
BY DAN SMITH
 
    Kenya, one of the few countries in 
East Africa that has not been the victim 
of widespread ethnic confl ict and civil 
war, has long been touted as a success 
story. Surrounded by nations like Soma-
lia, Sudan, Rwanda, and Uganda, Kenya 
has resembled a beacon of stability and 
relative economic success. Such a repu-
tation, however, was tarnished when, 
following the December 27th election, 
chaos and violence claimed upwards of 
500 lives. 
    The presidential election, by far the 
most contested in Kenya’s history, pitted 
the incumbent President Mwai Kibaki, 
who had been elected in 2002, against 
Raila Odinga, his former political ally. 
After most of the votes had been count-
ed,  Odinga seemed destined to emerge 
victorious. At the very end of the count-
ing process, however, Kibaki suddenly 
surged, and, in the end, triumphed over 
Odinga by a very narrow margin. After 

reports began to surface about ballot-
rigging, Kenya erupted into violence 
for several days with Odinga’s support-
ers taking the offensive. 
    So how did a country that has been 
considered a stable democracy descend 
into chaos overnight? To begin with, 
Kenya is a nation of 40 offi cially rec-
ognized tribes. The Kikuyu, the larg-
est tribe, makes up nearly a quarter of 
the population, and has long been the 
most dominant in business and politics. 
Since the tribe is the most privileged 
in Kenya, other tribes have historically 
resented its dominance. According to 
Binyavanga Wainaina, a Kenyan who 
recently wrote an op-ed piece in The 
New York Times, nationalist politicians 
have been trying to “eradicate tribal-
ism” since Kenyan Independence in 
the 1960s. Despite this effort, however, 
tribes in Kenya remain very important 
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BY ETHAN FELDER

     Any astute observer of American 
politics knows that every four years 
politicians on both sides of the aisle al-
ways seem to “talk the talk” about sim-
plifying the overly complex tax code 
that is rife with tax exemptions for spe-
cial interests. The problem is that our 
tax code has not been overhauled since 
1986, when congressional Democrats 
and President Ronald Reagan passed 
the Tax Reform Act to simplify the in-
come tax code, broaden the tax base 
and eliminate many tax shelters and 
other preferences. 
       Above all, the 1986 bill revealed 
that the key to enacting any major over-
haul is bipartisanship—something that 
does not occur very much in today’s 
polarized political climate. Virtually 
everyone on either side of the aisle 
would agree that action needs to be 
taken regarding tax reform, but putting 
a tax package together that is mutually 
agreeable is always the tough part. En-
ter Congressman Charlie Rangel (D-
NY), Chairman of the powerful House 
Ways and Means Committee who has 
put together a common-sense tax re-
form package that should get bi-parti-
san support. 
     Fiscal conservatives ought to be de-
lighted with Rangel’s proposition that 

corporate tax rates be slashed from 35 
to 30.5 percent. Corporate taxation is 
one of the most dysfunctional areas of 
our tax system because we have the 
second highest corporate tax rate in the 
OECD (Organization of Economic Co-
operation and Development). Due to all 
the tax shelters and exemptions given 
to certain industries that hire infl uential 
lobbyists, however, this high tax rate 
only garners our government the fourth 
least in revenue as a percentage of GDP. 
The Rangel plan would pay for this tax 
cut by ending special deductions that 
tilt the economic playing fi eld in favor 
certain industries over others, a policy 
nearly unanimously opposed by econo-
mists and tax experts. 
   Congressman Rangel’s plan has al-
ready succeeded in eliminating the 
Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT). 
Although it was originally intended to 
target Americans with the highest of 
incomes, the AMT was not indexed 
for infl ation when it was passed in 
1969 and so it has recently been hitting 
many middle and upper-middle income 
households. The problem is that the 
revenue lost was not paid for because 
Republicans refused to bring marginal 
tax rates on the highest income brack-
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BY ELIE BILMES

AND SHAI AKABAS 

   On January 26, syndicated talk 
show host Montel Williams appeared 
on Fox & Friends, a morning program 
on the Fox News Channel. Williams 
was brought to the studio to discuss 
Heath Ledger’s untimely death, but it 
immediately became clear that Wil-
liams had a different purpose in mind. 
Williams, a former Naval offi cer, 
told the hosts that he was ‘repulsed’ 
by coverage of Ledger’s death and 
asked: “How many people have died 
in Iraq since January 1st?”
    The question stunned the Fox 
hosts, but they quickly recovered 
and attempted to explain the media’s 
blackout of the Iraq war. “Troops 
have been dying in Iraq since March 
of 2003,” said Greg Kelly. “Every-
body in this country knows about the 
war.” Montel poignantly shot back: 
“But no one in this country knows 
who died yesterday!”
     Three minutes into the segment, 
host Kelly Wright declared, “we will 
have more with Montel in just a mo-
ment,” but Williams did not return af-
ter the commercial break. Four days 
later, it was announced that “The 
Montel Williams Show” was can-
celed.

     Montel Williams might have al-
ready known his show would be can-
celed, and therefore would have noth-
ing to lose by talking about Iraq, but 
this is ultimately irrelevant. What is 
important is that he dared to publicly 
question the media’s coverage of the 
Iraq war. It is no surprise that news 
outlets choose to cover celebrities 
and feel-good stories over hard news 
like Iraq and the economy because 
the former bring higher ratings than 
the grim parade of suicide bombings 
and militia attacks in Iraq. The quest 
for ratings alone, however, does not 
excuse the media’s misplaced priori-
ties. 
     The Iraq War is not the only im-
portant subject that is subject to me-
dia blackout. Of the 2,679 questions 
that reporters from major TV net-
works asked 2008 presidential con-
tenders over the past year, only three 
involved global warming, the same 
number of questions that were asked 
about UFOs.
      As the fi eld of presidential con-
tenders narrows and the U.S. econo-
my heads into recession, issues like 
Iraq and climate change will receive 
even less attention on the nightly 
news. Although U.S. troop deaths in-
creased last month for the fi rst time 
since last summer, few Americans 

will know.
    Though seven months remain be-
fore the presidential election, the 
media has long since stopped cover-
ing substantive issues. There was the 
frenzy over John Edwards’ haircut, 
then Hillary Clinton’s cleavage on the 
Senate fl oor, and later, the fabricated 
story of Barack Obama’s schooling 
in a radical madrassa.
    At The Cornell Progressive, we 
ask: What really matters?
     Every student of political science is 
taught that one purpose of the Ameri-
can media is to serve as a check on 
government. Unlike in so many other 
countries, American journalists are 
given freedom of expression. We 
hope that they will start using this 
freedom to ask the requisite ques-
tions. The American people deserve 
to know how much longer their sons 
and daughters will die in Iraq, they 
deserve to know the differences in 
health care plans between the presi-
dential candidates, and they deserve 
to know the effects of climate change 
on their communities. To ignore these 
issues in favor of Hollywood gos-
sip is to insult the intelligence of the 
American public.

A GREAT DEMOCRACY MUST BE PROGRESSIVE OR IT WILL 
SOON CEASE TO BE GREAT OR A DEMOCRACY.

-- TEDDY ROOSEVELT
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BY TIMOTHY MYERS

    Amid the media’s endless cov-
erage of the 2008 presidential elec-
tion—amid the essentially pointless 
“analysis” and the obsessing over 
public opinion polls—we may get 
the familiar sense that politicians 
are simply players in a game with 
the ultimate goal of acquiring pow-
er. But despite the extent to which 
such a cynical outlook on politics 
may or may not be true, the fact 
remains that our choices as voters 
have a profound effect on the path 
that the United States will take over 
the next four years.

