
BY ELIE BILMES

Despite its reputation as a liberal 
media outlet, The New York Times has 
recently drawn criticism from leftist 
bloggers over its coverage of the Iraq 
war.

The newspaper’s editorial board 
has been an outspoken opponent of 
many Bush administration policies, 
and it reports favorably on issues like 
gay marriage and stem cell research. 
Many critics from the left, however, 
allege that the newspaper has not 
served as an effective check on the 
administration’s Iraq policy. 

Much of this criticism, which 
comes from bloggers on websites like 
DailyKos, focuses on The Times’s 

original “cheerleading” of the Iraq 
war. The newspaper published an ar-
ticle headlined “U.S. Says Hussein 
Intensifi es Quest for A-Bomb Parts” 
on September 8, 2002, six months 
before the invasion of Iraq. Reporters 
Michael R. Gordon and Judith Miller 
relayed many of the Bush administra-
tion’s talking points to readers, subtly 
including phrases like “Bush admin-
istration offi cials said” and “hard-lin-
ers say” to indicate that they had not 
independently verifi ed any of these 
assertions.

The article boldly declared that, 
“Iraq has stepped up its quest for nu-
clear weapons and has embarked on a 
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BY KATE JOHNSON  

Weeks after Iranian President Mah-
moud Ahmadinejad’s visit to Colum-
bia University, the debate about his ap-
pearance continues. Many people are 
horrifi ed that the university extended 
an invitation to a leader who insists 
that the Holocaust is a myth, claims 
that there are no homosexuals in Iran, 
challenges the existence of Israel, and 
has cracked down on social freedoms 
within his country.  

Others are angry at the treatment the 
famously brash president received from 
Columbia. In his introductory speech, 
Columbia’s President, Lee Bollinger, 
attacked Mr. Ahmadinejad as showing 
“all the signs of a petty and cruel dicta-
tor.” Mr. Bollinger called his denial of 
the Holocaust “either brazenly provoc-
ative or astonishingly uneducated.” 

For the crowds gathered to protest 
the invitation, Mr. Bollinger’s vitriol 
regained him some respect and cred-
ibility. In one sophomore’s words, the 
vehement condemnation proved that 
the “invitation in no way represented 

a condoning of Ahmadinejad’s world-
views and policies.” 

But many listeners found Mr. Bol-
linger’s attack embarrassing and rude. 
“If you invite someone, you have to be 
polite,” said Abraham H. Foxman, na-
tional director of the Anti-Defamation 
League. “Ahmadinejad scored points, 
especially in their culture.”

Indeed, Iran has been abuzz with 
indignation and anger over the com-
ments. Mohsen Rezai, former head of 
the Revolutionary Guards, summed up 
Iranian opinion by saying, “It is shock-
ing that a country that claims to be civi-
lized treats him that way.” The offi cial 
state TV lauded him as the “winner” 
of the confrontation because he drew 
vast media attention, publicized his 
views, and retained a moral upper hand 
in dealing with the personal attacks 
launched against him.

Deeper than the brouhaha over the 
invitation and the critical introduc-
tion, however, is the tension between 
freedom of speech and tolerance that 

Continued on page 10

President Ahmadinejad addresses thousands of listeners and protesters at 
Columbia University on September 24. (observer.com)

The Progressive’s Nate Baker 
Conducts an 
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Many people were outraged at Columbia’s invitation to Mr. Ahmadinejad, considering it 
an affront to democracy, tolerance, and the principles on which the United States stands. 

(abcnews.go.com)

Continued on page 8

issue3.indd   1 10/21/2007   1:26:14 PM



 

           Neoconservatives have largely 
lost infl uence in the current administra-
tion, and for good reason—their quix-
otic ideology was primarily responsible 
for leaving the U.S. government mired 
in a catastrophic quagmire in Iraq that 
should never have been a part of the 
U.S. effort to fi ght Islamic terrorism. 
Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, and 
Lewis Libby are just a few of the prom-
inent neocons who once held powerful 
positions within the Bush Administra-
tion, but have fallen out of power over 
the last few years as the war in Iraq 
continues to deteriorate.  
  Their ideology and movement, 
however, continues to live on: Many 
prominent neocons are now signing 
onto Rudy Giuliani’s campaign for the 

presidency as his foreign policy advi-
sors. But why would Giuliani enlist 
these “intellectuals” after their well-
documented blunders of late? Before 
we delve into this question, let’s take 
a moment and review the highlights of 
the recent neoconservative track record 
in foreign policy.
     After supporting, and eventually 
converting, George W. Bush into a 
neoconservative after 9/11, the neo-
cons were widely credited with provid-
ing the ideological, strategic, and mor-
al case for the invasion of Iraq in 2002. 
Part of the neoconservative ideology 
entails the unilateral assertion of Amer-
ican policy, even to the point of over-

throwing tyrannical governments and 
replacing them with democratic ones. 
This approach sounds good in theory, 
but, as we have seen in recent years, 
the world consists of interlocking pow-
ers, and is full of people motivated by 
nationalism, religion and ideology, as 
much, if not more, than economics and 
reason. Therefore, a theory that counts 
on rational responses does not neces-
sarily play out in practice. 
     Moreover, the neocons can take 
credit for deploying an insuffi cient 
force to invade and occupy Iraq after 
repeated objections by military lead-
ers. Neocons were also responsible 
for the disbanding of the Baathist Iraqi 
army—a decision that, in the summer 
of 2003, most experts agree, ignited the 
Sunni insurgency in the Anbar prov-
ince, which continues to this day. This 
is one clear-cut example of the neocons 
executing a policy out of ideological 
conviction rather than practical judge-
ment. 
      Has Mr. Giuliani learned anything 
from this administration’s foreign pol-
icy fi ascos? Should he be listening to 
the people who brought us one of the 
most devastating strategic foreign pol-
icy blunders in this nation’s history? 
Lacking any foreign policy experience, 
Giuliani’s choice to seek advice from 
the neocons seems outrageous. But 
wait, to explain this conundrum there 
must be politics in the mix. 
    Giuliani can win over the conser-
vative Republican base only by overly 
hawkish foreign policy views. Rudy’s 
liberalism on social issues is deeply 
unpopular with the religious right, and 
as a result, Rudy needs to stake out a 
position on foreign policy far to the 
Right to distinguish himself from Mitt 
Romney and Fred Thompson. 
     So he casts the War on Terror as 
the “defense of Western civilization,” 
and implies that he might use tactical 
military strikes against Iran, a position 
that most Republican candidates have 

shied away from. As an example of 
just how far Right his staff has become, 
one of Rudy’s advisers, Daniel Pipes, 
has even advocated “razing [Palestin-
ian] villages from which attacks are 
launched.” 

   If Rudy were simply pandering to 
win the nomination, we’d be slightly 
consoled. But, alas, if Rudy is elected, 
we expect more of the same in terms of 
foreign policy, including the looming 
prospect of a continuation or escalation 
of the war under a Giuliani administra-
tion.
   Even if one agrees with the neo-
cons on policy, this story is troubling 
for another reason. Rudy is listening 
only to people with a particular view-
point, ominously similar to the current 
president. It is absolutely essential for 
a commander-in-chief to be presented 
with a multitude of opinions. President 
Clinton famously had his advisors de-
bate each other in front of him on poli-
cy before making a decision. Abraham 
Lincoln even brought his political en-
emies into his administration in order 
for them to have a voice. 
    George W. Bush has continued to 
hide from a diversity of opinion out of a 
fear that it might compromise his deci-
siveness. Seeking out advice, however, 
from people with whom one does not 
necessarily agree on every single issue 
would be fi tting for a possible com-
mander-in-chief like Giuliani. That is 
the mark of a true leader.   
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BY STEPHEN DAVIS

When I was 17 years old, I 
participated in a foreign ex-
change program coordinated 

by the government of Germany. Little 
did I know at the time, but I was in for a 
life-changing experience – and it would 
have nothing to do with the legal drink-
ing age. I agreed to host Ben, a 16-year-
old German student, during April of that 
year in my native East Tennessee, and 
then I would stay with Ben’s family in 
Stuttgart during June. As part of the ar-

rangement, we were going to attend each 
other’s high schools, and sit in on each 
other’s classes.  
 As fate would have it, when I arrived 
in Germany, Ben’s 10th grade German 
history class was fi nishing up a unit on 
the Second World War. Ben warned me 
ahead of time about the subject material, 
and I suspected that my presence in the 
classroom as an American would be an 
awkward experience, to say the least. 
My expectations were confi rmed when 
the class began.
 Ben’s fellow students, loud and ob-
noxious during his other classes, re-
mained dead silent as the teacher gave 
his lectures. The history teacher visibly 

Americans should 
learn to identify their 
own interests with the 

interests of humanity as 
a whole.
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winced as he discussed Nazism and Ger-
man complicity in the genocide of the 
Jews, and the subject triggered feelings 
of horror and guilt in the students. At 
the end of the week, as the rest of the 
class was scheduled to take an exam, the 
teacher approached me with a request. 
While the other students were writing 
their exams, he wanted me to write, in 
English, my thoughts about World War 
II. 
 Thinking that I was writing for his 
personal curiosity, I wrote an essay that 
any 17-year-old American kid would 
write if asked about World War II. I 
wrote that World War II was a source of 
great pride and patriotism for all Ameri-
cans, given that the United States had 
saved the world from fascism. In con-
trast to the wars in Vietnam and Iraq, I 
wrote that World War II was a just and 
noble cause, and that our soldiers – the 
“Greatest Generation” – had triumphed 
in a battle between good and evil. I 

turned in the essay and didn’t give it a 
second thought for the rest of the week-
end.  
 On Monday morning, the history 
teacher announced, without my consul-
tation, that he was going to read my es-
say to the class. I was mortifi ed, and sat 
sheepishly as he read my words. After he 
fi nished, there was a scattering of polite 
applause before one boy raised his hand 
from the back of the classroom. Instead 
of addressing me, he began shouting 
in German at the teacher, yelling with 
outrage about the Allied fi rebombing of 
Dresden and other atrocities commit-
ted by Americans during WWII. While 
the German student made no attempt to 

