
BY JAKE AREM

 
    Would you give $35 between 2008 
and 2017 to help fund Amtrak and im-
prove passenger rail service in the Unit-
ed States? Well, hopefully you would, 
because the United States Senate re-
cently passed a bill, the Passenger Rail 
Investment and Improvement Act of 
2007, which forces you to do just that. 
    After giving Amtrak about $10 bil-
lion to continue its operations, the bill 
lays out a few recommendations. Am-
trak should encourage the private sec-
tor funding of passenger trains. The 
corporation should also conduct a study 
comparing the American transportation 
network with those in other developed 
countries. Materials used for Amtrak’s 
capital improvement projects should be 
made in the United States. Finally, there 
should be more trains from Eugene, Or-
egon to Vancouver, Canada during the 
2010 Winter Olympics in Vancouver. 
A senator from Montana threw in an 

amendment asking that Amtrak con-
sider reinstating service on a Seattle-to-
Chicago route which ran through south-
ern Montana until 1979. 
    Does this mean that the United States 
is on track to develop a world-class, 
fuel-effi cient transportation system, 
which will decrease automotive and 
airline congestion and also give Ameri-
cans more travel options? Maybe not, 
but it constitutes a step in the right di-
rection. Cornell students need think 
only as far as their spring break travel 
plans to know that Amtrak does not 
come within 50 miles of Ithaca. 
   Perhaps we can forgive Amtrak for 
not serving a smaller town like ours. 
But what about when inter-city rail ser-
vice does not serve some of the biggest 
cities in the country like Phoenix, Co-
lumbus, and Las Vegas,? As it stands, 
using railroads in the United States is 
not convenient. Nor is it cheap; a partic-
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BY ETHAN FELDER

 John McCain, throughout his 
Senatorial career, has prided himself 
on being a straight-talking maverick 
Republican who is unwavering when 
it comes to his public positions on the 
critical issues facing the country. A 
closer examination of his recent actions, 
however, has increasingly called these 
worthy descriptions into question. On 
issues such as taxes, torture, and cam-
paign fi nance, McCain has now taken 
the path of least resistance by towing 
the conservative line; by doing so, he 
is betraying his own ‘straight-talking’ 
principles. Barack Obama put it best: 
“Somewhere along the line, the Straight 
Talk Express lost some wheels.” 
  John McCain courageously 
opposed the Bush tax cuts in 2001 and 
2003 along with only one other Senate 

Republican colleague. At the time, Mc-
Cain rightly argued that the cuts dispro-
portionately benefi ted the wealthiest of 
Americans (35 percent of the cuts went 
to the top 1 percent). He also argued 
that cutting taxes during a time of war 
would be fi nancially reckless and irre-
sponsible.                 
 Now that he’s running for pres-
ident, however, McCain says that he 
actually supports the extension of the 
Bush tax cuts for the wealthy. Say what 
you will, but McCain certainly seems 
to be bowing down to movement eco-
nomic conservatives who cannot bring 
themselves to oppose any tax cut, no 
matter how regressive or fi scally irre-
sponsible it may be.
 On the issue of whether the 
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    Occasionally our counterparts on 
the right wing propose ideas that are 
ingrained with such obvious fl aws that 
we hesitate to give them the dignity of 
a response. Yet, as much as we would 
love to ignore this latest attention-
grabbing gimmick by The Cornell Re-
publicans, taking aim at this measure is 
simply too much fun to pass up.
     At the February 28th meeting of 
the Student Assembly, Mark Coombs 
’08 and Ahmed Salem ’08 introduced 
a resolution in favor of allowing the 
concealed carrying of fi rearms on cam-
pus. The text of the resolution (assem-
bly.cornell.edu/SA/20080228R17) is a 
regurgitation of National Rifl e Asso-
ciation (NRA) talking points, and the 
resolution has so many defi ciencies 
that limiting ourselves to a discussion 
of only a few is a test of self-restraint.
        First, the resolution is irrelevant. 
The text asks the assembly to “strongly 
urge the administration to take whatev-
er action is necessary to allow for con-
cealed carry on campus.” This “neces-
sary action” would entail changing New 
York state law, which prohibits the car-
rying of fi rearms on college campuses 
(unless allowed by the administration). 
If any Cornellians seriously think that 
President Skorton and the rest of Day 
Hall will consider allowing concealed 
fi rearms on campus, they might want 
to schedule a psychiatric evaluation at 
Gannett. And as for the state legislature 
amending this law…let’s just say we’re 
not in Texas anymore, Mr. Coombs.
      Second, although the resolution 
cites part of the Second Amendment 
as justifi cation for concealed carry, this 
interpretation of the amendment is de-
ceitful and completely wrong.

     Here is the amendment in its en-
tirety: “A well regulated militia, being 
necessary to the security of a free State, 
the right of the people to keep and bear 
Arms, shall not be infringed.” At one 
point in our nation’s history, citizens 
needed to carry weapons in order to 
serve in local militias. Given that the 
current chance of an invasion is about 
as high as that of the Republicans tak-
ing back Congress this year, the need 
to carry weapons no longer exists. The 
Second Amendment once had a specif-

ic, necessary purpose, but can no lon-
ger be used as justifi cation for the free 
carry of fi rearms.
   Third, allowing concealed carry 
would not make students any safer in 
the tragic event of a campus shooting. 
If a student were to open fi re in an av-
erage-sized class, then there might be 
one other student in the room with a 
concealed gun. Two untrained shoot-
ers would fi re back and forth, with 
students and professors in the vicinity. 
Police would arrive, but would then 
have trouble identifying the shooter. 
Not every student has Rambo’s nerves; 
it would be diffi cult to resist the urge 
to fi re blindly in the direction of the 
shooter, thus inevitably hitting other 
people.
     One should also consider the ef-
fects of such a resolution on Cornell’s 

reputation. What sensible parent would 
send his or her child to a campus full of 
gun-toting students? Alumni donations 
would drop, with the possible excep-
tion of those received from Paul Wol-
fowitz ’65 and Ann Coulter ’84. The 
longer this resolution makes headlines 
in The Daily Sun, the more damage is 
done to our university’s reputation.
      The tragic incidents at Virginia Tech 
and Northern Illinois University have 
forced our society to reexamine cam-
pus safety. Concealed carry, however, 
is a radical right-wing idea; SA Rep-
resentative Elan Greenberg ’08, him-
self an offi cer candidate in the Marine 
ROTC program, rightly stated that le-
galizing guns on campus would cause 
more harm than it could ever prevent. 
      Scaremongering and publicity stunts 
of this magnitude have no place in the 
Student Assembly. We look forward to 
a time when our student-elected repre-
sentatives prudently use their time and 
power to improve aspects of campus 
life. In fact, we at The Cornell Progres-
sive contend that it is precisely because 
of the SA’s choice to focus on inane 
issues that have no place in student 
government, rather than debating is-
sues that are of importance to students, 
that causes the campus to be as disen-
chanted with its representative body as 
it currently is.
      In time, this infantile resolution will 
join the highly regressive “Fair Tax” 
and the “Defense of Marriage Act” in 
the ever-growing junk pile of failed 
right-wing ideas. But hey, maybe af-
ter Spring Break the SA can take up a 
resolution to make English the offi cial 
language of Cornell University.
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the concealed carry 
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There Will Be Blood 
Problems Looming at the Democratic Convention

BY STEPHEN DAVIS

     If Barack Obama fails to pull far 
enough ahead of Hillary Clinton in 
the delegate count over the next few 
contests, things could get very ugly 
for Democrats as they approach their 
party convention this August. Obvi-
ously, the longer this testy primary 
campaign continues for the Demo-
crats, the better John McCain looks 
by comparison, and the more time 
the GOP has to try and catch up with 
the Democrats in fundraising for the 
general election. But of far greater 
importance, the prospect of an unre-
solved nomination heading into the 
national convention raises two issues 
that threaten the democratic legitima-
cy of the nomination process itself. 

First, there is a very real possibility 
that 795 unpledged “superdelegates” 
may decide the nomination against 
the will of the voting public. Second, 
the status of 366 “ghost” delegates 
from Florida and Michigan – the 
product of elections that voters were 
told didn’t matter – remains uncer-
tain.  
      The fi rst issue regards the so-called 
“superdelegates,” which comprise 
approximately 20 percent of all del-
egates with a vote at the convention. 
Superdelegates are current or former 
politicians and party offi cials, and are 
completely free to vote for any candi-
date. Because neither Hillary Clinton 
nor Barack Obama will likely win 
enough “pledged” delegate to con-
stitute a majority, the superdelegates 
will probably determine the outcome 
of the race. Not surprisingly, Obama 

