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Rep. Kirsten Gillibrand to Replace Clinton in Senate
By Josh Uhr

 As soon as Hillary Rodham 
Clinton was chosen in early De-
cember to serve as President Ba-
rack Obama’s Secretary of State,  
rumors started spreading about her 
replacement. Among the names 
tossed around were New York At-
torney General Andrew Cuomo, 
former First Daughter Caroline 
Kennedy and various members of 
New York’s Congressional delega-
tion. Before anyone had given seri-
ous thought to the possibility of any 
of these appointments to the seat, 
Caroline Kennedy emerged from 
the pot of names as the frontrunner. 
 Interestingly, Kennedy’s 
brief “candidacy” – she wasn’t ac-
tually campaigning for public sup-
port, but rather for an appointment 
from New York Governor David 
Paterson – had many parallels to 
Hillary Clinton’s run for president. 
The most obvious similarity be-
tween the two was the power of their 
names. “Kennedy” is one of the few 
brands that commands as much, if 
not more, reverence than “Clinton.” 
 The notoriety of the names 
is closely related to the concept of a 

political dynasty. During Clinton’s 
bid for the Democratic nomination 
last year, some of her opponents 
pointed to the fact that another Clin-
ton presidency would mean that 
only two families would have occu-
pied the Whiter House in three de-
cades. But Caroline Kennedy’s fam-

ily has created the closest parallel to 
a political dynasty in America – her 
father was president, her uncle has 
served since the 1960s as a senator 
from Massachusetts, and another of 
her uncles (before he was assassi-
nated during his run for president) 
once held the same Senate seat from 

New York that she was seeking.
 Another similarity between 
Kennedy and Clinton is the fact that  
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By Catherine LUssenhop

 At the dawn of our new 
progressive era, I know what most 
of you were thinking. Oh no, 
what if everyone takes that call 
for bipartisanship too seriously? 
What if the government starts get-
ting things done and doing great 
things for people? Whose incom-
petence will we mock? Where 
will Jon Stewart get his jokes? 
Who will say ridiculous things that 
make us lose faith in humanity? 
 Well, never fear, because 
our old friend Rush Limbaugh and 
his pals at Fox News continue to 
be reliable sources of ridiculously 
offensive rhetoric. On January 16, 
Limbaugh told his radio listen-
ers that he had been contacted by 
a “major print publication” and 
asked to describe his “hope for the 
Obama presidency.” One can only 
assume that they had asked a po-
litically diverse group of people, 
which sounds nice and potentially 
interesting to read. But Limbaugh 
told his listeners that he only need-

ed a few words: “I hope he fails.” 
 Ouch. I understand want-
ing the other side to look stupid for 
making a bad choice, but Obama’s 
failing would undoubtedly mean 
disaster for the country. Isn’t it 
a bit, say, un-American to hope 
(even indirectly) that your country 
plunges into disaster? I thought that 
was what those hawkish Republi-
cans hated most about Democrats: 
the fact that we just hate America 
and really, deep down, want it to 
fail so we can move to Canada. 
Limbaugh justified his screed in 
a way by saying that he was root-
ing for the downfall of liberal-
ism, or as he called it, “socialism.”
 “So I shamelessly say, no, I 
want him to fail, if his agenda is a 
far-left collectivism, some people 
say socialism, as a conservative 
heartfelt, deeply, why would I want 
socialism to succeed?” he said in an 
interview a few days later with Sean 
Hannity. Perhaps equating “Demo-
crat” with “socialist” is some sort of 
subliminal word-association game 
Limbaugh likes to play, but I don’t 

think the American people are fooled. 
 Limbaugh continued: “We 
are being told that we have to hope 
he succeeds, that we have to bend 
over, grab the ankles, bend over for-
ward, backward, whichever, because 
his father was black, because this is 
the first black president.” Or per-
haps is it more that we should hope 
he succeeds because he is our fairly 

and justly elected President? If Lim-
baugh is as colorblind as he claims 
to be, why would he fabricate such a 
bizarre charge? I don’t think I heard 
that particular talking point from the 
Obama campaign at all, especially 
not all that bending over business. 

Continued on page 8
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By JaCoB arem and eLie BiLmes

 The bad economic news just 
keeps coming. The economy shed 
598,000 jobs in January, sending the 
official unemployment rate to 7.6%, al-
though the true number could be high-
er. In Michigan and Rhode Island, over 
10% of the workforce is unemployed 
and more are underemployed. As a re-
sult, President Barack Obama and his 
top economic aides have issued numer-
ous appeals to Congress to act quickly 
on an economic stimulus package ex-
pected to cost at least $800 billion. 
 The stimulus is a top priority 
for Obama and a test of his ability to 
work with Congressional Democrats 
and Republicans. Obama has appealed 
directly to the American people through 
his radio and Internet addresses, a for-
mal White House news conference, 
and public appearances in Indiana, 
Florida, and Virginia. It has proved 
to be disappointing for many observ-
ers, as partisan bickering has signaled 
the end of Obama’s honeymoon. 
While new presidents usually enjoy 
a grace period of general cooperation 
and toned-down criticism, tension in 
Washington is already running high 
less than a month into Obama’s term. 
Despite talk of a new era of biparti-
sanship, the atmosphere in Congress 
during the debate over the economic 
stimulus package is one of politics as 
usual. Instead of attracting widespread 
support, the House bill did not receive 
a single Republican vote. Republicans 
frequently criticize the size and certain 
details of the bill, but have failed to 
provide a viable alternative for reviv-
ing the economy. The Economist ac-
cused Congressional Republicans of 
“voting against a package they know 
will pass in order to appear thrifty yet 
not risk being accused of sabotage.”
 While the details of the bill are 
currently under negotiation, the broad 
strokes of the plan are clear. The stimu-
lus package includes at least $500 bil-
lion in new government spending cou-
pled with about $275 billion in tax cuts, 
but there are differences between the 
Senate and House versions of the bill. 
Republicans decried the bill’s price tag 
and called for fiscal discipline, a trait 
lost for eight years which came roar-
ing back as Obama took the oath of 
office. The Senate version, reflecting 
the greater influence of Republicans in 
that body, includes more tax cuts and 
is stingier with funding for health care 
subsidies and food stamps. It cut out 
nearly $20 billion earmarked for aid-
ing school and college construction, 
possibly affecting Cornell, while Head 
Start lost $1 billion in the negotiations. 
$400 million was saved by cutting 
funding to NASA and the National Sci-
ence Foundation. The cost of the bill 
was lowered by scaling back Obama’s 
middle-class tax cut, though new tar-
geted tax breaks are meant to encour-
age the purchase of homes and cars.
The Senate version also cut out $40 bil-
lion of funding to states and localities. 
This is unfortunate, as cities and towns 
are growing increasingly desperate and 
are cutting services while trimming 
workforces. New York City is planning 

