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	 The	Oregon	Commentator	is	an	independent	journal	of	opinion	
published	 at	 the	 University	 of	 Oregon	 for	 the	 campus	 community.	
Founded	by	a	group	of	concerned	student	journalists	Sept.	27	1983,	the	
Commentator	has	had	a	major	impact	in	the	“war	of	ideas”	on	campus,	
providing	 students	 with	 an	 alternative	 to	 the	 left-wing	 orthodoxy	
promoted	by	other	student	publications,	professors	and	student	groups.	
During	its	twenty-two	year	existence,	it	has	enabled	University	students	
to	hear	both	sides	of	issues.	Our	paper	combines	reporting	with	opinion,	
humor	and	feature	articles.	We	have	won	national	 recognition	for	our	
commitment	to	journalistic	excellence.
	 The	 Oregon	 Commentator	 is	 operated	 as	 a	 program	 of	 the	
Associated	Students	of	the	University	of	Oregon	(ASUO)	and	is	staffed	
solely	 by	 volunteer	 editors	 and	 writers.	 The	 paper	 is	 funded	 through	
student	 incidental	 fees,	advertising	revenue	and	private	donations.	We	
print	a	wide	variety	of	material,	but	our	main	purpose	is	to	show	students	
that	a	political	philosophy	of	conservatism,	free	thought	and	individual	
liberty	is	an	intelligent	way	of	looking	at	the	world	—	contrary	to	what	
they	might	hear	in	classrooms	and	on	campus.	In	general,	editors	of	the	
Commentator	share	beliefs	in	the	following:

•	 We	 believe	 that	 the	 University	 should	 be	 a	 forum	 for	 rational	 and	
informed	debate	—	instead	of	the	current	climate	in	which	ideological	
dogma,	political	correctness,	fashion	and	mob	mentality	interfere	with	
academic	pursuit.

•	We	emphatically	oppose	totalitarianism	and	its	apologists.

•	We	believe	that	it	is	important	for	the	University	community	to	view	
the	world	realistically,	intelligently	and,	above	all,	rationally.

•	We	believe	that	any	attempt	to	establish	utopia	is	bound	to	meet	with	
failure	and,	more	often	than	not,	disaster.

•	We	believe	that	while	it	would	be	foolish	to	praise	or	agree	mindlessly	
with	everything	our	nation	does,	it	is	both	ungrateful	and	dishonest	not	
to	 acknowledge	 the	 tremendous	 blessings	 and	 benefits	 we	 receive	 as	
Americans.

•		We	believe	that	free	enterprise	and	economic	growth,	especially	at	the	
local	level,	provide	the	basis	for	a	sound	society.

•		We	believe	that	the	University	is	an	important	battleground	in	the	“war	
of	ideas”	and	that	the	outcome	of	political	battles	of	the	future	are,	to	a	
large	degree,	being	determined	on	campuses	today.

•	We	believe	that	a	code	of	honor,	integrity,	pride	and	rationality	are	the	
fundamental	characteristics	for	individual	success.

•		Socialism	guarantees	the	right	to	work.	However,	we	believe	that	the	
right	not	to	work	is	fundamental	to	individual	liberty.	Apathy	is	a	human	
right.
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	 The	Oregon	Commentator	is	a	conservative	journal	of	opinion.	
All	 signed	 essays	 and	 commentaries	 herein	 represent	 the	 opinions	
of	the	writers	and	not	necessarily	the	opinions	of	this	magazine	or	its	
staff.	The	Commentator	is	an	independent	publication	and	the	Oregon	
Commentator	Publishing	Co.,	Inc.	is	an	independent	corporation;	neither	
are	affiliated	with	the	University	of	Oregon	nor	its	School	of	Journalism.	
And,	contrary	to	popular,	paranoid	opinion,	we	are	in	no	way	affiliated	
with	the	CIA,	FBI,	or	the	Council	on	Foreign	Relations.
	 The	 Oregon	 Commentator	 accepts	 letters	 to	 the	 editor	 and	
commentaries	 from	 students,	 faculty	 and	 staff	 at	 the	 University	 of	
Oregon,	or	anyone	else	for	that	matter.	Letters	and	commentaries	may	be	
submitted	personally	to	Room	205	EMU;	placed	in	our	mailbox	in	Suite	
4	EMU;	or	e-mailed	to	editor@oregoncommentator.com.	The	Oregon	
Commentator	can	be	 found	on	 the	world	wide	web	at	http://www.
oregoncommentator.com.	
	 We	 reserve	 the	 right	 to	 edit	 material	 we	 find	 obscene,	 libelous,	
inappropriate	or	lengthy.	We	are	not	obliged	to	print	anything	that	does	
not	suit	us.	Unsolicited	material	will	not	be	returned	unless	accompanied	
by	a	stamped,	self-addressed	envelope.	Submission	constitutes	testimony	
as	to	the	accuracy.
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Editorial

A Rough Simulacrum
of Democracy

Two	 issues	 ago,	 in	 our	 Nobody	 section,	 we	 noted	 how	
ASUO	Programs	Director	David	Goward	asked	visitors	
to	his	Facebook	page	if	they	would	have	sex	with	their	

professors	 in	 order	 to	 get	 an	A+.	Wasn’t	 the	 more	 important	
question,	we	asked,	who	we	had	 to	 screw	 in	order	 to	get	 the	
ASUO	 to	 run	 efficiently?	 In	 the	 weeks	 that	 followed,	ASUO	
President	Adam	Walsh	twice	mentioned	to	an	OC	Editor	that,	
indeed,	he	was	the	one	who	could	facilitate	our	wishes	in	ex-
change	for	physical	lovemaking.

But	there	is	a	nugget	of	truth	in	Walsh’s	jokes,	as	this	year’s	
Executive	 has	 been	 markedly	 better	 than	 any	 other	 in	 recent	
memory.	(Read:	we	have	totally	been	screwing	Adam	Walsh.)	
The	instinctual	behavior	of	most	presidencies	in	ASUO	history	
has	been	to	ensure	that	special	interest	student	groups—those	
responsible	 for	 ushering	 the	 winning	 candidate’s	 ticket	 into	
office--	 are	 kept	 fat	 and	 content.	 This	 in	 turn	 forces	 the	 few	
choices	left	to	the	Executive	to	be	treated	as	foregone	conclu-
sions	rather	than	decisions	worthy	of	deliberation	and	careful	
thought.	 Walsh	 and	Vice-President	 Kyla	 Coy	 appear	 to	 have	
taken	a	different,	more	neutral	tack	this	year,	and	they	should	
be	appropriately	applauded.

Perhaps	the	best	example	of	this	Executive’s	prescience	can	
be	found	in	their	handling	of	OSPIRG’s	budget.	At	OSPIRG’s	
February	16	PFC	hearing,	the	Executive	requested	a	reduction	
in	OSPIRG’s	final	budget	due	to	the	inclusion	of	a	new	“Cam-
pus	Field	Organizer”	position	which	was	to	take	$3,197	of	stu-
dent	fees	and	essentially	spend	it	on	trying	to	recruit	students	
and	snatch	money	from	other,	non-OSPIRG	campuses.	Despite	
the	ridiculous	nature	of	this	position,	the	PFC	was	prepared	to	
fully	fund	OSPIRG	until	Walsh	threatened	to	veto	their	entire	
budget.	After	a	number	of	vetos,	much	recrimination	from	the	
shocked	PFC,	and	a	late-night	budget	session,	the	PFC	finally	
folded,	agreeing	to	the	Executive’s	cuts.	To	put	it	plainly,	this	
wouldn’t	 have	 occurred	 at	 any	 time	 during	 the	 previous	 two	
years.	

In	 2005,	 student	 government	 reached	 a	 crisis	 point	 after	
PFC	members	Mason	Quiroz,	Eden	Cortez	and	Dan	Kieffer	vio-
lated	viewpoint	neutrality	at	the	Oregon	Commentator’s	budget	
hearing	–	a	violation	that	resulted	in	the	removal	of	Quiroz	and	
Cortez	 and	 the	 resignation	of	Kieffer.	This	happened	months	
after	a	Sunriver	excursion	that	devolved	into	drinking	and	pot	
smoking	by	student	leaders	–	no	surprises,	really	–	recounted	in	
an	anonymous	and	suspiciously	gloating	note	left	by	one	of	the	
guilty	parties,	which	ended	with	the	untrue	declaration	“we	are	

some	cocky	smooth	motherfuckers.”	Although	ASUO	President	
Adam	Petkun	attempted	to	maintain	order	and	control	over	the	
power-hungry	proselytes	of	student	government,	he	was	pow-
erless	to	do	so.	Through	it	all,	the	PFC	also	attempted	to	defund	
the	ODE	for	distributing	issues	off	campus	while	hypocritically	
giving	OSPIRG	a	budget	increase.

