
The GWThe GWThe GWThe GWThe GW PPPPPatriotatriotatriotatriotatriot
Volume 2, Issue 5                    GW’s Journal of Politics and Culture                               April 2004

protestprotestprotestprotestprotest
THEN AND NOW

An interview
with GW’s

oldest resident:
“Old Man
Schenley”

UW20:
A good idea
gone wrong

 Candidate
Kerry at

GW



Campus Protests Then…

The pop-tent protests of last week were but a glimmer of
the protests of that golden era of campus activism, the 1960s.
Gone are the days of seizing buildings in the name of Mao,
Che, and Trotsky. These days, our liberal friends are content to
pamphleteer or throw feel-good rallies, but they never resort to
force, and that’s just fine with us.

We must, however, maintain that today’s protests, like those
in the 1960s, are heavier on style than they are on substance.
Since the WTO protests in the 1990s, Leftist protesters have
come closer to perfecting the art of making rat puppets and
drawing Hitler moustaches, but their policy proposals remain
far from compelling.

…and Now

Last week a gaggle of leftists with a giant inflatable rat traipsed
around campus making demands of all sorts. Did they want
more rat poison? Bigger megaphones? No—they wanted a
“living wage” for university workers, the recognition of the
worker’s “right to see a doctor” when ill, and an end to the
university’s use of “sweatshop” labor for its merchandise. These
are the sorts of policy proposals that passionate liberal students
favor for the poor proletariat, and a closer look at their pet
project, the living wage, reveals a few things about their mindset
and its limitations when it comes to making public policy.

The living wage arguments comprise a Trojan Horse if there
ever was one. Under the guise of “f airness” and “humanity,”
such policies actually do a great deal of damage to workers.
Workers, be they janitors or professors, are paid based on a
balance between what they want and what their employers are
willing to pay. If  an employer can hire five people to do a certain
job at five dollars an hour, what would happen if a third party
not involved in this supply/demand interaction came in and
artificially inflated the wages? All of a sudden, the employer
finds itself paying eleven dollars an hour, a “living” wage… so
it is then forced to fire two or three employees and either make
the remaining employees do more, or as we have seen in
supermarkets and other retailers, mechanize (you know, those
self-checkout kiosks and “online shopping”).

Yes, for those still working, eleven dollars is a “living wage,”
but for those who lost their jobs, eleven dollars is a “starving
wage.”

These “progressives” aren’t bad people; they’re just folks
who’ve allowed their good intentions to overwhelm any sense
of  reality. In the real world, effort is admirable, achievement is
valuable; and in terms of the three pillars of their labor policy,
all progressives have achieved is getting more people fired in
this country and more lives destroyed overseas. Yay
progressivism!
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UNIVERSITY WRITING
A Good Idea Gone Wrong

“Congratulations!” proclaimed the enthusiastic letter from
GW.  “You’ve been selected to be a part of the University Writing
Program!”  Approximately 700 freshmen read this letter with
excitement and curiosity just weeks before attending CI.  Little
did they know what they were getting into.  The UWP has
proven to be a constant source of anguish, frustration, and
confusion for one-third of the Class of 2007.

GW has decided that the traditional literacy requirement,
English 10/11, does not do enough to educate its students in
the art of  writing.  In response, the new Writing Program has
been created to replace 10/11.  This year, one-third of the
freshman class is in UW, followed by two-thirds of the Class of
2008, and the entire Class of 2009.  In order to fulfill the writing
requirement, those involved in the program must take a “UW20”
course for one semester during freshman year.  This writing-
intensive, 4-credit course serves to improve student skills in the
context of a broad writing subject such as love or war.  Thereafter,
students must take two additional “Writing in Discipline
(WID)” courses.  These classes are offered by other academic
departments through partnership with UW, and can fulfill GCR
or major requirements as well.  The WID program is designed
to teach students how to write within their academic areas of
interest through use of “writing-intensive” courses.

On the surface, the new writing program seems to be
heading in the right direction.  In fact, GW should be
commended for taking bold measures to strengthen its academic
program.  Writing is undoubtedly one of the most important
skills an individual can possess, and the University has a
responsibility to instruct its students on how to compose works
that are effective, persuasive, and cohesive.  That being said,
there are numerous problems that have arisen due to the
implementation of this new program.  These issues must be
exposed, discussed, and solved in order to make UW a more
valuable and equitable program for its participants.

One common complaint about UW is in regard to its first-
year course, UW20.  Many students feel that the class’s goals are
not accomplished through the current format because subjects
are often too arbitrary or abstract.  Some examples of UW20
courses are “Love, American Style,”  “Fear Factor: The Culture
of  Fear in American Life,”  “He-Men, Girly Girls, Tomboys, and
Sissies: Writing the Gendered Body,”  “Food Fights: The

Pleasures and Politics of Food Writing,”  and “A Congress of
Freaks: Cultural Oddities, Strange Folks, and Proud Outsiders.”
These intangible, politically-driven subjects may be entertaining,
but they can hardly be taken seriously.  One possible solution to
this problem is to replace current UW20 course offerings with
more academically-based topics such as on politics, economics,
history, science, and journalism.

Another major area of contention in regard to the UWP lies
in its basic mechanics.  Students placed in the program, unlike
those taking English 10/11, are denied use of their AP credit.
Countless students have now been forced to take three writing
classes while already possessing enough credit to satisfy the old
English requirement.  One UW20 freshman states, “It’ s
absolutely ludicrous that my most demanding class should be
one … that I could have tested out of with AP credit in the first
place.”  In addition, while students in the 10/11 program are
required to take 0-6 credits of GW classes, UW students must
spend 10-12 of their credit hours to fulfill the requirement.  The
extra GCR, along with the rejection of AP credit, straps many
students aspiring to double major.

GW officials claim that the two WID courses to be taken
after completion of UW20 are not necessarily “extra” classes.
Instead, they are simply courses labeled as “writing-intensive”
that can fulfill both UW and other departmental requirements
at the same time.  This system only works in theory, however;
there are simply not enough WID courses offered in accordance
with each major.  The Political Science Department, for example,
offers only one WID class on “Women and Politics.”   Other
popular majors such as Chemistry, Communication, Criminal
Justice, Economics, Judaic Studies, Philosophy, Psychology,
Religion, and Spanish are not represented at all.  Students in
these programs are forced to take “Writing in Discipline” courses
outside of  their discipline!  In order for the new Writing Program
to function as it should, the menu of WID courses must be
expanded to include all academic departments.  If not, it is only
fair that students be required to take just one WID course instead
of  two.

Furthermore, students in UW are at a serious loss because
they cannot be adequately advised.  This is because other
departments were not properly informed about the new Writing
Program before it was implemented.  One University Honors
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advisor claims that the Honors Department was told about
UW20 merely two days before this summer’s first CI.  Upon
visiting my major advisor, I explained which course would be
my WID.  “What’s WID?” she asked.  Even the Writing
Department hasn’t gotten its act together.  On the UWP website’s
FAQ section, many questions are answered ambiguously or not
at all.  One student asks, “Can I take a WID class abroad?”  The
answer: “I don’t know that anyone has ever considered this…
there is no system in place for that at this time.”  The University
has clearly put the UWP into operation with careless planning
and great haste.  Implementation of the program should have
been delayed at least another year in order for officials to
sufficiently work out complications in the plan.