Above All Nations
defend Germany’s conduct in the war, 
he criticized my essay for parroting the 
same fi ltered, black-and-white narrative 
of WWII given to me in my American 
history class.  
 Suddenly feeling disillusioned about 
my perspective on the world, I started 
thinking about the bigger picture. Why 
hadn’t I ever heard about the messier 
side of America’s involvement in World 
War II? Was it possible that I had been 

subliminally ignoring facts contradict-
ing my belief that I lived in the greatest 
country in the world? Was my love and 
patriotism for America justifi ed? Why 
did I love my country? Why does any-
body love any country?  
 While the United States is blessed 
with incredible material prosperity, pa-
triotism demands more than the naked 
worship of power or status. Patriotism 
involves a love and gratitude for a na-
tion’s ideals, history, and culture. Every 
July 4th, we are reminded about what 
the American fl ag is supposed to repre-
sent: Constitutional freedoms, the sacri-
fi ce of our armed forces, and the unity 
of a diverse nation. Such ideals are not 
mere propaganda; America has many 
outstanding virtues, and they make it a 
privilege to live there. 
 But that’s not the end of the story. To 
other people, the American fl ag can just 
as easily symbolize the extermination 
of Native Americans, slavery, lynching, 
segregation, Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Viet-
nam, colonial exploitation , the destruc-
tion of the environment, and torture. The 
United States remains the only country to 
have used atomic weapons on the civil-
ians of another country. These examples 
are not merely the legacies of individual 
Americans, but were often conceived or 
executed in the name of America itself. 
Examined objectively, our country has 
had at best a mixed legacy of good and 
evil.  
 For those Americans willing to ac-
knowledge the gruesome truth, most 
still justify their patriotism as a selective 
endorsement of everything good with 
America. Is this appropriate? Is waving 
a Confederate fl ag as a gesture of appre-
ciation for Southern pride appropriate if 
others legitimately recognize that fl ag as 
a symbol of hatred and slavery? 
 Many people consider patriotism to 
be a virtue in itself – that love for one’s 

country is a natural expression of com-
munity and identity, and that it shouldn’t 
even matter which country you happen 
to live in, or what crimes your coun-
try has committed in the past. But still 
– why the nation? Why do we settle on 
that scale as the primary identifi cation 
for people? Why not expand, and sim-
ply identify people for their membership 
in the human race, or shrink it to simply 
include their family or immediate neigh-

borhood? I didn’t choose to be an Amer-
ican, and I’ll never actually see millions 
of my fellow countrymen; I feel like I 
have more in common with an interna-
tional Cornell student than I do with a 
rancher in Wyoming.
 In pledging allegiance to the fl ag, 
we worship an imaginary community. 
America doesn’t protect us, our soldiers 
and policemen do. America doesn’t 
keep us free, our laws do. And America 
doesn’t keep us happy or give meaning 

to our lives, our friends and families do. 
Patriotism – or the love of one’s country 
– is an arbitrary and misguided exercise, 
and it distracts and divides us from our 
ultimate identity as human beings.
 Germans know fi rsthand the slip-
pery slope leading from patriotism, to 
nationalism, to fascism, and they still 
suffer from a collective guilt over the 
Holocaust.  But their lack of patriotism 
is more than just guilt or fear; it is part 
of a mature and refreshingly sober world 
perspective that sees beyond nationality, 
and identifi es German interests with the 
interests of humanity as a whole. Ameri-
cans would be wise to adopt a similar 
dose of humility for our own country. 
And we would be wise to appreciate the 
words of Mr. Goldwin Smith, inscribed 
in a stone bench near the entrance to the 
building bearing his name at Cornell: 
“Above all nations is humanity.”

American currency continues to feature an American president responsible for the 
deaths of thousands of Native Americans on the “Trail of Tears.”

The bench outside of Goldwin Smith is inscribed with the quote: ‘Above all Nations is 
Humanity.’

Why don’t we ever hear 
about the messier side of 
America’s involvement 

in World War II when we 
are growing up?
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Neglect and Folly in the Media:
How Journalism in America Has Been Debilitated 

BY TIMOTHY MYERS

      “More and more, in the media, [we’ve] 
become, I think, common carriers of Ad-
ministration statements, and critics of 
the Administration. And we’ve sort of 
given up being independent on our own.”  
    So says Walter Pincus, a Pulitzer-
Prize-winning national security journal-
ist for The Washington Post, in the pre-
mier edition of “Bill Moyers Journal” 
titled “Buying the War” – a powerful and 
disturbing account that documents the 
mainstream media’s total ineptitude in 
the months leading up to the Iraq War.
       “We used to do at The Post something 
called ‘truth squading.’ We used to do it 
with Ronald Reagan the fi rst fi ve or six 
months because he would make so many 
factual errors, particularly in his press 

conference,” Pincus continues. Eventu-
ally, he recalls, The Post ceased its efforts 
to expose inaccuracies and verify claims 
made in Reagan’s speeches because the 
majority of the public essentially thought 
that The Post should cut him a break. 
The Democrats, in turn, were left to 
pick up the slack—the “truth squading.”  
      They Democrats became, in a sense, 
the true journalists, whereas The Post 
became something of a medium for 
government offi cials to speak to the 
public. In effect, every statement made 
by the Reagan administration became 
sort of a viewpoint with a correspond-
ing counter viewpoint. As Pincus re-
members it, “If the Democrats chal-
lenged a statement from the President, 
you could quote both sides.” The reader 
was left to decide which side was right.  
    But the reader was confused, in-
clined to believe that criticism of the 
Reagan administration was based sim-
ply on partisan grounds. After all, 
when politicians disagree, it is usu-
ally because of differences in ideology.  
     This instance of a respected, main-
stream news organization diminishing its 
role as an independent source of reliable 
information serves as an illustration of 
the mass media’s ever-increasing dis-
regard for traditional standards of jour-

nalism, and the grave effect that change 
has had on American public opinion.
    Indeed, four and a half years ago, 
American and coalition military forces 
invaded Iraq with extensive support from 
American citizens; this endorsement 
from the public was given in spite of the 
very weak evidence that Saddam Hussein 
possessed weapons of mass destruction 
(or even the facilities to develop them), 
and also in spite of the virtually non-
existent ties between Hussein’s regime 
and al-Qaeda. A generally incompetent, 
complicit, and, in some cases, jingoistic 
(e.g., Fox News, The Weekly Standard) 
mainstream media provided little more 
than a loudspeaker service for an ad-
ministration intent on war. There were 
a few individuals in the media, though, 
who questioned and, in certain instances, 
directly challenged the often fantastic 
allegations made by the Bush admin-
istration about the Iraqi government.    
     For example, in a special Associ-
ated Press analysis published during the 
January before the war began, reporter 
Charles Hanley, who had spent months 
in Iraq closely monitoring the duties of 
the United Nations’ weapons inspectors, 
wrote that the inspectors had found no 
illegal weapons or facilities after almost 
400 surprise inspections across the coun-
try. Apparently that did not deter other 
media outlets from accepting Secretary 
of State Colin Powell’s claim before the 
U.N. Security Council in February that 
Saddam Hussein did have new, opera-
tional weapons facilities. Powell pointed 
to several facilities of concern detected 
by satellite imagery, but Hanley’s Janu-
ary report had already found that those 
very same complexes had been exhaus-
tively examined by U.N. weapons in-
spectors, who had noted no violations.
    Despite the information in Han-
ley’s report, most of the media re-
ported Powell’s fi ndings with little or 
no scrutiny—that is to say, without the 
aspect which proper journalism de-
mands most: a thorough examination 
of supposed facts, especially when the 
authenticity of those facts is salient.                
      A rare case of such proper journal-
ism was evident in an article fi led by 
the Knight Ridder news organization 
in October of 2002 under the headline 
“A Growing Number in Government 
Have Misgivings About Iraq Policy.” 
The writers of the article interviewed 
various intelligence experts, military 
personnel, and diplomats within the 
federal government, and revealed that 

Sadly, the paucity of 
good journalism among 
the mass media in the 

months before the Iraq 
War was not exclusive to 

that time.

many offi cials felt pressured by the Bush 
administration to justify administra-
tion claims with just mixed fragments 
of information, even though many of 
those claims were at odds with avail-
able intelligence. Worse yet, they found 
that the administration was squelch-
ing dissenters within the government.
 Their fi ndings are dishearten-

ing in the context of a startling fact re-
ported by Bill Moyers in “Buying the 
War:” almost all of the 414 Iraq stories 
aired on the NBC, ABC, and CBS night-
ly news programs from September 2002 
to February 2003 were put together us-
ing sources from the White House, the 
State Department, and the Pentagon. 
Seemingly, then, that there was virtually 
no distinction between the statements of 
the Bush administration and the report-
ing of the mass media during that time. 
President Bush marketed his case for 
war unchecked by a submissive media, 
and, consequently, most Americans—in-
cluding senators and congressmen who 
generally failed to hold the president 
accountable—accepted his fabrications. 
    Sadly, I do not think that the paucity 
of good journalism among the mass me-
dia in the months before the Iraq War 
was exclusive to that period, but rath-
er, the fact that it was so pronounced 
speaks broadly to the crippled condi-
tion of journalism in our time. And in 
an era when profi t margins appear to 
be the dominant concern of mainstream 
news organizations, it makes even more 
sense that journalism has gone astray. 
       Investigative journalism and in-depth 
reporting are surely costly for those or-
ganizations to sustain, for neither is 
necessarily successful and neither nec-
essarily provides signifi cant insight into 
particular affairs of current national in-
terest. Hence, specialized reporters con-
tinue to comprise a smaller and smaller 

proportion of media outlets’ staffs.  
Meanwhile, the contribution of pundits 
to columns and stories produced by the 
media has increased because it has given 
the media a means to bypass reaching in-
dependent conclusions on important is-
sues through objective, quality reporting.
 Look no further than the typical 
scenario on cable news programs as an 

indication of what I mean. A commenta-
tor introduces an issue, and he invites a 
few partisans onto the program to inco-
herently debate the issue for a few min-
utes. Their ramblings are quite amusing 
and defi nitely increase ratings, but their 
words also do not seem to add much to 

our understanding of the issue at hand.   
   The Bush administration’s recent 
whining that its failures in Iraq are due 
to the ostensible infl ux of terrorists 
from Iran (…the drumbeat begins…) 
is potentially one such issue. But the 
idea that the administration’s failures in 
Iraq can be attributed to anything be-
sides its own belligerent foreign policy 
is a delusion. That may not seem so 
obvious, however, if business contin-
ues as usual for the American media.

