
BY DAN SMITH
 
     With a healthy victory by nine per-
centage points over Senator Barack 
Obama in the April 22 Pennsylvania 
primary, Senator Hillary Clinton has 
ensured that the race for the Democrat-
ic presidential nomination will contin-
ue. The margin of victory for the New 
York Senator was slightly higher than 
recent polls had been projecting, but 
she had originally enjoyed a larger lead 
going into the primary campaign. The 
exit polls showed that both candidates 
clung tightly to the voting blocs that 
have emerged over the course of doz-
ens of primaries, with Clinton enjoying 
the support of women, white, older, and 
working class voters, and Obama secur-
ing the support of African Americans, 
young people, and more affl uent vot-
ers. 
     The question remains: Will this vic-
tory be enough to shake up the race 
for the Democratic nomination? Both 
campaigns answer this question with 
their own spin, developing distinct nar-

ratives to describe the Pennsylvania 
results. For the Clinton campaign, the 
clear victory shows that despite being 
signifi cantly outspent, Senator Clinton 
was able to pull off another big win in 
one of the large, important swing states. 
She asserts that because she has won 
nearly all of the crucial battleground 
states, she will be better suited to de-
feat Republican Senator John McCain 
in the fall. The narrative of the Obama 
campaign explains that their candidate 
was down 20 percentage points in the 
polls going into Pennsylvania, and that 
he impressively narrowed that gap. 
Obama also points out that he is still 
ahead in the pledged delegate count 
and the popular vote, and has won the 
majority of states. 
  Looking ahead to the upcom-
ing Indiana and North Carolina pri-
maries on May 6, many in the Clinton 
camp agree that Indiana is a must win 
for her. Obama has held a consistent 
double-digit lead in North Carolina, a 
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BY TIMOTHY MYERS

     On April 1, the Justice Department 
publicly released a legal memorandum, 
which was sent to the Defense Depart-
ment in March 2003, asserting that 
federal and international laws which 
prohibit inhumane treatment of enemy 
detainees -- most notably those of the 
Geneva Conventions -- were no longer 
applicable to the United States. The 
memo’s author, John C. Yoo, then a 
deputy of the Justice Department’s Of-
fi ce of Legal Counsel, wrote, “If a gov-
ernment defendant were to harm an en-
emy combatant during an interrogation 
in a manner that might arguably violate 
a criminal prohibition, he would be do-
ing so in order to prevent further attacks 
on the United States by the al-Qaeda 
terrorist network. In that case, we be-
lieve that he could argue that the execu-
tive branch’s constitutional authority to 
protect the nation from attack justifi ed 
his actions.” 
     In effect, the 81-page memo made 
the case for the Bush Doctrine of an im-
perial presidency, arguing that Bush’s 
inherent wartime powers made him 
and his subordinates immune to ju-
dicial oversight and not subject to the 

oversight of Congress, or any national 
or international governmental branch. 
Specifi cally, the Yoo fi nding seems to 
have provided the Department of Jus-
tice legal sanction of the view that Bush 
and his subordinates could never be in-
dicted for war crimes, which carry the 
penalty of life imprisonment or death 
under the federal War Crimes Act of 
1996. Eugene R. Fidell, a military jus-
tice scholar of Yale Law School and the 
Washington College of Law at Ameri-
can University, said of the memo, “This 
is a monument to executive supremacy 
and the imperial presidency. It’s also a 
road map for the Pentagon for fending 
off any prosecutions.”
     Thomas J. Romig, the Army’s Advo-
cate General when the “torture memo” 
was sent to the Defense Department, 
told The Washington Post that the 
memo seems to conclude that there are 
no rules in a time of war, and he called 
such a conclusion “downright offen-
sive.”
     Georgetown University law professor 
Marty S. Lederman said of the memo, 
“It is, in effect, the blueprint that led to 
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High Incarceration Rates Refl ect Poorly
on U.S. Criminal Justice System

BY ELIE BILMES

AND SHAI AKABAS

     Congratulations, fellow citizens 
of the United States. Our country, 
no longer the world leader in tech-
nological development, education, 
or human rights, has solidifi ed its 
position as the global leader in in-
carceration.
     The anti-crime fervor of recent 
decades, spurred by the reinstate-
ment of the death penalty in 1979, 
has resulted in an astounding num-
ber of Americans behind bars. 
While in 1975 there were only 110 
prisoners per 100,000 citizens, that 
number has now jumped to 751. For 
comparison, the median among all 
nations is 125.
     As The New York Times stated 
in a recent article, “Americans 
are locked up for crimes — from 
writing bad checks to using drugs 
— that would rarely produce prison 
sentences in other countries. And in 
particular they are kept incarcerated 
far longer than prisoners in other 
nations.”
    Even more unsettling than the 
overall statistics, is the fact that 
our criminal justice system targets 
racial minorities. One out of every 
three black males born today can 
expect to serve time. Incarceration 
rates are so high that within many 
African American communities, 
incarceration has become a rite of 
passage.
     Scholars point out that legisla-

tion is biased against blacks, with 
much tougher sentencing guidelines 
imposed for crack cocaine than for 
powder cocaine. According to The 
Boston Globe in 2006, 80 percent 
of defendants in crack cocaine cases 
are African-American. Additionally, 
racial minorities are often unable to 
afford private attorneys who might 
be able to keep them out of prison.
     Nowhere were these rich-poor 
differences more clear than with the 
case of I. Scooter Libby, who was 
convicted last year of lying to cover 
up the treasonous act of exposing an 
undercover CIA agent. Libby, for-
mer Chief of Staff to Dick Cheney, 
also blocked attempts by the Justice 
Department to investigate the case. 
Although originally sentenced to 30 
months, Libby was spared jail time 
when President Bush commuted his 
sentence, claiming that, “the prison 
sentence given to Mr. Libby is ex-
cessive.”
     But who will commute the sen-
tence of Weldon Angelos, a small-
scale marijuana dealer (and fi rst 
offender) from Salt Lake City who 
was sentenced to 55 years in prison 
in 2006 because of mandatory sen-
tencing provisions for his offense? 
Or the 27-month jail terms given to 
a Virginia couple who served beer 
to guests at their son’s 16th birthday 
party? Where was President Bush to 
commute the baffl ing 10-year sen-
tence handed to 17-year-old Genar-
low Wilson for having consensual 
oral sex with a 15-year-old girl at a 
party?

    The crusade against exces-
sive incarceration is undoubtedly 
progressive. While the threat of 
lengthy prison sentences is one 
way to reduce crime, a more effec-
tive way of lowering incarceration 
rates should focus on funding social 
programs, making it harder to pur-
chase handguns, and reducing re-
cidivism through organizations that 
assist with re-entry. These types of 
prevention programs and policies 
would also save Uncle Sam a good 
amount of money, given that it costs 
over $20,000 to house a prisoner 
for one year, and tens of millions of 
dollars to build a new facility.
     The issue of incarceration can 
easily be overlooked at an institu-
tion such as Cornell, where few 
students have close friends or rela-
tives in prison. However, the stakes 
are high in this presidential election 
year. Republican nominee John Mc-
Cain has come out strongly in fa-
vor of stricter sentencing and more 
prison construction. No politician 
wants to be seen as “soft on crime,” 
but there is little reason for the 
U.S. to house 2.3 million prisoners, 
while China, a much larger country 
with a horrible human rights record, 
is ranked second with 1.6 million 
prisoners. Dealing with the issue 
of incarceration is one way for the 
U.S. to regain its former prestige in 
a world that has largely abandoned 
the draconian system of punishment 
that still lives within our borders. 

Thank You, Seniors!
Will Rosenzweig

I’ve been on staff all four 
years at The Progressive, fo-
cusing on national elections 
predictions, analysis, and 
opinion. During my fresh-
man year I wrote articles on 
strategies the Kerry campaign 
should explore as well as a 
prediction article in which I 
correctly predicted the winners 
of all but two states. This year 
I’ve written a regular column 
called “On the Trail” in which 
I focused mainly on the Demo-
cratic and Republican primary 
campaigns. Next year, I’ll be 
attending Cornell Law School.

Rich Getzel

I am proud to be leaving a pa-
per that consistently releases 
the most hard-hitting news 
that isn’t necessarily com-
mon knowledge and insightful 
analysis that is well beyond the 
years of our talented writers. 
Since sophomore year, I have 
been a columnist and Associ-
ate Editor for The Cornell Pro-
gressive. I have also served as 
Executive Managing Editor and 
Co-Editor-in-Chief. Next year, 
I will be following my heart’s 
desire and becoming a teacher 
in the New York City public 
schools. As an English teach-
er, I have two goals in mind 
- to make better writers of our 
future generations and to 
inspire children to greater
heights.

Stephen Davis

I was a writer and cartoon-
ist for the paper as a fresh-
man in 2004-2005. After a 
two year hiatus, I returned 
as a senior to The Progres-
sive and wrote an article for 
every issue this year. Majoring 
in Government and History, I 
applied to the Georgetown 
Law School and hope to get 
off of its waiting list for next 
fall.  This summer, I will return 
home to Knoxville, TN, and 
campaign for Barack Obama.

CP
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Letters to the Editor

THE CORNELL PROGRESSIVE

WISHES YOU A GREAT

SUMMER VACATION!

SEE YOU IN THE FALL

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

DEMOCRACY.”
--TEDDY ROOSEVELT

To the Editor:

I am confused as to whether Tal Akabas’s recent article in The Cornell 
Progressive (“The Patriot Tax”) was a joke, a hyperbolic polemic, both, 
or just plain ignorance.

Fighting climate change needs to be a real priority – that much I think 
most progressives agree on. I’d also agree that for years we were spoiled 
by low gas prices, which did not include the true costs to society and the 
environment. But creating an extremely large excise gas tax--$2-$3 dol-
lars PER GALLON, as suggested by Tal--would absolutely cripple the 
economy.

Many liberals and progressives rightly complained about Mike Huck-
abee’s un-”FAIR” tax because it was extremely regressive. I trust you 
have taken enough Economics and Government courses to know that fl at 
tax increases on basic goods people need to live (i.e. gasoline) hurt the 
poor most, the middle class second, and barely touch the wealthy.

Last summer when gas jumped past $3 a gallon, my family went into the 
red because of gas costs. It is literally the largest single commodity ex-
pense in our house. When Tal writes “Don’t drive, just bike or carpool!” 
is he suggesting my 60-year old parents bicycle 28 miles (one way) to 
work? Or carpool with fellow employees who live in other towns? Cer-
tainly his solution might work in some areas of the country, but for areas 
like Upstate New York, where most of the jobs have left and many must 
drive 30 minutes or more to work. Gone are the jobs around the corner, 
like yesteryear’s steel plants.

In an almost certainly unintentional moment of hypocrisy, Tal suggests 
a rebate to offset the pain it would infl ict on the poor and middle class! 
Sound familiar? See: Mike Huckabee, some “fl at tax” plans. Then, at one 
point, he tried to play this off as a “free market” solution? Well, I suppose 
people would stop buying gas (or steal it) and the economy would tank. 
But why is a progressive writer even trying to appease free-marketers?

