an-
nounced his plans to resign. Yes, Karl 
“The Architect,” “Boy Genius,” “Turd 
Blossom,” Rove decided he needed 
to spend more time with his family, 
presumably including his son, who is 
currently in college. And we all know 
that the priority of a college kid is to 
spend more time with his or her family. 
Jabs aside, I think it is important to ac-
knowledge some of Karl Rove’s great, 
selfless deeds, the actions that gained 
him his reputation as a brilliant, ambi-
tious political strategist:

• As a fresh-faced, 19-year-old 
college dropout, Rove pretended to 
volunteer for Illinois state treasurer 
candidate Alan Dixon. While at the of-
fice, he stole some official letterhead, 
wrote 1,000 letters advertising “free 
beer, free food, girls, and a good time 
for nothing,” and distributed them out 
and about, even to local homeless shel-
ters. It was a youthful prank; after all, 
boys will be boys!

• Rove worked for the Republi-
can candidate in the 1986 Texas guber-
natorial race, and on the morning be-
fore the only televised debate between 
the candidates, Rove discovered an 
electronic surveillance device that had 
been planted in his office. He did what 
anyone who has just suffered a break-in 
would do: he called a press conference 

and subtly hinted that Democratic chal-
lenger Mark White’s staff had planted 
it. White denied involvement, but cov-
erage of the debate became coverage 
about the bug controversy, and issues 
like taxes and education were swept 
away. White ended up losing the race, 
but the District Attorney’s office and 
the FBI both later concluded that it was 
highly unlikely that White or anyone 
involved with his campaign had placed 
the bug. For one, the battery life of the 
machine was terribly short for a sur-
veillance device (a mere ten hours), so 
whoever planted it would have had to 
sneak in at least twice a day to replace 
it. 

• In 1994, Rove ran a campaign 
against Alabama judicial candidate 
Mark Kennedy. Kennedy had done ex-
tensive work to aid abused children and 
had helped start both the Children’s 
Trust Fund of Alabama and the Corpo-
rate Foundation for Children. His cam-
paign ads highlighted this work, and a 
few even showed him holding hands 
with children. Rove, working for chal-
lenger Harold See’s camp, used the 
University of Alabama Law School’s 
students to spread rumors that Ken-
nedy was a homosexual pedophile.

• The 2000 Bush presidential 
campaign, with Rove at its helm, spread 
rumors about Republican opponent and 
Vietnam vet John McCain during the 
South Carolina primary. What were the 
rumors? They included: McCain was 
mentally unstable due to the five years 
of torture that he had endured in Viet-
nam; he was gay; his wife had stolen 
and abused prescription drugs; he had 
fathered an illegitimate Vietnamese 
child; and he was a liar, a cheat, and 
a fraud. Rove later claimed that Bush 
had won because of his “positive mes-
sage.”

• Rove ran C. Saxby Cham-
bliss’s senatorial campaign in Georgia 
against Democrat Max Cleland, which 
included ads that compared Cleland to 
Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hus-
sein because Cleland had voted against 
Bush’s homeland security bill. The 
problem was that Cleland had authored 
a homeland security bill of his own, but 
he had refused to vote for Bush’s bill 
because it did not give the Department 
of Homeland Security’s employees 
civil service protection. Cleland was 
also particularly offended by the attack 
on his patriotism, considering that he 
had lost both legs and an arm in Viet-
nam. 

Who am I kidding? Rove was the 
mastermind behind the “Republican 

Attack Machine” that dismantled John 
Kerry. Rove is the reason why people 
complain about how low the political 
discourse has become in this country. 
Rove’s role within the current Admin-
istration was enormous. While presi-
dents in the past often kept political 
advisors such as Rove, they did not 
place their aides in official, taxpayer-
paid positions. Rove’s position next to 
Bush gained him the nickname “Bush’s 
Brain.” Rove led Bush to victories 
in the past two Presidential elections 
(well, not really in 2000—but who’s 
counting?), and was always there to 
keep him “on-message.” 

So what does Rove’s departure 
signal? Was he disheartened by the 
Democratic landslide in the midterm 
elections? Doubtful, since he had been 
entertaining the idea of resigning be-
fore the 2006 blowout. Perhaps Karl 
found he could be in a more strategic 
position away from the White House, 
or maybe he really does “want to spend 
more time with his family.” Whatever 
the case, although it is tempting to say 
“good riddance,” I somehow doubt 
we’ve seen the last of Karl Rove. 