There was virtually no 
distinction between the 
statements of the Bush 
administration and the 
reporting of the mass 
media during the run-

up to the war.
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The typical, diligent journalist, depicted here, apparently was not around in the months 
before the start of the war in Iraq.

Mike Luckovich-Atlanta Journal-Constitution
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     The competition in the two major 
parties for their presidential  nomina-
tions could not be more different from 
one another. The Democrats have a clear 
front-runner, two challengers, a dark 
horse, and a fi eld that the Democratic 
electorate is largely satisfi ed with. The 
Republicans, on the other hand, have 
an electoral free-for-all between eight  
candidates, fi ve men who have a legiti-
mate shot at the nomination, three who 
could be labeled the frontrunner, and 
that doesn’t even include “undecided,” 
perhaps the most popular Republican 
of all. This article is the fi rst in a two-
part series examining the races for the 
nomination. This issue, it’s a look at the 
GOP race, and the path to victory for 
each of the major candidates.
     Rudy Giuliani: Giuliani’s path to 
the nomination is far more complex 
than the media makes it out to be. His 
lead over Fred Thompson in the na-
tional polls is not commanding, and he 
trails Mitt Romney in the early states 
of Iowa and New Hampshire. Giuliani 
has raised more money than any other 
Republican candidate, but his lead is 
hardly impressive, and does not refl ect 
multi-millionaire Romney’s ability to 
self-fi nance.
        I have always thought that Giuliani’s 

candidacy was doomed from the start 
because of his perceived liberal social 
views, and the antagonism he has en-
gendered from the social conservatives 
that dominate the GOP. This view may 
still hold true, but clearly Giuliani has 
shown remarkable staying power. 
      His hold on top-dog status in the 
Republican primary is the result of two 
factors. First of all (and this will be a re-
curring theme throughout my analysis) 
Giuliani’s weaknesses are less damag-
ing because of the vulnerabilities of the 
other candidates. While in the general 
election, the Republican nominee may 
be hurt by this general malaise, in the 
primary, voters are willing to overlook a 
candidate’s scars if he has fewer of them 
than the guy next to him. Giuliani has 
been divorced twice, famously mistreat-
ed his second wife, been estranged from 
his children, supported abortion rights, 
and occasionally cross dressed, but may 
still come out largely unscathed. 
      Secondly, Giuliani has been able to 

mollify conservatives who are alarmed 
by his socially liberal stances with his 
hyper-masculine, hawkish, and racially 
insensitive positions. The mayor is 
proving that among Republican die-
hards, law and order, in the form of 
warmongering, fl ag waving, and im-
migrant bashing, is the true core con-
servative principle, not abortion or gay 
marriage.
        Nevertheless, Giuliani is confronted 
with major obstacles that make his can-
didacy more of a long shot than an inevi-
tability. The opposition of evangelicals 
is still real and a force to be reckoned 
with, especially considering the platform 
adopted by James Dobson and friends 
in which drafting a third party candidate 
was proposed in the event of a Giuliani 
nomination. Rudy’s greater problem, 
however, may be Romney’s dominance 
of Iowa, and his still impressive lead in 
New Hampshire. Giuliani can downplay 
these developments all he wants, but 
a Romney double-trouble triumph in 
Iowa and New Hampshire, regardless 
of the money he spent in Iowa and his 
geographical proximity to the granite 
state, would be a severe blow. 
       Of further trouble is that Giuliani’s 
only hope for surviving such an outcome 
would be a strong victory in South Caro-

lina, a state in which Fred Thompson’s 
perceived “southern charm” makes him 
the favorite. In reality, Giuliani is in a 
diffi cult position to garner the nomina-
tion. He’ll need to overtake Romney in 
New Hampshire, and then win big in the 
February 5th states like California and 
New York. Or, in the event of Romney 
taking Iowa and New Hampshire, he’ll 
need to win South Carolina and Florida 
to reestablish his electability before 
thumping Romney and Thompson on 
February 5th. Outlook: 35% chance.
     Mitt Romney: Yes, we know the 
story: Romney is a Mormon, he’s a 
fl ip-fl opper, he’s too insincere, he’s a 
phony, and he’s trailing badly in national 
polls. Yet, through it all, Mitt Romney 
should be considered the frontrunner 
for his party’s nomination. His Mormon 
faith is somewhat damaging, but his 
makeover as a Christian conservative, 
in a fi eld that Christian conservatives 
feel apathetic about, has tempered the 
problem. His egregious fl ip-fl opping is 

actually quite well suited to this year’s 
GOP primary; many voters prefer a 
phony who espouses the opinions they 
agree with over candidates who dissent. 
And Romney’s standing in the national 
polls is rising (Rasmussen Reports 
on 10/10/07 put the race at 27% for 
Giuliani, 17% for Thompson, and 16% 
for Romney) and is probably irrelevant 
anyway. 
      

The fact is that he still leads the Iowa 
caucuses “big time” (to quote Dick 
Cheney), and he’s got a sizeable lead 
in New Hampshire as well. He’s awash 
in his own money, and he’s exactly the 
kind of candidate the evangelicals will 
turn to when they fear Giuliani the most. 
Romney’s weakness in the South is his 
biggest obstacle, and it’s unclear wheth-
er wins in Iowa and New Hampshire 
can substantially improve his standing 
in South Carolina and Florida. 
       

              This is the great question of 
the 2008 Republican primaries; will 
Romney be able to generate enough 
momentum heading into February 5th, 
where Giuliani clearly has the edge? 
Romney must win New Hampshire to 
do it, which is why he took aim at the 
former New York City major in the Wall 
Street Journal debate of October 9th. It 
seems likely that Romney will be able to 
hold on in New Hampshire and thus, he 
should be considered the GOP favorite. 
Outlook: 50% chance.
       Fred Thompson: I’m just going 
to say this because it needs to be said: 
Fred Thompson is a pathetic candidate. 
His candidacy is the embodiment of 
Republican dissatisfaction with the 
field. He is completely uninspiring, 
uniformed, and uncaring. He’s withered, 
lazy, uninteresting, and has no ideas. 
He has the killer combination of being 
both consistently bored and boring on 
the campaign trail. His standing in na-
tional polls is completely the result of 

conservatives hungering for a true con-
servative, something that upon closer 
inspection, he does not embody. 
      The more voters know about Thomp-
son, the worse he does. His only chance 
is that Romney and Giuliani split Iowa 
and New Hampshire and that he can 
win South Carolina on his southern 
credentials. In the event that Romney 
is debilitated by such a result, Thomp-
son can then assume the mantle of the 
anti-Giuliani candidate and ride it into 
February 5th hoping to win more con-
servative states like Missouri, Arkansas, 
Oklahoma, Alabama, and Georgia. But 
that’s not going to happen. Outlook: 
5% chance.
       John McCain: His problems are nu-
merous and have been well documented. 
He’s run a terrible campaign, which has 
resulted in an embarrassing staff exodus, 
less money raised than Ron Paul, and the 
rapid deterioration in the polls of what 
was once a front-running candidacy. 
Many have tried to bury him, but let’s 
not forget that he still has the aura of a 
maverick (if not the policy positions or 
courage of one), and he’s got a lot of 
hawkish credibility. 
      So, if the Republican base takes a 
look at all of the candidates and col-
lectively says, “yuck!” he’s got at least 
some semblance of a chance. That being 
said, he will require a miraculous come-
from-behind win in New Hampshire 
to get him going. If he pulls it off, that 
victory may be enough to give him the 
momentum he needs. Certainly, a Mc-
Cain victory in New Hampshire, his best 
early-state chance, would be a severe 
blow to Romney and Giuliani. Outlook: 
7% chance.
       Mike Huckabee: Ah, the dark horse. 
He’s included in this article not because 
he will win, but because he should win. 
He’s got the most compatible policy 
positions with the conservatives in his 
party, and he’s hands-down the best 
politician of the group. Eloquent and 
savvy, he’s exactly what the Repub-
licans need to stop the Democrats in 
2008. Fortunately, no one gives him any 
chance, and in this game you’ve got to 
have buzz as much as talent. 
       His road, then, is diffi cult but do-
able. Finish strongly in Iowa (2nd be-
hind Romney would be ideal), and then 
parlay that into a third place fi nish in 
New Hampshire. An upset win in South 
Carolina later, and Huckabee will be a 
force. Even with all of this, however, 
he’ll need muddled fi nishes for Romney, 
Giuliani, and Thompson that prevents 
anyone from taking a dominant position. 
Outlook: 3% chance.