In	2004,	ASUO	President	Maddy	Melton	and	Vice-Presi-
dent	Eddy	Morales	rarely	conducted	interviews	with	the	ODE	
and	 refused	 outright	 to	 conduct	 interviews	 with	 the	 Oregon	
Commentator.	Instead,	they	relied	on	press	flack	Taraneh	Fos-
ter.	Their	tenure	was	marked	by	secrecy,	silence	and	the	allega-
tion	that	Morales	assaulted	a	girl	at	Taylor’s	Bar.	If	there	have	
been	Executives	who	resented	student	input	more	than	Melton	
and	Morales,	we	are	not	aware	of	them.

The	transgressions	that	have	occurred	this	year	have	been	
relatively	insignificant	–	that	is,	until	we	find	out	where	Walsh	
is	storing	the	bodies.	Perhaps	Dallas	Brown	missed	a	number	of	
Senate	meetings.	Big	deal.	And	maybe	Amy	DuFour	violated	
ASUO	rules	by	 representing	 the	AAA	majors	when	she	 is	 in	
fact	a	Public	Relations	major.	Who	cares?	Name	us	a	year	when	
these	types	of	trifling	affairs	have	not	occurred.

But	 the	 OSPIRG	 affair	 was	 not	 handled	 in	 a	 completely	
ideal	 fashion.	While	Walsh,	 Coy,	 and	 former	ASUO	 Finance	
Coordinator	Nick	Hudson	won	a	small	victory	for	 those	con-
cerned	with	fiscal	responsibility,	the	larger	issue	of	OSPIRG’s	
existence	and	continued	leeching	behavior	was	not	addressed	
or	even	seriously	considered.	It’s	an	issue	that	student	govern-
ment	will	never	solve,	due	to	its	structure	and	the	personalities	
that	it	attracts.

[Warning:	elaborate	and	unwieldy	analogy	ahead.]
An illustrative way to explain OSPIRG’s funding process 

is to describe the actions of a dishonest, drug-addled school-
child. The child asks his or her parent (the ASUO) for money 
for school that day. The child says that he or she needs $4 for 
lunch (administrative costs), $1 for bus fare (campus field or-
ganizer), and $35 for pot (special interest campaigns). Now 
it just so happens that the parent is a rather wealthy ex-Ron-
nie James Dio roadie, who smokes about an eighth a day and 
makes  his or her money by scamming unwitting seniors (UO 
students) with fake life insurance. The child tells the parent that 
by smoking pot they’ll be driving its cost down, thus helping the 
old people who have had their money scammed. Thus, the guilty 
parent gives the child $40 and sends him or her off to school. 
At school, the kid pools his or her money together with money 
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from a number of other children in order to buy a particularly 
large amount of crack cocaine (wind power on the coast cam-
paign). Ultimately, there’s no way for the parent to track the 
money or ensure that the original $40 was spent properly.

[End	analogy]
What	the	Walsh	administration	did	this	year	was	to	insist	

that	the	child	should	walk	home	from	school	rather	than	take	
a	bus.	 	While	 the	Executive	and	the	PFC	concentrated	on	the	
existence	of	one	line-item,	both	appeared	unconcerned	with	the	
fact	 that	 the	 line-items	on	OSPIRG’s	proposed	budget	do	not	
actually	correspond	to	their	real	budget,	over	which	the	ASUO	
has	no	 control.	All	OSPIRG	 revenues	 are	 pooled	 at	 the	 state	
level,	thus	eliminating	the	possibility	of	the	ASUO	disallowing	

any	 specific	 expenditure	 or	 easily	 following	 the	 money	 trail.	
According	to	the	Green	Tape	Notebook,	this	is	illegal.

In	other	words,	even	a	good	Executive	can	turn	a	blind	eye	
--	or,	at	the	very	least,	choose	not	to	spend	political	capital	on	
--	a	blatant	misuse	of	student	 funds.	But	what	about	an	 ideal	
presidency	--	one	focused	purely	on	a	reduction	of	the	inciden-
tal	fee	and	a	serious	evaluation	of	the	pertinence	and	legality	of	
all	fee-funded	student	groups?	

The	 answer	 is	 “not	 much”.	The	 Clark	 Document	 explic-
itly	disallows	cutting	a	Traditionally	Funded	Program’s	budget	
by	 more	 than	 10%	 unless	 they	 have	 requested	 the	 reduction.	
This	rule,	originally	instituted	by	decree	of	UO	President	Dave	
Frohnmayer,	basically	serves	as	a	buffer	between	an	Executive	
intent	on	cutting	costs	(read:	a	candidate	we	would	support)	and	
an	old,	 corpulent	 student	group.	The	only	way	 to	get	 around	
this	limitation	is	to	gain	the	unanimous	approval	of	the	Student	
Senate,	which	of	course	is	next	to	impossible.	At	the	very	most,	
an	 ideal	Executive	could	cut	budgets	by	9.9%,	 refuse	 to	sign	
any	contracts,	and	wait	to	be	impeached	by	an	outraged	Student	

Senate	and	Constitution	Court.	And	if	the	impeachment	didn’t	
come,	Frohnmayer	could	simply	refuse	to	sign	the	budget,	thus	
sending	it	into	limbo	until	the	pork	is	properly	led	to	the	trough.	
When	candidate	states	that	he	or	she	would	like	to	make	cuts	
to	 the	 incidental	 fee,	 they	 are	 lying.	Student	 government	 bu-
reaucracy	is	not	designed	for	budget	cuts;	it’s	designed	for	bud-
get	increases.	Unless	someone	amazingly	smart	and	ambitious	
comes	along	–	an	ideal	candidate	--	your	money	will	continue	
to	be	misspent.

But	an	ideal	 isn’t	what	we	ask	for.	Instead,	we	evaluated	
candidates	on	a	list	of	rather	modest	criteria:

1.	Does	 the	 ticket	at	 the	very	 least	pay	 lip	 service	 to	 the	
idea	of	fiscal	responsibility	and	accountability?

2.	 Does	 the	 ticket	 agree	 that	 diversity	 on	
campus	should	mean	more	than	simply	skin	col-
or	and	sexual	orientation?

3.	Are	none	of	the	members	of	the	ticket	in-
debted	to	particular	student	groups,	and	is	there	
no	chance	that	they	will	be	running	again?

4.	Are	the	bulk	of	the	ticket’s	goals	realistic	
and	sensible?

5.	Do	members	of	the	ticket	have	an	appro-
priate	level	of	experience	in	order	to	accomplish	
said	goals?	

During	 the	primaries	we	came	close	 to	be-
ing	able	to	say	“yes”	to	all	of	the	questions	while	
evaluating	the	Dolberg/Hartley	and	Daniels/Du-
Four	tickets.	For	the	general	elections,	we	are	left	
in	the	unenviable	position	of	having	to	decide	be-
tween	the	two	choices	we	originally	would	have	
least	liked	to	see.		With	that	being	said,	however,	
our	reluctant	endorsement	goes	to	the	Residents	
Hall	dynamos	Todd	Mann	and	Jontae	Grace.

Being	an	RHA	toady	isn’t	as	bad	as	being	an	
ASUO	flack.	Jared	Axelrod	and	Juliana	Guzman	
have	a	 lot	of	experience	within	student	govern-
ment,	but	this	works	to	their	detriment.	Their	in-
ability	 to	 take	an	actual	stance	on	controversial	
issues	means	 they	have	a	milquetoast	platform.	

They’re	like	a	feel-good	movie	written	by	a	committee	of	unin-
spired	hacks.	Worse	yet,	they	have	extensive	ties	to	major	stu-
dent	groups,	and	it’s	possible	that	if	elected	Axelrod	could	run	
again	next	year,	essentially	forcing	his	complete	compliance	on	
all	issues.	Expect	stipends	to	rise	dramatically	if	Axelrod	and	
Guzman	are	elected.

Clearly,	 none	of	 the	 candidates	got	us	 excited;	 it	 is	 hard	
to	 imagine	 anyone	being	 excited	 after	 reading	 the	 interviews	
painstakingly	 transcribed	 in	 this	 issue.	 However,	 if	 voting	
means	choosing	the	lesser	of	two	evils	–	and	it	most	assuredly	
does	most	of	the	time	–	then	you	must	choose	only	one	ticket,	
warts	and	all.	That	is	assuming	you	are	one	of	the	paltry	num-
ber	of	students	who	actually	votes.

Photo taken on April 6 at 12:20pm in the EMU Amphitheater. This is a picture of the Candidate 
Fair. A booth for Chabad House, the Jewish Student Center,  is in the foreground.
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Sudsy in hospital after 
accidental suicide 

attempt

Sudsy	 O’Sullivan,	 the	 Oregon	
Commentator’s	beloved	mascot,	
recovers	 today	 in	 intensive	 care	

after	 an	 apparent	 accidental	 suicide	 at-
tempt.

According	 to	 sources	 close	 to	
Sudsy,	a	Pita	Pit	delivery	boy	found	the	
mascot’s	malty,	lifeless	mug-body	in	his	
Duck’s	 Village	 apartment.	 Emergency	
Medical	 Technicians	 rushed	 Sudsy	 to	
Sacred	Heart	Medical	Center	in	Eugene	
where	doctors	scrambled	to	revive	him.