on slashing 23,000 jobs. Faced with 
budget deficits, some towns have start-
ed the worrying trend of cashing in on 
the booming incarceration and immi-
gration detention business. Maximum-
security jails popping up in places 
like Central Falls, R.I., and Pahrump, 
Nev., provide jobs and money to cash-
strapped towns but are often run poorly 
by private corporations. With the wel-
fare of local communities increasingly 
dependent on continued high rates of 
incarceration, criminal justice poli-
cies become increasingly entrenched 
and meaningful reform, badly needed 
given that the U.S. has the highest in-
carceration rate in the world, will be-
come increasingly harder. It is a bad 
sign for progressives when Ameri-
can towns become financially depen-
dent on a constant stream of crimi-
nals and undocumented immigrants.
 Some Congressional debate 
was constructive and useful. The origi-
nal stimulus package included sev-
eral “Buy American” provisions. One 
would have mandated that stimulus-
funded projects would be prohibited 
from using iron and steel manufac-
tured outside of the United States. In 
addition, thousands of Department of 
Homeland Security uniforms were re-
quired to be made in America, and there 
was a proposal that only American tech 

firms should be able to compete for the 
$20 billion project of computerizing 
medical records. These rules roused 
outcries from the European Union and 
Canada and probably would not have 
stood up in the World Trade Organi-
zation. They risked provoking retalia-
tory measures from other countries, 
possibly worsening the international 
economic downturn, but the provi-
sions have since been watered down. 
 Although Obama has been 
in office for less than a month, the 
debate over the economic stimulus 
package has shown that the next four 
years will not be easy. The Congres-
sional Democratic leadership has, so 
far, been organized and effective. It 
has shown a willingness to compro-
mise and revise, as demonstrated by 
the modification of the “Buy Ameri-
can” provisions. A handful of Con-
gressional Republicans have engaged 
in productive debate, but others seem 
set on opposing anything which Demo-
crats support. Luckily, Democrats have 
large enough majorities that Repub-
lican opposition will not grind either 
chamber to a halt. But when the 2010 
midterm elections come around, voters 
will expect Republicans to have done 
more than simply oppose Democrats.
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 The word of the month is bipar-
tisanship, but everyone seems to have 
different definitions. President Obama 
uses the word to mean working with 
both parties in Congress to find solu-
tions beneficial to the American people. 
Republicans in Congress believe bipar-
tisanship involves capitulating to their 
every whim, and perhaps obsequiously 
using words such as “please” and “thank 
you” while doing so. The deans of the 
Washington press establishment seem to 
define the word as whatever Obama isn’t 
doing, while the American people tend to 
characterize it as whatever he is doing. 
Given this huge mess, I’m inclined to de-
fine bipartisanship as “a load of crap.”
 That isn’t to say that there aren’t 
benefits to bipartisan input, both substan-
tively and politically. Bills are ultimately 
stronger if competing views are heard, 
and there is no question the President 
better appeals to moderates when Repub-
licans are in his cabinet and voting for his 
proposals. The problem is, bipartisanship 
is based upon the assumption that both 
sides are working to accomplish some-
thing, only they have different ideas on 
how an idea should be executed. This 
premise does not apply to the vast major-
ity of Republicans in Congress today.
 Not a single Republican mem-
ber of the House voted for the stimulus 
bill and only three members of the Sen-
ate, Sens. Specter, Collins, and Snowe, 

crossed the aisle. The bill is now sub-
stantively more “bipartisan” thanks to 
the subtractions made by these three re-
maining Republican “moderates.” What 
makes them moderates is not their at-
tenuated ideological positions— the cuts 
they made to the stimulus were plenty 
conservative enough to make a Mitch 
McConnell or Jim DeMint proud—but 
rather their willingness to come to the 
table and bargain at all.
 Republicans in Congress not 
only have no electoral incentive to come 
to the table and make the Obama presi-
dency a success, they are genuinely con-
servative enough as a group to oppose 
compromises that would anger the lib-
eral left. The overwhelming majority of 
Republicans in Congress did see tax cuts 
as the solution to this abysmal problem 
and don’t see the inanity of Senator La-
mar Alexander’s characterization of the 
recovery act as “a spending bill, not a 
stimulus.” As Paul Krugman and others 
have pointed out, this is deeply troubling. 
More than troubling, the extremity of the 
Republican caucus is reason enough why 
bipartisanship will mean only a bogged 
down political process and a lack of 
progress.
 In this way and this way only 
should the Bush presidency serve as a 
guide for Obama, while George W. Bush 
was hopelessly intransient in the face 
of low approval ratings for his policies 

in his second term, he was remarkably 
good at accomplishing what he wanted 
in the face of high approval ratings in his 
first term. Now we know that this wasn’t 
strategy but just his stubbornness to do it 

his way regardless of what the American 
public thought. Yet, now that Obama not 
only has popular support for his presiden-
cy but general support for the individual 
issues of his campaign platform such as 
job creation, energy independence, and 
universal healthcare, he should use the 
first-term Bush model and tell Congres-
sional Republicans it’s his way or the 
highway.

