
By Dan Smith	

	 Bailing	 out	 the	 “big	 three”	
automakers	 –	 General	 Motors,	 Ford,	
and	 Chrysler	 –	 is	 a	 no-brainer.	 The	
macroeconomic	 reasons	 are	 obvious:	
given	 the	current	economic	crisis,	 al-
lowing	 over	 a	 million	 jobs	 to	 be	 lost	
is	the	last	thing	the	government	should	
be	 doing.	The	 narrative	 about	 the	 in-
competence	 of	American	 automakers	
has also been greatly oversimplified. 
Though	 the	 “big	 three”	 have	 certain-
ly	 been	 behind	 the	 curve	 in	 terms	 of	
building smaller, more fuel efficient 
cars,	they	remained	wedded	to	big	gas-
guzzling	SUV’s	because	for	years	that	
was	what	American	consumers	wanted	
to	 buy.	 As	 soon	 as	 skyrocketing	 gas	
prices	boosted	demand	for	more	fuel-
efficient cars, American automakers 
began	 transforming	 as	 well.	 Due	 to	
the	economic	crisis,	however,	a	factor	
beyond	 the	 companies’	 control,	 their	
plans	hit	a	road	block.	While	U.S	au-
tomakers	certainly	need	to	make	some	
radical	 changes	 in	 order	 to	 survive	

and	 become	 more	 competitive	 with	
foreign	 car-makers	 like	Toyota,	 there	
is	 a	 viable	 future	 for	American	 auto-
makers	if	they	can	survive	the	current	
crisis.	 It	 is	 in	no	one’s	 interest	 to	see	
the	entire	American	auto	industry	fail.	
	 The	conventional	 free-market	
wisdom,	recently	promoted	in	a	piece	
by	 Mitt	 Romney,	 suggests	 that	 we	
should	 let	 these	 companies	 go	 bank-
rupt--they	will	go	into	Chapter	11	and	
either restructure into a more efficient 
operation	 or	 the	 market	 will	 take	 its	
course	and	they	will	fail.	Under	normal	
economic	 circumstances,	 bankruptcy	
might	be	the	best	option.	The	big	three	
would	likely	emerge	from	Chapter	11	
as more efficient, more competitive 
companies.	 Under	 Chapter	 11	 bank-
ruptcy	status,	the	companies	would	be	
protected	from	creditors	while	they	un-
derwent	such	restructuring.	Union	con-
tracts	would	also	be	void.	To	pay	 for	
the	changes	that	would	be	made,	large	
loans	 from	 banks	 would	 be	 required.		
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By Zachary newkirk

	 I	have	a	confession	only	a	tiny	
handful	of	people	on	campus	can	relate	
to:	 I	 eagerly	 awaited	 the	 pre-election	
issue	of	 the	Cornell Review.	More	 so	
than	the	loads	of	candy	I	would	later	re-
ceive	that	Halloween	evening,	in	fact!	
	 Why?
	 I	 wanted	 to	 see	 their	 reaction	
to	their	awesomely	devastating	defeats	
the	following	Tuesday,	the	“thumpin’”	
to quote their leader, of outgoing (fi-
nally!)	 President	 George	 W.	 Bush.	
Would	 they	 be	 optimistic?	 Or	 would	
they be fighting to the bitter end, ac-
cusing	Barack	Obama	of	voter	 fraud?	
Neither,	actually.	If	you	read	their	arti-
cle	(which	you	probably	did	not	if	you	
are	reading	this	paper)	you	may	think	
that	 the	 election	 of	 Barack	 Obama	 to	
the	presidency	meant	 the	end	of	soci-
ety,	humanity,	or	even	the	world	itself.	
	 However,	as	my	living,	breath-
ing	 presence	 attests,	 his	 election	 did	
not	mean	the	end	of	the	world.	Nor	do	
his	policies	mean	 the	end	of	my	indi-
vidual	 liberties	 or	 even	 the	 creation	
of	 the	United	Soviets	of	America.	 In-
deed,	beyond	the	usual	outdated	doom-
and-gloom	 laundry	 list	 of	 right-wing	
propaganda,	 one	 thing	 was	 evident.	
	 Republicans	 are	 a	 broken	
brand.	 They	 are	 scared	 and	 on	 the	
run.	 Their	 tactics	 of	 fear	 mongering	
and	 lying	 failed	 them	 this	 year	 and	
their	 party	 is	 going	 down	 the	 drain.	
In-fighting and finger pointing will 
result	 from	 their	 numerous	 defeats.	
	 It	is	not	humanity	that	will	suf-
fer	 from	Obama’s	election	 in	2008	as	
the	 Review	 so	 despondently	 attempts	

to	 claim.	 It	 is	 the	 Republican	 Party	
that	 will	 suffer	 for	 decades	 to	 come.	
	 Watching	the	Republicans	dis-
integrate	 so	 soon	 after	 promises	 of	 a	
“permanent	Republican	majority”	 is	a	
delightful	process	to	behold.	It	should	
be	for	any	American	affected	by	the	last	
eight	 years	 of	 disaster:	 the	 wounded,	
devastated	soldier	from	an	unnecessary	
and	 illegal	 war,	 the	 family	 still	 reel-
ing	 from	Katrina,	 or	 the	 regular	 “real	
Americans”	unemployed	and	ready	to	
have	their	homes	foreclosed	thanks	to	
failed	 Republican	 economic	 policies.		
	 Watching	 the	 Republicans	
while	 they	 are	 down	 is	 a	 delightful	
show,	 yes,	 but	 it	 is	 also	 fascinating.	
The	next	 few	years	will	 see	a	 serious	
recreation	of	a	new	Republican	Party.	
But first, the inner forces of the cur-

rent	 party	 must	 work	 themselves	 out.
	 There	are	 three	main	blocs	of	
the	Republican	Party.	First	are	the	eco-
nomic	conservatives.	This	bloc	is	em-
bodied	by	such	men	as	Mitt	Romney.	
They	believe	in	small	government,	low	
taxes,	 balanced	 budgets,	 and	 minimal	
regulation.	In	an	ideal	world,	 their	ar-
guments	 make	 the	 most	 sense	 in	 our	
capitalist	 economic	 system.	 Gener-
ally	speaking,	economic	conservatives	
come	from	the	wealthier	tier	of	Ameri-
cans	and	tend	to	be	the	economic	elites	
who	run	corporate	America.	 If	 I	were	
to	give	them	a	nickname,	I	would	call	
them	 “Country	 Club	 Republicans.”	
 The	second	bloc	is	made	up	of	
foreign	 policy	 conservatives	 who	 be-
lieve	in	a	vigorous	foreign	policy	and	
a	 large	 military.	 Some	 are	 neocons:	

those	 who	 took	 over	 Bush’s	 foreign	
policy	 and	 favored	 interventionism	
based	 on	 pre-emptive	 or	 preventive	
war.	 In	 other	 words,	 the	 “screw	 the	
world”	 wing	 of	 the	 Republican	 Par-
ty.	 This	 policy	 is	 known	 as	 the	 Bush	
Doctrine	 and	 their	 nickname	 can	 be	
“Plain,	 Old	 Irresponsible	 People.”
	 The	 above	 two	 blocs	 gen-
erally	 work	 well	 with	 each	 other	
since	 an	 increased	 military	 helps	 the	
wealthy corporations increase profits. 
The	 third	 bloc	 is	 made	 up	 of	 social	
conservatives.	They	are	generally	sep-
arate	 from	 the	“Country	Club	Repub-
licans”	 and	 “Irresponsibles.”	 Instead,	
they	 are	 involved	 in	 efforts	 to	 ban	
gay	 marriage,	 overturn	 Roe	 v.	 Wade,	
put	prayer	into	schools	and	either	add	
creationism	or	remove	evolution	from	
school	 curriculums.	 Their	 not-very-
cute	 nickname	 can	 be	 Evangelicals.
	 Since	Reagan’s	1980	election,	
the	Republicans	had	been	the	dominant	
political	 force	 in	 American	 politics	
even	 through	 the	 Clinton	 years.	 The	
Country	 Club	 Republicans	 and	 Plain	
Old	Irresponsible	People	have	thrived;	
our	 military	 has	 grown	 and	 we	 are	
militarily	 involved	all	over	 the	world.	
The	 rich	 have	 gotten	 their	 tax	 breaks	
and	have	more	or	less	gotten	wealthier.	
Corporations	have	been	continually	de-
regulated	and	wield	tremendous	power.	
Yet,	the	Evangelicals,	the	social	conser-
vatives,	have	gotten	very	little	of	what	
they	 want.	 Roe	 vs.	Wade	 remains	 the	
law,	school	prayer	is	not	allowed,	and	
no	 public	 school	 teaches	 creationism.
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By Samuel levine
	 I’ve	 learned	 a	 few	 things	 in	
college.	Living	with	30	other	men	in	an	
old	fraternity	house	will	never	be	pret-
ty;	going	to	class	is	actually	important	
(sometimes);	stressing	over	a	summer	
internship	in	October,	on	the	other	hand,	
is	 not	 important	 (‘but	 what	 about	 my	
future?!!’);	 and	 perhaps	 most	 impor-
tantly	—text	messaging	or	‘BBM’ing’	
is	 waaay-overrated.	 Ahh,	 the	 truths	
of	 life.	 Here’s	 a	 sad,	 personal	 truth,	
though.	To	be	frank,	I	haven’t	learned	
that	 much	 academically	 at	 Cornell.	
	 Sure,	 it’s	 partially	 my	 fault.	
I’ve	been	fairly	uninspired	while	on	the	
hill,	 (which	 isn’t	 to	 say	 that	 I	haven’t	
done	 anything).	 I’m	 writing	 a	 history	
honors	thesis	on	Iran	and	U.S	Foreign	
Policy	as	a	senior,	and	have	also	been	
a	frequent	radio	contributor	and	editor-
in-chief	 of	 this	 esteemed	 publication.	
But	still—for	the	extravagant	sum	of	a	
Cornell	University	education,	I	should	
be	 fairly	 impressed	 by	 the	 academic	
opportunities,	right?	Here’s	the	crux	of	
the	problem,	at	least	for	me.	The	history	
department	is	simply	outdated.	There	is	
no	 ‘political	 science’	 or	 ‘international	
relations’	 major.	 You	 can	 either	 be	 a	
history	or	a	government	major,	with	a	
minor	offered	in	international	relations	
and	a	concentration	in	law	and	society.	
Where	are	the	innovative,	more	diverse	
major	offerings!?	Why	not	create	a	‘po-
litical	science’	major,	 like	that	offered	
at	 Yale—where	 students	 are	 required	
to	 take	 two	 classes	 each	 in	American	
government,	comparative	government,	
international	 relations,	 analytical	 po-
litical	theory,	and	political	philosophy?	
Or	what	about	borrowing	from	a	safe-

ty-school	 for	 Cornell	 students	 (hah!),	
Binghamton,	 which	 offers	 a	 major	
in	 “Philosophy,	 Politics,	 and	 Law?”		
	 A	 history	 major	 at	 Cornell	 is	
required	 to	 take	 9	 history	 department	
courses;	 4	 outside	 of	 United	 States	
history,	 and	 3	 in	 history	 before	 1800.	
That’s	 it!	 And	 what	 do	 these	 three	
courses	 in	pre-1800	 level	history	pre-
pare	 me	 for,	 anyway?	 A	 life	 in	 aca-
demia	 perhaps.	 And	 yet	 the	 majority	
of	 history	 majors	 at	 Cornell	 will	 not	
pursue	 an	 academic	 career:	 shouldn’t	
the	requirements	be	assigned	in	a	way	
that would benefit the majority of ma-
jors?	 It’s	 time	 for	 the	 history	 depart-
ment	 to	 update	 its	 base	 requirements	
to better reflect the political and intel-
lectual	atmosphere	of	the	21st	century.			
	 When	 friends,	 family,	 and	
even	employees	ask	me	what	a	degree	
in	‘history’	means,	I	really	don’t	have	a	
good	answer	for	them.	Sure,	I	can	tell	
you	 that	 before	 Christopher	 Colum-
bus	sailed	 the	ocean	blue	Zhou	When	
and	 other	 Chinese	 explorers	 founded	
America,	 or	 that	 the	 Soviet	 Union’s	
fall	 had	 little	 to	 do	with	Ronald	 Rea-
gan,	but	I	can’t	tell	you	that	I	am	any	
more	prepared	to	tackle	the	formidable	
domestic	 and	 international	 challenges	
facing	 the	 U.S	 then	 I	 was	 four	 years	
ago.	I	know,	I	know:	no	one	forced	me	
to	 be	 a	 history	 major	 and	 there	 were	
still	ample	opportunities	for	me	to	take	
classes	in	other	areas.	But	 that	misses	
the	crucial	issue	at	hand:	Cornell	has	a	
duty	to	train	its	students	well,	and	the	
history	department,	in	particular,	is	not	
preparing	students	interested	in	politics	
and	 policymaking	 for	 the	 road	 ahead.	
	 As	 an	 impressionable	 fresh-

man	 at	 Cornell,	 I	 was	 searching	 for	
something	 to	 trigger	 an	 academic	 in-
terest.	 As	 a	 sophomore	 and	 junior,	 I	
remember	 feeling	 like	 I	 should	 ap-
proach	 professors	 or	 seek	 out	 a	 com-
pelling	 line	of	 research.	And	yet,	as	a	
senior—I	still	haven’t	found	that	silver	
lining.	 My	 thesis	 might	 be	 an	 excep-
tion,	 but	 the	 sad	 reality	 is	 that	 I	 will	
leave	this	institution	without	ever,	truly	
feeling	 inspired.	And	 as	 much	 as	 that	
might	say	something	about	me,	at	this	
point	 in	 my	 life,	 I	 also	 think	 it	 says	
something	 about	 my	 course	 of	 study.	
	 At	Cornell	today,	there	are	few	
experts	 in	U.S	foreign	policy	 (Profes-
sor	Logevall	is	an	important	exception)	
and	 no	 experts	 in	 contemporary	 Mid-
dle	East	politics,	or	Russian	and	Cold	
War	 history—especially	 after	 Profes-
sor	Peter	Holquist,	a	 rising	star	 in	 the	
department,	 left	 for	 the	 University	 of	
Pennsylvania’s	 superior	Russian	 stud-
ies	program	three	years	ago.	Perhaps	I	
should	have	taken	a	longer,	better	look	
at	 the	 departments	 before	 I	 applied.	
And	maybe	I	am	a	bit	too	critical.		But,	
I	also	think	that	someone	should	state	
the	obvious.	Cornell	used	to	boast	one	
of the finest history and political de-
partments	in	the	world,	with	professors	
like	Walter	Lafeber,	a	renowned	histo-
rian	of	U.S	foreign	policy,	and	interna-
tional	law	scholar,	Jeremy	Rabkin.		En-
tering	my	last	semester	at	Cornell,	I’m	
not	so	sure	the	same	can	be	said	today.	