My point is that The Cornell Progressive loses all credibility when it 
speaks out of both sides of its mouth. A publication claiming to be pro-
gressive cannot simultaneously have some green (in the sense of inexpe-
rience) writer shooting his mouth off about a $3 dollar a gallon gas tax 
which would absolutely decimate the poor. It cannot speak with sincerity 
and gravitas about the dangers of Flat Tax and FAIR Tax programs then 
support Mr. Akabas’ ill-conceived plan just because the cause is worthy.

I thought the article refl ected poorly on The Progressive overall, which I 
usually fi nd to have high quality articles.

Eric J. Fish ‘08

Eric,

Thank you for taking the time to read and respond to my article from the 
April 8th issue. First, I would like to point out that the idea of a gas tax is 
not a “joke,” and I am not the fi rst one to propose the idea. Highly regarded 
political thinkers and economists such as Paul Krugman, Thomas Friedman, 
and Robert Frank (of Cornell University) are several who have proposed 
such a gasoline (or comparable carbon) tax. 

In addition, judging from your response, my article may not have been clear 
on several points, and I would like to clarify and expand those points for 
you. If most or all of the revenue from the gasoline tax is returned equally 
(or even progressively) to all citizens, then anyone who is under the average 
gasoline consumption in the U.S. would net positive. And, I believe every-
one has room to cut back on gasoline consumption, whether large or small, 
without disrupting their everyday needs. 

I am not sure why you oppose the idea of the gas tax being a free market 
solution. There are countless negative externalities (failures in the free mar-
ket system) caused from driving including congestion, pollution, and rising 
global oil prices. These costs are not accounted for in the price of gasoline, 
and it is indisputably the job of the government to correct these failures. 
Your comparison to Mike Huckabee’s tax plan is naïve. The point of the 
gas tax (which would not be regressive) is to decrease consumption, not to 
reshape our country’s tax plan. 

Another part of the tax plan that was mistakenly left out of the article (due 
to space issues) is that the tax would assure a constant price for gasoline. If 
gasoline prices went up, then the tax would go down to adjust. This would 
guarantee a constant price for consumers, which would help to lighten their 
burden. But, more importantly, it would encourage research into alternative 
energies. Many alternative energy projects are not pursued because they are 
too risky. If the price of gasoline were to come down below, say, $3 a gallon, 
then those new technologies would no longer be competitive. Often those 
research projects are not even pursued. If the price of gas was fi xed at $5 so 
it would never drop below that price, research and investment into alterna-
tive fuels would explode because the risk from those investments would be 
reduced.

You agree that fi ghting climate change needs to be a real priority, but it 
seems that no one is willing to make any real sacrifi ces. You misunderstood 
the idea of the article by assuming that the poor would shoulder the brunt 
of the gas tax – that is just not true. Our gas consumption continues to rise, 
however, and serious action is needed. If all we do is raise a few mileage 
standards here and there with giant loopholes, then, as a country, we will 
not get anywhere. Furthermore, how can we expect China, or India to fol-
low?

In Europe, gasoline costs around $6-7 a gallon and they end up spending 
less on gas due to improved effi ciency.

Thanks again for reading, and I hope this clarifi es some points in my article.

Tal Akabas

We at The Cornell Progressive support and 
encourage any thoughts, ideas, questions, or 
comments. We want this paper to be a forum 
for discussion and reader activity. Our goal 
is to make political discourse and awareness 

part of the Cornell experience.

If you wish to express your viewpoints on 
any article in the paper, please send a letter to 

the editors at:

progressiveeditor@earthlink.net
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     Several months ago, conserva-
tive pundits were raising hellfi re that 
the media (evidently, “media” does 
not refer to them) was going to give 
Barack Obama a so-called free pass 
because he was black. These are the 
same folks who had no qualms about 
claiming that Obama rose to where he 
is today on the strength of affi rmative 
action. I wasn’t going to put much 
stock into the likes of Rush Limbaugh, 
Glenn Beck, and the sort, and guess 
what? My brilliant judgment regard-
ing the claims of today’s shameless 
shock jocks was actually vindicated.  
      Lately, Obama has been under 
intense scrutiny from the mainstream 
media. From comments made by his 
preacher, to the absence of a fl ag la-
pel pin, to the fi ctitious madrassa he 
attended and still bankrolls to this day 
– everything about the man has been 
studied, dissected, and yes, even spun. 

Far be it from me to object that the me-
dia has been scrutinizing a presiden-
tial candidate; they should be doing 
that. But they have been doing a mis-
erable, and sometimes reprehensible, 
job at it. And what’s more, they actu-
ally have been selectively scrutiniz-
ing candidates – the end result being 
a free pass for Senator John McCain. 
     In response to the controversy 
surrounding his preacher, Obama de-
livered an incredibly inspiring and 
truthful speech dealing with perhaps 
today’s touchiest issue – race. No one 
since Martin Luther King, Jr., has had 
the courage to speak up or the per-
spicacity to speak so compellingly 
about the issue, but Barack Obama, 
in the midst of a run for the presi-
dency, stepped up to the platform 
and did just this. But the media, in-
stead of discussing the content of his 
speech or even debating the merits of 
his arguments, had only one question 
to ask. Did he do enough to appease 
white, working-class voters? If they 
hadn’t turned the page on his speech 
so quickly, perhaps it could have 
been a clarion call for all Americans, 
but they took this opportunity to ask 
only the most superfi cial of questions.
      One controversy led to another, 
and a few weeks ago, Obama made 
some unfortunate statements about 
Middle America being “bitter,” cling-
ing to their guns and religion, because 
Washington has done next to nothing 

for them economically. His words 
were poorly chosen, and he later ex-
plained that he meant bitterness has 
left people susceptible to a bunch of 
wedge issues that should not be the 
letter of the day. But again, instead 
of discussing the content of his state-
ments, the media only had one ques-
tion to ask: Has Obama alienated 
white, working-class voters? I am 
one of those bitter Americans, and 
hard economic data shows that any-
one who is not among the highest of 
earners is getting the shaft. I want to 
talk about this, and I suspect most 
Americans want to talk about this, 
but instead, the media just whips up 
the same Blue America-Red America 
culture war garbage that they have 
been peddling for a decade now.  
      And so they branded Obama an 
“elitist.” They are referring to the 
poor black kid who worked his way 
to a Harvard scholarship, and who 
later defi ed all the expectations of a 
Harvard degree by becoming a com-
munity organizer and working with 
people at the grassroots level – evi-
dently, to the media, this smacks of 
elitism. Never mind that McCain 
made his way into politics after mar-
rying into some Anheuser-Busch 
wealth. Never mind that his campaign 
is infested with lobbyists doing their 
work on his “Straight Talk Express.” 
By the way, McCain also spent 
$2,500 at Barney’s in Beverly Hills 
on March 2. You’d think that with 
all the play that John Edwards’ hair-
cut got, this might be on their radar, 
but no, Obama is the sole elitist here.
       On three or four separate oc-
casions now, McCain has stated that 
Iran is in league with al-Qaeda, a 
blatant mistruth demonstrating that 
he has very little understanding of 
national defense – the issue onto 
which McCain has staked his repu-
tation and his entire campaign. Yet 
the media has remained relatively 
mum. They should be saying, “This 
is supposed to be our defense guy, 
and he thinks that sworn enemies in 
the Middle East are working with 
each other. He doesn’t even under-
stand the fundamentals.” Judging by 
the press’ enthusiasm for denouncing 
Obama, they should be battering Mc-
Cain on this, but the straight-talking, 
tough-as-nails maverick (who now 
marches in lockstep with the GOP 
concerning the issues on which they 
used to differ) remains just that. Is a 
little skepticism too much to ask for?
      McCain’s assessment of the 
economy, which he readily admits 
he knows next to nothing about 
– although he does own Greenspan’s 
book – is an absolute joke. A new 
Democratic National Committee 
commercial has Anderson Cooper 
asking McCain in a January debate, 
“Are Americans better off than they 

were 8 years ago?” His response 
indicates that either he is packag-
ing shit and calling it sugar, or that 
he really is criminally misinformed 
for a presidential candidate: “I think 
you can argue that Americans overall 
are better off – because we have had 
a pretty good prosperous time. With 
low unemployment, low infl ation, a 
lot of good things have happened. 
A lot of jobs have been created.”
 The record shows otherwise. 
In those eight years, median house-
hold income has gone down $1,000, 
reversing an upward trend of rough-
ly sixty years. Close to two million 
jobs have been lost. Gas prices have 
doubled. The unemployment rate has 
risen from 4.2% in January 2001 to 
5.1% in March 2008, not counting la-
bor market dropout and underemploy-
ment, of course. And in 2007, we had 
the highest infl ation rate in 17 years.

     The economy, and not Iraq, is the 
number one issue heading into the 
election. Not only does McCain offer 
the same laissez-faire garbage that 
spawned the sub-prime mortgage cri-
sis and that tanked our economy, he 
does not even have a grasp on what 
is actually going on. A word to the 
media - you don’t even have to lay 
off of Obama, but in the name of fair-
ness, can we please spread around 
the scrutiny a bit? The American 
people deserve better. They deserve 
the right to appraise these candidates 
on the basis of facts. When the me-
dia doesn’t give fair and equal treat-
ments to our candidates, they will 
inevitably distort voting. In short, 
they will hurt democracy, and that 
is precisely what they are doing.

CP

The media has given John McCain a free pass on many issues, 
while Obama receives overzealous scrutiny.

“The Last Laugh”

PAGE 16

The media has been 
selectively scrutinizing 
candidates, resulting in 
a free pass for Senator 

John McCain. 

Obama and His So-Called Free Pass

RICH GETZEL      GOOD NIGHT AND GOOD LUCK
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      There is a growing unease among 
Democrats over the never-ending pri-
mary campaign that took another turn 
on April 22 with a nine point win by 
Hillary Clinton in Pennsylvania. The 
consensus is that the campaign is be-
coming increasingly nasty and is hurt-
ing the chances of the eventual nomi-
nee to beat John McCain in November. 
Many have also contended that Clin-
ton’s defi cit in pledged delegates, which 
will be nearly impossible to erase, 
means that she should exit the race, 
endorse Barack Obama, and prevent 
the fi ssure in the party from widening.
       Frankly, these arguments are disin-
genuous and unfair: disingenuous be-

cause they come from those who want-
ed to see Obama win in the fi rst place, 
and unfair because they cherry-pick 
the metrics for determining a nominee.
     Here are the facts. Obama has 1,699 
delegates and Clinton has 1,545, ac-
cording to The New York Times, which 
includes both pledged and superdel-
egates. Clinton would need to win a 
virtually impossible percentage of the 
vote in the remaining states for her to 
overtake the pledged delegate lead, but 
with the help of the superdelegates, 
elected offi cials who make individual 
decisions about whom to support out-
side the primary results, she could 
still become the Democratic nomi-
nee. Because Florida and Michigan 
were stripped of their delegates, if a 
resolution is introduced to resolve the 
nomination contest before the August 
convention, we will likely see a cre-
dential fi ght over delegation seating. 
Most importantly, neither candidate 
can achieve the required 2,025 del-
egates to secure the nomination with-
out the assistance of superdelegates.
     A prevalent argument among many 
Democrats is that Obama should be 
the nominee if he fi nishes with a 100-
pledged delegate lead by the time 
Montana and South Dakota (both 
strong Obama states) close out the 
primary schedule in June. This claim 
has an inherent contradiction. The ar-
gument is based upon the idea that the 
voice of the people speaks through 
the pledged delegate count and that, 
if superdelegates “overrule” Democ-
racy’s choice, the nominee will be 
illegitimate. The fl aw in this think-