Rove is the reason why 
people complain about 
how low the political 
discourse has become 

in this country.
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An Interview with Eric Massa

Continued from page 1

Having been in the military for a majority of your life, what do you 
think about the latest news regarding General Petraeus?
The reality is that we need a new strategy in Iraq, and arguing about the num-
ber of troops is like arguing about rearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic. 
It’s a terrible shame because it’s not doing justice to anyone or anything, let 
alone to the mission or to the soldiers in the field because they are being left 
out of having an operating strategy that will serve them well. That’s the most 
important thing right now, is to figure out what strategy it is that we need to 
actually defeat a global terrorism threat and there is a global terrorism threat to 
the United States, there’s no doubt about it. The problem is it’s not in Iraq. We 
are fighting the wrong war against the wrong enemy with the wrong tools at 
the wrong time in the wrong place. 

Can the War on Terrorism be won militarily?
It’s not a military war. It’s a political war. So, by definition it does not 
have a purely military solution. For those of us who have spent our 
lives studying military conflict, we know that to be true. The problem 
is that President Bush has surrounded himself with a bunch of “yes” 
men who have never served in the military.

Is General Petraeus one of those yes men?
I think that General Petraeus was answering very carefully scripted questions 
and I would defer to Admiral Fallon [and] what he had to say in the press 
today. I think Admiral Fallon knows General Petraeus best. He’s General 
Petraeus’s immediate boss. The admiral made his opinions very clear about 
General Petraeus. I think the admiral is in a much better position to understand 
the day-to-day nature of the situation than I am. The invasion of Iraq is the 
single largest military blunder in the history of this country… by far, by far, 
more damaging than Vietnam.  

And that’s due to…
We have invaded and occupied the wrong country. That’s a pretty 
significant issue.  That’s not a minor ‘oops, gee I guess I’ll just write 
a sorry note.’ That’s a huge and major and lasting catastrophe, and the 
results of this will last far beyond a single generation.  

I suppose that also plays into how your family influences you…
Very much so. All the things that we are not doing because of what we are do-
ing in Iraq is a significant problem. We are not providing real security for the 
United States of America. We are not moving the education of the next gen-
eration forward to be competitive in the world. We are not building the more 
accessible medical facilities. So the list of things that we are not doing because 
of the war in Iraq is much longer than the things that we are doing, unless you 
want to talk in the negative because we are isolating ourselves, we are mak-
ing enemies where we had none before, we are draining our economy, etc. So 
there is a long list of things that we are doing, but none of them are good. 

The Bush Administration has put us into record debt…
The problem with that is not only that we are in debt. It’s whom we 
are borrowing money from. This country has been in debt before, but 
it’s always been in debt to itself. U.S. citizens always bought savings 
bonds. And the federal government carried the debt that was loaned 
to citizens of this country through U.S. savings bonds. Now, the 
people buying our debt are countries like communist China who are 
buying about a billion dollars of credit card debt a day. They have the 
world’s largest, most comfortable visa card and we’re racking about 
a billion dollars a day on it and somebody’s going to have to pay it. 
I’ll be dead. It’ll probably be you.

So if we are in so much debt, how can we possibly pay for universal 
healthcare, reducing global warming, and enhancing education in 
the future?
The good news is that there are solutions to that. All we have to do is reverse 
the Bush tax cuts for those making more than a million dollars, and we will 
start to see not only a reduction in debt but a return to solace and, as you’ll 
remember, people forget, during the Clinton Administration we ran up record 
surpluses. It can be done. It’s not like it’s impossible. In fact, we just did it six 
years ago. If we could do it six years ago, we can do it today. The problem 
is you’ve got to get rid of the people who are incompetent, and that means 
getting rid of the entire Bush Administration and all of their rubber stamps in 
Congress, including the man I’m running against.

Nowadays, people are watching more TV than ever, and 
that makes it difficult to have competent leaders, because it 
rids democracy of its two-way communication, since TV is a 
one-way mode of media. Is there a way to restore reason and 
intellectual debate in Washington?
I’d like to think I’m doing that in my Congressional campaign by tak-
ing my campaign out of the corporate boardroom and into the factory 
break room so I am running a grassroots organization that is about 
meeting each and every voter that I can. In fact, tonight I am on my 
way to a house party. These are groups of 20 or 25 people in living 
rooms talking about the issues of the day.