      In 2000, there were those who 
chose not to vote in the presidential 
elections because they thought there 
was no difference between Repub-
licans and Democrats, between 
George W. Bush and Al Gore. Oh, 
how wrong they were. We elected a 
president who, like his evil ventrilo-
quist vice president, views facts as 
optional, laws as political obstacles, 
dissent as unpatriotic, and special 
interests as the voice of the Ameri-
can people.      
    Al Gore, on the other hand, has 
become the model public fi gure, 
showing just how a politician can 
be intelligent, spirited, and authen-
tically concerned. Not only has he 

led a renewed environmental move-
ment, his name has evolved from 
being synonymous with lockbox to 
being synonymous with the crisis of 
global warming. Trying to explain 
the difference between President 
Bush and Al Gore is much like try-
ing to explain the difference between 
R.L. Stine and Edgar Allen Poe. So 
much, then, for those who failed to 
vote in 2000 on the pretense that all 
politicians are corrupt.  
    The contrast between the sick-
ening, ideology-driven Bush presi-
dency that followed Gore’s defeat 
and the noble, successful efforts 
Gore has put forth in recent years 
to raise environmental awareness 
should remind us of the contrast 
between today’s markedly aloof 

Republican Party and truly compas-
sionate Democratic Party.
    As much as I recoil at saying 
“Too bad that Gore lost in 2000,” 
I would fi nd it even less palatable 
to say, “Too bad Democratic nomi-
nee X lost in 2008.” Karl Rove’s 
efforts to establish the Republican 

Party’s dominance in America have 
failed, but if a Republican is elected 
President in 2008, the clouds over 
the nation will quickly darken. A 
glimpse at one of the Republican 
presidential debates shows that the 
Republicans remain hawkish, radi-
cally contemptuous of “big govern-
ment,” religiously intolerant, and 
completely detached from the true 
needs of the American people; they 
promise to continue the illegal war 
in Iraq, all the while mentioning 
virtually nothing about health care 
or global warming.      
    In November 2008 one of two 
things will happen. We may elect a 
president who will weaken our in-

frastructure through privatization, 
who will widen the chasm between 
rich and poor, who will wage war 
on nonthreatening nations in the 
name of neo-conservatism, and who 
will leave big business completely 
unregulated and free to pollute an 
already imperiled environment. 
(I’d rather not elect that president). 
Or, we may elect a president who 
realizes that the middle class is 
dwindling, that we are stronger as 
a peaceful nation, and that global 
warming and environmental degra-
dation must be addressed.  
    I’m not sure whether the pros-
pects for the Democrats are good 
this election season, and we should 
not assume that they are. The Re-
publicans run very effective cam-
paigns, partly because they have 
smart and mischievous strategists, 
and partly because their platforms 
are happily simple, based on man-
tras like “We’ll hunt down the ter-
rorists” and “I’m a hunter, and I’ll 
let ya’ll have guns.” So let us do all 
we can to win in 2008. Let us hope 
that we will win, and if it so hap-
pens that we don’t, I hope we all 
can say, “At least I voted.”
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Let Us Vote
The Importance of Choosing a Good President

Those who neglected to 
vote in the Bush-Gore 
election of 2000 have 

come to realize the 
consequences of their 

decision.

The contrast between 
the Bush presidency and 
Gore’s recent successes 
should remind us of the 

contrast between 
contemporary Republi-
cans and Democrats.

CP

Al Gore has given his presentation on global warming some 2,000 times; his persistence has led to a 
renewed environmental movement.  (msnbc.com)

Over 3,800 American soldiers have died since Bush declared “Mission Accom-
plished” in Iraq on May 1, 2003. (thinkprogress.org)
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The New JFK
SAM LEVINE       INTERNATIONAL WISDOM

 John F. Kennedy’s closest 
living aide, Ted Sorensen, recently 
anointed Barack Obama as the heir ap-
parent to the assassinated president’s 
legacy: “The principles, the values 
Obama and Kennedy are enunciating 
are not fi ve-point plans for new health 
care programs,” Sorensen told the 
U.K.’s Telegraph. Sorensen, the writer 
of Kennedy’s famous 1961 inaugural 
speech in which he spoke of a torch hav-
ing been “passed to a new generation,” 
echoed the keynote of Obama’s new 
age message, his emphasis on change: 
“There’s a sense in this country that 
Washington badly needs to be changed. 
The election of Obama will not only 
change the players in Washington, it’ll 
change the game itself.”  
 Is Barack Obama the new John 
F. Kennedy? Maybe. Like Kennedy, 
Senator Obama is the up-and-coming 

star of the Democratic Party; similarly 
inexperienced, but also possessing ex-
ceptional presence, intelligence and 
ambition, not to mention a knack for 
appearing likable and genuine. Caro-
line Kennedy, the daughter and only 
surviving child of President Kennedy, 
seems keen on the comparison. In a 
recent New York Times op-ed piece, 
“A President Like My Father” Kennedy 
ordained Obama as the successor to 
her father’s heritage. “I have never had 
a president who inspired me the way 
people tell me that my father inspired 
them. But for the fi rst time, I believe I 
have found the man who could be that 
president — not just for me, but for a 
new generation of Americans.” 
 John Kennedy broke down 
religious barriers in his ascension to 
the presidency as a Roman Catholic. 
Barack Obama is vying to become the 
fi rst black occupant of the Oval Offi ce. 
John Kennedy was written off by the 
establishment in the fi rst months of his 
presidential bid, only to ride to victory 
on the unbridled enthusiasm of Amer-
ica’s youth and a strong desire in the 
country for change in politics. He hand-
ily defeated GOP challenger Richard 
Nixon, who, at the time, represented the 
status quo. Barack Obama also trailed 
the more established candidate Hillary 
Clinton for months, only to capture the 
imaginations of thousands of formerly 
apathetic voters in recent weeks by 
providing a contagious campaign of 
energy and an aura of inspiration.  
 Barack Hussein Obama – he 
tries to keep the Hussein under wraps – 

and John Fitzgerald Kennedy are linked 
by more than just their shared political 
aspirations; together they represent a 
movement for change, an embodiment 
that has pitted itself against candidates 
perceived as more representative of 
the divisive politics in Washington. 
Importantly, however, the fundamental 
question remains: Would a JFK-reincar-
nate in the White House necessarily be 
a good thing for the United States?  
 Review Kennedy’s foreign 
policy blunders, for example. In early 
1961, Kennedy orchestrated the Bay of 
Pigs debacle, a U.S.-supported revolt 
in Cuba that was brutally crushed by 
Fidel Castro, and produced widespread 
international ridicule of JFK’s leader-
ship during the crisis.
 In South Vietnam, Kennedy 
steadily increased the U.S. military 
commitment until his assassination on 
November 22, 1963. By the time of his 
death, there were more than sixteen 
thousand American military advisors in 
Vietnam, and U.S. expenditures totaled 
more than $1 million per day. While 
Kennedy never sent combat troops into 
Vietnam, he did pave the way for the 
intense military escalation during the 
Johnson Administration, an escalation 
that would result in the loss of more than 
52,000 U.S. service men and women 
in a war whose fundamental purpose is 
still not fully understood. 
 Many of Kennedy’s policy 
decisions in Vietnam showcased his 
inexperience as a military and state 
leader: His fatal decision to oust South 
Vietnamese President Ngo Din Diem in 
early November, 1963 (most historians 
now agree that Diem was a more effec-
tive leader than any of his followers), 
and his failures to secure the Laos/
Vietnam border region from enemy 
infi ltration (a point that former Presi-
dent Eisenhower strongly emphasized 
in briefi ngs with the President in 1961) 
are just two examples of President 
Kennedy’s unsuccessful bid to stabilize 
Vietnam and defend against Communist 
intrusion in the region. 
 To be fair, Kennedy was suc-
cessful in steering the United States 
through one of the most trying moments 
of the Cold War, the nuclear standoff 
with Premier Nikita Khrushchev and 
the Soviet Union during the Cuban 
Missile Crisis. In late October, after 
U.S. reconnaissance photographs taken 
by an American U-2 spy plane revealed 
missile bases being built in Cuba, 
Kennedy held off his more aggressive 
military advisors (who advocated for a 
full-scale attack and invasion of Cuba) 
and implemented a naval quarantine 
on Cuba to prevent further Soviet 
shipments of military weapons from 
arriving. Eventually, Kennedy and 
Khrushchev reached an agreement that 
avoided a dangerous nuclear confronta-
tion between the opposing superpowers. 