ing is that the pledged delegate selec-
tion process is as inherently undemo-
cratic as that of the superdelegates.
      Primaries award delegates in arcane 
and confusing ways, distributing some 
delegates based on the state popular 
vote and others at the district level. The 
district level apportionment, however, 
is not done strictly based on population 
distributions. Often times areas with a 
history of voting Democratic receive 
extra delegates. In the Nevada caucus, 
this allocation led to Clinton winning 
the caucus popular vote but winning 
only 12 delegates to Obama’s 13. To 
add a further twist, the Nevada caucus, 
like that of Iowa,  was only a prelimi-
nary event that selected delegates to 
the state convention, who would then 
select the actual pledged delegates.
    The dizzying and often arbitrary 
nature of pledged delegate apportion-
ment means that superdelegates (who, 
after all, are elected offi cials or elected 

grassroots party members) are not all 
that undemocratic in comparison. Not 
surprisingly, the Obama camp defend-
ed the crazy system involved in the 
pledged delegate allocation in states 
like Nevada and in Texas, which held 
a nauseating prima-caucus on March 
4, during which there was a primary 
election during the day and a caucus 
held at night, with each determining 
a signifi cant proportion of the state’s 
delegates to the national convention.
    This means that the argument for 
pledged delegates as the ultimate de-
terminant by the Obama campaign 
and its supporters is like them trying 
to have their cake and eat it too. When 
the pledged delegates are discussed, 
the Obama camp touts the rules. He 
didn’t write the rules, they say, but 

both candidates must abide by them. 
Yet, when the superdelegate compo-
nent is involved, which, mind you, is 
not an insidious creation of the Clin-
ton campaign but rather a structure 
created by the rules, Obama support-
ers rally around the fl ag of democracy 
and fairness. The question that picks 

their argument apart is of course: 
Which is it, democracy or the rules?
       If we throw out the argument that 
the pledged delegates are all that should 
matter, there remains the obvious ques-
tion of how this dispute should be re-
solved. Some have said the national 
popular vote should decide the ques-
tion. This assertion ignores the fact that 
some states have held primaries while 
others have held caucuses, with the for-
mer far outpacing the latter in turnout. 
This solution also ignores the fact that 
the popular vote is a completely un-
precedented way of picking a nominee.
     I say, follow the rules. The rules 
created superdelegates, so let’s let su-
perdelegates be superdelegates. I fully 
admit that this solution is hardly ideal. 
There is something inherently unsavory 
in the idea that a small group of offi cials 
could reverse what a year-long primary 
campaign has produced. So let me make 
the case for why this is the best pos-
sible resolution, even if it means that 
we go all the way to the convention.
     First of all, the superdelegates aren’t 
some sinister group of troublemak-
ers bent on bringing about the disso-
lution of the Democratic Party. They 
are Democrats. Many have already 
endorsed either Clinton or Obama, 
and the ones who have not are genu-
inely torn between the two. They are 
looking for something to tip them one 
way or the other. All Obama has to do 
is win a few more states. If he wins 

North Carolina and Indiana on May 6, 
he will probably coast to the nomina-
tion. If he wins one of those two and 
takes a few more of West Virginia, 
Kentucky, and Oregon, he’s golden. 
The superdelegates will get behind 
him, and indeed, they should. He’s in 
the lead right now, and if he continues 
to win then he ought to be the nominee.
    Here is the problem with the whole 
Obama-is-inevitable contention, 
though. He’s just lost four of the last 
six primaries and is winless in the last 
three primaries in large, important 
states (Texas, Ohio, and now Pennsyl-
vania). Should Obama be our nomi-
nee if he is getting beaten repeatedly 
and often badly as the primary season 
comes to a close? I don’t think so, 
even if his lead in pledged delegates 
were twice what it is now. If Clinton 
runs the table except for Oregon and 
maybe North Carolina from March 4 
on, that is a perfectly legitimate reason 
for the superdelegates to swing away 
from the candidate with the lead in 
pledged delegates. Let’s not lose sight 
of the fact that the loser in this primary 
race will have accumulated the most 
delegates of any loser in any nomina-
tion fi ght in the modern primary era, 
and that both candidates, even at this 
late juncture, have huge followings.
     The superdelegate system was put 
in place to decide just such a tight race, 
to be the tiebreaker. Clinton’s wins in 
Texas, Ohio, and Pennsylvania have 
been dismissed as too little too late, but 
if Obama were truly the juggernaut and 
clear nominee that his supporters have 
claimed he is, he wouldn’t be losing, let 
alone losing by double digits. Voters in 
many states want this race to continue. 
If Obama can win a few more states, 
he will deserve to be the nominee and 
all of this discussion is moot. But if 
he can’t, and he limps into June with 
a string of bad losses, should he still 
be awarded the nomination because 
of a razor-thin lead in pledged del-
egates? The answer, as it has been over 
and over in this campaign, is not yet.
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The superdelegates 
have a legitimate role to 
play in this nomination 

battle.
Should Obama be our 
nominee if he’s losing 
repeatedly, and often 
badly, as the primary 

season comes 
to a close? 
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It’s 2008...Why Are We Still Boycotting Cuba?

BY JACOB AREM

      Nearly fi ve decades have passed 
since the United States placed a 
trade and travel embargo on Cuba  in 
an attempt to destabilize the regime 
of Cuban President Fidel Castro. 
While the sanctions have succeeded 
in infl icting economic damage on 
Cuba, its political structure remains 
virtually unchanged. Although Fi-

del Castro stepped down due to 
ill health in February, his brother 
Raul is now fi rmly in power. It can 
be debated whether sanctions ban-
ning or severely restricting imports, 
exports, business transactions, and 
travel involving Cuba were neces-
sary in 1968, but in 2008, it is clear 
that they serve little purpose. The 
United States government defends 
the sanctions by arguing that Cuba 
is undemocratic and is designated as 
a state sponsor of terror. Yet, these 
justifi cations are inconsistent, ab-
surd, and refl ect remnants of Cold 
War policies, not current realities. 
Since the sanctions have yielded few 
positive benefi ts, and are unlikely to 
do so in the future, the next presi-
dent should immediately reconsider 
American policy towards Cuba.
      In a May 2001 speech, President 
Bush said that sanctions could not 
be weakened until Cuba “frees its 
political prisoners, holds democrat-
ic, free elections, and allows for free 
speech.” These preconditions, how-
ever, are conveniently ignored for 

American trade with nations such 
as China and Saudi Arabia that pos-
sess poor human rights records. The 
United States normalized trade re-
lations with Vietnam, another Cold 
War-era adversary, in December 
2006, assuming that rapid economic 
growth would produce political re-
form and liberalization. It is odd that 
a different logic is applied to Cuba.
      The State Department justifi es 
the sanctions by labeling Cuba as a 
state sponsor of terrorism, but this 
designation is ridiculous. One of 
only fi ve countries to make the list 
(the others are Iran, North Korea, 
Sudan, and Syria), the offi cial ra-

tionale behind Cuba’s presence on 
this list appears to be at best fl imsy. 
Among the charges leveled at Cuba 
on the State Department website is 
the claim that Cuba’s biotechnology 
program may be covering up a bio-
logical weapons program. The web-
site also claims that “the Cuban Gov-
ernment has taken no action against 
al-Qaeda or other terrorist groups;” 
Cuba “continue[s] to oppose the 
U.S.-led Coalition prosecuting the 
global war on terror and has public-
ly condemned various U.S. policies 
and actions;” and Cuba maintains 
close ties with Iran and North Korea.
       These accusations seem arbitrary. 
The possibility that cash-strapped 
Cuba is manufacturing biological 
weapons is highly unlikely. Even if 
Cuba were somehow able to scrape 
together the needed funds, the 
chance that these weapons would 
be used against the United States is 
next to nil. The lack of Cuban action 

against al-Qaeda could be explained 
by the fact that the terrorist group 
poses little or no threat to Cuba. 
Most importantly, as the same web-
site admits, “the United States is not 
aware of specifi c terrorist enclaves 
in the country.” A May 1998 report 
by the Defense Intelligence Agency 
concluded that Cuba does not pose 
“a signifi cant military threat to the 
U.S. or to other countries in the re-
gion. Cuba has little motivation to 
engage in military activity beyond 
defense of its territory and political 
system.” Cuba’s presence on this 
list thus seems to be a remnant of 
Cold War policy and not an hon-
est analysis of the current situation.
       In addition, the Cuban sanctions 
hurt America’s image abroad since 
world opinion remains unwavering-
ly opposed to the embargo. In 2007, 
for the sixteenth consecutive year, 
the United Nations General Assem-
bly issued a call for the sanctions to 

end, this time by a vote of 184 to 
4. The American policy of ignor-
ing these resolutions reinforces the 
perception abroad that the United 
States disregards the opinions of its 
allies. Canada, Europe, and Latin 
American countries all trade exten-
sively with Cuba, many dealing with 
the transshipment of U.S. goods.
     Thus, there are several reasons 
for lifting the embargo. The eco-
nomic damage infl icted on Cuba 
does not further America’s inter-
est, Cuba is not really a front in the 
war on terror (the only al-Qaeda 
operatives in Cuba are probably 
jailed in Guantánamo Bay), and 
world opinion is strongly against 
these sanctions. In addition, Raul 
Castro has initiated a series of 
modest yet promising reforms that 
show Cuba is gradually moving in 
the right direction. Castro has an-
nounced an end to restrictions on 
mobile phone ownership, loosened 
controls on hotels, and allowed pri-
vate farmers to cultivate state land.
      While Cuban policy is certain-
ly evolving, it is unclear whether 
American policy will change too. 
The Council on Foreign Relations 
reports that John McCain and Hill-
ary Clinton favor maintaining the 
current policy while Barack Obama 
has come out in support of direct 
negotiation and lifting trade and re-
mittance restrictions. Raul Castro 
has publically expressed a desire to 
“talk in a civilized manner” to the 
next American president. Regard-
less of who wins the election, the 
next president should realize that the 
Cold War is over and should revise 
this outdated and arbitrary policy.

CP

While Cuban policy 
is certainly evolving, 
it is unclear whether 
American policy will 

change too.

Cuban sanctions may 
have appeared necessary 
in 1968, but in 2008, it 
is clear that they serve 

little purpose.

Raul Castro has begun to move Cuba in the right direction,
but the U.S. is not doing its part. 
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Will Obama Keep His Word on 
Campaign Finance?