I don’t accept corporate PAC contributions. Corporations have Politi-
cal Action Committees. Those PACs can give money to anyone and 
[the politician] doesn’t have to disclose where it came from, and I 
won’t take their contributions because of that. So every contribution 
that is given to me can be individually accounted for. Somebody has 
to be able to say, the person who gave you this was a U.S. citizen, is 
not a felon, and meets all of the criteria, and you cannot do that with 
corporate PAC money because you don’t know who gave it to them. It 
could be the Chinese Intelligence Agency, and it often is.

As you know, there are a lot of Cornell students in your district. 
Why would a Cornell student benefit from voting for you?
You have to be concerned about voting for leaders, regardless of where you 
live, that demonstrate an acceptable level of integrity and honesty and open-
ness. And that’s something we don’t have a lot of in the United States Con-
gress today. My opponent in my district is not open. He has no integrity. He’ll 
do whatever Bush tells him to do, and he flip-flops on every issue, so you 
don’t know what he’s talking about from day to day. So regardless of where 
you live (Cornell is only a few miles outside of my Congressional district), 
places like this that can do away with a rubber stamp Republican and replace 
that person with someone who is an independent thinker and who will stand 
up to George Bush, is important.

Do conservatives still exist?
Karl Rove has done everything he can do to hunt down every true con-
servative and eliminate them from the Republican Party. That’s why the 
Republican Party is on the verge of no longer being relevant.

What is something you’d like to say to Cornell students?
I think the biggest message to the students of Cornell would be to participate. 
The decisions being made in the 2008 election are going to determine whether 
or not they serve in the military, whether or not they have a job, whether or not 
they can go see a doctor, whether or not they can get married, whether or not 
they can have a savings account. That’s what government’s going to be decid-
ing between 2008 and 2012.

(Admiral Fallon told General Petraeus that he considers him an “ass-kissing 
little chicken shit” and that Petraeus is sucking up to the higher authority. He 
believes that the U.S. must give the Iraqi government a sense that the Ameri-
can army is limited in order for the Iraqis to take steps aimed at achieving 
reconciliation. He is also worried that there may not be a sufficient number of 
U.S. troops outside of Iraq and Afghanistan.)
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“The situation in Iraq is certainly not getting better quickly enough to merit a 
signifi cant U.S troop presence there for the foreseeable future.”

report added, “Let’s just say that there 
are several different sources within the 
administration on violence, and those 
sources do not agree.” The GAO re-
port ultimately found that “the average 
number of daily attacks against civil-
ians have remained unchanged from 
February to July 2007.” 

 With such different and seem-
ingly partisan analyses of the situation 
on the ground, it is hard to paint a clear 
picture of the surge’s results. Still, the 
general trends in Iraq continue to be 
depressing, and suggest that—if not 
deteriorating—the situation is certain-
ly not getting better quickly enough to 
merit a significant U.S. troop presence 
in Iraq for the foreseeable future. 

 To put the Iraq crisis into some 
perspective: According to the Depart-
ment of Defense, as of September 13, 
2007, there are 3,776 total U.S casual-
ties in Iraq, with 729 U.S troops hav-
ing lost their lives so far in 2007. And 
according to the AP, there were 1,809 
Iraqi civilian deaths in August, mak-
ing that the highest monthly total this 
year. 

 In light of these devastating 
numbers and controversial ‘surge’ re-
sults, The Progressive had a chance to 
sit down with Private Chip Johnson, 
brother of The Progressive’s very own 

Kate Johnson. Chip is scheduled to de-
part for Iraq later this year. 

Where are you from?   
Lincoln, Massachusetts. 

And how old are you?  
20 years old.

When did you join the U.S 
army? 

I joined during my junior year of 
high school. 

Any particular reason you de-
cided to join?  

There really wasn’t a specific rea-
son. Obviously, there are financial in-
centives, and being in the army really 
gives you a step up when you’re ap-
plying for jobs. But I guess I also felt 
a certain calling, a duty to serve my 
country.

What specialties do you have in 
the army?

I’m a trained sniper and grenadier in 
the military police.  

Have you been on any other 
missions? 

I was in Panama last year on a hu-
manitarian mission. We provided se-

curity, and also built a new school for 
a local community—it really gave me 
a different perspective on what the ar-
my’s all about: We’re here to protect 
the U.S first, but we also do some great 
humanitarian work around the world.

What unit are you in?
I’m in the 94th military police-force 

unit, based out of Londonderry, New 
Hampshire. 