Still, the extent of Kennedy’s infl uence 
on the outcome is debated among his-
torians: Some believe that it was less 
President Kennedy’s tactics and more 
Khrushchev’s fear of sparking nuclear 
war and destroying his country that led 
the Premier to capitulate and remove 
Soviet missiles from Cuba.
 President Kennedy’s legacy 
was stunted by his tragic assassination. 
His foreign policy blunders – specifi -
cally in relation to Vietnam – must raise 
questions about any JFK reincarnate in 
office today. Would Barack Obama, 
for example, successfully steer the U.S. 
through the volatile war in Iraq, this 
generation’s Vietnam? Can we afford 
to have a President who is brilliant in 
rhetoric but lacking in experience? With 
the U.S. stuck in an emerging civil war 
in Iraq, shouldn’t a candidate’s past ac-
complishments and ‘readiness’ to lead 
play a pivotal role in determining our 
next President? 
 Senator Obama has suggested 
that he might push to unilaterally invade 
Pakistan if President Musharraf is not 
more successful in combating Islamic 
extremists, and mentioned in an early 
Democratic debate that he would be 
willing to meet with leaders of rogue 
nations like Iran without preconditions 
in his fi rst year of offi ce. Both positions 

have been criticized by other Demo-
cratic candidates with the latter drawing 
a sharp rebuke by the Clinton campaign, 
who called Obama’s position on Iran 
“irresponsible and frankly naïve.” 
 For his part, Sorensen ve-
hemently rejects the contention that 
Obama lacks the experience to be 

president, and points to the Senator’s 
judgment as an equally important sign 
of his abilities: “He has great judgment, 
which he has demonstrated in his posi-
tion against the Iraq war even before 
it started.” Indeed judgment, Sorensen 
says, “is the single most important cri-
terion for selecting a president. At the 
time of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, 
Kennedy’s powers of judgment were 
tested as no president has ever been 
tested. Fortunately for all of us, he re-
ally came up with the right answers.” 
Senator Obama and his wife Michelle 
are equally dumbfounded by these criti-
cisms. As Newsweek reporter Richard 
Wolfe writes in a piece called, “Inside 
Obama’s Dream Machine:” “[They] 
share a sense of impatience and a certain 
disbelief that the world might think he’s 
not ready.”
 With his surprising victory in 
Iowa and the national attention that his 
campaign has garnered in recent weeks, 
this will likely not be the last time that 
Obama’s experience is questioned, 
nor will the comparisons between the 
Senator and President Kennedy vanish. 
JFK offered a new vision that inspired 
people; his national plea, (which Ted 
Sorenson helped write) “ask not what 
your country can do for you – ask what 
you can do for your country,” propelled 
Americans nationwide to fi ght for a 
brighter future during the dangerous 
years of the Cold War. 
 Barack Obama offers a similar 
vision, and one that resonates with apa-
thetic voters who are tired of the lying 
and gluttony prevalent in Washington 
today. Still, the war in Iraq and grave 
national security concerns in a post 9/11 
world raise serious questions about an 
Obama presidency. Will the Senator’s 
inexperience show through? Will he be 
able to weather the continuing storm 
in Iraq, or will he make other serious 
errors in the region, as Kennedy did in 
Southeast Asia nearly a half-century 
ago? Is history doomed to repeat itself 
in a JFK-reincarnated presidency? 
 Only time will tell if Senator 
Barack Obama has the opportunity to 
alleviate these concerns. What is cer-
tain, however, is that Obama and Ken-
nedy share a rare ability to connect with 
voters. As Sorensen notes presciently, 
“Mr. Kennedy reached the hearts of 
voters. And so does Obama.” Whether 
it’s a good idea for voters to lead with 
their hearts is, of course, a controversial 
matter in itself, and one that Kennedy’s 
untimely assassination did not help re-
solve. Like President Kennedy, Senator 
Obama is an inspiration as much for his 
cadence and enthusiasm as he is for the 
religious and racial boundaries that he 
breaks down. Whether this inspiration 
can translate into successful policy 
remains to be seen.  

Do the similarities 
between Obama and 

Kennedy doom Barack 
to repeat JFK’s foreign 

policy blunders?

Barack Obama and John F. 
Kennedy ran similar 

presidential campaigns.

CP
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 As the GOP Presidential 
candidates crisscross the country 
this month in pursuit of all those 
important delegates to the national 
party convention in Minnesota later 
this year, the rest of the country is 
left to shake their heads in bewilder-
ment at such a bizarre slate. Each 
Republican primary and caucus has 
the feel of a new episode in a bit-
ingly sardonic sitcom in which the 
main characters are a collection of 
caricatures from an allegorical vice 
play. There’s the hayseed preacher 
in search of theological purity and 
more action heroes to stand at his 
side, the status-quo maverick, the 
three-faced business executive, the 
slow-thinking television actor, and 
Rudy Giuliani.
 To the unending frustration 
of GOP big-wigs, each candidate 
has his own unique, irredeemable 

fl aws. Thus, at every wild, unpre-
dictable turn, a new man is crowned 
frontrunner, destined to win. Des-
tined, that is, until a majority of 
voters learn who he is. First, there 
was John McCain, an aging senator 
who broke every principled bone 
in his body to court conservative 
kingmakers (so far so good) before 
running out of money last summer 
(nope, he’s out). Then there was 

America’s adulterer, a man who 
had inhaled more foreign policy 
experience from the smoke on 9/11 
than Joe Biden had forgotten.  Un-
fortunately, in a party committed 
to upholding traditional marriage, 
Giuliani had spent a lifetime un-
dermining it. To the rescue came 
a candidate known simply as Fred 
(motto: it’s naptime in America), 
who makes campaigning seem al-
most effortless. Fred certainly acted 
the part of president, that is, as long 
as he had his lines down. Needless 
to say, the writer’s strike was a big 
blow to Thompson’s candidacy. 
Next in line came Mitt Romney, a 
man who, no matter what people 
might say, is unyielding in his fi rm 
conviction that he should be presi-
dent. There was that small draw-
back of being in a satanic cult, or 
so said the next frontrunner, Gov-
ernor Mike Huckabee. Huckabee 
has the tremendous appeal of being 
like the guy you work with, not the 
guy that laid you off. You know, the 
guy at work who spouts off ignorant 
and bigoted diatribes and who can 
hardly operate a forklift, let alone a 
multi-trillion dollar economy.
 And so, at the dawn of a 
new year, the ever-wise voters of 
Iowa, New Hampshire, and Michi-
gan enthusiastically selected the 
only option with wall-to-wall popu-
larity in 2007: none of the above. If 
I were a campaign consultant to one 
of the Republican candidates, I’d 
tell them to stop campaigning. The 
most forgettable candidate seems 
to be the least unpopular, but even 
Rudy Giuliani, who spent the past 

month hiding in the Everglades, was 
forced to withdraw when he tanked 
in the Florida primary. 
 Ultimately, someone must 
win this mad dash to the starting 
line. That is, assuming they don’t 
end up with a brokered convention 
in Minneapolis. In that event, all 
bets are off. A Dick Cheney nomi-
nation? The reanimated corpse of 

Ronald Reagan?
 In the end, though, I think 
the Republicans will end up go-
ing with Romney. His fl aws, while 
many, are less offensive to the GOP. 
Duplicity? Insincerity? Hollow 
toughness? These are the hallmarks 
of the Republican Party.

                Republican Mayhem
WILL ROSENZWEIG       ON THE TRAIL

To the unending frus-
tration of GOP big-

wigs, each candidate 
has his own unique, 
irredeemable fl aws.