“Frankly,	 [Sudsy]	 had	 us	 flum-
moxed,”	 said	 Sacred	 Heart	 Emergency	
Physician	 Tony	 LaDonda.	 “Nothing	
about	 his	 physiology	 made	 any	 sense	
to	us.	I	consulted	Gray’s	Anatomy	three	
times	 to	 see	 if	 there	 was	 something	 I	
missed.	 Finally,	 I	 consulted	 numer-
ous	episodes	of	Ben Casey,	ER,	and	St. 
Elsewhere.	In	the	meantime,	Sudsy	was	
twitching	like	a	fish	on	a	hook.”

Hospital	administrators	were	paged	
to	the	scene	with	a	code	blue.	“We	know	
that	 expertise	 is	 what	 matters	 in	 these	
life-and-death	 situations,”	 said	 Peace-
Health	 Medical	 Director	 Kim	 Wu	 in	 a	
media	release.	“In	appraising	the	uncon-
scious	body	of	a	six-foot	stein	contain-
ing	 no	 fluids	 aside	 from	 the	 beer	 foam	
and	 spittle	 encrusting	 upon	 his	 smiling	
lips,	we	had	to	make	a	split-second	judg-
ment	call:	get	some	bartenders	up	in	this	
ward,	stat.”

Representatives	 from	 Rennie’s	
Landing	 and	 Max’s	 arrived	 in	 record	
time,	bringing	both	beer	and	an	intimate	
knowledge	of	Sudsy’s	unique	needs.

They	quickly	stabilized	the	mascot’s	
condition	by	 cracking	 a	bottle	 of	Early	
Times	 on	 Sudsy’s	 rim	 before	 adminis-
tering	an	 IV	drip	of	 sorts,	 refilling	him	
with	 a	 delicious	 bibimbap	 of	 assorted	
pilsners.	

“The	trick	is	to	keep	him	tipped	and	
pour	 slowly,”	 Bartender	 Dave	 Gauthier	
commented.	“If	you	pour	too	quickly	the	
patient	can	accumulate	a	large	amount	of	
head,	and	that’s	never	good.”

Sudsy’s	 life	 hovered	 in	 limbo	 for	
hours	 as	 he	 slipped	 in	 and	 out	 of	 con-
sciousness.	

Meanwhile,	news	of	Sudsy’s	suicide	
attempt	spread	throughout	the	Universi-

ty	 community,	 and	by	9:00	pm	a	 small	
group	 of	 supporters	 had	 gathered	 out-
side	of	the	hospital	holding	vigil,	led	by	
Acorn	P.	Stillwater	III,	a	homeless	man	
drinking	a	can	of	2-11	Steel	Reserve.

“Now	 I	 don’t	 know	 shit	 from	
stringed	beans,	but	do	know	this:	Noth-
ing	 feel	 better	 than	 my	 old	 lady’s	 tits,	
and	nothing	taste	better	than	beer,”	said	
Stillwater,	swaying	atop	his	tin-can	ped-
estal	 and	 emitting	 a	 syrupy	 belch.	 “I	
didn’t	know	this	Sudsy	fellow	intimate-
ly,	but	I	done	dranked	a	lot	of	beer	in	my	
day,	so	I	feel	like	I	have	a	kinship	with	
my	 fallen	 brother	 in	 there.”	 Unexpect-
edly,	 Stillwater	 then	 proceeded	 to	 sing	
in	 a	 haunting	 if	 nasal	 falsetto,	 “I	 seen	
ya	knockin’	at	my	cellar	door/	I	love	ya,	
baby,	can	I	have	some	more/	life	blood,	
to	keep	from	runnin’	out?”

Among	 those	 present	 was	 ASUO	
Programs	 Coordinator	 David	 Goward,	
who	along	with	many	others	wept	tears	
of	 joy	 upon	 hearing	 of	 Sudsy’s	 stable	
condition.	“He’s	such	a	brave	little	guy,”	
Goward	said.	“It	pains	me	to	think	of	him	
up	there,	half-empty	and	unable	even	to	
barrage	 his	 nurses	 with	 that	 trademark	
lascivious	banter.”

Goward	 was	 not	 the	 only	 student	
government	official	concerned	about	the	
developments.	 ASUO	 President	 Adam	
Walsh	 told	 the	 Commentator	 that	 he	
planned	 on	 calling	 for	 a	 full	 investiga-
tion	into	the	issue.

The	vigil	was	cut	short	by	Stillwa-
ter’s	alarming	declaration:	“The	gubmint	
is	run	by	Osama	Bin	Hussein!”

Many	in	the	crowd	wondered	aloud	
how	 such	 an	 experienced	 drinker–	 one	
weaned	on	and	primarily	constituted	by	
beer	and	liquor--	could	possibly	arrive	at	
such	a	state.

Gauthier	 suspected	 that	 the	 Com-
mentator	mascot	had	run	out	of	beer	and,	
in	a	drunken	stupor,	forgotten	that	drink-
ing	himself	would	not	actually	replenish	
his	body	fluids.	“I	guess	when	he	drinks	
himself	only	a	portion	of	what	he	ingests	
actually	 remains	 in	 him.	 He	 didn’t	 tell	
me	where	the	rest	goes.”

“From	 what	 I	 heard,	 he	 literally	
pissed	 his	 life	 away,”	 said	 University	
senior	Walter	Hangman,	a	vigil	attendee	
hiding	out	in	Tacqueria	Pato	Verde	from	
Stillwater,	who	was	brandishing	a	sharp-
ened	 tree	branch	and	chasing	after	cars	
on	13th	Street.	

Walsh	 insisted	 that	 more	 needed	
to	 be	 done	 to	 address	 problems	 of	 this	
sort	 on	 campus,	 citing	 an	 influx	 of	 an-
thropomorphic	mascots,	such	as	the	Or-
egon	Voice’s	 “Todd	 the	 Emo	 Pita”,	 the	
Student	 Insurgent’s	 “Sprig	 of	 Parsley”	
and	 the	Oregon	Daily	Emerald’s	“Ailee	
Slater”.

“We	don’t	know	how	many	other	UO	
students,	faculty,	and	mascots	are	at	risk	
of	drinking	themselves.	Why	doesn’t	the	
University	administration	carry	statistics	
on	this	sort	of	thing?”	pleaded	Walsh.	

The	Student	Senate	was	also	quick	
to	respond,	calling	an	emergency	session	
in	order	to	formulate	an	action	plan.	Sen-
ator	Sara	Hamilton	proposed	an	“emer-
gency	 resolution”	 wishing	 the	 beloved	
mascot	 well	 and	 providing	 funding	 for	
a	“Stop	Student	Self-Drinking”	advertis-
ing	campaign.	The	motion	passed	unani-
mously.	Senator	Dallas	Brown,	who	was	
unable	 to	 attend	 the	 meeting	 due	 to	 a	
dance	class	conflict,	said	in	a	three	page	
written	statement	that	he	was	proud	the	
Senate	could	come	together	and	pass	the	
resolution.

“This	is	what	the	Senate	is	for,”	said	
Brown.	“We	come	together	to	solve	the	
pressing	problems.”

Intrafraternity	 Council	 President	
Jacob	Daniels	was	also	on	hand	to	lend	
gravitas	 to	 the	 proceedings.	 “What	 is	
the	 senate	 for?	 Aaahm,	 that’s	 a	 really	
difficult	issue,	you	know,	kinda	touchy-
feely.	 Obviously,	 we	 don’t	 want	 to	 in-
fringe	 on	 the	 liberty	 of	 our,	 you	 know,	
senator	 mugs.	 Sentient	 mugs?	 Sentient	
mugs.	But	we	don’t	want	them	harming	
themselves	either.	So	what	we	wanna	do	
is,	we	wanna	work	with	 the	 leadership,	
open	up	the	franchise,	to	get	a	handle	on	
this	problem.”	

Senator	and	PFC	Chair	Jared	Axel-
rod	 offered	 a	 somewhat	 differing	 per-
spective.	“I	think,	first,	that	this	is	an	is-
sue	of	diversity.	Where	are	 the	 sentient	
carafes	 of	 wine,	 the	 anthropomorphic	
jugs	of	tequila?	As	long	as	irresponsible	
consumption	 remains	 monolithically	
represented	by	Anglocentric,	heterosex-
ist	 mascots,	 this	 will	 continue	 to	 be	 a	
problem	for	this	campus.”

“I	don’t	know	that	a	decrease	in	the	
number	of	 self-drinkings	 is	 really	what	
this	 campus	 needs,”	 countered	 Resi-
dence	 Hall	 Association	 President	 Todd	
Mann.	 “As	 with	 the	 incidental	 fee,	 any	
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A Brief Conversation With an EW Reader

[Ed: The following letter (and accompanying editor’s note) ap-
peared in the 3/23/2006 Eugene Weekly under the heading ‘La-
tino Empire Blues’.]