Do you have a history of mili-
tary service in your family? 

I’m actually the first person in my 
family to serve. My parent’s have been 
supportive throughout, although they 
are a little nervous about my deploy-
ment to Iraq.

 I’m guessing you’ve been fol-
lowing the developments in Iraq 
pretty intently. What are your 
thoughts about serving in Iraq 
right now? 

I think that Iraq is like quicksand 
right now: If we pull out abruptly, all 
the work and lives that have been put 
into the conflict over the last few years 
will be for nothing. But we’re also 
slowly sinking, with no real solution in 
the works. It’s really a lose-lose situa-
tion for the U.S right now, I think.

Where would you say you stand 
on the political spectrum?  Demo-
crat? Republican? 

To tell you the truth, I don’t really 
have a view. I just think it’s important 
to serve my country, and help protect 
the freedoms that I’m lucky enough to 
enjoy.  

 Clearly, one can’t overstate 
how important it is that we continue 
to support our brave men and women 
who put everything on the line to help 
protect the United States. But as more 
and more troops continue to die in a 
war that has no end in sight, the ques-
tion begs: Is it really worth giving up 
so many of our young men and women, 
our brothers’ and sisters’ lives, to re-
main in Iraq? Is it fair for this Admin-
istration to throw Chip Johnson into an 
impending “quicksand,”—with no real 
means to get out, and a suspect duty to 
preserve the lives of his lost comrades? 
It just doesn’t seem fair to me to keep 
on asking our soldiers to make that 
commitment…

CP
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Church-State Battle on the Horizon

Bryan Hehir, President of Catholic 
Charities

BY STEPHEN DAVIS 

   To many observers, the debate 
over same-sex marriage in the 
United States is already over. Even 
ardent opponents concede that the 
national legalization of same-sex 
unions – by some name – is in-
evitable. These days, the “debate” 
over gay marriage serves little more 
purpose than to embarrass red-state 
Democrats during election years 
(think of last year’s shameless Sen-
ate debate on the doomed Federal 
Marriage Amendment).  
    But for those paying attention, 
the next frontier in the fight over 
same-sex marriage promises much 
more drama and intrigue: what ef-
fect will the legalization of same-
sex marriage have on the separation 
between church and state?
    Bracing for the debate, some 
social conservatives claim that 
same-sex marriage poses an enor-
mous threat to religious liberty. 
They warn with outrage that state 
governments might force churches 
to marry gay and lesbian couples. 
While such a scenario wouldn’t 
mirror the National Guard enforc-
ing racial integration of Southern 
public schools in the 1960s, these 
concerns aren’t far from the truth. 
If same-sex marriage becomes le-
gal, churches will risk losing their 
501(c)(3) tax-exempt status if they 
choose to discriminate against gay 
and lesbian couples.  
     Section 501(c)(3) of the IRS tax 
code offers tax-exempt status to 
non-profit groups providing a pub-
lic service – be it religious, chari-
table, scientific, or educational. 

Most faith-based organizations and 
many secular groups, including the 
United Way and Planned Parent-
hood, enjoy 501(c)(3) status. To 
maintain tax-exempt status, such 
groups must do two things: stay 
out of partisan politics and obey the 
law. For example, groups can lose 
their 501(c)(3) status for endorsing 
political candidates in an election or  
violating anti-discrimination laws.  
    In the 1983 case, Bob Jones Uni-
versity vs. the United States, the 
Supreme Court ruled that Bob Jones 
University forfeited its tax-exempt 
status by enforcing supposedly Bib-
lical prohibitions against interracial 

dating. The opinion found that an 
“institution’s purpose must not be 
so at odds with the common com-
munity conscience as to undermine 
any public benefit that might other-
wise be conferred,” and that “gov-
ernmental interest [in ending racial 