Republican candidates try to avoid being noticed at a recent debate. (nytimes.com)
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Cornell Progressive Campus Poll
Skorton Enjoys Rock Star Popularity Among Students

BY MICHAEL GOLDSTEIN

    Over 1,600 Cornell undergradu-
ates were randomly selected from 
the entire Cornell undergraduate 
population and asked to complete 
this short poll relating to some is-
sues in the news, including the 
presidential primary elections. We 
received a total of 337 responses, 
nearly a 25% increase of our total 
from the last Progressive poll in 
late November. Be sure to note the 
margins of error for each question; 
they represent the range that a stat-
istician would conclude, with 95% 
confi dence, includes the actual per-
centage of all Cornell undergrads 
who would select that answer. All 
responses were submitted from Jan-
uary 18-24.
    All but two questions in the poll 

were asked of each participant. 
Based on the participants’ political 
party identifi cation, they were di-
rected to a question asking which 
candidate they most strongly sup-
port for the presidential nomination 
in their party (Independents were 
not asked either question).  
    In addition to the questions pre-
sented, participants were asked a 
few demographic questions. Sur-
prisingly, the most interesting trend 
between demographics is the rela-
tionship between class year and the 
opinion of the appropriateness of 
including median grades on tran-
scripts. While the overall numbers 
show that approximately 56.8% of 
undergrads do not think that me-
dian grades should be included on 
transcripts, upperclassmen (class of 
2008 and 2009) believe much more 

strongly than underclassmen that 
the medians should not be there.       
Around 66.9% of upperclassmen 
oppose the inclusion of median 
grades, compared to around 46.7% 
of underclassmen. I am at a loss for 
why this division exists, but if you 
have a theory that you would like 
to share, e-mail progressiveeditor@
earthlink.net and your response may 
be included in our next issue.
   Another interesting observation 
from the poll is the difference in the 
support that certain presidential can-
didates have received from Cornell 
undergrads compared to the results 
of our last poll from late November. 
For the Democrats, Barack Obama 
gained popularity on campus, with 
his total increasing from 37% to 
49%. Hillary Clinton, on the other 
hand, dropped from having about 

39.1% of Cornell democratic sup-
port to 31.5%. The most dramatic 
change was in the support of Rudy 
Giuliani, who has since dropped out 
of the race. He fell from enjoying 
support from 44.8% of Cornell Re-
publicans to just a mere 8.9% a week 
before he ended his campaign. John 
McCain and Mike Huckabee gained 
over 10 percentage points apiece.
    Overall, we at The Cornell Pro-
gressive are very pleased with the 
participation that we received in the 
poll, and we would like to personally 
thank all those students who partici-
pated. Congratulations to Shuyang 
Yao ‘11, the winner of a Best Buy 
gift card for participating. And stay 
tuned for more undergraduate polls 
in upcoming issues of The Cornell 
Progressive.

Continued from page 1

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

(Republicans only)? ± 14.6%  N=45

John McCain - 28.9%
Mike Huckabee - 20.0%

Rudy Giuliani - 8.9%
Ron Paul - 8.9%

Mitt Romney - 6.7%
Fred Thompson - 6.7%
No Preference - 20.0%

If Independent New York City mayor Michael 
Bloomberg decides to enter the presidential race, 

would you consider supporting him? ± 5.4%  N=333

Yes - 19.2%
No - 33.9%

Not Sure/Have Not Heard Enough About Him - 46.8%

Do you think that median grades for courses should 
be included next to the grades that you receive on 

your transcript?  ± 5.4%  N=333

No - 56.8%
Yes - 43.2%

Who or what do you believe is most responsible for 
rising gasoline prices? ± 5.4%  N=333

Supply & Demand Principles - 37.5%
Oil-Exporting Countries - 29.4%

President Bush - 11.4%
Gasoline Retailers - 6.9%

Automotive Industry - 4.8%
Congress - 1.5%

Other - 8.4%

Some of your write-in answers:

“It’s the nature of the universe, which includes human evil, 
namely, Bush”

“General American irresponsibility”

“Our government in general...if they stopped supplying the oil 
industry with massive subsidies and instead invested in new 

technology that didn’t involve gas, then we wouldn’t be in this 
mess”

The Skorton-O-Meter

Do you approve or disapprove of the job that 
President David Skorton is doing at Cornell?  

± 5.4%  N=333

Approve - 95.8%
Disapprove - 4.2%
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The Need for Pragmatic, Progressive Tax Reform

et back to where they were during the 
Clinton administration.   
    This innate aversion to any tax in-
crease on the highest tax bracket is 
simply an aspect of movement conser-
vatism in today’s politics, where any 
tax increase is deemed unjustifi able, 
even if it means tax relief to lower and 
middle income Americans. 
   Another great feature of Rangel’s 
proposal is that it fi xes the outdated and 
completely broken rules regarding the 

taxation of international investments. 
Presently, businesses that invest over-
seas can deduct all the cost from their 
taxable income just as they can do with 
domestic investments. Unlike domes-
tic investments, however, corporations 
do not need to pay taxes on their over-

seas profi ts until they bring them back 
to the United States. As a result, any 
smart businessman would simply keep 
re-investing his or her profi ts overseas 
and not pay a cent of tax. This amounts 
to what is essentially a tax subsidy on 
investing abroad, which distorts in-
vestment decisions and costs the gov-
ernment around $6 billion annually, 
according to the Joint Committee on 
Taxation.
     In the end, as with any bill in Con-
gress, the devil is in the details, but 
Congressman Rangel ought to be com-
mended for producing a progressive 
and timely tax reform bill. The fact 
that Rangel intelligently sought ad-
vice and ideas from Treasury Secretary 
Henry Paulson is signifi cant because it 
ought to give Congressional Republi-
cans political cover for supporting this 
common-sense legislation that is long 
overdue. Let’s hope that people like 
conservative columnist Robert Novak, 
who called the Rangel plan “the most 
radical left-wing tax revision in half a 
century,” have as little infl uence as pos-
sible in shaping the debate over this 
pragmatic legislation. 

Congressman Rangel 
ought to be 

commended for his 
progressive and timely 

tax reform bill.

Continued from page 1

What is the SPOT Program Spotting?
BY CATHERINE LUSSENHOP 

    If you thought warrantless wire-
tapping was as far as the government 
would go to monitor you, you were 
wrong. At airports around the country, 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion (TSA) offi cials are watching trav-
elers very closely. So closely, in fact, 

that they watch for something called 
“microfacial expressions.” When a 
TSA screener asks how you’re doing 
or where you’re headed, they don’t re-
ally care what you say. They are actu-
ally watching carefully for facial ex-
pressions that might subtly show that 
you’re trying to hide something. These 
expressions may last only 1/15 of a sec-

ond, but if you raise warning fl ags, you 
may be subjected to a pat-down search 
or X-ray screening. 
    The program is called SPOT, which 
stands for Screening Passengers by 
Observation Technique. The program 
is in place at more than 50 airports. 
Carl Maccario, who helped start the 
program, told the Seattle Post-Intelli-
gencer that since January 2006, offi cers 
have identifi ed around 70,000 people 
making suspicious facial expressions, 
600 to 700 of whom were later arrested 
for various reasons (drugs, weapons, 
etc.). Impressively, the program in-
cludes training for cultural sensitiv-
ity and accounts for individuals with 
disabilities. In some cultures, people 
do not make eye contact with author-
ity fi gures, and the TSA maintains that 
this will not automatically result in a 
pat-down. The same goes for individu-
als with Tourette’s syndrome: a tic will 
not lead to a secondary search, the TSA 
told an association for people with the 
condition. 
    However, John Reinstein, legal di-

rector of the Massachusetts ACLU, 
notes a glaring problem with the pro-
gram; “Behavioral characteristics will 
be found where you look for them,” 
he told the Seattle Post-Intelligencer. 
“This program is another unfortunate 
example of the extent to which we are 
being asked to surrender basic free-
doms in the name of security.” Since 
the ultimate discretion lies with each 
individual security offi cer and no out-

side verifi cation is required to order the 
secondary screening, any offi cer could 
identify individuals as suspicious for 
any number of personal reasons and 
justify it with SPOT. 
   Some believe the program could 

help curb racial profi ling, such as Nas-
eem Tuffaha, political chairman of the 
American Arab Anti-Discrimination 
Committee’s Seattle chapter. Tuffaha 
told the Seattle Post-Intelligencer that 
he encourages the move away from 
ethnic-based profi ling, but reminds us 
that if offi cials “only looked hard when 
somebody is Middle Eastern-appearing 
... then [they] are still conducting racial 
profi ling under a different name.” 
     If the program is managed correctly, 
it could be valuable, but it still smacks 
of the same kind of ultra-paranoia that 
brought this country unauthorized 
wiretaps by the NSA and the destruc-
tion of the writ of habeas corpus for 
so-called “enemy combatants.” If the 
idea of TSA offi cials monitoring your 
“microfacial” expressions makes you 
uneasy, you’re not alone. Whether the 
SPOT program will actually improve 
airport security or just make it easier 
for security offi cials to justify search-
ing anyone they please, remains to be 
seen. 

At airports around the 
country, TSA offi cials 
are watching travelers 

very closely.

If the idea of TSA of-
fi cials monitoring your 
‘microfacial’ expres-
sions makes you un-

easy, you’re not alone.