– whose comfortable lead among 
pledged delegates will likely hold 
up through the remaining primaries 
– has called upon the superdelegates 
to vote for the candidate with the 
most pledged delegates, while Clin-
ton insists that superdelegates select 
the candidate they personally believe 
would make the best president. Be-
cause of the clout that she and her 
husband have with party insiders, 
there is a plausible likelihood that 
Clinton could win the Democratic 
nomination with fewer states, fewer 
pledged delegates, and fewer overall 
votes than Obama.  
     The unexpectedly critical role of 
the superdelegates now has many 
Democrats outraged. Illinois senator 
Dick Durbin and the activist group 
MoveOn.org – both of whom en-
dorse Obama – have called on the su-
perdelegates to respect the wishes of 
the voters. Donna Brazile, Al Gore’s 
campaign manager in 2000, is a super-
delegate who remains uncommitted 
and has stated publicly that she will 
quit the Democratic Party if “795 of 
my colleagues decide the race.” Even 
New York Senator Chuck Schumer 
and House Representative Charlie 
Rangel – two of Clinton’s most vis-
ible supporters – have expressed their 
reluctance as superdelegates to vote 
against the popular will.  
     Certainly, the prospect of Demo-
cratic Party elites and insiders over-
riding the popular will at the conven-
tion is an unsavory one. There is an 
overt arrogance to the belief that a se-
lect few individuals ought to be privi-
leged as “keepers of the faith… keep-
ing the bleed-over from the Green 
Party, the independents and others in 
deciding who your nominee will be,” 
as former San Francisco Mayor Wil-
lie Brown put it. But at least such an 
outcome would not blatantly under-
mine the legitimacy of the nomina-
tion process. After all, superdelegates 
have been a part of Democratic pri-
maries since the 1980s, and it would 

be unfair to suddenly “change the 
rules in the middle of the game” at 
the expense of one candidate in a 
close race.  
   Changing the rules mid-game, 
however, is exactly what the Clinton 
campaign wants with regards to the 
second major crisis looming before 
the convention: the possible rein-
statement of 366 “ghost” delegates 
earned from the fraudulent Michigan 
and Florida primaries held in January. 
Because those states violated Demo-
cratic National Committee (DNC) 
rules by scheduling their state pri-
maries before February 5, they were 
stripped of their pledged delegates 

to the convention. The DNC warned 
the Florida and Michigan state legis-
latures of their punishment ahead of 
time, but the legislatures scheduled 
the primaries early anyway. 
      All of the candidates promised 
not to campaign in those states, and 
Obama and John Edwards removed 
their names from the Michigan bal-
lot. Sensitive to their state’s pos-
sessive “fi rst-in-the-nation” status, 
Clinton assured jealous New Hamp-
shire voters on the campaign trail 
that the Florida and Michigan pri-
maries “don’t count for anything.” 
The Democratic voters in Florida and 
Michigan believed that their votes 
didn’t matter, and many either stayed 
at home or participated in the Repub-
lican primaries.
         Now, desperate to catch Obama, 
the Clinton campaign recently 
changed its stance and now calls for 
seating all 366 delegates, ostensibly 

to avoid “disenfranchising” voters 
and alienating Florida and Michigan 
months before the general election. 
Were it not for her shrewd empha-
sis on the general election, Clinton’s 
shameless tactics would be dismissed 
easily by most Democrats, pro-Clin-
ton or otherwise. Fear and insecu-
rity, however, have paralyzed DNC 
Chairman Howard Dean from issuing 
a defi nitive statement on the ghost 
delegates and their status remains un-
certain.
     One possibe solution would be 
to simply hold legitimate primaries 
or caucuses in Florida and Michigan 
sometime before July. Obama has 
agreed to rescheduling the primaries, 
but the states – unhappy with an ar-
bitrary primary schedule – and the 
Clinton campaign – wary to cede an 
enormous delegate advantage – re-
main opposed. 
      Hoping that the nomination will 
resolve itself soon, Dean and the 
Democratic leadership have so far 
seemed content to sit on their hands. 
But in the event that Clinton manages 
to carry over her rebound from Ohio 
and Texas on to Pennsylvania and the 
later primaries, superdelegates and 
the results of two phony state prima-
ries may yet decide the nomination. 
Chairman Dean and Senator Schum-
er have expressed their worries about 
the chaos that may result from a di-
vided convention, and have alluded 
ominously to brokering some kind 
of “arrangement” with the candidates 
before then. Such ambiguity is un-
satisfactory to both the voting public 
and each of the candidates – immedi-
ate action is needed by the DNC to 
preserve the transparency and legiti-
macy of the nomination. If the Dem-
ocratic Party can’t manage to govern 
itself, how can it make the case to do 
much better than the Republicans?

Mike Luckovich, Atlanta Journal Constitution

Without action from the national leadership, Democrats could see a repeat of 
the raucous 1968 Convention in Chicago.

Democrats could be 
setting the stage for 
a huge fi ght at their 

convention in August.

Changing the rules in 
the middle of a close 
race at the expense of 
one candidate would 

be unfair.
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      Mitt Romney’s withdrawal from 
the presidential race on February 
7th has set the stage for what many 
experts predicted would happen in 
the 2000 Republican primaries: John 
McCain is now the sure-fi re nominee 
for the Republican Party. And without 
a recently retired Karl Rove spreading 
nasty rumors (did you know that John 
McCain once fathered an illegitimate 
child!?), Mike Huckabee will not be 
able to mount a comeback, even if a 
“miracle” could occur. So: John Mc-
Cain—future 44th President of the 
United States? A war hero, a four-term 
Senator, and a ranking member of 
both the Committee on Armed Servic-
es and the Committee on Commerce, 
McCain is arguably the most ready 
of any of the remaining candidates to 

lead the nation into the next decade. 
     As a strongly pro-choice Democrat, 
and harsh critic of the Iraq war, I fi nd 
it hard to reconcile some of my beliefs 
with those of Senator McCain. (The 
Senator opposes abortion rights and 
supports an increased, long-term troop 
presence in Iraq). Surprisingly, I still 
fi nd myself giving serious thought to 
voting for the Senator this November. 
     Back in January, New York Times 
columnist David Brooks wrote a 
compelling column, “McCain and 
Obama,” in which he analyzed the 
different ways in which the two can-
didates appeal to voters. Of McCain, 
he wrote, “he is acutely aware of how 
corrupt social pressures encroach on 
individual integrity…McCain resists 
conformity. He fi ghts fi ercely, though 
not always successfully, against politi-
cal pressures in order to remain hon-
est, brave and forthright.” At work in 
the Senate, Brooks continued, McCain 
“is allergic to blind party discipline.” 
Whether it is his position on immigra-
tion (McCain was widely criticized 
in conservative circles for his support 
of a guest worker program that would 
have provided illegal immigrants with 
some Social Security benefi ts), or his 
fi erce dedication to campaign fi nance 
reform—see the McCain-Feingold 
Act of 2002—McCain is not one to 
shy away from fi ghting for his beliefs. 
Brooks concluded most presciently: 
“He is most offended by dishonor. 

He’ll be sitting in his Senate offi ce 
and he’ll read about some act of self-
ishness—a corrupt Pentagon contract, 
Jack Abramoff’s scandals—and he’ll 
spend the next several months punish-
ing wrongdoing.”
     When I think of John McCain, 
I am reminded of Jack Nicholson’s 
character in Rob Reiner’s 1992 award-
winning fi lm, “A Few Good Men.” 
Colonel Nathan R. Jessep, Nicholson’s 
macho alter-ego in the movie, may 
not possess the same level of comic 
relief as the Senator. (Brooks writes 
admiringly of McCain’s occasional 
mischievous antics, “In the Senate, 
he sits in the back of the Republican 

policy lunches cracking jokes at the 
hired spin-meisters”), yet the same 
intensity is shared by the two men; 
their unwavering confi dence and stub-
born habits sometimes get them in 
trouble: The fi ctionalized Colonel is 
ultimately carted off to prison, and the 
Senator most recently was criticized 
for his rendition of the Beach Boys, 
“bomb, bomb, bomb…Iran!” (McCain 
responded, in character, by suggesting 
that his critics should “get a life.”) 
     I can vividly recall the fi rst time 
I watched “A Few Good Men” (I 
was maybe twelve or thirteen at the 
time), heart pumping, body tingling, 
as Nicholson hurls his infamous “you 
can’t handle the truth!” line at the 
pushy prosecutor, Lieutenant Daniel 
Kaffee, played by a young, under-
achieving and amicable Tom Cruise. 
Maybe I’m reaching here, but look-
ing back at that movie, and think-
ing about honor, courage, code, and 
duty, I wonder whether any of those 
qualities exist in the cynical world of 
politics today. When I listen to Senator 
McCain speak, read about his trying 
experiences in Vietnam, or write about 
his dedication to campaign fi nance 
reform, I get that same type of tingly 
sensation. There’s a feeling of security 
about Senator McCain, and in the un-
stable, oft-dangerous world in which 

live, I’m not sure we would be smart 
to throw that away for the idealism of 
the Obama campaign or the experi-
ence of the Clinton camp.
     So is it wrong for a budding pro-
gressive to be resisting the Obama 
change dynamic, or wondering if 
there is something more to the elec-
tion than throwing the worst president 
of the century out on his heels? What 
about character? If we have learned 
anything from the past eight years 
of torment (I can’t even watch our 
disgraceful President speak anymore), 
we certainly know that voting based 
on “likeability” (from “he seems like 
a genuine person,” to “I could see 
myself having a beer with him”) can 
have terrible consequences. But I am 
seriously considering casting a vote 
for Senator John McCain because he 
seems genuinely different. He may 
not possess the pizzazz or the fuzzy, 
feel-good qualities of the Obama 
campaign, but are those traits what 
the country needs now? As the dol-
lar continues to plummet and as the 
Middle East continues to be a haven 
for instability, there is something to be 
said for the strength, apparent honesty, 
and readiness to lead that John Mc-
Cain brings to the White House. 
     McCain’s weakness is that he 
sometimes fl ies by the seat of his 
pants, and he’s stubborn to a fault. 
While Senator Obama’s conceptions 
of bi-partisanship may be a bit fan-
ciful, Senator McCain will have to 
compromise some of his positions if 
he’s truly interested in steering this 
country out of the debris of the last 

eight years. There are also important 
questions about his economic poli-
cies. In a February 2, New York Times 
piece, “Federal Spending Mythology,” 
Paul Krugman questioned McCain’s 
actual understanding of how to curb 
federal spending. Noting that the 
increase in government spending as 
a percentage of GDP (from 18.5% in 
fi scal 2001 to 20% in fi scal 2007) has 

almost entirely come from defense, 
Medicare, and Medicaid increases, 
Krugman wondered aloud how exactly 
Senator McCain planned on revers-
ing these trends. “[Is he talking about] 
pulling out of Iraq? Denying seniors 
the latest medical treatments? Cancel-
ing the drug benefi t?” Clearly, Mc-
Cain must give more thought to the 

state of our economy and to our future 
investments in education, training and 
technology. 
     Like most presidential hopefuls, 
John McCain offers few specifi cs, 
and is keener on providing a broad 
overview of his economic, social, 
and military policies as commander-
in-chief. For me, there also remain 
serious personal issues in supporting 
a McCain presidency: His pro-life 
voting record and his adamant belief 
that we must stay the course in Iraq 
deeply worry me. As a judgment of 
character, however, Senator McCain 
embodies everything that makes “A 
Few Good Men” my favorite movie. 
There is a surprising lack of honor and 
candor in politics today, and, perhaps, 
John McCain offers a compelling way 

back. Whether or not his character 
should outweigh some of his “fl awed” 
policies is a question that I, and many 
other sensible, centrist Democrats and 
Independents, must seriously consider 
over the next eight months. The out-
come of the presidential election may 
very well rest on our decision. 