Next issue: the Democrats.

John McCainRudy Giuliani Mitt RomneyFred Thompson  Mike Huckabee

Fred Thompson is, 
simply put, a pathetic 

candidate

War of Attrition: 
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**2007 Supreme Court Preview**
BY CATHERINE LUSSENHOP

      Yes, folks, it’s that time again. 
Break out your party hats, because 
it’s time for the new Supreme Court 
term. The Court went into session  
October 1st, 2007, and its justices 
face a set of cases that will likely 
serve to highlight the ideological 
rifts that currently exist on the Court. 
Since John Roberts’ assumption of 
the Chief Justice position, the Court 
has been creeping rightward, as evi-
denced by last term’s decisions (e.g., 
upholding the Partial-Birth Abortion 
Ban Act, ruling in favor of a developer 
who wanted to put condos on a pro-
tected wetland, etc.). Furthermore, 
many cases last term were decided on 
highly predictable ideological lines: 

Justices Antonin Scalia, Clarence 
Thomas, Samuel Alito, and Roberts, 
against Justices David Souter, Ste-
phen Breyer, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, 
and John Paul Stevens, with Justice 
Anthony Kennedy voting with the 
conservatives more often than not. 
       The upcoming term will likely 
only deepen these divisions on the 
Court. Kennedy is the most likely 
swing justice. He holds conserva-
tive opinions on issues like abor-
tion, but does not agree with the 

Bush administration on cases deal-
ing with Guantanamo Bay. The fol-
lowing cases are some of the more 
important ones that will be up for 
consideration in the coming months. 

1. Voting Rights in Indiana

    Indiana’s existing voter identifi -
cation law requires a current, gov-
ernment-issued photo ID to vote. If 
the voter does not have one, he or 
she hasten days to obtain the prop-
er documentation. Opponents of 
the law have called it burdensome 
and disadvantageous to the elder-
ly and the poor. The issue at hand 
is whether Indiana’s law prevents 
Americans from voting or whether it 
is necessary to prevent voter fraud. 

2. Lethal Injection

       Is the particular drug cocktail used 
in lethal injections a form of cruel and 
unusual punishment? The Supreme 
Court decided to hear a case con-
cerning whether death row inmates 
would be placed at risk of severe pain 
if injected with the current three-drug 
combination. Evidence suggests that 
other combinations of drugs and an-
esthesia could prevent severe pain. 

3. Discrimination and Retaliation

     After a black man working as a 
manager at a Cracker Barrel com-
plained to his supervisors about dis-
crimination, he was fi red. Does the 
law prohibiting racial discrimina-
tion also prohibit retaliating against 

an employee who complains about 
discrimination? I certainly think so, 
but I’m not on the Supreme Court. 
The Court previously decided that 
Title IX, the sex discrimination act, 
does indeed protect against retali-
ation. However, the Court voted 5-
4, with retired Justice O’Connor 
as the swing vote. Had the case 
been argued with the current 

Court, Alito probably would have 
tipped the decision the other way. 

4. Guantanamo Bay and Habeas 
Corpus

   The Supreme Court will soon 
hear the third set of arguments con-
cerning those held as enemy com-
batants at Guantanamo Bay. The 
Military Commissions Act of 2006 

suspended habeas corpus for aliens 
detained as enemy combatants and 
stripped federal courts of the right 
to hear cases brought by detain-
ees. The Court will now decide 
whether stripping the federal courts 
of this right was unconstitutional. 
      Luckily, Alberto Gonzales is not 
a part of the Supreme Court, since he 
seems to believe that “there is no ex-

press grant of habeas in the Constitu-
tion.” In a Senate Judiciary Hearing 
in January, Gonzales clarifi ed the 
Constitution for all of us, saying that 
there was only a prohibition on tak-
ing habeas corpus away. Thanks, Al. 

Senator Arlen Specter (R-PA) best 
put Gonzales’ comments into per-
spective: “You may be treading on 
your interdiction and violating com-
mon sense, Mr. Attorney General.” 
         I’m sorry, that aside had nothing 
to do with the Supreme Court. Re-
turning to the case at hand, the Court 
has had a history of disagreeing with 
the Bush administration regarding de-
tainees, so round three of Guantana-
mo will likely go against Bush again.
     Seemingly, the conservative 
side of the Court will have the 
most power to shape the upcoming 
term, a thought that is not exactly 
comforting. Solicitor General Paul 
Clement said, “This current court 
is going to be about as conservative 
or about as liberal as Justice Ken-
nedy.” Considering Kennedy sided 
with the conservatives twice as of-
ten as with the liberals last term, we 
may be looking at a session “high-
lighted” by conservative decisions.

It is likely that the 
upcoming term will 

only deepen the Court’s 
divisions.

We may be looking 
at a Supreme Court 

term “highlighted” by 
conservative decisions.

The current United States Supreme Court. (wikipedia.com)

Chief Justice John Roberts with President Bush. (postimees.ee)
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MoveOn.org Ad Ignites a War of Words 
BY DAN SMITH

     On September 10th, congressional 
Republicans were thrown a lifeline they 
desperately needed in the form of an in-
cendiary MoveOn.org ad published in 
The New York Times. The full page ad, 
headlined “General Petraeus or Gen-
eral Betray Us?,” ran on the fi rst day 
the commanding general in Iraq was to 
testify before Congress about the war’s 
progress (or lack thereof). On Septem-
ber 19th, a resolution condemning the 
MoveOn ad passed in the House by a 
341-79 vote and subsequently in the 
by a vote of 72-25. These Republican-
sponsored resolutions had the effect 
of defl ecting the attention of Congress 
and the American people from the 
crucial debate about Petraeus’s testi-
mony and the future of the Iraq war. 
     Instead of being forced to answer 
tough questions about why they con-
tinue to support a failing war that 
goes against the will of the American 
people, this ad allowed Republicans 
to go on the offensive by resorting to 
their familiar attacks on the patrio-
tism of the left. Rudy Giuliani, the 
Republican frontrunner for President, 
hopped on the bandwagon by going 
so far as to accuse presidential hopeful 
Senator Hillary Clinton of partaking 
in the attacks on the General’s char-
acter. Clinton earned this accusation 
by refusing to succumb to the politi-
cal pressure that caused many Senate 

Democrats to support the Republican 
resolution condemning the MoveOn ad. 
    Unfortunately, MoveOn’s poor 
choice of a headline tainted what was 
otherwise a highly effective ad. Using 
the word “betray” as part of a cutesy 

rhyme with General Petraeus’s name 
left room for Republicans to miscon-
strue the ad as questioning the com-
mander’s loyalty to the nation. The 
intent of the ad, based on the content 
below the attention-grabbing headline, 
was obviously not to portray Petraeus 
as something so loathsome as a traitor. 
It was rather to point out the fact that the 
General’s previous statements about the 
war have been so overly optimistic that 
questioning the credibility of his tes-
timony before Congress is warranted. 
     The ad, in fact, made many strong 
points in proving Petraeus’s distortion 
of the situation on the ground. It cited, 
for example, the Pentagon’s “bizarre 
formula for keeping tabs on violence,” 
such as the omission of “deaths by car 
bombs” in statistics about the war’s 
death toll. There is no question that the 
existence of such misleading statistics 
about violence in Iraq would cause one 
to question whether progress is actually 
being made, as Petraeus has continual-
ly asserted. Skepticism about the truth-
fulness of the General’s exorbitantly 
optimistic statements based on these 
phony statistics is not only warranted, 
but essential. This is the point that the 
MoveOn ad was trying to hit home. 
     A consequence of this unfortunate 
choice of words is that the precedent 
has been set for condemning what is 
simply free speech. When Rush Lim-
baugh, for example, denounced service 
men and women who oppose the Iraq 
war as “phony soldiers,” the Demo-
crats began drawing up a resolution to 
condemn this egregious statement. To 
call any men and women who are risk-
ing their lives by serving in the armed 
forces “phony” is at least as abhorrent 
as the Republican’s misinterpretation 
of the MoveOn ad. Yet Republicans are 
determined not to support a Democrat-
ic resolution condemning this clearly 
unpatriotic statement. According to 
The New York Times, Jack Kingston, a 
Republican representative of Georgia, 
defended Limbaugh by saying “he is a 
talk show host. He has a right to speak 

out and say what he thinks.” Kingston, 
has also pledged to defend Limbaugh 
in his own resolution if the Democrats 
go through with their condemnation. 
     Why do Republicans like Kingston 
believe Rush Limbaugh has more of a 
right to say what he thinks than MoveOn.
org?. It is blatantly obvious that Repub-
licans, as usual, are partisan as well as 
hypocritical in their selection of what 
constitutes unpatriotic speech. In the 
case of the MoveOn ad, they have taken 
their obtuse verbal rhetoric and turned 
it into actual legislation. The Demo-
crats’ response to this new practice has 
been to promote the Limbaugh resolu-
tion, thus escalating the war of words. 
     The thought that Congress has 
turned into a forum through which our 
elected representatives can denounce 
free speech is saddening. MoveOn.
org’s poor choice of words and Lim-
baugh’s despicable statement are cer-
tainly not the only instances in which 
offensive statements have been made. 
People make outrageous statements all 
the time, and they have the right to un-
der the First Amendment, but does this 

Unfortunately, 
MoveOn.org’s poor choice 
of a headline was able to 

taint what was otherwise a 
highly effective ad.

mean that Congress’s job is to formally 
condemn such speech? Not only does 
such a practice go against the princi-
ples of the First Amendment, but it is a 
useless political exercise that amounts 

to a colossal waste of time. Although 
the legislation condemning MoveOn.
org has temporarily aided Republicans 
by serving as a distraction to their pro-
motion of the unpopular Iraq war, they 
will eventually have to step into the 
spotlight to answer the tough questions 
about the policy that they promote.