A TSA offi cial watches travelers in Seattle.  (seattlepi.nwsource.com)

Congressman Rangel has been a stalwart in the U.S. House 
of Representatives for 37 years.

American travelers wait in line to pass through 
security.  (imnotsayin.blogspot.com)
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entities with which Kenyans strongly 
identify. 
     Kibaki, a Kikuyu, was elected Presi-
dent in 2002 as part of the “Rainbow 
Alliance.” This coalition of fi ve politi-
cians, one of them being Odinga, en-
compassed every major tribe in Kenya. 
Since tribes remain very important 
electorally, this strategy of including 
all the major tribes proved to be a great 
success. As the head of this multi-tribe 
alliance, Kibaki was seen as more of a 
national leader than a tribal one. His 
election, following the more authori-
tarian and corrupt rule of Daniel Arap 
Moi, ushered in hopes for a prosper-
ous Kenya from which all tribes would 
benefi t equally. 
     According to The Economist, while 
Kibaki presided over signifi cant eco-
nomic growth (6%/year), increased ac-
cess to education, and though he was 
much less authoritarian than his prede-
cessor,  Kibaki’s tenure also had draw-
backs. He failed to combat widespread 
corruption, did not create enough jobs, 
and did not succeed in turning Kenya 
into an industrialized country. Ac-
cording to Wainaina, he continued to 
favor his own tribe, the Kikuyu. This 
perception stems in part from the fact 
that most of the President’s cabinet was 
Kikuyu. This last point seems to have 
most fueled the hatred behind much 
of the violence following the election. 

Kikuyus have indeed been the focus of 
many of the recent attacks; in one of the 
most savage acts of violence, a church 
full of 50 Kikuyus, mostly women and 
children, was burned to the ground.  
     In opposing Kibaki, Odinga formed 
a coalition that encompassed several 
tribes, similar to the one that originally 
brought Kibaki to power in 2002. In ad-
dition to opposing Kikuyu favoritism, 
he advocated devolution, and was com-
mitted to modernizing Kenya’s infra-
structure, according to The Economist.
After the highly contested election, both 
politicians declared victory as violence 
spread in the Rift Valley and through-
out Kenya. Both candidates have been 
incredibly stubborn, and have even 
been unable to agree on preconditions 
for negotiations. As Kibaki and Odinga 
continue to stand fi rm, Kibaki refusing 
to investigate voting irregularities that 
have been cited by all foreign election 
monitors and Odinga calling for imme-
diate justice, hundreds of Kenyans have 
perished. Though the worst of the vio-
lence has died down, according to The 
New York Times, 250,000 Kenyans are 
now homeless. 
    When both sides appeared to soft-
en their terms for negotiations, Afri-
can Union Chairman John Kufuor at-
tempted to get both men to fi nally meet 
face to face, but he was unsuccessful. 
Former U.N. Secretary General Kofi  
Annan is now scheduled to arrive in 

Kenya and attempt to mediate peace 
talks. As time goes on, the willingness 
to compromise seems only to decrease. 
In order to spur negotiations, the U.S., 
which is a major aid donor to Kenya, 
has recently increased pressure on the 
country by reaffi rming the fl awed na-
ture of the elections and warning that 
it “cannot conduct business as usual in 
Kenya.” 
    After a makeshift swearing in cer-
emony, Kibaki has already begun nam-
ing his cabinet and assuming his role as 
the head of state. He will have to con-
tend with a hostile parliament, since his 
party won only 43 seats to Odinga’s 99, 
as well as further protests organized by 
Odinga’s party, the Orange Democratic 
Movement, which wants to maintain 
pressure on Kibaki. Since the Presi-
dent has banned demonstrations, there 
is likely more violence in store for the 
coming weeks. 
    What is certain is that Kenya cannot 
return to peaceful normalcy until a set-
tlement is reached between Kibaki and 
Odinga. Although the violence is large-
ly due to Kibaki’s electoral fraud, ,both 
men are to blame for their unwilling-
ness to compromise over preconditions 
for negotiations. If they had  agreed to 
meet face-to-face much earlier, hun-
dreds of lives may have been saved. 
   Kibaki and Odinga must now lay 
aside their anger and stubbornness and 
come together to devise a power-shar-

ing agreement in order to prevent Ke-
nya from falling into a state of anarchy 
and chaos. Such an agreement, howev-
er, should only be a temporary fi x until 
another election can be held. In a young 
democracy like Kenya, which serves as 
a regional role model, setting a prec-
edent which will clearly convey that 
election-rigging will not be tolerated is 
imperative. Since the election’s results 
were so close, determining the true vic-
tor is impossible; some of the voting ir-
regularities even favored Odinga. The 
only way for Kenya to move on in a 
peaceful and democratic fashion is to 
hold a truly free and fair election after 
hostilities have died down. 
    In the long term, reforms must be 
enacted, perhaps in the form of a Con-
stitutional revision, to ensure that all 
tribes are treated equally. As Wainaina 
states in her op-ed piece, “…the bloody 
attacks here do not refl ect primordial 
hatreds. They refl ect the manipulation 
of identity for political gain.” The elec-
toral incentives that motivate politicians 
to favor their own tribes must be elimi-
nated. Since tribes remain an important 
part of Kenya’s identity, rather than try-
ing to eradicate tribalism, a goal that is 
most likely impossible, politicians in 
the future should work to promote a vi-
sion of tribal harmony. They must show 
with both words and actions that their 
government will serve all Kenyans.  
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Noted Cornell Scholar and Statesman Alfred Kahn
Discusses the Essence of Progressivism

BY WILL ROSENZWEIG

      Ithaca is home to a pioneer in politi-
cal economic theory, one who, even at 
the advanced age of 90, is still force-
fully arguing for what he terms an “au-
thentically liberal” economic public 
policy. Alfred E. Kahn, former Dean of 
the College of Arts and Sciences and 
professor of economics at Cornell for 
more than 30 years, has waded into the 
debate raging within the Democratic 
Party as the race for the presiden-
tial nomination heats up. In doing so, 
Kahn, as a self-described liberal, has 
challenged the use of the term “pro-
gressive” as a descriptor of tried and 
true Democratic principles.
      In his latest paper, written and dis-
tributed in the fall of 2007, entitled 
“The Threat of Latter-Day ‘Progres-
sives’ to an Authentically Liberal Eco-
nomic Policy,” Kahn expounds upon a 
belief that those within the Democratic 
Party who embrace the label of pro-
gressive are adopting a series of eco-
nomic policy proposals which are both 
contrary to the tradition of Democrats 
and to the welfare of the country. It is 
precisely in the area of economics that 
Kahn sees a contradiction and fl aws in 
policy among modern progressives. 
He writes, “there is nothing either 
‘progressive,’ ‘liberal,’ or desirable 
about…populist protectionism.” Fur-
ther, this contention is important be-
cause of modern progressives’ “consis-
tent criticism of NAFTA and the now 

pending central American counterpart 
(CAFTA).” Rejection of Clintonian 
economic policies, Kahn insists, are 
the opposite of true liberalism and the 
historical meaning of progressivism.
    Alfred Kahn was born in 1917 and 
quickly rose to academic prominence. 
He achieved bachelors and masters 
degrees at New York University and 
a Ph.D. in economics at Yale before 
coming to Cornell. During his decades 
in Ithaca, Kahn published a series of in-
fl uential books including The Econom-
ics of Regulation in 1970. This work 
gained him wide praise and admiration 
within the fi eld, as well as a career in 
public policy. 
    In 1974, he left Cornell to serve on 
the New York Public Service Commis-
sion, an appointment that led to his rise 
to be chair of President Carter’s Civil 
Aeronautics Board from 1977-78. It 
was in that post that he became a na-
tional fi gure for his initiative of dereg-
ulating the airlines. From there, Carter 
tapped Kahn to chair the President’s 
Council on Wage and Price Stability, 
where he served as America’s chief 
infl ation fi ghter. After his work in the 
White House, Kahn retired to Ithaca, 
where he lives today.
    In an interview with The Cornell 
Progressive, Kahn was feisty in his at-
tack on what he sees as the perversion 
of true progressive ideals. In his paper, 
Kahn explores the historical origins 
of the term “progressive,” and argues 
that the views of the original brand of 