CP

Though his positions on issues are 
often questionable, McCain’s 

character is not.

Although I disagree 
with many of McCain’s 

policies, I still fi nd 
myself giving serious 

thought to the 
ideavoting for the 

Senator this November.

There is something to 
be said for the strength, 
apparent honesty, and 
readiness to lead, that 

John McCain brings to 
the White House.

Voting on Character: 
A Progressive’s Case for McCain

SAM LEVINE       INTERNATIONAL WISDOM
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     As the nation readies itself for a 
likely Barack Obama / John McCain 
general election match-up (barring a 
possible Clinton comeback in Ohio, 
Texas, and Pennsylvania), the contrasts 
between the two parties could not be 
starker. While there are clear differ-
ences on the issues, the approaching 
campaign will be a battle between both 
ideas and inanities. The candidates 
themselves could not be more dissimi-
lar: distinguishing the young, vibrant 
African-American from the ancient, 
sallow white man won’t be diffi cult. 
Yet the greatest difference is apparent 
when one closely examines the prima-
ries of the two parties that have taken 
place over the last few months. 
      The race for the Democratic nomi-
nation was and continues to be a for-
ward thinking exercise in what Amer-
ica can become. The Republican race 
was a sad expression of what America 
once was. The Democrats offered inno-
vative new ways to achieve universal 
healthcare; the Republicans responded 
with snide attacks on “socialized medi-

cine,” failing to offer any substantive 
ideas of their own to respond to the 
near-50 million uninsured in the Unit-
ed States. The Democrats debated how 
many troops should be withdrawn from 
Iraq and whether they should be rede-
ployed; the Republicans rallied around 

empty rhetoric such as “the surge is 
working” and “let us win.” The Demo-
crats offered visions for combating 
climate change; the Republicans by in 
large denied its existence in the time al-
lotted to the issue during their debates.  

    For too long the American public 
has been bombarded with news of John 
McCain’s supposed “independence” 
and “integrity” from a fawning press 
corps. Yet a quick look at not only 
McCain’s record, but also at his play-
book for the upcoming general election 
campaign, shows him to be no better 
than the pack of GOP candidates from 
which he emerged. In the last week, 
he’s given us a sneak peak of what he 
has in store for Barack Obama and for 
any news outlet that dares to question 
his unimpeachable honor.
    First, he used his advanced age and 
hawkish foreign policy positions to 
label Senator Obama as naïve. Appar-
ently in order to be a pragmatic and 
seasoned leader, you also have to be 
a delusional warmonger who wants to 
keep troops in Iraq for another hundred 
years and who intends to bomb Iran 
back another hundred. Then, McCain 
hypocritically attacked Obama for go-
ing back on a pledge to accept match-
ing funds for the general election if his 
Republican opponent did too (a pledge 
that left plenty of wiggle room, I might 
add). In truth, McCain actually did ac-
cept matching funds to survive the pri-
mary and he is now trying to escape 
from that for the general election. He is 
now being investigated by the Federal 
Elections Commission because of the 
situation; there is still no investigation 
on his duplicity, however.
     Those attacks, while unfair, were 
innocuous enough. What has followed, 
however, clearly echoes the backwards 
nature that the Republican primary pro-
cess embraced. In response to a serious 
article by a serious newspaper, The 
New York Times’ piece on McCain’s al-
leged affair and ethics lapses, the Mc-
Cain campaign went directly after The 
Times itself. While the reporting done 
on the possible sexual relationship be-
tween McCain and his lobbyist friend 
Vicki Iseman was underwhelming, the 
crux of the article – that McCain went 
out of his way to help interests con-
nected to a lobbyist friend – was sig-
nifi cant and well-supported. Already, 
a number of other news organizations 
have done reporting on McCain’s ques-
tionable ethics and on his apparent lies 
at a press conference where he denied 
any wrongdoing.
     McCain’s strategy was to fi re back 
at The Times and awaken the conser-
vative base. Despite being the pinnacle 
of establishment media, indeed one of 
the fi nest institutions in America, The 
New York Times is constantly pilloried 
by Republicans as a liberal rag akin 
to The Daily Worker. Never mind that 
The Times is the standard for objective 
reporting, that only their editorial page 
is liberal, that The Wall Street Journal 
has as conservative an editorial board 
as The Times’ is liberal, and that the 
Republicans have a propaganda televi-

sion news network in FOX News.
     The second disgusting tactic, which 
has only begun to emerge, is to attack 
Senator Obama’s patriotism. Michelle 
Obama’s careless comment about be-
ing proud of her country for the fi rst 
time in her life has added fuel to the 
already burning fi re of pettiness. Also 
at issue for the McCain campaign and 
the right wing noise machine is a photo 
showing Obama not placing his hand at 
his heart during the singing of the na-
tional anthem, and his decision to not 
wear an American fl ag pin.
     The Republican strategy for the gen-
eral election perfectly matches their 
vision for the future of the country: It 
is archaic, backwards, and anti-intel-
lectual. The Republican Party and the 
conservative movement in general are 
rabidly anti-intellectual. They deny 
evolution and global warming, mock-

ing science and technological advance-
ment. They decry The New York Times 
(you never hear Democratic politicians 
publicly complain about The Wall 
Street Journal, do you?) for having a 
hateful, radical agenda even though 
it’s the only paper in the country, per-
haps the world, which thoughtfully and 
thoroughly investigates and discusses 
the news of the day. They hide behind 
the fl ag and use McCarthy-style tactics 
to denigrate their foes. Yes, the contrast 
between the parties is as stark as it has 
ever been. One party is torn between 
nominating the fi rst woman or African-
American candidate for president; the 
other can’t even accept a conservative, 
old, white man with whom they agree 
nine times out of ten.
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Cornell Progressive Student Poll
Obama and Clinton Both Hold Sizable Leads Over McCain

BY MIKE GOLDSTEIN

      About 2,000 Cornell undergrad-
uates were randomly selected from 
the entire Cornell undergraduate 
population and were asked to com-
plete this short poll relating to some 
current event issues, including the 
2008 presidential election. Cor-
nell students responded in record 
numbers compared to our previous 
polls, as a total of 432 students let 
their opinions be heard. Be sure to 
note the margins of error for each 
question; they represent the range 
that a statistician would conclude, 
with 95% confi dence, includes the 
actual percentage of all Cornell un-
dergrads who would select that an-
swer. All responses were submitted 
from February 24-29.
    In addition to the substantive 
questions presented, participants 
were asked a few demographic 
questions. While the breakdown by 
gender did not provide any interest-

ing insights, the results when divid-
ed up by political party affi liation 
should defi nitely be noted. Among 
Democrats, Obama’s popularity has 
reached a new high. Over the past 
few months, his support among 
self-identifi ed Democrats  has risen 
steadily, from 37% in November, to 
49% in January, all the way to 65% 
in late February. Like voters across 
the country, many Cornell under-
grads have jumped on the Obama 
bandwagon, believing in his pledge 
for change.
      The results of the poll show that a 
vast majority of Cornell undergrads 
are looking for a major change in the 
executive branch. George Bush’s 
approval rating among Cornellians 
sits at around 15%, slightly below 
the latest national average of 19%. 
Of the 74 Republicans polled, about 
half of them approved of the Pres-
ident’s work. On the other side of 
the spectrum, 204 out of 206 Dem-
ocrats polled disapprove of Bush’s 

job. The approval rate among inde-
pendents is nearly the same as the 
overall rate of 15%.
    The most attention-grabbing re-
sults of the poll come from the pro-
jected voting patterns of students in 
the 2008 election, with both gen-
eral election scenarios (Clinton or 
Obama as the Democratic nominee) 
accounted for. This study shows that 
Independent Cornell undergrads 
strongly favor Obama over either 
of the two other candidates, Hillary 
Clinton and John McCain. Of the 
Independents, 54% favor Obama 
over McCain, while only 11% se-
lected McCain over Obama. In the 
Hillary vs. McCain matchup, Hill-
ary has a slight margin among the 
Independents, but factoring in the 
small sample size of 148 (and thus 
the large margin of error of 8%), no 
defi nitive conclusion can be made. 
It is also striking to note that only 
60.8% of Cornell’s Republicans 
favor McCain over Obama, with a 

large portion, 23%, not sure as to 
which candidate they would sup-
port. While these results may not 
be indicative of the nation’s views, 
since we are only looking at one 
small demographic, the results are 
still noteworthy (and good news for 
Obama supporters).
    Overall, we at The Cornell Pro-
gressive are very pleased with the 
participation that we received in the 
poll, and we would like to person-
ally thank all those students who 
participated. Congratulations to 
Katherine Karaus ‘10, the partici-
pant who was randomly chosen to 
receive a Best Buy gift card. And 
stay tuned for more undergradu-
ate polls in upcoming issues of The 
Cornell Progressive.