Additionally unacceptable and irresponsible of the
University is that UW was not well-advertised to prospective
students before they agreed to enroll at GW; it was simply
imposed on freshmen against their will, without any possible
escape-clause.  “Sometimes prospective students are torn
between two schools they got into,”  says one freshman in UW20.
“Not knowing that information could have really affected a
decision.”  While plans for UW were being drawn up last year by
University officials, their implementation for the Class of 2007
was not expressly indicated at any time.  Notices about UW20
were circulated to students and advisors only shortly before CI,
after freshmen had already enrolled in the school.

Yet if you speak to a current UW20 student, one problem
seems to stand out above the rest.  In an effort to strengthen its
academic reputation and increase the abilities of its students,
GW and the UWP have designed the new writing requirement
to be especially rigorous for its participants.  On the one hand,
this is a positive quality of the new program.  Students are
being pushed, challenged, and toughened in order to become
better writers and harder workers.  On the other hand, the
University’s methods of implementation and the resulting
demands placed on its initial participants is simply overwhelming
and inequitable.  For students in UW20, an average week will
feature at least 8-10 hours of homework, in addition to three

class sessions.  According to one freshman, “I spend more time
on my single UW20 course than I do on all four of my other
classes, combined.”  For a UW20 student this year, time and
attention toward coursework in other classes must be
compromised simply to get a UW paper finished before its
deadline.

While students overwhelmingly believe the workload for
this new course is excessively demanding, they also believe it is
inequitable because most of their peers are not held to the same
academic standard.  One English 11 student claims to work “1-
2 hours, max” per week for his class.  While this is unbefitting
of a university aspiring to adequately educate and challenge its
students, the massive gap between standards for UW20 and
English 10/11 students is downright unjust.  If GW wishes to
raise the bar for its student population, it should not subject
separate portions of the same academic class to different
standards.  University officials will argue that the real beneficiaries
of this situation are UW20 students because they receive a higher-
quality education.  Yet in the real world of intra-collegiate
competition, those in UW20 are being seriously disadvantaged.
If  GW wishes to implement a new University Writing Program,
it should be done in full-swing or not at all.  Otherwise, those
forced to take UW20 should be recognized for their extra efforts
on transcripts and résumés.

Generally speaking, the new University Writing Program is
well-meant in its goals and ideals; however, its implementation
has proven to be hasty, irresponsible, and inequitable.  At the
very least, GW and the UWP can fix the program by focusing
UW20 around more relevant subjects, diversifying and
expanding the menu of WID courses, communicating policies
more effectively with other departments and students, and
equalizing the playing-field between UW and English 10/11
students or abandoning English 10/11 altogether.  Only then
can the new writing requirement strengthen the academic
standards at GW while remaining fair and responsible toward
its student population.

The writer is a freshman in the UW20 witness protection program.

For students in
UW20, an average

week will feature
at least 8-10 hours

of homework, in
addition to three

class sessions.
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DELUSIONS OF
G R A N D E U R

BY ALEXANDRA VALENTI

While helping friends campaign for various SA position I,
of course, had many encounters with the omnipotent Joint
Elections Committee (JEC).  The rules and regulations of the
election seemed rather overkill.  I realize that GW is the third
most politically active school in the country and that everyone
here, especially those participating in SA Elections, one day want
to be running for real offices in local, state, and federal
governments, but this whole situation prompted me to read
the entire 9,610-word document that is the JEC Charter and
share some of the highlights.

To begin, Sections 56 through 64 all pertain to violations of
the Charter, filing complaints concerning these violations,
hearings to determine whether or not a complaint is valid, and
the “sentencing” of  candidates found in violation.  Yes,
“sentencing” is in fact the term used in the Charter.  This seems
a bit drastic considering this is, after all, just a student government
election.  Does the JEC plan on sending candidates in violation
to live out the rest of their days in the dungeons?

Section 72 addresses rules for postering.  According to this
section, postering is not allowed except in the designated
locations, which include “the H street side of the Marvin Center,”
“the academic buildings on University Yard,”  and “the short
brick wall that runs along 20th St. from ‘Law School breezeway’
to G Street, then turns and proceeds along G Street to the
entrance to Stuart Hall.”  For all the legalese and technical language
that can be found in the Charter, apparently there remains in the
JEC a shred of youth and it can be found in “the short brick
wall that runs along 20th­ street.”

Then there’s Section 77, which is entitled “Bribery.”   Suddenly
distributing “food or non-alcoholic beverages inside a private
residence or a residence hall room (but not in a common area of
a residence hall or other building)” is to be referred to as
“bribery.”  The utter urgency of the language used throughout
the Charter is reason itself to be frustrated with the JEC and its
seeming attempts at world domination.

This is all in addition to over a page dedicated to defining
various terms used in the charter.  The fact that a definition for

the word “his” is present in the Charter really struck me.  In
Section 23, “Definitions,” we find, “‘His’ or any other use of a
masculine pronoun shall mean ‘his’ or ‘her’ and shall be
construed as applying equally to the male and female genders.”
Apparently the JEC felt it necessary to waste the ink on writing
such a ridiculous and superfluous sentence.  Either that, or the
FMLA even got its claws on the JEC.

The JEC is clearly the product of the intense feelings on
this campus that we are already politicians, policy-makers,
campaign managers, and advisors.  While studying the JEC
and the rules imposed by it, I could not help but think that not
only are some of the rules unnecessary, but that the JEC itself
is unnecessary.  Never in my life would I think that there would
be some sort of governing body overseeing a student
government election or the need for one.  If everyone would sit
down and think about the reality surrounding the SA elections,
it seems that all involved would feel the same way about the
exaggeration of the importance of election.

A reality check is desperately needed on this campus.  We are
not running for real government offices yet, everyone.  Most of
the JEC imposed rules and restrictions are unnecessary and just
an attempt by students with inflated senses of self to make
more out of a student election.  We should try to have fun with
it all.  It’s only a student government election.  We must
remember our place in the governmental hierarchy and
remember that we are still only undergraduate students and
not vying for public offices.

I would like to share one last selection from the JEC Charter.
Section 99, “Supremacy,”  states, “This Charter and the Student
Association Constitution shall supersede any other Student
Association election rule, regulation or provision.”  I think this
one really speaks for itself.

Alexandra Valenti is double majoring in Political Science and
Physics..
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As GW continues its latest construction
campaign the university is changing the
aesthetics of Foggy Bottom. The residential
district shrinks, while the downtown
business district seems to stretch outward,
merging with the GW campus. The newest
additions, such as 1957 E Street, the Media
and Public Affairs Building and the planned
Business School, are sleek and modern.
However attractive they may be, they
inevitably draw attention to their older, uglier
cousins. Funger Hall, the Gelman Library and
the Marvin Center, the products of the 1970’s,
are much alike. They are imposing concrete
masses, as any student or casual passerby can
observe, but there are less apparent similarities
as well.

Funger Hall and Gelman Library have
more in common than bare concrete facades
and depressed windows. They were both built
by the Blake Construction Company in 1970
and 1973, respectively. The Marvin Center was
also built in 1970, although by a different
company. Funger sits on what was the site of
Draper Hall, demolished in 1956, as well as
residences and businesses. Gelman occupies
the location of the old Davis-Hodgkins
House and Chapin Hall. Gelman anf Funger
are stylistic departures from what stood in
their places beforehand, as well as what is being
built around them today. These buildings are
the product of the bizarre period of
architecture aptly known as brutalism.

According to Jeremy Ficca, professor
of architecture at North Carolina State
University, Funger Hall, Gelman Library
and, to a lesser extent, the Marvin Center
are textbook examples of brutalism.
This style is characterized by the use of
concrete, unfinished facades, openings
that are non existent or very small and
an overall “bunker like” appearance. The
majority of these brutalist buildings
occurred, of course, on college
campuses during the university
expansions of the 1960’s and 1970’s.
Many universities have these box-like
structures; GW is far from alone.

