
 Over the last few weeks, we deliberated 
whether The Cornell Progressive should endorse a 
Democratic candidate for president given that our 
staff is divided over whom to support. After think-
ing it over, we see absolutely no need to support a 
specifi c candidate in the primary. Why, might you 
ask? Because the differences between the positions 
of the various Democratic candidates pale in com-
parison to the differences between the general plat-
forms of the Democratic and Republican parties. 
Yes, some of the candidates might have slightly 
stronger positions on Iraq, healthcare, and Iran, but 
there is no rationale for any progressive to withhold 
their support from whoever the eventual nominee 
is purely because the candidate does not have the 
perfect policy positions or character. The stakes are 
simply too high for the nation to elect another con-
servative Republican into the White House.
 Every single Democratic candidate will 
stand and fi ght for the issues that are important to 
progressives, from bringing an end to the disastrous 
War in Iraq, to confronting climate change, to fi ght-
ing economic inequality and poverty. These are 
core issues that unite all progressives because they 
are problems that strike at the heart of what Amer-
ica is all about. This election, above all else, will 
be about restoring America’s moral standing on the 
global stage by confronting these global issues in 
an aggressive fashion. Not a single Republican in 
the fi eld will produce the right kind leadership on 
any of these critical issues.
 The current state of progressivism could 
not be any better. Look where we have come from 
since the last presidential election: We elected a 
Democratic congress for the fi rst time in 12 years, 
and now we are on the verge of having full Demo-

cratic control of the federal government. Anyone 
who laid out this scenario after the 2004 election 
would have been branded an idealist at best. Who 
would have thought America would be on the brink 
of providing healthcare coverage to the millions of 
uninsured, drawing up plans to leave Iraq, actually 
confronting climate change, reversing unfair tax 
policies, and restoring a multilateral foreign policy 
over one of pre-emption and unilateralism? America 
is on the verge of electing a long-term Democratic 
majority with a Democratic executive that will have 
the capability of passing progressive legislation on 
a scale that we have not seen since the 1960s. One 
can argue that the progressive movement is in its 
best shape in decades, with polls showing a great 
majority of Americans trusting Democrats more 
than Republicans on a whole host of issues, includ-
ing national security, healthcare, education, and 
even government spending! Let’s not blow it.
 While understandably some of us on the 
left prefer certain candidates because of their vary-
ing degrees of experience and progressivism, or on 
account of specifi c policy proposals, we must fo-
cus on the magnitude of difference between any of 
the Democrats and all of the Republicans. We must 
stop wasting political capital by dragging down 
our fellow progressives. Rather, our energies must 
be focused on achieving victory a year from now. 
Many progressives complained in 2000 that Al 
Gore was a mirror image of George W. Bush, and 
so they voted for a third party candidate in protest. 
Boy, was that a big mistake then, and boy would 
that be an even bigger mistake next November.
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    With which major political 
party do you affi liate?

Democrat - 50.2%
Republican - 11.0%

Neither (Independent) - 38.8%
(± 5.9%,  N=273)

Which presidential candidate do 
you most strongly support in the 

primary elections?
(Democrats only)

Hillary Clinton - 39.1%
Barack Obama - 37.0%
John Edwards - 6.5%

Other - 4.4%
No Preference  - 13.0%

(± 8.3%,  N=138)

See page 12 for more 
polling data

Campus PollProgressivism and the 
2008 Election

EDITORIAL

         The Democratic Candidates are united in their support for key progressive causes. (time.com)

We asked Cornell students 
about the upcoming elec-
tion and here is what they 

had to say:
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Campaigning for Joe Biden
Leaving Ithaca for Iowa:

BY ERIC KOLLIG

 I was a nerd in high school. 
Page through my senior yearbook 
(recently recovered from my stolen 
car) and that postulate will be sup-
ported by ample evidence. Ask my 
friends; they’ll agree. Don’t ask my 
mom; she’ll divulge too much.
 My classes were my life. I 
would regularly look forward to Fri-
day nights and enjoy – wait for it 
– my VCR. (These were pre-TiVO 
days.) Watching the shows I had put 
off all week in favor of homework 
was my reward waiting at the end of 
the rainbow. I never contemplated 
putting something before school. Not 
even women.
 It is with this industrious state 
of mind that I entered Joe Biden’s 
campaign last spring while in the 
Cornell in Washington program. In-
terning on his presidential campaign 
was an experience beyond any other. 
I worked hard, often stuffi ng en-
velopes and completing data entry 
that aped the other socially-gifted 
and labor-inept interns with whom I 
worked. I was offered a position with 
the campaign over the summer, and 
then was asked to stay through the 
caucuses in January. 
 The diatribe on my social ills 
begins to take on importance at this 
point. Never once did I consider stay-
ing at Cornell when I was offered a 
job through the fall semester. Ithaca 
offers friends, frat parties, and hills; 
but Joe Biden is something different 
altogether. 
 Have I successfully framed 
my admiration for Joe Biden?
 Read the national press and 
count him out. Sure, it’s an easy thing 
to do. Hillary Clinton and Barack 
Obama dominate press coverage be-
cause of their historic candidacies 
and the masses they turn out. 
 But in Iowa, it’s a differ-
ent story. Voters take their jobs here 
seriously, and it’s not out of the or-
dinary to have an Iowan question a 

candidate on the societal role and 
merits of hedge fund managers and 
capital gains taxes with respect to an 
impending sub-prime mortgage melt-
down and whispers of a recession. 
This is Iowa.
 A day in the life of a fi eld or-
ganizer is a long one. We work 9-9. 
Not nine in the morning until nine at 
night – it’s nine in the morning un-
til nine in the morning. A call from 
an undecided caucus-goer can make 
your phone vibrate at any hour of 
the night. A call from a committed 
caucus-goer can similarly wake you 
up from a much-needed respite. Any 
hour is fair game.
 I am Joe Biden’s represen-
tative in six of Iowa’s 99 counties. 
Driving on the uneven pavement and 
frost-cracked Iowa highways, travel-
ing for an hour or two between towns 
to meet a single activist for half an 
hour at a time is not uncommon. 
Cows and corn provide much of the 
scenery. Several times, I have had to 
wait for sheep to cross the road be-
fore I can resume my travels.
 At a minimum, I make 100 
blind calls per day. Leaving 65 mes-
sages and getting hung up on 15 
times is par for the course. But I rare-
ly connect with a caucus-goer who 
says, “Yes, I have defi nitively ruled 
out caucusing for Joe Biden.” Instead 
it’s common to hear, “I’m undecided, 
and I intend to remain that way until I 
walk into my precinct.” Fewer things 
are more frustrating to hear than that. 
No matter what you do, what you 
say, who this person meets with, or 
what press they read, they will not 
pick their guy (that’s a gender-neutral 
term) until they are forced to. Even 
though I am an organizer, it is impos-
sible to organize some caucus-goers.
 A rookie mistake that all or-
ganizers make at some point: Iowans 
do not vote; they caucus.
 Seventy-two hours notice is 
considered ample time to build an 
event for The Boss (and no, that’s not 
Bruce Springsteen). If we want 100 

people at an event, more than 1,000 
calls must be made. If we want 200 
people at an event, more than 2,000 
calls must be made. And did I men-
tion that it’s me and one other person 
for our six counties? 
 Josh and I work together 
day in, day out, seven days a week. 
We both have one goal: to elect Joe 
Biden. He was out here three months 
before I even knew what the two-let-
ter abbreviation for Iowa was. (It’s 
IA.) I am amazed by the infrastruc-
ture he has built up, the contacts he 
has maintained (meticulously in 
date-labeled Excel spreadsheet for-
mat) and the relationships he has 
cultivated. Perhaps less than disap-
pointing Joe Biden, I do not want to 
disappoint Josh. We’re brothers on 
the campaign trail, and we will share 
a bond that will last longer than this 
campaign.
 Our volunteers are the life-
blood of our campaign. They do ev-
erything we ask of them, and then ask 
us what’s next. They are organizers 
of a different kind. They are unpaid, 
they have full-time jobs, and they are 
as dedicated to our guy as we are. 
 The primary drawback on the 
campaign is that I miss my friends. I 
love reading my Facebook wall and 
seeing that they miss me as much as I 
miss them. I love getting group invita-
tions in support of the latest campus-
wide problem about which I know 
nothing. and I love being invited to 
parties and get-togethers that I can’t 
attend. I was in Iowa for Thanksgiv-
ing. I have been granted two days off 
for Christmas and am unsure if I will 
be able to go home. 
 My job is my life. I’m a 21-
year-old with no college degree (and 
no, that’s not a refl ection of the Biden 
for President hiring process) who left 
an Ivy League university to organize 
for a presidential campaign 1,400 
miles from home. 
 But I can’t imagine it any 
other way.

WRITE FOR 
THE CORNELL 
PROGRESSIVE!

MEETINGS EVERY MONDAY AT

5:00 PM IN GOLDWIN-SMITH 156

CP

Elections[1]--_sho4[1].indd   2 11/29/2007   1:15:57 AM



Nov. 30th, 2007 3The Cornell Progressive

 In the last issue I previewed the 
chaotic Republican presidential race. 
Now it’s time for the Democrats. The 
contrast between the two parties nomi-
nating seasons could not be starker; 
one is a contest, the other a coronation. 
Senator Hillary Clinton has seized con-
trol of the Democratic race through her 
robust fundraising and poll numbers. 
The media has built up an aura of in-
evitability and invincibility surrounding 
her campaign, ready to declare her the 
victor months before the fi rst primary 
or caucus is held. Much of this is the 
result of the disappointing campaign 
Barack Obama has run to this point. The 
Democrats have six impressive candi-
dates, however, and Hillary’s perfect 
media coverage is bound to come to an 
end. With a close three-way race in the 
Iowa caucuses, Clinton does not have 
the nomination all wrapped up. Here’s 
a look at the contenders’ paths to the 
nomination.
 Hillary Clinton: Clinton has 
raised more money than any other 
candidate, has the highest name rec-
ognition, and currently holds a lead in 
every national poll by at least 20 points. 
It didn’t have to be this way. Back in 
April, Hillary was on the defensive 
while Barack Obama and John Edwards 
had reached their highest points in the 
polls, before or since. Each looked like 
a solid candidate to hold the mantle of 
the “anti-Hillary” choice.  
 But then a funny thing hap-

pened. Hillary brought Bill to Iowa, 
claimed she embodies the message of 
change, and took a dominant position 
turning into the home stretch. Hillary 
Clinton was not the only luminary in 
the race a year ago, but as Obama’s star 
power continues to fade, she is the only 
one remaining.
 The predicted dynamic of this 
race, that either Obama or Edwards 
would emerge as the alternative to Clin-
ton, has not been validated. In fact, the 
expected “anybody but Clinton” vote 
has turned out to be a myth. Despite 
her conservative positions relative to 
the rest of the fi eld, Clinton is wildly 
popular among self-identifi ed liberals. 
Hillary’s association with the last suc-
cessful Democratic Presidential candi-
date, and her history of weathering vi-
cious Republican attacks has endeared 
her to the average Democratic primary 
voter. 

 On the other hand, Edwards 
and Obama seem to be competing over 
different constituencies, effectively 
dividing their chances to bring down 
Hillary. Obama’s strengths are among 
young people, educated liberal elites, 
and African Americans; Edwards is 
popular among rural, white, and older 
voters. Instead of fi ghting each other 
before taking on Clinton, Edwards and 
Obama will need to rally together to 
pinch Clinton from both sides.
 The formula for beating Clinton 
has been known for some time: Iowa, 
Iowa, Iowa. Clinton has huge leads in 
the national polls, and also in the early 
states of New Hampshire, South Caro-
lina, and Florida. But those Iowans, 
God bless them, march to a different 
tune. The situation in Iowa has long 
been considered a three-way tie, with 
Edwards signifi cantly outperforming 
his national numbers there. Thanks 
to the expectations game, anyone that 
beats Hillary in Iowa could reshuffl e the 
race. Anyone who fi nishes behind her, 
though, is essentially fi nished. Recent 
polls have shown Clinton grabbing a 
small lead in the Hawkeye state, but 
even if she loses, her enormous cache of 
campaign funds, her strong position in 
New Hampshire, and the horde of states 
voting on February 5th make her a good 
bet to be the nominee regardless of her 
fi nish in Iowa. Outlook: 70% chance.
 Barack Obama: my, what a 
difference a year makes. At this time 
last year, the mere suggestion that 
Obama would run for the highest of-
fice in the land had pundits beside 
themselves with anticipation. After 
months of listless campaigning, Obama 
is a shell of the candidate he once had 
the potential to be. His inexperience is 
painfully obvious, his campaign inex-
perience that is. For all the questioning 
of his ability to be president, little has 
been made of his political rawness. His 
only federal campaigns were a loss in 
the primary for a House seat and a Sen-
ate victory against a crazed Alan Keyes. 
Clinton was at her husband’s side as he 
twice ran for President, Edwards was 
a candidate for President before ac-
cepting the Democratic nomination for 
Vice-President in 2004, while Obama is 
only three years out of the Illinois State 
Senate. His uneasiness with national 
campaigning has shown in his lackluster 
debate performances.
 Compounding the problem 
of his mediocre campaigning is his 
overall campaign message. An effec-
tive message is one of the most critical 
components of a campaign. Clinton’s 
outward message is change and expe-
rience, but her far more effective and 
subversive theme is her role as primary 