Continued from page 1

Which major political party do 
you affi liate with?  

± 4.7%,  N=432

Democrat - 47.9%
Republican - 17.1%

Neither (Independent) - 35.0%

Which Democratic presidential candidate do 
you more strongly support in the 

primary election (Democrats only)?  
± 6.8%,  N=207

Barack Obama - 65.2%
Hillary Clinton - 22.2%

No preference/Not sure - 12.6%

If The 2008 Presidential Election is between 
Republican John McCain and Democrat 
Barack Obama, who would you vote for?  

± 4.7%,  N=428

Barack Obama - 64.3%
John McCain - 16.1%

Not sure - 14.5%
I would not vote for either - 5.1%

If The 2008 Presidential Election is between 
Republican John McCain and Democrat 
Hillary Clinton, who would you vote for?  

± 4.7%,  N=428

Hillary Clinton - 50.5%
John McCain - 29.7%

Not sure - 13.6%
I would not vote for either - 6.3%

The Skorton-O-Meter

Do you approve or disapprove of the job 
that President David Skorton 

is doing at Cornell?  
± 4.7%,  N=428

Approve - 88.3%
Disapprove - 11.7%

Notable answers as to why students disapprove:

“He should help distribute student funding more 
appropriately...our student activities fee goes towards 

stuff that I don’t even care about...and don’t even get me 
started on tuition...”

“The manner he handled the proposed changes to the 
code of conduct is ludicrous.”
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issue.indd   6 3/7/2008   3:56:16 AM



March 10th, 2008 7The Cornell Progressive

Keith Olbermann: A Rare Journalist 
in an American Media that Has Gone Astray

BY TIMOTHY MYERS

      The corporate grasp on our society 
is well-exemplifi ed by the practices of 
cable news networks; such networks 
generally value ratings and profi ts 
over journalistic standards, just as, 
say, health insurance companies tend 
to care more about making money than 
they do about the health of their cus-
tomers. The broadcast media seems to 
have lost sight of what should be its 
ultimate service to society: to prac-
tice journalism. Despite this, however, 
MSNBC’s Keith Olbermann ’79 has 
transcended the status quo and revital-
ized the fundamental journalistic prin-
ciples that every news program should 
uphold.
     As Bill Moyers of PBS explains, 
“Despite the clutter and conglomera-
tion in commercial broadcasting, a 
new voice occasionally emerges that 
proves the exception to the rule. The 
rule is either echo right-wing ideology 
or bow your knee to the god of ‘ob-
jectivity,’ meaning you simply counter 
a pound of offi cial propaganda with 
an ounce of counter spin. Jon Stew-
art broke this mold with his “Daily 
Show” on Comedy Central. And now 
MSNBC’s Keith Olbermann has done 
the same for cable news. Olbermann 
leaves no doubt about what he sees.”
      Olbermann, is the host of “Count-
down with Keith Olbermann,” which 
airs every weekday at 8:00 P.M. on 
the East Coast. His show is among the 
fastest growing on cable television and 
it takes the form of a nightly news-
cast, unlike other popular programs 
comprised primarily of opinion and 
analysis. His occasional op-ed com-
mentary, which he delivers for a con-
tinuous fi ve to ten minutes at the end 
of the show, epitomizes the type of 
quality, real journalism that the show 
has achieved.
       The commentary, which Olbermann 
calls a “Special Comment,” is genuine, 
professionally delivered, and often ju-
diciously references events and fi gures 
in history to interpret current affairs. 
Let it be clear, however, that this is 
not a commentary of the Bill O’Reilly 
or Rush Limbaugh sort, which is not 
actually a commentary but, rather, 
something of a superfi cial rant. (One 
can easily conclude this from the fact 
that Olbermann has only delivered 27 
“Special Comments” since he began 
doing so in September 2006, three and 
a half years after his show debuted).      
      In these “Special Comments,” Ol-
bermann sagaciously and eloquently 
denounces and, when necessary, lam-
bastes the Bush Administration and its 
fellow-travelers for their most recent 
folly, hypocrisy, display of hubris, and, 
in general, anything that Olbermann 
believes clearly merits condemnation 

from a journalistic perspective.  
    His fi rst “Special Comment” oc-
curred the day after then-Secretary of 
Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld gave 
a speech to the American Legion, 
in which the Bush Administration’s 
chauvinism and intolerance was on 
full display. Rumsfeld compared the 
Administration’s foreign policy to that 
of Winston Churchill, who warned of 
a rising fascism while others, notably 
Neville Chamberlain, sought peace 
with Nazi Germany through appease-
ment. “Some seem not to have learned 
history’s lessons,” said Rumsfeld. 
“Those who know the truth need to 
speak out against [the] kinds of myths 
and distortions that are being told about 
our troops and about our country. Any 
kind of moral or intellectual confusion 
about who and what is right or wrong, 
can weaken the ability of free societies 
to persevere.”
      Olbermann recalls that Rumsfeld’s 
speech highly disturbed him, prompt-
ing his fi rst “Special Comment.” Ap-

pearing on “Bill Moyers’ Journal” 
on PBS, he recounts, “I thought, you 
know, [Mr. Rumsfeld], I took history 
classes. Your group is not Churchill. 
Your group is Neville Chamberlain 
because Neville Chamberlain mini-
mized and marginalized anybody who 
disagreed with him. Reading this ri-
diculous remark and waiting to see 
somebody respond to it. And no one 
did. I’m thinking, well, you know, 
somebody with a platform ought to 
be talking about this. Somebody with 
an avenue to respond should be -- oh, 
yeah, I have a platform.”
      And so Olbermann wrote and aired 
his fi rst “Special Comment,” which 
spoke of the obviously hypocritical 
and anti-democratic remarks in the 
Secretary of Defense’s speech. While 
accurately summarizing this fi rst com-
mentary is impossible, in one of his 
more memorable and astute remarks 
Olbermann said, “The confusion is 
about whether this Secretary of De-
fense, and this administration, are in 
fact now accomplishing what they 
claim the terrorists seek: the destruc-
tion of our freedoms, the very ones for 
which the same veterans Mr. Rumsfeld 
addressed yesterday in Salt Lake City, 
so valiantly fought.”
      Because Olbermann has spoken 

with such fervor against the Bush 
Administration in his “Special Com-
ments,” inevitably some have con-
tended that the show is nothing more 
but a leftist version of “The O’Reilly 
Factor” and other such shows that of-
fer loudspeaker services for the Bush 
Administration. But this contention 
could not be any more off the mark. 
While the ultimate positions that Ol-
bermann takes on matters are clearly 
liberal, his judgments are based on co-
herent reasoning—rather than an ex-
treme adherence to ideology—evident 
not only in his “Special Comments,” 
but also in the civilized and very sub-
stantive interviews that Olbermann 
hosts throughout his show.  
     The interviews are not of the typi-
cal cable news formula, which consists 
of incoherent, undignifi ed debating 
among some permutation of a host and 
his guests. Olbermann interviews his 
guests—comprised of journalists and 
like-minded professionals—one at a 
time, asking thoughtful and insightful 
questions, and letting his guest speak 
for most of each interview, while pro-
viding plenty of his own comments as 
he smoothly transitions between ques-
tions.
     Asked about the criticism that he 
is simply a voice for the left in his 
interview with Moyers, Olbermann 
observes, “It’s the one criticism that I 
think is absolutely fair. But I think the 
stuff that I’m talking about is so obvi-
ous and will be viewed in such terms 
of certainty by history that this era will 
be looked at the way we look now at 
the presidents and the leaders of this 
country who rolled back reconstruc-
tion.” He adds, “What I’ve done on the 
air in the last four and a half years, and 
particularly in the last year and a half 
since the ‘Special Comments’ began, 
is really journalism. It’s saying here’s 
what you’re being told. Here’s the 
identifi able objective fact to the situ-
ation. This statement from the govern-
ment may be a lie.”
     Thus, Olbermann is one of the 
few authentic journalists on televi-
sion. Journalism demands skepticism, 
even—or better yet, especially—when 
such skepticism and doubt may be un-
popular. Skepticism among supposed 
journalists during the run-up to the 
Iraq War was scarce because there was 
a sense that one would be viewed as 
disloyal and unpatriotic if one was to 
question the Bush Administration’s 
statements as it marketed the case for 
war. But the Founding Fathers did 
not envision our democracy working 
in such a way. The oppression of any 
existing dissent, evident during the 
months before the invasion, is in fact a 
characteristic of a dictatorship.    
      We are fortunate to live in a nation 
that guarantees the freedom of speech 

as a natural check on the very govern-
ment that grants us that right. For jour-
nalists to fulfi ll their role in our demo-
cratic society, they must exercise that 
right by scrutinizing every action of 
the government, and, in turn, reporting 
to the American people when the gov-
ernment deceives us by straying from 
the path of preserving democratic and 
constitutional principles. Unfortunate-
ly, Olbermann’s show did not debut 
until March 31, 2003, weeks after the 
invasion of Iraq, which was authorized 
in large part due to a submissive me-
dia.
     And so Keith Olbermann is not 
a pundit or a tool of ideology, he is 
simply a fi ne journalist doing his job. 
When President Bush suspended ha-
beas corpus for anyone his administra-
tion classifi es as an “unlawful enemy 
combatant” by signing into law the 
Military Commissions Act of 2006, 
Olbermann retaliated with a “Special 
Comment.” When Congress censured 
MoveOn.org for questioning the report 
of a military leader whom the Admin-
istration turned into another one of its 
puppets, Olbermann delivered another 
such comment. And when President 
Bush gave a speech asserting that the 
House of Representatives was irre-
sponsible by failing to pass a law al-
lowing telecoms to more easily help 
the Administration spy on Americans, 
Olbermann delivered yet another com-
ment.
    Perhaps Olbermann is a glimpse of 
the future of broadcast journalism, or 
perhaps he is a glimpse of its past, when 
Walter Cronkite, who was known as 
“the most trusted man in America,” fa-
mously reported that the Vietnam War 
was unwinnable. Rolling Stone calls 
Olbermann “the most honest man in 
news,” yet The National Review calls 
Olbermann “shameless.” There should 
be no doubt, however, that through his 
focused criticism of the Bush Admin-
istration, he is providing a check on a 
government that continues to infringe 
upon the ideals that our Founding Fa-
thers established long ago.
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BY DAN SMITH