discrimination] substantially out-
weighs whatever burden denial of 
tax benefits places on petitioners’ 
exercise of their religious beliefs.”  
    Reading the language in the Bob 
Jones ruling, social conservatives 
fear that churches will feel pressure 
to obey anti-discrimination laws to-
wards gays and lesbians despite core 
moral and religious beliefs that tell 
them to do otherwise. The concern 
is real: religious adoption agencies 
in the United States and Great Brit-
ain are already facing legal scrutiny 
for their policies towards gay and 
lesbian couples.  
   In 2006, Catholic Charities in 
Boston chose to close down its 
adoption service rather than comply 
with a Massachusetts state anti-dis-
crimination law granting same-sex 
couples the right to adopt. Feeling 
coerced by the government, Catho-
lic leadership called the decision “a 
loss for religious freedom.”
   This brings us to the heart of 
the future debate over gay mar-
riage: Should churches lose their 
tax-exempt status if they refuse to 
perform same-sex weddings? Will 
state governments use the IRS tax 
code to blackmail churches into 
compromising on their core beliefs? 
Should churches have a special ex-
ception that would allow them to 
both refuse same-sex marriage and 
keep their tax-exempt status?  
  As tragic as the consequences 
might sometimes be – and as un-
comfortable as it might make other 
liberals to say it – the ethical deci-
sion is for the government to hold 
firm against religiously motivated 
discrimination. The onus is on the 

churches; either they comply with 
the law or forfeit their tax breaks.  
    Tax-exempt status is a privilege, 
not a right. Churches did not have 
the opportunity to claim tax-exempt 
status until the 1950s, so it wouldn’t 
be unprecedented for churches to 
operate while paying normal taxes. 
In fact, some ministers reject tax 
breaks as “hush money” designed 
to silence and shackle churches. 
Their churches enjoy freedom from 
the state regulations that accompa-
ny preferential tax status.
    More importantly, it is not ac-
ceptable for our government to sub-
sidize discrimination in any form. 
Would it be fair to ask a gay or les-
bian couple to pay the property tax-
es of a homophobic church across 
the street? Is it fair for any person 
who rejects discrimination or big-
otry to endorse such churches with 
their tax dollars?  
   Threatening a church’s tax-ex-
empt status might cause leaders to 
reconsider the relevance of their 
faith’s doctrine against homosexu-
ality. Religious homophobia might 
eventually go the way of Torah 
prohibitions against shellfish – ar-
chaic restrictions mostly ignored by 
religious moderates. Of course, if a 
church continues to treat homosex-
uals like second-class citizens, then 
it should receive the same financial 
treatment the government affords 
other intolerant private groups 
– neutrality. Churches can take 
public money or they can continue 
discriminating. Religion is not an 
excuse to do both at the same time.

CP
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word in Sachs’ incredible statement 
is “choose.” Absolute, extreme, heart-
rending poverty is a choice. We, and by 
we I mean first-world nations such as 
our own, can choose to leave others in 
misery, or we can help them, as Sachs 
says, to get their feet on the first rung of 

the ladder. 
Sachs uses a ladder metaphor 

throughout his book, explaining that 
third-world nations languishing in abso-
lute poverty (a country is deemed to be in 
extreme poverty if at least 25 percent of 
the population exists in extreme poverty) 
do not even have a foot on the very first 
rung. Once they get there, these nations 
can work their own way up, though it 
will be a long and difficult journey. But 
they need our help to get onto that first 
rung, and out of the poverty trap enslav-
ing them. And we, the United States, 
can choose to do it. We can choose to 
cancel all or some of the debt owed by 
impoverished countries. We can choose 
to actually send the amount of aid we 
propose and pledge. The current admin-
istration spends around one-thirtieth the 
amount of money, approximately $15 
billion, on eliminating global poverty as 
it does on the war on terror, about $450 
billion, all the while failing to recog-
nize that absolute poverty is one of the 
deepest causes of global instability. We 
can choose to send anti-malarial nets to 
mosquito-infested areas in Africa that 
cost $4 to purchase and much less to 
make (and can protect up to 15 people 
every night). There is so much we can 
do, but we have to make the decision to 

BY JULIA WOODWARD

     The name of Jeffrey D. Sachs is 
not one that I had heard before I began 
reading his bestselling book, The End 
of Poverty: Economic Possibilities 
for Our Time; however, I have heard 
it mentioned several times since then. 
Clearly, someone has failed me in my 
education up to this point (or perhaps I 
failed on my own part by never taking 
an economics class), because Jeffrey 
Sachs is definitely a man to know. He 
has been acclaimed by Time Magazine 
as one of the world’s “100 Most In-
fluential People.” In addition to being 
a world-renowned (and sought after) 
practical (or as he would say, clinical) 
economist, Sachs also served as special 
advisor to the former United Nations 
Secretary General Kofi Annan. Sachs 
is undeniably an economic force with 
whom to be reckoned. His book is noth-
ing but impressive from the very start 
(beginning with the practically gushing 
foreword by the politically-conscious 
Bono).
     Perhaps the most amazing part of 
Sachs’ book, besides its godlike ability 
to make me understand economics, is 
the opening statement of his introduc-
tion: “This book is about ending poverty 
in our time. It is not a forecast. I am 
not predicting what will happen, only 
explaining what can happen. Currently, 
more than eight million people around 
the world die each year because they are 
too poor to stay alive. Our generation 
can choose to end that extreme poverty 
by the year 2025.” Try reading that last 
sentence again – “Our generation can 
choose to end that extreme poverty by 
the year 2025.” This is an incredible 
statement and it is one that Sachs thor-
oughly believes. 