progressives, such as Senator Robert 
LaFollete of Wisconsin, endorsed his 
view of active and expansive national 
economics. It was the comments of 
Senator Hillary Clinton in a presiden-
tial debate last year, he says, in which 
the Senator called herself a progressive 
but tied it to the original meaning, that 
inspired him to write the paper (and 
to vote for her for president). Clin-
ton’s comment came in the July 24th 
CNN-YouTube debate in which she 
was asked if she considered herself a 
liberal. She replied, “I prefer the word 
progressive, which has a real American 
meaning, going back to the Progressive 
Era at the beginning of the 20th Centu-
ry. I consider myself a modern progres-
sive, someone who believes strongly in 
individual rights and freedoms.”
     Kahn insists that he is a “staunch lib-
eral,” and that his criticism of econom-
ic policies espoused by many bloggers 
(who have been vocal in resuscitating 
the mantle of progressivism) and re-
cent presidential candidates Richard 
Gephardt and John Edwards, stems 
from his belief in, and not aversion to, 
mainstream leftist positions. In one of 
his more combative moments, Kahn 
exclaimed that, “I resent my liberalism 
being taken over by a bunch of Marx-
ists who aren’t really liberals at all.”
     The argument is an important one in 
the future of the country as well as the 
Democratic Party. As real wages re-
main stagnant and the economy moves 
into a recession, the battle between free 

trade and protectionism is critically 
important. Kahn believes the recent 
economic woes are due to the errors of 
the Bush administration, and that this 
is all the more reason for a truly lib-
eral policy alternative. He maintains 
that there are many benefi ts to global-
ization, but that free trade needs to be 
partnered with policies which make a 
college education and health care more 
affordable and accessible.
    Those that oppose free trade deals 
such as NAFTA and CAFTA cite the 
outsourcing of jobs as a devastating 
consequence of such treaties. Kahn 
readily admits that lost jobs through 
outsourcing is a necessary casualty of 
globalization. Nevertheless, he main-
tains that open trade policies lead to 
economic growth that will benefi t all 
of America as long as it is teamed with 
sensible regulations, such as higher 
minimum wage laws and stricter envi-
ronmental standards.
     When pondering his time in the 
Carter Administration, Kahn broke into 
a refl ective smile, calling his ability to 
shape economic law “thrilling” and “a 
dream.” As a new president takes of-
fi ce next year, the arguments behind 
the economic debate within the Demo-
cratic Party will be vitally important. 
An Ithaca resident and former Cornell 
professor has made his contribution to 
the battle.
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Presidential Primary Reform
BY STEPHEN DAVIS

     Lost amid the excitement and melo-
drama of this year’s presidential pri-
mary season is the utter absurdity of its 
design. The system was undemocratic 
to begin with, and is now teetering 
on the verge of collapse because the 
Democratic and Republican National 
Committees can no longer maintain 
control over defi ant state legislatures. 
Upset because they feel their voices 
are being heard too late in the process, 
states formerly holding later primaries 
are scheduling themselves earlier and 
earlier, ignoring party rules. To avoid 
further “frontloading,” the DNC and 
RNC are now penalizing states by tak-
ing away some or all of their delegates 
from the national convention. Voters 
in states like Michigan and Florida 
– whose vote will not affect the Dem-
ocratic nomination – are sadly disen-
franchised, but little more than they 
used to be. This whole mess is merely 
one symptom of a broken presidential 
primary system, in dire need of bipar-
tisan reform.
     To understand the urgency for re-
form, one must examine the fl aws 
of the current system. Iowa and New 
Hampshire – rural states with few mi-
norities – monopolize early media cov-
erage of the nomination race, and often 
determine the outcomes in subsequent 
states. “Camping out” in these two 
states months before the actual primary 
day, prospective candidates spend mil-
lions of dollars in political advertising, 
shamelessly pandering for votes with 
their enthusiasm for farm subsidies and 
other niche policies. After these early 
January primaries, most of the candi-
dates drop out of the race, narrowing 
the choices for subsequent voters. By 
the end of “Super Tuesday” on Febru-
ary 5, the nominations are essentially 
decided, with about half of the coun-
try having no realistic input in the out-
come. Not surprisingly, voter turnout 
is abysmal. In the 2000 primary season 
– the last time Republicans and Demo-
crats both had a contested nomination 
for President – less than 18 percent of 

eligible voters participated.  
    This broken system – with its ar-
bitrary privileging of Iowa and New 
Hampshire at the expense of the rest of 
the country – demands immediate re-
form. Here are some of the proposed 
alternatives:

Nationwide Primary Election:
   The only way to ensure that every 
voter has an equal voice in the process 
is to hold a single-day national primary 
election. A national primary would en-
franchise millions, and tremendously 
increase voter turnout. But while this 
method is unquestionably the fairest 
available, it receives criticism for elim-
inating the intimate “retail politicking” 
unique to the early state primaries. 
The winners would almost certainly 
be the candidates with the most money 
for televised advertising. Candidates 
with less fame or fi nancial resources 
would have little chance to compete, 
and no chance to build momentum in 
an extended campaign. Jonathan Soros 
suggested conducting a 6-month long 
national primary with the results an-
nounced periodically as one possible 
remedy, but, absent radical campaign 
fi nance reform, such a scheme would 
likely reinforce the primacy of money.

Purple States Voting First:
    One suggestion – provided by Bill 
Whalen of the Hoover Institution – is 
merely replacing Iowa and New Hamp-
shire on the primary schedule with states 
providing more racial, socioeconomic 
and political diversity. Larger centrist 
states like Ohio, Colorado, or Nevada 
would be far more interesting political 
terrain for aspiring presidential candi-
dates than Iowa or New Hampshire, 
and would be more representative of 
the country as a whole. Candidates 
would have to address urban and rural 
voters alike, reducing the likelihood of 
pandering or demagoguery. Competing 
over the same large group of indepen-
dent voters in these “purple” states, 
both parties would decrease, to some 
extent, the ideological polarization in-

herent in a party primary system. 
    Unfortunately, this solution only ad-
dresses one of the many problems in 
the current system. Candidates would 
still “camp out” in these purple states, 
and the rest of the country would re-
main largely disenfranchised.  

Rotating Regional Primary Cycles:
    A different suggestion with broad 
appeal seems to be a rotating regional 
primary cycle, where every election 
cycle a different region of states gets 
to vote early. This set-up retains the ad-
vantages of an extended campaign, but 
ensures that every state eventually has 
an opportunity to exert an early infl u-
ence on the nomination.  
     However, there are several problems 
with this design. A campaign schedule 
based on regional groupings would be 
even less representative of the Ameri-
can electorate than the current system, 
and regions voting later would still be 
disenfranchised. Additionally, once the 
rotation cycle is determined, the fi eld 
of potential presidential candidates 
would likely be composed according to 
their geographic ties to the fi rst region, 
and the campaigning might begin years 
before the general election. A regional 
lottery plan might reduce this “camp-
ing out” phenomenon, but it still does 
not address voter disenfranchisement.

The “American Plan”:
    The best idea presented for a com-
plete reform of the presidential primary 
system is the so-called American Plan, 
which consists of 10 two-week inter-
vals of fi ve randomly selected state 
primaries, with state eligibility for each 
interval escalating according to popu-
lation. In the fi rst interval, states with 8 
congressional districts or less are eligi-

ble. In the second interval, states with 
16 congressional districts or less are 
eligible, then 24 or less for the third, 
and so on. To placate bigger states like 
California – with its 53 congressional 
districts – the eligibility requirements 
would stagger beginning with the 
fourth interval, so that the largest states 
may come into play relatively early. 
The interval-by-interval eligibility for 
the state primary groupings would es-
calate according to number of congres-
sional districts thusly: 8, 16, 24, 56, 32, 
64, 40, 72, 48, 80.  
   Because the number of contested 
delegates rises with each interval, the 
nomination would usually remain in 
doubt until the last intervals. Ensuring 
that the primary campaign will contin-
ue through all 50 states will drive up 
voter participation and send the candi-
dates through an extended process of 
regional campaigning. Because only 
small-to-medium states are eligible for 
the fi rst three intervals, some compo-
nent of “retail politicking” is retained 
without sacrifi cing too much infl uence 
from the larger states. Lesser-known 
candidates would still have an oppor-
tunity to establish themselves, while 
early losers would have ample time to 
recover. Of all the proposed reforms, 
only the American Plan balances the 
demand for voter equality with the need 
for an engaging and extended cam-
paign. Therefore, as one might expect, 
this plan enjoys popular bipartisan sup-
port. All it needs for implementation is 
dedication and commitment from the 
leaders of both national parties to cre-
ate a system that is suitable and equita-
ble for presidential candidates and the 
American public.
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Dark horse candidate Mike Huckabee, outspent 10-to-1 by favorite Mitt 
Romney, won the Iowa Republican caucus by building grassroot support 

through charismatic personal appearances.