Samuel Levine, a senior, is co-editor 
in chief of the Cornell Progressive.
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Don’t Let Up Now
By elie BilmeS

	 There	is	little	doubt	that	be-
tween	 the	 two	 major	 presidential	
candidates,	 Barack	 Obama	 cam-
paigned	on	a	more	progressive	plat-
form.	His	positions	on	foreign	pol-
icy,	 the	environment,	and	domestic	
issues	 more	 closely	 mirrored	 what	
we	stand	for	as	modern	day	progres-
sives.
	 However,	 we	 must	 remem-
ber	 that	 Obama’s	 inauguration	 on	
January	 20	 will	 not	 by	 itself	 solve	
any	 of	 the	 major	 problems	 facing	
our	nation	today.	Nor	will	increased	
majorities	for	the	Democratic	Party	
in	the	House	or	Senate	automatical-
ly	effect	the	type	of	change	we	wish	
to	see	in	Washington.
	 Many	 of	 the	 Democratic	
lawmakers	 who	 will	 open	 the	 next	
legislative	session	will	have	served	
in	 the	 recent	 Democratic	 caucuses	
that	 capitulated	 to	 President	 Bush	
and	the	Republican	Party	on	serious	
issues	over	the	last	eight	years.	The	
Patriot	Act,	 the	 Iraq	 war,	 and	 tele-
com	immunity	are	just	three	exam-
ples	of	times	Republicans	were	able	
to	 pursue	 damaging	 policies	 with	

the	help	of	Democrats.
	 Additionally,	 based	 on	
Obama’s	 expected	 appointments,	
his	administration	will	include	sev-
eral	 top	 members	 of	 the	 Clinton	
administration.	 While	 many	 liber-
als	 today	hail	 the	Clinton	1990s	as	
a	 utopian	 decade	 of	 economic	 and	
military	success,	his	administration	
was	 not	 particularly	 progressive.	
An	 alarming	 spike	 in	 incarcera-
tion	 rates,	 America’s	 participation	
in	 damaging	 free	 trade	 agreements	
and	a	failure	to	pass	universal	health	
care	legislation	at	an	opportune	mo-
ment	are	all	legacies	of	the	Clinton	
administration.
	 Despite	 these	concerns,	we,	
together	 with	 progressives	 across	
the	nation,	have	high	hopes	for	 the	
Obama	presidency.	But	we	will	only	
see	the	change	we	desire	if	we	con-
tinue to fight for progressive ideals.
	 With	 the	 foundation	 of	 our	
economy	crumbling,	it	will	be	easy	
for	 President	 Obama	 to	 overlook	
other	 important	 issues.	 He	 must	
work	 with	 legislators	 and	 industry	
leaders	to	develop	a	swift,	effective	
policy	 to	 mitigate	 climate	 change.	
He	must	work	with	military	leaders	

and	 the	 Iraqi	 government	 to	 rede-
ploy	our	troops	out	of	Iraq.	He	must	
reach	across	the	aisle	to	create	effec-
tive	and	lasting	education	reform	so	
America	has	the	intellectual	capital	
to	compete	in	a	volatile	economy.
	 There	 is	 a	 reason	 we	 are	
called	 The	 Cornell	 Progressive	
and	 not	 The	 Cornell	 Democrat.	 It	
is	not	enough	 to	sit	back	and	revel	
in	 our	 electoral	 victories.	 Progres-
sive	 change	 will	 not	 come	 simply	
because	 there	 is	 a	 ‘D’	 on	 the	 oval	
office door. With the same energy 
many	 of	 us	 gave	 to	 elect	 Obama	
and	 other	 progressive	 candidates,	
we	 must	 now	 advocate	 for	 univer-
sal	health	care,	responsible	environ-
mental	 policy,	 swift	 redeployment	
of	 troops	 from	 Iraq,	 and	 a	 rational	
immigration	 policy.	 If	 these	 issues	
are	not	addressed	by	the	new	admin-
istration,	 there	will	have	been	little	
point	 in	our	efforts	 to	elect	Barack	
Obama.

Elie Bilmes, a junior, is co-editor in 
chief of the Cornell Progressive.
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	 Since	 being	 elected	 the	 44th	
President	of	the	United	States,	Barack	
Obama	 has	 kept	 Bush’s	 Secretary	 of	
Defense,	appointed	McCain	supporter	
Gen.	 James	 Jones	 as	 his	 national	 se-
curity	 advisor,	 brought	 back	 veter-
ans	 of	 Bill	 Clinton’s	 economic	 team,	
installed	 his	 main	 primary	 opponent	
with	whom	he	differed	on	 foreign	af-
fairs	to	lead	his	administration’s	efforts	
on	 foreign	policy,	and	 lent	his	weight	
to	 reinstate	 Joe	 Lieberman	 as	 chair-
man	 of	 the	 Senate	 Homeland	 Secu-
rity	and	Government	Affairs	Commit-
tee.	 Is	 this	change	we	can	believe	 in?
	 Pundits	and	partisans	all	across	
the	Democratic	spectrum	have	weighed	
in	on	both	sides.	Many	are	claiming	that	
Obama’s	 transition	 moves	 have	 been	
a	betrayal	of	 the	principles	he	 ran	his	
campaign	on	while	others	are	 lauding	
his	pragmatism.	It	is	tempting	to	say	that	
the	answer	lies	somewhere	in	between.
	 It’s	 not	 altogether	 clear,	 how-
ever,	 that	 the	 answer	 does	 lie	 in	 be-
tween.	 Nor	 can	 we	 say	 that	 either	 of	
the	extremes	have	it	right.	Each	of	the	
moves	Obama	has	made	could	be	part	
of	a	 larger	 strategy,	one	of	either	cul-
tivating	 good	 will	 among	 moderates,	
conservatives,	and	the	press	in	order	to	
underhandedly	 enact	 a	 strikingly	 pro-
gressive	agenda	or	of	taking	the	Clinto-
nian	approach	of	tacking	to	the	center	
to	avoid	breaking	up	the	coalition	that	
elected	 him,	 or	 could	 be	 completely	
separate	from	each	other	needing	indi-
vidual	analysis.	Since	we	can’t	be	sure	
whether	Obama	intends	to	govern	as	a	
centrist	or	is	merely	playing	the	game	of	
realpolitik	to	the	advantage	of	his	bold	
plans	for	the	economy,	Iraq,	healthcare,	
and	global	warming,	analyzing	each	of	
his	decisions	separately	is	probably	the	
best	way	of	understanding	his	thinking.
	 The	economic	team	he	has	put	
together	 is	 the	 least	concerning	of	his	
initial	moves.	While	many	of	them	have	
spent	considerable	time	on	Wall	Street,	
(contributing	to	rather	than	preventing	
the current financial meltdown), each 
is	 extremely	 experienced,	 tested,	 and	
willing	 to	 implement	 vastly	 different	
policies	than	those	that	got	us	into	this	
mess.	One	of	Bush’s	many	faults	was	
not	learning	from	his	mistakes.	By	all	
indications	Obama’s	economic	appoin-
tees	are	willing	to	learn.	The	New York 
Times	was	right	in	its	stinging	criticism	
in	 a	November	25	 editorial	 of	 two	of	
the	men	appointed,	new	Treasury	Sec-
retary	Timothy	 Geithner	 and	 soon-to-
be	 director	 of	 the	 National	 Economic	
Council	Lawrence	Summers,	as	men	of	
the	past	economic	failures.	Yet,	Obama	
does	need	experienced	Democrats,	and	
Summers	served	as	Treasury	Secretary	
at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 Clinton	Administra-
tion,	and	has	buttressed	 the	old	hands	
with	progressive	newcomers	like	Mel-
ody	 Barnes.	 Obama	 will	 be	 devoting	
everything	he’s	got	to	solving	this	cri-
sis	and	there’s	no	indication	that	these	

picks	 will	 stop	 him	 from	 doing	 so.
	 Obama’s	 foreign	 policy	 de-
cisions	 are	 a	 little	 more	 worrisome.	
Hillary	 Clinton	 lambasted	 the	 Presi-
dent-elect	in	the	primaries	for	support-
ing	negotiations	without	preconditions	

with	leaders	of	Iran,	North	Korea,	and	
Cuba.	 Now	 she’ll	 be	 the	 one	 engag-
ing	 in	 those	negotiations.	A	key	argu-
ment	 Obama	 made	 for	 his	 candidacy	
is	 that	he	had	the	judgment	to	oppose	
the	Iraq	war	from	the	beginning.	Now	
he’s	 planning	 on	 keeping	 President	
Bush’s	 Secretary	 of	 Defense,	 Robert	
Gates,	who	was	primarily	 responsible	
for	 directing	 the	 efforts	 in	 that	 war	
since	 he	 took	 over	 the	 job	 at	 the	 be-
ginning	 of	 2007.	 And	 President-elect	
Obama	forcefully	charged	that	Senator	
John	McCain’s	foreign	policy	outlook	
would	 make	 American	 less	 safe,	 and	
then	chose	a	former	military	man	who	
supported	 those	 policies	 as	 his	 Na-
tional	 Security	 Advisor.	 What	 gives?
	 Looking	at	 these	selections	 in	
the	 most	 pessimistic	 light,	 one	 might	
be	tempted	to	conclude	that	Obama	has	
seen	 the	 national	 security,	 Blue	 Dog	
Democratic	 position	 and	 changed	 his	

mind	 about	 a	 rapid	 withdrawal	 from	
Iraq.	 There	 is	 another	 way	 of	 seeing	
these	decisions,	however.	The	Clinton	
move	 could	 very	 well	 be	 the	 détente	
Obama	felt	he	needed	to	gain	a	public,	
respected	 face	 for	 his	 foreign	 policy	
and	reinforce	his	electoral	prospects	at	
the	same	time.	As	bitter	as	the	primary	
was,	after	all,	the	differences	that	pro-
voked	such	bloody	disagreements	were	
rather	 small	 in	 retrospect.	 If	 Hillary	
falls	 in	 line,	 she	could	be	a	very	well	
qualified, savvy advocate for a radi-
cally	changed	American	foreign	policy	
that	seeks	to	rehabilitate	its	reputation	
in	the	world.		I	continue	to	believe	that	
Clinton	could	have	best	served	herself	
and	 the	 country	 by	 remaining	 in	 the	
Senate	and	taking	the	lead	on	a	univer-
sal	healthcare	bill	that	should	hit	Con-
gress	early	in	2009,	but	the	move	to	the	
State	Department	could	be	successful.
	 As	 for	 Gates	 and	 Jones,	 al-
though	 each	 is	 a	 Republican,	 the	 two	
have	 been	 fairly	 moderate	 and	 was	
part	 of	 the	 neocon	 group	 that	 formu-
lated	and	executed	the	regime	change,	
us-versus-them	 policies	 of	 the	 Bush	
administration.	Gates	in	particular	has	
done	at	least	a	competent	job	since	re-
placing	Rumsfeld,	and	there	are	indica-
tions	Obama	only	intends	to	keep	him	
in	the	Defense	Secretary	post	for	a	year	
or	so	to	effectuate	a	smooth	transition	
during	 the	 drawdown	 of	 U.S.	 forces.
	 Even	granting	Obama	the	ben-
efit of the doubt on all of this, his sur-
prising	 support	 for	 Joe	 Lieberman	 is	
especially	distressing.	Senator	Lieber-
man	 hasn’t	 just	 been	 a	 hawk	 on	 Iraq	
and	a	critic	of	the	Democratic	left;	he	
supported	 Senator	 McCain,	 the	 Re-
publican	 Presidential	 candidate	 in	 the	
election.	Yet,	it	goes	much	farther	than	

even	that.	Lieberman	spoke	at	the	GOP	
convention,	 unfairly	 and	 maliciously	
attacked	Obama	as	unpatriotic	and	for	
voting	to	cut	off	funding	for	the	troops,	
and	 even	 gave	 money	 to	 Republican	
Senators	 Norm	 Coleman,	 Susan	 Col-
lins,	and	Gordon	Smith.	Lieberman	is	
no	 longer	 just	 a	 conservative	 Demo-
crat.	 He’s	 a	 traitor,	 plain	 and	 simple.
	 Disturbingly,	 it	 appears	 that	
Lieberman	 would	 have	 been	 stripped	
of	 his	 committee	 chairmanship	 had	
Obama	 not	 given	 the	 signal	 that	 he	
wanted	 a	 happy	 Lieberman	 to	 remain	
in	the	caucus.	From	a	principled	stand-
point,	Obama’s	action	is	frankly	inex-
cusable.	Yet	even	from	this	action	it	is	
not	 entirely	 clear	 that	 the	 President-
elect	intends	to	govern	differently	than	
he	campaigned.	Obama	has	clearly	es-
tablished	his	practicality	and	distain	for	
spending	political	 capital	 on	 anything	
unessential.	From	his	perspective,	why	
engage	in	a	mostly	symbolic	battle	that	
threatens	to	undo	much	goodwill	before	
your	term	even	begins?	If	Obama	gave	
his	support	 to	Lieberman	for	 this	 rea-
son,	I	won’t	like	it	but	I’ll	understand.
	 Really	 the	 only	 absolute	 con-
clusion	 we	 can	 make	 about	 what	 the	
first year of the Obama administration 
will look like from the first few weeks 
of	its	transition	efforts	is	that	each	de-
cision	 he	 has	 made	 looks	 potentially	
scary	 but	 can	 ultimately	 be	 rational-
ized	 from	 a	 progressive	 perspective.	
Whether	 President-elect	 Obama	 is	
going	 to	 provide	 the	 change	 we	 des-
perately	need	is	still	up	in	 the	air,	but	
there	is	no	need	to	be	up	in	arms…yet.
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Mike Luckovich, Atlanta Journal-Constitution
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Change We Can Believe In? 
Let’s Hope So.
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Rips in the Fabric of Democracy
By Catherine luSSenhop