Brutalism came into existence in the
1960’s as a response to the international
style. International style was widely popular
in the 1940’s and 1950’s. A product of
European architects’ influences during
World War II, the international style is
everything brutalism is not. It projects
openness and transparency, blurring the
divisions between the inside and outside
of buildings. The most notable feature of
the international style is the curtain wall, a
large sheet of glass often found in large
metropolitan areas. Brutalism reversed
everything that characterized the
international style; it replaced the curtain wall

with thick concrete and traded transparency for
opaqueness. Brutalism is also very common in
government office buildings and embassies of
the period. One of its advantages lies in the
security that it provides compared to structures
of the international style, but this is not of
particular concern to a university.

Oddly, few buildings still exist on campus
from the international style’s heyday. However,
Ross and Phillips Hall exhibit tall glass facades
akin to the curtain wall but were built in the
mid 1980’s. They could be seen as GW’s own
rejection of brutalism and return to the
international style.

While brutalist constructions such as Funger
do not seem to be coming back, as popular
tastes reject them, neither are they out of place

in a city like Washington D.C., which is full
of similar official American and
international buildings. However harsh
Funger Hall, Gelman library, and the
Marvin Center are they have company in
the International Monetary Fund, the Pan
American Health Organization, the State
Department, and the like. Washington
D.C. was particularly hard hit by the brutalist
craze of the 1970’s, and for this reason GW
will continue for many years to have these
obtuse creations intermingled with the
styles of the future.

eyesore
Campus Architecture tha t is Offensive to the Eye

By bill mallison
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Preface
I bet you’re anxious. I was anxious. That’s why I began this

piece. I was worried about vaginas…wait, no I wasn’t! I didn’t
give a hoot, I didn’t need “a context of other vaginas—a
community, a culture of vaginas!” Yeah there’s a lot of “darkness
and secrecy” surrounding them—kinda like Howard Dean’s
gubernatorial records—so what? Nobody ever reports back from
vaginas? What, do women send miniature Lewis and Clark
expeditions down yonder? Maybe women do “go weeks,
months, sometimes years without looking at it”—blind
women—but college males seem to have plenty of run-ins
with them. So I decided to talk to men about their experiences
with vaginas, to do interviews, and those short accounts became
these penis monologues…
 
“The Giant Coochie Snorcher That Could”

It all began when I moved into Crawford Hall… I had a
bad feeling about coochie snorchers. In the past, they had been
nothing but trouble—big trouble. But then one day, I walked
out of my building and met my “neighbor,” Joan. Joan is a
GIANT COOCHIE SNORCHER, a 5-foot-tall vagina with a
black plastic wig on her head! After Joan blocked my path and
gave me a palm card for the March for Women Who Aren’t
Babies’ Lives, I couldn’t resist an invitation to her apartment—
Marvin Center 417. She slipped into fancy lingerie and lo and
behold, I “now worship Joan,” just as the placard around her
“neck” said. If  that’s what it takes to be a feminist, just to
worship a 5-foot-tall vagina, I’m a guy…I am so there!
 
Totally Appropriate Interview

Hi, my name is Timmy, and I’m in Ms. Jones’ first-grade
class. Both my mommies wanted me to talk to Ms. Jones after
class…they promised me cookies! Oh, here she is.
 
Jones: Timmy, if  your vagina got dressed, what would it wear?
Timmy: What’s a vagina?
Jones: Oh poor Timmy, you’ve lived so long in this patriarchal,
misogynistic, glass-ceiling-laden world…If your vagina could
speak, what would it say?
Timmy: Huh?
Jones: Timmy, what does your vagina smell like?
Timmy: Virginia? Virginia smells like trees! Can I have my cookies
now?
 

She gave me two cookies shaped like flowers…really weird
flowers…and told me that the “Skittle” had more nerve endings
than the penis! I just thought it tasted like orange.
 
My Angry Penis

MY PENIS IS ANGRY!!!!!!! You want to know what
happened to my penis? Joan happened to my penis! There I
was, sleeping peacefully when Joan stormed in and dragged me
out for “an educational program.” I thought was going to see
Mr. Rogers! But nooooooo! It turned out to be the “Whine-
gina Monologues!” There I sat, for not one, but two hours as
woman after woman griped, moaned (in more than one context),
bellyached, and ranted about vaginas! Pushing your problems
in my face doesn’t actually solve those problems! If anything, it
just makes the world more miserable, is that the goal? Why not
use your energy for something productive, like say training
women to defend themselves instead of re-branding Valentine’s
Day Vagina Day “until the violence stops”? What does that
prove, that you can play Hallmark’s game too? Look, I’m no
misogynist, I like women, just not crazy, screaming, vagina-
obsessed ones! They scare me!
 
Afterword

Maybe you find this offensive. If  not, I failed. The Vagina
Monologues are offensive without the crude parodies, but these
are intended to highlight the absurdities of a horrible allocation
of  human resources (and trees). The interview of a six-year-old
girl, as spoofed here, is completely inappropriate.  Some
important issues are addressed, including rape and child
molestation, but these are far outnumbered by screaming rants
of “angry vaginas.”  What are these vaginas angry about?
Tampons, thong underwear, and gynecologists. Shouldn’t
feminists be more concerned with encouraging women to go to
the gynecologist to prevent cervical, uterine, and breast cancer
(which, of course, are the fault of evil repressive men)? Why
must the only reference to the sanctity of motherhood be given
to a lesbian couple? Can’t men be more than just sperm donors
and rapists in a feminist’s world? Justice Blackmun doesn’t
even get a shout-out! If feminists want to really make a difference,
why don’t they get out and change the world, instead of sitting
in basements writing a litany of complaints to depress the world.

The authors don’t usually talk about genitalia this much.
 

THE

BY STAN DAI AND ROSANNE FERRUGGIA

PENIS
MONOLOGUES
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Is it possible that Roger Ebert would give an ‘A’ to a movie
that is referred to as blatantly anti-Semitic bigotry? Or how
about the potentially highest grossing move of all time being
based on the Bible? Even stranger, a blockbuster movie using
Latin and Aramaic dialogue, both dead languages in terms of
native speakers but both used as liturgical languages in various
Christian churches?  Given all the controversy surrounding Mel
Gibson’s highly anticipated film, The Passion of the Christ,
coupled with the great diversity of
the George Washington University
student body, I was very interested
to hear what the different religious
groups on campus were saying
about the film.  To me, the result
was surprising – pleasantly
surprising.  Not only was there a great
deal of consensus, but there was also
a genuine desire for a legitimate
religious dialogue, and not a cleavage.

I began this quest of inquiry
with the Jewish community, widely
recognized as one of the largest and
most well organized on campus.
More importantly, I was interested
to see if the charges by national
Jewish organizations that the film
is anti-Semitic held up here at GW.
Rebecca Horwitz, the co-chair of the
Student Alliance for Israel (SAFI)
had a rather interesting answer.  “I
left the movie feeling that yes, the
killing of Jesus was the sole result
of the Jewish people, however I
do not think this qualifies the film
as being anti-Semitic.”  She added,
“It was the feeling of the time
period in which the gospels were written.  I do not think it was
anti-Semitic.”  Rebecca also noted that students at a diverse
university are educated and are thus more open to constructive
dialogue.  However, in other locations, the same might not be
the case.  “I am from a small city in California where there are
maybe 400 Jews.  Most of the city is considered ‘Religious
Right’ and may not be so well educated on other cultures. In a
place like that I feel that this movie would be detrimental to
community relations.”