 With 59 votes in the Senate 
and a huge majority in the House, and 
more importantly the winds of American 
popular support at his back, passing and 
getting credit for popular legislation is 
a much more effective means by which 
Obama can win over Republicans. As 
former President Bush showed when his 
initial foray into Iraq was popular, the 
opposing side will see the light not be-
cause you are nice to them but because 
it’s the smart thing to do politically. In 
other words, ignoring Republicans and 
shoving pieces of legislation they don’t 
like down their throats may be the best 
way to win their support!
 Last week featured a bizarre se-
quence in which Obama appointed a con-
servative Republican who voted to abol-
ish the treasury department to head that 
department, orchestrated a compromise 
where the Democratic governor of his 
state would appoint a Republican to fill 
his Senate seat, and then watched as his 
stimulus plan was battered by obstruc-
tionist Republicans intent on tanking his 
popularity. It’s time for President Obama 
to realize that what got him elected was 
articulating a clear and distinct vision 
from Republican failure and not engen-
dering himself to the architects of such 
disaster. In today’s climate, however, my 
advice is decried as all too partisan.
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It’s time for President 
Obama to realize that 
what got him elected 

was articulating a 
clear and distinct 

vision from Republican 
failure and not 

engendering himself to 
the architects of such 

disaster.

Why Obama Should Not
Capitulate To Republicans

Will RosenzWeig       On the trail

Mike Luckovich (Atlanta Journal-Constitution)
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The House That Greed Built
By Jonathan Westman

 While most teams spent the 
2008-09 off-season slashing payrolls 
in response to the recession, the New 
York Yankees signed C.C. Sabathia, 
A.J. Burnett and Mark Teixeira to deals 
worth a combined $423 million. It is 
clear that the Yankees operate in a fi-
nancial stratosphere separate from that 
of the other 29 baseball clubs.
 Their stadium negotiations 
prove that they function in a different 
legal and moral stratosphere as well. 
 In 2006, New York City grant-
ed the Yankees $940 million in tax-
exempt bonds to help the team fund its 
new $1.5 billion stadium. On January 
16, the city’s Industrial Development 
Agency (IDA) gave the Yankees an 
additional $259 million in tax-exempt 
bonds and $111 million in taxable 
bonds to cover the increased cost of 
stadium construction. How, you might 
ask, did the richest team in profession-
al baseball negotiate a deal that fleeces 

New York taxpayers during a major re-
cession? According to the Associated 
Press, city representatives lied to the 
IRS about the value of the property on 
which the new stadium sits.
 The New York Mets were not 
innocent bystanders in the public-fi-
nancing frenzy. They are moving into 
$800 million Citi Field this season and 
recently secured $83 million in tax-free 

bonds. The settlement supplements the 
$615 million that the Mets received in 
2006 to finance their new home.
 City officials stooped to even 
lower levels to gain access to luxury 
boxes in the new stadiums. E-mails 
between Mayor Michael Bloomberg, 
his aides, city lawyers and Yankee 
higher-ups indicate that the city gave 
the Yankees additional parking spaces 
and control of three billboards near the 
stadium. The price: an exclusive suite 
for city representatives. Seth Pinsky, 
the former executive vice president of 
New York City’s Economic Develop-
ment Co., expressed another complaint 
in an e-mail last year. 
 “Yankees said they don’t want 
to pay for food for our suite… My po-
sition is: if others get food with their 
suites, so should we,” he said.
 What’s a baseball game with-
out the peanuts and Cracker Jacks?
 Mr. Pinsky and his cohorts 
were also successful in securing a pri-
vate suite at Citi Field.
 When Assemblyman Rich-
ard L. Brodsky (D-Westchester), who 
argues that the Yankees’ and Mets’ 
stadium deals are unfair to taxpayers, 
released the e-mail exchanges, public 
outcry forced Mr. Bloomberg to re-
turn the luxury boxes. Still, it would 
be foolish to ignore the intent of the 
mayor and his associates. 
 “There’s this ‘Alice in Won-
derland’ quality to the question of, what 
is the public interest here and who’s 
protecting it?” said Mr. Brodsky, “We 
can’t find the money for the M.T.A., or 
schools, or hospitals, and these folks 
are used to the perks and good things 
of life, and expect them.”
 In perhaps their most egregious 
oversight, city officials and the Yankees 
have demonstrated little consideration 
for Bronx residents. The city destroyed 

over 40 acres of public parkland in its 
poorest district to create space for the 
new Yankee Stadium. The parks had 
tennis and basketball courts, baseball 
and soccer fields and a track. Many 
local schools are struggling to main-
tain their physical education programs 
without the park space. Moreover, the 
400 trees in the parkland accounted for 
most of the greenery in a district that 
has the highest asthma rate in the state. 
The increased traffic around the new 
Yankee stadium will only exacerbate 
this problem.
 The city plans to install and 
pay for eight replacement parks in the 
South Bronx. The fields are dispersed 
throughout the district in odd areas in-
cluding a .24-acre masterpiece situated 
atop a parking garage. Construction 
of the new parks is two years behind 
schedule and will not be completed un-
til next year at the earliest. Worse still, 
city officials expect the project to cost 
$174 million, up from their $99.5 mil-
lion initial estimate.
 City Council Parks & Recre-
ation Committee Chair Helen Foster 
wonders, “Is there a possibility the 
numbers were watered down or made 
less to make the package more appeal-
ing?” 
 The package is unappealing 
no matter which way you slice it. The 
city is giving a $1.5 billion loan and 
40 acres of public land to the Yankees 
so that they can build a new stadium 
across the street from the original Yan-
kee Stadium. Was it not feasible to 
renovate the old structure just as own-
ership did 35 years ago?
 Now that the damage is done, 
what can Yankee fans expect from 
their new country club? The new Yan-
kee Stadium will seat 5,000 fewer fans 
than the old building, but fear not. 
There are 57 luxury suites, up from 