antagonist to the Republicans, and the 
return to a pre-Bush age. John Edwards 
has long held the coherent message of 
“two Americas” to which he has added 
a shrill, anti-corporate, populist tone 
this time around. The case Obama has 
made for his candidacy is bi-partisan-
ship, hope, and a new age of politics. 
In 2008, that message is a sure loser. 
Democrats, and American voters more 

broadly, want to turn the page on the 
Bush administration. A large majority 
of voters are unhappy with the Demo-
cratic-led Congress not because it won’t 
work with Republicans, but because 
it hasn’t taken on the President on 
Iraq, the economy, and energy policy. 
Obama’s message seems perfectly tai-
lored for the 2000 election, or perhaps 
for 2016. Right now, hope, optimism, 
and bipartisanship don’t seem all that 
substantive to an electorate hungry for 
change.  
 All of this isn’t to say Obama’s 
goose is cooked. He’s got an awful lot of 
money to work with. The wealth he has 
amassed can certainly keep him going 
through the February 5th Super Tuesday 
contests, even should he stumble in the 
earlier states. The problem is, losing to 
Hillary in Iowa means that money will 
fall on deaf ears, and losing to Edwards 
means the media narrative may well be 
Clinton vs. Edwards going into New 
Hampshire. 
 On top of all that, Obama’s 
current standing in Iowa polls may be 
overrepresented due to the concentra-
tion of his support in urban areas like 
Des Moines (which will hurt him in the 
unique voting procedures used in the 
Iowa caucus). Edwards will far more 
likely be the non-Hillary candidate 
gaining steam into and out of Iowa. 
Thus, Obama will either need a surprise 
win in Iowa, or a strong second behind 
Edwards, with the narrative focused on 
Clinton’s poor fi nish. Either of these re-
sults should allow for Obama to use his 
prodigious treasury and larger support 
in New Hampshire and South Carolina 
to regain his buzz (kind of like “How 
Stella Got Her Groove Back”). He’ll 
need to revitalize his campaign if he 
hopes to do so. Unfortunately for him, 
I don’t see that happening. Outlook: 
10% chance.
 John Edwards: His campaign 
is not without its blemishes either. It’s 

not clear that his railing against corpo-
rate interests and a “broken system” 
are winning him many points on the 
campaign trail. His message is clear, 
familiar, and appealing, however, and 
his new attack on Clinton about her 
“politics of parsing” and frequent use 
of “double-talk” is promising. 
 His poor showing in the na-
tional polls to this point has been the 
result of three major problems. First, 
his support among African Americans, 
a key player in his 2004 win in South 
Carolina, has been non-existent due to 
the presence of Obama and Clinton. 
Obama, as a black candidate, has a 
natural base of support in the African-
American community, and Bill Clinton 
built immense popularity among blacks, 
and that support has transferred over to 
his wife. Secondly, Edwards has been 
savaged by early media narratives of 
insincerity because of his expensive 
house and haircut. Finally, he has been 
the odd man out of the media’s inter-
est in casting the Democratic race as 
a fi ght between Clinton and Obama. 
Even though this is a complete fi ction 
(Obama and Edwards are divided by 
far less than what separates Clinton 
from Obama), the polls have refl ected 
this media portrayal, and hurt Edwards’ 
popularity. 
 Unfortunately for Edwards, the 
fi rst problem is unlikely to go away, 
which could hurt him in Southern states 
like South Carolina and Florida where 
he might have done well. The other 
two problems, however, are starting to 
evaporate following the latest MSNBC 
debate. There is now greater potential 
for Edwards to push Obama aside as 
the media hungers for a challenger to 
Hillary. This development is essential 
for an Edwards comeback. Otherwise, 
he could fi nd himself as the next Dick 
Gephardt, someone who faded badly 
in Iowa because voters didn’t think he 
could contend. A win in Iowa, however, 
gives him a fighting chance against 
Clinton. Outlook: 20% chance.
 Chris Bidenson: This mythical 
creature has the integrity and domestic 
policy experience of Chris Dodd, the 
personality and foreign policy experi-
ence of Joe Biden, and the executive, 
administrative, and diplomatic expe-
rience of Bill Richardson. Although 
individually these men lack the broad 
support and political skills necessary to 
compete, together they could rule the 
world! But alas, Chris Bidenson does 
not exist. Outlook: 0% chance.

Hope, optimism, and 
bipartisanship is not 

a winning message in 
2008.

Contest or Coronation?
The Battle for the Democratic Nomination

WILL ROSENZWEIG       ON THE TRAIL

It’s all about Iowa, 
Iowa, Iowa.
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*ELECTION 2008*

Full Name: Hillary Rodham Clinton
Political Offi ce: U.S. Senator from New York;  
     elected 2000; reelected 2006
Date of Birth: October 26, 1947
Place of Birth: Chicago, IL
Education: B.A., Wellesley College, 1969;              
      J.D. Yale University, 1973
Spouse: Former President Bill Clinton
Children: Daughter, Chelsea, born 1980
Religion: Methodist
Home: Chappaqua, NY
Campaign Website: www.hillaryclinton.com
Hobbies: Shopping for pantsuits, nagging Bill 

Biography

There’s Something About Hillary
BY DAN SMITH

 In this historic 2008 presidential race, voters 
have been made to think that they must make 
tough choices between candidates who stand 
for change and those who represent experience. 
Each Democratic candidate undoubtedly has his 

or her own distinct strengths, but with Hillary 
Rodham Clinton, voters get a highly electable 
and experienced candidate who will continue to 
fi ght for change, as she has done throughout her 
long career in public service. While Clinton has a 
long list of well thought out policy positions, all 
the Democratic candidates are progressive, with 
deep convictions about the need for a change of 
course in Washington. The most important ques-
tion is who will be able to recapture the Oval Of-
fi ce, and then have the greatest chance of affect-
ing the much-needed change for this country? 
That candidate is Hillary Clinton. 
 Since graduating from Yale Law School, Clin-
ton has built a long and impressive career in pub-
lic service. Immediately following graduation, 
she served as an advisor to the Children’s De-
fense Fund in Cambridge (a non-profi t child ad-
vocacy organization), and then advised the House 
Judiciary Committee during the impeachment of 
Richard Nixon. In Arkansas, Clinton worked as a 
law school professor, a partner in a law fi rm, and 
eventually as First Lady when Bill Clinton be-
came governor. She was also appointed by Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter to serve on the board of the 
Legal Services Corporation in 1978. Throughout 
her career, Clinton has been a staunch advocate 
for children and families, and she has continued 
to fi ght for progressive causes, both as First Lady 
and now as a U.S. Senator. 
 One of the most important issues for Ameri-
cans today is health care. As First Lady, Clinton 
was the fi rst to try to create a universal health care 

program when her husband made her chair of the 
Task Force on National Health Care Reform. 
Though she failed to enact a universal health care 
program in ‘94, the experience that she acquired 
has prepared her all the more do so as president. 
She now has a better understanding of what is 
politically feasible and how to present her plan. 
Senator Clinton calls her universal health care 
solution The American Health Choices plan; It is 
by far the most comprehensive and specifi c plan 
yet proposed, mandating not just that all Ameri-
cans have health insurance, but actually provid-
ing them with choices between the private pro-
grams from which members of Congress choose 
and a government insurance option. Her plan 

guarantees health insurance for all while simul-
taneously promoting American values of choice 
within a market economy. 
 In addition to her experience in the realm of 
health care, Senator Clinton is the best-suited 
candidate to confront the foreign policy disas-
ters of the Bush administration. As First Lady, 
she met with many foreign leaders and she had 
the chance to shape foreign policy fi rst hand. As 
president, building on this experience, Clinton 
will be able to effectively work towards ending 
the Iraq war and restoring America’s image on 
the world stage, starting from Day One of her ad-
ministration. 
 Her knowledge in foreign policy matters has 
shown throughout the campaign, particularly in 
her responses to the blunders of her rivals. She 
acknowledged, for example, in a debate over the 
summer, that arranging meetings with leaders 
such as Kim Jong-il of North Korea and Mah-
moud Ahmadinejad of Iran can not be facilitated 
at the drop of a hat, at the risk of hurting the pres-
tige of the presidency. 
 Furthermore, Senator Clinton’s plan to end the 
War in Iraq is one of the most responsible and 
feasible of the various candidates’ proposals. She 
understands that troop withdrawals must take 
place in a “thoughtful, orderly, careful way,” and 
that “withdrawal is not something you can snap 
your fi ngers and tell people, ‘do it tomorrow.’” 
Clinton would move troops out of harm’s way, 
while maintaining limited forces to combat al-
Qaeda and to prevent genocide and the expan-
sion of the civil war beyond Iraq’s borders. To 
help stabilize the situation in Iraq, she is deter-
mined to use diplomacy, involving regional play-
ers and other countries throughout the world. In 
the Senate, Clinton also took the lead in demand-
ing information from the Department of Defense 
about the status of withdrawal plans.
 Clinton has also shown leadership on issues 
facing college students as well as on election re-
form. In 2006, she introduced the “Student Bor-
rower’s Bill of Rights” in order to protect student 
borrowers from predatory loan agencies, and to 
make it easier for students to repay loans. With 
regard to election reform, Senator Clinton intro-
duced the Count Every Vote Act, one provision 
of which would require a paper trail for all votes, 
in order to address the problems of the 2000 and 
2004 elections. 
 A further key strength of Senator Clinton’s is 
her electability. Another Republican adminis-
tration would be utterly disastrous, and though 

Senator Clinton is a tough campaigner, she is not 
as polarizing as her opponents would like people 
to believe. Clinton has been continually improv-
ing in the polls among Democrats, and she has 
almost always done better than other Democratic 
candidates when matched up with the Republi-
can front runners. The polls have also shown that 
Clinton enjoys strong support from women, and 
this will be crucial to winning the ‘08 election.  
 Clinton has truly been a lightning rod for un-
warranted personal attacks from the right wing, 

more so than any other Democratic candidate. 
However, despite the existence of a wide array 
of anti-Hillary literature that has been published 
since her days as First Lady, she has remained 
resilient. Clinton won over 60% of the vote in 
the 2006 New York Senate elections, showing 
that she was able to reach out to many indepen-
dent voters in upstate New York. The right wing 
has never been able to bring her down with their 
despicable personal attacks, and they have used 
up all their ammunition over the past ten years. 
The better that Americans get to know her, the 
more they will support her and see through such 
attacks.
 Once elected, Clinton will bring a wealth of 
experience, a fervent desire for change, and a 
pragmatic style of leadership to the White House. 
We need a leader who knows both how to work 
with people and how to get things done in Wash-
ington. While all Democratic candidates want 
universal health care, through her experience and 
leadership skills, Senator Clinton will be the one 
to get it done. The next President will face tre-
mendous challenges in confronting the damage 
to this country infl icted by the Bush administra-
tion. Getting America back on the path to prog-
ress will take more than grandiose rhetoric about 
changing the way politics is done in Washington: 
It will take an intelligent, experienced hard-work-
er who is willing to stand fi rm on basic convic-
tions, while remaining committed to pragmatic 
solutions. Hillary Rodham Clinton best fi ts this 
description.

Senator Clinton is the best 
prepared candidate to confront the 
foreign policy disasters of the Bush 

administration.

With Clinton, voters get a highly 
electable and experienced 

candidate who will continue to 
fi ght for change.

Her knowledge in foreign policy 
matters has shown throughout 

the campaign, particularly in her 
responses to the blunders of her 

rivals.
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BY STEPHEN DAVIS

 Of the eight major Democratic candidates for 
President, only two voiced strong opposition to the 
Iraq War in the months before it began. With Iraq 
subsequently proving to be one of the worst foreign 
policy disasters in the history of the United States, 
vocal opposition to the war from its beginning ought 
to be a fundamental prerequisite for any presidential 
candidate to garner serious consideration. Accord-
ingly, the vote for president comes down to Barack 
Obama and Dennis Kucinich. What gives Obama the 
edge?  Among other factors, Barack Obama has yet 
to confi rm witnessing a UFO in a televised debate.
 In the wake of the disastrous Bush presidency, 
Americans are desperate for a real change in direc-
tion. Iraq, Katrina, and a parade of sex scandals have 
sunk the GOP. Progressives fi nally have an oppor-
tunity to restore the Great Society here at home and 
to end the insanity abroad.  Settling for the wrong 
Democratic nominee will not actually fi x our prob-
lems, while nominating too weak a candidate would 
risk losing the White House to the Republicans once 
again. Barack Obama, a proud liberal with an appeal 
transcending conventional political boundaries, is the 
ideal candidate. 
 Obama’s progressive credentials are as strong as 
they come: In a 2002 speech on his opposition to the 
Iraq War, Obama wisely called the war “dumb” and 
“rash.” He predicted that an unjustifi ed and unilateral 
invasion of Iraq would destabilize the region, create 
more terrorists, and involve a costly and indefi nite 
occupation. Obama further criticized Iraq as a “dis-
traction” from domestic problems like the growing 
disparity between rich and poor. 
 As a U.S. Senator, Obama has championed envi-
ronmental legislation, and has reiterated his support 
for social security and universal health care. He is 
solidly pro-choice and supports gun control legisla-
tion. Prior to his career in politics, Obama rejected 
lucrative opportunities with private law fi rms to work 
as a civil rights lawyer and community organizer in 
urban Chicago. Representing a younger generation of 
progressives, Obama’s message of hope and change 
rejects the cynical and concessionary “triangulation” 
politics of the 1990s. Barack Obama has fearlessly 
embraced the title of liberal idealist.
 Liberal politicians were once thought to be an en-