The response of the Catholic community seemed to be
remarkably similar.  Jackie Andes of the Newman Catholic
Center put it quite succinctly: “You get what you put in [to this

film].  If you though it was anti-Semitic going in, you thought
the same going out.”  Ms. Andes also agreed that this film
should be a source of dialogue between communities on
campus.  On the charges of anti-Semitism, Ms. Andes strongly
disagreed.  “[Mel Gibson] is not blaming one religious group
or another for Christ’s execution; he blames all sinners.  He even
used his own hand to nail Christ to the cross.”  I would go one
step further, noting that Gibson used his left hand in doing the

nailing.  According to visiting
professor of Ottoman and
Middle Eastern history, Yarvuz
Karakisla, “The right hand [is
traditionally seen as] the ‘good’
hand, the hand you use to shake
with or, for Christians, to make
the sign of the cross with.” Thus,
Gibson’s use of his left hand
further underscores his own
disdain for personal sin and
consequently demonstrates his
personal blame for Christ’s death.

As for my own personal
experience as a Lebanese
(Maronite) Catholic, the film was
to me a great awakening. Little was
I aware of the emotional and
spiritual roller coaster I was about
to ride.  A sticking point for me
was the fact that this film was not
filled with the lovey-dovey
revisionism that has so plagued
other historically based films, such
as Pearl Harbor or Titanic.  This was
The Passion in every sense of the
word: a cowardly betrayal, a
mortifying beating, a foreseen

denial, a crowning with thorns, a love between mother and son,
the carrying of a cross weighted by the sins of mankind, a
crucifixion, and, most importantly, a sacrifice out of the most
pure love of God.  Not only did the son of God humble himself
by being born a human and a pauper, but he also sacrificed
Himself out of a love of all of us, even the most obstinate of
sinners.  This message, so gracefully captured in this film, yet
seemingly lost in society today, should continue to be a lesson
to mankind for all eternity.

Adam Ramey is a senior political science major and physics minor.

GW’ s Passion Debat e
BY ADAM RAMEY
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You probably pass him everyday as he sits on the bench outside the
Schenley.  You might have noticed him, wearing his neon biking cap, and
wondered, “Who is this old man hanging
around campus?”  The answer is Eddie
Bieber—he lives here—and has for 67
years.  When GW bought The Schenley
decades ago, he decided to stay and hasn’t
budged since.  He is 93 years old, and has
watched our campus grow and evolve since
he was a child.  He was also an Olympian,
as he proudly tells students who take the
time to talk to him.  He is also a part of
GW history.  He invited the GW Patriot
into his home at the Schenley, a cozy
apartment surrounded by dorm rooms on
all sides.  From there he told us the story
of his life as Foggy Bottom’s oldest
resident.
The GW Patriot: Where did you
grow up, what was your childhood?
Bieber: I grew up in Southwest
Washington, not far from Fort
McNab.  It was the last building on
4 ½ St. and then you walk into the
water.  They don’t use the ½
anymore, but that’s always been 4
½ Street.  That’s where I was born.
GWP: You lived in Washington all
your life?
Bieber: Yea, born here, raised here,
went to school here.
GWP: When did you start cycling?
Bieber: I stated cycling in 1926, I
rode my first race.  In 1936, ten
years later, I was on the Olympic
team to go to Germany.
GWP: Tell me about that?  How
did you make it to the Olympics?
You must have practiced a lot.
Bieber: Oh yea, I practiced.  First thing I did, my mother used
to say, “I want you to be back for dinner now.”    I would be
going to school all day, but when I’d come home I’d get the
bike out, I would go over to the Polo Oval—we used to call it

the Polo Field—it is 9/10s of a mile around it.  In fact, the first
United States championship for cycling was held at that roadway
in 1922.  The guy who won it happened to be a Washingtonian,
the first guy ever to win the championship of the United States.
He’s the one who got me stated bicycle racing.

GWP: Tell me about the 1936 Berlin
Olympics.
Bieber: We went over on the USS
Manhattan, and I was cabin 817,
and Jesse Owens was cabin 821.  He
was just a great guy.  I was there
when he won.  We always
exchanged postcards after that.
One day I had my bag with me that
I brought to all the meets.  Just a
little red canvas bag that I keep my
racing wrenches in there for the bike,
a couple of changes of shorts and
jerseys.  I reached down in the bag
to get my binoculars out of there.
A storm trooper was walking by,
he said, “What do you have there?
Put that away!”  The guy next to
me said, “Do what he tells you, I
don’t know what the hell he is
talking about, he thinks you have a
camera.”  I did what he told me.  I
put them in the bag.  But I did get
a twenty second or so look at Hitler
before they made me put them
away.  I don’t forget those things.
GWP: What are some of your other
accomplishments cycling?
Bieber: I still have the record from
Washington, DC to Baltimore.  1

hour 34 minutes 16 seconds.  I
still have it.  Somebody almost
beat it last summer, missed it by
90 seconds.  Of course, records
are made to be broken, I don’t

expect to keep it forever.  One of these days I’ll wake up and
read that Joe Blow broke Eddie Bieber’s record.
GWP: Do you still ride?
Bieber: Oh yea, I rode Sunday.
GWP: When did you move to the Schenley?

Old Man Schenley

An Interview with GW’ s Oldest
Resident, Eddie Bieber

“There’s a good picture.  That’s a good shot.  You can
even see the spokes, my racing shoes.  That was taken
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Bieber: I moved here in 1936 or ‘37 from Southwest Washington.  I
knew the building before hand, I delivered the papers to this building
before I ever thought of living here.  The apartment next door was
called the Drake.  Now they have their own name [Crawford].  They
still call this one the Schenley.
GWP: What was this area like back then?
Bieber: Oh, it wasn’t like this.  The university wasn’t that big back
then.  When you see people
walking by now, they are all
college students.  Most of the
people then used to be living
in apartments or rowhouses.
Across the street where the
library is there were ten nice,
beautiful homes with roses in
the front yard.  That’s gone.
The reason I know it, I have
been here so long, I can tell
people what was here before.
The Marvin Center was a big
mansion on that corner.
GWP: Do you remember
them building Listener Auditorium?
Bieber: Oh yea, in fact, they broke ground on it as I was getting ready
to go away in the Navy.  There was a beautiful mansion on that
corner, they tore it down….We’ll what it was, it was a nice mansion,
but it was ruled by the Catholic Church for the nuns to live in.  A big,
big school bus would pick them up and take them to their respective
Catholic schools in the area, and when class was over they would pick
them up and bring them home.  They would go to bed around eight
o’clock.  I remember all of that.
GWP: What do you think of all the expansion?
Bieber: Well, when you are born in a place and live here all your life,
you hate to see it snatched away from you.  It’s your neighborhood.
The kids you grew up with, went to school with, to college with, had
a job with.  They get run out.

GWP: How have students changed over the years?
Bieber: They are more conscious of their parents’ money
now, they come here to go to college, they know what it
costs.  You can’t play around and still graduate.  Of  course,
I wake up at night sometimes, I look across here at the
dormitory over there, and the lights are on.  They are
studying.  Two o’clock in the morning!