      After just over two months of po-
litical violence in Kenya following the 
country’s disputed elections, a power-
sharing deal was fi nally reached on 
February 29 between Mwai Kibaki, the 
incumbent president, and Raila Odinga, 
his challenger. The agreement, brought 
about by former-U.N. Secretary General 
Kofi  Annan’s mediation, was gratifying 
news after negotiations appeared to have 
fallen apart earlier in the week. Though 
the decision to form a national unity gov-
ernment is a signifi cant fi rst step in the 
reconciliation process, Kibaki and Odin-
ga will have their work cut out for them 
in the days to come. 
     As a result of the post-election con-
fl ict, the nation’s once thriving econ-
omy is in shambles, over 1,000 people 
have perished in election-related fi ght-
ing, about 600,000 Kenyans have been 
forced from their homes, and there has 
been widespread ethnic cleansing in ar-
eas of Kenya where members of different 
tribes once lived together peacefully. A 
country that has been the economic pow-
erhouse of east Africa and one that was 
often praised for its democratic stability, 
Kenya must now recover from the period 
of chaos and address the underlying ten-
sions within Kenyan society. 
     The recent election was the closest 
in the country’s history. Odinga seemed 
to have a sizeable lead throughout most 
of the vote tallying, but Kibaki suddenly 
overtook him in the fi nal hours of count-
ing. Despite widespread allegations by 
Odinga’s supporters of ballot rigging 
(though some of the irregularities actu-
ally benefi ted Odinga), the incumbent 
president pressured the election commis-
sion to declare him the winner. Odinga’s 
supporters were furious, and a wave of 

violence enveloped Kenya. 
     Clashes ensued between the Kikuyu—
the tribe of President Kibaki, and the 
largest one in Kenya—and other smaller 
tribes including the Luo, Odinga’s tribe. 
Much of the fi rst wave of violence was 
directed at Kibaki’s Kikuyu tribe, which 
in addition to being the largest in the 
nation has also traditionally been the 
wealthiest and most powerful. Odinga’s 
supporters, believing the election had 
been stolen from them, fought passion-
ately to prevent the continued margin-
alization of their tribes. Though Kibaki 
presided over tremendous economic 
growth, Odinga’s supporters felt that the 

prosperity disproportionately benefi ted 
the Kikuyu tribe. 
    Since the fi ghting broke along tribal 
lines, many foreigners assumed that 
these tribes always hated each other, and 
that the disputed election simply released 
these primordial hatreds; in reality, this is 
not the case. In fact, according to a 2003 
survey of Kenyans cited by Stephanie 
Hanson of the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, “70 percent said they would choose 
to be Kenyan if faced with a choice be-
tween a national identity and their eth-
nic group.” The underlying causes of the 
incendiary confl ict are much more com-
plicated; they are both political and eco-
nomic, due partly to manipulative politi-
cians as well as the institutional structure 
of Kenya’s political system. 
     According to Jeffrey Gettleman, a New 
York Times reporter, several politicians 
have been accused of “using hate speech 
to incite their supporters.” Motivated by 
such language, members of tribes such 
as the Kalenjin attacked their Kikuyu 
neighbors in an effort to repossess land 
that was occupied by Kikuyus decades 
ago, explains Gettleman. Rather than be-
ing inspired by some inherent hate for the 
Kikuyu tribe, these Kalenjin were trying 
to settle specifi c land issues that they felt 
were never satisfactorily resolved. 
    In addition to the political practice of 
exploiting ethnic differences for politi-
cal gain, the nature of Kenya’s political 
institutions has had a signifi cant effect 
on the intensity of the violence. The 
nation’s elections are characterized by 
a “winner-take-all mentality,” to quote 
Hanson. The president enjoys sweeping 
power over Parliament, the judicial sys-
tem, and the electoral commission. Once 
Kibaki essentially declared himself vic-
torious, there was no legal path Odinga 
could take to investigate the allegations 
of vote-rigging. If he took his grievance 
to the courts, he would face pro-Kibaki 
judges, and there was certainly no way 
he could count on the election commis-

sion, which is under direct control of the 
president. 
     Because of the immense power of the 
president and the utter marginalization of 
the opposition, the stakes for every elec-
tion are incredibly high. Politicians often 
hire thugs to protect their interests at the 
polls, says Hanson. She explains that po-
litical violence became the norm during 
the rule of Daniel Arap Moi, the authori-
tarian president who preceded Kibaki. 
When Moi, a member of the Kalenjin 
tribe, believed that he would lose elec-
tions in 1992 and 1997, he campaigned 
with an anti-Kikuyu message that led to 
battles over land similar to the ones that 
have occurred recently. Laws should per-
haps be enacted that prevent politicians 
from using ethnic hate-speech during po-
litical campaigns, but more importantly, 
constitutional reforms must be made to 
reduce incentives to manipulate ethnic 
identity for political gain.
    Now that Kibaki and Odinga have at 
last agreed to share power, they have the 
capability to work together to reverse the 
precedent of political violence during 
elections. Under the two-page agreement 
that they signed, Odinga was made prime 
minister, an offi ce that had not previous-
ly existed under the Kenyan constitution. 
Cabinet positions will also be reassigned 
based the political parties’ strength in 
Parliament. During the negotiation pro-
cess, Odinga consistently advocated for 
these constitutional changes. Kibaki 
likely gave in to the provisions because 
of increasing international pressure. 
    The arrangement has many benefi ts. 
Not only does it resolve the current dis-
pute between Odinga and Kibaki, but it 
guarantees in the future that opposition 
parties will have a role to play in the gov-
ernment. Perhaps the existence of a prime 
minister will slightly lower the stakes of 
presidential elections and reduce the in-
centives for political violence. 
     For now, however, it remains to be 
seen if Kibaki and Odinga will actually be 

able to pass crucial reforms together. The 
two leaders have already failed once to 
work together after their alliance that led 
to Kibaki’s original election to the presi-
dency crumbled. 
    The principal challenge for the unity 
government will be to reverse the ethnic 
cleansing that has taken place since the 
election. As the negotiations droned on, 
Kenya became more and more ethnically 
divided, with Kikuyus being driven out 

of western Kenya and Luos out of central 
Kenya. According to Gettleman, these 
refugees, many of whom had lived their 
entire lives amongst members of differ-
ent tribes, were forced to move to what 
the government calls their “ancestral 
lands.” Some do not even speak their na-
tive tribe’s language and fi nd themselves 
to be strangers in their supposed home-
land. Kibaki and Odinga must work to 
ensure that these new ethnic divisions do 
not become a permanent characteristic of 
Kenyan society. Since the divisions be-
tween different tribal groups are political 
rather than fundamentally ethnic, these 
two politicians must prove to Kenya’s 
40-plus tribes that the government will 
work for all of them, and that economic 
prosperity can be delivered simultane-
ously to the members of each tribe.
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Progress Made in Kenya, but 
Challenges Still Loom
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Mwai Kibaki, left, and Raila Odinga, right, stand side by side, 
ready to sign the long awaited power-sharing deal. (nytimes.com)

issue.indd   8 3/7/2008   3:56:16 AM



March 10th, 2008 9The Cornell Progressive

The Mainstream Media’s Deafening Silence

BY RICH GETZEL

    Her name is Sibel Edmonds, and 
she is a former translator for the FBI. 
A few years back, she unearthed a 
number of disturbing documents 
implicating offi cials at the highest 
levels of government in the sale 

of nuclear secrets to Israel, Turkey 
and Pakistan. When she brought 
these documents to the attention of 
her superiors, she was threatened. 
When she brought the information 
to the attention of the Department 

of Justice agencies charged with 
oversight of the FBI, she was poly-
graphed.  
    Incidentally, the lie detector test 
revealed that, “she was not de-
ceptive in her answers.” But two 
weeks later, she was fi red nonethe-
less. Then-Attorney General John 
Ashcroft imposed a rarely used 
states-secret gag order on the mat-
ter. The Judiciary Committee re-
fused to begin even a closed-hear-
ing investigation, despite the slew 
of former FBI agents corroborating 

her story, and despite the fact that 
an internal FBI investigation con-
cluded that she had been fi red after 
making “valid complaints.”
    Now, in 2008, Sibel Edmonds 
has broken her silence and is tell-
ing her story to the media, know-
ing full well that her actions could 