BY STEPHEN DAVIS

      In February 2007, Barack Obama 
challenged the other major presi-
dential candidates – Democrats and 
Republicans alike – to accept pub-
lic campaign fi nancing for the gen-
eral election. At the time, Obama’s 
challenge was praised as a good 
idea; Obama supported the idea 
of an egalitarian public fi nancing 
system to curb runaway campaign 
costs as a matter of principle, and, 
at the time, there wasn’t a very high 
chance that he would be the nomi-
nee to face the requisite spending re-
strictions anyway. According to The 
Washington Post, Obama’s chal-
lenge was “a way of distinguish-
ing himself from his rival Hillary 
Clinton, who was raising more pri-
vate money at the time.” Who was 
the only other candidate to accept 
his challenge? Long-time campaign 
fi nance reformer John McCain.
    Of course, all that was before 
Barack Obama won a surprise vic-
tory in Iowa, and subsequently 
raked in a whopping $128 million 
in the fi rst three months of 2008 
alone (part of the $234 million 
Obama raised since he fi rst issued 
the challenge). Suddenly, the $85 
million offered by the Federal Elec-
tion Commission’s public campaign 
fi nance system for the general elec-
tion – and its accompanying spend-
ing limits – didn’t seem as appealing 
to Obama. John McCain, who mi-
raculously won the Republican pri-
mary while his campaign operated 
from beneath a highway overpass, 
is now hammering Obama in the 
press to stick to his word. Ironically, 

a once-broke Republican nominee 
is now calling out a Democrat roll-
ing in money to abide by progres-
sive campaign spending restrictions.
    Perhaps predictably, Obama has 
started to distance himself from his 
earlier public fi nance challenge. 
Spokesman Bill Burton, who in 
2007 promised that Obama would 
“aggressively pursue an agreement 
with the Republican nominee to 
preserve a publicly fi nanced general 
election,” backtracked this Febru-
ary, calling public fi nancing “an op-
tion we want on the table,” but argu-
ing that it was “premature to decide” 
whether Obama would accept it this 
fall. In a speech to wealthy Wash-
ington donors on April 9, Obama as-

serted that his campaign’s millions 
of small online contributors – over 
1.3 million – amounted to a “paral-
lel public fi nancing system,” where 
small donors now “have as much 
access and infl uence over the course 
and direction of our campaign that 
has traditionally been reserved for 
the wealthy and the powerful.” Fi-
nally, on April 12, Obama criti-
cized the public fi nance system as 
“creaky,” saying that the low ($85 
million) spending limit “presents 

candidates with some pretty tough 
decisions in terms of how they want 
to move forward if they want to com-
pete in as many states as possible.”
     While Obama has yet to explic-
itly reject public fi nancing for the 
upcoming election, such weak ex-
cuses are an enormous disappoint-
ment. Not only would refusing pub-
lic fi nancing be hypocritical in the 
sense that it would break a previous 
promise, but such a move would 
run counter to the central message 
of his entire campaign: change. 
Barack Obama has often criticized 
Hillary Clinton for running a “text-
book” campaign, and declared on 
April 20, “I am in this race not to 
play the game better; I am in this 
race to change the game plan.”
      Part of Obama’s appeal has been 
his courage to speak to American 
voters as adults, thereby rejecting 
a conventional politics of slogans, 
soundbytes and personal attacks. 
Take his courageous and well-re-
ceived speech on race. Obama spoke 
to Americans candidly and intel-
ligently about a contentious issue 
that can’t be encapsulated in 30 sec-
onds, and it actually boosted his poll 
numbers. That speech – like most of 
his speeches – was carried on live 
television, and replayed millions of 
times on YouTube... for free. Para-
doxically, Barack Obama has dem-
onstrated that a candidate can exploit 
YouTube, the internet, and 24-hour 
news networks to restore a depth and 
intelligence to the political process 
that we haven’t seen since Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt’s “fi reside chats.” 
Why, then, is Obama so worried 
about forfeiting his privately-raised 

fi nancial advantage, presumably 
needed to fund a 50-state television 
advertising blitz in the fall election? 
       To borrow from his famous speech 
on race, Obama has a “choice” this 
election. This fall, he could run a fair 
race against John McCain, fought 
with relatively equal funds. He 
could have more televised debates 
on the major networks, more indi-
vidual speeches and interviews on 
FOX News or CNN, more guest col-
umns in The New York Times or The 
Wall Street Journal, and maybe even 
some posts on popular blogs. Prom-
ises and policy proposals would 
have to be substantive, while attacks 
on opposing candidates would have 
to be defended or elaborated. Most 
of this would be free for the candi-
dates, ending the obscene fi nancial 
arms race needed to fund television 
advertising, and putting a stop to the 
corrupting process of obtaining that 
money in the fi rst place. Obama could 
win the election because his ideas are 
simply better than John McCain’s, 
and he can establish a precedent that 
money isn’t everything in politics. 
     `Alternatively, Obama could win 
the election by simply bludgeoning 
McCain with hundreds of millions 
of dollars worth of TV propaganda, 
“accept[ing] a politics that breeds 
division, and confl ict, and cyni-
cism.” Speaking as one of the mil-
lions of Americans who have been 
electrifi ed by his rhetoric, I hope 
that Bararck Obama will do the right 
thing and accept public fi nancing.

Obama should not renege 
on his public fi nancing 
promise simply because 

he is now leading his 
opponents in fundraising.
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BY J.C. SHEPPARD

       I had a dream the other night that 
I was competing in the 100-meter but-
terfl y in the Beijing Olympics. I was up 
on the block in my full-length swim-
suit, ready to go, and instead of the 
offi cial saying, “take your marks,” he 
said, “FREE TIBET.” I woke up in a 
bad mood.
   My dream since I was a little girl 
was to swim in the Olympics. I made 
it through one year on Cornell’s Var-
sity team, and I’ll admit it, I’m a burn 
out. But I know the sacrifi ce it takes 
to be a serious athlete. All the parties 
I couldn’t go to, all the 5:30 am prac-
tices- it’s not an easy road. There are 
so few of us who are talented enough, 
dedicated enough, and lucky enough 
to actually end up on that block at an 
Olympic Aquatic Center. These spe-
cial athletes carry my dreams, too: the 
dreams that I couldn’t achieve because 
I wasn’t good enough. And now, from 
their perspective, years of hard work 

are being overshadowed by politics. 
   In an ideal world, situations like Dar-
fur and Tibet wouldn’t exist. Perhaps 
then the Beijing Olympics wouldn’t be 
so controversial, but in our reality, they 
are. The upcoming Olympic Games 
force China under the microscope, and 
international attention is focused on its 
record on environmental issues, policy 
towards Tibet, and connections to Dar-
fur. But what people forget, when they 
call for a boycott of the Olympics, is 
that one group of innocent people who 
are really losing out in this situation are 
the athletes.
  I’m from San Francisco. I was 
raised with the most liberal of attitudes 
by parents who have been to Tibet mul-
tiple times, and there are prayer wheels 
wherever you look in my house. If 
there were any person to say “heck yes, 
free Tibet!” it would be me. If people 
are truly fi red up about Tibet or Dar-
fur, then a world-class sporting event 
should not be needed to spur them to 
action. Tibetans have been oppressed 

since 1951, and the genocide in Dar-
fur has been going on for fi ve years. 
Where have all these protesters been? 

If the world was really so outraged, 
people should have made a bigger 
splash about these tragedies long ago, 
without the help of a little torch.
  Tibet’s oppression and the genocide 
in Darfur are two heinous situations 
that require direct, immediate action on 
a global scale. I believe that Tibet, in 
the words of the Dalai Lama, deserves 
“meaningful autonomy” without fur-
ther violence, and that China’s rela-

tions with the Sudanese government in 
Khartoum are directly hurting people 
in the Darfur region. But I also think of 
that woman standing at the block with a 
lifetime of hard work and sacrifi ce be-
hind her, and her moment is tarnished 
because of issues she cannot control. 
  I’m sure the offi cials at the Olym-
pics will not scream “FREE TIBET” 
instead of “go,” but the global com-
munity is losing focus on why we have 
the Olympics every four years. The 
purpose of the games is not to debate 
the host country’s political issues. The 
message is of global unity. When we 
cannot agree on anything else, at least 
we can all sit down in front of the tele-
vision, cheer on our team and marvel 
at the capacity of the human body. I 
would encourage all human rights ac-
tivists to continue their work in ear-
nest, but, when the Olympics arrives, 
we should leave our politics aside and 
support our athletic heroes. 

Are the Olympics an Appropriate 
Place for Politics?
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If people are truly fi red 
up about Tibet or Darfur, 

then a world class 
sporting event should 
not be needed to spur 

them to action.
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Poll: Trillium Deemed Best Eatery on Campus
BY MIKE GOLDSTEIN                                       

 About 2,000 Cornell undergraduates were randomly selected from 
the entire Cornell undergraduate population and asked to complete this 
short poll relating to some current event issues, including the 2008 presi-
dential election. 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 undergrads who 
would select that answer. All responses were submitted from April 18-22.

 It has been a special opportunity for me to contribute to this paper 
through the polls throughout this semester. But it would not have been 
possible without the help and hard work of so many people. First, I need 
to thank the staff workers who helped with the long, tedious task of creat-
ing the random sample needed to generate accurate, unbiased statistics. A 
shout out goes to Ethan Felder ‘09, who assisted in the distribution of the 
polls.  Finally, I would like to personally thank all those students who par-
ticipated. Congratulations to Carter Hearne ‘10, the winner of a Best Buy 
gift card for participating in this most recent poll.

Continued from page 1

Which Democratic presidential candidate do you 
more strongly support in the primary elections

(Democrats only)?  ± 7.9%, N=152

Barack Obama - 63.2%
Hillary Clinton - 21.1%

No Preference/Not Sure - 15.8%

If The 2008 Presidential Election is between Repub-
lican John McCain and Democrat Hillary Clinton, 

who would you vote for?  ± 5.3%, N=337

Hillary Clinton - 47.8%
John McCain - 32.0%

Not Sure - 14.2%
I would not vote for either - 5.9%

How would you describe your political ideology?
± 5.3%, N=337

Very Liberal - 14.8%
Somewhat Liberal - 31.5%

Moderate - 29.1%
Somewhat Conservative - 15.1%

Very Conservative - 3.0%
Other/Not Sure - 6.5%

Did you attend Mike Huckabee’s 
speech at Bailey Hall? 

± 5.3%, N=337

Yes - 10.4%
No - 89.6%

If you were there, why did you 
attend Huckabee’s speech?

(answer all that apply)  ±16.6%, N=35

I was interested in the topic (faith and politics) - 74.3%
He is a national fi gure/famous - 68.6%
A friend encouraged me to go - 37.1%
I am a fan of Mike Huckabee - 31.4%

I dislike Mike Huckabee - 14.3%
I had nothing better to do - 8.6%

Other - 11.4%

If you did not attend Huckabee’s speech, why not?
±5.6%, N=302

Prior Commitment - 42.4%
No Interest - 32.5%

I did not hear about the event - 11.9%
Could not get a ticket - 3.6%

Other - 9.6%

What is your favorite dining hall on Cornell’s campus?  
±5.4%, N=334

Trillium - 21.9%
North Star Dining (Appel) - 14.1%

Robert Purcell Marketplace Eatery - 14.1%
Ivy Room - 9.9%

Terrace (Statler) - 8.7%
Risley Dining - 6.6%

Other - 24.7%

Do you prefer the new Just the Facts PeopleSoft
interface, or the old application? 