GWP: Why did you
decide to stay when
the school bought
the building?
Bieber: For one
thing, my wife
worked at the Navy
department, she
didn’t have to use
transportation.  She
walked there.  I
worked at 729 15th

street, Little Wall
Street we used to call
it.  Move away and

you’ll find out.  You don’t realize it until you move.  I see
people on the street one time, they say to me, “Eddie, the
worst thing I ever did was move away from the Schenley
where you live.”   I say, “What do you mean, you have a
nice apartment,”  and they say, “Yea, but its not as
convenient.”  Five minutes from the Safeway and two or
three minutes from the hospital.
GWP: What is it like living in a college dorm?
Bieber: The students who come here now come with
good behavior.  They come to study, and they do.  But
when they first started living here they came to have a
good time.  They never studied at night.  They used to
keep me awake a night and all that.  I can hear a pin drop
now.

“They used to call me Clark Gable, that was my nick name with the sports
writers.  It was because of the way I dressed, I used to dress up good.”
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The youth have gone mad!  Students, some armed, have
seized buildings at universities across the nation!  Chaos
strikes GW, only a few blocks from the
White House.  The Internal Security
Committee demands the testimony of
university officials.  Fear of Communist
Revolution flourishes!  Thus, the Sixties
came to a close.  Order returned to GW,
as it and other college campuses soon
descended into a silence, which they have
never fully shed.  Today, tens of
thousands of American soldiers are
helping a poor country half a world away
build a stable government.
Unfortunately, some are dying in the
process.  George Washington University
remains relatively quiet.  Liberals at GW
have not employed the same tactics their
predecessors utilized in the late 1960s
and early 1970s to further what they
perceive as proper social and moral
progress.  Though some may still dislike
the military, capitalism, inequality, and
authority, they have not favored
destructive and illegal acts to express their
opinions, unlike their predecessors
(with the exception of a few tents in the
Marvin Center).

In April 1969, students opposed
to America’s foreign policy seized
Maury Hall, a GW academic hall, which
housed the Sino-Soviet Institute.  At
least several of the students were members of the GW
chapter of Students for a Democratic Society.  The group of
about forty barricaded themselves in Maury Hall, demanding
an end to university programs linked to the US military and
increased enrollment of blacks.  The radicals hung posters of

Mao Tse Tung, Che Guevara, and Trotsky at the windows of
the building.  After a siege lasting several hours, the police

finally stormed the building and
removed the dissidents.  The planned
suspension and expulsion of several
ringleaders of the occupation
prompted some 300 students to occupy
the second floor of Monroe Hall.  The
last 175 students vacated the building
after the university acquired a
restraining order against them.

The House Internal Security
Committee grew concerned over the
disturbances at GW and summoned
the university president, Lloyd H.
Elliott, to testify in July 1969.  Elliott
had to respond to a question on
whether the federal government should
intervene on college campuses to
maintain order:  “If universities and
colleges move toward the role of
sanctuary for disorder—or for
revolution—as has been the case at
some Latin American universities, …
the legislative and executive branches
may have to come in…I don’t believe
we’re at that point now.”

The climax of the student
disorders at GW came in the Spring
1970 semester or “Strike Semester”
as it came to be called.  Nationwide,
radical students called for a

moratorium on classes.  At GW, “striking” students
interrupted classes in session, demanding that professors
cancel classes.  University officials received threats of violence
and bombings if the university did not close.  President
Lloyd H. Elliott canceled classes for a time, while the radicals

Students seize Maury Hall in 1969.

nostalgianostalgianostalgianostalgianostalgia
Remembering the Good Ol’  Da ys

of Campus Activism
By J ohn Walk er
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set fire to cars in the streets of the campus and looted the
Hall of Government.  Tear gas hovered over the campus.
President Elliott is said to have uttered, “We can’t let the
bastards win.”

Even in the tumultuous 1968-1969
and 1969-1970 academic years, the
disturbances on campuses arose from
acts planned by student organizations.
Then-Attorney General John N.
Mitchell told a House education
subcommittee that “certain small
groups” were responsible for the
nationwide unruly conduct.  Mitchell
“named Students for a Democratic
Society and the Black Student Union as
two of the groups involved,” as The
Post of Denver reported.  Today, SDS is
firmly confined to the history books,
both at GW and nationwide, while the
Black Student Union hardly gives
University officials cause for concern on
the same scale as in the riot-wracked
Sixties.  No student organizations
now exist at GW to rival the SDS’
history of agitation on behalf of its
own version of progress.  For
example, the Progressive Student Union, which supports
ideas of social justice and human rights reminiscent of some
of  SDS’ guiding ideology, does not readily engage in illegal
sit-ins in pursuit of its goals.

“PSU would consider participating in acts of civil
disobedience.  However, we feel that these practices are a last
resort,”  Allie Robbins of GW’s chapter of the Progressive
Student Union explains.  “In any campaign we pursue, we
first employ traditional legal tactics such as letter-writing,
petitioning, rallies and demonstrations.”

Some student-led protests and rallies still appear on
campus from time to time, but they clearly lack the energy or
popularity of those thirty-five years ago.  In 1969, liberals at
GW attacked the sensibilities of those they derisively called

the bourgeois by plastering academic
halls with posters of prominent
Communists and sowing anarchy
throughout the university and city.
Today, activist liberals satisfy themselves
with displaying an oversized vagina in
Kogan Plaza, distributing condoms,
and when they are really mad, setting
up tents.  The spirit of it remains of a
similar material, though the effort has
atrophied.

Today, students in ROTC studies
walk across campus in uniform, without
being denounced as imperialists by self-
righteous Marxists.  On February 27 of
this year, the Air Force ROTC publicly
recruited on campus, in uniform,
without a single insulting epithet
escaping the lips of passing students.
Contrast this with the Elliott years,
when the GW chapter of SDS bragged
of deterring military recruiters with

their policy of harassment during the Vietnam conflict.
Though liberals may still attend GW, some with extreme

views on where this country should be headed, their voices
have grown soft since the days of ’69.  Generally they award
more respect to the American system, including the law and
the rights of others.  That is Progress.

Mao Tse-tung in Maury Hall in 1969.
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Murphy ’s Law
The Rally--and Rhetoric--against Bush’s Constitutional Amendment

By Rick Barry
On April 3, about seventy students

gathered in Washington Circle to protest
President Bush’s proposed amendment
to the Constitution affirming that
marriage is between one man and one woman.  This passionate
group gathered under the banner of the Student Equal Rights
Campaign (SERC), led by GW Junior and liberal par excellence,
Graham Murphy.  Murphy, a regular columnist for the GW
Hatchet, was the first speaker at the event, and by far the best.
One has to admire him, for he is articulate and abundantly
passionate.

Then again, while he sweeps his listeners away with an
emotional appeal, great drama, and flourishing oratory; upon
reflection one has to admit: substance is entirely missing.  It is
rhetoric—high flying, broad
sweeping, crowd rousing rhetoric.
But public policy is not the stuff of
passionate students in city circles; it
is the stuff of careful deliberation
after reasoned debate.  Public policy
on marriage, an institution which
forms the foundation of society,
demands even greater solemnity.
Murphy is a charming public
speaker, a skillful writer, and a
natural leader; he is clearly a “rising
star” among liberal activists.  Yes,
he speaks from his heart.  To run
his statements through one’s mind,
however, is to watch them crumble
and drift away.