Unfortunately, as Sachs explains, 
the achievability of this miracle is not 
the problem -- because it is achievable 
– but, rather, the largest obstacle is that 
of who will take the initiative. The key 

CP

The Brilliance of Sachs:
An Economist’s Innovative Solution to Poverty

Jeffrey Sachs presents 
an eye-opening approach 

to combating global 
poverty.

World-renowned economist Jeffrey Sachs. (Whitman.edu)

do it (in other words, we have to make 
the right decision).

In what he calls “clinical econom-
ics,” Sachs draws up a giant “checklist 
for making a differential diagnosis” to 
help third world nations take a step out of 
poverty. This model takes into account 
seven main factors (with a myriad of 
sub-categories): current poverty levels, 
economic policy, fiscal framework and 
traps, physical geography, governance 
patterns and failures, cultural barriers, 
and geopolitics. In a series of chapter-
long stories about his practical work 
in Bolivia, Poland, India, China and 
Africa, Sachs backs up his checklist, 

demonstrating first-hand that economics, 
like clinical medicine, requires years of 
field experience -- time as an economical 
intern, if you will. 

My completely un-professional 
opinion is that every economics major 
must read this book, and that everyone 
else should read it. It is incredibly eye-
opening; it is fascinating; it is a good 
read, a good message, and vastly inspir-
ing. I’ve always wanted to save the world 
– and after reading this book, I have 
decided that I am going to do just that. 

Desiree Barron

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
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Show others the light. 

Work for The Cornell Progressive.

Meetings every Monday @ 5pm in Goldwin Smith 156.

“I don’t feel like I’ve got all that much too important to say 
on the kind of big national issues.”

--George Bush

He doesn’t.  You do.

EMAIL US TO GET INVOLVED, OR FOR 
MORE INFORMATION

Progressiveeditor@earthlink.net
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Richardson does not Richardson does not 
boycott first spanish boycott first spanish 
presidential debatepresidential debate

Jenna Bush Settles Down 
By Spencer Hoffman
  
 Once in a generation, a love story so magical comes along that it 
takes your breath away. Finally, this kind of storybook love has made its 
way into the twenty-first century: Jenna Bush and her long time boy-
friend Henry Hager have finally decided to tie the knot. The couple’s 
story is idyllic, or horrific, depending on your outlook. 
 Jenna Bush first made a splash on the political scene as an un-
dergraduate at the University of Texas. During her time there she was 
charged with two alcohol related misdemeanors and sentenced to com-
munity service. Enter Henry Hager - the perfect blue-blooded Republican 
to tame the fun-loving first daughter. Henry’s father, John Hager, is a 
former Lieutenant Governor of Virginia, and is now the head of Virgin-
ia’s Republican party. Perhaps the most important indicator of the Hager 
family’s leanings is the fact that John Hager served as Virginia’s first 
Head of Homeland Security. Jenna and Henry met when Henry worked 
on George Bush’s 2004 re-election campaign. Before he preformed this 
valuable service to our Country, he spent two years working for Karl 
Rove. Can you say dreamboat?
 Since then, their courtship has progressed steadily, even though 
some members of the Bush family seemed oblivious to true love. Dur-
ing a television interview in 2005, First Lady Laura Bush provided this 
profound insight into her daughter’s love life: “This is not a serious boy-
friend -- I hate to have to be the one to say it on television,” said the first 
lady. “But he’s a very nice young man.” Despite this vote of confidence 
from his future mother-in-law, Hagar never lost hope that he and Jenna 
were meant to be. His love, devotion, and family pedigree finally earned 
him a spot in White House family life. Most notably, Hagar was Jenna’s 
date to the White House dinner to honor the visit of another set of love 
birds: Prince Charles and Camilla. Henry has also celebrated Thanksgiv-
ing at the Bush family’s Crawford Ranch, and posed for the tabloids with 
the first daughter while dining in Georgetown.
 Other than the joy of young love, there is another lesson to be 
learned from Jenna Bush’s engagement: No matter what crises our 
country faces at home or overseas, there’s always time to party. As of 
late, there has been no official comment on where the wedding will be, 
what the bride will wear, or even what the floral arrangements will look 
like. However, if you wish to send Jenna and Henry a shiny new toaster 
or serving dish, gifts are welcome and can be sent directly to the White 
House. The Cornell Progressive has yet to receive the official invitation 
from the White House, but odds are it just got lost in the mail.