	 The	 election	 has	 come	 and	
gone,	with	blessedly	few	major	mishaps	
with	voting	machines,	hanging	chads,	
or	any	of	 the	massive	voter	fraud	Re-
publicans	told	us	was	going	to	happen	
because	of	ACORN.	In	one	of	the	pres-
idential	debates,	John	McCain	said	that	
the	 community	 organization	 ACORN	
was	then	“on	the	verge	of	maybe	per-
petrating	one	of	the	greatest	frauds	on	
voter	 history	 in	 this	 country,	 maybe	
destroying	 the	 fabric	 of	 democracy.”	
	Quite	a	serious	charge,	but	also	quite	
a	serious	exaggeration.	Of	course,	 the	
ACORN	 canvassers	 who	 faked	 voter	
registration	 cards	 were	 breaking	 the	
law	(by	committing	registration	fraud,	
not	voter	 fraud),	but	 they	were	 trying	
to	minimize	their	own	work,	not	tip	the	
election.	When	it	comes	to	“destroying	
the	 fabric	 of	 democracy,”	 some	 very	
high-up	 Republicans	 have	 far	 more	
insidious	 schemes	 on	 their	 records.
	 These	 devious	 schemes	 often	
involve	not	voter	fraud,	but	voter	sup-
pression.	Let’s	rewind	to	2004.	One	of	
the	more	offensive	incidents	concerned	
a firm called Sproul and Associates. 
Jack	 Hitt	 covered	 this	 story	 for	 the	
public	 radio	program	“This	American	
Life.”	 Sproul	 and	Associates	 sent	 re-
quests	to	libraries	asking	if	they	could	

hold	a	“non-partisan”	voter	registration	
drive	outside	their	buildings.	One	librar-
ian,	 Holly	 McCullough	 in	 Pittsburgh,	
received	 complaints	 from	 patrons	
that	 the	 Sproul	 workers	 were	 asking	
them	for	whom	they	would	be	voting.	
	 A	 temp	 worker	 for	 Sproul	
was	 instructed	to	approach	voters	and	
ask	 if	 they	 were	 voting	 for	 Bush	 or	
Kerry.	 If	 they	 said	 Bush,	 she	 would	
help	them	register	to	vote.	If	they	said	
Kerry,	 she	was	simply	 to	say,	“Thank	
you	 very	 much,	 I	 will	 record	 this.”	
Another	 worker	 in	 Nevada	 refused	 to	
do	the	customary	“screening	process,”	
and	 was	 reprimanded	 by	 Sproul.	 Su-
pervisors	 tore	 up	 Democratic	 voter	
registration	 cards	 in	 front	 of	 him	 and	
threw	 them	 in	 the	 trash.	Director	Na-
than	 Sproul	 himself,	 of	 course,	 de-
nies	 that	 the	 incident	 ever	 happened.	
	 Sproul	 and	 Associates,	 now	
known	as	the	Lincoln	Strategy	Group,	
recently	received	$175,000	from	none	
other	 than	 a	 joint	 committee	 of	 the	
McCain-Palin	 campaign,	 the	 RNC,	
and	 the	 California	 Republican	 Party.	
The	money	is	for	the	Lincoln	Strategy	
Group’s	 specialty,	 registering	 voters.	
	 Some	 Republicans	 in	 New	
Hampshire	in	2002	decided	to	try	to	sup-

press	the	votes	of	elderly	and	disabled	
people	 in	Democratic	 counties.	When	
Charles	 McGee,	 executive	 director	 of	
the	New	Hampshire	Republican	Party,	
received a flier about a Democratic 
get-out-the-vote	 program	 that	 offered	
free	rides	 to	 the	polls,	he	got	an	 idea.
	 “[It’s]	military	common	sense	
that	 if	 you	 can’t	 communicate,	 you	
can’t	plan	and	organize,”	he	said.	A	tele-
communications firm in Virginia called 
the	 headquarters	 of	 Democrat	 Jeanne	
Shaheen	 over	 and	 over	 again	 to	 jam	
the	lines	and	prevent	legitimate	callers	
from	getting	through.	The	scheme	was	
traced	all	the	way	back	to	James	Tobin,	
regional	 director	 of	 Bush-Cheney	 ’04	
for	 the	 entire	 Northeast.	 Republican	
John	Sununu	won	the	New	Hampshire	

Senate	 race	 by	 about	 20,000	 votes.
	 What	about	vote	counting?	Jo-
seph	Stalin	once	 said,	 “He	who	votes	
decides	 nothing;	 he	 who	 counts	 the	
votes	 decides	 everything.”	 Consider	
Senator	 Saxby	 Chambliss’s	 miracle	
win	 in	 Georgia	 in	 2002.	 Chambliss	
was down about five points the week 
before	 the	 election,	 but	 then	 won	 by	
seven	points.	Amazing,	right?	Maybe.	
But	 remember	 Diebold?	 The	 2002	
election was the first election in which 
Diebold’s	famous	voting	machines	were	

used.	Georgia	Secretary	of	State	Cathy	
Cox	not	only	employed	Diebold’s	vot-
ing	 machines,	 but	 she	 entrusted	 the	
company	 with	 much	 of	 the	 election.
Diebold	 trained	 poll	 workers,	 set	 up	
the	machines,	and	put	together	ballots.	
They	 also	 covertly	 distributed	 an	 un-
authorized,	unapproved	patch	that	was	
supposed to fix the clocks in the ma-
chines,	which	it	did	not	do.	Company	
president	Bob	Urosevich	gave	instruc-
tions	 directly	 to	 Diebold	 consultant	
Christopher	 Hood	 and	 other	 employ-
ees.	“It	was	an	unauthorized	patch,	and	
they	were	trying	to	keep	it	secret	from	
the	state,”	Hood	said.	Employees	went	
in	early	 in	 the	morning,	 installing	 the	
patch	 in	5,000	machines	 in	 the	state’s	
most	 heavily	 Democratic	 counties,	
DeKalb	 and	 Fulton.	And	 then	 Cham-
bliss	“miraculously”	won	the	election.
	 So	what	of	ACORN?	Are	they	
really	destroying	the	fabric	of	democ-
racy?	The	fake	voter	registrations	cer-
tainly	aren’t	helping,	but	 the	ACORN	
issue doesn’t suggest massive, finely 
orchestrated	fraud	perpetrated	by	party	
higher-ups.	 Republicans	 love	 to	 talk	
about	 the	 guy	 who	 registered	 to	 vote	
40	times,	or	the	worker	who	was	paid	
in	 crack	 cocaine	 to	 register	 voters,	 or	
fraudulent	voter	registration	forms	that	
ACORN canvassers filled out. To be 
sure, none of these instances reflect 
well	 on	 the	 Democrats.	 But	 there	 are	
also	 several	 problems	 here.	 For	 one,	
just	 because	 you	 register	 40	 times	
doesn’t	mean	you	vote	40	 times.	Poll	
workers	 are	 obviously	 going	 to	 get	
suspicious	 if	 the	 same	 person	 shows	
up	over	and	over	again,	or	if	someone	
claiming	to	be	Mickey	Mouse	or	Don-

ald	Duck	tries	to	vote.	Actual	instances	
of	voter	fraud	are	few	and	far	between.	
Second,	people	don’t	fake	registrations	
to	tip	the	election;	they	usually	do	it	to	
get	a	few	extra	bucks	or	get	away	with	
not	working.	Companies	that	pay	their	
employees	per	ballot	(though	ACORN	
did	 not)	 often	 run	 into	 this	 problem.	

	 The	real	threat	to	the	fabric	of	
democracy	is	systematic	efforts	by	the	
GOP	 to	 prevent	 Democrats	 from	 vot-
ing.	 There	 are	 many	 more	 examples	
that	 I	 couldn’t	 even	 hope	 to	 cover	
here.	As	Bob	Herbert	of	The New York 
Times	 wrote,	 “We	 saw	 this	 in	 2000.	
We	 saw	 it	 in	2004.	And	we’re	 seeing	
it	 again	 now.”	 Mercifully,	 we	 elected	
Barack	 Obama	 with	 relatively	 few	
mishaps,	 partly	 due	 to	 the	 heroic	 ef-
forts	of	poll-watching	volunteers.	Rest	
assured,	 though,	 that	 dirty	 tricks	 and	
voter	 suppression	 are	 not	 just	 a	 thing	
of	 the	 past.	 It	 would	 be	 wise	 of	 pro-
gressive-minded folks to keep fighting 
voter	 suppression	 in	 future	 elections.	

The real threat to the 
fabric of democracy 
is systematic efforts 

by the GOP to prevent 
Democrats from voting
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ACORN spokesperson Kevin Whelan at a press conference on October 14. 
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By elie BilmeS

	 Don’t	skim	this	article!
	 That	 was	 the	 message	 deliv-
ered	by	former	Cornell	president	Hunt-
er	Rawlings	III	on	November	18	as	part	
of	 the	 “last	 lecture”	 series	 sponsored	
by	the	Mortar	Board	Honor	Society.
	 Rawlings,	63,	served	as	presi-
dent	 from	 1995	 until	 2003	 before	 re-
turning	 as	 interim	 president	 in	 2005	
following	the	surprising	resignation	of	
his	successor,	Jeffrey	Lehman.	He	cur-
rently	holds	a	professorship	in	the	clas-
sics	and	history	departments.
	 In	 a	 narrow	 speech	 rooted	
in	 history,	 Rawlings	 encouraged	 the	
nearly	200	 students	 and	 faculty	 in	at-
tendance	to	reclaim	the	lost	art	of	close	

reading.	 “If	 you	 have	 skimmed	 200	
pages	per	course	per	week	at	Cornell,	
you	haven’t	 learned	much,”	Rawlings	
said.	 “The	 easy	 truths	 in	 life	 really	
aren’t	that	interesting	or	important.”
	 To	 illustrate	 his	 point,	 Rawl-
ings	 used	 examples	 from	 three	 of	 his	
favorite	 writers,	 the	 Greek	 historian	
Thucydides,	James	Madison	and	Abra-
ham	Lincoln.
	 As	a	graduate	student	in	1968,	
Rawlings	 had	 trouble	 recognizing	 the	
importance	 of	 reading	 Thucydides	
in	 the	 midst	 of	 the	 Vietnam	 War	 and	
worldwide	 political	 instability.	 “I	 had	
a difficult time understanding what my 
studies	 in	 graduate	 school	 had	 to	 do	
with	what	was	happening	around	me,”	
he	explained.

	 But,	 as	 Rawlings	 became	 en-
grossed	in	the	dense	text,	he	found	he	
enjoyed	the	challenge	of	reading	slow-
ly	and	carefully.	“The	harder	it	was,	the	
more	I	liked	it.”
	 Madison	 and	 Jefferson	 also	
wrote	in	styles	that	required	more	than	
a	casual	read,	but	Rawlings	praised	the	
two	 men’s	 intellectual	 achievements.	
Rawlings	 noted	 that	 Madison	 “pre-
ferred	to	be	behind	the	scenes	doing	the	
thinking,”	while	Lincoln	“perfected	his	
[rhetorical]	style	gradually	throughout	
his	life.”
	 Rawlings	struck	a	serious	tone	
through	much	of	his	45	minute	address.		
However,	he	did	draw	laughs	from	the	
audience	when	he	related	a	story	about	
James	Madison.

	

George	Washington	had	asked	for	Mad-
ison’s	help	in	drafting	his	inaugural	ad-
dress	to	Congress,	which	was	hailed	as	
a	successful	speech.	Congress,	unaware	
of	Madison’s	involvement,	then	asked	
him	to	draft	their	reply	to	the	president.	
In	response,	Washington	again	solicit-
ed	Madison’s	help	in	drafting	separate	
replies	to	the	House	and	Senate.	Thus,	
said	 Rawlings,	 “our	 country	 began	
with	 James	 Madison	 communicating	
with	himself.”
	 Rawlings	also	referenced	cur-
rent political figures. Praising Madi-
son’s	speech	in	favor	of	the	separation	
of	 church	 and	 state,	 Rawlings	 noted,	
“if	President	Bush	had	read	these	lines	
he	might	have	thought	hard	before	be-
ginning	his	faith-based	initiative.”
	 Stepping	into	the	recent	presi-
dential	election,	Rawlings	poked	fun	at	
John	McCain’s	computer	illiteracy	and	
expressed	hope	that	although	no	recent	
president	 has	 included	 “concentrated,	
sophisticated	 ideas”	 in	 his	 speeches,	
“that	may	be	about	to	change”	with	the	
inauguration	of	Barack	Obama.
	 The	 “last	 lecture,”	 as	 Rawl-
ings	was	quick	to	note,	is	hypothetical.	
President	David	Skorton	gave	a	 simi-
lar	address	last	year.	The	“last	lecture”	
was	 made	 famous	 by	 Carnegie	 Mel-
lon	computer	science	professor	Randy	
Pausch,	 whose	 inspiring	 speech	 has	
become	a	best-selling	book	and	popu-
lar	internet	video.	Pausch	died	in	July	
after	a	battle	with	pancreatic	cancer.
	 Similarly,	 several	 years	 ago,	
Cornell’s	 William	 Provine	 delivered	
what	many	believed	might	have	actual-
ly	been	his	last	lecture.	Diagnosed	with	
a	brain	tumor,	he	faced	slim	chances	of	
surviving	and	returning	to	the	academic	
world.	Provine,	who	teaches	a	popular	
class	 on	 evolution,	 beat	 the	 odds	 and	
has	delivered	many	lectures	since.
	 Rawlings,	 towering	above	 the	
podium	 at	 six-foot-seven	 and	 easily	
filling the Hollis E. Cornell Auditori-
um	with	his	voice,	has	 little	 intention	
of	slowing	down.
	 “I	told	my	students	I’ll	be	back	
in	class	on	Thursday,”	he	said.	