To focus on Murphy’s speech is not to ignore the arguments
of the other dozen speakers.  In fact, the rhetorical flourishes
employed by Murphy were restated ad nauseam by the many fine
people following him.  To boil it all down, however, their
speeches went something like this: there is a human right to
marriage.  By denying homosexuals the right to marry the state
is trampling their civil rights.  It is the “Religious Right,” led by
such unsavory characters as Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson, and
James Dobson, who are imposing their faith-based druthers
on an unwilling public.  In fact, any religious considerations in
this debate are unconstitutional.  Because of the human right
to marriage, civil unions are an unacceptable attempt at “separate
but equal.”

This whole argument, it seems, is predicated upon the idea
that there is a universal human right to marriage.  The natural
question that any reasonable person would ask when considering
this claim is, “Says who?”  Indeed, let’s get even more
fundamental.  Where do rights come from?  To say that there
are human rights is easy; to ground these rights in reality is
another matter.  Just because someone says “this is my right”
does not make it so.

It just so happens that this nation
does believe that there are universal rights,
in fact, it is founded on them.  How did
this nation’s Founding Fathers establish

the existence of human rights?  The answer to this question is
easily found in the Declaration of Independence.  It reads: “We
hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the
pursuit of Happiness.”  In answering the question, “where do
rights come from?” the founders replied, “the Creator.”  In
other words, God.

When rhetoricians at the same-sex marriage rally refer to
their human rights, it is presumed that they are referring to a

right granted to them by God.  Atheists, however, might object,
saying God has nothing to do with rights.  Such a person must
answer the above question, on what foundation do human
rights ground themselves?  This question is the unanswerable
riddle, the impossible project.  Clearly if humans are the mere
result of genetic accidents over time (evolution) then there is no
such thing as “rights.”  In such a circumstance, might makes
right.  The victim of an aggressor cannot appeal to a higher
authority.  The cry of, “but my human rights,”  is only met by
the callous laugh of the mightier being.  Unless we were created
with rights, by God, then the term becomes meaningless.

Regardless, this nation is founded upon the idea that there
is such a thing as self evident and unalienable human rights,
and that it is God who grants them.  Therefore, when the
speakers at SERC rally demand their rights, they are demanding
that which is granted to them by God.  But is there a right to
same-sex marriage?

Once again, defining terms is important.  How shall we
define marriage?  Murphy has a suggestion that he offers in his
speech.  He says marriage should be defined as two loving
people entering a lifetime commitment.   Under this definition
marriage is simply the legal recognition of love, commitment,
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and dedication between two human beings.  This is a radical
redefinition of the term.

Traditionally, marriage has been defined in relation to a
biological reality which can be expressed as “two in one flesh.”
When a man and a woman engage in sexual intercourse, they
biologically come together to create one entity which is
performing one biological act: reproduction.  In every other way
an individual is self-sustaining, but in the biological process of
reproduction two are required to act as one.

Reproduction, of course, leads to the creation of new life.
God has seen fit to require one man and one woman to create
new life.  New life is necessary if humanity is to continue; and
healthy, well cared for children are preferred if society is to
f lourish.  To this end societies throughout history have
encouraged the father and mother of the child to form a family

where children can be raised.  The state sees this as a public
good, and therefore encourages strong families with various
legal benefits.

The point is, marriage is rooted in a biological reality, and it
is only under this definition that it makes any sense.  When
loosed from the biological reality ordained by the Creator,
marriage becomes nearly meaningless.  Consider Murphy’s
proposed redefinition:  Two loving people who agree to enter
into a lifetime commitment.  This threshold can easily be met
by close friends seeking legal perks, or even by two elderly sisters
who live together.  There is no erotic component,  no concept
of “two-in-one flesh.”

Maybe Murphy should say something like, “two loving
people who agree to enter into a lifetime commitment and
want to have sexual contact with each other.”  But then, why
limit it to two people?  There are now groups called “poly-
amorous families,”  which consist of a small community of
individuals who have sex with each other and raise children
together.  Why should these groups not get married to each
other, in celebration of their love and commitment?  These are
serious questions, and deserve serious consideration.

Murphy, however, seemed to be in no mood for serious
consideration.  In fact, during the rally, there was a segment
where he and GW junior Marcus Mrowka threw statements
they found disagreeable in the “Recycling Bin of Hate.”  Among
these was a statement by James Dobson—the evangelical
psychologist and founder of Focus on the Family—that
eloquently articulated some of the arguments I have tried to
make.  As he read Dobson to the crowd I grew hopeful, maybe
a reasoned response would follow.  No luck.   Murphy was
dismissive, simply saying, “Oh James,” and casting the statement
into the trash.

This brings me to the final point, the scornful attitude
expressed throughout the rally towards orthodox Christians.
As a Christian, it is sad to see the level of animosity between
Christians and homosexuals at times.  While I clearly believe

that reasonable arguments support
the traditional view of marriage, I
also believe that the many speakers
at the rally who criticized Christians
did so for good reason.  They were
right, Christianity is a faith based
on the radical teachings of Jesus
Christ—a teaching of unbound
love.  He displayed love towards
all, especially the outcasts in society.
Again, speakers at the rally were
right, Christians have often shown
disgust and hatred towards
homosexuals, causing pain and
suffering.  This is inexcusable, even
unconscionable, for Christians,

who are called on to be conduits of Christ-like love.  Many of
us on the “Christian Right” owe homosexuals a sincere apology
for the things said and done to them over the years.  It is time
we humbly ask for forgiveness.

It is my hope that, in the coming months, orthodox
Christians and homosexual activists can sit at the same table
and talk honestly and openly.  Both sides feel strongly, even
passionately, that they are right.  Each side should recognize
that no one individual or group has a monopoly on truth; there
is always room to learn from others.  By respecting and loving
each other, each group can express their fears and hurts truthfully,
and dialogue can commence.  We should all thank Graham
Murphy for bringing this important issue to the forefront on
campus.  Let us continue in a way that truly recognizes that every
person—homosexuals and orthodox Christians included—is
a reflection of the Creator, and therefore deserving of boundless
respect and love.  May this fact be the foundation upon which
open communication can finally begin.

Rick Barry is a junior majoring in Political Communications and
Religion.  He can be reached at rbarry@gwu.edu.
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Last Monday, eleven protesters were arrested in an attempt
to overtake the Marvin Center Great Hall.  It was part of  the
National Student Labor Week of Action, sponsored by the
Student’s Against Sweatshops.

Since the week involved the word “action,” the group
obviously felt compelled to show some.  They gathered to
protest the university’s refusal to sign the Labor Code of Conduct
agreement.  Although the sentiment was genuine, the staged
demonstration was all show.

Students began placing tents inside the
Marvin Center as an indication of their
refusal to leave.  Leave it to our students to
make sure that the tents were placed inside,
and not outside, where one might actually
get cold or wet, or mess up a designer outfit!
We are, after all, a practical bunch at GW.

Forty-five minutes into this urbanized
Outward Bound experience, the
Metropolitan Police Department placed 11
of them under arrest, and they were taken
to the department’s second district
headquarters. Among the eleven were two
Georgetown University students, a factor,
which may become a consideration in the
charges pressed against them.

According to the GW Student Code of
Conduct, refusal to leave university
property does in fact constitute unlawful
entry.  A source from within the group
responsible, acknowledges that rules were
broken, however, they “expected the
University to be more compliant.”

The students arrested demanded a living wage for university
workers, affordable healthcare, and a number of other labor
provisions.  Students also wanted the university to adjust its
contracts with associate companies, evaluating each partnership,
on the basis of labor rights, and fair-trade policies.  Although
many of these demands are currently covered under current
labor law and union contracts, the feeling remains that it is not
enough.