dangered species after Ronald Reagan turned “lib-
eral” into an insult. But Obama has two things going 
for him that make him the most attractive Demo-
cratic candidate for the general election. First, Presi-
dent Bush has turned “neocon” into an even dirtier 
word than “liberal,” and dozens of opinion polls 
have shown that the American electorate demands a 
change of course, both domestically and in Iraq. All 
of a sudden, the centrism of the Democratic Leader-
ship Council and the idea that Democrats can’t win 
the White House without a “red state” candidate have 
become obsolete. The circumstances have never been 
better for a liberal reformer to win the White House.  
 The second – and arguably more important – ad-
vantage Barack Obama enjoys is the fact that he’s 
simply a cool, likable guy. Unlike the awkward stiff-
ness of more recent Democratic presidential candi-

dates, Barack Obama is young, handsome, and nat-
urally telegenic. A brilliant orator, Obama has also 
demonstrated an effortless sense of humor in cameo 
appearances on Saturday Night Live and Monday 
Night Football. His intelligence – he was the fi rst 
African-American President of the Harvard Law Re-
view, and has authored two best-selling books – has 
endeared him to journalists, who have been instru-
mental in generating the “hype” that surrounds his 
candidacy. 
 Despite the media’s fascination with him, Barack 
Obama is far from the sheltered product of some 
ingenious public relations focus-group campaign. 
Obama has disarmed controversy with his refresh-
ingly casual honesty regarding past drug use, refused 
the exploitative patriotism of the American fl ag lapel 
pin, and challenged the ambiguous doublespeak of 
other Presidential candidates. In one publicized spat 
with Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama refused to back 
down over criticism that his suggestion for face-to-
face negotiations with Iran was naïve, and was vin-
dicated months later when Clinton conceded that she 
would also agree to meet with Iran without pre-con-
ditions. 
 Skeptics are justifi ed in questioning whether su-
perfi cial personality traits affect one’s qualifi cation 
to be president. Of course, popularity and image 
shouldn’t matter in a democratic government, but the 
inescapable reality is that they do. In the era of sound 
bite politics, image is often just as important as sub-
stance. Barack’s transcendent appeal is an important 
asset both for his candidacy and the actual policies 
he supports. Like Ronald Reagan before him, Obama 
has a chance to become a messianic leader for his 
political party, pushing through reform legislation on 
the strength of an optimistic and dynamic personal-
ity.
 Pressed to fi nd a weakness, critics cite Obama’s 
youth and relative lack of experience in Washing-
ton. Indeed, at 46, Obama is the youngest candidate 
for president in either party and has yet to serve half 
of his fi rst term in the Senate. But are these really 
weaknesses? In a country where public approval of 
Congress is at an all-time low, and the public has 
expressed an overwhelming demand for change, 
Obama’s lack of Washington experience may actu-
ally be a tremendous advantage. Obama’s status as an 
outsider absolves him of responsibility for the mess 
in Iraq, which makes it politically easier for him to 
get us out as soon as possible. Also, in contrast with 
“more experienced” candidates, Obama lacks politi-

cal – or personal - baggage that might distract from 
his leadership on serious issues. And, as Obama ar-
ticulated recently, his relative youth actually gives 

him more credibility as our nation faces decisions 
that will affect those born after the Baby Boomer 
generation.  
 All things considered, Barack Obama should be 
the Democratic nominee for president of the United 
States. After a decade of passive defeatism masquer-
ading as “bipartisanship,” Democrats need a fresh 
and dynamic leader to not only save our party, but to 
save our country. Embodying the hope and idealism 
of a younger generation, Barack Obama will offer 
fresh ideas and strong leadership in addressing the 
problems we confront today.

A Vote for Obama
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Obama’s age gives him greater 
credibility in addressing the 
problems of our generation.

Unlike the awkward stiffness of 
more recent Democratic presiden-
tial candidates, Barack Obama is 
young, handsome, and naturally 

telegenic.

Obama’s telegenic family would be an especially 
strong asset against Rudy Giuliani or 

Fred Thompson.
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Full Name: Christopher John Dodd
Political Offi ce: U.S. Senator from    
            Connecticut, 1981-present; U.S.   
 Representative from Connecticut,             
 1975-1981
Date of Birth: May 27, 1944
Place of Birth: Willimantic, CT
Education: B.A. in English Literature,           
 Providence College, 1966; J.D.,   
 University of  Louisville, 1972
Spouse: Jackie Marie Clegg, married 1999
Children: Daughter, Grace Meacham born      
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Home: East Haddam, CT
Campaign Website: chrisdodd.com
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     his experience in the Senate

Biography
Full Name: William Blaine Richardson III
Political Offi ce: Governor of New Mexico, 2002-present; U.S. Representative from New Mexico,
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of a border state

The Case for Bill Richardson
BY BEN STAROBIN 

 What the United States needs, now more than ever, 
is a fi gure who has intelligence, drive, and experience 
--  someone who can put our country back on the right 
track. 
 The leadership of the Bush administration has left 
many aspects of this country in disrepair and disregard. 
Bill Richardson, the current governor of New Mexico, 
is the Democratic candidate who has the experience 
and zeal necessary to lead this country in the years to 
come.
  As a representative for New Mexico for fi fteen 
years, and now as the state’s governor, Richardson 
has been a vanguard of environmental consciousness. 
He has signed a number of bills that call for the use of 
renewable energies, hoping to reduce the dependency 
on foreign oil and also to lessen the impact of energy-
making facilities that add to the problem of global 

warming. Having served as Secretary of Energy during Bill 
Clinton’s presidency, he has the knowledge to fi nally bring a 
positive change in environmental policy to the federal sphere. 
 Governor Richardson recognizes the detrimental impacts 
of the current administration, especially in the fi eld of foreign 
policy, and seeks to halt their effects. 
 He has the credentials and experience to do this. Richardson 
served as the U.S. ambassador to the U.N. during Bill Clinton’s 
presidency. He has helped with negotiations in Darfur, and 
has been nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize four times for 
his efforts in trying to bring peace to this war-torn region of 
Africa. He holds fast to the idea of a bilateral world, with the 
understanding that alliances must be repaired, and workable 
leadership must exist in the global arena.
 One of Governor Richardson’s most pronounced policies 
is to withdraw troops from Iraq as soon as possible. The Iraqi 
scenario, as established by Richardson, cannot be solved by 
military actions. The situation has diverted America’s focus 
from other more pressing matters, such as homeland security and 

BY ELIE BLIMES

 I do not support Chris Dodd for the Democratic 
nomination, but I am writing this out of appreciation 
for his being my only sane Connecticut senator (see 
Lieberman, Joseph I.). Dodd possesses an impressive 
record of service, and has proposed compelling, for-
ward-thinking ideas; at the very least, he deserves con-
sideration as a qualifi ed presidential candidate.
 Most of Dodd’s accomplishments have fl own under 
the radar, but a closer look reveals a lifetime of tireless 
contributions. Dodd served in the Peace Corps and the 
National Guard before attending law school and enter-
ing the political scene. After three terms in the House, 
Dodd has represented Connecticut in the Senate for the 
past 27 years.
 Dodd has been an outspoken advocate of rights for 
children and single parents. He worked tirelessly for 
seven years to pass the Family and Medical Leave Act 
(1993), a law that guarantees 12 weeks of unpaid leave 
(with health coverage) for employees who need to stop 
work to care for newborns or ill family members, or for 
their own recovery from a serious illness. 
 Dodd continues to be a strong voice for progressiv-
ism in the Senate. He fi rmly announced his intention to 
fi libuster any legislation that might grant immunity to 
telecom companies that allow the government to pur-
sue warrantless wiretapping. Unlike many other Dem-
ocratic senators, Chris Dodd refuses to be bullied by 
President Bush and the Republican minority.
 Just two weeks ago, Dodd was one of thirty senators 
to sign a letter warning President Bush not to pursue 
military action against Iran without receiving Congres-
sional approval. Barack Obama and Joe Biden declined 
to sign this letter, saying that they were skeptical of its 
effectiveness. Dodd’s continued optimism in the ability 
of our legislative channels to solve problems is what 
makes him such a valuable public servant.
 Senator Dodd has also introduced the “Restoring the 
Constitution Act” to roll back some of the Bush Admin-
istration’s horrid re-interpretations of basic rights and 

liberties, most notably in the U.S. Patriot Act. Dodd’s legislation 
would guarantee certain rights (including those provided by the 
Geneva Convention) to prisoners being held as “enemy combat-
ants,” and would also preclude the introduction at trial of evi-
dence that had been gathered through torture.
 Though Dodd has yet to break 5 percent in any primary poll, 
including among voters in Connecticut, he received the endorse-
ment of the International Association of Fire Fighters, a union 
with nearly 300,000 members nationally. 
 Given Dodd’s strong performance in the campaign thus far, 
this lack of voter support is puzzling. Dodd has come out strong-
ly in favor of decriminalizing marijuana (!), a controversial is-
sue with strong support among young voters. He shines during 
his brief comments at debates, refusing to campaign for Hillary 
Clinton’s vice-presidential nomination.
 If any voter questions Dodd’s debating skills, he or she should 
watch the YouTube clip of Dodd’s March performance on The 
O’Reilly Factor. Faced with Bill’s relentless, hateful attack on 
the liberal website DailyKos, Dodd calmly takes down O’Reilly 
on his own show. (http://youtube.com/watch?v=7ApOkZJN7-
c).
 Dodd’s platform is a conglomeration of the progressive ideas 
that any Democratic nominee should possess. Senator Dodd 
would require that cars travel 50 miles per gallon by 2017, a 
track that would end our dependence on Middle Eastern oil by 
2015, and would reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80 percent by 
2050 (chrisdodd.com). All new government vehicles would also 
need to be hybrids or use other fuel-effi cient technology. 
 Dodd also supports providing every American with the same 
health coverage that is given to members of Congress and their 
families. Businesses and individuals would not be asked to con-
tribute more than they could afford to this plan, but it would 
establish an important social provision.
 Despite Dodd’s achievements, talents, and proposals, his can-
didacy appears doomed to a January fi nish. Last week’s Quinni-
piac University poll of Connecticut voters found that 70 percent 
wanted Dodd to drop out of the presidential race. Dodd will not 
get my vote, but his distinguished career has earned him more 
than an early exit in this race. 

the presence of Al-Qaeda throughout other parts of the 
world. Pulling troops out of Iraq, Richardson asserts, 
gives diplomatic forces a chance to provide viable and 
lasting solutions. 
 At the same time, he desires a military presence in 
the Middle East, such as the perpetual maintenance of 
bases in friendly countries in the area, like Kuwait. To 
remain in Iraq only takes away from the ability of our 
armed forces to respond to other foreign threats that 
may arise in the future.    
 Governor Richardson has proven himself as a 
capable politician through his service in Congress, as 
an ambassador for the U.S. to the United Nations, and 
as the Governor of a border state. 
 With this background, I feel confi dent in asserting 
that Bill Richardson has the experience necessary to be 
the next president of the United States. 

*ELECTION 2008*
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Full Name: John Reid Edwards
Political Offi ce: U.S. Senator from North Carolina, 1999- 
                            2005
Date of Birth: June 10, 1953
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Education: B.S., North Carolina State University, 1974;     
  J.D., University North Carolina, 1977
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                          born 1998; son, Jack, born 2000 
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Home: Chapel Hill, NC
Campaign Website: www.johnedwards.com
Hobbies: Perfecting his immaculate hairstyle, hangin’   
                with the workin’ folks

John Edwards: Big, Bold Change
*ELECTION 2008*

BY WILL ROSENZWEIG

 When a Democrat takes offi ce on January 20th, 
2009, that person will confront enormous challeng-
es. The legacy of George W. Bush is one of bellicose 
foreign policy, reckless spending, growing income 
inequality, environmental disaster, corporate greed, 
and fear. Erasing that reality will require fi rm con-
victions, progressive solutions, and a fi ghting spirit. 
So, when a Democrat takes offi ce on January 20th, 
2009, does it matter what kind of Democrat they 
will be?
 We’ve got an impressive assortment of candi-
dates on the Democratic side this cycle. Joe Biden, 
Chris Dodd, and Bill Richardson have built their 
candidacies on their years of experience in govern-
ment, but in 2008, we need more than experience. 
Barack Obama has argued that he is the candidate 
that can bring the country together, but in 2008, we 
need more than inspiration. Hillary Clinton con-
tends that she represents pragmatic experience, but 
in 2008, we need more than incremental steps. John 
Edwards is the truly progressive candidate who will 
fi ght for big, bold change.
 When it comes to Iraq, we need more than half 
measures. John Edwards is for withdrawing all com-
bat forces from the country because we should not 
have to police a civil war. He believes that George 
Bush’s foreign policy is fundamentally fl awed, 
which is why he opposes bombing Iran, and why he 
had the courage to say that the “War on Terror” was 
nothing more than a bumper sticker slogan. 
 Edwards supports real, universal healthcare cov-
erage. He was the fi rst candidate to come out with 
a detailed plan that covers everyone. In addition, 
Edwards understands the tremendous threat of cli-

mate change, and he is committed to capping emissions and 
turning to renewable forms of energy.
 Edwards has years of experience persuading juries and 
congressmen as a lawyer and a United States Senator. In 
2008, however, we don’t just need persuasion, we need a 
fi ghter. John Edwards is a fi ghter. When solid majorities 
of the American people support insuring all citizens in a 
truly universal healthcare program, cutting emissions and 
combating global warming, and getting our troops out of 
Iraq, America needs someone who is willing to take on the 
entrenched interests in Congress and fi ght for meaningful 
change.
 We’ve seen how campaign promises have dissolved 
under the strenuous processes that are required in order 
to pass a law. With our new majorities in both houses of 
Congress, majorities that should balloon following the up-

coming election, and public opinion in favor of 
Democratic aims, real change is possible with the 
right president. Yet, the 2006 election has shown 
that resounding electoral victories do not necessar-
ily translate into triumphant legislative ones. We 
must have a president who will not accept a watered 
down version of health care reform. We must have 
a president who pulls all combat troops out of Iraq. 
We must have a president who will make a strong 
push to take money out of politics, and one who 
will reverse global warming. We must, not just be-
cause it’s right, but because it’s what the American 
people want. And we must have a president who 
understands that. John Edwards understands that; 
that’s why he is the president we need.