Rawlings, In Last Lecture, Urges Students to Read Closely
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Rawlings encouraged professors to assign fewer pages of reading, but hopes
 students will read more thoroughly. (Amy	Aubrecht	for	The Cornell Daily Sun)
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By Sam Ferenc

	 “There’s	no	 time	 to	spare,”	 is	
the	message	 coming	 from	 the	Obama	
transition	 team.	 As	 the	 days	 quickly	
pass,	 President-elect	 Obama’s	 staff	 is	
carefully	 vetting	 candidates	 for	 posi-
tions	 in	 the	 forthcoming	 Obama	 ad-
ministration.	
	 Perhaps	 the	 biggest	 news	 (as	
of	 this	 writing)	 is	 Hillary	 Clinton’s	
tentative	selection	as	secretary	of	state.	
Her	 appointment	 epitomizes	 Obama’s	
efforts	to	craft	a	“team	of	rivals”	in	the	
style	of	Lincoln.	Clinton	and	Obama’s	
policy	differences	will	be	not	a	weak-
ness,	but	rather	a	strength,	as	they	work	
with	 each	 other	 and	 others	 in	 the	 ad-
ministration to find the best strategies 
to extricate the United States efficient-
ly	 and	 responsibly	 from	 Iraq,	 and	 re-
store	America’s	status	as	a	nation	that	
respects	 and	 values	 the	 opinions	 and	
contributions	of	the	international	com-
munity.
	 Other	 key	 appointments	 an-

nounced	 thus	 far	 include	 New	 York	
Federal	Reserve	Bank	President	Timo-
thy	 Geithner	 as	 secretary	 of	 the	 trea-
sury,	 and	Eric	Holder,	 a	deputy	attor-
ney	general	under	former	President	Bill	
Clinton,	 as	 attorney	general.	Geithner	
has	already	shown	his	economic	prow-
ess as a key official in the ongoing gov-
ernment	efforts	to	rescue	the	country’s	

financial markets, and has worked 
within	the	Treasury	since	1988.	Hold-
er	has	been	 involved	with	 the	Obama	
campaign	since	late	2007,	and	brings	a	

wealth	of	experience	and	a	fresh	breath	
of	 integrity	 into	a	department	marked	
by	scandal	and	secrecy	under	the	Bush	
Administration.	Holder	will	also	serve	
as the first African-American attorney 
general.
	 In	addition,	New	Mexico	Gov.	
Bill	 Richardson	 has	 been	 selected	 to	
serve	 as	 the	 next	 secretary	 of	 com-
merce.	 Richardson	 was	 secretary	 of	
energy	under	President	Clinton,	a	con-
gressman	from	New	Mexico	for	four-
teen	 years,	 and	 the	 U.S.	Ambassador	
to	the	United	Nations	from	1997	until	
1998.	
	 In	 a	 move	 that	 angered	 some	
of	Obama’s	supporters	on	the	left,	cur-
rent	Secretary	of	Defense	Robert	Gates	
will	 continue	 to	 serve	 under	 Obama.	
While	the	Gates	retention	further	rein-
forces	 the	 “team	 of	 rivals”	 approach,	
for	 the	 last	 two	 years	 Gates	 has	 been	
in	charge	of	the	Bush	administration’s	
war	on	terror.
	 Other	 appointments	 that	 have	
been	 released	 include	 former	 South	

Dakota	Senator	Tom	Daschle	as	secre-
tary	of	health	and	human	services,	and	
Arizona	Governor	Janet	Napolitano	for	
secretary	of	homeland	security.	Transi-
tion	chief	John	Podesta	told	Bloomberg	
News	last	week	that	the	Cabinet	would	
be	 complete	 by	 Christmas	 and	 hinted	
that	 “multiple	 Republicans”	 would	
serve	in	Obama’s	administration.
	 As	President-elect	Obama	told	
us	 in	 his	 victory	 speech,	 “The	 road	
ahead	will	be	long.	Our	climb	will	be	
steep.	 We	 may	 not	 get	 there	 in	 one	
year	or	 even	one	 term,	but	America	 -	
I	 have	 never	 been	 more	 hopeful	 than	
I	 am	 tonight	 that	 we	 will	 get	 there.	 I	
promise	you	-	we	as	a	people	will	get	
there.”	With	the	selection	of	these	cabi-
net	members,	and	more	to	come,	Presi-
dent-elect	 Obama	 slowly	 but	 surely	
begins	our	march	down	the	tumultuous	
but	hopeful	road	ahead.		

In Choosing Cabinet Members, Obama Embraces “Team of Rivals” Approach
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By Steve PoveDa

	 Of	 the	many	issues	facing	us,	
one	is	covered	way	too	much	and	one	
not enough. The financial crisis that 
we	have	come	to	know	is	scaring	us	so	
much	that	we	let	the	robber	barons	of	
our	era	off	way	too	easily,	squandering	
taxpayer	 money	 to	 bail	 out	 notorious	
Wall	 Street	 kings.	Yes,	 we	 are	 angry,	
but	 we	 should	 be	 angry	 about	 some-
thing	else	as	well.	The	global	climate	
crisis	is	occurring	right	before	our	eyes	
and	neither	side	of	the	duopoly,	that	is	
Republicans	 and	 Democrats,	 is	 doing	
anything	 drastic	 to	 change	 this	 in	 the	
near future. Unlike the financial crisis, 
this	issue	does	not	garner	the	mass	me-
dia	coverage	it	should.		But	at	last,	an	
opportunity	has	arrived,	an	opportunity	
to	step	away	from	party	politics	to	do	
what	is	right	for	this	country.	President-
elect	Barack	Obama	can	easily	kill	two	
birds	with	one	stone	 if	he	 steps	up	 to	
the	 plate	 and	 starts	 swinging	 in	 the	
name	of	revolution:	the	Green	Revolu-
tion.	
	 A	Green	New	Deal	is	just	what	
it	 sounds	 like:	 an	 FDR-style	 public	
works	program	rooted	in	the	ideals	of	
a	green	economy.	The	failure	to	realize	
that	 this	 is	 the	 only	 way	 to	 effective-
ly and efficiently save us from these 
daunting	times	is	what	is	holding	many	
back.	Many	will	tell	you	that	what	got	
us	 out	 of	 the	 Depression	 was	 not	 the	
public	works	programs	but	World	War	
II. Is this fight against Global Warm-
ing	not	a	war	in	itself?	This	is	a	global	
challenge	 that	 must	 be	 met	 with	 seri-
ousness,	 and	 so	much	can	be	done	 to	
help fight the climate shift while at the 
same	time	provide	jobs	and	pump	some	
life	into	a	stagnant	economy.
	 The	 United	 States	 needs	 to	
start	 taking	a	 lead	on	global	warming	
because	 if	 we	 do	 not,	 someone	 else	
will.	The	United	States	is	at	the	point	of	
utmost	oil	dependency,	and	the	global	
oil	supply,	 the	biggest	game-changing	
commodity	 in	 the	 world,	 is	 not	 get-
ting	any	larger.	We	will	continue	to	be	
swayed	and	motivated	by	this	until	we	
break	 free	 from	 it.	 This	 should	 start	
now.	 Our	 auto	 industry	 is	 at	 a	 stand-
still. We have finally got them where 

we	need	them	to	be	so	that	they	should	
listen	 up.	 The	 automakers	 are	 calling	
for	a	bailout,	but	should	we	give	them	
one?	 Well	 of	 course	 we	 should,	 but	
under	our	 terms.	Let	us	not	make	 the	
same	mistake	we	made	when	we	bailed	
out	 the	 corporate	 greed	 monsters	 like	
AIG	or	Citigroup.	We	must	coerce	the	
auto	industry	into	following	new	poli-
cies	regarding	which	vehicles	to	build.	
It	would	not	even	be	coercion,	but	in-
stead	just	setting	them	in	the	right	di-
rection.	
	 The	terms	of	the	deal	would	be	
clear.	Automakers	need	to	start	invest-
ing	and	producing	cars	that	run	on	less	
fuel,	with	a	guided	plan	 to	eventually	
produce	fully	“green”	cars.	They	must	
also	take	the	lead	to	create	new	trains	
and	subway	cars.	We	should	give	them	
priority	contracts	for	this	because	that	
way,	 we	 are	 helping	 our	 businesses	
while	at	the	same	time	providing	a	ser-
vice	to	the	public	and	its	infrastructure.	
This	 can	 no	 longer	 be	 like	 President	
Eisenhower’s	 Interstate	 Highway	 Act	
calling	for	more	roads	 to	be	built	and	
subsequently	resulting	in	an	increase	in	

number	of	cars	bought.	The	last	 thing	
we	need	is	more	pollution.	This	is	why	
the	investment	must	be	made	in	the	rail	
system.	Why	isn’t	our	 train	system	as	
advanced	as	that	of	Japan’s?	Congress	
needs	 to	go	 through	with	 the	 recently	
proposed	 Inter-City	 High	 Speed	 Rail	
System.	The	Detroit	Three	could	jump	
on	this	opportunity	or	perish.
	 So	 where’s	 the	 “New	 Deal”	
part	of	it?	Public	works	could	provide	
green	 collar	 jobs	 to	 many	 workers	 in	
building	 solar	 panels,	 wind	 turbines,	
and	 all	 sorts	 of	 things.	 When	 Presi-
dent	 Bush	 was	 talking	 about	 jobs	 in	

the twenty-first century, this is what he 
should	 have	 meant.	 	 It	 is	 up	 to	 us	 to	
start	this	new	green	industry;	not	only	
will	we	save	the	environemnt,	we	will	
also	create	much	needed	jobs.		
	 The	government	needs	to	make	
an	 investment	 in	 preserving	 forests	
as	 Mexico	 is	 currently	 doing,	 which	
serves	as	a	major	employer	for	1.5	mil-
lion	 people.	 We	 do	 not	 have	 to	 take	
the	 complete	 socialist	 approach	 and	
let	government	do	all	the	work.	Incen-
tives	have	worked	in	the	past,	and	they	
should	 work	 now.	 	 Subsidizing	 new	
green	 industries	 such	 as	 wind	 power	
with	the	Washington-based	Wind	Tur-
bine	Company,	solar,	and	hydropower	
could	possibly	create	 the	next	Exxon-
Mobil,	but	cleaner.	
	 My	 solution	 to	 paying	 for	 all	
this	 is	 taxing,	 which	 Americans	 like	
least	of	all.	It	has	never	occurred	to	me	
why	we	don’t	tax	what	we	burned	in-
stead	of	taxing	what	we	earned,	some-
thing	Al	Gore	has	always	pressed	us	on.	
A	true	change	would	be	to	slowly	start	
taxing	oil	companies.	They	are	not	the	
only	ones	who	would	be	getting	the	tax	
bill.	Speculators	who	gamble	with	our	
money	 should	 also	be	getting	heavily	
taxed	for	this	very	reason.	
	 To	 quote	 the	 notable	 macro-
economist	 Dean	 Baker	 on	 the	 specu-
lation	 tax,	 “There	 are	 many	 potential	
benefits from a modest tax on financial 
transactions,	 such	 as	 the	 buying	 and	
selling	of	shares	of	stock	and	blocks	of	
foreign	 currencies.	 Such	 a	 tax	 would	
have	the	effect	of	reducing	short-term	
speculation	 in	 these	 markets,	 thereby	
making	 them	 somewhat	 less	 volatile.	
It	 would	 also	 cut	 back	 some	 of	 the	
economic	resources	that	are	wasted	in	
these	transactions,	since	if	the	number	
of	trades	declines,	the	money	spent	on	
these	 trades	would	decline	as	well.	 In	
addition,	 it	 would	 make	 the	 tax	 code	
fairer,	 since	 wealthy	 people	 conduct	
most financial speculation either di-
rectly	 or	 indirectly.	 Just	 as	 poor	 and	
moderate-income	 people	 pay	 taxes	
when	they	gamble	at	a	casino	or	buy	a	
state lottery ticket, a financial transac-
tions	 tax	 would	 simply	 be	 applying	 a	
comparable tax to gambling in finan-
cial	markets.	Finally,	a	speculation	tax	

could	 raise	 an	 enormous	 amount	 of	
revenue.	A	tax	which	was	applied	to	all	
financial assets, which was equivalent 
to	0.25	percent	on	the	purchase	or	sale	
of	a	share	of	stock	and	0.10	percent	on	
the	purchase	or	 sale	of	 a	bloc	of	 cur-
rency,	could	raise	close	well	over	$100	
billion	a	year	in	revenue.”
	 Thomas	 Friedman,	 author	 of	
“Hot,	 Flat,	 and	 Crowded,”	 says	 that	
this	green	 revolution	 is	not	 just	about	
generating	 electric	 power;	 it’s	 about	
generating	 national	 power.	 Were	 we	
not	the	ones	who	initiated	the	Internet	