±5.4%, N=334

JTF PeopleSoft - 24.3%
Old JTF - 31.1%

No Preference - 18.0%
Don’t Know - 26.6%

   
   The Skorton-O-Meter

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

 ± 5.3%, N=348

Approve - 94.8%
Disapprove - 5.2%
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Huckabee Discusses Role of Faith in Politics

BY LLOYD ELLMAN

     When Mike Huckabee took the 
stage of Bailey Hall on the eve-
ning of April 15, he was not fazed 
by the “left of center” predisposi-
tion of the Cornell student body. 
In fact, the former Governor of 
Arkansas and one-time 2008 Re-
publican Presidential candidate 
embraced the talk as a unique op-
portunity and challenge to his cre-
dentials as a right-wing politician.
   Before entering the political 
sphere, Huckabee spent more than a 
decade as an ordained Baptist min-
ister in Arkansas. Following this, 
he was Governor of the state from 
1996 through 2007. Huckabee’s 
extensive public service record 
has fostered in him an easygoing 
and amiable demeanor, which he 
employed throughout his speech.
     Titled “In God We Trust: The 
Role of Faith in Politics,” the talk 
focused mainly on the Governor’s 
own moral convictions and the role 
that these convictions play in self-
governance. He claimed that if all 
Americans were to adopt the mo-
rality dictated by Christianity (he 
allowed that other religions could 
have similar effects), a strong central 
government would be redundant. 
In this Utopian society – he calls it 
“Huck Town” – there is no need for 
a police force, penal system or any 
other morality-enforcing agency. In 

this way, religion can act as a sub-
stitute for government in society.
      Huckabee complained that the 
media and general public have fo-
cused solely on his religious con-
victions, rather than highlight-
ing his experience or positions 
on important issues. This, he as-
serted, is a mistake. Instead, those 

evaluating a politician should 
consider religion in their moral 
evaluations, but not at the cost of 
political opinions or qualifi cations.
     The fi rst half of Governor Huck-
abee’s address focused principally 
on his own religious convictions, 
but he subsequently spent con-
siderable time addressing the far-
reaching policy implications of his 
belief system. As a social conserva-
tive, Huckabee opposes abortion. 
Here, he referenced the Declara-
tion of Independence in its asser-
tion that each human being has in-
trinsic value. As he said, he is not 
“anti-abortion,” but “very pro-life.”
     Huckabee continually referred 
to the “Golden Rule” in defending 
his views, specifi cally in regard to 
human life, both young and old. 
Citing his experience as a minister, 
Huckabee described instances in 
which he helped families make deci-
sions about ailing loved ones, using 
the “do unto others” mantra as his 
primary philosophical standpoint.
    In a question-and-answer ses-
sion following the speech, an audi-
ence member questioned the former 
Governor’s adherence to the Gold-
en Rule as it applies to the ever-
controversial topic of gay marriage. 
Huckabee, in an act of self-de-
scribed “question and avoidance,” 
responded that he “respect[s] the 
institution of marriage,” and oppos-
es rewriting the defi nition of such a 

traditional convention. In an inter-
view last year, Huckabee stated that 
“There’s never been a civilization 
that has rewritten what marriage 
and family means and survived.” 
   The question-and-answer ses-
sion brought up a number of con-
cerns not addressed in the speech 
itself. When asked about Cornell’s 

recent debate over the concealed 
carry legislation proposed for the 
campus, Huckabee expressed his 
support of the Second Amendment 
in nearly all circumstances, ex-
pressing his hope that “the issue is 
not a responsible, law abiding per-
son,” but rather a gun-toting ma-
niac. Given the recent on-campus 
antipathy towards the legislation, 
this answer was not satisfactory.
    Though billed as an uber-Con-
servative, Huckabee discussed a 
number of progressive programs 
and ideals central to his political 
agenda. Huckabee highlighted the 
concept of “vertical politics,” a 
nonpartisan plan to lift up the peo-
ple of America, and he condemned 
corporate greed on Wall Street.
     Huckabee focused on his com-
mitment to furthering the U.S. edu-
cation system through additional 
funding for arts programs. In doing 
this, Huckabee hopes to induce fi -
nancial growth, as “the future econ-
omy is a creative economy.” Fur-
thermore, Huckabee emphasized his 
dedication to environmental issues. 
A hunter at heart, he is one of few 
conservatives who readily acknowl-
edge the importance of this issue. 
     Towards the end of his appear-
ance, in a question posed by The 
Cornell Progressive’s own, Ste-
phen Davis, Huckabee addressed 
the now infamous “Merry Christ-
mas” ad. The ad featured Hucka-
bee stating, “…what really matters 
is the celebration of the birth of 
Christ.” Huckabee denied that the 
fl oating “cross” in the background 
was intentional, stating that it was 
an “honest to God bookshelf.” The 
Huckabee campaign became fa-
mous for their unconventional ad-
vertisements after featuring Chuck 
Norris in another television spot.

    

          Before concluding the 
speech, Huckabee addressed a 
question from event organizer 
Ahmed Salem ’08, Chairman of the 
College Republicans, regarding the 
Israeli-Palestinian confl ict. Con-
sistent with his religious and con-
servative background, Huckabee 

strongly supports Israel, naming the 
country an “oasis of democracy.”
        In a press conference follow-
ing the event, Huckabee took ques-
tions from Cornell and Ithaca re-
porters regarding his current and 
future agenda. Huckabee recently 
formed a Political Action Commit-
tee to further conservative goals in 
the U.S. and to help secure Sena-
tor John McCain’s election. And 
no, Governor Huckabee claimed 
that he has not been approached 
for the position of Vice President.
       Throughout the night, Huck-
abee’s personable manner and 
superb public speaking skills car-
ried him through  skepticism from 
Cornell’s students. The “Chuck 
Norris Approved” politician con-
cluded with his appreciation of 
Cornell’s respect and hospitality 
with the statement that, “you play 
your best game against those play-
ing their best game against you.”

Governor Mike Huckabee addresses 
Bailey Hall. (Lloyd Ellman)

Despite the obvious cross, the Governor denied any 
religious symbolism in his “Merry Christmas” 

television ad. (www.mikehuckabee.com)

Huckabee expressed his 
support for the concealed 

carry of fi rearms on 
campus, a position 

that, according to our 
previous campus poll, 

is shared by only 7% of 
undergraduates.
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Abu Ghraib and the other abuses with-
in the armed forces in 2003 and early 
2004.”  
       Days after the public disclosure 
of the so-called “torture memo,” ABC 
News reported that top advisers to 
President Bush met in dozens of top 
secret meetings to discuss in detail ex-
actly which “enhanced interrogation 
techniques” -- including subjection to 
head-slapping, sleep deprivation, stress 
positions, waterboarding, and other ex-
tremely harsh interrogation techniques 
prohibited by the Geneva Conven-
tions -- the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA) should use on al-Qaeda suspects. 
Meeting in the White House Situation 
Room, sources told ABC, members of 
the National Security Council’s Prin-
cipals Committee -- a foreign policy 
council comprised of select Bush ad-
visers including Dick Cheney, Condo-
leezza Rice, Donald Rumsfeld, Colin 
Powell, John Ashcroft, and former CIA 
Director George Tenet -- in some cases, 
essentially choreographed individual 
interrogations. 
       The abuses which have been docu-
mented (thanks to an occasionally jour-
nalistically sound media), and that still 
may be occurring in Guantanamo Bay, 
Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere, were 
approved and directed in several in-
stances by Cheney et al. In other words, 
top members of the Bush Administra-
tion have now been directly linked to 
war crimes.  
       Of course, the administration has 
denied that it has condoned any such 
illegal abuses. In an interview with 
ABC’s Charles Gibson in 2007, George 

Tenet contended, “[The CIA’s interro-
gation program] was authorized. It was 
legal, according to the Attorney General 
of the United States.” No kidding! The 
Justice Department concluded in 2002, 
in a memo for the CIA quite similar to 
the “torture memo” it would write a year 
later for the Defense Department, that, 
because the United States is engaged 
in a perpetual War on Terror, laws do 
not apply to the administration; they 
are obstacles, only in existence to, well, 
annoy the administration. So, of course 
then-Attorney General John Ashcroft 
concluded that the “enhanced interro-
gation techniques” were within the law, 
because within the Orwellian world of 
the Bush Justice Department, there was 
no law that applied to the Chief Execu-
tive whilst carrying out his responsi-
bilities during wartime. This is a view 
that, while it has been widely discred-
ited and is subject to justifi able derision 
amongst knowledgeable legal scholars, 
is still largely supported sotto voce by 
the current leadership in Justice.
     Both memos were eventually re-
scinded by then-Assistant Attorney 
General of the Offi ce of Legal Coun-
sel Jack Goldsmith, who resigned from 
the position in June 2004 after just nine 
months in offi ce.  Goldsmith explained 
his departure by citing that the Bush 
Administration’s post-9/11 counter-
terrorism doctrine “rested on severely 
damaged legal foundations,” and that 
the legal opinions undergirding the 
Bush doctrine were “sloppily reasoned, 
overbroad, and incautious in asserting 
extraordinary constitutional authorities 
on behalf of the president.”
     So now we have yet another reason 
to oppose the Iraq War: The Bush Ad-

ministration has knowingly, actively, 
intently, duplicitously, stupidly com-
mitted war crimes. Any argument in 
defense of the aggressive interrogation 
techniques condoned by the adminis-
tration is hence an argument in defense 
of war crimes. Yet, President Bush in-
sisted in a September 2006 speech, “I 
can say that questioning the detainees 
in [the CIA’s interrogation program] 
has given us the information that has 

saved innocent lives by helping us stop 
new attacks here in the United States 
and across the world.” Bullocks. Apart 
from never advancing any credible in-
formation to support that claim, the 
administration has made us less safe 
by fanning the fl ames of anti-Ameri-
can sentiment in the Middle East and 
around the world, and it has most un-
patriotically endangered our troops by 
legitimizing their maltreatment by our 
enemy if they are captured. 
     But the fact that the administration 
has denied that the “enhanced interro-
gation techniques” that it has condoned 
constitute torture is paradoxically an ar-
gument against those very techniques. 
Most people agree that torture is inef-
fective and barbaric; the administration 
realizes this, thus cloaking the word 
in the insidious Orwellian language 
“enhanced interrogation techniques,” 
to which considerably fewer object. 
Indeed, former CIA Director Porter J. 
Goss himself said in 2005, “Torture 
does not work. We [collect vital infor-
mation] in a variety of unique and inno-
vative ways, all of which are legal and 
none of which are torture.” 
       In a functioning democracy, if high-
ranking government offi cials commit-
ted war crimes, news coverage would 
be extensive and, as it should be, criti-
cal of the government’s actions; citi-
zens would respond, fi lling city streets 
in protest; and legislative bodies and 
courts would in time indict and punish 
the guilty. I am only left to conclude 
that our democracy must not be func-
tioning correctly. 
    Media coverage of the recently 
disclosed “torture memo” and of the 
administration’s involvement in war 
crimes has been vapid and cursory, 
and to that extent simply unacceptable. 
ABC News originally discovered that 
the torture sessions of the CIA’s interro-
gation program were written, produced, 
and directed by Cheney et al. Yet, that 
same network posed no questions on 