BY CORNELL STUDENTS FOR JOE BIDEN 

 Democratic America, you have an extremely im-
portant decision to make. At this juncture in American 
politics you wield great power. The failings of Presi-
dent Bush have all but assured you the Oval Offi ce in 
2008. Assured, that is, with the assumption that you 
make the right choice when nominating your candi-
date. This assumption may not be the safest one, how-
ever, if you look at your track record, in the past six 
elections you have lost four. (Well…three really, but 
we’ll leave that alone for now.)
 So how do you break this streak? Well, you’ve got 
to be smart and brave in your choice for a candidate 
this winter, and that means assessing the most vital 
issues and choosing the candidate who can best ad-
dress these issues, not just someone who makes you 
feel warm inside. When you look at the reality on the 
ground, the war in Iraq has clearly become the defi n-
ing issue of the 2008 election, and it will remain the 
focal issue in American politics well beyond this elec-
tion cycle.
 Iraq is much more than just an election issue, it is 
the “be all end all” of America’s existence as a world 
power. This language may be strong, but it does not 
do justice to the gravity of the situation. Iraq today is 
worse than Vietnam ever was. “How so?” you may 
ask. “Our casualties aren’t even close to those in the 
Vietnam era.” Well, you must understand that although 
you don’t see the number of casualties you saw back 
in Vietnam, America also has not heard from the Viet-
cong since we left. Once we leave Iraq, you can bet 
we’ll hear from the radical Islamic terrorists who are 
being recruited due to the war. 
 Every day that we stay in Iraq is another day of 
inspiration for those who hate us. We are stuck in a ter-
rible, un-winnable war, and there is no light at the end 
of the tunnel. What’s worse is that we can’t just retreat 
like we did in Vietnam, because if Iraq becomes any 
more out of control than it is right now, it will become 
a terrorist hotbed and the whole region will destabi-
lize. This is not supposition; this is fact.
 We messed up in Iraq. Plain and simple, that’s the 

truth. So how do you, Democratic America, assure that you don’t 
mess this up? Well, you’ve got to nominate the right person, and 
that person is Senator Joe Biden. The Senator is as experienced 
as a candidate can be, and has a feasible partition plan for the 
Iraq, leaving it as a loose federal state. Senator Biden has been 
to the region eight times, and chairs the Senate foreign relations 
committee. He has a fi rmer grasp on Iraq than anyone else in 
American politics today, including the current President. Fur-
themore, he is the only candidate strong enough to implement a 
plan, and the only one smart enough to come up with a feasible 
one himself. 
 Situations like Iraq are not new. Israel had the same problem 
on its hands in 1982 when it invaded Lebanon. The invasion was 
a cakewalk, but the aftermath was hell. Israel ended up spending 
eighteen years in the middle of a tribal mess with no clue how 
to get out. Over the course of its occupation, Israel was manipu-
lated by small tribal leaders in a very similar way that America is 
being manipulated today by militant tribal leaders who side with 
the U.S. against Al Qaeda of Mesopotamia. Israel did not have 
the proper leaders in place in Lebanon, and so Hezbollah ended 
up taking over. If the U.S. isn’t careful, and with the path it is 
taking now it seemingly won’t be, there is a good chance it will 
end up with another Hezbollah in the Shiite areas of Iraq. The 
scariest thing is that this may be the least of our worries. 
 Let’s face it, the sad reality is that a Clinton or a Obama 
nomination will probably mean that President Giuliani will be 
inaugurated in January 2009. This country has a serious race 
and gender problem that the Republicans are extremely adept 
at manipulating. Now, the point is not to vote for Biden because 
he is a white man, but rather to vote for him because under his 
leadership this country is going to be a much better place. But, 
that does not mean that a realistic picture of America should be
tossed aside for a less sensible one.
 The bottom line is this: with great power comes great respon-
sibility. You are now responsible to pick a smart, electable and 
experienced candidate. Consider the possibilities, consider the 
consequences, and be smart when you vote. Your choice this 
election may make the difference for the next eight years, so use 
your power wisely.

Cornell Students for Joe Biden is a group under the Cornell Demo-
crats and is run by Alex Kantrowitz. For more information, contact 

amk83@cornell.edu.

Choose Wisely, Choose Biden
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Mike Gravel: The Long Shot from Alaska
*ELECTION 2008*

BY SAM LEVINE

 Former Alaskan Senator Mike Gravel fol-
lows a long-line of presidential long-shots, but 
what separates Gravel from many of his prede-
cessors is that—to put it as subtly as possible so 
as not to offend his numerous Cornell support-
ers—he may actually be crazy. 
 Take this enlightening statement from an Au-
gust, 2007 gay pride event in New Hampshire 
as an example. Asked where he stood on the 
issue of gays in the military, Gravel responded, 
“When Clinton got to be president, well, the 
fi rst he’s doing is standing there on two legs 
waffl ing back and forth, oh, don’t tell us you’re 
gay. What are you talking about? If you had any 
knowledge of history, ancient history, in Sparta 
they encouraged homosexuality because they 
fi ght for the people they love. And if it’s your 
partner and you love them, you’re prepared to 
die for them, and that’s the same ethic you see 
in the military today. It’s not the country. It’s 
my partner. Go see the movies on war, and it’s 
always the person next to me who is in my fox-
hole with me. Well, I got to tell you, extend that 
a little further and you’ll see why the Spartans 
trained their people to be homosexuals, because 
they’re better fi ghters.” 
 Hmm…I’ll tell you one thing: I would pay 
good money to see Senator Gravel debate an 
expert on Spartan history about the link be-
tween ‘trained homosexuality’ and ‘fi ghting-
ability.’  
 Save for the occasional verbal mishap and 
the small fi nancial problems that have plagued 
him (in 2004 he declared personal bankruptcy 
and in 2007 he declared that he has “zero net 
worth”), the former Alaskan Senator seems to 
make for a very viable Presidential candidate. 
His support for the Fair Tax Congressional pro-
posal (which strives to eliminate the IRS and 
the income tax and replace it with a progres-
sive national sales tax on newly manufactured 
items and services) has further helped separate 
Gravel from other, less open-minded Demo-
cratic candidates.  
 When he’s not politicking, Senator Gravel 
also enjoys reading books and listening to them 
on his iPod, and watching favorite movies, 
like “The Lives of Others” and “The Wind that 
Shakes the Barley.” While his Facebook profi le 
does not mention it, Gravel has also been known 
to enjoy long, peaceful walks on the beach and 
watching re-runs of “Sex and the City” with his 
dog.
 Recent polling results (Gravel polls lower 
than .05% nationally) suggest that the Senator’s 
2008 Presidential bid has yet to muster consid-
erable steam. But while the oldest Democratic 
candidate (Gravel celebrated his 77th birthday 
in May) may not have a legitimate chance at 
winning the presidency, his colorful political 
career should not be judged solely on his recent 
performances.
 In 1971, for example, Gravel played a key 
role in the release of the Pentagon Papers — a 
large collection of secret government docu-
ments pertaining to the Vietnam War. Gravel 
inserted 4,100 pages of the Papers into the 
Congressional Record of his Senate Subcom-
mittee on Buildings and Grounds, which were 
later issued by the Beacon Press as the “Senator 
Gravel Edition” — the most complete edition 

of the Pentagon Papers to be published. Also in 1971, 
Gravel embarked on a one-man fi libuster against legis-
lation renewing the military draft. Using various parlia-
mentary maneuvers, Gravel was able to block the bill 
for fi ve months before President Richard Nixon and 
Senate Republicans agreed to allow the draft to expire 
in 1973.
 More recently, Gravel has also been a vocal critic 
of the current war in Iraq, and he has pushed for the 
immediate and orderly withdrawal of all U.S. troops 
from the region. “The only thing worse than one soldier 
dying in vain,” Gravel has stressed on more than one 
occasion, “is more soldiers dying in vain.”
 Unfortunately, Senator Gravel has not been given 
ample opportunity to expand on his domestic and for-
eign policies in televised Democratic debates, and is 
consistently passed on for more popular candidates like 
Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton. Financial woes 

have also hampered Gravel’s effort to publicize 
his candidacy. At the end of March 2007, his 
campaign had less than $500 in cash on hand 
against debts of nearly $90,000.  
 Mike Gravel is not a legitimate Presidential 
candidate; indeed, Gravel may not be a very se-
rious person anymore, to which his recent state-
ments can attest. And while Gravel’s rhetoric 
does provide for an amusing rest from what 
has otherwise been a serious race, this one-time 
Senator should call it quits. Mike Gravel was 
an important fi gure during the Vietnam War 
and for the state of Alaska; he should be re-
membered for his successes three decades ago, 
not for his bankruptcy and half-senile remarks 
during the 2008 presidential election. 
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Biography
Full Name: Dennis John Kucinich

Political Offi ce: U.S. Representative from Ohio, 1987-present; Mayor of Cleveland, OH, 
1977-1979

Date of Birth: October 8, 1946

Place of Birth: Cleveland, OH

Education: B.A. and M.A. in speech and communication, Case Western Reserve 
University, 1973

Spouse: Elizabeth Harper (third wife), married 2005

Children: Daughter, Jackie (with fi rst wife Sandra Lee McCarthy)

Religion: Roman Catholic

Home: Cleveland, OH

Campaign Website: www.dennis4president.com

Hobbies: Not eating anything with a face, frolicking with woodland creatures, tracking 
UFO’s

Dennis Kucinich: Wonder Boy
BY TIMOTHY MYERS

If you are at all dismayed by the 
belligerent, corporate-friendly, anti-
constitutionalist policies that the fed-
eral government has adopted in recent 
years under the feckless and disastrous 
leadership of George W. Bush, then 
the least you can do to help change 
those distinctively reactionary poli-

cies is to vote for a Democratic presi-
dent in 2008.  That is a no-brainer; the 
Democratic candidates’ rhetoric sug-
gests that if any one of them is elected, 
he (or Hillary) would dramatically 
change the currently absurd foreign 
and domestic policies of “our”  gov-
ernment—a government whose execu-
tive branch has been hijacked by a ca-
bal of Luddite neo-conservatives. 
  While I believe that almost any 
Democratic president would restore at 
least some of the progressive policies 
that are necessary for our democracy 
to function, it is clear from voting re-
cords and campaign contributions that 
most of the Democratic candidates 
have exhibited a troubling measure 
of hypocrisy. Joe Biden, Hillary Clin-
ton, Chris Dodd, and John Edwards all 
voted to authorize the invasion of Iraq 
in 2002 and to enact the Patriot Act in 
2001, but now they all speak of what a 
travesty it was to invade Iraq and of the 
grave need to reinstate the Constitution 
in our government. Barack Obama—a 
self-proclaimed anti-special-interests 
politician—preaches that every Amer-
ican should have healthcare coverage, 
but he has amassed roughly $2.2 mil-
lion in campaign contributions from 
the healthcare industry, the same in-
dustry that has left nearly 50 million 
Americans without any coverage at 
all.   
  But let this not be a diatribe on the 
failure of the cowardly and browbeat-
en Democrats in Congress to effec-
tively challenge the alarming policies 
implemented by President Bush dur-
ing his two terms in offi ce; there is one 
candidate among the Democrats who 
has exhibited superior judgment  on 
the issues that affect this nation most. 
That man is Representative Dennis 
Kucinich of Ohio, and he deserves the 
recognition and support of the Ameri-
can people. Indeed, he voted against 
invading Iraq and against the uncon-
stitutional Patriot Act. Furthermore, he 
has continued to vote against funding 
the war in Iraq, remaining consistent 
with his original stance of opposing  
the war. As far as campaign contribu-
tions go, he refuses to accept no cor-
porate money whatsoever. This policy 
is an assurance that as president, he 
would not be swayed by corporate 

lobbyists, and he would craft policy 
around the needs of the American peo-
ple—not around the monetary desires 
of Big Business. Thus, as far as I am 
concerned, his credibility is truly non-
pareil. 
  Congressman Kucinich advocates 
a truly universal, not-for-profi t health-
care system that would provide free, 
complete health coverage for every 
American. His system would disband 
the money-lord-run  health insurance 
companies, which control the existing 
system solely for their own benefi t. 
The proposal, which Kucinich lays 
out in H.R. 676 along with Rep. John 
Conyers (D-MI), would essentially 
provide Americans with an enhanced 
version of Medicare.
  The United States currently spends 
more per capita on healthcare than any 
other nation does; yet, according to a 
Consumer Reports survey, 25 percent 
of non-elderly Americans are underin-
sured to the extent that hospital staffs 
often postpone medical care for these 
patients due to costs. In addition, al-
most 50 million Americans lack any 
coverage whatsoever. These are rather 
embarrassing fi gures, if you ask me.
  The underlying problem with our 
system is that it treats healthcare as 
a market commodity rather than as a 
social service. HMO’s make billions 
of dollars in profi t each year by deny-
ing coverage to applicants with certain 
“pre-existing” conditions, charging 