The war of words is a 
useless political exercise 

that amounts to a 
colossal waste of time.
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       In the last issue of The Cornell 
Progressive, Timothy Myers wrote an 
article about the devastating impact 
mountaintop removal (MTR) coal 
mining has on Appalachia’s environ-
ment (“Mountaintop Removal Mining: 
An Accelerating Environmental Di-
saster,” Sept. 24, 2007). Mountaintop 
removal has occurred in West Virginia 
since the late 1960s, but it did not 
become the dominant form of surface 
mining in the coal fi elds of Kentucky 
and West Virginia until the 1990s. 
       Mountaintop removal surfaced 
as the primary coal extraction method 
in these states for two main reasons: 
to meet the increase in U.S. electric-
ity demand and the implementation 

of stricter emission standards by the 
Clean Air Act of 1990. The demand 
for electricity jumped 70 percent be-
tween 1970 and 1990, forcing energy 
companies to look for coal in new 
places. With the passing of the Clean 
Air Act, power plants began to gobble 
up the cleaner burning, low-sulfur coal 
found in abundance in West Virginia 
and eastern Kentucky. Mountaintop 
removal emerged as the most effi cient 
way to extract this highly coveted, 
low-sulfur coal, and its use in Appala-
chian coal fi elds continues to grow. 
The Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act of 1977, a.k.a. The Clean Water 
Act, was amended during President 
Bush’s fi rst term to allow the dumping 

of waste material from MTR into the 
valley streams adjacent to the mine 
site. As a result, the amended Clean 
Water Act has accelerated MTR by 
making it cheaper and easier for major 
coal companies to mine coal using this 
process. 
       Seeking to lessen the impact of 
MTR, Representative Frank Pallone 
(D-NJ) introduced the Clean Wa-
ter Protection Act (H.R. 2196) into 
Congress. The House bill was fi rst 
introduced in the 108th Congress and 
has been reintroduced in the 109th and 
present 110th Congresses. The Clean 
Water Protection Act would curb MTR 
by preventing the dumping of mining 
waste into streams. It would restore 

the original defi nition of “fi ll material” 
in the Clean Water Act by making it 
clear that mining waste cannot be used 
as fi ll material. Furthermore, the Act 
would make dumping the waste mate-
rial created by MTR coal mining into 
any body of water illegal.
       Presently, the bill has 98 co-spon-
sors in addition to Representative 
Pallone. Importantly, this includes 
co-sponsors from three states where 
MTR is a widely used mining practice 
– Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennes-
see.  Though the bill was not brought 
to a vote in the 108th or the 109th 
Congress, the number of co-sponsors 
in the 110th Congress has already 
surpassed the number that the bill 
had in the previous two sessions of 
Congress, and the legislation’s future 
looks promising.
       The power of “big coal” lobby-

ing is strong, but the support to end 
MTR continues to increase. Call your 
representative today, and encourage 
him/her to co-sponsor the Clean Water 
Protection Act! 

The Clean Water Pro-
tection Act will curb 
MTR by preventing 

the dumping of mining 
waste into streams.

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s Visit to Columbia 

the event exposed. Supporters and op-
ponents of the visit alike should take 
a step back to make a critical distinc-
tion: Freedom of speech does not mean 
political support of the ideas that are 
expressed.  

   The media platform that the speech 
afforded Mr. Ahmadinejad’s views did 
not act as an anti-Israel, anti-Holocaust, 
anti-Western campaign. Instead, it pro-
moted international awareness and dis-
cussion. Especially in our society to-
day, with remarkably low voting rates 
and levels of political engagement, 
events like this one are important for 
exposing Americans to powerful trends 
in the rest of the world.

 Surely, many more people now 
know Mr. Ahmadinejad’s opinions—
and disagree with them passionately—
than before Columbia’s controversial 
invitation brought his ideology under 
the public spotlight. 

CP
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Rep. Pallone (D-NJ) speaks about the Clean Water Protection Act at a rally to end mountaintop removal last fall.

Columbia University President Lee Bollinger harshly criticizes Ahmadinejad in his 
introduction. (columbia.edu)
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Please Check Your Common Sense at the Bench
BY JUSTIN GRANSTEIN

This article is referencing events sur-
rounding a current dispute in the Sec-
ond Circuit Court of Appeals: The Court 
recently ruled that the College of Staten 
Island was justifi ed in denying recogni-
tion to a chapter of the Alpha Epsilon 
Pi (AEPi) fraternity. This decision, in 
essence, means that the interests of the 
College and the State (CSI being a public 
school of the CUNY system) outweighed 
those of the members of the fraternity 
and their rights to intimate assembly.
Strangely enough, the Court explained 
its decision by declaring that the Col-
lege of Staten Island “has a substantial 
interest in making sure that its resourc-
es are available to all its students. ”

-- -- -- 

I’m proud of my country. I feel 
blessed to have been born into a 
nation founded upon the ideals of 

liberty, tolerance, inclusion, and social 
mobility. Sure, ending our part in the 
international slave trade took us a cou-
ple of decades, and then maybe another 
half-century or so to end the institu-
tion altogether, but hey – we were busy 
squeezing Native Americans from our 
land and purging the British from North 
America. Manifest Destiny comes fi rst. 
     Anyway, 150 years later, we have 
women voting, affi rmative action, gay 
marriage is making strides, and best of 
all, coming to Cornell next year – gender 
neutral housing! Ladies and gentlemen, 

discrimination is fast becoming a thing 
of the past. In fact, why even discrimi-
nate against people based on the nouns 
and adjectives we use? Hence forth, I 
propose we do away with the archaic 
phrase “ladies and gentlemen” and re-
place it with a new word – ladimen. So 
much more effi cient, and this way, we 
don’t discriminate against people who 
consider themselves bi-gendered, or 

even those of us who are in the midst of 
a transformation from one gender to the 
other, and aren’t quite sure which side 
of the phrase they fall on at any particu-
lar moment. 
 This is why I must fully support the 
decision of the United States Second 
Circuit Court of Appeals. Thank the 
almighty-deity-you-may-or-may-not-
choose-to-believe-in that someone fi -
nally had the chutzpah to stand up to 
the discriminatory practice of fraterni-
ties not allowing women amongst their 
ranks. This was long in coming. Frater-
nities, such as the Chi Iota Colony of 
Alpha Epsilon Pi, while claiming to be 
single-sex out of necessity to protect 
“the congeniality, cohesion, stabil-
ity…and to meet the social, emotional, 
and cultural needs of its members,” 
are clearly just trying to pull the wool 
over our eyes. Houses of men are noth-
ing more than the drought of human 
intellect. They need a woman’s touch 
– nothing says cohesion and emotional 
stability like synchronizing menstrual 
cycles!
 The bigoted practices of the Col-
lege of Staten Island (CSI) had gotten 
way out of hand. Take that, AEPi! The 
problem, ladimen, is that this is only the 
beginning. The glass ceiling of general 
bias has been smashed by the fi st of 
liberty! As such, just as Moses Austin 
led 300 families into Texas in the name 
of American expansion, I’m calling for 
300 of my fellow ladimen to transfer 
with me to the College of Staten Island 
so we can continue the crusade against 
the bigotry and hatred that is gripping 
their campus. 
 The following is a list of other orga-
nizations at CSI that require immediate 
remediation:

-Colleges Against Cancer
 -Do I even need to go here? Look 
guys, being a Capricorn myself, I’m not 
very fond of July either, but to each his 
own sign! I foresee a day where Can-
cers and Capricorns, Sagittarii and Vir-
gos can live in peace.
-SEE ME Visual Arts Magazine
 -This group of cultural heathens 

ought to be prosecuted for their blatant 
disregard for the rights of the visually 
impaired. The world must not rest until 
the Visual Arts club publishes a Braille 
version of their magazine concurrently 
with every issue. 

-Student Government
 -Is there no place safe for the anar-
chists of today?

-Students for Women’s Concerns
 -While this group may be open to 
anyone, I certainly would not feel com-
fortable voicing my men’s concerns 
here. It just doesn’t sound like a very 
open and diverse atmosphere to me. 

And I won’t even mention the campus 
radio station that I bet doesn’t simulcast 
in sign language…

 OK, timeout. The point is that this 
ruling was either far too strict an inter-
pretation of the law, or far too liberal an 
application of the principles of diver-
sity. In both cases, the Second Circuit 
has made a true mockery of itself – by 
examining the minutia of meaning in 
the written word, the panel completely 
disregarded common sense. Cases like 
this cause people to lose faith in our 
justice system. Can we expect a system 
so devoid of common sense application 
to apply complex legal statutes to more 
convoluted cases? I fear not. Perhaps 
we have fi nally come full circle; in our 
quest to diversify, we have lost sight of 
our true goals. Now is the time to step 
back, look around, and see if we actu-
ally know just where we’re headed. 
 

The Supreme Court recently ruled that the College of Staten Island was justifi ed in denying recognition to a chapter of the 
Alpha Epsilon Pi (AEPi) fraternity.

A case like this causes 
citizens to lose faith in 

the justice system.
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worldwide hunt for materials to make 
an atomic bomb.” The Times referenced 
the now infamous aluminum tubes (re-
member Colin Powell’s speech to the 
United Nations?) and cited confessions 
of defectors that have now been proven 
to be false. The article also described 

Saddam Hussein’s alleged arsenal of 
illegal chemical and biological weap-
ons.  