the topic or on the “torture memo” dur-
ing its recently televised Democratic 
debate. Instead, the network practiced 
brilliant tabloid journalism, spending 
the fi rst half of the debate asking about 
fl ag pin fashion and the like. 
     Oh, and the fact that The New York 
Times recently ran a front-page story 
describing an elaborate propaganda 
campaign by the Bush Administration 
to spread positive news coverage of the 
Iraq War and other foreign policy affairs 
is even worse news for our democracy. 
The Times reports, “Hidden behind [an] 
appearance of objectivity… is a Pen-
tagon information apparatus that has 
used [‘military analysts’] in a campaign 
to generate favorable news coverage of 
the administration’s wartime perfor-
mance.” In a thorough review of more 
than 8,000 documents, The Times also 
found that “most of the analysts have 
ties to military contractors vested in the 
very war policies they are asked to as-
sess on air,” and that the administration 
has not tolerated even the slightest criti-
cism of its performance.
     We can only guess, then, how much 
we really know about the “torture 
memo” and the extent of the admin-
istration’s involvement in war crimes. 
The corruption in our government may 
be even more deep-rooted than we can 
imagine. 
     Chillingly, this all brings to mind 
George Orwell’s 1984 dystopia, in 
which “War is Peace. Freedom is Slav-
ery. Ignorance is Strength.” To Bush 
and his cronies, war is peace; the War 
on Terror, never-ending and unwinna-
ble, has spawned an American society 
in which compromising civil liberties 
for the sake of national security is com-
monplace. To Bush and his cronies, 
freedom is slavery; anyone they clas-
sify as an “unlawful enemy combat-
ant,” including American citizens, in 
the War on Terror is stripped of habeas 
corpus. (Jose Padilla, for example, was 
imprisoned for three-and-a-half years 
without a trial.) To Bush and his cro-
nies, ignorance is strength; propaganda 
before and after the Iraq War through 
“top administration aides” and “mili-
tary analysts” has sought to favorably 
depict an ineffably dreadful war and a 
belligerent foreign policy.
     The Constitution grants Congress 
the right to impeach the President, Vice 
President, and any civil offi cers of the 
United States for “Treason, Bribery, or 
other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” 
In the context of history, will we be the 
generation that began a tradition of in-
difference to the harmful and undemo-
cratic actions of our leaders? Or will we 
be the generation that sets a precedent 
and moral example for future genera-
tions to not tolerate those who threaten 
our democracy? Let’s hope for the 
latter.
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The “Torture Memos,” the Bush Administration’s
War Crimes, and Our Dysfunctional Democracy

Cheney and other 
top members of the 

Bush Administration 
essentially 

choreographed 
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Trapped in Crime:
The Crisis of Central America’s Teenage Girls

BY CATHERINE LUSSENHOP
 
     You probably haven’t heard 
about it. Maybe you went to Mexico 
or Costa Rica for spring break, got 
tan, had a ball, and now you’re back 
at Cornell. But the young women in 
nearby countries like Guatemala 
and El Salvador are facing increas-
ingly dark realities. Increasingly, 
these young women, some no older 
than fourteen, are being pulled into 
a life of violent crime in Central 
America’s street gangs. 
      Abusive home lives often lead 
these women to join gangs in hopes 
of fi nding a second family. “I 
thought I’d get the love I was miss-
ing,” a former gang member named 
Benky told The New York Times. 
Gaining membership in the gangs 
usually requires the girls to endure 
a brutal sexual initiation, where they 
are forced to have sex with several 
of the men in the gang. Benky re-
calls being forced to have sex with 
around a dozen of her homeboys to 
be initiated into Mara Salvatrucha. 
       Once they are initiated, the girls 
are forced to commit a variety of 
crimes, from robbing civilians on 
buses to murdering members of ri-
val gangs. Far from being protected 
by their fellow gang members, the 
young girls are beat up and ordered 
around. Despite this mistreatment, 
girls are valuable to the gangs in 

many ways: Girls move around the 
streets more easily and the police 
are less likely to pick them out as 
gang members. 
       But that doesn’t change the abuse 
they face within the gangs. One girl, 
Ana, happened to be friends with the 
girlfriend of one of the members in 
the 18th Street gang when she was 

initiated. Because of her relatively 
privileged position, she was offered 
a choice: group sex or a group beat-
ing. Ana chose the beating. Another 
young girl, 17-year-old Moncha, 
was part of a gang that shot and 
killed her best friend. She decided 
she had to get out.
       As is often the case with gangs, 
leaving can prove extremely dif-
fi cult. When Benky tried to leave 
Mara Salvatrucha, gang members 
shot her six times. She survived, 
but spent nine months in the hospi-
tal. Most of her former gang mates 
have since been killed in shootouts 
with rival gangs, but Benky told The 
New York Times that one surviving 
member had recently seen her on 

the street and threatened to kill her.  
     Even if one of these girls suc-
cessfully escapes the gang, a return 
to a “normal” life can be extremely 
diffi cult. In Benky’s case, the elab-
orate gang tattoos running up and 
down her arms prevent her from 
fi nding employment. She is forced 
to sell candy on buses, and her nu-
merous wounds have left her weak 
at 23 years old. 
     The government of Sweden re-
cently fi nanced a study to deter-
mine the extent of young women’s 
involvement in such gangs. Shock-
ingly, the study found that up to 
40% of the members of youth gangs 
are women. The study was based on 
3,402 interviews with current and 
former gang members, relatives, 
neighbors, police, and others. Some 
gangs, the study notes, are made up 
entirely of women. 

     These youth gangs are tools of 
the Guatemalan, Salvadoran, and 
Honduran mafi as, and they persist 
in large part thanks to complicit po-
lice offi cers, who take bribes from 
the gangs rather than going after 
them. Governmental “mano dura” 
(strong arm) and “zero tolerance” 
policies and are proving ineffective, 
as police offi cers even go so far as 
to provide gangs with weapons. Ex-
perts have recommended rehabili-
tation, prevention, and community 
support programs in lieu of “mano 
dura” policies and the death penalty. 
Poverty often breeds gang violence, 
and efforts to lift poor communities 
to above the poverty line can also 
help curb gang activity.
       The Swedish report also recom-
mends concrete steps for improv-
ing the police force, such as raising 
salaries and instituting avenues for 
civilians to anonymously report 
corruption. For young women like 
Benky, gang violence has wors-
ened lives that didn’t start out very 
well in the fi rst place. These young 
women blur the line between victim 
and victimizer, and their situation 
reminds us that these gang prob-
lems must be treated at the source if 
they are going to fade away.

Excerpts from an Interview with Mark Bernstein
Mark Bernstein, USC professor and former environmental advisor in the Clinton Admin-
istration, discussed climate change and related short-term economic opportunities with 

The Progressive’s Tal Akabas.

“We can cut carbon emis-
sions by 25 percent easily. 

The question is, will we have 
the political will to

do it? I think California
is heading there.”

“There are economic
opportunities that will
present themselves in
dealing with climate 

change.”

Bernstein also noted that:

•A cap and trade system will 
most likely pass in 2009

•Water shortages will be the 
most pressing effects of 

climate change

•It is imperative that we 
expand solar energy 

for heating

CP

Up to 40 percent of the 
members of Central 

American youth gangs 
are women.
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Where Does the Race go from Here?

state with a large African American 
population; more than 9 in 10 African 
Americans went for him in Pennsyl-
vania. To stay in the race, there is no 
doubt that Clinton needs to keep win-
ning. Her campaign hopes that a string 
of victories to close the primary season 
would tilt the momentum of the race in 
her favor. This would put her in a strong 
position, according to her campaign, to 
convince superdelegates (party lead-
ers and elected offi cials) that she is the 
strongest candidate to go up against 
McCain in the fall.
     If Clinton were to win Indiana on 
May 6, and continue to pick up wins 
like West Virginia, Kentucky, and Puer-
to Rico, she may stay in the race until 
the convention in August. Since nei-

ther candidate will likely win (through 
pledged delegates) the necessary 2,025 
delegates needed to seal up the nomina-
tion, it would be up to the superdelgates 
to decide the nominee. Clinton would 
try to ensure that delegates from Florida 

and Michigan be seated after they were 
disqualifi ed when the two states moved 
up their primaries against party rules. 
She would continue to make the argu-
ment that she can win the large swing 
states, while Obama would assert that 
he would be able to mobilize many new 
voters, and thus be competitive in many 
traditionally red states. He would also 
argue that if the superdelegates over-
turned the pledged delegates, who rep-
resent voters, his supporters might not 
turn out in November, feeling that the 
election was stolen from them.
      Many Democrats fear that a bro-
kered convention like this would divide 
the party, causing the Democratic can-
didate to lose to McCain in November. 
Observing the Pennsylvania results, 
each candidate clearly has a fairly es-
tablished bloc of voters – Clinton win-
ning over older, working class, and 
white voters; Obama winning African 
American, upper class, and young vot-
ers. 
     The weekend before the primary, 
I had the privilege of attending rallies 
for both candidates, and listening to the 
different ways in which the two spoke 
to their respective coalitions was fasci-
nating. Speaking in the small, working 
class town of York, Clinton told per-
sonal anecdotes about her grandfather, 
a working class man from Scranton, 
Penn. She portrayed herself as a fi ghter 
who will take on corporations that want 
to export jobs, and ensure that working 
people would see a return to prosperity 
under her administration. 
       That same day, I heard Obama 

speak in the city of Harrisburg, Penn-
sylvania’s capitol. Speaking to an urban 
crowd of thousands, he talked about 
ending the divisive politics of Washing-
ton in order to accomplish real change. 
Obama emphasized that as president, 
he would not be infl uenced by lobby-
ists, and he would not be distracted by 
the old political games. The two candi-
dates talked essentially about the same 
policies, but they differed in tone and 
leadership styles.
     If Obama were to be the nominee, 
there is concern that he would fail to 
get the support of the working class, 
rural, and low-income voters who have 
strongly and faithfully supported Clin-
ton. Were Clinton to win the nomina-
tion, however, there would be concern 
over whether she could sway African 
American and new younger voters who 
have turned out for Obama in unprec-
edented numbers. Despite what now 
appear to be clear divisions within the 
Democratic Party, it seems unlikely 
that these types of splits will material-
ize. The distinctions between the two 
Democrats will seem trivial once the 
nominee is contrasted with McCain. 
Increased Democratic voter turnout 
as well as the tremendous fundraising 
ability of both candidates will likely 
carry through to the general election, 
no matter who becomes the nominee.  
     Overall, the principal effect of the 
Pennsylvania primary is that Clinton 
will continue to fi ght for the nomina-
tion. After winning by a sizable margin, 
she feels that she has no reason to drop 
out of the race, because Obama has yet 

to close the deal with the voters. That 
said, the numbers still do not favor 
Clinton. Though she won the popular 
vote in Pennsylvania decisively, she 
will only net a handful of delegates, 
and will still trail in the overall popu-
lar vote. For Clinton to win the overall 
popular vote, she would need to win 
the remaining primaries by large vote 
margins and have the Florida vote re-
instated. That scenario might rely on 
Obama making a serious gaffe or suf-
fering a new controversial revelation 
that severely damaged his candidacy.
     Whatever happens, the Republicans 
can rest assured that they will face a 
united, and spirited Democratic Party 
in the fall. While the divisions between 
Obama and Clinton supporters may 
seem signifi cant in the heat of the fi ght 
for the nomination, once a Democratic 
candidate is up against Senator Mc-
Cain, Democrats will quickly unite be-
hind their nominee.   