More than aware of Iowa’s infl ated importance, DNC Chairman Howard Dean 
has the opportunity to reform a broken presidential primary system.
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Lies, Hate, and Latin America
BY NATE BAKER

    I was sitting in La Guardia Airport 
the other day, grumpy on account of 
my four-hour layover before my fl ight 
to Syracuse. Devouring one of those 
tasteless six-dollar cold ham sandwich-
es, my eyes wandered across an open 
page of The New York Times that sat 
on the chair beside me. The title of the 
article in the lower corner read: “Bor-
der Fence Work Raises Environmental 
Concerns.” Next to it, I saw a picture of 
a tall, expansive wall winding through a 
barren landscape. ‘Who the hell builds 
walls nowadays?’ I thought. Then I re-
membered a Congressional bill that was 
introduced a few months back that pre-
sented the idea of building a 700-mile 
long wall along the Mexican-American 
border, This was a wall that the Mexi-
can president described as “shameful,” 
and one that nearly every Latin Ameri-
can president has also deemed to be 
“shameful.”  
     I had laughed at it of course, just as I 
had laughed at the idea of barring same-
sex couples from getting married, and 
the ideas of domestic spying, torture, 
deregulation of handguns, tax-cuts for 
the rich, (place absurdity here), etc… 
The truth of the matter, however, is that 
we are building a wall along our south-
ern border, and, like all of the other 
propositions that I once laughed at so 
heartily (all those listed above which 
eventually became reality), this one is 
not funny. In fact, like all of the other 
ones, it puts the ideals that we stand 
for as Americans and as citizens of the 
world in jeopardy, and, in addition, it 
sends a contemptuous message to our 
southern allies.
     The United States’ foreign policy 
in Latin America has traditionally been 
dreadful. So dreadful, in fact, that for 
many years, candidates in those coun-
tries have often been wafted to vic-
tory simply for expressing strong anti-
American sentiments. That’s bad for us. 
Some of these candidates often promise 
to bestow power upon those who have 
never had any: the poor and indigenous. 
This is what many would call “being 
leftist.” The result is usually American 
and corporate abomination.
     Am I being too extreme in saying 
that we, the United States of America, 
hate Latin America? I don’t think so. 
There are so many examples of our ha-

tred towards Latin America that I can’t 
fi t them all into one article (or ten ar-
ticles for that matter).  
     U.S. involvement in Latin Ameri-
ca essentially started in 1823 with the 
Monroe Doctrine, which declared Latin 
America to be within the U.S. “sphere 
of infl uence.” Relations only went 
downhill from there. In 1846 we stole 
a whole bunch of Mexico’s land in a 
bloody war (remember manifest des-
tiny?), and in 1898 we declared war on 
Spain and annexed Puerto Rico. 
     In 1901, with the Platt Amendment, 
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we declared our unilateral right to in-
tervene in Cuban affairs. Then, in 1903, 
we encouraged rebellion between pres-
ent-day Panama and Colombia so that 
we could acquire rights to the Panama 
Canal. In 1912, U.S. Marines invad-
ed Nicaragua and stayed until 1933 
when we replaced our forces with a 
well-armed National Guard headed by 
Anastasio Somoza. In 1954, the CIA 
engineered the overthrow of the demo-
cratically-elected (but leftist) govern-
ment of Guatemala, which resulted in 
thirty years of military dictatorship, 
repression, and violence. The follow-
ing decade was ushered in by a failed 
attempt to overthrow the Cuban gov-
ernment at the Bay of Pigs. In 1965, 
President Lyndon Johnson sent 22,000 
troops into the Dominican Republic to 
combat constitutional (but leftist) forc-
es trying to regain power. In 1969, the 

U.S. sent Dan Mitrione, a CIA agent 
famous for torture, into Uruguay to 
train death squads. His motto was “the 
precise pain, in the precise place, in the 
precise amount, for the desired effect.” 
In 1971, the CIA backed a military coup 
which overthrew leftist Bolivian presi-
dent Juan Torres, whose replacement 
arrested 2,000 political opponents, and 
then had them tortured, raped, and ex-
ecuted. In 1973, the CIA overthrew the 
democratic (but leftist) government of 
Salvador Allende in Chile and a bloody 
dictatorship followed. In 1981, the 
Reagan Administration funded the pro-
U.S. Contra guerrillas, a group that tar-
geted Nicaraguan civilians. Two years 
later, we overthrew a popular govern-
ment in Grenada, and also taught Hon-
duran military offi cers torture tech-
niques. In 1990, we intervened in the 
Nicaraguan elections through covert 
means. In 1992, El Salvador emerged 
from a 12 year U.S.-backed war that 
left 75,000 people dead. In that war, 
the U.S. contributed $1.5 million a day 
in military aid to the dictatorship that 
fought against the (leftist) guerillas. 
     The United States rarely does any 
good when it intervenes in Latin Amer-
ica (with one exception: the Brady 
debt relief proposal in the early 1990s 
helped to end Latin America’s decade-
long, debt-induced recession), and this 

pattern of the U.S. mistreating Latin 
America did not stop as we entered 
the new millenium. Our military aid 
continues to rise while the amount of 
money spent on economic and social 
support is actually falling. In 2000, we 
sent $3.4 million in military aid to Lat-
in America, a number that rose to $122 
million in 2006.  
      Furthermore, the Pentagon fears the 
effects of leftist democratically elect-
ed governments in Central and South 
America, and therefore it tries to infl u-
ence the region’s politics. The United 
States Southern Command, has an $800 
million budget and 1,470 employees to 
monitor Latin American affairs. 
   This heavy-handed involvement 
translates into distrust of the United 
States. While former president Bill 
Clinton was quite popular among Latin 
Americans, Bush has been the most un-

popular since…well, his father. He has 
made only one trip to South America, 
and he was not well received, to say the 
least. I know, because I was in Brazil 
when he spent three days in Sao Paulo. 
He was protected by several thousand 
Brazilian and American troops and for 
weeks before Bush’s arrival, strange 
white American guys in nice suits 
roamed the Sao Paulo streets.
     Bush’s presidency has also given 

rise to strong leftist movements, and, 
because he is so ignorant of Latin 
American affairs, many socialist gov-
ernments are given far more legitimacy 
than they deserve by their people. Pres-
ident Evo Morales of Bolivia, whose 
deputy spoke at Cornell in the fall, is 
the fi rst indigenous president of that 
nation. Once humble, his power has 
led him to corruption. He introduced a 
new constitution that would allow him 

to run for multiple terms as president, 
and he also nationalized the nation’s oil 
industry, threatening to transfer some 
states’ oil incomes into the hands of 
the Quechuan and Aymaran indigenous 
groups. This led to widespread protest, 
and even to the secession of several 
Bolivian states. We can only hope that 
there will be no civil war, and that the 
U.S. military will not need to inter-
vene.  
    Hugo Chavez, the president of Ven-
ezuela, has become hugely popular 
among Venezuelans for his anti-Amer-
ican diatribes. He has also introduced 
changes to the constitution that would 
allow him to run indefi nitely. We can 
see that American interference has 
given rise to powerful and unstable 
political forces. Poor decisions by the 
Bush administration, from the invasion 
of Iraq to the holding of prisoners at 

Guantanamo Bay, have led to further 
distrust and loss of credibility. The 
new wall along the border is the icing 
on the cake. It is the symbol of utter 
hatred, complete disgust, distrust, and 
contempt.   
    I wake up from a daydream in La 
Guardia. People stream by me. They 
are European, African, Asian, Hispanic, 
and I hear a dozen different languages. 
All of the languages blend into one uni-
fi ed sound. All of the different skin col-
ors meld into one unifi ed mass. What a 
wonderful country. We are diverse. We 
are rich and poor. We are of all origins. 
We ought to acknowledge our diverse 
roots, our ideals of freedom, democ-
racy, and equality. We ought to begin 
open, multilateral discussion with our 
southern allies. We ought to apologize 
for our sponsorship of torture and ter-
rorism in Latin America. We ought to 
open trade with Cuba. We ought to 
increase social and economic aid, and 
to stop making selfi sh arms deals. We 
ought to provide constructive criticism 
and not petty hate dialogue. We ought 
to stop construction of the border wall. 
Only through these measures can the 
United States hope to reverse genera-
tions of our ill-advised policies towards 
Latin America.