Criticism of The Times’s coverage of 
Iraq continued in the aftermath of the 
invasion. Clark Hoyt, the paper’s Pub-
lic Editor, suggested this past July that 
The Times often uses the Bush admin-
istration’s terminology in place of more 
objective reporting. “The newspaper 
has slipped into a routine of quoting 
the president and the military uncriti-
cally about Al-Qaeda’s role in Iraq,” 
Hoyt wrote, “and in using the language 
of the administration, the newspaper 
has also failed at times to distinguish 
between Al-Qaeda, the group that at-
tacked the United States on September 
11th, and Al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia, 
an Iraqi group that didn’t even exist 
until after the American invasion.”

The Bush administration has sought 
since 2002 to connect the September 

11th attacks with Iraq. This imaginary 
connection has been used as retrospec-
tive justifi cation for the war, and is 
cited as a reason for continued U.S. 
military involvement in Iraq.

“The same folks that are bombing 
innocent people in Iraq were the ones 
who attacked us in America on Sep-
tember the 11th,” said President Bush 
in July, “and that’s why what happens 
in Iraq matters to the security here at 
home.”

But the bipartisan September 11th 
commission concluded in June 2004 
that there was no “collaborative re-
lationship” between Al-Qaeda and 
Iraq. While Al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia 
shares common goals with Bin Laden’s 
organization, it is one of over thirty in-
surgent and sectarian groups respon-
sible for continued violence in Iraq. 
When The Times chooses to focus on 
this one terrorist group, it plays into 
Bush’s distortion of truth.

The Times also drew criticism from 
bloggers after a December 2006 edi-
torial in which it declared that “larger 
ground forces are an absolute necessity 
for the sort of battles America is likely 
to fi ght during the coming decades: 
extended clashes with ground-based 
insurgents rather than high-tech shoot-
outs with rival superpowers.”

Some liberal bloggers critically la-
beled this editorial as an endorsement 
of the “Bush Doctrine.” Jeff Huber, a 
contributor to DailyKos and My Left 
Wing, argued that such an army would 
only be necessary “if we conduct more 
preemptive regime change invasions, 
in which case we won’t be meeting fu-
ture crises, we’ll be creating them.”

Huber added that possible wars with 

Iran or North Korea would fi t the mod-
el of “high-tech shootouts.”

The newspaper suffered embarrass-
ment in February when its interpreta-
tion of the forthcoming Iraq oil legis-
lation was subsequently proved wrong 
by a blogger. Times reporter James 
Glanz reported that, “Iraq’s central 
government in Baghdad would retain 
substantial control over oil revenues 
and the right to review contracts.” 
Meanwhile, Iraqi-born blogger Raed 
Jarrar released a leaked copy of the oil 
law, which showed that the legislation 
allowed foreign companies to receive 
unfair, long-term contracts to extract 
and export Iraqi oil. Additionally, un-
der the legislation, representatives 
from companies like ExxonMobil or 
British Petroleum can form a council 
to oversee Iraqi oil production. The 
Times, which had been relying on its 
own sources close to the negotiations, 
was fed incorrect information.

In March, The Times angered some 
liberal bloggers with its description of 
the Out of Iraq Caucus, a group of con-
gressional Democrats who advocate 
for withdrawal, when it wrote, “Even 
with a majority of Americans oppos-
ing the war, the caucus is struggling to 
overcome its fringe image.”

David Sirota, a well-known author 
and blogger, accused The Times of 
“unilaterally deciding images,” as the 
article implied that Americans who 
supported the continuation of war 
were mainstream, while those who 
wanted the troops brought home were 
“fringe.”

The Times is not the only media out-
let accused of providing biased report-
ing of the Iraq war, but it is singled out 
by bloggers because it seen as one of the 
only legitimate members of the main-
stream media. Much of the mainstream 
media devotes too much print space or 
airtime to issues it feels the public will 
fi nd interesting--Britney Spears’s cus-
tody battles, John Edwards’s haircuts-
-and no longer serves as an effective 
check on elected offi cials. The Times 

is perceived as a much-needed bastion 
of legitimate journalism in the Rupert 
Murdoch-controlled sphere of Ameri-
can media.

Recently, bloggers have accused 
The Times of caving in to Bush Admin-
istration pressures when it sat on the 
explosive federal wiretapping story for 
a year before sending it to press. Had 
Markos Moulitsas Zúniga (DailyKos), 
Duncan Black (Atrios), or Glenn Gre-
enwald (Salon) discovered the scan-
dal, they would have surely posted the 
new information immediately: So why 
didn’t The Times?

The answer reveals a key advantage 
held by blogs over traditional media. 
Blogs can rush to post stories without 
always verifying facts and are gener-
ally not held accountable for mistakes. 
An institution like The Times, on the 
other hand, has a reputation to protect, 
and forces itself to check sources and 
make sure that it stands by every word 
it prints, especially on controversial is-
sues.

As readership of fast-posting blogs 
continues to grow, The Times will lose 
out on an increasing number of stories. 
Print readership, even for the famous 
“Gray Lady,” will continue to plummet. 
Why would a liberal choose to read an 
unbiased New York Times story about 
the previous day’s speech by President 
Bush when he can instead head to Dig-
by and peruse an amusing shredding of 
the same speech?

The Times will need to reshape it-
self to meet this challenge. The paper 
dropped its online fee-based “TimesSe-
lect” feature, and has added over forty 
in-house blogs to its website. These are 
necessary moves to embrace aspects 
of online journalism, but The Times’s 
survival will ultimately depend on its 
ability to deliver unique, accurate re-
porting worldwide. A need for this 
effective journalism still exists, and 
though bloggers are quick to criticize, 
they still respect—and rely on—The 
Times for its reporting.

The Times Buys into Bush’s Distortions on Iraq...

Critics allege that The 
Times has not served 
as an effective check 
on the Bush adminis-
tration’s Iraq policy.

CP

Continued from page 1

Markos Moulitsas Zúniga runs DailyKos, a liberal blog whose members have been 
critical of The Times.
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Art Beyond Cornell (ABC) is a 
group committed to developing 
artistic potential among 

institutionalized young women in the 
Ithaca area. Every week, members of 
ABC travel to the Lansing Residential 
Center where they coordinate art 
therapy sessions in an effort to provide 
the group of high school students with 
a unique and creative end-of-the-week 
artistic activity. “The philosophy of 
ABC is in some ways a loose one, I 
think. I’ve seen the dynamic of the 
group change as its leadership and 
members change.  I think the constant 
has been a desire to use art to enrich 
the lives of others outside the Cornell 
community, specifi cally the inhabitants 
of the Lansing Juvenille Detention 

Center. Our base hope is to give the 
girls a source of entertainment and 
expression in a highly structured and 
cold institution-- but if we can take this 
further, and give some girls direction 
for career paths, or allow them a voice 
to the Cornell community through 
showing their work, then that is all the 
better,” says President Kat McDermott 
(via email), who has been involved 
since freshman year.
 During the week, ABC leaders de-
velop a “lesson-plan” to be taught on 
Friday and Saturday. After a brief dem-
onstration of the day’s project, ABC 
members work with the students, as-
sisting them in the technicalities of 
painting or drawing that accompany 
each lesson. Members often end up 
creating their own works of art while 
engaging in conversation with the 
girls, whose ages range from early to 
late teens. Lessons differ from week 
to week; some are less serious—like 
“Mad-Lib” paintings and drawing—
while others are more instructive. The 
high school students learn about classi-
cal and contemporary art through ABC 
demonstrations, and recent activities 
have included realistic grid drawing 
and portraits.  
 ABC does not attempt to “reform” 
the institutionalized students that it 
teaches; instead, ABC seeks to give 
these girls a vehicle for artistic expres-
sion that they would not otherwise re-
ceive. Leaders of ABC are interested 
in social awareness and public policy, 
especially as they relate to arts in juve-
nile detention facilities. 

Featured Progressive Group
 “I like how often the girls surprise 
me and challenge my perceived no-
tions of race, class, and people consid-
ered criminals. I don’t consider myself 
to be elitist, however, I constantly fi nd 
myself underestimating these girls in 
their ability to produce meaningful 
work, as well as in their interest in art 
that is not immediately accessible or 
representational. I really can’t empha-
size enough how much they have af-
fected my notions of self and society.  
The best part of it, I think, is that while 
it’s easy to idealize and romanticize a 
bunch of ‘troubled’ girls with hearts 
of gold and what not, when you talk to 
them they are just people.  Often people 
who make me laugh and whom I con-
sider my friends. That’s the clincher for 

me-the girls are sometimes so down to 
earth that it boggles my mind that they 
are in that place. I always think that if 
they’d had the same opportunities I’ve 
had, they could so easily be on the oth-
er side of that institution’s walls. I like 
that Lansing takes me out of the Cor-
nell bubble, and while I often worry 
that the work we are doing is not effec-

tive enough or that I am not perceptive 
enough and haven’t lived enough to 
be a meaningful mentor, it disrupts the 
day to day for both of us. I think that is 
important, to avoid getting locked up 
in the ivory tower, as they say,” says 
McDermott. 
 Several ABC members recently at-
tended a conference in Philadelphia on 
“Arts in Criminal Justice” in order to 
exchange ideas and learn how to better 
foster and facilitate their program. Fu-
ture plans for this winter include anoth-
er art show, as well as a possible fund 
raiser. Last year, ABC members helped 
the students paint two large murals and 
also organized an end-of-the year show 
in Tjaden Gallery. “ Our future projects 
include a campus cafe coup, in which 
we hopefully turn a bunch of the cafes 
on campus into venues for showing the 
girls’ work.  We’ve been trying to get 
a portfolio development program go-
ing for girls who are looking at the art 
track for college. We also have an in-

facility mural to conquer. Also, I have 
been daydreaming of hosting a confer-
ence on Cornell’s campus, and of using 
Lansing and the demographic of those 
incarcerated there (overwhelmingly 
girls from below the poverty line, and/
or girls who are of Hispanic or Afri-
can descent) as a jumping off point to 
discuss larger problems in our society, 
such as the public education system.  
The problem is, we don’t want to take 
energy away from our primary goal, 
which is to consistently offer these 
weekly lessons, and to connect with 
these girls who, as you know, give us 
at least as much as we give them in our 
interactions,” says McDermott.  
 Interested in learning more about 
ABC’s programs? Come join us for 
an informational meeting on the fi rst 
Wednesday of every month at 8pm in 
the Green Dragon Cafe, Sibley Hall. 
Contact President Kathleen McDer-
mott (kmm226@cornell.edu) for more 
information. 