CP

BY ETHAN FELDER

        The 2008 presidential election seems 
to have fi nally gotten a large portion of 
America engaged and paying atten-
tion to what will certainly be a critical 
and perhaps historic election. Over the 
past few days, however, I have come to 
wonder whether the increased interest 
in Election ‘08 has been spurred on for 
the right reasons. I say this because the 
campaign has increasingly taken on an 
entertainment-like quality. The media 
coverage that grabs the most attention 
consists of Hillary Clinton and Barack 
Obama being parodied on Saturday 
Night Live or lighthearted stories about 
how Obama bowled an embarrassing 
37 while on a campaign stop in Penn-
sylvania. I would argue that the media 
has distracted the public from the vi-
tal issues at stake in this election, and 
that the coverage has instead focused 
attention on the candidate’s personali-
ties, biographies, and issues of race and 
gender. 
     I only started thinking about this 
trend recently, when I heard that a good 
friend of mine who is progressive, was 
thinking about voting for John Mc-
Cain for President. In fact, he wrote 
an articulate column in a previous is-
sue of The Cornell Progressive entitled  
“A Progressive’s Case for McCain,” 
which focused on McCain’s heroism, 
personal courage, and self-sacrifi ce for 
his country. 

     While I respect my friend and his 
writing, I think that the sentiments es-
poused in his article strike at the heart 
of what is currently wrong with the po-
litical discourse in this country. There 
is too much personality and drama, and 
not enough raw policy. Whenever we 
have policy debates, they come in the 
form of a 30 second sound bite in front 
of a moderator who is trying to pit one 
candidate against the other and thereby 
create a confl ict that will boost ratings. 
This was shamelessly demonstrated by 
Charlie Gibson and George Stepha-
nopoulos in the last Democratic debate 
on ABC.  
     The media (and, unfortunately, 
the campaigns) has and will continue 
to focus on such relatively unimport-
ant issues as Jeremiah Wright’s crazy 
sermons, the Clinton marriage, and 
whether the Obamas are truly proud 
Americans. These stories, while enter-
taining and dramatic, have little bearing 
on whether 27,000 people will die next 
year because we are the only country in 
the Western, industrialized world that 
doesn’t provide healthcare to all of its 
citizens as a basic right of citizenship; 
or whether we will lose hundreds of 
more soldiers in a misbegotten war that 
will likely end up costing this country 
over three trillion dollars (which will 
be slapped on the backs of our genera-
tion).  We as citizens really have to dig 
deep into the newspapers or online me-
dia outlets to get an accurate picture of 

what is at stake in this election and fi nd 
the candidates’ proposals to solve the 
economic, foreign policy, and health-
care problems we face as a country. 
     Sometimes, I think that the severity 
and signifi cance of the issues we face 
is lost when the focus of the campaigns 
is on the personal character fl aws and 
strengths of the candidates. This is es-
pecially the case for the youth genera-
tion with the advent of Stephen Colbert 
and Jon Stewart. Although they bring 
added interest into politics and current 
events, they largely make fun of the is-
sues or public offi cials who have real 
power to affect the lives of real people. 
The impacts of public policies and the 

positions of the two parties have been 
lost to a degree over this election cycle, 
particularly with the arrival of You-
Tube. 
     The last thing we need in this elec-
tion is people voting with their “gut” 
instead of their head. We all know that 
this country faces a critical juncture for 
our economy and foreign relations. It 
is not rational, therefore, to vote for 
someone based on his or her personal 
biography, background, or personality. 
In the end, the presidency has real con-
sequences for all of us. Vote on sub-
stance, not style. 

Real Consequences: Voting on Substance or Style

CP
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Will We Allow the World’s Poor 
to Die of Hunger?

BY NATE BAKER

     Over the past several months we 
have seen the prices of food skyrocket 
worldwide. Last year, wheat prices 
rose 77 percent and rice, 16 percent, 
which were some of the most dramatic 
price increases ever recorded. This 
year has been even worse. The price 
of rice has increased by 141 percent, 
while one variety of wheat even rose 
by 25 percent in a single day. This 
has caused many of us Cornellians to 
grumble over the extra couple of bucks 
that we have to put down at Target. But 
elsewhere in the world – the real world 
– these higher prices have resulted in 
hunger, especially for those without 
the income to sustain their needs. For 
others who do not experience these cir-
cumstances fi rsthand, hunger does not 
bear the signifi cance of urgency that it 
should after spreading like a wildfi re 
(or a “silent tsunami” as described by 
The Economist) across the underdevel-
oped world. 
     Under the current situation, those 
living on somewhere between one 
and two dollars a day (nearly half of 
the world’s population) are cutting 

back on already defi cient meals, and 
are slashing meat from their diets so 
as to be able to afford a meager bowl 
or two of rice per day. Others must cut 
costs from other areas of their lives, 
like medical care or hygiene. For those 
living on less than a dollar, the word 
“hunger” only trivializes the suffering 
from famine that will ensue.
     These price increases have also re-
sulted in political instability in coun-
tries with widespread poverty. Riots 
broke out in Haiti with people chant-
ing, “we’re hungry,” and the Prime 
Minister was forced to resign. Twenty-
four people were killed in similar ri-
ots in Cameroon, and the Philippines 
made hoarding rice a crime, punish-
able by life imprisonment.   
     Several factors have led to this mas-
sive food crisis. One, is that the price 
of oil has gone way up in the past few 
years. This is due to over-consumption 
(mostly by the U.S., which consumes 
over a quarter of the world’s oil sup-
ply) of a limited natural resource, and 
also because of instability in Iraq and 
other oil-rich nations. 
     Another reason for the food short-
age is climate change, and our failure 
to react to what is fast becoming a 
global crisis. Australia’s record-set-
ting drought, for example, has nearly 
wiped out the rice production of that 
nation as farmers turn to crops that are 

better grown in drier climates. 
     A third factor is China. The econ-
omy in China has grown so much 
that the Chinese are now able to live 
– and, of course, consume – like we 
insatiable westerners. The massive 
rise in meat consumption in China has 
caused prices to skyrocket and oil to 
be over-consumed. After all, 700 calo-
ries worth of animal feed are needed to 
produce a 100-calorie slab of the tasty 
beef that we love so much. This shift 
of diet is sure to have a grand effect 
upon grain prices.
     The fourth factor is biofuels. Gov-
ernments trying to increase their pro-
duction of biofuels have subsidized 
corn farming in the United States and 
Europe. While more land is being di-
verted to corn, which will be used to 
fuel our monstrous vehicles, less land 
can be used for other crops, or for corn 
that will be consumed as food. The 
subsidies also lead to price increases 
elsewhere. As Midwestern politicians 
(and all three current presidential can-
didates) look to court farmers’ votes 
by promising subsidies to farmers 
and production of ethanol, rising food 
prices elsewhere cause the poorest to 
starve to death. 
       Furthermore, more British Thermal 
Units are spent producing ethanol than 
are gained from it, leading to an ever-
increasing need for oil. And use of eth-
anol, in Brazil for example, causes de-
forestation, as more land is needed to 
produce sugarcane. Essentially, there 
is no silver bullet for the replacement 
of oil, not even biofuels.
     So what shall we do, my faithful 
Cornellian friends? One thing that we 
cannot do is fail to take action. Doing 
nothing in a course at Cornell means 
getting a C+. Neglecting the food cri-
sis means literally allowing thousands 
of human beings to starve to death. 
The fi rst thing we must do is to provide 
the World Food Program with an extra 
$700 million. This will be just enough 
to keep up with food prices and to 
provide the same amount of food that 
has been provided in the past. This is 
only palliative, yes, but if this money 
is not provided soon, the consequence 
is continued widespread famine. The 
United States has currently pledged 
$200 million - which is just over the 
amount we spend in the Iraq and Af-
ghanistan wars in one hour. The 5,000 
children who die each day from hun-
ger will thank you for your kindness, 
President Bush. 
     As for a long-term plan, the U.S. 
and European governments need to 
stop giving out subsidies to produce 
corn for biofuel, they must address cli-
mate change, and consumption of oil 
must be decreased. As the commies 
might say, we need to conserve, and 
the exclusion of the poor from world-
wide political discourse must halt. My 
friend offers a more direct solution for 
Cornellians in a Facebook message:
     “This food issue is really unraveling 
into something...
     Solution: give the hungry our extra 
BRBs.”
       CP

Efforts to court farming votes by pushing biofuels may end up
harming the environment more than they help.

As politicians look to 
court agricultural votes 
by promising subsidies 

for farmers and ethanol 
producers, rising food 

prices cause the world’s 
poorest to starve.

lasteight.indd   13 4/29/2008   4:08:14 AM



The Cornell Progressive Lie Detector:
Holding Conservatives Accountable Since 2008

F

14 Volume VIII, Issue VIIIThe Cornell Progressive

Save Water; Pee in MVR
BY JACOB AREM

      Male visitors to the College 
of Human Ecology’s Martha van 
Rensselear (MVR) Hall might be 
surprised to hear that by relieving 
themselves in the fi rst-fl oor rest-
room, they are on the forefront of 
a wave of technological innova-
tion that may sweep the country. In 
November 2007, this bathroom and 
the women’s restroom in the base-
ment were overhauled to include 
several water-conserving features.
      The most striking break with 
traditional restrooms is that the uri-
nals in the men’s room do not fl ush, 
but are waterless urinals with only a 

liquid barrier to mitigate odor. Visi-
tors also encounter dual-fl ush toi-
lets and low-fl ow sinks. This bath-
room renovation is only one aspect 
of an effort by the College of Hu-
man Ecology to earn MVR a cer-
tifi cation in Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED).
        Each waterless urinal is esti-
mated to save 45,000 gallons of 
water per year. Simply, the row of 
three urinals in MVR, then, could 
save 135,000 gallons per year, or 
370 gallons per day. If each of the 
hundreds of urinals across Cornell 
were replaced, the savings would 
be mind-boggling. Unfortunately, 

this widespread change is unlikely 
to happen soon. The MVR mainte-
nance staff has found replacing the 
liquid barriers too demanding, so the 
urinals will soon be replaced with 
models that use one-eighth of a gal-
lon per fl ush. However, this is still 
an improvement over the usual gal-
lon per fl ush, and the model is one 
that other colleges at Cornell should 
emulate. Regarding water conserva-
tion, Human Ecology LEED intern 
Tiffany Peterson said, “It is up to 
each college and each project team 
to make the decision about whether 
to use these fi xtures,” but, “when 
factoring in the water savings and 
environmental effect, there would be 
little to no reason to not use them.” 
         The logic behind extending water 
conservation projects across Cornell 
is compelling. Each year, Americans 
extract 3.7 trillion gallons more than 
they return to natural water systems. 
In drier regions, such as the South-
west, water withdrawal levels are so 
high that the Colorado River does 
not always make it to the ocean. Cor-
nell’s water withdrawals from Fall 
Creek undoubtedly damage the lo-
cal ecosystem and use a considerable 
amount of energy to pump and deliver 
water, and then treat the wastewater.
     Although drought in Tompkins 
County is rare, the U.S. Drought 
Monitor in April 2008 reported 
“moderate” to “exceptional” drought 
in Nevada, Southern California, a 
corridor stretching from Montana 
to southern Texas, and another from 
central Alabama to Virginia. This 
latter drought is especially severe, 
with the U.S. Secretary of the In-
terior profoundly declaring in No-
vember, “it is no longer a theory. 