18 at the old site, which range in price 
from $600,000 to $800,000. “Premi-
um” seats behind home plate cost $500 
to $2,500. Fortunately the Yankees 
offer “non-premium” seating, which 
goes for a mere $325. Is the upper deck 
more in your price range? Think again. 
An upper deck seat behind home plate 

costs a cool $135. 
 And these are the prices for 
season ticket holders. Single game 
tickets cost even more. Those who can-
not afford tickets over $25 will be rele-
gated to the grandstands and bleachers, 
which account for a relatively small 
portion of the ballpark. 
 By overpricing tickets, the 
Yankees are pushing their true fans 
away from the action and creating a 
crowd of corporate executives and ce-
lebrities.   
 Most Yankee haters focus 
on the team’s free-agent fetish. That 
is a mistake. Be grateful for the rev-
enue they share with other clubs and 
for the willingness of owner George 
Steinbrenner to re-invest in his team 
rather than hoard profits. But, whether 
you hate them or love them, be aware 
that their political and financial might 
comes at the expense of New York’s 
citizens.
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The Yankees operate in 
a financial stratosphere 

separate from that of 
the other 29 baseball 

clubs.

Construction of the new Yankee Stadium, seen here on the right, comes at a tremendous cost to New York City taxpayers and Bronx residents.

City officials and
the Yankees have

demonstrated little
consideration for 
Bronx residents.
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At Inaugural Conference,
Powell Calls on Youth to Lead

By ViVian Cheng

 Days before President 
Barack Obama’s inauguration, 
General Colin L. Powell ad-
dressed over 13,000 middle 
school, high school, and college 
students, including several from 
Cornell University who were 
nominated to attend the Presi-
dential Inaugural Conference 
(PIC). As a former United States 
Secretary of State, Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Na-
tional Security Advisor (among 
many other influential roles), 

Powell could have shared any 
of his many anecdotes with stu-
dents so eager to experience his-
tory, but instead he chose to stress 
the importance of youth leader-

ship to our country in his speech 
entitled, “A Call to Service.”
 Although people ques-
tioned whether our country was 
ready for a black president, 
“We did it!” Powell began, as 
the entire stadium erupted into 
cheer and applause for President 
Obama. Abroad in China, Pow-
ell was not expecting the news 
when he heard Obama won the 
election. “It hit me like an electric 
shock. I had to sit down,” Powell 
recalled. “The first thing I said 
was ‘by God, who did it?’ then 
I realized, ‘by God, we did it.’”
 More than in any previ-
ous year, this country’s youth 
contributed a substantial part 
of “we” in an election, Powell 
said. It was the unprecedent-
ed excitement and initiative 
of students that helped bring 
about change, he said, point-
ing directly into the audience. 
 Now that the youth has 
shown its capacity for suc-
cess, there is no better time to 
strengthen youth leadership, 
Powell said. In explaining 
how to achieve fruitful lead-

ership, Powell could not help 
but cite Obama as his example. 
 When Obama first told 
Powell he was running for Pres-
ident, Powell was hesitant, but 
as soon as he heard Obama say 

“I have a vision,” he knew he 
was ready. According to Powell, 
Obama proceeded to execute a 
“brilliant political and military 
operation.” The steps that lead 
Obama to presidency are the 
same steps Powell recommends 
to the youth for any ambitions, 
no matter how major or minor. 
 First, you must organize 
yourself, honestly measure the 
strengths and weaknesses of you 
and your opponent, Powell said. 
Second, organize your forces 
and get noticed as a person of 
purpose. If you neglect these 
initial steps, “your vision is 
just a vision floating in the air.”
 Next, Powell said, you 
must understand that leadership 
is all about your followers. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr., comes first 
to mind when Powell envisions 
a true leader. Although MLK’s 
focus was the African-American 
civil rights movement, he did 
not limit his leadership to Af-
rican Americans, but rather in-
cluded all Americans. President 
Obama shows similar sentiment 
in his aim to serve every citi-
zen of America, not just those 
who vote for him, Powell said. 
 A true leader “knows 
how to not only motivate, but 
inspire,” he said, and conquer-
ing failure the right way is cer-
tainly inspiring. According to 
Powell, the “right” way to pre-
vail over failure is to first ac-

cept it will happen, and when 
it does, “look it in the eye, ana-
lyze it, admit what you person-
ally did wrong, and then correct 
your mistakes.” In the military, 
Powell learned that success-

ful leaders take this lesson fur-
ther and “ball up the failure, 
throw it behind your shoulder 
and never think about it again.”
 This realistic optimism 
and willingness to move forward 
is what keeps Obama so poised 
when confronted with negative 
attention, such as the Associa-
tion of Community Organiza-
tions for Reform Now (ACORN) 
voter fraud scandal, Powell said.
 “This type of courage 
comes from doing what you 
love, what your calling is,” 
Powell said. He recalls finding 
such courage in his own youth. 
Powell hastily graduated col-
lege to join the military, and 
after he served his two obli-
gated years, he told his parents 
he was continuing his service. 
“My parents thought I was 
weird then, but after I got hurt 
in Vietnam and told them I was 
going back to serve, now they 
really thought I was crazy. But 
it was my calling,” Powell said. 
 Powell closed by urg-
ing the students to “live lives 
of moral and fiscal courage” 
and to never underestimate the 
potential of our generation, es-
pecially under our new lead-
ership. “Above all, believe in 
our democratic system. It has 
its faults, but it’s still the best 
in the world,” Powell said.