Poor decisions by the 
Bush administration have 
led to further distrust and 
loss of credibility in Latin 

America.
We ought to acknowledge 

our diverse roots, our 
ideals of freedom, 

democracy, and equality.
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Poor Latin American policies have resulted in insurrection and mass displacement of families.
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BY RICH GETZEL 
 
 Citizens of the United States – it’s 2008, and I stand before you tonight 
to announce that the state of the union is pretty, pretty good. Four score, give or 
take 73 years, ago – the year was 9/11. I’m not really going anywhere with this, 
but my speechwriters told me to plug 9/11 as early as possible. Stay the course.
 
 Anyway, it’s an election year, and before you go to the polls and exercise 
a little beautiful thing I call freedom, remember to vote Republican. We are fi ght-
ing a war against Islamofascist terrorists, and you shouldn’t change pants half-
crap. At least that’s what Laura tells me every night. But I assure you, I’ve been 
sober for as long as I can remember. Good thing my memory ends at about 1987, 
hehehe. That’s a little joke I put in there for ya. But seriously, 1987 is the last year 
I remember.       

 I’ve been goin’ around, gettin’ to know my constituents, and I gotta say, I 
hear your grief about the War in Iraq. But let’s look at the positive side…like all 
of the other wars we are winning. Consider the war on the working poor. Where 
else except in the third world can people work full-time and still be well beneath 
the poverty line? On the rise in America, we’ve got poverty. And don’t forget the 
sick. Twenty percent of this country remains uninsured. That’s over 40 million 
people! And for those lucky enough to have private insurance, they get to pay 
twice as much as other people in the industrialized world. And even with that, we 
are still the least healthy nation in the West!

 And here’s a shout-out to our nation’s veterans. I’m telling you, the last 
scandal was a doozy. We have our fi ne young men coming home with post-trau-
matic stress disorder being diagnosed with a pre-war personality disorder. That 
way, we don’t have to treat them! The middle class, well, the war on them has 
gone off without a hitch. It’s true that the real median wage of non-supervisory 
workers has only gone down 10% in the past 30 years, but don’t worry, folks, that 
fi gure should start accelerating soon. Our trade defi cit and mortgage crisis will 
ensure that the coming recession will hit Americans hard.  Can’t you just feel the 
squeeze on the middle class tightening? I know I can. And that whole business of 
people losing their homes at record rates – who needs a bailout? Whatever will 
be will be, as I always say.

 Ya know, someone once told me – I think he’s in jail now – that this coun-
try is only as good as its weakest link. Well, I’m working hard to pretty much kick 
off all those weak links from the chain. Why pay them no heed when we could 
just bring them down? Folks, America is a strong chain, and getting much stron-
ger. I just knew I could include a fl owery metaphor like this one in my speech. 
Ladies and gentlemen, have a good night. Freedom is on the march. 

THE BACK BURNER 
The State of the Union:The State of the Union:

Edit-free and uncutEdit-free and uncut

A Reversal of Fortune
BY JUSTIN GRANSTEIN

 Since the dawn of time, man, ever the social creature, has or-
ganized tribes, city-states, nations, and empires. While the form of 
government has oscillated widely between autocratic tyranny and near 
total anarchy, certain general trends have remained 
constant: the tendency to go to war; the imposition of 
social classes; and, of course, rampant discrimination 
against “outsiders.” 
 The argument can be easily made that such 
policies continue to this day, and one would be hard 
pressed to refute that notion. What is interesting, how-
ever, is the growing trend of instances in which being 
different, whether by nationality, race, sexual orienta-
tion, or religion, has become advantageous. The twen-
tieth century witnessed a number of important fi rsts for mankind, from 
the lunar landings to the advent of nuclear power. 
 What makes the twentieth century even more incredible, how-
ever, is that it marks the fi rst time in human history that millions of 
people have embraced their differences with the general population, 
rather than covering them up. In a different age (and sadly still in some 
countries today), boldly announcing one’s distinct heritage, nationality, 
or religion would have been cause for persecution, discrimination, and 
often extermination. (Do the terms “Holocaust,” “Inquisition,” or “eth-

Thankfully this year’s State of the Union will be the last address 
President Bush will give.

nic cleansing” come to mind?) 
 New college admissions standards have completely turned this 
law of human relations on its head. Especially in the latter half of the 
last century, college admissions processes seem to have fi nally realized 
the American notion of rugged individualism: the American melting pot 
reverses itself when teenagers hit the magical age of 18. Suddenly, it’s 
no longer in one’s favor to be American – Mexican is chic, Russian is 
in vogue, and obscure Pacifi c Islander is all the rage. Baseball players 

and tennis stars are old news – curling enthusiasts and 
Monopoly champions are in. Is this some sort of tipping 
point in the evolution of human thought? Or maybe it’s 
merely an aberration that will soon self-correct? With 
applications skyrocketing and acceptance rates plum-
meting, the evidence points towards even more fi ne-
tuned selections in the years to come. The Ivy League 
now boasts an average acceptance rate of less than 14%. 
Large state schools, such as the University of Maryland 
and the University of Virginia, are similarly reporting re-

cord low acceptance rates for the class of 2011. 
 Of course, we need to take the good with the bad; the right bal-
ance is always elusive. With applications fl ooding admissions offi ces 
and acceptances getting harder to come by, the question is this: are we 
going to keep examining each other by mere minutia, or are we going 
to take a step back from these micro-comparisons and fi nd another way 
to make admissions decisions?

The American 
melting pot reverses 
itself when teenagers 

hit the magical 
age of 18.
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I can press when there needs to 
be pressed; I can hold hands when 
there needs to be -- hold hands.  
--George W. Bush, on how he can con-
tribute to the Middle East peace pro-
cess, Washington, D.C., Jan. 4, 2008

As you may have heard, ear-
lier this week, the price of 
oil closed at $100 a barrel. 
You see, I don’t think Presi-
dent Bush really understands 
this issue. In fact, when they 
asked him what effect this 
would have on average Amer-
icans, President Bush said it 
wouldn’t have much effect at 
all. He said, ‘Most Americans 
buy their oil in little cans.’ 
--Jay Leno

 Fred Thompson said he is out trying to 
revitalize his campaign. What does he 
mean, “re-”?
-- Jay Leno

From David Letterman’s Top Ten Signs Your Presidential Campaign Is Not Going Well: 
#1. You often ask, “What would George W. Bush do?”

We are not used to this kind of disarray in the 
GOP. Usually the Republican presidential can-
didate is anointed early on at party headquar-
ters, which is a vast underground lair under a 
dormant volcano near Houston. 
--Peter Sagal of NPR’s “Wait Wait…Don’t Tell Me”

Republican presidential candidate Mike 
Huckabee, one of our guests tonight, has 
reached what they call ‘the top tier’ of GOP 
candidates. That means during the debates 
he no longer has to wear a nametag.  
--Jay Leno

Giuliani said, upon his second de-
feat, ‘We’ve lulled our opponents 
into a false sense of confi dence.’ 
Oh, yes! Everything is going ac-
cording to plan. Those fools! They 
think they can win by winning!
--Stephen Colbert

President Bush said today he 
has no plans to attack Iran. Oh, 
he’s still going to attack, he just 
has no plans.  --Jay Leno

Not such good news for John Edwards. He 
came in third [in New Hampshire] proving that 
yes, there are two Americas, and neither one is 
voting for him. -- Jay Leno

“Support for Rudy Giuliani has 
fallen to 12%...and that’s just 
among his children!”
-- Jay Leno
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