Last year, ABC organized a show, “Voice,” in Tjaden Gallery.  “Voice” featured the 
work of high-school students who had participated in ABC’s after-school program.  

These photos are from this event.  
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Nate Baker: First of all, I just want to thank you for agree-
ing to an interview here at Cornell. I know your schedule is quite 
tight. 

George W Bush:  Yeah, I have been playing a lot of 
golf lately.

NB: Right, so on to the issues… Many claim that your ad-
ministration has blurred the line between church and state. I was 
wandering if you could com-

W: I am driven with a mission from God. God would tell 
me, ‘George, go and fi ght these terrorists in Afghanistan.’ And I 
did. And then God would tell me ‘George, go and end the tyranny 
in Iraq.’ And I did…

NB: Well, that’s what I mean. There’s nothing wrong with 
being religious, but some fear that your choice to invade Iraq 
was purely based on your religious beliefs.

W: Going into this period, I was praying for strength to do 
the Lord’s will. . . . I’m surely not going to justify the war based 
upon God. Understand that. Neverthe-
less, in my case, I pray to be as good a 
messenger of His will as possible.

NB: Many believe that with the 
record number of executive orders that 
you have issued you are approaching 
powers of a dictator. One example is 
when you ordered federal subsidies for 
controversial faith based groups.

W: It’s not a dictatorship in Wash-
ington, but I tried to make it one in 
that instance. And now, again, I feel 
God’s words coming to me, ‘Go get 
the Palestinians their state and get the 
Israelis their security, and get peace in 
the Middle East.’ And, by God, I’m 
gonna do it.

NB: So, you are making it quite 
clear that you make your decisions with 
your religion in mind.

W: I’m a war president. I make decisions here in the Oval 
Offi ce in foreign policy matters with war on my mind.

NB: So, you are clearly breaking the law. Wh-

W: You know, it’s amazing, when people say to me, well, 
he was just breaking the law. If I wanted to break the law, why 
was I briefi n’ Congress? Heh!

NB:: But you clearly weren’t briefi ng Congress on every-
thing.

W: The Constitution is just a piece of paper. Drastic mea-
sures need to be taken. You know, the same folks that are bombing 
innocent people in Iraq were the ones who attacked us in America 
on September the 11th.

NB: But that’s not true. On that subject, don’t you think 
that we should offer the Iraqi people an apology for not doing a 
better job?

W: That we didn’t do a better job or they didn’t do a better 
job? 

NB: Well, that the United States did not do a better job in 
providing security after the invasion. 

W: Not at all. I am proud of the efforts we did. We liber-
ated that country from a tyrant. I think the Iraqi people owe the 
American people a huge debt of gratitude, and I believe most 
Iraqis express that. I mean, the people understand that we’ve 
endured great sacrifi ce to help them. That’s the problem here in 
America. They wonder whether or not there is a gratitude level 
that’s signifi cant enough in Iraq.

NB: Okay. So what would happen if we were to withdraw 
from Iraq as we eventually had to do in Vietnam?

W: Unlike in Vietnam, if we withdraw 
before the job is done, this enemy will 
follow us home. And that is why, for the 
security of the United States of America, 
we must defeat them overseas so we do not 
face them in the United States of America. 
Some observers also claim that America 
would be better off by cutting our losses and 
leaving Iraq now. This is a dangerous illu-
sion, refuted with a simple question: Would 
the United States and other free nations be 
more safe, or less safe, with Zarqawi and 
bin Laden in control of Iraq, its people, and 
its resources?

NB: Those are some pretty strong 
statements Mr. President. I’m not sure how 
true they really are. How can you be so sure 
about this now when you know you weren’t 
sure of the facts on the ground?

W: My instincts. My instincts.
NB: In Iraq, there’s been a steady stream of surprises. We 

weren’t welcomed as liberators, as Vice President Cheney pre-
dicted. We haven’t found the weapons of mass destruction as 
promised. The postwar process hasn’t gone as well as some had 
hoped. Why haven’t more offi cials in the administration been held 
accountable, either through fi rings or demotions, for what some 
people see as mistakes or misjudgments? 

W: Well, we had an accountability moment, and that’s 
called the 2004 election. And the American people listened to 
different assessments made about what was taking place in Iraq, 
and they looked at the two candidates, and chose me, for which 
I’m grateful.

NB: That logic is a bit disturbing but perhaps we can move 
on. Let’s go to domestic issues. Do you think there’s a risk of a 

A Sit-down with Dubya:
The CP gets an Exclusive Interview with our 

Forty-Third President
BY NATE BAKER
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recession? How do you rate that? 

W:You know, you need to talk to economists. I think I got 
a B in Econ 101. I got an A, however, in keeping taxes low.

NB: You actually got a C- in Econ, but I guess that’s not im-
portant right now. Are you going to do anything for the millions 
of Americans living in poverty?

W: I’ve never lived around poor people. I don’t know what 
they think. I really don’t know what they think. I’m a white Re-
publican guy who doesn’t get it. How do I get it?

NB: I don’t know Mr. President. But you certainly need to 
look at our record budget defi cit. Any proposals on the table for 
fi xing that?

W: The best way to deal with the defi cit is keep taxes low.
NB: Hmm…that strategy doesn’t seem to have panned out 

in recent years, but let’s switch gears. Were you misinformed 
when you said that no one anticipated the breach of the levees 
in New Orleans? 

W: No, what I was referring to is this. When that storm 
came by, a lot of people said we dodged a bullet. When that storm 
came through at fi rst, people said, whew. There was a sense of 
relaxation, and that’s what I was referring to. And I, myself, 
thought we had dodged a bullet. You know why? Because I was 
listening to people, probably over the airways, say, the bullet has 
been dodged. And that was what I was referring to. Of course, 
there were plans in case the levee had been breached. There was 
a sense of relaxation in the moment, a critical moment. And thank 
you for giving me a chance to clarify that.

NB: Could you explain who constitutes “people” in that 
statement, or perhaps what exactly you mean by a “sense of 
relaxation?”  

W: You know, I like, uhh, my buddies from West Texas. I 
liked ‘em when I was young, I liked ‘em when I was middle age, 
I liked ‘em before I was President, and I like ‘em during President 
and I like ‘em after President. And it’s fun to have ‘em come to 
the White House.

NB: Right. I appear to be confusing you, Mr. President. Let’s 
move on to allegations of illegal wiretapping. The FISA law was 
implemented in 1978 in part because of revelations that the NSA 
was spying domestically. What is wrong with that law that makes 
you feel you have to circumvent it and, as you just admitted, ex-
pand presidential power? 

W: May I -- if I might, you said that I have to circumvent it. 
There -- wait a minute. That’s a -- there’s something -- it’s like 
saying, you know, you’re breaking the law. I’m not. See, that’s 
what you’ve got to understand. I am upholding my duty, and at 
the same time, doing so under the law and with the Constitution 
behind me. That’s just very important for you to understand. 
Secondly, the FISA law was written in 1978. We’re having this 
discussion in 2006. It’s a different world. And FISA is still an 
important tool. It’s an important tool. And we still use that tool. 
But also -- and we -- look -- I said, look, is it possible to conduct 
this program under the old law? And people said, it doesn’t work 
in order to be able to do the job we expect us to do.

NB: That was curiously vague. Let’s talk about an impor-
tant issue: education. A vast majority of public school teachers 
would like to see the No Child Left Behind law discarded, and it 
is obviously not working.  

W: No Child Left Behind needs to be reauthorized. I fully 
understand that if you read your newspaper articles -- which I do 
sometimes -- and listen carefully, you’ll hear voices in both par-
ties saying they don’t like No Child Left Behind -- it’s too much 
testing, or, we don’t want to be held to account, or whatever 
they say. The bill is working. As yesterday’s positive report card 

shows, childrens do learn when standards are high and results 
are measured.

NB: Well, good to see that you are keeping up with your top 
critiques. Tell me about your immigration policy.

W: Listen, we’re a great nation. We welcome people in. We 
just want to know why you’re here. And if you’re not supposed 
to be here more than a period of time, then maybe you ought to 
just go on home.

NB: How welcoming! What about your energy policy?

W: I’m going to push nuclear energy, drilling in Alaska and 
clean coal. Some nuclear-fusion technologies are interesting. We 
can process corn.

NB: Let’s talk about your life before politics. You were an 
alcoholic years ago. You were also arrested on several occasions 
including driving drunk in Maine, and you took your 16 year old 
nephew drinking. You also lied about using marijuana.

W: I wouldn’t answer the marijuana questions, you know 
why? Because I don’t want some little kid doing what I tried.

NB: You previously denied using cocaine-

W: I haven’t denied anything.
NB: Good point. Let’s turn to your legacy. When the Ameri-

can people think of your presidency, is there a specifi c message 
you want them to take home?

W: People say, how can I help on this war against terror? 
How can I fi ght evil? You can do so by mentoring a child; by 
going into a shut-in’s house and say I love you.

NB: Thanks so much for your time. Last question. Are you 
confi dent that you can accomplish anything major in this last 
phase of your presidency?