“Above all, believe 
in our democratic 

system,” Powell said. 
“It has its faults, but 
it’s still the best in the 

world.”
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Powell appeared on Meet the Press in October to
formally endorse Barack Obama.

The Progressive’s Vivian Cheng was one of 13,000 students nominated to 
attend the Presidential Inaugural Conference, at which Powell spoke.



By ZaChary neWkirk

 Even while relegated to a 
state of near irrelevancy, the Re-
publican Party still opposes and 
obstructs many of the projects and 
bills that President Obama and the 
Democrat-controlled Congress pro-
pose. Recently, the House passed 
the $819 billion economic stimu-
lus package, 244-188. How did the 
Republicans vote? As one, they 
opposed the stimulus package.  
 Republicans cannot 
be trusted on bipartisanship.
 As seen from their votes 
on the stimulus bill, House Re-
publicans still march in line with 
their out-of-touch party leader-
ship. They continue to ignore the 
mood of the American people, 
even after two elections in which 
the Republicans lost control of the 
Congress and the White House. 
And this despite Obama’s frequent 
pleas for bipartisanship. Americans 
watched as the president met with 
Republican leaders and removed 
provisions from the bill that they 
objected to. For example, the Re-

publicans opposed a provision that 
would have eliminated the need 
for states to seek a waiver before 
providing more family-planning 
services to lower-income wom-
en, whining that it would support 

the “abortion industry.” Scratch 
that provision. In return? Unani-
mous Republican opposition.
 That is not the only example 
of a lack of Republican bipartisan-
ship. Take the Ledbetter Fair Pay 
Act, which restores a woman’s right 
to quickly challenge unequal pay. 
Many people saw the progressive 
bill as populist, or even common 
sense, yet only five Senate Republi-
cans (including all four Republican 
women) and three House Republi-
cans supported the measure. The bill 
passed anyway and became the first 
bill President Obama signed into law. 
 Another example lies with 
their former standard-bearer and 
winner of the award for Most Out-
rageous Vice Presidential Pick 
Ever, John McCain. He recently 
criticized the stimulus bill for in-
cluding nationwide high-speed in-
ternet access. Yet last year he gave 
a campaign speech advocating ex-

actly the same thing. It is indeed 
quite maverick-y to fight yourself.       
House Minority Leader John Boeh-
ner (R-Ohio) recently stated the 
pride in his “team” for blocking 
Democrats’ legislation. But as the 
minority party, their votes do noth-
ing for them except provide head-
lines of unanimous opposition to 
progress. Even in the Senate, where 
they could have power to filibuster, 
moderate Republicans, such as Su-
san Collins and Olympia Snowe of 
Maine, constantly vote with the ad-
ministration. Thus, while Republi-
can partisanship may make a state-
ment, it is not actually effective. 
 To take it further, one must 
wonder if Republican opposition 
even matters. After all, their opin-
ions should count for little since 
they, in their six years of govern-
ment domination, fumbled the 
United States into the mess we are 
in today. And after two elections, 

they have been downgraded to a re-
gional party. Indeed, a recent Gal-
lup poll found that there are only 
five states with a statistically sig-
nificant majority of Republicans: 
Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, Alaska and 
Nebraska. There are ten states that 
have insignificant margins and thir-
ty-five states that favor Democrats. 
 As Republicans continue to 
pursue their conservative agenda 
which has not served the country 
very much good the last few years, 
they will only continue to alienate 
more and more people. Their oppo-
sition to Obama is key to their ap-
peal to their base. Thus, they can-
not be trusted on bipartisanship. 
 While this unanimous op-
position to a popular president will 
be pleasing to the small minority 
of the country still blindly in the 
Republican camp (read: Rush “I 
hope he fails” Limbaugh and The 
Cornell Review) it can hardly be 
a good sign for the other 80 per-

cent of the country. If the Repub-
licans want to rebuild their party 
to a shadow of what they were 
before they screwed up they must 
at least put on a show of biparti-
sanship. But I’m not complaining. 

Republicans Cannot Be Trusted 
on Bipartisanship

CP

While Republican 
partisanship may 
make a statement, 
it is not actually 

effective.

Even while in the minority, Republicans attempt to
obstruct progress for America.

Republicans’ 
opposition to 

Obama is key to 
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their base.
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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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Eat With Your Brain, 
Not With Your Country

By LLoyd eLLman

 Meat is killing you. Ask 
Michael Pollan or Mark Bitt-
man, forerunners in modern 
food and agriculture reform 
movements, and they will tell 
you that a whole slew of Amer-
ica’s problems are traceable to 
our insane, protein-obsessed 
dietary preferences. Both ad-
vocate a shift away from meat 
and processed crap and towards 
the organic structures that Pol-
lan refers to simply as “food.” I 
certainly don’t imply that meat 
is anything other than food, but 
consider the following idea.
 Every hip dietary trend 
operates on essentially the 
same principle: less fat, more 
vitamins. Every vegetable, it 
seems, operates on these same 
axioms of health. Meat on the 
other hand, though healthy 
in the right dosage, has gen-

erally more fat and striking-
ly limited vitamin content.
  Wait, it’s all about the 
protein, right? Well, sort of. 
Protein is important for growth, 
muscles, and strength, but that 
doesn’t mean meat protein; 
rather, just the chemical com-
pound called protein. Some 
foods have amounts of pro-
tein comparable to meat: most 
grains and nuts, potatoes, beans, 
milk products, soy, eggs, the 
list goes on. Chances are that 
you are getting enough protein 
just from the bread that you eat 
your meat on, or the side dish, 
or anything really. Basically, 
nobody needs to eat meat.
 But…you like it. So do 
I. Here’s the thing: you prob-
ably eat four types of meat: 
Chicken, beef, pork, some oc-
casional fish. Now think about 
vegetables. There are literally 