I	just	returned	from	three-plus	months	in	Central	America:	
Nicaragua,	Panama	and	mostly	Puna	Mona,	Costa	Rica,	doing	
permaculture.	 It	was	very	warm,	 inspiring	and	depressing	 to	
my	health	—	depressing	because	I’m	an	old,	organic,	healthy	
hippy	needing	real	organic	and	raw	foods	daily	in	balance	—	
very	rare	there,	unless	you	get	it	from	local	conscious	farmers	
at	organic	growers’	markets.	Otherwise	they	don’t	know	what	
organic	 health	 is.	 They	 eat	 a	 very	 high-starchy,	 overcooked	
diet	and	lots	of	sweets,	rather	acidic	toxins,	with	no	green	sal-
ads	or	organic	standards	or	awareness.	Most	native	traditions	
are	gone,	like	using	local	clay	for	many	things.	I	gathered	and	
gave	healing	clay	salve	to	them	to	try	out.

I	was	a	 free	 lance	eco-tourist;	 the	middle-class	 invading	
countries	 with	 upper	 and	 mostly	 lower	 classes.	 The	 normal	
tragedies	there	of	being	conquered	by	waves	of	Spanish,	Cath-
olics,	business	and	 technology	continues	 to	 trash	 their	 tradi-
tions.	 Most	 of	 their	 markets	 are	 importing	 toxic,	 techy	 junk	
and	exporting	what	we	buy:	bananas,	coffee,	chocolate,	sugar:	

usually	sprayed	with	toxic	chemicals.
Even	in	jungles,	thousands	of	screaming	weed-whackers	

spew	poison	 smoke	mowing	 lawns.	Churches,	 schools,	 elec-
tricity,	TV	and	computers	invade	most	villages,	seducing	them	
into	self-conscious,	unnatural	and	slacker	lives,	except	a	few	
healthy,	hard-working	people.	New	chemo-drug	medical	clin-
ics	are	invading	many	villages.

So,	now	I’m	healing	from	the	climate	shock	of	returning	
to	a	cold	winter	after	tropics	where	high-acid	foods,	bad	wa-
ter,	zillions	of	microbes	and	rare	organic	foods	nourish	Latino	
bodies.	Sort	of	like	India,	with	a	Spanish	twist.

EW EDITOR’S NOTE: Micheal tells us he’s looking for a place 
to crash now that he’s back. He can be reached at micheals-
pun@yahoo.com

[OC Ed: Our own Tyler Graf decided to respond as TWiG, his 
Gaian identity]

Subject:	Let’s	ride	the	organic	rainbow,	amigo
Hey,
I	read	your	inspiring	letter	in	the	Eugene	Weekly.	If	you	need	
a	place	to	crash,	let	me	know.	Sadly,	there	isn’t	much	organic	
food	in	my	house	either	(thank	you	George	“Hitler”	Bush	and	

your	Gestapo	minions).		My	roommates	still	take	
lots	of	prescriptions	(mainly	Ritalin).	Maybe	our	
positive	influence	can	help,	man.
Keep	on	rockin’	in	the	(unfree)	world,
TWiG

[Ed: Micheal was quick to respond.]

aloha	Twig

thanx	 for	writing.	 email	 thru	EW	Ted?	my	 let-
ter	 may	 sound	 &	 depressed	 &	 needy.	 	 But	 no,	
am	 fastly	 healing	 the	 toxins	 of	 Latino	 Empire	
Blues,	 acupuncture,	 Chi-kung,	 Chinese	 herbs,	
bicycling,	meditating,	loving	nature!		So	i	don’t	
need	 a	 place	 to	 crash,	 am	 camping	 in	 friends	
tree-house	 i	 love.	 	The	 spring	 equinox	 dawned	
last	 week	 &	 new	 moon	 in	Aries	 on	Wed.	 new	
beginnings	coming	soon?!	 	 	Your	home	sounds	
slighty	depressing?	is	it?			

organicallyours					
micheal

Nobody

The Return of...

Conventional Wisdom
Jared Axelrod - A Petkun in pocket is worth 
two on the bus.*

Bill Frist - Offering free medical evaluations 
via webcam simply doesn’t pay. 

Tom DeLay - He’s out of Congress and into 
the private sector where, as P.J. O’Rourke 
would say, he can do some real damage.

Ralph Nader - Screw votes, this time 
around he’s stumping for poontang.

Todd Mann - He’s done well so far, but can 
he counter the Petkun factor?

swinging odds

4-1

20-1

200-1

1000-1

15-1

*Alternate	joke:	Is	that	a	Petkun	in	your	pocket	or	are	you	just	mildly	happy	to	see	me?

reduction	implies	a	limitation	on	the	options	for	students.	What	
the	students	of	this	campus	need	is	a	restoration	in	their	faith	
that	mascots	can	speak	for	them.	The	more	accidental	suicide	
attempts,	quite	frankly,	the	better.”

“Surprisingly	 enough,	 I	 agree,”	offered	University	 junior	
Andy	Dolberg,	emerging	from	a	nearby	bush	and	removing	his	
night	vision	goggles.	“If	people,	or,	say,	loveable	emblems	of	
wanton	 self-pollution,	want	 to	off	 themselves,	 is	 it	 really	 the	
government’s	role	to	try	and	stop	them?	Don’t	get	me	wrong-
-	I	love	Sudsy.	But	what	that	mug	seems	to	need	right	now	is	a	

firearm.”
As	the	strag-

gling	 vigil	 attendees	 headed	 back	 toward	 the	 dorms,	 and	 the	
last	 of	 the	 abandoned	 candles	 fizzled	 out	 under	 a	 brief	 rain	
shower,	Sudsy	opened	an	eye	in	his	hospital	room	to	find	that	
he	was	alone.	“Maybe	when	these	elections	are	over,”	he	slurred	
as	he	stuck	a	straw	into	his	head,	“I	won’t	have	to	hear	these	
idiots	 prattle	 on	 with	 their	 self-serving	 drivel.	 Maybe	 then--	
sluuuuuuuuuuuuuuurp!--	I	can	get	some	peace.”
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What They Fight For
The Executive
In	ASUO	Kremlin	parlance,	“The	Executive”	refers	 to	 the	
singular	office	held	by	the	President	and	Vice	President.	The	
ASUO	President	is	the	most	powerful	person	in	student	gov-
ernment,	and	 the	Vice	President	 is	 the	most	powerful	per-
sonal	 assistant.	 Together,	 they	 make	 budget	 recommenda-
tions,	appoint	students	to	vacant	Senate	seats,	approve	final	
budgets	 from	 the	 PFC,	 negotiate	 with	 contracted	 groups,	
and	leak	information	to	the	Emerald.	It’s	a	tough,	time-con-
suming	job.	The	only	silver	lining	is	that	if	you	do	a	poor	job	
your	 incompetence	will	 soon	be	 forgotten-	 the	ASUO	has	
the	institutional	memory	of	sperm.

The Student Senate
The	basic	function	of	the	Student	Senate	is	to	accept	special	
requests	from	student	groups	and	argue	among	themselves	as	
they	jockey	for	position	in	the	upcoming	election.	They	have	
some	other	functions	but	they’re	largely	for	ceremonial	and	
chest-puffing	purposes.

The Athletic Department Finance Committee
The	ADFC	essentially	acts	as	the	liason	between	student	gov-
ernment	and	the	Athletic	Department.	 Its	primary	task	 is	 to	
ensure	that	all	students	pay	for	mediocre	seats	at	Duck	sport-
ing	events.	

The Programs Finance Committee
The	 PFC	 is	 tasked	 with	 approving	 the	 mission	 statements,	
goals,	and	final	budgets	of	all	student	groups.	Each	group	gets	
two	hearings,	the	first	of	which	deals	with	mission	statements	
and	goals	and	the	second	of	which	concerns	only	budgetary	
issues.	PFC	members	oftentimes	use	budget	hearings	as	a	fo-
rum	 to	 evaluate	 the	 value	 of	 the	 student	 group	 on	 campus,	
which	is	a	clear	violation	of	viewpoint	neutrality-	a	supposed	
central	tenet	of	the	committee.

The EMU Board of Directors
The	EMUB	allocates	money	for	certain	groups	based	within	
the	EMU	(like	KWVA)	and	plays	house	with	the	placement	of	
student	group	offices.	Meetings	essentially	consist	of	listening	
to	Dusty	Miller	prattle	on	about	the	good	ol’	days	when	the	
Commentator’s	office	was	a	rather	cramped	janitor’s	closet.

Associated Student President’s Advisory Committee
The	people	elected	to	ASPAC	get	to	go	complain	to	President	
Frohnmayer	in	person	once	a	month.	They	meet	up,	complain	
about	the	current	issue	du jour,	and	then	receive	vague	reas-
surances	that	a	press	release	will	be	sent	out	immediately.