“This is not a serious boy-
friend– I hate to be the one 
to say it on television”.

“ No matter what crises our 
country faces at home or 
overseas, there’s always 

time to party.”

Jenna Bush and her fiancée, Henry Hager

Last week, Univision, the Spanish-language 
television network, hosted a Democratic presi-
dential debate. The debate was conducted in a 
novel manner, with candidates receiving ques-
tions that were translated into English for them, 
and then giving responses that would be trans-
lated back from English into Spanish for the au-
dience. This was all well and good…except for 
the fact that one of the candidates, Bill Richard-
son is Hispanic and obviously speaks Spanish 
fluently! Richardson was barred from speaking 
his native tongue at the debate to prevent him 
from gaining an unfair advantage over his fel-
low Spanish-deprived competitors (aside from 
Sen. Christopher Dodd, who is also fluent). 

After the debate, Richardson mocked, “I only 
agreed reluctantly to the rules because I didn’t 
want to boycott the first Spanish debate.”

Not surprisingly, Univision had to postpone 
a similar debate for Republican White House 
hopefuls, because only one candidate — Sen. 
John McCain of Arizona — agreed to attend.
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BY ELIE BILMES

 On September 6th, Fred Thompson officially announced his candidacy 
for the Republican nomination for president. It was only fitting that 
Thompson made this announcement on The Tonight Show with Jay 
Leno. His campaign is, after all, exactly that: one big joke.  
  Many people questioned why Thompson would wait this long to 
make an official announcement. In reality, Thompson has been running 
a full-blown campaign all summer. Fred’s exploratory committee, which 
was created to “test the waters,” had spent a considerable amount more 
than the $5,000 allowed by the Federal Election Commission for non-
declared candidates (and now faces a lawsuit). Thompson has, like the 
other candidates, been touring key primary states and lining up donors, 
and his name has been included in polls since March.
 So why did Fred wait so long to announce his bid? The logic is simple. 
After announcing, Thompson has fifteen days to declare his candidacy 
with the FEC, and then another ten days to officially register with the 
FEC. That brings him to October 1st , a date which coincides with the 
start of a new FEC fundraising quarter.
   Thompson’s clever scheduling means that he will not have to disclose 
any donations or expenditures until January 31, 2008, by which time at 
least six primaries and caucuses will have taken place. This gives Fred a 
tremendous advantage over his Republican opponents, whose campaign 
finances have been public information all year. No one will know who 
Thompson has received money from, nor what he is spending it on, 
until a Republican frontrunner has already emerged.
   With such a skillfully crafted advantage, the fame of being a 
television actor, and a growing army of conservatives who believe he is 
the reincarnation of Ronald Reagan, one would think Fred’s prospects 
are higher than those of Kate Moss. With that in mind, let’s take a look 
at some issues that might ultimately sink Thompson’s campaign:
 
1.  Fred Thompson worked as an abortion rights lobbyist. 
The Los Angeles Times reported last month that in 1991 Thompson 
“accepted a lobbying assignment from a family-planning group to 
persuade the first Bush White House to ease a controversial abortion 
restriction.” Thompson’s camp has taken the bizarre stance of denying 
that he ever worked as an abortion rights lobbyist, but company 
documents and the recollections of fellow lobbyists point clearly to 
Thompson’s employment. Fred’s pro-life campaign platform flies in 
the face of his lobbying record.
 
2. Grandpa Fred looks like hell. 
Thompson’s looks were a major factor in his success in television and 
politics, but now he looks like he has one foot in the grave. He is 64 
years old and lives with non-Hodgkins lymphoma, a terminal cancer 
that is currently in remission. John McCain is 71, but he looks a decade 
younger than Fred Thompson. While other candidates loped around 
last month’s Iowa State Fair to shake hands with potential voters, 
Fred motored around in a golf cart. He wore Gucci loafers and looked 
hilariously out of place at the event.
 