customers for ambulance rides that 
were not “pre-approved” by their in-
surance companies, and through other 
devious tactics. Moreover, under the 
current system, doctors inevitably 
need secretaries and other staff mem-
bers to handle the billing process and 
to collect information on the various 
private insurance plans that their pa-
tients have. Hence, approximately 31 
percent of the money spent on health-
care goes towards the administrative 
costs needed for healthcare provid-
ers to deal with insurance companies. 
That is roughly $350 billion per year 
that could go directly to the medical 
needs of the American people.
But what about those who contend that 
the government-run system would suf-
fer from the same ineffi ciency? Con-
sider that 98 percent of funding for 
Medicare is actually spent on medical 
care. Need I say more?  
 Kucinich is the only contender for 
the presidency with enough audacity 
and wit to propose a government-pro-
vided healthcare system in America, 
and his proposal is endorsed by about 
14,000 physicians from Physicians 

for a National Health Program. I fi nd 
it diffi cult to argue for those other 
healthcare reform plans, that claim to 
provide coverage for all, yet would 
leave the system run by profi t-driven 
entities.  
 Another outstanding proposal 
by Kucinich is his plan to create the 
Works Green Administration (WGA), 
modeled after FDR’s Works Progress 
Administration that provided jobs 
for millions of Americans during the 
Depression. The WGA would essen-
tially initiate a “green makeover” of 
the economy; it would put millions 
of Americans to work at solid wages, 
manufacturing and installing envi-
ronmentally-conscious technology in 
homes and offi ce buildings throughout 
the country.  
 We are in desperate need of an en-
vironmental makeover in this country, 
and we must do all that we can to in-
spire Americans to undo the damage 
wreaked by the anti-environmental po-
lices of the Bush Administration. And 
for those who may think that there are 
plenty of good-paying job opportuni-
ties in America, and that there is no 
need for more government-employed 
jobs to be created, consider a certain 
statement by our president. As seen in 
Michael Moore’s Sicko, a woman in-
forms President Bush that she works 
three different jobs, to which President 
Bush responds, “Uniquely American. 

Isn’t it?” Contemplate that statement 
for a while.  
 The WGA would not only provide 
millions of “green-collar” jobs to 
Americans, but it would provide the 
necessary training for market-based 
manufacturing jobs. These jobs would 
be created by the Kucinich Adminis-
tration when it withdraws from NAF-
TA, which, according to the Economic 
Policy Institute, has caused the loss of 
over one million jobs in the U.S. The 
institute also estimates that 1.3 million 
Mexican farmworkers have similarly 
lost their jobs because of the implica-
tions of NAFTA. It is no wonder, then, 
why illegal immigration from Mexico 
is on the rise. Therefore, by canceling 
NAFTA, the illegal immigration prob-
lem has a good shot at being remedied, 
and the potential for many blue-collar 
American jobs to be created is estab-
lished.
 Such is the nature of Kucinich’s 
vision for the solutions to just a few 
of America’s problems. And he does 
have a chance at winning the nomina-
tion; recently he raked in 31.97 per-
cent of more than 150,000 votes cast 
by participants in on online poll con-
ducted by Democrats For America—
more than any other candidate. About 
a month ago in a Zogby America poll, 
Congressman Kucinich was in fourth 
place.

Congressman Kucinich’s 
credibility is truly 

nonpareil.

Kucinich is the only 
contender for president 
with enough audacity 
and wit to propose a 
government-provided 
healthcare system .

*ELECTION 2008*

Dennis Kucinich: Old School

CP
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The Democrats on the Issues
Compiled by Elie Bilmes, Catherine Lussenhop, and Timmy Myers

Introduction:
The Progressive recognizes that it can be diffi cult to differentiate between the positions of the eight Democratic candidates for president. The media 
often chooses to focus on insignifi cant details about the candidates’ personal lives, or else devotes so much time to the frontrunners, that less popu-
lar candidates’ positions remain buried. To help our readers decide which candidate is best for them, we have compiled each candidate’s position 
on the Iraq war, healthcare, and climate change. For obvious reasons, we couldn’t include every important issue, but we feel that these three are 
ones of tremendous importance in this campaign season.  

Iraq
Joe Biden
-Creation of semi-autonomous regions for Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds, while guaranteeing a share of oil revenues to each group
-By next summer, withdraw all U.S. troops except for a “small residual force” for training and anti-terrorist strikes

Hillary Clinton
-Begin a diplomatic initiative to “develop and implement a strategy to create a stable Iraq”
-Phased redeployment of U.S. troops in a “thoughtful, orderly, careful way” beginning within 60 days of inauguration

Chris Dodd
-Repositioning of troops from dangerous urban centers (like Baghdad) to quieter rural and Kurdish areas, with full withdrawal from Iraq by April 
30 of next year
-Leave a residual force to protect U.S. personnel and property, assist with training, and conduct anti-terrorism operations

John Edwards
-Immediate withdrawal of 40,000 troops, followed by “complete withdrawal within nine to ten months”
-Leave troops to guard U.S. embassy and humanitarian workers, but also require all units to meet readiness standards before deployment to Iraq

Mike Gravel
-Has always opposed the invasion of Iraq. Bring home U.S. troops within 120 days
-Allow Iraqis to “reconstruct their own country” by handing over contracts to Iraqi businesses

Dennis Kucinich
-Has always opposed the Iraq war. Immediate and unilateral withdrawal of U.S. troops and contractors
-Launch investigation into corruption by U.S. contractors

Barack Obama
-Opposed the war from the start Deploy all U.S. troops (except for a residual force) by 2009
-A “surge of diplomacy” to write a new Iraqi constitution and solve humanitarian crisis

Bill Richardson
-Redeployment of all troops out of Iraq by end of fi rst year in offi ce
-Convene a security conference with neighboring countries (including Iran and Syria) to create a U.N.-led peacekeeping force
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Healthcare

Biden:
-Expand the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) to ensure coverage for all children, especially those below the Federal Poverty 
level
-Allow uninsured adults to buy into an insurance program like the Federal Employee Health Benefi t Plan (FEHBP) (buy-ins would be on a slid-
ing scale by income)

Clinton:
-Allow individuals to keep their healthcare coverage if they are happy with it
-Offer a menu of private and public health plan options to the uninsured and those who want to change their coverage, which will include plans 
available to members of Congress through the FEHBP

Dodd:
-Create Universal HealthMart, an insurance marketplace similar to the FEHBP, for the uninsured or those who want to change their healthcare 
plans 
-Universal coverage will be achieved through a mandate shared by businesses and individuals (“universal coverage through universal responsi-
bility”)

Edwards:
-Expand SCHIP and Medicaid, create new tax credits, and create regional “Health Care Markets” to increase choices for affordable plans
-Require businesses and employers to cover their employees or to help fi nance their employees’ healthcare
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Gravel:
-Provide equal medical care to all citizens with certifi cates, fi nanced through a retail sales tax
-Certifi cates would pay for one of fi ve insurance plans, or a plan from the government similar to Medicare; there would be nothing to pay

Kucinich:
-Establish a single-payer, not-for-profi t healthcare system
-Use the money that goes to the administrative costs of healthcare providers to directly pay for the healthcare itself, thereby providing universal 
coverage

Obama:
-Create a national health plan similar to the FEHBP, expand Medicaid and SCHIP, and create National Health Insurance Exchange for those who 
wish to purchase private insurance. This would all, in sum, provide universal coverage
-Modernize the healthcare system by moving to an electronic health information system, and decrease costs by de-emphasizing insurance com-
pany monopolies and lowering prescription drug costs

Richardson:
-Allow access to Medicare for citizens 55 and over, and access to the same healthcare plans available to members of Congress for other citizens
-Everyone who needs coverage gets an advance refundable tax credit based on income; veterans also receive a “Heroes Health Card” that will 
give them a choice of physicians based on where they live

Note: The Democratic candidates all understand that climate change is a real, global issue that needs to be addressed. Each can-
didate vows in some way to restore America’s leadership on the issue and to work with other nations to address it, and each to 
some extent advocates a greenhouse gas cap-and-trade system, with the goal of ensuring emission levels do not exceed certain 
amounts. Every candidate would aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to around 80% of 1990 levels by 2050—with the ex-
ceptions of Bill Richardson, who would set a goal of 90% by that time, and Mike Gravel, who has not specifi ed a target amount. 
Moreover, they all aim to boost renewable energy sources to account for around 20% of electricity production in the United 
States by 2020—with the exceptions of Bill Richardson, who would set a goal of 30% by 2020, and Dennis Kucinich, who would 
set a goal of 30-40% by that same time.

Biden
-Require all new cars manufactured after 2017 to be fuel-fl exible—i.e., able to run on either standard gasoline or another fuel such as ethanol
-Establish a program giving $50 million to states for the creatation of programs to educate Americans about energy-effi cient technology and 
encourage its use

Clinton
-Initiate a transformation to a green economy, using a market-based approach that could create as many as fi ve million new jobs
-Create a $50 billion Strategic Energy Fund to spur research and development of clean energy

Dodd
-Enact a Corporate Carbon Tax, discouraging businesses from the use of fossil fuels, which could create government revenues of over $50 bil-
lion per year
-Require that all new coal-fueled power plants capture and sequester carbon dioxide emissions

Edwards
-Create a $13 billion-a-year New Energy Economy Fund to promote research and development of clean energy, and to help entrepreneurs start 
eco-friendly businesses
-Promote responsible family farming that mitigates environmental impacts through a cap-and-trade system, which could create profi ts of up to 
$8 billion annually for American farmers

Gravel
-Lead the fi ght against deforestation, which is second to the energy sector in contributing to global warming
-Initiate a massive global effort, collaborating particularly with India and China, to solve the climate crisis

Kucinich
-Establish the Works Green Administration, putting millions of Americans to work at decent wages, manufacturing and installing environmen-
tally conscious technology in homes and businesses throughout the country
-Rejoin the Kyoto accord immediately and implement its recommendations

Obama
-Aim to reduce the energy intensity (energy use per units of GDP) of our economy by 50% by 2030 by encouraging and promoting energy ef-
fi ciency across the economy
-Invest $150 billion over ten years to promote and implement the use of clean energy, and to create millions of new “green collar” jobs

Richardson
-Aim to cut U.S. oil demand by 50% by 2020 in part by introducing the 100 mile-per-gallon car into the marketplace
-Invite oil companies to become clean energy companies and to become a part of the solution to the climate crisis

Environment
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Which presidential candidate do you think 
will win the Democratic presidential 

nomination? 

Hillary Clinton - 64.0%
Barack Obama - 27.1%
John Edwards - 8.0%

Other - 0.9% 
(± 6.7%,  N=214)

Which national or global issue is most 
important to you? 

War in Iraq - 19.7%
Economy - 18.2%

Health Care - 14.9%
Environment - 13.4%

Education - 10.0%
National Security - 7.4%

Immigration - 3.7%
Foreign Policy - 3.7%

Abortion - 3.0%
Other - 6.0%
(± 6.0%,  N=269)

Which Republican presidential candidate 
do you most strongly support in the primary 

elections? (Republicans only) 

Rudy Giuliani - 44.8%
John McCain - 17.2%
Mitt Romney - 10.4%

Other - 10.4%
No Preference - 17.2%

(± 18.2%,  N=29)

Which presidential candidate do you think 
will win the Republican presidential 

nomination? 

Rudy Giuliani - 60.6%
Mitt Romney - 17.8%
John McCain - 12.4%

Ron Paul - 5.4%
Other - 3.8%
(± 7.2%,  N=185)

What Cornellians Think...

 
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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In the race for President...