industry?	We	need	to	take	the	lead	on	
everything	green	or	we	will	slowly	be-
come	a	more	dependent	nation	and	lose	
superpower	status	around	the	globe.	
	 A	 problem,	 however,	 is	 that	
the	 current	 green	 alliances	 that	 have	
been	formed	all	call	for	action	but	are	
not	united.	They	are	often	too	cynical	
to	go	across	the	barriers	of	race	or	po-
litical affiliation because they feel like 
the	other	side	will	not	cooperate.	When	
Proposition	 87	 calling	 for	 a	 greener	
California	 failed	 to	 pass,	 we	 learned	
that	we	must	do	a	better	job	of	reach-
ing	out	to	other	groups.	
	 The	 groups	 that	 we	 need	 to	
gather	 together	 in	 order	 to	 make	 this	
green	movement	possible	differ	greatly.	
Even	faith-based	groups	are	following	
along.	Pope	Benedict	has	made	good	on	
the	religious	aspect	of	getting	his	pow-
er	from	“above”	by	installing	2,700	so-
lar	panels	on	top	of	the	Vatican,	which	
seeks to become the first state (albeit a 
small	 one)	 to	go	 completely	green.	 If	
the	 religious	 right	would	press	 the	 is-
sue	of	a	greener	America	to	Congress,	
we	would	and	should	not	expect	a	Re-
publican	backlash	because	they	would	
slowly	lose	support	of	this	population.	
The	Green	Movement	can	indeed	hap-
pen,	especially	with	ever-active	student	
organizers	on	our	country’s	campuses	
including	Cornell	University’s	Society	
for	 Natural	 Resources	 Conservation	
(SNRC).
	 But,	ironically	enough,	Barack	
Obama’s	 advisor	 Robert	 Rubin	 was	
a key member in literally knifing 
through	FDR’s	New	Deal	policies,	 as	
he	supported	a	deregulation	bill	under	
Bill	 Clinton	 which	 nearly	 got	 us	 into	
this	mess	 to	begin	with.	 I	don’t	mean	
to	sound	like	a	beggar	in	the	street,	but	
can	I	have	some	change?	All	I	ask	for	is	
Barack	Obama	to	show	the	world,	and	
Jesse	Jackson,	that	he	does	have	some	
“nuts” to finally do what no President 
has	done	recently,	and	that	is	defy	party	
politics	and	 start	doing	 something	 for	
the	future.	We	must	ensure	that	Obama	
makes	good	on	his	promise	for	change,	
not	 necessarily	 by	 following	 in	 the	
footsteps	 of	 President	 Roosevelt,	 but	
by	promoting	a	new	 type	of	deal:	 the	
Green	New	Deal.		
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Wind turbines offer greener alternatives for energy sources.
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Despite Obama Victory, LGBT Community
Still Struggles for Change

By Breanna Byington

	 In	the	wake	of	a	stunning	vic-
tory	for	Obama	supporters	everywhere,	
one	 group	 celebrated	 noticeably	 less	
enthusiastically	than	others.	For	many	
members	 of	 the	 LGBT	 (lesbian,	 gay,	
bisexual,	 transgender)	community,	the	
results	of	Election	Day	evoked	bitter-
sweet	 reactions.	Obama’s	victory	 cer-
tainly	deserves	celebration,	but	anti-gay	
measures	approved	across	the	country	
make it difficult to appreciate Obama’s 
messages	of	hope	and	change.	Califor-
nia,	Florida,	and	Arizona	banned	same-
sex	 marriages,	 adding	 to	 the	 already	
depressing	list	of	states	that	have	done	
so,	while	Arkansas	went	above	and	be-
yond	the	expected	bigotry	by	refusing	
adoption	 and	 foster	 care	 rights	 to	 un-
married	partners—a	thinly	veiled	attack	
on	same-sex	couples,	as	Arkansas	had	
already	 banned	 same-sex	 marriages.
	 Of	course,	marriage	rights	are	
not	a	priority	for	all	LGBT	people,	and	
many	 in	 the	 community	 criticize	 the	
way	campaigns	for	LGBT	rights	func-
tion.	 Discussions	 about	 racism	 and	
classism	within	the	LGBT	community	
have intensified dramatically especial-
ly	 after	 the	 disheartening	 passage	 of	
Proposition	8	in	California,	which	took	
many	LGBT	people	and	straight	allies	
by	surprise.	For	others,	marriage	rights	
are	not	as	much	of	a	priority	as	perhaps	
more	 pressing	 LGBT	 rights	 issues,	
such	as	ending	workplace	discrimina-
tion,	sheltering	homeless	LGBT	youth,	
and	 reducing	 violence	 against	 LGBT	
people.	Focusing	on	same-sex	marriage	
is	expensive	and	time-consuming,	and	
the	detrimental	effect	of	such	a	narrow	

focus	to	other	LGBT	issues	is	a	major	
criticism	voiced	within	the	community.
	 However,	 most	 LGBT	 sup-
porters	 can	 agree	 that	 if	 the	 institu-
tion	 of	 marriage	 exists,	 it	 should	
not	 actively	 exclude	 two	 consenting	
adults	 based	 on	 sexual	 orientation.	
The	passage	of	so	many	anti-gay	mea-
sures	 within	 the	 past	 several	 years	
is	 disheartening	 for	 LGBT	 individu-
als.	 These	 measures	 represent	 active	
discrimination,	 hidden	 in	 language	
about	 ‘protecting’	 marriage,	 children,	
families,	 and	 tradition.	 I,	 for	 one,	 am	
glad	 that	 marriage	 is	 a	 changeable	
institution.	 Otherwise,	 our	 society	
would	 probably	 still	 think	 that	 inter-
racial	 marriages	 should	 be	 illegal,	 or	
that	 women	 should	 be	 sold	 to	 men.	
Throughout	history,	bigots	of	all	kinds	
have	used	the	institution	of	marriage	to	
oppress others. Today’s fight against 
equalizing	 marriage	 is	 no	 different.
	 The	 language	 of	 the	 anti-gay	
crowds finds its victory in its appall-
ing	yet	successful	appeals	 to	 the	pub-
lic	for	‘protection.’	They	frame	issues	
of	 civil	 rights	 and	 discrimination	 in	
relation	to	the	supposed	effect	on	chil-
dren	and	the	ever-elusive	ideal	family.	
In	doing	so,	they	are	able	to	convince	
people	that	same-sex	marriage	will	un-
dermine	 marriage,	 will	 hurt	 children,	
and	 could	 possibly	 lead	 to	 the	 down-
fall	 of	 our	 nation.	This	 slippery-slope	
argument	now	predicts	such	apparently	
frightful	 things	 as	 teaching	 about	 ho-
mosexuality	 in	 schools—bringing	 the	
argument	back	to	harming	the	children.	
	 Which	 children,	 though,	 are	
harmed,	and	how?	The	answer	 to	 this	
question	relates	to	a	recent	victory	for	

gay	rights	advocates.	In	Florida,	a	judge		
recently	 ruled	 that	 the	 state’s	 explicit	
ban	on	adoption	by	homosexual	people	
is	 unconstitutional.	 The	 thirty-year-
old	 ban	 was	 the	 only	 one	 of	 its	 kind	
in	 the	United	States,	 in	 that	 it	 explic-
itly	 targeted	 homosexual	 individuals	
and	couples.	One	man,	who	had	been	
raising	 two	 children	 with	 his	 partner	
for	 four	 years	 through	 the	 foster	 care	
system,	 confronted	 the	 ban	 in	 court.	
Proponents	 of	 the	 ban	 argued	 that,	 in	
general,	households	of	gay	people	are	
less	stable	than	the	households	of	their	
heterosexual	 counterparts—in	 short,	
they	argued	 that	adoption	by	gay	par-
ents	would	be	a	detriment	to	the	child.		
	 Opponents,	on	the	other	hand,	
focused	on	the	situation	at	hand	and	the	
(lack	of)	 logic	of	 the	ban.	These	chil-
dren	 were	 already	 being	 cared	 for	 by	
gay	individuals,	and	were	certainly	bet-
ter	off	in	that	loving,	stable	home	than	
in	the	unpredictable	foster	care	system.	
Furthermore,	 studies	 show	 that	 gay	
people	are	as	good	at	parenting	or	bet-
ter	than	their	heterosexual	counterparts.
Consequently,	 the	 judge	 deemed	 the	
ban	 unconstitutional,	 saying,	 “There	
is	 no	 question,	 the	 blanket	 exclusion	
of	 gay	 applicants	 defeats	 Florida’s	
goal	 of	 providing	 dependent	 chil-
dren	 a	 permanent	 family	 through	
adoption.	 The	 best	 interests	 of	 chil-
dren	 are	 not	 preserved	 by	 prohibit-
ing	 homosexual	 adoption.”	 Though	
the state attorney general’s office has 
appealed	 the	 decision,	 the	 two	 chil-
dren	will	remain	with	their	caretakers.
	 This	 triumphant	 ruling	 high-
lights	 the	 fundamental	 fault	 of	 the	
anti-gay	 crowd’s	 ‘protection’	 lan-

guage.	 Excluding	 gay	 individuals	
from	 social	 institutions	 does	 not	 help	
children;	it	harms	them.	Allowing	gay	
couples	to	adopt,	to	marry,	and	to	have	
the	 same	 rights	 as	 their	 heterosexual	
counterparts	 will	 only	 result	 in	 more	
stable,	 loving	 homes	 for	 children.	
One	must	also	consider	what	will	hap-
pen	to	these	children	when	they	grow	
up.	I	imagine	two	opposing	scenarios.		
	 In	 one,	 LGBT	 people	 are	 not	
protected	 under	 law.	 Their	 employers	
can fire them on the basis of their ori-
entation	or	gender	identity,	or	can	deny	
them equal benefits for their families. 
Violence	against	LGBT	people	is	ram-
pant,	and	only	marginally	criticized	by	
society	at	large.	Families	with	gay	mem-
bers	are	rejected	as	‘nontraditional’	and	
therefore	damaging	to	the	institution	of	
marriage	and	to	society.	Gay	individu-
als	cannot	adopt	the	children	that	need	
homes.	A	child	in	this	scenario	would	
see	 their	 LGBT	 friends	 or	 acquain-
tances	 treated	poorly	 throughout	 their	
lives.	If	the	child	were	gay,	they	would	
face	 this	 violence	 and	 discrimination,	
and	 if	 the	child	had	gay	parents,	 they	
would not enjoy the same legal benefits 
as	 their	 friends	 with	 straight	 parents.
	 In	the	second	scenario,	LGBT	
people	 would	 be	 embraced	 as	 con-
tributing	 members	 of	 society.	 People	
would	 understand	 that	 families	 come	
in	different	varieties,	and	that	the	most	
important	 factor	 in	 judging	 that	 fam-
ily	is	the	strength	of	the	love	within	it.
I	 deeply	 hope	 for	 the	 latter,	 and	
we	 should	 all	 be	 acting	 for	 it.
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By Daniel e. gorman

	
	 On	May	14,	1948,	the	date	of	
the	 Israel’s	 Declaration	 of	 Indepen-
dence,	 David	 Ben-Gurion	 became	 Is-
rael’s first Prime Minister.  After serv-
ing	nearly	eight	consecutive	years,	he	
retired	to	Sde	Boker	and	was	replaced	
by	Mapai	leader	Moshe	Sharett.			Less	
than	 two	 years	 later,	 Ben-Gurion	 re-
turned	to	serve	as	Prime	Minister	from	
November	1955	to	June	1963.		
	 Ben-Gurion’s	 lengthy	 term	 in	
office and subsequent return to power 
as	prime	minister	is	not	a	unique	occur-
rence	 in	 the	 course	 of	 Israeli’s	 politi-
cal	history.			Included	in	this	extensive	
list	 of	 occupational	 prime	 ministers	
are	Yitzhak	 Rabin	 (1974-1977,	 1992-
1995),	 Yitzhak	 Shamir	 (1983-1984,	
1986-1992),	and	Shimon	Peres	(1984-
1986,	 1995-1996).	 	 In	 the	 upcoming	
February	elections,	Israel	may	witness	
another	 repeat	 offender,	 the	 return	 of	
opposition	leader	and	Likud	chairman	
Benjamin	Netanyahu.
	 In	the	framework	of	the	Knes-

set’s	 parliamentary	 system,	 the	 party	
system	 of	 low-threshold	 proportional	
representation	limits	politicians’	ability	
to	form	coalitions.		Volatility	is	innate	
in	this	form	of	representation;	govern-
ments	are	often	predicated	on	unstable	
coalitions	 and	 multiple	 factions.	 Fol-
lowing	 the	 resignation	 of	 Prime	 Min-
ister	 Ehud	 Olmert	 on	 July	 30,	 2008,	
Foreign	Minister	Tzipi	Livni	was	pre-
sented	with	the	task	of	forming	a	new	
coalition	government.		
	 On	 October	 26th,	 the	 newly	
elected	Kadima	chair,	Livni,	informed	
President	Shimon	Peres	that	she	could	
not	succeed	in	forming	a	minimum	co-
alition	consisting	of	at	 least	61	of	 the	
120	 member	 seats.	 	 Peres	 called	 for	
general	elections	to	the	Knesset,	set	for	
February	10,	2009.	 	The	election	will	
mark	an	important	and	contentious	race	
in	determining	the	course	of	Israel’s	fu-
ture	between	two	political	leaders	with	
sharply	 different	 world	 views;	 Benja-
min	Netanyahu	and	Tzipi	Livni.
Livni’s	 proposed	 coalition	 disinte-
grated	when	one	of	its	crucial	partners,	

the	12	seat,	ultra-Orthodox	Shas	party,	
used	 the	 uncertain	 situation	 to	 press	
for	new	demands.		Livni	found	Shas’s	
demands	 for	 hundreds	 of	 millions	 of	
dollars	 in	 social	 welfare	 reforms,	 and	
their	refusal	to	commit	to	negotiations	
concerning	 Jerusalem’s	 future	 to	 be	
unpalatable.	 	Livni’s	decision	harkens	
back	 to	 the	 momentous	 campaign	 for	
prime minister in 1996. For the first 
time	in	Israel’s	history,	 its	citizens	di-
rectly	elected	their	prime	minister,	and	
Benjamin	Netanyahu	became	the	ninth	
person to hold office.  Although Netan-
yahu	won	the	election,	he	had	to	make	
significant concessions to Shas when 
faced	with	Labor’s	overwhelming	vic-
tory	in	the	Knesset	elections.
	 Without	support	from	the	Shas,	
Livni	could	only	maintain	a	razor-thin	
majority	and	would	have	been	unable	
to	make	serious	progress	 in	 the	peace	
process.	 	 Although	 public	 sentiment	
supported	 Livni’s	 hard	 stance	 against	
political	 horse-trading	 –	 unlike	 that	
of	 Netanyahu’s	 alliance	 with	 Shas	 in	
1996,	 this	 advantage	 may	 not	 be	 suf-

ficient to beat Likud elect Netanyahu 
this	time	around.		
	 The	 Kadima	 and	 Likud	 con-
tenders	 have	 fundamentally	 distinct	
ideological approaches to conflict reso-
lution.	 	While	 serving	as	 Israel’s	For-
eign	Minister,	and	Israel’s	chief	peace	
negotiator	 with	 Palestinians	 for	 the	
past	 year,	 Livni	 emphasized	 the	 need	
to	make	territorial	concessions.		On	the	
opposite	end	of	the	spectrum,	Netanya-
hu’s	hawkish	platform	takes	a	hard	line	
against	 ceding	 lands	 acquired	 during	
Israel’s	wars	and	rejects	any	discussion	
over	the	partitioning	of	Jerusalem.		
	 The	daunting	questions	facing	
Israel	in	this	upcoming	election	will	not	
be	radically	different	from	the	last	two	
elections.		At	the	forefront	of	political	
discourse,	the	country	will	be	presented	
with	two	different	methods	of	ensuring	
the	nation’s	future	security.		Of	compa-
rable	importance,	the	election	will	also	
emphasize	 the	 need	 to	 revitalize	 their	
waning	economy.		