3. …but his wife doesn’t. 
Rudy Giuliani’s colorful marriage history has been talked about a lot 
recently, but have you seen Jeri Thompson? Thompson divorced his 
first wife after 25 years of marriage and wedded Jeri, a woman 24 
years his junior, in 2002. To put things in perspective, Jeri is four years 
younger than Fred’s daughter. The Thompson marriage smells like 
Hollywood, and not like the traditional conservative values that will get 
him elected.

4. Fred Thompson is “dumb as hell.” 
Those are the words of then-President Richard Nixon, as recorded on 
White House tapes, who was displeased with the choice of Thompson as 
minority counsel for the Watergate hearings. When told of Thompson’s 
appointment by his chief of staff, H.R. Haldeman, Nixon remarked, 
“Oh shit, that kid.” Haldeman replied, “Well, we’re stuck with him.” It 
seems we are now stuck with Fred Thompson as a candidate.
 
5. Thompson has a reputation in Washington as being lazy. 
It’s safe to assume that Fred’s pace of life has slowed in his old age, 
but he was never one to work too hard, even when he was younger. 
Thompson, during his 1995-2002 tenure in the Senate, was the head 
sponsor of a whopping five bills that became law. The New York Times 
describes Fred’s work: “The bills include the naming of a post office and 
courthouse in Cookeville, Tenn., a private bill that granted permanent 
residency status to a young Bolivian girl getting treatment for cancer 
and her family, and several other minor pieces of legislation.”

 The Times notes that John McCain was the head sponsor of 17 bills 
over those years. “In terms of all bills, amendments and resolutions they 
sponsored during that time period, the scorecard for McCain versus 
Thompson reads: 840 to 167.”
 Despite the late start and numerous flaws, Thompson is positioned as 
a frontrunner in the embarrassingly weak Republican field. Polling close 
to 20 percent for the primaries, Thompson has risen to second place 
and appears to be picking up voters who are fleeing the plummeting 
McCain camp. The challenge for Fred will be to solidify his conservative 
credentials, gloss over his weaknesses, and raise enough funds to 
make a run at Giuliani. Or, more likely, the campaign for Frederick of 
Hollywood will be good for a few laughs and not much else.
 

Fred Thompson Finally Announces: 
A Look at his Presidential Candidacy

 

Fred Thompson escorts his daughter—err, 
wife—to a Bloomberg News party last year. 
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President Bush has announced that 
he plans to help out homeowners in 
this mortgage-lending crisis. He said 
he‛s worried that millions of people 
could lose their house. And, believe 
me, he knows what that‛s like — last 
November he lost the House and the 
Senate.
-Jay Leno

“Rudy has used the words ‘Islam-
ic terrorism’ so many times, the 
phrase ‘September 11th’ is starting 
to get jealous.”
-Stephen Colbert

“Scientists in Russia have announced 
they will send a man to the moon by the 
year 2025. A defiant President Bush said 
today, ‘not if we get there first.’” 
-Jay Leno

Alberto Gonzales is stepping down, but he can’t recall why.
-David Letterman

According to a new study, 
Americans are now fatter than 
ever. We are more obese and 
exercising less than ever be-
fore. That’s why Facebook is 
so popular now. We’re too fat 
to get into MySpace.
-Jay Leno

“President Bush has left for vacation 
and his poll numbers are going up. So, 
basically, people approve of the job 
he’s doing more when he’s not doing 
the job.”
-Jay Leno

“The president’s advisor, 
Karl Rove, announced he’s 
resigning. I was surprised. 
I didn’t think anyone in the 
White House had an exit 
strategy.”
-Craig Ferguson

“I heard something in-
teresting today. After he 
leaves office, George W. 
Bush is going to start a 
think tank. That’s right, 
it’s like Michael Vick 
opening an animal shelter. 
Yeah, the George Bush 
think tank: it only has a 
shallow end.” 
-David Letterman

“Yesterday, General Petraeus testified 
before the Senate for ten hours with 
just two bathroom breaks. During the 
same period, Senator Craig took 73 
bathroom breaks.”
-Conan O’Brien

Photo of Sen. Brownback speaking in front of an audience 
of...9 (including his campaign manager and the janitor in the back of the room).

“I guess the Secret Service had a little 
scare yesterday. ... For a couple of hours, 
they could not find President Bush. 
Turns out he was just hiding behind Gen-
eral Petraeus.”
-Jay Leno

Yahoo.
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