DEMOCRATS
National

Clinton - 38%
Obama - 27%

Edwards - 13%
Richardson - 4%

 —Zogby (11/21) 

New Hampshire
Clinton - 36%
Obama - 22%

Edwards - 13%
Richardson - 12%

— CNN (11/20) 

Iowa
Obama - 30%
Clinton - 26%
Edwards - 22%

Richardson - 11%
Biden - 4%

—ABC News/
Washington Post (11/19) 

REPUBLICANS
National

Giuliani - 24%
Romney - 13%

Thompson - 13%
Huckabee - 13%
McCain - 11%
—Rasmussen Reports (11/21)

New Hampshire
Romney - 33%
McCain - 18%
Giuliani - 16%

Paul - 8%
Huckabee - 5%
Thompson - 4%

—CNN (11/20)

Iowa
Romney - 28%

Huckabee - 24%
Thompson - 15%

Giuliani - 13%
McCain - 6%

 —Zogby (11/21) 

National Polls

 Nearly 2,000 Cornell un-
dergraduates were randomly se-
lected from the entire Cornell un-
dergraduate population, and they 
were asked to complete this short 
poll relating to the presidential 
primary elections. The purpose 
of this poll was to get an accurate 
refl ection of the views of Cornell 
undergraduate students before the 
primaries begin. We received a 
total of 273 responses, certainly 
enough to reveal insights about the 
political views of Cornell under-
grads. The margins of error below 
each question represent the range 
that a statistician would conclude, 
with 95% confi dence, includes the 
actual percentage of all Cornell 
undergrads who would select that 
answer.
 In addition to the ques-
tions presented here, participants 
were asked a few demographic 

questions. While there are no sig-
nifi cant trends based on gender or 
class year, there are, interestingly, 
some trends among the large under-
graduate colleges. Of the 84 Arts 
& Sciences students, 57.1% are 
Democrats and only 7.1% are Re-
publicans, compared to the overall 
numbers of 50.2% Democrat and 
11.0% Republican. On the other 
side of the political spectrum, of 
the 70 CALS students, 41.4% are 
Democrats and 15.7% are Repub-
licans.  
 CALS students also differ 
on the issue that is most important 
to them; 23.2% of these students 
name the environment as their 
most important issue, compared to 
the overall percentage of 13.4%. 
This trend is not surprising coming 
from a school that contains several 
environmental majors, including 
“Natural Resources” and “Earth & 

Atmospheric Sciences.” Students 
in CALS also value Health Care 
more than students in other colleg-
es do, with 20.3% of those students 
choosing this compared to 14.9% 
overall.  Lastly, students from the 
College of Engineering care about 
the economy (29.9%) more than 
the average undergraduate student 
at Cornell (18.2%).
 Overall, we at The Cornell 
Progressive are very pleased with 
the participation that we received 
in the poll, and we would like to 
personally thank all those students 
who participated. Congratulations 
to Richard Zhang ‘10, the winner 
of the participation prize. And stay 
tuned for more Cornell undergrad-
uate polls in upcoming issues of 
The Cornell Progressive.
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BY SAM LEVINE

Arnon Perlman, Senior Advisor to Former 
Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, spoke to nearly 
one-hundred Cornellians in Goldwin Smith’s Lewis 
Auditorium on Wednesday, October 24.

Since leaving the Israeli cabinet in 2004, Perl-
man has served as a political consultant for the Ol-
mert Administration, and has also ventured outside 
of politics—serving as the Vice Chairman of the 
board of directors for the Maariv-Daily newspaper, 
and also working with the Economic Cooperation 
Foundation. While Perlman is no longer directly 
involved in the Israeli government, he sees this as an 
advantage. “Instead of having to always represent 
the government, I am now able to express my full 
opinions in a range of forums, and help examine 
policy-decisions in Israel from a more objective 
vantage point.”

In his speech, Mr. Perlman addressed the 
threats currently facing Israel, and focused on the 
decisive role that Iran and Syria play in propping-up 
and provoking terrorist organizations like Hamas 
and Hezbollah. Perlman also addressed the Is-
raeli-Palestinian confl ict, and suggested that he was 
“hopeful” that the Middle-East Summit at Annapolis 
(which started Nov. 26) “would be a step in the right 
direction to promoting a two-state solution.”

The Cornell Progressive’s Nate Baker had 
a chance to sit down with the Senior Government 
Advisor:

Cornell Progressive: “People often have trouble 
defi ning Ariel Sharon: Who and what exactly infl u-
enced a former militant general who had gone as far as 
climbing the Temple Mount and instigating thousands 
of Palestinians, to then spend his later years as Prime 
Minister pushing for peace and withdrawing from ter-
ritories? What would you say, looking back on your 
years serving under the man, really defi ned him?”

Arnon Perlman: “Ariel Sharon is not an easy 
man to understand. But, in all senses of the word, 
Ariel Sharon embodies the spirit of a leader. He did 
what he thought was right, what he thought was good 
for his country and for his people--Ariel Sharon never 
hesitated to do what had to be done, that much can be 
said with certainty. He was involved in Israel’s military 
and political affairs throughout his life. Some people 
portray him as an aggressive militant, while others 
see him as a hero. But whatever your impressions of 
the man, Ariel Sharon really epitomizes the biography 
of Israel.”

CP: Going back to the war with Lebanon in the 
summer of 2006: The Olmert government was widely 
criticized for its inability to organize the military ef-
fectively… there were reported shortages in weapons 
and food for soldiers, and some journalists painted a 
picture of general disarray in the army. Was Israel 
unprepared? And if so, what do you attribute to this 
unpreparedness? Also, how have the Israeli military 
and the Olmert Administration implemented changes 
to account for these errors? 

AP: “It is important to fi rst understand that we 
did not initiate the war. The war was started by a 
radical, terrorist organization [Hezbollah] when they 
kidnapped our soldiers. In my eyes, the main problem 
was not with the army—there are always going to be 
problems reported… such is the nature of war. The 
bigger problem, however, was that we were forced 
to fi ght in civilian territory. It would have been very 
easy for Israel to wipe out the Southern part of Leba-
non, but because we are a humane, democratic nation 
that values human life, we had to employ force in a 
smarter, more cautious manner. It is not that we were 
unprepared—granted there were some mistakes, and 
we are investigating those mistakes thoroughly—our 
main problem was that we were fi ghting in a very 
limited area [in the midst of] civilian populations. The 
consequences for the Lebanese people would have 
been very different if we acted more like Hezbollah 
and showed little regard for human life…But that is 

why we are a Democratic nation and Hezbollah is a 
terrorist organization that advocates publicly for the 
destruction of Israel.” 

CP: What do you think of the situation in Iraq 
today? Do you think that the American ‘surge’ strategy 
is working? Or do you think other strategies need to 
be implemented? 

AP: “Militarily, the U.S operation was an amaz-
ing success. The problems started once the U.S. started 
governing: the army is not an entity that should ever 
govern. Now, on the other hand, I don’t think that 
America should pull out its forces tomorrow…that 
would be a disaster. The Administration must plan an 
effective exit-strategy and slowly withdraw. Someone 
once told me: ‘The best exit-strategy is to suggest that 
you are a winner and leave.’ Maybe there is some 
validity to that...”

CP: What is the biggest threat facing Israel 
today?

AP: “I would say the Iranian threat. Their Presi-
dent, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, an outspoken Holocaust 
denier, publicly calls for the destruction of Israel daily! 
And privately, he is trying to obtain nuclear weapons. 
Imagine the consequences if he is successful. I’ll leave 
it up to you to decide what would have happened on 
9/11 if those planes were carrying nuclear weapons… 
Iran also hosts and instructs terrorists throughout the 
world. They are a huge threat to Israel in the Middle 
East today and to the world’s security in general.“   

CP: What does Israel hope to accomplish at the 
upcoming Annapolis Summit?  

AP: “I think that Annapolis is a fi rst step to 
regaining trust between the Israeli and Palestinian 
Leadership. I don’t think it is the ultimate solution, 
but I think it is a very important step on the road to 
peace. It is also absolutely essential that the moderate 
Arab states, like Egypt and Jordan, join the talks in 
Annapolis. Not only will they create a front against 
Iran and Syria, but they will also hold a more moderate 
voice that may infl uence the Palestinians. The two-
state solution is no secret, but the action of actually 
sitting down and talking suggests that there is a light 
at the end of the tunnel, and will move us closer to 
attaining that solution.”

CP: How have the Olmert and Sharon Admin-
istrations differed? Do you see serious differences 
between their policies, or were they merely faced with 
different challenges?  

AP: “The two Administrations are completely 
different; like night and day. I have to admit, I am a bit 
biased…I worked with Ariel Sharon 24/7, 365 days a 
year, and really got to know Ariel Sharon the person, 
rather than the politician/leader that most people know. 
I would tell you this about Prime Minister Olmert 
though. He is a very savvy, smart politician; he recog-
nizes problems and implements changes very quickly, 
and when he does make a mistake—he is very willing 
to analyze the errors, and make amends. If I had to 
guess, I would say that Ehud Olmert will continue to 
improve his leadership and will be Prime Minister for 
a very long time to come. 

The event was sponsored by Cornell’s Israel 
Public Affairs Committee (CIPAC), Cornell Hillel, 
and Caravan for Democracy. Nate Baker conducted 
the interview with Mr. Perlman for this article.

Perlman believes that the U.S. 
ran into problems in Iraq when 

its army was put into a position of 
governing.
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Mid-East Politics:
Former Israeli Offi cial Discusses the Current Situation 

in the Middle East

Top: Ariel Sharon touches Jerusalem’s Western Wall. (encyclopediabrittanica.com)
Above: Ariel Sharon gives a speech with Arnon Perlman in the background. (viewimages.com)
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BY JUSTIN GRANSTEIN

 With the 2008 Presidential elec-
tion looming large, for us, as Americans, 
understanding how our electoral process 
works (or doesn’t work) is important. 
While providing a relatively stable sys-
tem for over two centuries, our current 
election process is riddled with pitfalls 
and hypocrisies readily apparent to 
anyone who cares to look. 
 The 2000 U.S. presidential elec-
tion served as a wake-up call for many 
Americans. How, we all wondered, 
could the candidate who won the popu-
lar vote, lose the election? The answer 
lies in the quirks of what is known as 
the Electoral College; in essence, the 
United States functions as an indirect 
democracy. That is, while the popular 
vote is important, the people are not 
actually voting for the names on the 
ballot. Rather, they are voting for elec-
tors who have pledged their votes to 
those candidates. Each state is allotted 
a number of electors equal to that of 
its congressional representation (the 
number of Senators plus the number of 
Representatives [Washington, D.C. is 
given three electoral votes]). The winner 
of a presidential election must therefore 
receive a majority of 538 electoral (not 
popular) votes, or 270. So, while the 
popular vote decides the electors’ votes 
by state, the national popular vote has 
no de jure signifi cance in the outcome 
of the election. 
 Such was the scenario of 
the 2000 U.S. presidential election. 
Democrat Al Gore undisputedly won 
the national popular vote, however, the 
electoral count tells a much different 
story . While there were certainly other, 
less quantifi able factors at work (such as 
the political affi liations of the Supreme 
Court justices, as well as Katherine Har-

ris’ dual role as the Florida Secretary 
of State and also the co-chair of Bush’s 
Florida campaign), the 2000 election 
revealed a plethora of intriguing ques-
tions pertaining to U.S. politics. For ex-
ample, how was it that those 537 voters 
in Florida, despite being on the losing 
end of the national count to the tune of 
500,000, could still sway the election? 

How does a fragment of the population, 
representing barely 0.0005% of the total 
votes cast nationwide, decide the course 
of American history?   
 The answer lies partially in 
what is known as the “voting weight” of 
the following states using the Banzhaf 
Power Index (BPI) (More information 
available in Taylor, Alan D. Mathemat-
ics and Politics. New York: Springer, 
1995. 63-95.), which has become a stan-
dard measurement of the mathematical 
infl uence of voting entities with regard 
to the total weight of the system (in this 
case, the electoral college in its entirety). 
With this formula, we can determine the 
magnifi ed power of each swing state, 
based on its number of electoral votes 
relative to the amount of power each 
state has over the outcome of the elec-
tion. 
 To apply this to the 2000 elec-
tion, one must group states into one of 
three categories: those which are solidly 
Democratic, those which are solidly Re-
publican, and what we shall call “swing 
states,” or states whose electoral votes 

cannot be confi dently declared for either 
candidate. In order to take into account 
the ever-evolving political landscape, 
current hot button issues, and changing 
demographics, categorical determina-
tions will be made based on the recent 
voting record of each state. Swing 
states will be states that demonstrated 
a deciding margin of 5% or less in the 
2000 election. Additionally, in order 
to simplify our calculations, any state 
that voted for one party consecutively 
from 1988 through the 2000 election is 
considered to be solidly for that party, as 
long as the deciding margin was greater 
than 1%. This is depicted in Figure 1 
(below)
 Thus, the breakdown of the 
new “blocs” is as follows: 228 electoral 
votes for the solidly Democratic bloc, 93 
votes in the swing states, and 217 votes 
in the solidly Republican bloc. Keep-
ing in mind that a candidate needs 270 
electoral votes to win, the Democratic 
bloc will be looking to add 42 electoral 
votes, while the Republican bloc will 
need a further 53 electoral votes. 
 Using the aforementioned for-
mulas in combination with the assumed 
voting blocs constructed above, we can 
draw some important conclusions, out-
lined in Figure 2 (below). 
 Thus, while the voters in the 
Republican bloc account for over 40% 
of the electoral votes, their power, or 
the sway they have on the outcome of 
the election, is barely 22% - a drop of 
nearly half. Similarly, the Democratic 
bloc, while accounting for over 40% of 
the electoral votes, garners just 31% of 
the power in the voting system, repre-
senting a 25% cut in its power. What is 
truly striking though, is the effect that 
the Electoral College has on the power 
of the swing states: Florida, Pennsylva-
nia, and Ohio each command infl uence 

nearly three times that of their allotted 
electoral votes, while Wisconsin, New 
Mexico, Nevada and New Hampshire 
each come out with power that repre-
sents more than twice their proportion 
of electoral votes. 
 These numbers for the power of 
the states are, of course, merely a refl ec-
tion of the increased power of the voters 
themselves. Looking at this data another 
way, the results are even more frighten-
ing; if we add up the populations of 
these swing states as of 2000, we arrive 
at a grand total of 44,669,661 people. 
This represents 15.9% of the U.S. popu-
lation at the time (281,421,906). That is, 
according to our previous calculations, 
this 15.9% of the population possesses a 
whopping 46.55% of the deciding power 
in the American electoral system. 
 Such a glaring discrepancy in 
the power distribution of the American 

electoral system is a national tragedy 
that demands our attention, yet only 
manages to fall by the wayside in light 
of other hot button topics, such as abor-
tion and immigration. With our country 
so increasingly divided, however, the 
issue of election reform and power 
distribution is one guaranteed to sur-
face repeatedly, until we as a nation are 
forced to resolve it. 