land her in jail. On January 6, The 
Sunday Times of London published 
a less than tell-all article after Sibel 
Edmonds approached them about 
the case. No names were given and 
nothing that would threaten Ameri-
can national security (although the 
government may argue otherwise) 
was included, but the story was 
damning all the same. In effect, it 
charged American Congressmen 
and State Department offi cials with 
high treason. Perhaps even more 
scandalous than the content of the 
story, however, was the chilling si-
lence of the American media that 
ensued.
    Few people in the United States 
know who Sibel Edmonds is, and if 
the government has its way, it will 
stay that way. Hardly any news-
papers around the United States 
deigned to report the story, and 
television news managed to even 
surpass the silence of their coun-
terparts in print journalism. The 
story was swept under the rug, beg-
ging the question - were the media 
cowed into keeping silent on the 
matter, or are they just plain incom-
petent and/or ratings conscious? 
This wouldn’t be the fi rst time that 

the media has turned a blind eye to 
matters of import. The Downing 
Street Memos, the so-called smok-
ing gun of the Iraq War (revealing 
Britain’s and the United States’ in-
tent to fi x intelligence around the 
case for war), were similarly cast 
aside by the Fourth Estate – you 

know, those guys who are supposed 
to keep government accountable.
      Of course, the government should 
not be left off the hook either. They 
jump at the chance to launch hear-
ings about steroids in baseball, but 

treason at the highest levels of gov-
ernment apparently does not strike 
them as something worth inves-
tigating. After all, what’s the big 
deal about State Department offi -
cials possibly planting moles in the 
American military and then selling 
secrets to Pakistan through a front 
organization called the American 
Turkish Council (ATC)? What’s the 
big deal if the ATC has been tied 
to drug traffi cking? What’s the big 
deal about their making bribes to 

American Congressmen?   
    Critics of Sibel Edmonds main-
tain that she has drawn her conclu-
sions erroneously from fragmented 
sources, and that as a translater she 
only saw a small picture in a highly 
compartmentalized working envi-
ronment. This may be so, but we 
can never get to the heart of the 
matter if Congress refuses to act, 
something that seems highly un-
likely given the gag order that has 
been placed on Edmonds. In an era 
that has been stained by one govern-
ment scandal after another, perhaps 
the biggest scandal of all will never 
see the light of day. We can only 
hope that 2009 will bring an end to 
government secrecy and the culture 
of corruption that enables it.

The extent to which 
the government and 

the media have swept 
this story under the 
rug is jaw dropping.

In an era stained by 
government scandal, 
perhaps the biggest 
scandal of all will 

never see the light of 
day.

CP

FBI Agent Blows Whistle and No American Hears

The testimony of Sibel Edmonds has been largely ignored by the media.

We at The Cornell Progressive support 
and encourage any thoughts, ideas, ques-
tions, 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 viewpoints 
on any article in the paper, please send a 

letter to the editors at:

progressiveeditor@earthlink.net
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ularly angry blogger at SaveCorn-
wellsHeights.com complains that the 
cost of a monthly pass from Philadel-
phia to New York rose from $569 in 
2005 to the current $1,098 due to a 
“commuter-killer” law passed by Con-
gress. Evidently, Amtrak itself is not to 
blame, but the politicians who refuse to 
fund it suffi ciently certainly are.
    How do our beloved presidential 
candidates stack up on the issue? All 
of the candidates claim to favor energy 
independence, lower oil consumption, 
and curbing global warming, potential 
byproducts of a stellar nation-wide rail 
transportation system. But while the 
aforementioned Senate bill that funded 
Amtrak received the votes of 43 Demo-
cratic and 25 Republican senators, Hill-
ary Clinton, John McCain, and Barack 
Obama were all absent. 
    Given how little the candidates have 
spoken about increasing Amtrak fund-
ing, the issue would probably not be a 
priority in any of their administrations,. 
Paul Weyrich, a conservative activ-
ist, predicted that McCain “would be 
[even] worse than the present [Bush] 
administration,” on a host of issues, 
including rail transport.  “Worse than 
Bush” would be impressive, as rail im-
provements under Bush have fl ourished 
just about as much as social security 
reform. In 2002, McCain advocated 
reduced Amtrak funding and cutting    

certain routes. 
         Clinton and Obama have both 
spent time in transit-dependent cities 
(New York and Chicago, respectively), 
implying that they might pursue a more 
rail-friendly policy. Clinton’s campaign 
website does not include rail transpor-
tation under her main list of issues. But 
after the collapse of an interstate high-
way bridge in Minneapolis in August 
2007, she released a “Rebuild Ameri-
ca” plan, which called for, among other 
things, a $1 billion annual increase in 
inter-city passenger rail funding for fi ve 
years and similar increases in funding 
for regional public transportation pro-
viders. Obama’s website mentions 
public transportation in the context of 
“fi ghting poverty,” while his wife sat 

on the citizen advisory board of the 
Chicago Transit Authority, indicating 
that he would also be transit-friendly.
    But what the United States needs is 
not a president who may or may not in-
crease Amtrak’s funding by a penny or 
two. We need a president and a Con-
gress who will fi nd new ways to fund 
passenger rail service until our rail net-
work is comprehensive, speedy, and 
convenient. Trains will never replace 
airplanes as a preferred form of long-
distance travel. But medium-distance, 
populous corridors between Boston 
and Washington, Detroit and Chicago/
Milwaukee, Miami and Jacksonville, 
San Francisco and Los Angeles, and 
many others, are begging for frequent, 
inexpensive, and convenient rail ser-

vice. The National Association of Rail 
Passengers (NARP) recently released a 
“Vision Map” that imagines a passen-
ger rail service to cities with no service, 
ranging as far as Laredo, Texas and 
Bangor, Maine; the plan also called for 
an increase in the use of freight rail. 
    As always, there is good news for 
Cornellians—the NARP also requested 
a station in Elmira with service to New 
York City. This road map should be used 
as a guide for policy. Our next president 
needs to demonstrate a commitment to 
improve public transit, from the lowli-
est TCAT bus to the lofty fi rst-class sec-
tion on Amtrak’s Acela Express.

CP

Will the Next President 
Put Us on the Right Track?

Continued from page 1

A concept map developed by the National Association of Rail Passengers. Currently, trains run on only a fraction of these routes, and even where service is provided, it can be 
infrequent, slow, and expensive.

The skyline of Phoenix, Arizona, the largest city in the country with no downtown inter-city passenger rail service.
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Healthcare Wars: Consider the Source
BY CATHERINE LUSSENHOP

     If you watched the Democratic de-
bates, you heard Hillary Clinton say 
this line: “[Obama’s] plan would leave 
15 million Americans out…I don’t 
think we should start by giving up on 
15 million Americans.” But what does 
that mean, and where are those num-
bers coming from? Many Americans 
watch the debates in order to become 
more informed about where the can-
didates stand on certain issues, and to 
learn about the more intricate parts of 
specifi c policies. But how do you veri-
fy the numbers that are thrown around 
in debates and interviews on the 24-
hour news networks? Let’s track these 
numbers, using this Clinton claim as an 
example.
    Clinton’s plan mandates that all 
Americans buy health insurance. 
Obama’s does not; he only requires that 
all children have coverage. Clinton gets 
her “15 million” number from a well-
researched (but loose) estimate made 
by Jonathan Cohn of The New Repub-
lic, who wrote that along with making 
insurance more affordable, mandating 
that kids (but not adults) have cover-
age could cover about half of the unin-
sured. Cohn writes, “Obama’s advisers 
think that, by really loading up on the 
subsidies … they can goose that up to 
two-thirds. But that’s getting optimistic 
— and, even then, you still have around 
15 million people who are uninsured.” 
     Clinton’s healthcare mandate is also 

problematic. As The New York Times 
noted in December, “Mandates rarely 
achieve 100 percent compliance. In ad-
dition, they are almost impossible to 
enforce.” The paper cites automobile 
insurance woes: whereas all drivers are 
required to have it, 15% remain with-
out it. Penalties for not getting insur-
ance help mandates, but Clinton has 
provided little insight into what penal-
ties would be. She has, though, indi-
cated that garnishing wages could be a 
possibility. 
    There tends to be near consensus 
among experts, however, that while 
having a mandate does not ensure 
universal coverage, not having a man-
date cannot ensure universal coverage. 
Obama’s claim that his plan provides 
universal health care would be more 
accurate if he said that it provides 
universal access to health care. John 
Sheils at The Lewin Group (a health-
care research organization) found that 
a mandate could cover around 90% of 
the uninsured and a plan like Obama’s 
could reach around 45% of them. A 
more recent study by economist Jona-

than Gruber compared Clinton-like 
and Obama-like health care plans, and 
concluded that 15 million was a rea-
sonable number, perhaps even a bit 
low, for the number left uninsured by 
under Obama. 
     But the picture gets even more com-
plicated; a number of external factors 
render realistically predicting exactly 
where either candidate’s plan stands 
impossible. Neither has specifi ed how 
big the subsidies in their plans will be. 
Even with subsidies, some families may 
not enroll. Currently, some uninsured 
people are eligible for government-
funded health programs like Medicaid 
and SCHIP, but they do not enroll be-
cause of diffi culty applying or a lack of 
knowledge about the programs. 
    Make no mistake – Clinton’s and 
Obama’s health care plans are quite 
similar. But if a seemingly simple sta-
tistic (15 million left uninsured) had 
this much background, consider the 
sheer volume of information that lies 
behind every other statistic you may 
hear. And even though comparing Clin-
ton and Obama’s plans is unnecessary, 
it is worthwhile to keep these lessons 
in mind when watching them debate. 
    Numbers are tossed around in poli-
tics all the time, but the issue at hand is 
rarely as simple as it is presented. Keep 
in mind that many of those numbers 
are just estimates, even if they are the 
best available. While this warning may 
seem cynical, voters should be wary of 
taking anything exactly at face value. 
In this coming year, be an active partic-
ipant in the election and verify claims 
that are important to you – it pays off.