A Return to Power for Likud and Bebe Netanyahu?

Continued on Page 11
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How President George W. Bush will be Remembered
By minal khan

As	 I	 write	 this	 article	 there	
are	 57	 days,	 19	 hours,	 9	 minutes	 and	
17	 seconds	 left	 in	 George	 W.	 Bush’s	
presidency.	 Numerous	 websites	 pro-
vide	“countdown	clocks”	 like	 the	one	
above for the benefit of those expect-
ant	 hopefuls	 anxiously	 awaiting	 the	
day Obama takes office. As far as many 
Americans	 are	 concerned,	 George	
W.	 Bush’s	 reign	 is	 already	 history.	

So	how	will	President	Bush	be	
remembered	at	home	and	abroad?		The	
opinion	polls	provide	us	with	one	side	
of	the	answer.	A	CNN	opinion	survey	
from	 earlier	 this	 month	 revealed	 that	
George	W.	Bush	is	the	most	unpopular	
president	 since	 approval	 ratings	 were	
first measured more than sixty years ago, 
with	 76%	 viewing	 Bush	 unfavorably.	

But	the	polls	only	tell	us	half	of	
the	 story.	 Is	 the	 fact	 that	 Bush	 is	 un-
popular sufficient to conclude that he 
is	 an	 incompetent	 President?	 Perhaps	
not.	The	problems	 that	America	 faces	
today—a	weakening	economy,	a	bud-
get deficit, the threat of global warm-
ing,	 and	 soaring	 food	 prices—cannot	
be	blamed	on	the	deeds	of	a	single	man.	
The	problems	of	the	United	States	start-

ed	long	before	George	W.	Bush	took	of-
fice and long before the first American 
tanks	ever	rolled	into	Afghanistan.	Yet,	
Bush	is	not	only	blamed	for	the	world’s	
problems	 but	 also	 cited	 as	 a	 threat	 to	
world	order	and	peace	by	American	al-
lies.	According	 to	a	new	Toronto Star 
poll,	Canadians	believe	 the	world	has	
become	a	more	dangerous	place	since	
George	 W.	 Bush	 was	 elected	 Presi-
dent.	Canadians	consider	George	Bush	
to	 be	 more	 dangerous	 to	 world	 peace	

than	 Iranian	 President	 Mahmoud	Ah-
medinejad	or	Hezbollah	leader	Hassan	
Nasrallah.	 Europeans	 have	 a	 largely	
unfavorable	 opinion	 of	 George	 Bush,	
as	well,	criticizing	his	readiness	to	en-
gage	in	military	action	and	his	decision	
to	attack	Iraq	without	the	authorization	
of	the	U.N,	Security	Council.	Many	in	
the	U.S.	and	abroad	argue	that	the	very	
victory	of	Obama	in	the	2008	election	
marks	the	failure	of	the	Bush	adminis-
tration,	and	points	 to	 the	deep	hunger	
of	American	people	for	change.	Given	
this	heated	criticism	it	 is	obvious	 that	
George	W.	Bush	will	be	remembered	in	
a	negative	light	not	only	by	Americans	
but	also	by	the	people	around	the	globe.

President	Bush	will	also	be	re-
membered	as	an	ideologue.		Yes,	he	will	
always	be	known	as	the	man	who	pro-
pelled	the	United	States	into	two	simul-
taneous	 wars	 in	 Iraq	 and	Afghanistan	

during	his	term.	But	in	a	more	abstract	
sense,	 Bush	 will	 also	 be	 remembered	
for redefining the very “ideological 
struggle” of the Twenty-first century. 
By	waging	the	war	on	terror,	he	at	once	
identified the overarching “clash of 
ideas”	 of	 the	 new	 millennium;	 it	 is	 a	
struggle	 no	 longer	 between	 the	 Capi-

talist	West	and	 the	Communist	Soviet	
Union,	 but	 between	 the	 West	 and	 Is-
lamic	extremism.	A	new	ideology	was	
used	 to	 rally	 the	nation	under	 a	 com-
mon	cause:	the	eradication	of	terrorism	
and	the	promotion	of	democracy.	Bush	
will	 be	 credited	 for	 creating	 a	 new	
“enemy”	 to	 replace	 the	 Soviet	 Union	
of	 the	Cold	War-era:	 Islamic	 radicals.	
In	 doing	 so,	 Bush	 crafted	 what	 many	
have	labeled	a	post-Cold-War	agenda.

On	a	lighter	note,	Bush	will	also	
be	remembered	for	his	notorious	“Bush-
isms.”	 His	 memorable	 coinages,	 such	
as	 “Hispanically,”	 “Arbo-treest,”	 and	
quotes	as	novel	as	“They	misunderesti-

mated	me”	(the	inspiration	for	the	title	
of	this	article)	and	“I	know	how	hard	it	
is	to	put	food	on	your	family”	will	be-
come	a	part	of	popular	folklore	for	years	
to	come.	Here	was	a	man	who	wasn’t	
afraid	 to	 bend	 the	 English	 language	
when	words	didn’t	work	to	his	liking.	

It	 is	 always	 easy	 to	 point	 out	
flaws, oversights, even grammatical 
errors	 when	 evaluating	 a	 presidency.	
Will	 Bush	 be	 remembered	 for	 any	 of	
his	 successes?	 Unfortunately,	 the	 few	
accomplishments	of	 the	Bush	Admin-
istration	 will	 probably	 be	 slighted	 or	
completely	 ignored	 by	 generations	 to	
come. The most significant of these 
victories	 has	 been	 the	 absence	 of	 a	
single	 additional	 terrorist	 attack	 on	
U.S.	 soil	 since	 September	 11.	 While	
the	 	Bush	administration	has	 failed	 in	
a	number	of	regards,	it	can,	and	should	
be	 credited	 for	 protecting	 Americans	
from	another	attack	on	their	homeland.	

The	 general	 public	 has	 not	
been	 kind	 to	 George	 W.	 Bush	 during	
his	second	term	and	it	is	unlikely	that	
future	 generations	 will	 be	 more	 for-
giving.	 Whether	 or	 not	 George	 Bush	
is	 actually	 responsible	 for	 many	 of	
the	 world’s	 problems	 today,	 includ-
ing	 terrorism,	 he	 will	 be	 tied	 to	 them	
permanently	 in	 the	 minds	 of	 most	
Americans.	 And	 so	 the	 countdown	
begins,	 not	 in	 anticipation	 of	 the	 end	
of	 Bush’s	 career,	 but	 in	 hopeful	 ex-
pectation	of	what	Obama	has	to	bring.

Americans’ desire for 
change in 2008 can 
be directly traced to 
frustration with the 

Bush administration.
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This November marked President Bush’s last Thanskgiving with the American people.

George Bush won’t be putting too much “food on your family” anymore.



Dec. 5, 2008 9The Cornell Progressive

Continued from page 1

This	 approach	 proved	 to	 be	 suc-
cessful	for	a	number	of	airlines	sev-
eral	years	 ago,	 so	why	wouldn’t	 it	
work	now?	The	problem	is	that	as	a	
result	of	the	economic	crisis,	banks	
are	not	even	lending	large	amounts	
of	 money	 to	 successful	 corpora-
tions,	 let	 alone	 bankrupt	 ones.	
	 In	 the	 absence	 of	 what	 are	
called	 Debtor-in-Possession	 loans,	
which	 go	 towards	 companies	 in	
Chapter	 11,	 American	 auto	 mak-

ers	would	be	forced	into	Chapter	7	
bankruptcy,	 a	 nicer	 term	 for	 com-
plete	 liquidation.	 Were	 GM,	 Ford,	
or	Chrysler	to	be	liquidated,	over	a	
million	 jobs	 could	 be	 lost	 through	
economic	multiplier	effects.	A	study	
done	by	the	Center	for	Automotive	
Research	 predicts	 that	 as	 many	 as	
three	 million	 jobs	 could	 be	 lost.	
Though	this	is	an	especially	dire	pre-
diction,	even	a	smaller	loss	of	jobs	
would	be	catastrophic	to	the	ailing	
economy.	 The	 government	 would	
end	up	footing	the	bill	for	this	liqui-

dation	anyway	in	the	form	of	Med-
icaid, unemployment benefits, and 
the	like.	Given	the	current	condition	
of	the	US	economy,	it	should	be	the	
government’s	number	one	responsi-
bility to ensure that people can find 
work.	During	the	Great	Depression,	
FDR	did	not	hesitate	to	spend	mon-
ey	 on	 public	 works	 projects,	 even	
unnecessary	 ones,	 just	 to	 ensure	
that	Americans	had	jobs.	President-
elect	Barack	Obama	seems	to	agree,	
and	has	been	calling	for	a	$300	bil-
lion	 stimulus	 package	 that	 would	
aim	to	create	2.5	million	jobs	in	two	
years.	A	bailout	of	 the	 auto	 indus-
try would fit perfectly into such a 
stimulus	 package.	Any	 policy	 that	
involves	 injecting	 money	 into	 the	
economy	and	preventing	further	job	
losses	at	this	point	should	be	a	prior-
ity	in	order	to	prevent	the	recession	
from	catapulting	into	a	depression.	
	 The	 short	 term	 econom-
ic	 need	 to	 bail	 out	 the	 American	
auto	 industry	 is	 undeniable,	 but	 it	
should	also	be	a	 long	 term	goal	 to	
ensure	 that	 GM,	 Ford,	 and	 Chrys-
ler	 have	 a	 future.	 GM,	 the	Ameri-
can	 auto	 maker	 in	 the	 direst	 eco-
nomic	 situation,	was	 only	 recently	
surpassed	 by	 Toyota	 in	 US	 sales	
and	 still	 remains	 a	 market	 giant.	
There	are	many	Americans	who	re-
fuse	to	buy	a	foreign-made	car	and	
there	will	 always	be	 a	viable	mar-
ket	 for	 American	 car	 companies.
	 That	being	said,	GM	will	of	
course	have	 to	help	 itself	by	mak-

ing	 some	 changes.	 In	 addition	 to	
some	of	the	bad	management	deci-
sions	 that	 have	been	made,	 one	of	
the	 reasons	 the	 company	 is	 not	 as	
competitive	 as	 Toyota	 is	 because	
of	union	contracts	with	 the	United	
Auto	 Workers	 Union.	 Such	 con-
tracts	 have	 made	 the	 cost	 of	 labor	
for	GM	much	more	expensive	than	
that	 of	 Toyota	 and	 will	 inevitably	
have	 to	be	 renegotiated.	The	 com-
pany	will	 also	have	 to	 continue	 to	
produce more fuel-efficient cars. 
Indicative	of	GM’s	recent	transfor-
mation	in	response	to	high	gas	pric-
es,	 the	Chevrolet	Volt	 is	scheduled	
to	 be	 released	 in	 2010.	 This	 car,	
according	to	Jonathan	Cohn	of	The 
New Republic,	 is	 a	 plug-in	 hybrid	
that	can	travel	40	miles	without	gas	
and	represents	“a	rare	leap	ahead	of	
the	 Japanese	 who	 have	 never	 em-

braced	 plug-in	 technology.”	 The	
Chevrolet	Cruz,	 he	 adds,	 though	 a	
gas-powered	car,	will	get	45	miles	
per	 gallon	 when	 it	 also	 comes	 out	
in	 2010.	 If	 GM	 is	 allowed	 to	 fail,	
this innovation will be stifled. 
	 The	 desperate	 situation	 of	
GM,	 Ford,	 and	 Chrysler	 is	 thus	
much	 more	 complicated	 than	 the	
rhetoric	 coming	 from	 Capitol	 Hill	
suggests.	Bailing	out	the	American	
auto	 industry	 is	 not	 about	 wast-
ing	 money	 on	 a	 company	 that	 the	
free	 market	 has	 doomed	 to	 fail.	 It	
is	 about	 preventing	 an	 economic	
recession	from	becoming	a	depres-
sion,	and	ensuring	that	an	American	
industry	with	a	viable	future	has	the	
opportunity	to	survive	an	economic	
crisis	 that	 was	 not	 of	 its	 making.