Voter Equality in the U.S. Electoral College
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State Number of 
Electoral 

Votes

% of Electoral 
College

% BPI

Democratic 
Bloc

288 42.38% 31.11%

Republican 
Bloc

217 40.33% 22.34%

Florida 25 4.64% 12.73%

Nevada 4 0.74% 1.88%
New Hamp-

shire
4 0.74% 1.88%

New Mexico 5 0.93% 2.71%
Ohio 21 3.90% 10.65%

Pennsylvania 23 4.28% 12.32%
Wisconsin 11 2.04% 4.38%

Figure 2 

Democratic Swing Republican
California, Con-
necticut, Dela-

ware, D.C., Iowa, 
Hawaii, Illinois, 

Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, 

Michigan, Minne-
sota, New Jersey, 

New York, Oregon, 
Rhode Island, Ver-
mont, Washington

Florida, Nevada, 
New Hampshire, 

New Mexico, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Wis-

consin

Alabama, Alaska, 
Arizona, Arkansas, 
Colorado, Georgia, 

Idaho, Indiana, 
Kansas, Kentucky, 

Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebras-

ka, North Carolina, 
North Dakota, 

Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, South 

Dakota, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah, Vir-
ginia, West Vir-
ginia, Wyoming

Figure 1

Calculations performed by PowerSlave program, available at: Pajala, Antti, and Tommi 
Meskanen, comps. Voting Power and Power Index Website. 2002. University of Turku. 13 

May 2007 <http://powerslave.val.utu.fi /index.html>.

The 15.9% of the popu-
lation in swing states 
possesses a whopping 

46.55% of the deciding 
power in the American 

electoral system.

How does a tiny frag-
ment of the popula-
tion possess such a 

heavy infl uence over 
the course of American 

history?
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BY JONATHAN KORR, RACHEL 
QUIGLEY, CJ SLICKLEN, AND GREG

SCHVEY

 Regardless of whether you 
are a Republican, a Democrat, or an 
Independent, we can all agree that 
supporting our troops as they serve 
our country at home and abroad is 
essential. The purpose of this ar-
ticle is to raise awareness and so-
licit support for a new student-run, 
non-partisan organization named 
Students For Soldiers—with the 
primary goal of reaching out to 
American service men and wom-
en who do not receive mail on a 
regular basis, by pairing them with 
pen-pals here at Cornell.
 At this very moment, hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans 
are serving in the U.S. military in 

Iraq, Afghanistan, and other coun-
tries around the world; They are 
mothers, fathers, sons, daughters, 
brothers and sisters. In some of the 
more remote corners of the globe, 
regular mail and telephone service 
are extremely diffi cult to come by. 
One military parent told us that 
his son, stationed in the mountains 
of Afghanistan, can only receive 
mail about once a month, and that 
he can only call home once every 
two to three weeks. Other service 
men and women are not receiving 
any communications from home, 
whether it’s regular mail, e-mail, 
or telephone calls. 
 Here’s how it works: You 
write a letter to an unknown sol-
dier serving overseas, including 
your contact information. We will 
then set you up directly with a ser-
vice-person, and hopefully help 
establish a lasting correspondence 
between the two of you during that 
person’s stay in the service, and 
beyond.  

With the holidays com-
ing up, reaching out to 
our peers fi ghting over-

seas who may not be with 
their families is especially 

important.

Students for Soldiers

You can get involved in four dif-
ferent ways:

1. Send an e-mail to Studentsfor-
Soldiers@gmail.com indicating 
your interest to receive weekly e-
mail updates of our activities and 
upcoming events. 
2. E-mail us your letter addressed 
to “Any Servicemen”—we will 
send it out for you!
3. Drop your letter in one of the 
many collection folders in frater-
nities, sororities, and public plac-
es around campus—don’t worry 
about envelopes or postage, we’ll 
handle that.
4. Apply for a position on the 
executive board by emailing the 
above address.

 With the holidays coming 
up, reaching out to our peers fi ght-
ing overseas who may not be with 
their families is especially impor-
tant. By no means is this a seri-
ous time commitment; you could 
just simply write a letter or two, 
and then shoot us an email or drop 
your letter(s) off. Your efforts can 
make a difference, and they will 
help demonstrate appreciation for 
the bravery and courage that our 
men and women show every day 
through defending our country. 

 

Many American troops are not receiving any communications from home.
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tions. In the MSNBC debate, I heard 
John Edwards refer to a “national 
community” coming to the aid of hur-
ricane Katrina victims. We expect to 
hear “international community” often 
from globally-minded candidates, but 

rarely do we hear Democrats thinking 
in communitarian terms about our na-
tion as a whole.  
 A phrase like “national com-
munity” is something to latch on to, 
especially when the electorate has 
never been as divided as it is now on 
the future of our country. It’ll take a 
heck of a lot more than a sound bite, 
but Democrats need the unifying 
idea that will take them to the White 
House, and perhaps it’s an attentive, 
considerate community that we need 
now more than ever.

of a minute--you’ll be shocked. This 
rapid-fi re editing has been linked by 
some to ADHD, but perhaps it’s also 
creating a general culture of attention 
defi cit.
 Don’t get me wrong—I’m one 
of the few that enjoys sitting down 
and watching through one of the dem-
ocratic debates. But really, who can 
keep track of any of the candidates’ 
positions when most Americans can’t 
even remember who won 2004’s 
American Idol? (It was Fantasia.)
 Candidates today deliver their 
messages carefully planned, pre-pack-
aged, microwavable, and easily recall-

able. Everyone laughed when Al Gore 
wouldn’t shut up about his “lockbox” 
back in 2000, but people remembered 
it. He won the general election (al-
though he didn’t become president), 
and yeah, now we’re screwed on so-
cial security. Catchy sound bites may 
erode the real substance, the meat 

Concission is Key in Politics
BY DAVID KIFERBAUM

 Brief sentences. Short state-
ments. If you’re going to say anything 
in politics these days, make it quick, 
snappy, and easily cuttable for the 
evening news. Time is money, and, 
let’s face it, who really wants to hear 
politicians blabber on and on when 
there’s a new episode of Kid Nation 
coming on in 10 minutes?
 Americans have notorious-
ly short attention spans, but who’s 
to blame? When our forefathers sat 
down for Thanksgiving dinner with 
their Native American neighbors, 
did they cut them off whenever they 
spoke, and wander off to catch Lou 
Dobbs before fi nishing dinner? Or 
rather, could it be the most American 
of media, television, that’s the reason 
we can hardly sit still in class with-
out the Sun Sudoku, a crossword, or a 
laptop?
 I, like many of you and like 
much of the American public, grew 
up on a healthy regimen of sugary 
cereals and television programs on 
networks like MTV or Nickelodeon 
where no shot lasts for more than 3 
seconds. Seriously, watch a program 
on one of these networks, and see 
how many cuts happen in a period 

Democrats need to 
learn how to cope with 
our modern electoral 

landscape.

Republicans are 
notoriously good at 

producing sound bites.

CP

and potatoes of electoral politics, but 
they’re necessary in today’s electoral 
world, where TV and attention-chal-
lenged voters are the biggest factors 
to consider.  
 Republicans are notoriously 
good at producing these sound bites. 
Maybe it’s due to their proximity to 
the business community, or even their 
fondness for consultants (Mitt Rom-
ney has set records for the amount 
he’s spent on corporate consultants), 
but like it or not, Republicans are me-
dia-savvy and they know how to in-
fl uence political discourse in subtle 
and effective ways. While Rudy Gi-
uliani’s mantra of “9/11, 9/11, 9/11” 
might not be the most subtle or ef-
fective electoral slogan, nevertheless, 
Democrats need to learn how to cope 
with our modern electoral landscape. 
 Few of the Democratic candi-
dates, however, have produced any-
thing along these lines for the average 
American voter to draw upon. While 
perhaps it’s for the better that candi-
dates are thoroughly debating the is-
sues instead of distilling their positions 
into catchphrases, nearly every cam-
paign is eventually forced to resort to 
short and sweet talking points—and 
maybe, it doesn’t have to happen at 
the expense of their nuanced posi-

Key Votes of the Democratic 
Candidates

BY TIMOTHY MYERS

 The Democratic presidential 
candidates have made it clear that Pres-
ident Bush’s two terms in offi ce have 
been disastrous. Many of the candidates 
were in positions of power during much 
of Bush’s presidency, but with Republi-
cans holding the majority in both cham-
bers of Congress until 2006, their hands 
were effectively tied to productively 
challenge the Bush Administration’s 
bullying tactics. Yet, even with control 
of Congress, Democrats have made lit-
tle progress to repair much of the (long-
lasting) damage that the Bush adminis-
tration has wrought upon our country. 
One way to measure the Democrats’ 
efforts to challenge the Administration 
is to see how they voted on the resolu-
tions and acts proposed or advocated by 
the Administration. The following table 
showcases the votes cast or the posi-
tions taken by Democratic Presidential 
candidates at the time of key propos-
als. 

Authorization for Use of Military 
Force Against Iraq Resolution of 
2002:

Joe Biden: voted for
Hillary Clinton: voted for
Chris Dodd: voted for
John Edwards: voted for
Mike Gravel: opposed
Dennis Kucinich: voted against
Barack Obama: opposed 
Bill Richardson: supported

USA Patriot Act of 2001: 

Joe Biden: voted for
Hillary Clinton: voted for
Chris Dodd: voted for
John Edwards: voted for
Mike Gravel: ?
Dennis Kucinich: voted against
Barack Obama: ? 
Bill Richardson: ?

Military Commissions Act of 2006:

Joe Biden: voted against
Hillary Clinton: voted against
Chris Dodd: voted against
John Edwards: ?
Mike Gravel: ?
Dennis Kucinich: voted against
Barack Obama: voted against 
Bill Richardson: ?

Senate Resolution Urging President 
Bush to Designate Iran’s Revolution-
ary Guard Corps a Terrorist Organi-
zation:

Joe Biden: voted against
Hillary Clinton: voted for
Chris Dodd: voted against
John Edwards: opposed
Mike Gravel: opposed
Dennis Kucinich: opposed
Barack Obama: voted against 
Bill Richardson: opposed

*A “?” denotes either that information is 
not available or that the candidate never 
made it clear what his or her stance was on 
the issue at the time that the resolution or 
act was proposed.
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“A great 
democracy must 
be progressive or 
it will soon cease 
to be great or a 
democracy.”

--Theodore Roosevelt
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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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BY JULIA WOODWARD

 Sandra Day O’Connor, this 
year’s Konvitz Memorial Speaker, en-
tered Bailey Hall on the afternoon of 
October the 23rd to rousing applause 
and a standing ovation from the capacity 
crowd—a well deserved welcome for a 
remarkable woman. An hour later, she 
exited the same way she had entered, 

to rousing applause and a standing ova-
tion (as well as through the same door). 
This time though, it was somewhat less 
deserved. Although O’Connor spoke 
intelligently, her speech was a) entirely 
different from the topic that had been 
advertised, and b) of little relevance 
to people not sitting in the preferential 
seats, the law school students.
 The talk sounded more like 
a history lesson than anything else. 
Again, O’ Conner speaks very well, 
but the information she was provid-
ing was just that…information. I had 
been looking forward to an inspiring 
and meaningful speech, pertaining in 
some way to the wider world and to the 
current state of affairs. The speech as 
advertised was about the importance of 
the judiciary to the United States. The 
speech as given was on the importance 
of oral argument to the Supreme Court. 
There’s a (disappointing) difference.
 O’Connor began her speech 
by claiming that the United States 
Supreme Court has been very much 
infl uenced by oral advocacy (a.k.a. 
lawyers), and that “communications 
between justices and advocates fl ows 
both ways.” She said that lawyers as-
sist justices in synthesizing opposing 
opinions, and that “a poorly presented 

case is a poorly decided case.”  
 Then O’Connor commenced 
the history lesson. She started in the 
18th century with the passing of the 
11th amendment, and then jumped to 
advocate William Pinckney. Pinckney’s 
oral argument was given credit in one of 
Chief Justice John Marshall’s majority 
opinions. This, said O’Connor, shows 
the importance of oral argument.
 O’Connor next moved to 
Daniel Webster, and spent a long time 
waxing eloquent over Webster’s elo-
quence. In his day, she said, oral argu-
ment represented nothing so much as 
entertainment. People came to trials 
specifi cally to hear lawyers speak, and 
oral arguments could last hours, even 
days (Webster’s longest was 9 days). 
She described how both he and Chief 
Justice Marshall were nearly moved to 
tears during his argument in Dartmouth 
v. Woodward (no relation to myself), 
and she expressed a desire to have seen 
his revered rhetoric. 
 Next, she spoke of Augustus 
Hill Garland, who took advantage of 
his lengthy interactions with the Court 
to make several suggestions for im-
proving proceedings, including limit-
ing the lengths of briefs (which were 
defi nitely NOT brief at the time). Ac-
cording to O’Connor, this had a last-
ing effect on the Court. Today, briefs 
are of limited length and consequently, 
more relevant to the cases. “A focused 
brief,” she said, “can lead to a great 
oral argument.” Oral argument today, 
O’Connor said, is no longer the theatri-
cal, soaring rhetoric of Daniel Webster. 
The presentations are legal, technical 
(not emotional) discussions of the case 
at hand. This is proved, she claimed, by 
the famous Brown v. Board of Educa-
tion case in which Thurgood Marshall 
employed the argumentative tech-
niques of today, and won the case.
 O’Connor concluded with a 
commentary on the “new” form of oral 
argument. The Supreme Court of to-
day no longer has a reputation for vast 

patience. In fact, she said, lawyers can 
hardly go a few minutes without being 
questioned. (In a rare humorous mo-
ment, she noted that lawyers appreci-
ate questions from the bench because 
they imply that the justices are not 
comatose.) She also discussed some 
of the real benefi ts of today’s style of 
argument: the cases are better under-
stood, and questions allow for all sorts 
of concerns to be heard. Many justices, 
she said, feel that oral argument crys-
tallizes the case for them. Finally, she 
mentioned current Chief Justice John 
Roberts, and admired his talent for 
oral argument. O’Connor explained his 
practice of rehearsing an argument by 
explaining it to someone untrained in 
the law, also saying that she believed 
this to be a very good idea. The con-
nection between justice and advocate 
has always remained, she said, and it 
has always shaped the Court.
 The speech was history. It was 
well delivered, it was given by a wom-

an I have great respect for, it was occa-
sionally funny, and it was eloquent. But 
still, it was history. O’Connor’s lecture 
was not the soaring rhetoric that she so 
much admires. Actually, her most rous-
ing moments came during the question 
and answer session that followed the 
speech. She was adamant throughout 
the question session in maintaining 
that she does not see politicization in 
the U.S. Supreme Court, and, when 
an audience member questioned this 
assessment, she said, “I’ve been there 
pretty recently.” Perhaps her most stir-
ring moment was in response to the fi -
nal question, which left us on a good 
note. Asked what recent case she felt 
was most important, O’Connor replied 
Minnesota v. White. She explained that 
she was concerned about the partisan 
election of judges, and she concluded, 
to much applause, “I think we should 
keep cash out of the courtrooms.” And 
with that, I concur.