hundreds of vegetables you can 
buy at Wegmans. Right now 
you can probably name twen-
ty that you like unless you’re 
some kind of over-carnivorous 
cretin. Multiply those twenty 
by all the ways you might like 
them cooked, sautéed, broiled, 
flambéed, whatever, and you 
have an almost endless variety 
of meals and probably not much 
space on the menu for meat. 
In 2005, the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture changed the food 
pyramid that you and I knew 
growing up. They changed it 
simply because the old guide 
recommended, amongst other 
things, a daily portion of meat 
now considered contributo-
ry to heart disease. The new 
one also makes no sense, but 
the “meat” group is now the 
smallest section, and includes 
beans. The new website also 
admits that, “Vegetarians get 
enough protein from [the meat 
and beans] group as long as 
the variety and amounts of 
foods selected are adequate.”
I’m not a vegetarian and I won’t 
push it for fear of hypocrisy, but 
consider these thoughts when 
you go to a dining hall or out 
to dinner. If you eat meat twice 
a day, eat it once, if you eat it 
at every dinner, try cutting a 
few meat-meals out of your 

week. Maybe you’ll like it.
Beyond your personal health, 
skipping meat when you can is a 
social and environmental mitz-
vah. Meat is expensive, cum-
bersome and environmentally 
detrimental to produce. Each 
ounce of beef consumes some 
ridiculous amount of energy 

compared to the moderate cost 
of the same amount of grain or 
vegetable matter. Save the envi-
ronment, save your body, save 
your conscience, eat less meat.
In typically circuitous form I 
intend this essay as an intro-
duction to a series of articles in 
which I will break down aspects 
of the food and agriculture in-
dustries and try to recommend 
simple, adoptable personal 
changes to better us as individ-
uals and as a collective whole. 

Less meat is one component 
of the solution, and an impor-
tant one, but certainly not the 
be-all-end-all of environmen-
tal and dietary conservation. In 
the coming months I will in-
terview, research and philoso-
phize on the issues addressed 
peripherally here, and present 
my findings to you in hope that 
together we can incrementally 
impact our world for the bet-
terment of future omnivores.

Some foods have 
amounts of protein 

comparable to meat: 
most grains and nuts, 
potatoes, beans, milk 

products, soy, eggs, the 
list goes on.

Check out The Cornell Progressive on the Web at

CUProgressive.com
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Or stop by our meetings,
Mondays at 5pm

Goldwin Smith 144
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Skipping meat when 
you can is a social and 
environmental mitzvah.

This slab of meat is actually not as good for you as you might think.
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As a Moderate Democrat, Gillibrand’s
Liberal Credentials Have Been Criticized

CPAt 42, she is the 
youngest Senator 

currently in office, and 
some have suggested 

that she may one 
day ascend to the 

presidency.

Limbaugh Announces:
“I Hope [Obama] Fails”

Continued from page 1

 Fox News personalities 
joined the charge, alleging, among 
other things, that terrorists would be 
roaming the streets if Obama clos-
es the Guantánamo Bay detention 
camp. “Right now you’re in danger,” 
Bill O’Reilly warned on a recent 
show. “Your family’s in danger.” 
O’Reilly also disagreed with part of 

Obama’s inauguration speech, say-
ing that it was and is okay to com-
promise our values as a country in 
order to protect ourselves. Jon Stew-
art astutely replied, “If you don’t 
stick to your values when they’re 
being tested, they’re not values.”
 All of the offensive, alarm-
ist talk from Limbaugh and Fox 

News is setting a sad tone of stub-
born partisanship for Obama’s early 
administration. It continued when 
every Republican in the House of 
Representatives refused to vote for 
Obama’s stimulus package, even 
though it included some of the tax 
cuts for businesses they so cherish. 
No one could expect every Repub-
lican to vote for it, but not a single 
one? It brings to mind the 1993 Clin-
ton stimulus package that passed 
without a single Republican vote. 
 So Republicans, it’s okay to 
be upset. Democrats sure were upset 
in 2000 when Bush v. Gore was de-
cided. Perhaps the Democrats could 
do more to include their Republican 
counterparts in the lawmaking pro-
cess. But petty partisan rancor isn’t 
going to fix anything. If the Demo-
crats keep hearing the same old ideas 
they have been dealing with for the 
past eight years, it is not likely that 
they are going to put much stock 
in them. What the country needs in 
these hard times is a unified vision, 
and we can only hope that Lim-
baugh and Fox News can see past 
their bitterness to recognize that.

Limbaugh’s influence among Republican partisans remains
strong, but his outlandish statements push him
farther from the center of American politics. 

CP

All this talk from 
Limbaugh and Fox 

News is setting a 
sad tone of stubborn 

partisanship for 
Obama’s early 
administration.

Continued from page 1

Kennedy seemed inevitable for a pe-
riod of time (much like Clinton did 
when she first launched her presi-
dential campaign). She even had 
the public support of Senate Ma-
jority Leader Harry Reid, who was 
quoted by The Washington Post as 
saying, “I think Caroline Kennedy 
would be perfect.” But, as in Hillary 
Clinton’s presidential run, this mo-
mentum inevitability did not last. 
After facing criticism from the me-
dia and other politicians, Kennedy 
ended up dropping out of the race 
for unspecified personal reasons.
But if not Kennedy, then who? This 
was the question Governor Pater-
son faced, but he quickly came to 
a conclusion: Kirsten Gillibrand. 
The former Representative, from 
upstate New York’s 20th Congres-
sional district, was announced 
as Paterson’s choice to replace 
Clinton on January 23. Four days 
later, she was sworn in to the Sen-
ate by Vice President Joe Biden.
If you have been too busy to follow 
the news or to make the effort to 
learn about our new Senator – and 

you probably have been since you 
go to Cornell – allow me to intro-
duce you to her. Gillibrand was 
born in Albany, graduated magna 
cum laude from Dartmouth College, 
and earned her Juris Doctor from 
UCLA, before starting her career in 
law and eventually making partner 
at the firm Boies, Schiller & Flexner.