How do you verify 
the numbers that you 
hear thrown around 

in debates?

CP

Both Clinton and Obama have made false claims about the other’s healthcare plan.
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United States ought to engage in the 
torture of terror suspects, John McCain 
rightfully received lots of support from 
independents and Democrats for tak-
ing a principled stand against the use 
of these techniques. He argued with 
Mitt Romney at one of the presidential 
debates, declaring that waterboarding 
is a form of torture and that it should 
be banned as a practice used by the 
Army and the CIA. It took guts for Mc-
Cain to break with most Republicans 
and to take the stand that he did in the 

face of criticism from the Right.    
   Now, however, McCain has since wa-
vered on the subject by voting against a 
bill in the Senate a few weeks ago that 
tried to ban water boarding. He argued 
that water boarding was already illegal 
and thus the government should not 
be employing the tactic anyway (even 
though most would agree that certain 
departments still currently do). This is-
sue should be an area where McCain 
stands on his principles, having person-
ally experienced the inhumanity that 
physical torture entails. Instead of bow-
ing down to talk-radio and the far-Right 

of American politics, McCain should 
have stuck with his gut and remained 
true to his honest opinion on the sub-
ject. 
     There is yet another area where the 
Arizona Senator has doubled back on 
his position. McCain supported the 
public fi nancing of campaigns and was 
a co-author of the Bi-Partisan Cam-
paign Reform Act of 2002, which os-
tensibly tried to limit soft money in 
politics, but he is now seeking to undue 
his campaign’s commitment to pub-
lic fi nancing, and he is fl aking out of 
pure political expediency. McCain was 
a participant in the presidential public 
fi nancing system during the primary 
campaign, but he has now declined the 
money for which he qualifi ed. He there-
by claims that he is allowed to spend 
an unlimited amount of private money 
between now and the convention (the 
Federal Elections Commission disputes 
his assessment on legal grounds), much 
of which will effectively be used in the 
general election campaign. The great 
‘reformer’ is now attempting to  game 
the very public campaign fi nance sys-
tem that he helped to author by opting 
out of the spending laws that he agreed 
to earlier when he accepted public 
money to save his bankrupt campaign.   
   I, for one, used to admire McCain’s 
unique ability to transcend traditional 
partisan loyalties and take positions 
based on principles rather than on poli-
tics. The 2008 election seems to have 
irretrievably changed McCain into a 
creature of the conservative movement 

(take that Ben Birnbaum ’08), with  an 
undying affi nity for tax cuts for the 
wealthy, and a shameless silence on 
the question of  legalized torture. This 
all goes to show that McCain cannot 
be trusted to take moderate or liberal 

stands on key issues that he believes if 
they are fi ercely opposed by the talk-
radio wing of the Republican Party. 
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Continued from page 1

John McCain: Straight Talker or Flip Flopper?

John McCain stepping off his campaign bus, the “Straight Talk Express.”

The 2008 election seems 
to have changed McCain 

into a creature of the 
conservative movement.

CP
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THE BACK BURNER 
BY TIMOTHY MYERS

 On February 19th, Bill O’Reilly of 
FOX News said the following on his radio 
show: “I don’t want to go on a lynching par-
ty against Michelle Obama unless there’s 
evidence, hard facts that say this is how the 
woman really feels. If that’s how she really 
feels—that America is a bad country or a 
fl awed nation, whatever—then that’s legit. 
We’ll track it down.”  
 One week earlier, on February 12th, 
at the White House’s annual celebration of 
Black History Month, President Bush right-
fully remarked: “For generations of Afri-
can Americans, the noose was more than a 
tool of murder; it was a tool of intimidation 
that conveyed a sense of powerlessness to 
millions. The era of rampant lynching is a 
shameful chapter in American history. The 

noose is not a symbol of prairie justice, but 
of gross injustice. Displaying one is not a 
harmless prank. And lynching is not a word 
to be mentioned in jest. As a civil society, 
we must understand that noose displays and 
lynching jokes are deeply offensive. They 
are wrong. And they have no place in Amer-
ica today.”
 Normally, the words spoken by Pres-
ident Bush are echoed and amplifi ed by Bill 
O’Reilly, but the FOX News commentator 
has apparently not heeded the President’s 
condemnation of offensive and fear-invok-
ing racist comments and jokes. O’Reilly’s 
metaphorical lynching comment is unac-
ceptable no matter what feelings Barack 
Obama’s wife expresses towards America.     
 FOX News has yet to seriously cen-
sure and discipline O’Reilly for his remarks, 
but should do so immediately. Sadly, the in-

action of the media network is not surprising, 
considering FOX News’ strong conserva-
tive bias. The “fair and balanced” network, 
it seems, is afraid that any denunciation of 
O’Reilly’s unacceptable comments will af-
fect its viewership.   
 But rather than foster the prominent 
racism among the Southern white male co-
hort that dominates the FOX News audi-
ence, the network should seek justice by 
suspending O’Reilly’s radio show from the 
air. O’Reilly blindly supports the Bush Ad-
ministration’s policies in the name of fi ght-
ing terror, but contributes to a different kind 
of terror close to home, one that menaces a 
minority with a long history of persecution 
in America.

Bill O’Reilly’s “Lynching Party”

The Cornell Democrats and The Cornell Progressive present:

“THE DAILY SHOW” CORRESPONDENT
Dan Bakkedahl

Wednesday, March 12th 
6:30 pm @ the Statler auditorium

COME HEAR HIM TALK ABOUT HIS EXPERIENCES 
ON “THE DAILY SHOW,” POLITICAL SATIRE,  AND 

THE 2008 ELECTION.

This event is FREE and open to the Cornell Community.

Co-sponsored by: The Alice Cook House, The Cornell Political Coalition, The Cornell University Programming Board, The Near Eastern Studies Department, 
The Bartels Family, The Government Department, The Society for the Humanities, The Offi ce of the Vice President for Student and Academic Services, The 

Offi ce of the Vice Provost for Undergraduate Education

Bill O’Reilly’s show 
enjoys high ratings, 
but he continues to 
draw criticism over 
insensitive, racist 

remarks.

CP
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 John McCain, the self-styled insider-
turned-outsider Washington maverick, fancies 
his candidacy as an expression of much purer 
and nobler times. And why shouldn’t he? Years 
ago, he and bona fi de progressive Russ Fein-
gold (D-WI) took the lead on campaign fi nance 
reform. Public fi nancing of campaigns, keep-
ing lobbyists at an arm’s length – it all sounded 
well and good. But this so-called enemy of spe-
cial interests now has a bit of a problem on his 
hands - namely, special interests.  
 The Republican Senator from Arizona 
has 59 lobbyists on his payroll, serving as ad-
visors to his campaign. To wit, no campaign 
has ever had this many lobbyists in its fold. His 
chief political advisor, Charles Black, is the 
chairman of one of the most powerful lobby-
ing fi rms in Washington. He now conducts a 
great deal of his business by telephone, aboard 
McCain’s Straight Talk Express bus.  
 Then there’s the whole Vicki Iseman 
scandal, the woman his aides cautioned Mc-
Cain about when they appeared to be getting too 
close during his unsuccessful presidential cam-
paign in 2000. While he has spent this month 
attacking The New York Times for smearing 
him with innuendo about an extramarital affair, 
what has been lost in all the fracas was the po-
litical relationship between the two. In 1998, 
McCain sent two letters to the Federal Com-
munications Commission (FCC) urging them 
to abandon their efforts to close a loophole 
that benefi ted Glencairn, Ltd., a client of Vicki 
Iseman’s. Senator McCain now denies that he 

had any contact with Lowell Paxson, a Glen-
cairn executive. Unfortunately, in 2002, Mc-
Cain acknowledged in a deposition that he had 
sent those letters to the FCC after meeting with 
Mr. Paxson. So much for standing up against 
special interests, and so much for straight talk.
 Then there’s the kicker. McCain has de-
cided to unilaterally withdraw from public fi -
nancing of his election, a privilege that allowed 
him to forego the fees necessary to get on state 
ballots, because he fi nds the spending limits too 
constraining. Unfortunately, this is in defi ance 

of the law, specifi cally the McCain-Feingold 
Act, which stipulates that he apply for permis-
sion to withdraw. Regardless of the law-break-
ing, this is a system which he helped construct 
because he thought private campaigns invited 
too many special interests. Now, about to en-
ter a tight campaign himself, he has turned his 
back on that very same system. The champion 
of the people, the persona he would like you to 
know, seems more like a champion of special 
interests now. 

Got Lobbyists? McCain Does...