Student Recreation Center Advisory Board
We	 don’t	 particularly	 know	 or	 care	 what	 these	 people	 do.	
We	assume	that	they	complain	about	basketball	availability,	
locker	room	regulations,	and	other	things	that	don’t	interest	
people	as	out	of	shape	as	we	are.

Elections 2006 �



OC: What student groups have you been involved with?

Jontae	Grace:	ASAP,	SWAT,	BSU,	Multicultural	Center,	RA

Todd	Mann:	RHA,	Democrats,	Hillel,	SHAC,	Coffee	Hour	
(ISA)

OC: What efforts would you make to reduce the incidental 
fee?

JG:	Personally,	I	don’t	think	that	minimizing	the	incidental	
fee	is	the	best	answer.	Personally,	I	would	just	like	to	keep	it	
at	an	appropriate	rate	for	students	to	be	able	to	pay,	that	would	
be	affordable	for	students,	and	[that]	would	also,	at	the	same	
time,	be	able	to	maintain	the	services	and	everything	that	the	
incidental	fee	covers.	You	hear	a	lot	of	students	talking	about	
how	you	should	lower	the	incidental	fee,	but	by	lowering	the	
fee,	in	effect,	you’re	shaving	off	services,	programs	and	stu-
dent	groups	that	we	need	to	be	successful.

TM:	When	evaluating	special	requests,	like	conferences…	
when	delegates	attend	a	conference,	they	need	to	be	invested	
in	that	conference.	Financially	invested	in	that	conference	
is	a	good	way	to	go.	Whether	that’s	fundraising,	or	paying,	
y’know	20%	of	the	cost	or	something	like	that,	so	they’re	ac-
tually	invested	in	that	conference.	The	incidental	fee	though…	
we	need	to	make	sure	it’s	at	an	appropriate	level.	But	at	the	
same	time,	with	tuition	going	up,	and	financial	aid	going	
down,	we	need	to	make	sure	the	incidental	fee	doesn’t	con-

tinue	to	rise	at	the	rate	it	is.	We	have	so	many	students	who	
are	dependent	on	those	stipends,	and	if	you	are	a	co-director	
of	a	program,	you	don’t	have	the	time	to	have	another	job	to	
pay	for	your	education.	At	the	same	time,	if	the	incidental	fee	
continues	to	rise,	it’s	going	to	threaten	its	own	existence.	At	
some	point,	it’s	going	to	get	so	high	that	students	are	going	to	
say	hey,	do	away	with	the	whole	thing,	or	make	massive	cuts.	
So,	when	you	are	evaluating	programs	now,	you	want	to	take	
that	into	account,	so	you	don’t	force	that	decision	two	years	
down	the	road	to	the	student	government	that	is	going	to	have	
to	cut	the	whole	thing,	or	major	programs.

OC: Would your administration discontinue the Recogni-
tion Review Committee by enacting a new executive rule 
next year?

TM:	Well,	the	Recognition	Review	Committee	is	definitely	
something	we’d	have	to	take	a	look	at.	I	wouldn’t	say	for	cer-
tain	right	now	that	we’d	discontinue	it,	but	at	the	same	time,	
as	issues	came	up	last	year,	it	really	scared	me,	the	power	
that	that	one	committee	had	over	student	government	and	its	
programs.	The	checks	and	balances	with	that	committee,	and	
the	mission	statement,	there	was	a	big	issue	with	the	mission	
statement	originally.	We	haven’t	directly	addressed	that	one	
issue,	but	I’m	sure	that	it	will	be	something	we	will	be	look-
ing	at	very	closely.

OC: How do you define diversity as it applies to campus?

Todd Mann & 
Jontae Grace
Mann: Junior majoring in Political Science
Grace: Sophomore majoring in History
Votes in primaries: 957 (2nd) 
Flier color: Hot Pink 
Website: http://www.tjasuo.com/

Interview conducted in person on March 25, 2006 in the 
Carson Hall lobby. Transcript has been edited for length 
and clarity. The full, original audio recording can be found 
at http://www.uoregon.edu/~ocomment/interviews/Todd_
and_Jontae.wma
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JG:	I	think	that	diversity	on	our	campus	maybe	gets	a	bad	rap,	
because	I	think	a	lot	of	opponents	of,	say,	the	diversity	plan	
think	its	just	about	bringing	in	people	of	color,	or	bringing	
in	faculty	of	color,	or	trying	to	attract	students	of	color,	but	I	
think	when	you	look	at	diversity,	it’s	way	wider	than	just	race	
and	ethnicity.	It	has	to	do	with	background,	gender,	sexuality,	
socioeconomic	background.	So	I	would	define	diversity	as	an	
all-inclusive	element	of	our	educational	experience.

OC: So, what do you think of the latest changes to the 
diversity plan?

TM:	I	think	there	are	a	couple	of	things	that	the	new	plan	
lacks,	and	I’ve	been	meeting	with	the	student	group	that	has	
been	assembled	by	members	of	the	MCC,	and	there	are	some	
things	that	they	are	concerned	with,	which	are	also	the	things	
Jontae	and	I	are	concerned	with.	First,	there’s	a	lack	of	ac-
countability	implementing	the	plan,	and	if	you	are	gonna	have	
a	plan,	you	should	definitely	have	accountability	as	part	of	
that	plan.

JG:	Also,	I	think	there’s	a	problem	with	the	timeline.	Just	
reading	over	the	plan,	I’ve	got	a	copy	right	here--	most	of	the	
terminology	is	very	vague:	Departments	should	make	an	effort	
to	do	this,	and	student	groups	should	make	an	effort	to	do	that,	
so	I	think	the	timeline	doesn’t	put	any	specific	requirements	
on	groups	or	departments,	yet	it	just	encourages	them	to	make	
the	proper	efforts.	And	an	example	of	that	is	the	Brown	v.	
Board	of	Education	decision.	It	took	more	than	10	years	to	get	
schools	completely	desegregated.	So	I	think	without	a	proper	
timeline	in	place,	it’s	not	too	soon	to	please,	but	at	the	same	
time	it’s	not	too	long	so	people	forget	about	it.

OC: What initiatives, if any, would you take to modify fan 
behavior at Duck home games?

TM:	Thank	God	you	touched	on	that.	I’m	a	huge	Duck	fan.	
I’m	a	big	sports	fan	in	general.	I’m	the	one	who’s	in	the	
second	row	in	the	student	section	at	every	game,	and	I’m	on	
the	ASPAC	council	–	I	don’t	know	if	I	mentioned	that	earlier	
–	I’m	the	longest	sitting	student	on	that	committee.	And	when	
Frohnmayer	brought	it	up,	we	had	all	these	great	ideas	thrown	
out.	When	we	brought	it	up,	we	threw	out	a	lot	of	good	ideas	
for	actually	curbing	fan	behavior.	And	what	happened	was	
that	the	Senate	took	it	on	and	said,	“These	are	all	our	ideas.	
And	the	one	that	came	out	of	it	was	classy	fan	behavior,	where	
they’re	going	to	have	banners	that	say	“stay	classy	fans”,	for	
$2,500	of	our	money	wasted.	Now	think	about	it,	if	you	are	a	
drunk	student,	or	even	a	sober	student,	and	you	see	a	banner	
that	says	“stay	classy”,	are	you	going	to	stop	throwing	your	
cup	at	the	crowd?	It’s	a	complete	waste	of	tuition.	One	of	the	
biggest	concerns	is	intoxicated	students,	not	allowing	them	to	

get	into	the	stadium	…	I’m	not	saying	having	armed	police	
down	there	all	the	time.	If	students	have	the	mindset	that	
they	can	be	wasted	on	the	way	in	or	smuggle	huge	amounts	
of	alcohol	into	the	games,	they’re	going	to	do	that	game	
after	game.	And	the	security	guards	aren’t	trained.	So	simply	
getting	some	people	in	there,	they’re	gonna	save	money	in	
the	long	run,	because	how	many	people	do	they	throw	out	of	
games?	Think	about	the	staff	time	that	was	required	to	get	
those	people	thrown	out.	What	if	they	were	just	stopped	on	
their	way	in?		You	would	have	saved	a	lot	of	time	and	money.

OC: What is your opinion on the proposed Westmoreland 
sale, and would your administration dedicate any staff 
time to the issue?