Okay, so that was an extremely ab-
breviated introduction, but what’s 
more important is her stance on 
the issues; she tends to lean to the 
moderate side of the spectrum, of-
ten being called a conservative 
Democrat. One of her conservative 
views – she supports gun owners’ 
rights and received a 100% rat-
ing from the NRA – has already 
been a source of controversy.

According to The New York Daily 
News, Democratic Rep. Carolyn 
McCarthy called Gillibrand “the 
poster child for the NRA,” and is 
considering running against Gilli-
brand in the 2010 primary for her 
seat. But, despite some criticism, 
Gillibrand’s appointment has gener-
ated mostly positive feedback. Pres-
ident Obama, Secretary Clinton, 
and Senate Majority Leader Harry 
Reid have all publicly approved 
of Governor Paterson’s choice. 

Gillibrand, whose previous expe-
rience as a public official is lim-
ited to less than two full terms 
in the House of Representatives, 
seems to be one of the new ris-
ing stars of the Democratic Party. 
At 42, she is currently the young-
est Senator in office, and some 
have even suggested that she may 
one day ascend to the presidency.

Gillibrand, posing here with her family in a 2008 campaign photo, 
faces a possible Democratic primary challenge next year by

Rep. Carolyn McCarthy.
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By sam FerenC

It has been eight long years 
since anyone in the White House 
has been willing to significant-
ly acknowledge global climate 
change. Finally, with a healthy 
dose of change we can believe in, 
President Barack Obama recently 
issued a memorandum ordering 
the reconsideration of California’s 

application to set strict automo-
bile emission and fuel efficiency 
standards. The mandate requires 

that, by 2020, all cars driven in 
the state be significantly more 
fuel efficient than current mod-
els, perhaps above 40 miles per 
gallon. Thirteen other states have 
joined California’s efforts to set 
tailpipe emissions regulations 
stricter than national standards 
and several others may follow suit.
 California has been a leader 
for several years in air quality regu-
lation and has previously  received 
permission from the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA) to en-
act legislation that is stricter than 
national legislation. However, in 
December 2005, California ap-
plied for a waiver that would force 
automakers to cut greenhouse gas 
emissions by 30 percent in cars and 
light trucks, beginning in 2009. 
Nearly two years later, the EPA 
under the Bush administration is-
sued a response, denying the ap-
plication. According to the EPA, 
allowing states to set their own 
auto emissions regulations would 
create a difficult situation for both 
automakers, who would be forced 
to produce cars of varying stan-
dards, and the government, which 
would have to enforce a complex 
patchwork of laws. In addition, the 

Bush EPA explained that national 
legislation was being passed to ad-
dress the same issue, and although 
former President Bush signed a bill 

in December 2007 requiring that 
automakers raise fuel efficiencies 
to 35 mpg by 2020, his adminis-
tration never formulated plans for 
the implementation of this law.
 While it is not difficult to 
sympathize with automakers, who, 
like most of corporate America, 
are struggling in this economic cri-
sis, it is easy to see that the Bush 
administration completely missed 
the point (or more likely, ignored 
it, similar to their 2007 refusal to 

open e-mails from the EPA regard-
ing the pollutant status of carbon 
dioxide in order to avoid making 
a decision). This is similar to the 
past when California called for 
stricter standards than those of the 
national government, and even in 
light of the pending legislation, the 
Bush administration’s claim that 
national legislation would address 
California’s concerns showed a 
complete disregard to California’s 
attitude and goals. Even Califor-
nia’s Republican governor, Arnold 
Schwarzenegger, was perturbed by 
the Bush administration’s decision. 
 Finally, as change comes to 
this nation as a whole, it comes to 
California as well. Although envi-
ronmental issues are currently tak-
ing a backseat to national economic 
recovery plans, California and sev-
eral other states may now be able to 
take bold action against one of the 
most pressing threats to our long-
term national and global welfare. 

After Two Terms of Denial, a Breath
of Fresh (if Warming) Air
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believe in, President 
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By sCott eidLer

 It seems that Democratic 
leadership could be rejoicing right 
now that the House stimulus plan 
could pass (244-188) so over-
whelmingly, even without a single 
Republican member of Congress’ 
vote. Who needs them, right?
 House Republicans have 
been whining that they were not 
at the table for the decision-mak-
ing process. And rightfully so. 
Democrats would be remorse if 
they took Obama’s election vic-
tory as a “mandate,” like George 
W. Bush famously said after win-
ning the 2004 election. Remarking, 
“when you win, there is ... a feel-
ing that the people have spoken 
and embraced your point of view,” 
Bush then tried to overhaul Social 
Security. Didn’t work too well. 
 It’s great that Obama has 
made significant overtures to the Re-
publicans while crafting the stimulus 
bill. It seems a rite of passage for new 
presidents to comment on the issue 
of bipartisanship. Remember when 
George W. Bush vowed to “work 
across the partisan divide” in 2000? 
 It’s an old theme, but can 
Obama provide a new variation? 
All of the pre-inaugural events were 
in the spirit of bipartisanship. Even 

a dinner was hosted in John McCa-
in’s honor. To promote the bill, the 
president hosted Republican leaders 
in the House and Senate to a White 
House cocktail party; for the Super 
Bowl, four of the President’s fifteen 
private guests were Republicans. 
 Is this really bipartisanship, 
though? The bill had already been 
drafted weeks earlier, and the Super 
Bowl was after the House Repub-
licans had all voted no anyways. 
And it’s important to remember 
that Super Bowl viewing arrange-
ments are often misleading signs of 
political commitment. Remember 
when Bill Clinton kicked back and 
shared wings with Gov. Bill Rich-
ardson last year? Judas, anyone?
 What is most irksome is that 
President Obama’s efforts at bipar-
tisanship are being kept at bay by 
Democratic leadership. Before the 
new president was sworn in, Sen-
ate Majority leader Harry Reid 
(D-Nev.) famously said, “I do not 
work for Barack Obama.”  