“Most of the clothing items available in the bookstore, and
even the coffee available at university venues, were produced in
inhumane conditions, and we want that changed” said Junior
Timothy Kaldas, the introductory speaker at a rally last Friday,
April 2nd.  Of course, most of these students continue to
purchase these items, thereby reducing the effectiveness of their
argument.  Give me liberty or give me death, but don’t take
away my Mocha Frappuccino (an item vital for indoor camping)!

This Friday’s afternoon event was part of  a follow-up series
of rallies, aimed at dropping the charges against the arrested

students.  Speakers included Senator Edward Kennedy, Stuart
Acoff  of the AFL-CIO, Josh Williams of the DC Central Labor
Council, and Fred Azcarate of Jobs with Justice.

The rally, held at Kogan Plaza, opened up with an
introduction by Timothy Kaldas, complete with group chants,
and an array of 60’s era songs.  You could almost see the tie-dye
shirts and bell-bottom pants on the horizon.  “We actually had
a good turnout this time.” said Kaldas.  A large number of
students showed up despite the rain.

Many were surprised by Kennedy’s
appearance at the event, and those present
certainly enjoyed his company.  Speaking on
issues relating to Iraq and educational
funding, Kennedy  stressed the importance
of the labor issue.  The Massachusetts Senator
defined it as “a family issue, a civil rights issue,
a children’s issue, and a fairness issue.”

The chant, “The students and workers
will never be defeated” characterized the event,
with a number of aggressive personal attacks
on GW president Trachtenberg.  One student
said, “It’ s one thing to attack university
policies, but I think that they are going
overboard here,” regarding the personal
attacks on Trachtenberg.  When asked about
the validity of the rally, Sophomore Andrew
Pomeroy says, “I think that they were just
trying to get attention, not aid worker’s
rights.”

So what is the role of civil disobedience
in modern America?  When a demonstration

about the rights of one group infringes upon the rights of
another, is it justified?  Pomeroy believes that those arrested are
not living up to the principles of activism in their fight to drop
charges. “The whole point of civil disobedience is to accept the
punishment given as a protest, not break the rules and expect to
evade responsibility.”

All of us must give consideration to the work done by
those who make our experience here at GW one of the best in
the country. However, it can not done through meaningless
demonstrations. If we truly care about the status of workers
on our campus, we can begin by treating them with more respect.
We could make their job easier even if we simply picked up after
ourselves in the school’s common areas.  Regarding items, which
may have been manufactured under questionable conditions,
do not buy them. There are real things that we can do to support
their efforts.  So, let’s toss aside our camping gear and back up
our words with true and meaningful action.

Tent City Times
Wondering What Indoor Camping, Worker’s Rights, and

Ted Kennedy Have to do with Each Other?
--By Michael Cartier--
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Well, give the Hatchet a tiny bit of credit: at least they
tried.  In their yearly attempt to humor the GW community
with an April Fool’s Day edition, the staff  not only failed
miserably in the comedy department but ended up producing
a newspaper that was so patently crazy that many sensible
students were left wondering if the paper’s offices on G street
were overtaken by a band of 15 year-old horny males that
broke into their parents liquor cabinet.

I am sure that some will object to the specific stories in
the Hatchet – and they did a damn good job of offending
just about everyone.  It’s not everyday that you can slander
Christian, Jews, and rape victims all in one fell swoop, but
my complaint is not with the particulars, but with the general
theme and tone of the issue.

I’m not 100% sure what the Hatchet was trying to
accomplish with this latest April Fool’s Day paper.  If  the
goal was to shock their audience and gross everyone out, well
maybe they did succeed after all.  But if their goal was to
cleverly make fun of campus events and people, the Hatchet
has come up woefully short.

Humor – especially satire and parody – can be extremely
amusing when done well.  The Onion, a well-read weekly
political satire, is an example of clever parody that routinely
makes fun of everything without ever losing its edge.

Too bad we can’t say the same about the Hatchet.  In fact,
their toilet bowl humor was so crass that it leaves one to ask,
who actually thought that this stuff was funny enough to
write and publish?

Let’s take some of the highlights.  For example, I am
sure everyone couldn’t stop laughing at the picture on the
editorial page of somebody’s tongue dangling dangerously
close to a posterior end opening.   Or what about renaming
the crime log, “the cum log” and including a picture of a used
condom?  People from HOVA to Thurston still can’t stop
howling about Attila Cosby marching for his right to rape
innocent women.   And the page entitled “Unshorn Cock”
featuring a guy trying to put a pineapple in his pants is just
pure comedic genius. Did John Belushi write that one?

Of course, none of these things are really funny and most
of  them are just downright sleazy and raunchy.  The same
goes for pretty much the entire paper.

Here’s hoping that with next year’s edition the Hatchet
can actually write something funny for April Fool’s Day.  This
year, the biggest April Fools of all turned out to be on the
editors and staff – most of the campus was laughing at you
for producing such a lame paper.

The Hatchet Succeeds at Hitting New Lows
Raunchy

By Bryan O’KeefeBy Bryan O’KeefeBy Bryan O’KeefeBy Bryan O’KeefeBy Bryan O’Keefe

Bryan O’Keefe is the founder of the GW Patriot.  He is also a
Senior majoring in Political Communications.
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KERRY KERRY QUITE CONTRARY
BY KYLE VANDER MEULEN

Students attempting to pass through Kogan Plaza on
Thursday, March 25th may have noticed an impediment in their
path.  Running out to the tune of “It’s a beautiful day” (Botox’ll
make anything beautiful) came the likes of one Senator John F.
Kerry and Howard Dean.  No, my friends, this is not the next
phase of “shock and awe,” it is much worse; this is the future
of  the Democratic Party.  With the bear hugs, hand-waving, and
cheesy photo-ops one almost forgot that but months ago,
Howard Dean was whining like a baby to Terry McAuliffe to get
him to stop Kerry from attacking him.  All that is gone now,
apparently, and like Bonnie and Clyde the two are going to work
together to unseat Bush.

Dean began his speech
by noting that despite the
infighting between the two
on the campaign trail, “we
do have an enormous
amount in common.”
Surprisingly, I actually
found myself in
agreement with this
statement.  Both are New
England liberals who are
out of touch with the
American people and flip
flop on almost every issue
on the book.  In fact, John
Kerry is so wishy-washy
that when he got up to
give his speech he almost flip-flopped on who he was supporting
for President and “was about to get up here and say, ‘Dean for
President’!”

Kerry’s slogan for the day was, “Change Starts Here” and
could be seen adorning the herd of puppets standing behind
the Massachusetts liberal.  “Those aren’t just words. That’s a
reality.”   Here again I find myself in agreement with the
Democratic nominee (I’m beginning to scare myself).  Change
does start with Senator Kerry and can be seen in the revolutionary
way that Mr. Kerry has changed over 200 years of congressional
procedures.  Apparently Kerry has come up with a new way of
voting for something before one votes against it.  Of his vote
on the funding of our troops Senator Kerry said, “I actually did
vote for the 87 billion dollars, before I voted against it.”   You’re
right, Mr. Kerry, change does start here!

The rather uninspiring speech was comprised of the usual
Democratic rhetoric that we have come to expect from Kerry.
Perhaps it is simply because we are college students, but Mr.
Kerry seems to think that we are unintelligent folk who will take
him at his word and forget about his 20 year record in the
Senate.  For instance, Kerry lambasted President Bush on the
war in Iraq saying, “I can tell you from my heart and from my
gut, as well as my head [unlike Dean, Kerry apparently uses his
head once in awhile on policy issues] that I as President will tell

you the truth and never take this nation to war on false
information, false pretenses, false reasons.”  Correct me if I’m
wrong, but Kerry voted for the war in Iraq, and thus bears
some amount of responsibility for deploying our troops.