Rescuing the Auto Industry is a No-Brainer

The desperate situation 
of GM, Ford, and 

Chrysler is much more 
complicated than the 
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Capitol Hill suggests.
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Despite	the	recent	setbacks	for	gay	
rights	this	past	election,	the	LGBT	
community	enjoys	more	rights	than	
ever	before,	especially	since	1980.	
And	 there	 are	 no	 serious	 move-
ments to significantly curb their ex-
isting	 rights.	 Social	 conservatives	
have	been	defeated	time	and	again.
	 It	 is	 clear	 from	 this	 brief	
history	that	the	“Country	Club”	and	
“Irresponsible”	 Republicans	 have	
used	social	conservatives	for	votes.	
Using such wedge issues as flag 
burning,	gay	marriage	and	abortion,	
the	 Republicans	 have	 driven	 out	
“Evangelicals”	to	the	polls	election	
after	election.	
	 Social	conservatives,	nearly	
all	middle	class,	have	been	used	by	
the	wealthier	blocs	of	the	Republi-
can	Party	for	votes.	These	so-called	
fiscal conservatives have exploited 
votes	 from	 the	 social	 conserva-
tives	 while	 taking	 away	 high-pay-
ing	manufacturing	jobs	and	replac-
ing	 them	 with	 low-paying	 service	
jobs,	raising	health	care	premiums,	
and	 raising	 the	 national	 debt.	 In	
short,	 the	 lives	of	 social	 conserva-
tives	have	not	improved	over	years	

of	Republican	rule	and	the	policies	
they	 care	 about	 have	 not	 come	 to	
fruition.	
	 And	thus,	the	inevitable	Re-
publican	 Civil	 War.	 The	 fractures	
within	 the	 party,	 in	 my	 opinion,	
will	 come	 between	 moderates	 and	
conservatives.	 The	 party	 will	 shift	

further	to	the	right.	This	is	already	
evident	in	the	new	Congress.	Many	
moderate	Republicans,	such	as	Or-
egon	Sen.	Gordon	Smith,	have	been	
ousted	by	Democratic	challengers.	
	 I	 believe	 that	 Evangelicals	
will,	for	the	most	part,	stick	with	the	
Republican	 Party	 since	 they	 have	
no	where	else	to	go.	However,	mod-
erate,	responsible	Republicans	will	

gravitate	 closer	 to	 the	 Democrats.	
This	 is	 already	 evident	 with	 Colin	
Powell’s	 endorsement	 of	 Barack	
Obama.	 “Country	 Clubbers”	 will	
stick	around	and	continue	to	rake	in	
the	 money	 while	 the	 neocons	 will	
continue	 to	 dominate	 the	 foreign	
policy	wing	of	the	party.	
	 However,	 the	 big	 question	
is,	 will	 the	 “Evangelicals”	 realize	
they	are	being	exploited	by	the	oth-
er	blocs?	And	even	if	they	do,	will	
they	leave	the	party?	The	answer	is	
yes	and	no	respectively.	They	sim-
ply	have	no	other	place	to	go.	
	 The	 new	 Republican	 Party	
will	try	to	re-brand	itself	but	it	will	
almost	 inevitably	 become	 more	
conservative	and	probably	 less	ap-
pealing	to	the	American	people,	es-
pecially	as	they	consider	the	overall	
failure	of	conservatism	over	the	last	
eight	years.	
	 It	 is	 unclear	 who	 will	 lead	
the	new	Republican	Party	but	as	a	
Democrat,	 I	 hope	 and	 pray	 Sarah	
Palin	 emerges	 as	 the	 new	 leader.	
Republicans	could	dig	into	the	past	
and	resurrect	Newt	Gingrich.	They	
could	 rally	 behind	 a	 young,	 rising	
star	 such	 as	 Gov.	 Bobby	 Jindal	 of	
Louisiana.	Or	they	could	turn	to	an-

other	 Bush,	 this	 time	 former	 Gov.	
Jeb	 Bush	 of	 Florida.	 I’m	 sure	 that	
would	 go	 over	 well	 in	 2012!	Any	
of	 these	 selections	 is	pleasing	 to	 a	
Democrat.
	 They	will	wait	until	Barack	
Obama	 makes	 a	 mistake.	 But	 as	 a	
staunch	and	oftentimes	 irrationally	
fanatical	 supporter	 of	 our	 nation’s	
coolest	president	since	Chester	Ar-
thur’s	facial	hair	graced	our	highest	
office, I can tell you with the utmost 
sincerity	that	Mr.	Obama	will	never	
make	a	mistake.	Ever!
	 But	in	all	seriousness,	I	will,	
for	 the	 second	 and	 probably	 last	
time,	 look	 forward	 to	 the	 Cornell	
Review’s	post-election	issue.	I	look	
forward	 to	 reading	 about	 the	 up-
coming	doom	for	our	country	with	
tired	talking	points.	I	 look	forward	
to	reading	about	the	impending	end	
of	a	capitalist	nation	when	the	only	
end	 in	 sight	 is	 the	 end	 of	 the	 Re-
publican	Party	as	we	know	it.	And	
I	look	forward	to	reading	about	Bill	
Ayers	one	last	time.	Happy	Inaugu-
ration	 Day,	 sensible	 people	 of	 the	
world!

The Future of the Republican Party

Kyle Rifkind

Republicans are a 
broken brand. They are 
scared and on the run. 
In-fighting and finger 

pointing will result from 
their numerous defeats.
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Finally, an Exit Strategy: 
U.S. Troops to Leave Iraq by 2011
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By JacoB arem

	 On	November	16,	the	Iraqi	
cabinet	approved	a	security	agree-
ment	 with	 the	 United	 States	 call-
ing	for	a	full	withdrawal	of	Ameri-
can	troops	from	Iraq	by	the	end	of	
2011.	Five	and	a	half	years	after	the	
American	invasion,	this	agreement	
is	meant	to	replace	the	United	Na-
tions	 mandate	 for	 a	 U.S.	 military	
presence	 in	 Iraq,	 which	 is	 set	 to	
expire	at	the	end	of	2008.	This	new	
agreement,	if	approved	by	the	Iraqi	
parliament,	will	put	restrictions	on	
U.S.	combat	operations	starting	in	
January	of	next	year	and	calls	for	a	
pullback	from	urban	areas	by	June	
2009.	 The	 agreement	 is	 a	 slower	
version	 of	 President-elect	 Barack	
Obama’s	 plan	 for	 a	 withdrawal	
from	Iraq.	It	is	a	welcome	sign	as	
it	 signals	 an	 end	 to	 a	 destructive	
war	 which	 has	 claimed	 hundreds	
of	 thousands	 of	 lives,	 siphoned	
trillions	of	dollars	from	the	United	
States, and intensified anti-Ameri-
can	 sentiment	 around	 the	 world.
	 First,	a	brief	history	of	the	
war	 in	 Iraq.	 The	 U.S.	 invaded	 in	
March	2003,	toppling	the	govern-
ment	 a	 month	 later	 and	 captur-
ing	 Saddam	 Hussein	 in	 Decem-
ber. High-profile violence was 
common—the	 United	 Nation’s	
Baghdad offices were bombed 
in	 August	 2003—but	 it	 picked	
up	 when	 Shia	 cleric	 Moqtada	 al-
Sadr	launched	an	uprising	in	April	
2004. The violence intensified sig-
nificantly in February 2006 when 
Al-Qaeda	 in	 Mesopotamia—a	
Sunni	 group	 not	 associated	 with	
the	 infamous	 al-Qaeda—bombed	
a	major	Shia	mosque	 in	Samarra.	
The	 deadliest	 months	 for	 U.S.	
troops	 in	 Iraq	 were	 at	 the	 end	 of	
2006 and the first half of 2007; in 
many	months,	over	100	U.S.	mili-
tary	 deaths	 were	 recorded.	 Presi-
dent	Bush’s	surge	of	30,000	addi-
tional	U.S.	 troops	was	announced	
in	 January	 2007.	 Today,	 violence	
is down significantly not so much 
because	of	 the	surge,	but	because	
of	 an	American	 policy	 of	 funnel-
ing	 cash	 to	 “awakening	 groups.”	
These	mostly-Sunni	tribal	sheikhs	
are paid by the U.S. to stop fight-
ing	 the	 U.S.	 and	 oppose	 Al-Qa-
eda	 in	 Mesopotamia	 instead.	 The	

violence	was	also	reduced	because	
Moqtada	al-Sadr	imposed	a	cease-
fire on his Jaish al-Mahdi militia.
	 Thus,	 while	 violence	 in	
Iraq	 is	 at	 a	 lower	 level	 today,	 the	
reasons	 for	 the	 reduction	 are	 not	

necessarily	sustainable.	Funneling	
cash	to	the	Sunni	awakening	groups	
works	when	they	oppose	al-Qaeda,	
but	they	could	just	as	easily	begin	
to fight the Iraqi national govern-
ment.	Al-Sadr’s	Shia	militia	is	still	

armed	 and	 could	 turn	 against	 the	
Iraqi	 government,	 Sunni	 militias,	
or	other	Shia	groups.	Many	groups	
in	Iraq	are	cautiously	participating	
in	 the	political	 process	 and	 elect-
ing	 representatives	 to	 the	 Iraqi	
parliament,	 but	 maintain	 militias	
on	 the	 side	 as	 a	 back-up.	 If	 the	
Iraqi	 parliament	 loses	 legitimacy,	
violence	 could	 increase	 again.
	 It	is	a	leap	to	conclude	that	
because	 the	 “surge	 is	 working”	
and	violence	is	down	that	the	U.S.	
is	 winning	 the	 war	 in	 Iraq.	 This	
argument	 relies	 on	 setting	 a	 very	
low	 bar	 for	 victory.	 Before	 the	
war, Bush administration officials 
argued	that	the	war	would	cost	less	
than	$100	billion	and	that	it	would	
replace	 a	 weapons-of-mass-de-
struction-wielding	 dictator	 with	 a	
flourishing democracy allied with 
U.S.	 interests.	 Reality	 looks	 dif-
ferent:	 the	direct	costs	of	 the	war	
alone	will	 reach	 into	 the	 trillions.	
The	war	is	straining	the	U.S.	econ-
omy and swelling budget deficits. 
While	 Iraq	 is	no	 longer	 in	 a	 civil	
war,	as	many	as	one	million	Iraqis	
have	died	so	far	and	most	 indica-
tors	of	stable	democracy	in	Iraq	are	
weak.	Only	a	few	of	the	18	bench-
marks specified by Congress in the 
surge	authorization	bill	have	been	
met.	 The	 Iraq	 war	 has	 damaged	
the	 credibility	 of	 the	 U.S.	 abroad	
among	 both	 traditional	 allies	 and	
long-time	enemies.	The	Arab	world	
is	young—more	 than	half	 are	un-
der	the	age	of	25.	Their	formative	
years	have	been	spent	watching	Al-
Jazeera	satellite	 television	images	
of	U.S.	troops	in	Iraq.	Abu	Ghraib	
photos flashed across the Arab and 
Muslim	 world	 for	 months,	 cast-
ing	doubt	on	the	sincerity	of	U.S.	
democracy-promotion	 efforts,	 to	
put	it	 lightly.	The	Iraq	war,	rather	
than	 clamping	 down	 on	 terror-
ism, has intensified anti-Ameri-
can	 sentiments	 and	 may	 moti-

vate	 more	 attacks	 on	 Americans.
	 With	 all	 of	 the	 human,	
economic,	 and	 political	 costs	 of	
the	 Iraq	 war,	 the	 agreement	 for	
the	 U.S.	 to	 leave	 Iraq	 by	 2011	
should	be	welcomed.	Obama	cam-
paigned	on	the	promise	of	a	quick	
and	 complete	 withdrawal	 of	 U.S.	
troops	 from	 the	 country,	 and	 this	
agreement	 with	 the	 Iraqi	 govern-
ment	means	that	the	U.S.	military	
should	 be	 out	 of	 Iraq	 by	 the	 end	
of Obama’s first term. The next 
big	 test	 will	 come	 when	 Iraqis	
hold	 another	 round	 of	 local	 and	
national	 elections	 in	 early	 2009.	
The	U.S.	can	only	hope	that	Sun-
nis,	Shias,	and	Kurds	will	all	par-

ticipate	in	the	election	peacefully.	
Even	so,	the	next	Iraqi	parliament	
will	have	to	deal	with	the	millions	
of	 Iraqis	 displaced	 internally	 or	
living	abroad.	Its	decision-making	
will	be	constrained	by	the	presence	
of	 armed	 militias	 and	 by	 the	 in-
creased regional influence of Iran.
	 If	 there’s	 one	 thing	 the	
U.S.	can	 learn	from	the	Iraq	War,	
it	 should	 be	 to	 not	 repeat	 the	
same	mistakes.	Then	again,	 that’s	
what	 they	 said	 after	 Vietnam.

Rather than clamping 
down on terrorism, 
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anti-American 

sentiments and may 
motivate more attacks 

on Americans.