Justice O’Conner Addresses Cornellians:
Delivers Eloquent, Yet Unexciting Speech

BY JC SHEPPARD

 With only a year left in offi ce, the Bush administration is quickly 
running out of time to leave a lasting legacy. A highly respected legacy is 
hard to come by. Leading the country in times of great struggle has canon-
ized some presidents, like Abraham Lincoln and FDR, in history books. But 
other presidents were remembered for things aside from their leadership 
abilities; George Washington lied, but then told the truth. Bill Clinton did 
the same thing. Reagan made up his own word (Reaganomics), and Millard 
Fillmore simply had an awful name. What will the Bush administration be 
remembered for? 
 The easy answer to this question is September 11th. We were at-
tacked, 3,000 people were killed, and Bush stood up and assured his country 
that yes, we were gonna get those bastards. In no time at all, the U.S. shifted 
gears from the war on Osama bin Laden, to the War on Terror, to the Iraq 
War.  Six years later, we still have not touched Osama bin Laden, we are 
arguably less safe than we were before 9/11, and the Iraq War is turning 
into the war from which we’ll never come back. Bush may have been the 
national leader during 9/11, but he did not deal with the situation effectively. 
He led our country into a war based on faulty information (those pesky 
WMDs never did show up), and he has no idea how to get us out of it. After 
General Petraeus’ hearings in September, it became clear that the road home 
from Iraq will never make it onto Bush’s presidential agenda, and fi nding a 
feasible exit strategy will fall on the next president. In response to 9/11, the 

Bush administration started a war that it could not fi nish. Smooth move. 
 The War in Iraq is being fought to “preserve our way of life,” yet it 
has far greater consequences on the American way of life than many care to 
notice. First, the economy is in the crapper. This is not American. Enough 
said. 
 Second, part of what makes the U.S. a world power is its talent for 
innovation. We are quickly losing ground in this department. China is roar-
ing past us, and Japan is right on our tail. The most valuable commodities 
of the next century are going to be energy effi cient technologies. Instead of 
encouraging alternative energy research and development, the Bush admin-
istration is narrowly focused on the Iraq War. Bush has ignored the need for 
alternative energy innovation, nay, discouraged it because “global warming 
is just a theory” (which is not only ignorant, but damaging to the people 
he has sworn to protect). With regard to energy innovation, we are falling 
behind on a global stage at such a steady rate that we may never be able to 
catch up. This alone could actually knock us out of the race for international 
superpower of the 21st century. 
 Finally, to add insult to injury, we’ve turned into bullies. The U.S. 
preaches democratic ideals, but we are not doing a very good job exhibiting 
them to the rest of the world. Democracy means cooperating and listening to 
one another. Bush has not conducted himself according to these ideals. In-
stead, he has represented Americans as unwilling to listen to other opinions, 
as “my way or the highway” type folk. We need to cooperate with the U.N. 
and other international bodies if we plan on continuing to be a world leader 

The Bush Legacy: What Exactly has he Done?
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The talk sounded more 
like a history lesson 
than anything else.
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BY NATE BAKER

 The executive council of South 
Carolina’s Democratic Party voted 13-
3 to reject Stephen Colbert from the pri-
mary ballot, saying that he did not meet 
the guidelines for a viable candidacy. 
The news did not reach Colbert until 
midway through his Comedy Central 
show on Thursday, which he had de-
voted primarily to advocating his can-
didacy. “It’s your loss, Democrats,” he 
said. “I had a lot of good ideas.”  
 Many Democrats in South Car-
olina argued that his candidacy would 
create a “mockery” of the primary 

elections. “He clearly doesn’t meet the 
requirements,” said Waring Howe, Jr., 
one of the executive council members 
who voted against Colbert. “It’s a dis-
traction and takes away from the seri-
ousness of our primary here, and takes 
attention from the serious candidates: 
Clinton, Edwards, Barack Obama and 
the rest.”
 On a serious note, however, 
Colbert argued that his candidacy 
would, along with the laughs, be good 
for the elections because it would urge 
the young people who watch his show 
to register to vote, and also promote 
Colbert’s home state of South Carolina 
and “its products.” Colbert had also 
promised to direct campaign donations 
to local charities. He would not run on 
the Republican ballot because the fi l-
ing fee is $35,000, a price Colbert con-

siders too high. Colbert’s Democratic 
fi ling fee of $2,500, however, will be 
refunded.
 So what exactly does this mean 
for America? Indeed, Colbert was in-
spirational to many college students 
across the nation. The former candi-
date still has a place in the hearts of 
many delusional college students such 
as Benjamin Alter ’11.  
 “It’s a real tragedy,” the avid 
Colbert supporter commented. Alter 
believed that Colbert would have im-
proved policies regarding terrorism, 
immigration, and foreign relations. He 
lamented both parties’ rejection of the 
Freedom Dome’s promise of safety and 
security.
 So why would a Colbert presi-
dency be good for America? I offer 
5 possible reasons: 1. Nacho Cheese 
Doritos; 2. He is funnier than W. and 
it’s on purpose; 3. 1,200,000 friends 
on Facebook; 4. Vice President, John 
Stewart; 5. Increase in voter registra-
tion among young people. In other 
words, the absurdity of the Bush Ad-
ministration could not be outdone, and 
Colbert might actually inspire young 
people to vote.
 It is all a big joke. Even Colbert 
describes his character as a “well inten-
tioned, poorly informed, high-status id-
iot.” But the truth is that comedy plays 
a major part in American democracy. 
For example, comedian Pat Paulsen 
ran for president as a joke in 1968, 
and continued running until his death 

in 1997, Republican Fred Thompson 
announced his intention to run on Jay 
Leno’s “The Tonight Show,” and actor 
Arnold Schwarzenegger is the gover-
nor of California.  
 In fact, comedians can play 

quite serious roles in politics. Stephen 
Colbert’s satirical 2006 speech at the 
White House Correspondents’ Asso-
ciation Dinner, which can be found on 
YouTube, mocked the absurdity of the 
Bush Administration and the support-
ing media.  
 “Guys like [Bush and me], we 
don’t pay attention to the polls.” Col-
bert said during the speech. “We know 
that polls are just a collection of statis-
tics that refl ect what people are think-
ing in reality, and reality has a well-
known liberal bias.”
 Frank Rich of The New York 
Times claimed that the speech was a 
defi ning moment of the 2006 midterm 
elections because it not only mocked 
the President, but also “the very news 
media that had parroted Bush Adminis-
tration fi ctions leading America into the 

quagmire of Iraq.”
 Certainly, there is a line be-
tween comedy and legitimate govern-
ment that is thinned and crossed from 
time to time. Despite its absurdities, 
comedy can bring desperately needed 
interest to the political landscape. Per-
haps Stephen Colbert’s candidacy in 
South Carolina would lead to a mock-
ery of the system, and he has admitted 
to that possibility. But his candidacy 
also increased interest in politics among 
young people, and it has exposed the 
absurdities of the Bush Administration 
and the current Republican Party. De-
spite the rejection of his candidacy in 
South Carolina, Colbert has brought 
politics to light for many who would 
not otherwise care. And who knows… 
Colbert ’12?
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in the years to come. “Going it alone” is no longer an option.
 In terms of domestic policy, there is a new item to add to Bush’s 
legacy: denying healthcare to children who can’t afford it on their own. We 
are spending about two billion dollars a week, in part, to drop 
bombs on another nation of poor children, so why aren’t we at 
least spending some money to help American kids? If the seem-
ing answer is, “the Iraq War is helping to save lives because it is 
stopping terrorism,” this is simply incorrect. And even if the Iraq 
War actually was helping to reduce terrorism, the odds of dying 
in a terrorist attack are miniscule compared to the odds of dying 
due to inadequate healthcare. Bush’s priorities are totally out of 
whack. At times it might seem that he is trying to build his own 
legacy of successfully “getting those bastards” at the cost of our 
nation’s youth. According to the National Priorities Project, with 
the money we’ve spent on the Iraq War, the government could 
have insured almost 300,000 children. Pardon my language, but 
what the hell? 
 There are so many other not-so-impressive things that Bush could be 
remembered for - did the tax cuts work? No. See the national defi cit num-
bers for proof. Did revamping Medicare work? No. The elderly still grumble 
at the irony of the “take with food” labels on their medicine because, gosh 
darn it, Medicare didn’t cover them this month and they have to decide be-
tween food and pills. Have the citizens of the U.S. lost basic civil liberties 

due to “wartime executive privileges?” Yes. See the text of the Patriot Act 
for proof. Is the administration overrun with cronyism? Yes. In September, 
Bush literally gave away his “fi nd an exit strategy for Iraq” responsibility, 

leaving it up to Petraeus and the next president. By refusing 
to acknowledge global warming as a legitimate issue, Bush 
is also leaving the climate change problem for someone else 
to address. George Bush has effectively avoided doing pretty 
much anything positive.
 What exactly has the Bush administration left be-
hind for posterity? Bushisms, for one. Those are always 
fun. “Rarely is the question asked, is our children learning?” 
Bumper stickers - “More trees, less Bush.” A couple of fl ow-
ery speeches at Ground Zero, a hurricane disaster named 
Katrina, tax cuts for the rich, 74 “I don’t knows” or “I don’t 
recalls” from Former Attorney General Alberto Gonzales, 
and a pricey quagmire named Iraq (and this one doesn’t go 
“giggity giggity”). It is shameful, disappointing, and ridicu-

lous that in almost seven years, this is all we have to show from the Bush ad-
ministration. Instead of leaving all the important decisions up to “somebody 
else,” it would be great to see Bush do something (anything!) that benefi ts 
this country in his last year as president. 

continued from page 18

“It’s your loss Demo-
crats. I had a lot of 

good ideas.”

CP

CP
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“Yet another prominent Republican has been caught in 
a gay sex scandal. I’m starting to think GOP stands for 
‘Grab Our Penises.’ 
– Jay Leno

“Hey, don’t forget to turn your 
clocks back an hour this weekend. 
You get an extra hour of sleep. It’s 
kind of like watching a Fred Thomp-
son speech.” 
--Jay Leno

“Presidential candidate Dennis Kucinich says that he once had an encounter with a UFO. Apparently, several weird 
looking little men got off the ship, saw Kucinich, and said, ‘It’s alright. He’s one of us.’” --Conan O’Brien

“Obama and Cheney are actually cousins, but Barack 
did not inherit the family sneer.”
 --David Letterman

“Tensions are very high between 
Iraq and Turkey. See, this is where 
President Bush...I don’t think he un-
derstands these issues. Like today, 
he warned the American people we 
could be in for a rough Thanksgiv-
ing.”
 --Jay Leno

“There’s only three things 
he mentions in a sentence -- 
a noun, a verb, and 9/11.”
– Joe Biden 
(on Rudy Giuliani)

Days the color-coded federal 
terror alert system has been in 
place: 2,061

Days spent at terror alert level 
Blue or Green: 0

“Folks, when I decided to run for 
president I did not do it for atten-
tion. I did it to fulfi ll a dream of 
being the most popular man in 
the world. But the media can’t 
keep their sticky hands out of 
my populous pie. Look at these 
headlines: ABC NEWS, ‘Col-
bert Campaign May Run Afoul 
of Law;’ Politico, ‘Colbert ‘run’ 
risks breaking law;’ Outside the 
Beltway, ‘Colbert Run May Vi-
olate Federal Election Law.’ For 
the record, I would never know-
ingly violate any federal election 
laws. Luckily, I don’t know any 
federal election laws.” 
--Stephen Colbert

“The Turkish Parliament has voted to approve the idea of invading 
Iraq. President Bush was furious. He said, ‘What kind of country 
takes a vote before it invades Iraq?’” 
--Bill Maher
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