 What business was it for 
Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi 
to sneak in family planning funds 
in the economic stimulus package, 
whereby Medicaid would cover 
the costs of making contraceptives 
more readily available? For Presi-
dent Obama’s first legislative initia-
tive as he tries to end the partisan 
and ideological style so characteris-
tic of the past eight years in Wash-
ington, does his emergency eco-
nomic stimulus plan really need to 
involve such a controversial item? 
 President Obama did suc-
cessfully lobby for Rep. Henry 
Waxman to remove the provision 
for covering contraceptives from 
the final version of the bill. Said 
Obama spokesman Robert Gibbs, 
“The president called Chairman 
Waxman yesterday and said that 
while he believed that the policy of 
increased funding for family plan-
ning was the right one, that he didn’t 
believe this bill was the vehicle 
to make that happen.” You think?
 It mustn’t have been easy. 
The Speaker was even defending 
the spending for the family plan-
ning provision on ABC’s This Week 
with George Stephanopoulos. When 
asked by Stephanopoulos, “Hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to ex-
pand family planning services. How 
is that stimulus?” Nancy respond-
ed that it would “reduce costs.”
 Now that the provision has 
been dropped, and the stimulus 
package is likely to be passed, this 
postmortem reveals some important 
political lessons. Bipartisanship 
is a noble goal, one worth fight-
ing for in earnest. But ultimately, it 
should be a means, not an end. That 

is where Sen. Reid’s reluctance 
to wait for more Senate Republi-
cans to come on board when he 
already has the votes is warranted. 
 But when bipartisanship 
is pledged, it must be done right. 
Claims that Republicans weren’t in-
volved in the bill-writing process are 
valid, and should be taken seriously 
by Democrats. Saturday Night Live, 
as usual, nailed it with a spoof of 
a press conference with Pelosi and 
Reid. Says the Pelosi imitator about 
the bill, “In the House, we made NO 
concessions, because thanks to our 
majority, we don’t have to. … For 
eight years, [Republicans] didn’t 
care much about reaching across 
the aisle. But now it’s, ‘Boo-hoo! 
What about us?’ Gimme a break.”
 It seems like a difficult tran-
sition from that of managing the 

opposition to that of leader of the 
majority. It’s a task that Speaker 
Pelosi has clearly not adjusted to 
well. Americans elected Obama to 
get work done. It may seem hypo-
critical for Republicans to claim 
that Democrats are spending too 
much right now, or that they are 
being widely ignored. But Ameri-
cans have short memories. They’ll 
forget in a second if the Republican 
voices become more critical of the 
not-so-partisan way this bill was 
written. And a worthy opposition 
grows because the Speaker asked 
for $335 million worth of condoms 
and STD prevention programs. 
To Ms. Pelosi and Mr. Reid: Trust 
the new guy, because you may not 
work for him, but he’s the only who 
seems to know what he’s doing.
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Lack of GOP Suppport Blocks Obama’s 
Attempt to Pass Bipartisan Stimulus

Obama has taken to the road to persuade the American people that the stimulus package is necessary.

Bipartisanship is a 
noble goal, one worth 
fighting for in earnest.
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Senate leaders reached an agreement on the stimulus package.
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The Cornell Progressive
and

The Cornell Democrats
present a speech by

Howard 
Wolfson

February 25

The communications director for Hillary Clinton’s primary campaign,  
Fox News contributor, and Mike Bloomberg campaign advisor will be  

speaking to us about his experiences in political campaigns,
especially the 2008 primary campaign.

Look to our website for more information!

Wolfson debates Karl Rove at a panel discussion last summer.
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Former Maryland Lieutenant Gover-
nor Michael Steele has become the 
first African-American Republican 
National Committee chairman. Black 
Republicans said they were thrilled. 
Both of them. --Jay Leno

Right after the Super Bowl, President Barack Obama placed a congratulatory phone call to 
the Steelers from his BlackBerry. Meanwhile, John McCain called the Cardinals from his 
ham radio. --David Letterman

In just the first few weeks, 
I’ve had to engage in some 
of the toughest diplomacy of 
my life. And that was just to 
keep my BlackBerry. I finally 
agreed to limit the number of 
people who could email me. 
It’s a very exclusive list. How 
exclusive? Everyone look at 
the person sitting on your left 
-- Now look at the person sit-
ting on your right -- none of 
you have my email address. 
--Barack Obama at the Alfalfa 
Club dinner

This week, on CNN, they have been show-
ing a blueprint, all week, of the White 
House to help viewers visualize the lay-
out of the West Wing. Yeah, when he saw 
it, former President Bush said, “So that’s 
where the bathroom was.
 --Conan O’Brien

In an interview with Al-Ara-
biya, an Arab-language news 
channel, President Obama 
said that he wanted to per-
suade Muslims that the Amer-
icans were not your enemy. In 
an early sign of improvement, 
the crowd of protestors out-
side began chanting, “Injury 
to America.” So that’s better. 
--Seth Meyers

This news just came out. When President Bush flew home to Texas 
last week, they apparently showed a video of his greatest accom-
plishments during the flight. Yeah, word has it the video got them 
most of the way through take-off. --Conan O’Brien

President Bush is enjoying retirement in Crawford, Texas. 
Maybe not as much as we are. --David Letterman