W: I’m hopeful. I know there is a lot of ambition in Wash-
ington, obviously. But I hope the ambitious realize that they are 
more likely to succeed with success as opposed to failure.

Editor’s note:  Bush’s responses were composed word for 
word from real interviews and press conferences. They accu-
rately refl ect his comments. Sources include CBS and the New 
York Times Magazine, in addition to press releases from gov-
ernment web sites. Elie Bilmes contributed to this article. None 
of the quotes are older than Bush’s fi rst presidency. Ashamed? 
I am.
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BY WILL ROSENZWEIG
 
 Recently, Bill O’Reilly decided to demonstrate the considerate, 
cultured, racially-sensitive personality that we have all come to know 
and love. On his show, O’Reilly described how he had bravely ven-
tured into a black owned and patronized restaurant in Harlem! With Al 
Sharpton! Surely we all expected the people there to be behaving like 
wild beasts, unable to control their primal urges, right? To the contrary, 
O’Reilly courageously testifi ed: “I couldn’t get over the fact that there 
was no difference between Sylvia’s and any other restaurant in New 
York City. I mean, it was exactly the same, 
even though it’s run by blacks, primarily 
black patronship.” Wow, that is ground-
breaking stuff, Bill. Even more interest-
ingly, “there wasn’t one person in Sylvia’s 
who was screaming, ‘M-Fer, I want more 
iced tea.’” Truly fantastic hands-on re-
porting from this nation’s resident culture 
warrior.
 Not to be outdone, Ann Coulter 
last week discussed the subject of religion 
on CNBC with deep insight and nuance. 
First asserting that it would be better off 
if everyone was Christian, Coulter contin-
ued her tolerant explanation by saying she 
wanted to see Jews, “perfected.” Afraid 
that some ignorant folk out there would 
misunderstand her, Coulter adroitly clari-
fi ed that, “Christians consider themselves 
perfect Jews,” and thus, if Jews could just 

be more Christian-like, everything would be just swell.
 This kind of rhetoric has become commonplace for not only 
O’Reilly and Coulter, but for the standard fare of right-wing political 
commentators. Their success has for too long been dependent on the 
type of bleached white, conservative Christian viewers that fi nd these 
comments not only acceptable, but uncontroversial.
 Writing about these demagogues is an ambivalent chore for the 
left. There is a lot to be said for the playground tactic against bul-
lies, that if you ignore them they lose their power. Yet, in the case 
of O’Reilly and Coulter, their recent infl ammatory and viciously of-

fensive language exceeds even their vile 
discourse on “phony soldiers” and enters 
into the realm of true hate speech.
  Considering the treatment Don 
Imus had for calling a team of basketball 
players “nappy-headed hos,” one would 
think that the public would be clamoring 
for O’Reilly to lose his show and Coulter 
to lose her book deals. For in comparison 
to the statements each of those two has 
made, Imus’ remarks were mere child’s 
play.
  Responsibility and accountabil-
ity may be too much to ask for in today’s 
world of media, but when you get right 
down to it, after you stop chuckling about 
their inanities, you can’t help but get sick 
thinking that those two still appear cred-
ibly on national TV.

O’Reilly, Coulter Show Their Cultural 
Sensitivities

“Rejected by everyone else, Ann Coulter has no choice but to ask 
Bill O’Reilly to be her date to the Fox News ball.” (i.realone.com)

Britney/Bush Mike Peters Grimmy.
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BY NATE BAKER

  Last week, Jon Stewart took a critical look at the logic regarding 
George W. Bush’s veto of the State Children’s Health Insurance (S-
CHIP) program expansion, which would raise the eligibility of income 
requirements for this public health assistance program. Congress had 
voted to expand the program by $35 billion over fi ve years and add two 
to four million kids to the program’s roles that would be paid for with a 
61 cent increase in the cigarette tax. According to Daily Kos, the fi ve-
year expansion of S-CHIP would be equivalent in cost to one week of 
the war in Iraq.

STEWART: So – In summation, the program takes money from 
cigarettes and gives it to poor – sick – children… No healthcare for 
poor kids? You know, I thought something like that was only done by 

cartoon villains. You’re slowly going from Nixon to Mr. Burns.
BUSH: …I believe in private medicine, not the federal government 
running the healthcare system…
STEWART: Yes, I don’t think there’s an uninsured kid out there who 
wants to be suckered into some slippery slope socialized medicine 
scheme. These kids don’t want the government telling them what they 
can or cannot die from. It’s just wrong… Other Washington insiders 
tried impeccable logic:
SEN. TRENT LOTT (R, Miss.): They fund it with a 61 cents a pack 
tax increase, bringing it to one dollar, and said, “by the way, that will 
discourage people from smoking.” That’s good –heh- but the problem is 
if people do stop smoking, you won’t have the money, and the program 
won’t be paid for.

Brilliant.

“Sound Logic” Behind Bush’s S-CHIP 

 “And let’s say to them, go ahead, fi li-
buster. Our base will understand what a fi li-
buster is, the American people will understand 
what a fi libuster is. They don’t understand 
this 60-vote rule business. But they remember 
which party fi libustered against all the civil 
rights bills back in the ‘50s and ‘60s, and to 

have that  same party stand up there and start 
fi libustering against health care  for children? 
Man, I would love that picture.” 

 —House Democratic Whip 
James Clyburn (D-SC)

 “It’s hard to imagine how we could 

diminish the number of children who are cov-
ered. The president calls himself the decider, 
and I don’t know why he would want to decide 
that one child has health care and another 
does not.” 

—Speaker of the House 
Nancy Pelosi (D-CA)

Democrats, still attempting to put together a coalition to 
override the presidential veto, have said: 

Armenian Genocide? Congress Will Decide…
BY BEN STAROBIN

 Tension has recently arisen between 
the United States and Turkey as a result of 
U.S. House Resolution 106. This non-binding 
resolution passed through the House Commit-
tee of Foreign Affairs on October 10th. The 
legislation affi rms that the Turkish Govern-
ment (successors of the Ottoman Empire) was 
responsible for a genocide of the Armenian 
people between 1915 and 1923.
 The Resolution has elicited strong 
emotions on both sides. Its sponsor, Represen-
tative Adam B. Schiff (CA-29), has in his con-
stituency a number of elderly Armenian sur-
vivors. Schiff argues that, “The United States 
has a compelling historical and moral reason 
to recognize the Armenian genocide, which 
cost a million and a half people their lives...but 

we also have a powerful contemporary reason 
as well. How can we take effective action agai 
nst the genocide in Darfur if we lack the will to 
condemn genocide whenever and wherever it 
occurs?” Other members of Congress, includ-
ing Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, have 
backed up this Resolution, and hope to bring it 
to a vote in the full House of Representatives.
 The Turkish government has shown 
disappointment with the resolution. They have 
withdrawn their U.S. Ambassador for consulta-
tions in Turkey, and Turkish President Abdul-
lah Gul has said that passage of this resolu-
tion through Congress could threaten strategic 
relations between the U.S. and Turkey. Many 
Turks are incensed by the resolution and have 
been demonstrating in the streets against its 
passage.
 President Bush has also expressed op-

position to this resolution. Turkey provides 
a vital route for the transport of material and 
supplies needed for the war in Iraq. “This res-
olution is not the right response to these his-
toric mass killings, and its passage would do 
great harm to our relations with a key ally in 
NATO and in the global war on terror,” Bush 
said. Some members of Congress side with the 
President in opposition to the “untimely” res-
olution, fearing the loss of Turkey’s support 
would harm and possibly undermine Ameri-
can efforts in Iraq. Some also feel as though 
interpreting history is not the U.S. Congress’ 
responsibility.  
 It remains to be seen whether or not 
the resolution will be passed in the House and 
the future implications it could have in U.S.-
Turkish relations.

Protestors demonstrate against the congressional resolution recognizing the Armenian genocide. (Courtesy of AP)
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“I was a little disappointed to 
hear this. Rudy Giuliani, Fred 
Thompson, Mitt Romney and 
John McCain all said they cannot 
attend the minority debate this 
week at Morgan State Universi-
ty because they have scheduling 
confl icts… They‛re scheduled to 
meet with rich white people” 
--Jay Leno

“The Wall Street Journal is 
reporting that Rudy Giuliani 
has taken cell phone calls 
from his wife over 40 times 
during speeches. 40 times! 
And each time, it was a dif-
ferent wife calling.” 
--Jay Leno

President Bush says he’s really going to buckle down now and fi ght global warming. As a matter 
of fact, he announced today he’s sending 20,000 troops to the sun.” 
--David Letterman

“Mahmoud Im-a-nut-job said he thought 
the Columbia speech was a success.  He 
said it was so great that many Americans 
wanted him to speak at Florida University.  
Apparently something was lost in transla-
tion... you see, he didint realize that FU 
does not mean Florida University.” 
-- Jay Leno

“This Saturday, in Washington, DC, they will 
hold the Seventh Annual National Book Festi-
val. First Lady Laura Bush will deliver a speech 
about the joys of reading. And then, President 
Bush will give the rebuttal.”  --Jay Leno

“Iran’s president wanted to lay a 
wreath at Ground Zero, but his crit-
ics said, ‘No, no. You are trying to 
exploit Ground Zero for political gain, 
and that is Rudy Giuliani’s job.’” 
--Bill Maher

“They asked Mitt Romney 
today what he thought of the 
Jena 6 and he said, ‘I prefer 
The Jackson 5.’” 
--Bill Maher

“It was announced this 
week that over the sum-
mer, Hillary Clinton’s 
campaign raised $27 
million, while Barack 
Obama’s campaign raised 
$22 million. In a related 
story, Dennis Kucinich 
found a nickel between 
the couch cushions.” 
--Conan O’Brien
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