In many ways the speech was to represent a passing of the
torch for young Democrats.  One can spot nary a Honda Hybrid
without the bumper sticker, "Dated Dean, Married Kerry" on it.
But perhaps our university is a bit less whorish than one may
think.  Through all of the hub-ub surrounding the event, at the
end of the day it was Dean who garnered far more enthusiasm

than Mr. Kerry.  Sure Kerry got
the obligatory claps and half-
hearted name-chanting, but it
was primary-losing Dean who
won the day.  Though their
mouths were lisping Kerry, the
crowd's heart was screaming
Dean.  And I know that I was
not the only one startled to
hear Kerry give a shout out to
"Colonials for Kerry."  Where
was this group when the
Deaniacs were marching door
to door?  Where were the Kerry
"meet-ups?"  Indeed Kerry's
personality is so bland that even
the biting liberal rhetoric, which
most college students would
feast on like a mangy dog to a

meaty bone, failed to deliver more than a few polite cheers.
In recent speeches and interviews around the country Kerry

has been ever so subtly slipping in references to our late President
Kennedy.  In an interview with MTV News (no, that’s not a
joke...they actually do think of themselves as a news service)
Kerry acknowledged Kennedy as an inspirational figure in his
life and for his generation.  In his speech at GW, Kerry made
reference to Kennedy and his challenge to the American youth.
You see, Kerry wants us to think of him as the re-incarnation
of the former president.   The similarities between the two men
are, admittedly, rather striking.  Both men were Democratic
Senators from Massachusetts.  The two share the Roman
Catholic faith and tradition.  They even have the same initials.
But President Kennedy was a beloved American who cut taxes
and challenged Americans to give something back to the great
land which had given them so much.  John Kerry is a man who
has spent 20 years in the Senate, doing little more than serving
as a “thumbs up” for liberal special interest groups.  Although
I am no history major, I do know a bit about JFK, and you,
Senator Kerry, are no JFK.

Kyle Vander Meulen is a Religion major and a Public Health minor.
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Dated Dean, Married Kerry
(NOW EVEN DEAN HAS MARRIED KERRY)

So, Kerry was here, and Dean endorsed him. Who cares?
Pardon my cynicism, but are any of the Democrats on this
campus, or anywhere really, actually voting for anything other
than “Not Bush”? Since primary season
began and the media dropped the axe
on Dean (shattering the hopes of
activist college students and
impassioned liberals everywhere), it has
almost seemed like a race to support
Kerry. “I liked him first!” “NO! I liked
him first!” Every Democrat, even the
most seemingly principled, has jumped
on the Kerry bandwagon. The Dems
will take whatever they are given, as long
as it isn’t Bush round two, and they
make that pretty clear. They are still

smarting from that “stolen” election four years ago. Ahhh, but
such is politics.

A few months ago even the most hardcore Democrats
would agree that Kerry was the equivalent of Michael Dukakis.
He was a boring, rich, white liberal from Tax-achusetts. Sure, his
initials are JFK, but the guy has all the charisma of, well, a
boring, rich, white liberal from Tax-achusetts. The most partisan
of partisan Democrats on my hall was flatly disgusted with his
votes in favor of the war, in favor of the Patriot Act, his general
uninterestingness, and so on. Kerry is the worst of all possible
choices for the Democrats. He is for the war but against it, for
gay marriage but against it, and these positions all depend on
who’s asking. Furthermore, he wants to raise your taxes. His
only advantage is his so-called “experience” from his years in
Washington. But when I hear the words ‘experienced politician’,
I can only manage to process ‘aloof, power-hungry drone’. What
does experience give a politician but more time to fall prey to
special interests? Now even the great reformer Howard Dean is
endorsing Kerry, at our university no less. What has politics
come to when even Mr. Independence, Howard Dean, sells his
soul to the party?

I, for one, will not be selling my soul. I would consider
myself a member of the libertarian wing of the Republican
Party. This means I am extremely socially liberal and extremely

fiscally conservative. My mottos include,
“Stay out of my bedroom and out of my
wallet” and “I’m pro-choice on
everything.”  I distrust government’s
judgment. I usually vote Republican
because I value fiscal conservatism more
than social liberalism and because that
party’s positions are theoretically closer to
mine. And the Libertarian candidates are
generally hopeless. But that attitude is
coming to an end; I refuse to vote for
Bush, despite my animosity toward Kerry.

With the exception of his hawkish
foreign policy and his moralistic social

policy, Bush has been nowhere close to a Republican, let alone a
Libertarian. Bush is a social conservative with a huge tendency
to fiscally liberal pandering. He can never seem to get over his
desire to impose his morals on society, and he has been
consistently anti-free trade and pro-big government when he
thinks it will garner him more votes. Under his hand we have
experienced the largest increase in discretionary spending since
Lyndon “Great Society” Johnson, and he has proposed a
constitutional amendment to alienate a portion of society from
equal protection under the law. I am disgusted. Even Democrats
get half of the Libertarian goals right. They at least keep out of
the bedroom, if not out of the wallet, but big-government
Bush can’t seem to do either.

So I will be voting for the Libertarian candidate. Some might
consider it a waste of a vote, but that vote will allow me to
avoid the blame for the havoc that either of the major candidates
will most certainly wreak. I am keeping my conscience clear. I
may not have my president, but at least I’ll have my soul. And
I don’t think you can say that for most Republicans or most
Democrats..

BY ERIK KIMBROUGH

Now even the great reformer Howard Dean is
endorsing Kerry, at our university no less. What has
politics come to when even Mr. Independence,
Howard Dean, sells his soul to the party?
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Campus reporter Mark
has finally found a beat he
loves.  Last week he
learned the word “dildo”
and hasn’t shut up about it
since.

Mary-Jane, who only answers to
Deathstar, likes her beer cold and
her God dead. “Jesus sux!” she
claims.  She fancies herself a
cynic.

Who knew
the word
“pussy”
could still
be funny
twenty
minutes later.

GW Patriot EXCLUSIVE

Investigation Reveals: Junior High Students
Have Taken over The GW Hatchet

After years of speculation, the GW Patriot can definitively
confirm that the Hatchet is no longer run by GW students.
While the details are still sketchy, it seems a gang of pre-pubescent
junior high kids have gained control of the school’s newspaper.

One of the many awkward and acne-ridden children lisped
through his retainer that he will not leave Hatchet headquarters
until his hormones have subsided.  Free from their parents’
watchful eye, the kids attempt to prove how adult they are by
using crude language and drawings stick figures with abnormally
large genitals.  Though laughter continues to erupt each time
“it”  is mentioned, psychologist Carl Young says this is just a
phase and they will grow out of it as they mature.

Nervous GW students who long ago graduated from junior
high worry that such dull-witted potty humor will reflect poorly
on their generally reputable institution.  However, Dr. Young
has a reassuring message, “Don’t worry, be patient.  This is a

difficult time for the junior high kids; they are still trying to find
themselves.  They do develop brains--eventually.”

Our investigative reporters have made their way into the
former Hatchet headquarters...renamed Camp Condom by the
children.  Nearly overwhelmed by the stench emanating from
the puberty stricken youngsters, this is what the reporters found:

GW Hatchet Building: Occupied Territory

Rupert and Melvin study
Juggs Magazine for
their next lead story.  If
nothing else, the Jr.

High kids are disciplined
researchers.
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