Mike Keefe, Denver Post
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By JoSh Uhr

	 Just	several	years	ago,	Senator	
Barack	Obama	stayed	 in	a	 tiny	apart-
ment	 in	 Washington,	 D.C.	 when	 he	
was	 in	 town	for	business	at	 the	Capi-
tol	 Building.	 The	 apartment	 was	 so	
small	 and	 unattractive	 that	 Michelle	
Obama	recalls	opting	for	a	hotel	room	
when	 she	 accompanied	 her	 husband.		
But	 whether	 the	 Obamas	 were	 stay-
ing	in	Barack’s	makeshift	Washington	
residence	 or	 in	 a	 hotel,	 they	 enjoyed	
the	 freedom	 of	 anonymity	 that	 most	
Americans	take	for	granted.	With	only	
each	 other	 as	 company,	 they	 could	
take	 the	 stairs	 down	 to	 the	 lobby,	 go	
outside,	 and	 walk	 to	 a	 local	 restau-
rant.	They	could	stroll	leisurely	around	
Washington’s	 streets,	 or	 near	 their	
home	 in	 Chicago’s	 Hyde	 Park	 neigh-
borhood.	Barack	Obama	was	relatively	
unknown	 on	 the	 national	 circuit,	 and	
privacy	 was	 not	 much	 of	 a	 concern.	
	 Fast-forward	 several	 years.	
Life	 for	 the	 Obamas,	 today,	 is	 well,	
a	 bit	 different.	 Now	 President-elect	
Obama	 is	 known	 the	 world-over.	 His	
face	is	worn	on	t-shirts	of	people	he	has	
inspired	across	the	country.	His	name	is	
printed	daily	in	every	major	publication	
on	the	planet.	From	California	to	New	
York,	 Chicago	 to	 Kenya,	 from	Africa	
to	Asia,	his	name	is	spoken	by	billions	
who	believe	that	America	will	change,	
and	with	it,	the	world.	But	along	with	
this	global	fame	and	excitement	comes	
risk.	With	 a	 security	 detail	 that	 rivals	
that of the world’s most influential 
and controversial figures, Obama has 
radically	altered	his	 lifestyle	since	his	
November	 4	 victory.	 Simple	 activi-
ties,	 like	 going	 out	 to	 the	 barber,	 are	
now	 off-limits	 to	 Obama.	 For	 four-

teen	years,	 a	 barber	who	goes	 simply	
by	“Zariff”	has	been	cutting	the	presi-
dent-elect’s	hair	at	the	Hyde	Park	Hair	
Salon.	 Even	 throughout	 the	 course	 of	
his	 groundbreaking	 presidential	 cam-
paign,	 Obama	 was	 able	 to	 make	 the	
trip	to	his	favorite	barber’s	salon.		But	
now	the	shop	has	become,	according	to	
Obama	staffers,	a	“tourist	mecca.”	As	a	
result,	Zariff	and	Obama	must	meet	at	
Obama’s	 friend’s	 Regents	 Park	 apart-
ment.	That’s	a	 lot	of	effort	 for	a	 trim.
This modified process of getting a hair-
cut	is,	of	course,	only	a	small	inconve-
nience.	But	it	is	representative	of	many	
other	 lifestyle	 changes	 that	 Obama,	
and	 those	 close	 to	 him,	 must	 make.	
	 The	 President-elect	 is	 not	
bound	 by	 certain	 societal	 norms.	 He	
doesn’t	 go	 into	 a	 restaurant	 and,	 like	
every	other	patron,	wait	casually	for	a	
table.	 Instead,	 the	 restaurant	works	 to	
accommodate	 him,	 as	 special	 prepa-
rations	 are	 made	 prior	 to	 his	 visit.	
When	 the	 Obamas	 dined	 at	 Chicago	
Italian	 restaurant	 Spiaggia	 shortly	 af-
ter	 Election	 Day,	 the	 atmosphere	 was	
very	 different	 from	 that	 of	 any	 other	
time	 they	 had	 eaten	 there.	 Spiag-
gia	 chef	 Tony	 Mantuano	 told	 The 
New York Times,	 “It’s	 always	 just	 the	
two	of	 them.	Now	it’s	 just	 the	 two	of	
them	 and	 30	 Secret	 Service	 agents.”
Having	a	private	dinner	with	one’s	wife	
and	 dozens	 of	 Secret	 Service	 agents	
significantly undermines the purpose 
of	 such	 an	 outing,	 but	 this	 is	 a	 real-
ity	 that	 President-elect	 Obama	 must	
get	 used	 to.	 Privacy,	 for	 him,	 is	 now	
nonexistent.	 “There	 seem	 to	 be	 more	
people	hovering	around	me.	That’s	for	
sure,”	Obama	 told	CBS’s	Steve	Kroft	
in	 a	 post-election	 interview,	 referring	
to	his	life	since	the	election.	And	from	

now	 on,	 there	 always	 will	 be.	 Any-
where	he	goes,	he	will	be	followed	by,	
preceded	 by,	 and	 always	 surrounded	
by	 the	 Secret	 Service.	 He	 no	 longer	
drives	 alone.	 Instead,	 he	 is	 whisked	
around	 in	 an	 armored	 limousine	 with	
a	 government	 motorcade.	 Not	 long	
ago, he used to stop at traffic lights 
beside	 other	 cars.	 Today,	 his	 motor-
cade stops other cars and causes traffic 
jams.	His	 home	 in	 Hyde	 Park	 is	 now	
surrounded	by	federal	and	local	agents	
who	 have	 set	 up	 concrete	 barriers	
within	several	blocks	in	all	directions.	
These	 extensive	 security	 precautions	

have	 irritating	 implications	 for	 other	
people.	Anyone	who	intends	to	drive	in-
side	the	barriers	surrounding	Obama’s	
home	 must	 be	 pre-cleared	 to	 do	 so.	
That	 means	 that	 Obama’s	 neighbors	
must	 wait	 at	 checkpoints	 until	 Secret	
Service	can	verify	 their	 identities	 and	
eligibility	 to	 be	 within	 the	 blockade.	
Additionally,	 since	 the	 K.A.M.	 Isaiah	
Israel	synagogue	is	very	close	in	prox-
imity	 to	 Obama’s	 house,	 congregants	
are	 forced	 to	cooperate	with	 strict	 se-
curity	 regulations.	 The	 synagogue’s	
website	warns	members	that	“the	only	
vehicular	 access	 to	 our	 parking	 lot	 is	
through	 the	 checkpoint	 at	 50th	 and	
Greenwood	 Ave.”	 Furthermore,	 the	
synagogue	alerts	its	members	of	the	fol-
lowing:	“You	may	be	required	to	open	

your	trunk	and	hood	to	allow	the	Secret	
Service	 agents	 to	 check	 for	 explosive	
devices.	As	before,	please	be	prepared	
to	show	a	photo	ID.	Visitors	may	also	
be	‘wanded’,	and	backpacks,	briefcas-
es	and	large	purses	may	be	searched.”
	 These	 adjustments,	 however,	
pale	in	comparison	to	the	ones	that	those	
close	to	the	President-elect	must	make.	
Michelle	Obama	has	already	had	to	give	
up	her	lucrative	position	as	a	vice	presi-
dent	of	the	University	of	Chicago	Med-
ical	Center,	a	gig	that	earned	her	over	
$300,000	last	year.	Her	primary	role	in	
the	White	House,	as	she	has	said,	will	
be	“Mom-in-Chief.”	Malia	and	Sasha,	
the	new	First	Daughters,	will	leave	all	
of	their	friends	behind	in	Chicago	and	
enroll	at	Washington’s	Sidwell	Friends	
School,	a	new	place	replete	with	unfa-
miliar	people.	Many	of	Obama’s	close	
friends	will	also	abandon	their	lives	in	
Chicago	 and	 trek	 halfway	 across	 the	
country	 to	 join	 the	 new	 president	 in	
Washington.	 Take	 Valerie	 Jarrett,	 for	
instance.	A	close	friend	of	the	Obamas,	
she	 resigned	 from	 her	 position	 as	 the	
chief	executive	of	a	successful	Chica-
go	real	estate	company	to	become	a	se-
nior	advisor	to	President-elect	Obama.
	 Obama’s	 personal	 life	 has	
transformed	 over	 the	 past	 two	 years.	
The	 pressure	 of	 all	 of	 these	 nuances,	
the	 unsolicited	 perks	 that	 come	 with	
the	Presidency,	combined	with	the	vast	
challenges	 Obama	 will	 face	 as	 Presi-
dent	 would	 prove	 to	 be	 far	 too	 much	
for	 the	 average	person	 to	handle.	But	
if	his	cool	composure	during	the	long	
and	 drawn-out	 presidential	 campaign	
is	 any	 indication,	 Obama	 will	 have	
little	trouble	meeting	these	challenges.	

After Election, Everything Changed for Obama

	 The	 complex	 questions	 fac-
ing	 Israel	 in	 this	 upcoming	 election	
will	not	be	radically	different	from	the	
last	two	elections.		At	the	forefront	of	
political	discourse,	the	country	will	be	
presented	 with	 two	 different	 methods	
of	 ensuring	 the	 nation’s	 future	 secu-
rity.	Both	candidates	will	be	forced	to	
consider	a	range	of	security	questions:		
How	will	Israel	approach	the	growing	
power	of	Hezbollah	in	Lebanon?	Will	
Israel	 continue	 to	 engage	 in	 indirect	
talks	 with	 Syria?	 How	 will	 Israel	 re-
spond	 to	Iran’s	nuclear	aspirations,	or	
the wavering success of the cease-fire 
in	Gaza?	What	is	the	future	of	Israel’s	
talks	with	the	Palestinians?
	 Benjamin	 Netayahu’s	 past	 re-
cord	on	these	issues	will	play	a	crucial	
role	in	the	upcoming	elections.		Netan-
yahu’s	 administration	 was	 marked	 by	
a	 failure	 to	 implement	 the	Wye	River	
Accords	 in	 1998,	 land	 concessions	 in	
the	 Hebron	 Agreement,	 resignation	
from	 Sharon’s	 cabinet	 to	 protest	 the	

Gaza	disengagement	plan,	and	several	
corruption	 charges,	 of	 which	 he	 was	
eventually	 exonerated.	 	Although	 one	
may	 compare	 Netanyahu’s	 corruption	

to	Olmert’s	downfall,	Likud	may	clev-
erly	spin	this	argument	in	Netanyahu’s	
favor	by	 tying	 the	 incumbent	Kadima	

party	chair,	Livni,	to	Olmert’s	corrup-
tion.
	 Netanyahu’s	past	is	scarred	by	
the	far	right’s	contempt	for	his	conces-
sions	of	Hebron	and	his	willingness	to	
talk	 with	 former	 Palestine	 Liberation	
Organization	 chairman	 Yasser	 Ara-
fat.	 	 His	 current	 position	 of	 power	 in	
Likud	 instead	emphasizes	 the	need	 to	
move	away	from	the	stale	and	corrupt	
Kadima	policies.		This	call	for	change	
mirrors	the	election	of	Barack	Obama	
in	 the	US,	except	 in	 Israel	 this	call	 is	
coming	from	the	right.
	 Currently,	Kadima	holds	a	dis-
proportionate	amount	of	Knesset	seats.		
Of	 the	 four	 currently	 presiding	 domi-
nant	parties,	Kadima	with	29	seats,	La-
bor	with	19,	Likud	holding	12	and	Shas	
also	controlling	12;	Likud	is	projected	
to	 usurp	 the	 greatest	 number	 of	 seats	
in	 the	 18th	 Knesset.	 	 	 Polls	 currently	
predict	Likud	to	pick	up	14	additional	
seats,	 giving	 them	 a	 total	 of	 26.	 	As	
the	 election	 continues	 to	 evolve,	 the	
divide	may	continue	 to	 sway	 in	 favor	
of	 the	 Likud	 party’s	 agenda	 and	 sub-
sequently	 Netanyahu’s	 bid	 for	 prime	

minister.	 	The	considerable	change	of	
power	 in	 the	 Knesset	 may	 indeed	 re-
flect the overwhelming desire for Israel 
to	change	course.
	 As	the	world	keeps	 their	eyes	
on	 these	 critical	 elections	 in	 the	 fol-
lowing	 months,	 it	 will	 be	 important	
to	 evaluate	 and	 understand	 the	 extent	
to	 which	 Netanyahu’s	 past	 escapades	
and	 experience	 dominate	 the	 political	
discourse.		As	apparent	in	the	re-elec-
tion	campaigns	and	political	platforms	
of	past	prime	minister,	 public	 evalua-
tion	 of	 Netanyahu’s	 record	 will	 play	
an	ever	 important	 role	 in	determining	
the	 country’s	 future.	 	 	 Although	 he	
may	take	a	hard-line	stance	on	several	
crucial	questions,	his	past	actions	may	
precede	his	new	promises.		If	violence	
and	economic	instability	continue	to	in-
crease	in	the	region,	Israel	may	indeed	
witness	 the	 re-election	 of	 yet	 another	
prior-prime	minister.
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At the end of the evening, the electoral vote count was 349 for Obama, 148 for 
McCain. Or, as Fox News says, too close to call. --David Letterman

Once he becomes president, Barack Obama will 
not be allowed to use his Blackberry, or even 
his email anymore for, security reasons. Obama 
says, even if he can’t email, he still wants to be 
the first president to have a laptop on his desk 
in the Oval Office. See, Bush thought he had a 
laptop. Turns out it was just an Etch-a-Sketch. 
--Jay Leno

The Republican party is considering naming the first African-
American	chairman	in	their	party’s	history.	Isn’t	that	incredible?	
That’s	big	news.	First	African-American,	yeah.	Yeah,	unfortunate-
ly, Republicans are having a hard time finding an African-Ameri-
can	who’s	white.	--Conan	O’Brien

We	found	out	that	the	Mormons	
are the ones that financed this 
thing	against	Prop	8.	They	spent	
$20	million	on	Prop	8,	because	
they	say	that	marriage	should	be	
between	a	man	and	his	multiple	
child	brides.	--Bill	Maher

Barack	Obama	attended	a	parent-
teacher	conference	at	his	daugh-
ters’	 school	 the	 other	 day.	 The	
teacher	 said,	 both	 the	 girls	 were	
already	 reading	 at	 a	 President	
Bush	level.	--Jay	Leno

Officials in Missouri have finally 
finished counting the presidential 
ballots, and they say that John Mc-
Cain won that state. As a result, 
Sarah Palin now thinks she’s the 
Vice President of Missouri.
--Conan O’Brien

President Bush has exactly 
two months left in office. His 
team is already hard at work 
packing his Legos for the 
long move back to Texas. 
--Jimmy Kimmel