TM:	I’ve	worked	a	lot	on	the	Westmoreland	situation.	I’ve	
been	there	since	the	very	beginning,	when	Bing	Li	first	made	
a	comment	to	the	paper—	to	the	Emerald—	and	I	actually	
called	her	and	contacted	her	and	had	her	come	and	present	
to	a	group	of	residents	here	that	were	very	active.	And	she	
presented	to	the	group	and	said	this	is	why	this	is	such	a	big	
issue.	She	cried,	and	it	was	very	emotional,	and	she	inspired	
us	all	to	get	involved.	This	was	back	in	September,	but	I’m	
not	exactly	sure	what	the	date	was.	But	at	that	point	in	time	

Our Take

There’s	 something	 creepy	 about	 Todd	 Mann.	 This	
may	sound	superficial,	but	look	at	his	picture.	Look	
at	 it	 closely.	 Gaze	 into	 his	 glassy	 eyes;	 study	 his	

cocky	grin.	This	man	is	clearly	harboring	some	unspeak-
ably	horrific	plan	for	this	university,	and	only	he	and	Jontae	
are	privy	to	its	lurid	details.	But	assuming	that	Mann	does	
control	 his	 insatiable	 appetite	 for	 human	 giblets,	 he	 and	
Grace	could	make	a	decent	Executive	team.	Both	have	im-
pressive	experience,	and	 their	platform--	while	bland--	 is	
fairly	inoffensive	to	our	conservative	tastes.	One	troubling	
aspect	 is	 their	 intense	 focus	on	Westmoreland.	While	we	
don’t	disagree	with	 their	 stance,	and	while	we	do	under-
stand	 that	Mann’s	first-hand	 involvement	 in	 the	debate	 is	
an	important	campaign	asset,	it’s	nonetheless	troubling	to	
see	 candidates	 for	 public	 office	 organize	 their	 campaign	
around	an	issue	that	is,	by	definition,	ultimately	out	of	their	
hands.	 It’s	 also	 unfortunate	 that	 they	 are	 both	 Residence	
Hall	Association	 insiders,	 which	 is	 a	 similar	 (albeit	 less	
insidious)	 form	 of	 student	 government	 bureaucrat	 to	 the	
ASUO	insider.	Uncertainty	defines	 their	 ticket.	 If	elected	
they	could	do	an	excellent,	efficient	job	of	administrating	
or	they	could	appease	every	group	that	comes	in	to	grovel	
at	their	feet.	We	just	don’t	know.	What	we	do	know	is	that	
we	must	protect	our	precious	giblets	from	Mann.

Elections 2006: Mann & Grace
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Housing	had	released	figures	stating	that	there	were	only	25	
International	Students,	and	thirteen	percent	of	families	living	
there.	So	we	immediately	went,	“What	is	this?”	So	we	went	
out	there	and	did	a	third-party	survey,	went	door-to-door,	and	
found	that	Housing’s	numbers	were	wrong.	So	we	released	
those	numbers	and	printed	them,	and	Housing	was	like,	“Oh,	
my	God—	our	numbers	are	way	off.”		That’s	why	this	whole	
thing	started	getting	really	heated,	because	Housing	had	to	
release	these	new	numbers	which	showed	how	inaccurate	
those	first	numbers	were.	So	I’ve	been	very	involved	from	the	
very	beginning.	I’ve	been	in	OUS	Board	meetings.	In	ASPAC	
councils,	I’ve	definitely	spoke	to	Frohnmayer	personally,	and	
the	weird	thing	about	it	is	that	Frohnmayer	has	really	person-
ally	attached	himself	to	the	issue	now,	and	that	makes	it	very	
tough.	Because	he’s	basically	said,	“If	you	don’t	trust	this	
decision,	then	you	don’t	trust	me,	so	fire	me.	And	when	you	
personally	attach	yourself	to	something	like	that,	it	makes	it	
very	hard	to	negotiate.	And	that’s	what	Westmoreland	tenants	
want:	they	want	some	negotiation.	…
But	anyways:	what	would	our	administration	do?	Here’s	one	
thing	you	may	not	know:	the	OUS	Board	is	the	board	that	has	
all	the	power	in	the	decision-making	process.		The	University	
has	cleverly	decided	to	hold	their	meeting	in	June—	one	week	
after	every	single	ASUO	group	changes	their	leadership.		So	
once	the	ASUO	has	a	completely	new	staff,	that’s	when	they	
want	to	bring	up	the	issue.	So	Adam	Walsh	is	out—Adam	
Walsh	has	been	a	fairly	good	advocate	for	that.	And	no	one—
I’m	the	only	candidate	right	now	who	has	actually	worked	[on	
this	issue].	But	if	you	talk	to	Bing	Li,	I’ve	got	her	endorse-
ment.		And	when	you’re	speaking	about	access	to	education,	
it’s	really	hard	to	do	that	when	you’re	coming	from	a	point	of	
privilege.	I	don’t	come	from	a	privileged	background;	Jontae	
doesn’t	come	from	a	privileged	background.	So	when	we’re	
speaking	on	access	to	education	issues	we	really	speak	from	
the	heart.	And,	really,	Westmoreland	comes	down	to	an	access	
to	education	issue,	a	community	issue.	I	have	a	lot	of	contacts	
within	local	and	state	politics,	and	I	have	talked	to	the	gover-
nor	on	this	issue.	I	have	experience	working	on	this	issue,	and	
so,	yes—	we	will	fight	to	save	Westmoreland.	So	I	think	we’re	
the	best	qualified	to	look	at	the	issues.

JG:	Just	to	add	something,	I	think	the	important	thing	to	
consider	when	thinking	about	the	Westmoreland	situation	is	
that	the	uniqueness	of	the	Westmoreland	community	is	a	very	
important	part	of	the	success	of	the	diversity	initiatives	of	this	
university.	And	like	Todd	was	saying,	most	of	these	students	
are	non-traditional	because	they’re	graduates	or	parents	or	
international	or,	you	know,	something	like	that.	So	I	think	
that	selling	Westmoreland	will	be	in	effect	displacing	many	
of	the	students	that	we	say	as	a	university	that	we	need	to	be	a	
successful	and	all-inclusive	university	and	to	provide	a	well-
rounded	education	for	our	students.	I	think	that	in	the	end	our	

university	and	our	students	take	a	greater	loss	because	they’re	
sacrificing	their	own	educational	integrity	to	make	some	quick	
dollars.

OC: What’s your campaign’s stance on the continued 
funding of OSPIRG?

TM:	OSPIRG	has	been	a	very	contentious	issue	for	a	num-
ber	of	years	.		I	worked	with	some	members	of	OSPIRG	in	
the	past	and	I	think	that	one	of	the	biggest	problems	with	
people’s	perspective	of	OSPIRG	is	that	there’s	actually	two	
different	OSPIRGs:	one	is	a	state	organization,	and	one	is	a	
student	organization.		A	lot	of	people	oppose	the	state	part	
of	it,	because	it’s	not	necessarily…	because	it	has	very	little	
to	do	with	students,	and	the	student	part	of	it	focuses	mostly	
on	student	issues,	textbook	prices,	affordable	housing,	some	
of	the	issues	that	actually	affect	students,	whereas	if	you	are	
working	on,	I	mean	environmental	issues,	in	the	long	run	do	
affect	students	as	well,	but	they	are	harder	to	connect,	when	
you	look	at	it	actually	having	student	fees	go	to	political	activ-
ism,	it’s	definitely	controversial.			But,	it’s	important	to	note	
that	those	dollars	necessarily	go	to	lobbying,	lobbying	is	done	
at	the	state	level,	the	state	OSPIRG.		The	student	OSPIRG	
doesn’t	do	any	lobbying,	and	I	think	that’s	really	important	to	
note,	because	people	go	“why	are	my	dollars	going	to	lobby	
for	an	organization	that	I	don’t	agree	with”	and	I	think	that’s	
one	thing	that	people	need	to	note	that	they	aren’t	actually	the	
same	organizations.
As	for	continued	funding,	like	every	group,	they	need	to	be	
systematically	evaluated.	We	actually	have	to	look	at	the	ben-
efit	to	students,	and	student	involvement	in	the	program.		You	
can’t	just…	I	think	it’s	unfair	for	us	to	say	we’re	going	to	cut	
OSPIRG’s	funding	in	general.		It	needs	to	be	evaluated	just	
like	every	other	group	and	looked	at,	and	say	“Is	there	a	value	
to	students	here	on	our	campus?”	and	I	think	that	one	of	the	
biggest	issues	lately	was	the	addition	of	a	new	position,	field	
coordinator	I	believe	it	was	called?

OC: Yes.  Campus field coordinator.

TM:		Campus	field	coordinator.		And	a	lot	of	that	battle	was	
just	between	executive	and	legislative	..	senate	and	executive,	
and	had	very	little	to	do	with	the	actual	decision	itself.		But	
at	the	same	time,	we	need	to	make	sure	that	student	money	
is	staying	on	our	campus	and	benefiting	our	students.		If	that	
position	does	not	benefit	students	here	at	the	University	of	
Oregon,	that	position	should	not	be	funded	with	incidental	
fees.	However,	if	that	position	does	affect,	in	some	regards,	
students,	then	it	might	be	an	adequate	position.		It’s	all	about	
the	value	in	it…	you	can’t	just	say	“cut	everything.”

OC:  Going with that. On your campaign website it is 
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mentioned that through budget recommendations you’ll 
both “work to make sure your tuition dollars don’t go to 
waste on programs that students don’t utilize.”   How do 
you define utilization, and how would you determine the 
level of use when giving recommendations?