 
 The Cornell Republicans are pushing 
for Cornell students to be able to carry hand-
guns on campus to defend themselves. 
 Now, wait. Step back for a second. 
How many times has someone been walking 
around campus and said, “I really wish I had 
a gun right now?” But think of the benefi ts! 
Think of how safe we would be…  
 “[Concealed carry] is an appropriate 
way to make our campus safer…not doing 
anything is the wrong solution,” president of 
the Cornell Republicans, Ahmed Salem said, 
politicizing the issue. But wait, how do we 
know how quantifi ably safe we would be? 
One gun’s worth? Two or three guns’ worth? 
Unless you go around looking in everyone’s 
jackets, how would you know? If I walk into a 
frat party, and I want to know how safe I am, 
you better believe I’m not going to run around 
and pat down most of the brothers. I’d need to 
pre-game pretty hard for that one.
 And what of the messy issue of where 
to conceal the gun when wearing shorts and 
sandals? Well, there aren’t too many days in 
Ithaca that warrant that attire, you argue. Well, 
true that, point taken. But ladies, what will 

you do when you bust out that short skirt in 
the middle of winter? Where does the weapon 
go? That’s what she said. (I’m sorry, I couldn’t 
help myself there.)
 But let’s dig deeper. Let’s look at the 
logic of the Cornell Republicans. In order to 
reduce the problem (gun violence), we should 
add more of the problem (guns!). Sounds 
logical. If this were a math class, the equation 
would look like this:

 (Shotguns, rifl es and handguns) + 
(More shotguns, rifl es, handguns) = 0

 Don’t you get it? It’s simple! I’ve ex-
tended this same logic to a few of the Cornell 
Republicans’ other “problems” that they might 
mention in the future. These might make it 
easier to understand. Just as this logic is sure 
to succeed for guns, I’m sure it will for other 
“problems.”
 Gay Marriage: Those damn gays, they 
want to get married like heterosexuals and be 
in monogamous prison like others. Hell on 
Earth - I mean marriage, is only reserved for 
heterogeneous couples. After all, marriage is 
the only tool to create children. Nevermind 

the couples that don’t have children or have 
children before they are married.  They’re 
heathens. But how do we stop gay marriage? 
Why, we give the gays marriage! Is it starting 
to make sense? Let’s try another example.
 Abortions: As you know, Democrats 
hate children; that’s why we want to expand 
S-CHIP to cover more children. Democrats 
especially hate unborn children. So much so in 
fact, that we’d rather them dead. Republicans 
on the other hand love children uncondition-
ally. Except when they get out of the womb. 
Then they become demons of Head Start, S-
CHIP, and other social inequities. But I di-
gress. Republicans don’t like abortion. They 
want no abortions, none whatsoever. So, let’s 
sponsor one day on campus when all women 
should get an abortion. Surely, this outpouring 
of abortions will reduce the problem of wom-
en being in charge of their own uterus. 
 How could anyone disagree with this 
impeccable logic? You know what? I’m con-
vinced…sign me up for the student protection 
force!

Guns are God’s Children

CP

CP
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BY JC SHEPPARD
 
 If anyone wants a lesson on what it 
means to “never give up,” take a look at fi ve-
time presidential candidate Ralph Nader. 
You’ve got to hand it to him - the man has un-
wavering determination and strength of con-
viction that even Iranian President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad would envy. Such conviction has 
helped Nader get a lot done in his political ca-
reer, including laws requiring seatbelts, cleaner 
water and food standards, and tougher environ-
mental protection standards. But in terms of his 
endless presidential campaigns, Nader does not 
have much to be bragging about. Nader - it’s 
time. Give it up!
 Ralph Nader caused a big stir in the 2000 
presidential election when he allegedly “stole” 
the presidency from Al Gore. Many assert that 
the independent votes that went to Nader would 
have gone to Gore if Nader hadn’t run. By that 
logic, Nader is to blame for the disasters of the 
Bush Administration, which he ironically calls 
“the most impeachable presidency of modern 
time.” In response to critics of his role in the 
2000 election, he says “they’ve got to get over 
it.”
 Speaking of “getting over it,” let’s talk 
about a constitutional amendment that the next 
president should pass: a limit on the number of 
times any one presidential candidate can run. 
There is a limit on the number of terms a presi-
dent can serve, so why not on how many times 

a candidate can run?  The people have spoken, 
Nader, and they’ve said “NO.” In fact, they’ve 
said it four times now. When are you going to 
get the message?
 Bob Herbert of The New York Times 
opinion page describes Ralph Nader as “will-
fully blind to political realities and the poten-
tial consequences of his actions.” In an elec-
tion as important as the upcoming one, where 
a black man or a white woman will be running 
against a conservative, white war veteran, there 
is no space for error. Democrats cannot afford 
to lose the White House again. 
 Ralph Nader may have the right to run, 
but is he making a responsible decision in de-
ciding to do so? The obvious answer is no. 
He is not going to win, as recent history has 
proven, so all he can do now is hurt what he 
considers to be the next best party: the Demo-
crats. As a blogger writes on Nader’s website, 
Mr. Nader’s decision to run yet again “shows 
an extreme level of narcissism rather than an 
interest in the American people.” 
 Neither of the Democratic candidates 
was happy to hear of Nader’s fi fth run at the 
White House. Senator Clinton told reporters, “I 
remember when he ran before. It didn’t turn out 
very well for anybody -- especially our coun-
try.” Senator Obama felt much the same way, 
adding that “he seems to have a pretty high 
opinion of his own work.” On the other hand, 
there were smiles all around on the Republican 
front. Nader’s campaign can only detract from 
the Democratic nominee’s fi ght for the White 

House, as he or she would otherwise have the 
upper-hand with Nader supporters, had the 
spoiler not entered the race. 
  The best thing that could happen now 
(aside from Nader announcing a premature end 
to his candidacy) is a mass awakening of for-
mer Nader supporters, who realize that their 
fi ght for the presidency is over. Those voters 
must take responsibility where Ralph Nader 
has not, and throw their weight behind the best 
Democratic candidate. 

Ralph Nader: Give it Up!

BY NATE BAKER
 
 It was 44 years ago when former-
President Lyndon B. Johnson declared war 
on poverty. At the time, in 1963, 23 percent 
of the American population lived in poverty. 
Through progressive legislation and a national 
dedication towards the improvement of living 
standards for the poor, by 1969 the country had 
lowered the poverty rate to 14 percent.  
 In a Financial Times article summariz-
ing the research of the American Association 
for the Advancement of Science, neuroscien-
tists found that “many children growing up in 
very poor families with low social status ex-
perience unhealthy levels of stress hormones, 
which impair their neural development.” As 
Paul Krugman of The New York Times summa-
rizes, “The effect is to impair language devel-
opment and memory — and hence the ability 
to escape poverty — for the rest of the child’s 
life.”
 This could be taken as a call to action 
– a sign that we must reduce poverty in this 
country and throughout the world. After all, 
25,000 people starve to death every single day 

while our privileged institution discards hun-
dreds of pounds of food scraps into the gar-
bage. No problem to us. Today in this coun-
try, even while being a nation that consumes a 
disproportionately large amount of the Earth’s 
resources, more than 17 percent of our popu-
lation still lives under the poverty line, more 
than way back in 1969.   
 In 1960, the income ratio of the richest 
one-fi fth of the world to the poorest one-fi fth 
was 30 to 1. Today that ratio is 74 to 1. So? 
While the war in Iraq has cost us more than 
$100 billion, the U.N. estimates that we could 
spend $40 billion to provide potable water, ba-
sic education, adequate nourishment, and sani-
tation services to everyone on the planet who 
lacks such necessities. Should you care?
 In his editorial, “Poverty is Poison,”  
Paul Krugman makes a call to action, to change 
the momentum of public policy towards help-
ing those who are most in need of assistance. 
I argue, however, that what we really need is a 
call to apathy. Indeed, we should be compla-
cent with the massive inequalities in our coun-
try and throughout the world. Aren’t most of 
us at the top anyway? What’s wrong with cre-

ating policy that allows the richest 1 percent of 
our country to own more total wealth than the 
poorest 40 percent? It’s only fair, right?
 I say sit back. Think about the summer 
internship you’ll get in the city. Start planning 
the holiday vacations to Europe that you’ll be 
able to afford with that job on Wall Street or 
with that company in D.C. Imagine the Mer-
cedes and the 4,000 square foot house. Beat 
aside that conscience that has been straining to 
be heard.  
 One day our generation will be the 
leaders of America and ambassadors through-
out the world. We will have the power and abil-
ity to make great policy changes. My advice to 
you is do not let that conscience get to you. Do 
not allow the calling of equitability and sus-
tainability from crazy progressives drown out 
that voice of apathy. Most importantly, vote 
Republican.

A Call to Apathy 
Conservative Advice for the Cornell Community

CP
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Leap day...it comes every four 
years. But it really doesn‛t mean 
anything...it‛s like Ralph Nader 
running for president. 
--David Letterman

It looks like John McCain has 
gotten the nod. Of course, Mc-
Cain getting the nomination...
this is Rush Limbaugh’s worst 
nightmare since the 
pharmacist said, “We’re out of 
OxyContin.” --Jay Leno

From David Letterman’s Top Ten Reasons Mitt Romney Dropped Out Of The 
Presidential Race: Apparently America is not ready for a white male president.

President Bush has got a little less than a year left in 
offi ce, so he is trying to squeeze in as many free trips 
as he can. He’s visiting Africa - this is his second trip 
there as President. This time, he’s going to meet with 
a number of key leaders, including the President of 
Benin and the leader of Rwanda. Last time, he 
refused to meet anyone other than Babar, the cartoon 
elephant. --Jimmy Kimmel

After John McCain swept yesterday’s primaries, he 
purposely stole a line Barack Obama’s been using: 
‘I’m fired up and ready to go.’ When Obama heard 
this, he stole a line McCain’s been using: ‘I’m old 
and not sure where I am.’ --Conan O’Brien

Actually, they say the race 
between Barack and Hillary 
could be decided by the voters of 
Texas. Texas! Which is a comfort 
-- when it comes to providing 
smart politicians, Texas is the 
place you want to be. --Jay Leno

Many observers believe 
Fidel Castro will either be 
replaced by his
brother, Raul, or by his idiot 
son, Fidel W. Castro. 
-- David Letterman

In a press conference today, 
President Bush announced 
America is not headed into a 
recession...especially if you 
own an oil company. 
-- Jay Leno

Rudy Giuliani is announcing his 
own line of  clothing. It comes 
apart at the seams.
-- David Letterman
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