There is drought in the South.” In 
response, the 93,000 fans at the 
University of Georgia homecoming 
game were asked to minimize toilet 
fl ushing, and nearby Cobb County 

now offers a tax rebate to citizens 
who install water-conserving toilets.
      The College of Human Ecology, 
as well as many other progressive in-

stitutions around the world, has taken 
a groundbreaking step by initiating 
this pilot project and implementing 
a program to reduce an extravagant 
waste of natural resources. There is 
no reason why the initiative should 
not be extended across Cornell, Itha-
ca, and the nation. While renovat-
ing restrooms is expensive, Cornell 
could adopt the policy that all new 
restrooms, or at least those being 
renovated, must incorporate water-
conserving features. This decision 
would constitute a signifi cant step 
on Cornell’s road to climate neutral-
ity as promised by the President’s 
Climate Commitment signed by 
President Skorton in February 2007. 

CP

This image depicts the proportion of running water that 
Americans consume in various everyday activities. Over one-

quarter of all water is used on fl ushing toilets.

Each waterless urinal is 
estimated to save
45,000 gallons of

water per year.

Each year, Americans 
extract 3.7 trillion 

gallons more than they 
return to natural water 

systems.

FOX News anchor Shepard 
Smith’s mug shot from 

November 2000 after he was 
arrested by Florida police for 

aggravated battery with a motor 
vehicle. Smith and another

reporter, who were both
covering the Florida election
controversy, had been arguing 

over a parking space.
(TheSmokingGun.com)
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THE BACK BURNER 
BY ERIC KOLLIG

 Doom and gloom! Doom and 
gloom! The longer the Democrats bick-
er and bother one another, the more their 
golden chances for 1600 Pennsylvania dim. 
 Who hasn’t heard this Pollyanna-nar-
rative lately? It’s practically conventional wis-
dom, the holy scripture of Washington, D.C. 
 But is it right? Methinks not. Sure, 
opinions are like horses; If we all air ours, 
everyone is soon knee-deep in shit. But 
I’ve never ridden a horse before, and I own 
dogs. So the piles are smaller, less nox-
ious, and sometimes have crayons in them. 
 Currently, two and a half national 
campaigns are being run. One is by Senator 
Obama, one by Senator Clinton, and half of 
one by Senator McCain. Money is not the 
most glamorous, nor the most noble part of 
politics, but it is necessary and often a good 
indicator of the capabilities of a campaign. 
 And campaigns can win elections. 
Don’t think they can’t. Money pays for staff-
ers, who work incredibly long hours that re-
volve around one thing and one thing only: 
getting votes and more supporters for their 
candidate of choice. They operate locally, 
in small areas often defi ned by similar de-
mographics, and simply whip support. Their 
efforts (and the campaigns’ money) ex-
change their monetary value for something 
even more valuable on voting day: votes. 
This is when the campaigns and the staff-
ers can see what their efforts have achieved. 
 More money equals more staffers. 
More staffers equals a greater potential of 
voters. Money doesn’t equal more voters, 
but there is no doubt that it helps. More peo-
ple can extend their networks over a greater 

area in the community and contact more vot-
ers. Imagine if you were paid to make 
friends (no, this isn’t a fraternity metaphor). 
Imagine if you were paid to make Demo-
cratic friends. Day in and day out, all you 
did was contact potential Democrats and 
make friends with them. You befriend them, 
talk politics, talk your candidate up, and do 
nothing but this. The more friends, the better. 
And there are potentially endless amounts of 
friends. Remember, only about half the coun-
try votes, and even less so in a primary.  
 To give a greater, more quantifi -
able idea of this, think about it this way: 
One staffer is paid $3,500 per month (a high 
sum, and I know this from experience). Typi-
cal campaigns put in less than 50% of their 
overall budget toward fi xed costs, which in-
clude, among other things, staffer costs. Let’s 
say 20% of that half goes toward staffers.
 Now, let’s look at Senator McCain’s 
campaign. In March 2008, he was able to 
raise $15 million. Given the fi gures above, 
he would be able to pay for 428 staffers. 
Four hundred and twenty-eight staffers to 
position in the twelve or so states that he is 
targeting (He is the presumptive nominee 
after all; He doesn’t need to focus on the 
primary calendar any longer.) Four hundred 
and twenty-eight doesn’t sound that bad. 
But he’s running a national campaign. Four 
hundred and twenty-eight staffers in all the 
states that they want to target. Not so good…
 Let’s look at Senator Clinton’s cam-
paign. In March 2008, she raised $20 mil-
lion. She would be able to pay for, given 
the same parameters, 571 staffers. Now, 
think about it this way, (and consider it right 
now). She can distribute 571 staffers among 
two states: Indiana and North Carolina. Her 

staffers are organizing Democratic voters in 
states where Democrats are making gains 
and where their efforts will pay dividends. 
 But you ask, will they really? Yes, 
they will. Just look at primary turnout statis-
tics. In South Carolina, for example, a state 
in which Democrats furiously organized and 
one that Republicans like McCain didn’t have 
the money to focus on, we saw an explosion 
in Democratic turnout. More Democrats, in 
fact, voted for Senator Obama than the votes 
cast for all of the Republicans combined-. 
And if those voters are willing to vote in a 
primary, you had better believe that they will 
vote in the general election. And you had bet-
ter believe that Democrats keep meticulous 
records of all those primary voters so that 
they can be reminded extensively via tele-
phone and mail to vote come general election 
time. Oh, and did I mention that South Caro-
lina is a state that Bush won by seven points?
 Sure, maybe South Carolina will be 
a runaway for McCain, but think of those 
marginal states. Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa 
(Iowa!), Colorado. Both Democratic cam-
paigns have organized furiously in those 
states and added tremendous numbers to their 
voter contact rolls. But more importantly, 
two Democrats have organized them furi-
ously, whereas no Republicans have done so.
 See how this extended primary 
season may work in Democrats’ favor?
 Oh, and for reference, giv-
en Senator Obama’s fundraising to-
tal for March, he could hire 1,142 staff-
ers. And he’s not even the nominee…   

Why the Extended Democratic Race is a Great Thing

CP

Government Propaganda Program Exposed by The N.Y. Times

BY BREANNA BYINGTON

 On April 20, The New York Times pub-
lished a lengthy article revealing the results of 
their investigation into the hidden connections 
between the Pentagon and military analysts ap-
pearing on TV news stations and radio networks. 
 After suing the Department of De-
fense, The Times received access to thousands 
of pages of evidence pointing in one direction: 
The Pentagon has been using a developed sys-
tem of propaganda to counteract America’s 
“increasingly negative view of the war.” The 
article cited extensive evidence revealing that, 
through meetings with select retired military 
offi cials, Pentagon offi cials such as Donald 
Rumsfeld have systematically disseminated a 
false message of victory and progress in Iraq.
 Known to the Pentagon as “message 
force multipliers,” these retired military offi -
cials are portrayed by media outlets as credible 
independent experts on current military issues. 
Instead, they regurgitate ideas explicitly fed to 
them by the Pentagon, such as stressing a con-
nection between Iraq and Iran, and using the 
phrase “Global War on Terror” more frequent-

ly than referencing the specifi c war in Iraq. The 
Times further found that “most of the analysts 
have ties to military contractors vested in the 
very war policies they are asked to assess on air.”
 What was the motivation for circu-
lating falsifi ed messages through military 
“analysts” who have confl icting interests 
between promoting the war and telling the 
truth? The Times points to the Pentagon’s 
stated concern that the current administra-
tion would face grave political danger if most 
Americans perceived the war as hopeless.
 The result is a highly biased presenta-
tion of events in Iraq under the guise of truthful 
interpretation, constructed to serve the political 
interests of those at the Pentagon and the White 
House. This is the very defi nition of propaganda.
 It seems that, contrary to what the De-
partment of Defense would have us believe, 
offi cials hired to ensure our national secu-
rity are more concerned with the security of 
their own political futures. In taking this ap-
proach, they show themselves willing to fal-
sify the news at the expense of the Ameri-
can people, preferring us to be ignorant and 
hopeful instead of aware and well-informed.

 This inexcusable situation should wake 
us up from any misconceptions about the trust-
worthiness of our government, and should serve 
as a valuable lesson of the fallibility of the media.
 We should not trust “experts” on 
television or elsewhere without examin-
ing their underlying motivations. We can-
not rely on the government to dissemi-
nate a truthful evaluation of current events.
 Instead, we should brainstorm ways to 
make connections between the media and the 
government more transparent. We should hold 
our elected and appointed offi cials to higher 
standards of truth. We should continually 
question that which is presented to us as fact.
 It is both laughable and appalling that 
America believes itself to be the shining exam-
ple of democracy when such hypocrisy is ram-
pant in our political system. Instead of purport-
ing to bring democracy and freedom to others, 
we must combat this hypocrisy within our own 
system, and begin to exhibit the characteris-
tics of the democratic society we claim to be.

CP
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“Yesterday, Hillary Clinton’s top adviser abruptly left her campaign. When he heard about it, 
Bill Clinton said, ‘Wait, we can leave?’” -- Conan O’Brien

“President Bush also told the Pope that he has prayed every single day since he became 
president. Hey, since Bush became president, we’ve all prayed every single day.” 
 - Jay Leno

“Removing Saddam Hussein was the right 
decision early in my presidency, it is the 
right decision now, and it will be the right 
decision ever.” 
--George W. Bush, Washington, D.C., 
March 12, 2008

“All three candidates went on ‘American Idol’...did you see this? Now, do 
they really think the same people who are interested in a superficial, poorly 
run popularity contest are also interested in ‘American Idol’?”
-- Bill Maher

“George Bush made a speech this week on 
global warming. The good news...he fi nally 
admits it’s real. The bad news...he wants to 
invade the Sun.”  --Bill Maher

“A former Pentagon offi cial said this week that before 
the start of the war in Iraq, former Defense Secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld gave the Bush Administration a list 
of horribles, things he believed could go wrong, which 
the Bush administration apparently mistook for a to-do 
list.”  --Amy Poehler

“There’s a lot of con-
troversy right now 
about China. During a 
recent speech, Presi-
dent Bush urged Chi-
nese leaders to talk 
to the Dalai Lama, 
and called him a re-
ally fi ne man. Cool. 
Yeah. Bush said, ‘I 
used to be reluctant 
to meet with him. 
Then I found out he’s 
not a real llama. That 
was weird.’” 
--Conan O’Brien

“In a nationwide survey just released 
today, high school seniors, on the 
average, answered correctly only 
48% of the questions about person-
al fi nance and economics. Only 48%. 
But that‛s still 10% better than 
Bush‛s economic team.”  --Jay Leno

PETT USA TODAY
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