JG:		I	think	in	terms	of	how	students	[utilize],	indicator	could	
just	be	the	size	of	the	student	group,	but	that	doesn’t	neces-
sarily	determine	the	usefulness	or	utilization.		I	think	that	the	
overall	...	that	it	how	it	contributes	to	the	overall	health	of	the	
university	and	how	it	gives	students	a	sense	of	belonging	and	
how	a	program	seeks	to	include	students	of	different	back-
grounds.		I	think	that’s	the	biggest	indicator	of	the	effective-
ness	of	a	student	group.

TM:		I’d	say	a	lot	of	it	is	quality	vs.	quantity.		If	you	look	at	
it,	if	you	have	a	thousand-full	as	members	of	an	organization,	
they	may	have	very	little	involvement	in	that	organization	or	
there	is	very	little	that	that	organization	plays	in	their	college	
experience.	And	some	organizations,	they	may	have	relatively	
few	members,	they	play	a	very	big	role	in	those	members	
success	here	in	college.		So	I	think	that	just	saying	that	only	
200	people	attended	a	program,	where	each	one	of	those	200	
people,	their	lives	were	changed	by	that	program,	it’s	very	im-
portant	that	we	really	look	at	each	program,	very	specifically,	
very	closely,	and	we	can’t	just	say	that	when	funding	one	par-
ticular	group	-	this	is	the	thing	that	gets	me	and	I	hear	it	every	
once	in	a	while	when	I	go	to	a	senate	meeting	-	“Well,	they	
spent	100%	of	their	funds,	they	deserve	an	increase.”	It	should	
be	when	they	spent	100%	of	their	funds?		If	they	saved	mon-
ey,	they	should	be...	we	should	discourage	them	from	saving	
money?			Saving	money	is	a	good	thing	for	students.		If	you	
didn’t	spend	it	all,	but	were	able	to	put	on	the	same	programs,	
it	doesn’t	mean	we	should	defund	you	or	fund	you	less,	per	
se,	we	need	to	look	at	what	actually	happened	that	year.		And	
so	if	a	group	spent	100%	of	their	money	but	only	did	half	of	
what	they	did	the	year	before,	I	think	that	should	be	taken	into	
account.	I	don’t	think	that’s	always	taken	into	account,	I	think	
sometimes	they	look	at	that,	but	a	standard	should	not	be	set	
that	if	you	spent	100%	of	your	funds	you	deserve	an	increase.		
I	don’t	know	if	that	answers	the	question	or	not	...

OC: That makes sense.   What about your platform or 
goals? What distinguishes you from other executive cam-
paigns?

Todd:	Woo!		

Jontae:		I	think	one	of	the	things	about	not	necessarily	our	
platform,	but	our	background	is	that	we	have	been...	I	think	
that	the	nature	of	our	jobs	requires	that	we	interact	with	and	
work	with	more	than	one	student	group	or	one	different	type	

of	constituency,	if	you	will.		I	think	we	have	a	well-rounded	
package	when	it	comes	to	dealing	with	and	lobbying	for	
different	student	groups.		So,	I	think	that	especially	for	us	
working	in	the	residence	halls,	the	main	part	of	the	job	for	us	
is	to	create	an	all-inclusive	community,	so	we’re	looking	for	
the	best	ways,	the	most	effective	ways,	to	go	about	creating	
a	community	that	will	be	positive	and	be	all-inclusive.		So	I	
think	that’s	maybe	the	difference	between	us	and	all	the	other	
campaigns	is	that	as	being	in	the	student	government,	maybe	
they	are	relegated	to	represent	one	specific	area,	that’s	what	
their	oversight	is.	But	for	us,	it’s	not	only	encouraged,	but	it’s	
required	that	we	represent	different	types	of	groups.

Todd:		We	definitely	have	the	ability	to	work	with	so	many	
different	groups,	and	I	think	that’s	one	ability	I	have	as	an	
executive.		It’s	experience	in	general,	executive	experience,	
I	think	I	am	unmatched	among	the	other	candidates.	I	had	an	
executive	for	the	RHA	and	I	have	done	that	for	the	last	two	
years.	And	being	able	to,	for	one,	hire,	it’s	a	very...	working	as	
a	team	is	very	different	than	heading	an	executive.			You	have	
to	be	able	to	hire	quality	staff	members.		You	have	to	be	able	
to	maintain	a	staff.		Communication	is	huge.		When	you	look	
at	the	other	candidates,	they	don’t	have	that	experience,	they	
may	have	been	a	chair	of	a	committee	or	member	of	the	Sen-
ate.		That’s	very	different	than	actually	heading	the	executive,	
and	that’s	what	the	President	is.		When	it	comes	down	to	it,	
they	are	the	head	of	the	executive.		They	speak	on	behalf	of	
all	students,	they	advocate	for	all	student.		They	are	really	a	
figurehead,	but	at	the	same	time	have	to	make	that	very	cohe-
sive	staff.		I’ve	sat	on	many	different	search	committees,	I’ve	
reviewed	hundreds	upon	hundreds	of	resumes,	from	requiring	
master’s	degrees,	many	student	applications	at	the	same	time,	
I’ve	sat	on	committees	that	hired	people	with		Ph.Ds.		I’ve	
gone	through	that	process	so	many	times	that	I	know	how	to	
find	very	qualified...	I	know	I’m	very	good	at	selecting	very	
qualified	individuals.			When	you	look	at	the	RHA	and	what	
I’ve	been	able	to	do	with	RHA,	we’ve	made	an	organization	
of	out	of	it.		When	I	took	the	role	as	president,	RHA	was	not	
something	people	knew	about	and	we	made	it	into	a	very	
well-known	organization	on	campus	because	I’ve	been	able	
to	hire	very	qualified	people.		I’ve	been	able	to	recruit	people,	
and	I	think	that’s	something	the	ASUO	lacks	right	now.		If	you	
look	at	people...	most	freshmen	don’t	know	what	the	ASUO	
is.	I	would	say	that	50%	know,	if	that,	know	right	now,	and	
the	thing	is,	I	think	more	people	know	about	RHA	than	they	
do	ASUO.		That’s	because	I’ve	made	the	effort.		I’ve	went	to	
every	single	IntroDUCKtion	session	this	year,	every	single	
one.		And	I	made	sure	that	everyone		that	I	talked	to	knew	
what	RHA	was.		That’s	something	ASUO	could	do.		There	are	
so	many	qualified	freshmen,	they	could	come	into	roles	and	
actually	go	through	the	system.		
We	could	have	very	amazing	stu- Cont’d on 19
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Jared Axelrod & 
Juliana Guzman
Axelrod: Sophomore majoring in Political Science
Guzman: Junior majoring in Ethnic Studies and Spanish 
with a minor in Women’s and Gender Studies
Votes in primaries: 1035 (1st) 
Flier color: Bright Orange 
Website: http://www.voteuoregon.com/

Interview conducted in person on March 21, 2006 in the 
Commentator offices. Transcript has been edited for length 
and clarity. The full, original audio recording can be found 
at http://www.uoregon.edu/~ocomment/interviews/Jared_
and_Juliana.wma

OC: What student groups, if any, have you been involved 
with since coming to the University?

Juliana	Guzman:	I	can	start.	I’ve	been	involved	with	MEChA.	
I’m	actually	Internal	Director	this	year	for	MEChA,	but	I’ve	
also	been	a	part	of	OSAC	and	MEChA	also	has	a	Mujeres	
group,	which	is	a	women	group	of	MEChA	…	And	USSA;	I	
totally	forgot	USSA.

Jared	Axelrod:	And	I’ve	been	involved	primarily	with	the	
ASUO	…	And	also	USSA	as	well	on	legislative	issues.

OC: What efforts, if any, would your administration take 
to minimize the size of the incidental fee?

JA:	Well,	for	example,	I	think	the	PFC	process	worked	really	
well	this	year.	As	the	Chairman	of	the	PFC,	it	has	been	the	
best	it	has	been	in	a	long	time,	from	what	I	hear.	A	couple	
of	things	worked	well	this	year,	such	as	the	new	model	for	
growth,	which	is	basically	figuring	out	how	much	we	have	
and	how	much	we	have	to	work	with,	and	figuring	out	the	
best	possible	ratio	depending	how	much	each	group	needs,	
the	amount	of	growth	they’re	requesting	and	how	much	their	
mandated	increases	are.	So	it’s	definitely	striking	a	balance	
between	that	…	with	figuring	out	how	much	a	group	needs.	
And	it’s	tough	to	say	how	much	a	group	needs,	based	upon	

their	programming	or	anything	like	that.	You	kind	of	have	to	
do	it	off	numbers,	but	that	is	the	also	the	job	of	the	PFC	and	
the	others,	the	ADFC	and	the	EMU	Board,	to	determine	how	
much	each	group	actually	needs.	Otherwise	it	could	be	done	
on	a	computer.	But	that	is	why	we	need	to	sit	down	and	figure	
out	how	to	work	with	[the	budget].	There	are	changes,	and	
there	are	things	that	could	be	done	to	keep	it	at	a	minimum.	
So	for	example,	the	model	for	increases,	readdressing	stipends	
is	another	thing	–	that	was	touchy	last	year,	but	definitely	
making	sure	that	stipend	models	are	accurate	and	reflect	how	
much	each	group	needs.	There	are	a	number	of	different	
things,	but	those	are	the	main	two.

OC: So, basically, standardization. 

JA:	Standardization.	Yeah.	Keeping	things	principled.	Keep-
ing	them	on	point	and	making	sure	that	they	accurately	reflect	
what	is	needed.

OC: Gotcha. Would your administration discontinue the 
Recognition Review Committee by enacting a new execu-
tive rule next year? 

JA:	Well,	with	the	Recognition	Review	Committee	…	this	
was	an	idea	proposed	by	last	year’s	ASUO	President	Adam	
Petkun	as	something	that	could	be	taken	into	consideration	
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and	moved	around	and	thought	about	as	something	new.	This	
year’s	administration	kind	of	went	off	on	that	and	kind	of	did	
it,	and	kind	of	went	right	into	it.	But	what	the	problem	was,	
was	that	there	wasn’t	a	lot	of	student	input	into	determining	
how	effective	it	could	be	and	what	it	could	do	for	the	student	
groups.	So	I	think	in	order	to	fully	address	the	RRC,	first	
you’d	have	to	re-evaluate	it,	make	sure	it	did	what	it	was	sup-
posed	to	do	this	year	and	it	fulfilled	its	mission	and	its	goals.	
And	I	know	it’s	kind	of	funny	that	I	say	that,	[laughs]	but	
making	sure	that	it’s	living	up	to	what	it’s	supposed	to	be	do-
ing.	And	then	make	changes	if	it	needs	to	be	changed.	And,	if	
everything	says	“This	thing	is	helpful,	this	thing	could	be	very	
beneficial	to	the	groups,”	then	make	it	a	regular	PFC	group	…	
incorporating	it	so	it’s	not	kind	of	like	it’s	something	under	
the	table	or	something	hidden	and	nobody	really	knows	about,	
but	making	it	out	there	and	making	it	available	for	all	students	
to	be	a	part	of,	to	have	influence	over.

OC:  Does that mean getting it put in the Green Tape 
Notebook?

JA:	Yeah,	putting	it	into	the	Green	Tape	Notebook.	Whether	
it’s	a	subcommittee	of	some	sort,	of	the	Executive	or	the	
Senate	I’m	not	quite	sure,	but	definitely	having	it	in	there	and	
making	sure	it	follows	the	public	meeting	laws	and	making	
sure	they	have	bylaws	and	mission	and	goals	and	to	have	
funding	and	everything	like	that	…	just	make	it	not	so	under	
the	table,	and	really	make	it	out	there	so	it	can	be	changed	and	
students	can	come	to	it	if	they	have	a	problem	or	anything	like	
that.	You	know,	something	that’s	not	so	hidden.	Something	
that	all	students	are	aware	of.

OC: Gotcha. How do you define diversity as it applies to 
campus?

JG:		There’s	a	lack	of	diversity	I	would	say.	A	definition?	
Meaning	what	we	believe	diversity	means?

OC: Yeah, just as it applies to campus. It’s used within the 
Diversity Working Group to create the Five-Year Plan.

JG:	Just	the	basics	…	Jared	and	I	believe	that	diversity	on	this	
campus	is	a	problem;	there’s	a	lack	of	diversity.	I	believe,	for	
example,	that	the	Diversity	Plan	will	play	a	big	role	in	what	
diversity	could	at	one	point	be	on	campus.	But	right	now	there	
is	a	lack	of	diversity.	With	the	diversity	plan	it’s	not	going	to	
solve	all	the	problems,	but	it	definitely	will	address	some	of	
them.	We	also	feel	that	this	Diversity	Plan	will	address	climate	
issues	that	are	going	on,	in	particular	with	people	of	color.	
Jared	and	I	feel	that	the	Diversity	Plan	is	a	way,	not	a	solution,	
to	[address]	certain	problems	that	are	happening	with	diversity	
or	filling	that	diversity	gap.

OC: One of the things that stood out to me from the 
Emerald on Monday was that horrific story – not the 
story itself, but what it was detailing. [Ed: This refers to 
a Mar. 20, 2006 story titled ‘A spate of ‘hateful’ incidents 
reported around campus recently’. It reported on some 
recent incidents involving people being harassed on ac-
count of their race and sexual orientation. In one instance, 
a woman reported seeing men in a pickup truck throwing 
rocks at and shouting “White Power” to a man walking 
down the street.] And it seems to me that this is obviously 

Our Take

In	the	Spring	of	2005,	then-Freshman	and	recently	ap-
pointed	PFC	member	Jared	Axelrod	was	Robin	to	then	
ASUO	 Executive	 Adam	 Petkun’s	 Batman.	 Axelrod	

played	Petkun’s	understudy	and	it	shows.	Axelrod	is	a	pure	
politician,	even	if	he	needs	some	polishing:	His	statements	
are	filled	with	the	same	types	of	prolix	incomprehensibili-
ties	as	John	Kerry’s.	Fortunately	for	Axelrod,	he	exhibits	
an	instinctive	knack	for	electioneering,	and	is	thus	far	more	
competent	and	comfortable	in	the	role	of	campaigning	for	
president	 than	 Kerry	 ever	 was.	This	 was	 on	 show	 when,	
as	 with	 the	 Daniels/DuFour	 campaign,	 he	 and	 Guzman	
skipped	the	second	set	of	debates.	While	disappointed	by	
the	no	show,	we	respect	the	political	prescience--	as	their	
ticket	now	has	the	primaries	wrapped	up.

This	year,	Axelrod	was	Chairman	of	 the	PFC,	which	
of	 course	means	he	has	 leadership	 experience	within	 the	
ASUO.	And	make	no	mistake:	as	far	as	the	candidates	go	
he’s	undoubtedly	the	most	qualified	for	the	position,	bring-
ing	to	the	table	a	thorough	working	knowledge	of	ASUO	
regulations	and	an	expert	ability	to	conduct	meetings.		But	
ultimately	 the	cons	of	ASUO	insider	 status	outweigh	 the	
pros:	 both	 he	 and	 Guzman	 have	 extensive	 ties	 to	 major	
student	 groups,	 and	 since	Axelrod	 will	 only	 be	 a	 Junior	
it’s	 entirely	possible	 that	 he	will	 feel	 obligated	 to	please	
his	 political	 allies.	There	 have	 been	 signs	 of	 this	 for	 the	
past	few	months--	we	were	shocked	by	the	number	of	other	
ASUO	insiders	who	told	us	privately	that	they	felt	he	was	
concentrating	on	the	future	rather	than	his	job	at	hand.	We	
can’t	 say	 that	 we	 blame	 him--	 you’re	 supposed	 to	 think	
about	your	future	when	you’re	in	college.	But	we’d	feel	far	
more	comfortable	in	contemplating	our	own	futures	as	fee-
paying	students	 if	Axelrod	were	going	 into	his	final	year	
at	the	UO,	free	from	conflicting	considerations.		We	again	
remind	our	readers	that	neither	Adam	Walsh	nor	Kyla	Coy	
had	held	positions	within	the	ASUO	before	their	election,	
and	they	have	remained	far	more	responsible	than	Execu-
tives	of	the	past.
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a clear and distinct problem that must be addressed. But 
there’s nothing in the current draft of the Diversity Plan 
that specifically addresses those types of incidents [com-
mitted] by people who may be on campus, may not be, 
who you can’t catch, who are just random assholes. Is 
there anything that you feel can be done to address those 
types of incidences?

JA:	The	Diversity	Plan	is,	I	think,	being	used	to	just,	kind	of,	
increase	diversity	on	campus.	What	the	incidents	were	about,	
were	more	about	the	hate	crimes	and	stuff	–	things	that	are	
happening	because	of	diversity	and	people’s	feelings	against	it	
or	whatever.	It	is	something	that	could	be	addressed.	I’m	not	
sure	if	the	diversity	plan’s	main	focus	is	to	reduce	hate	crimes	
or	anything	like	that,	it’s	to	promote	diversity	through	all	these	
different	things.	But	in	doing	so,	now,	in	this	specific	incident,	
if	[the	perpetrator]	is	a	student,	then	the	student,	I	think,	could	
be	prosecuted	under	the	conduct	code,	just	like	anybody	else,	
or	with	Eugene	police	or	what	have	you.	And	I	would	fully	
encourage	that.	These	things	are	not	tolerated	and	should	not	
be	tolerated	anywhere	on	campus,	whether	they’re	students	or	
not.	I	think	that	there	are	things	in	place	currently	which	could	
be	readdressed	with	the	diversity	plan	coming	up	which	spe-
cifically	relate	to	race	issues-	hate	crimes	and	stuff	like	that.

JG:	I	think	[Jared]	said	it	well.	With	the	Diversity	Plan,	I	feel	
like	a	lot	of	people	were	still	like,	“What	exactly	is	the	main	
point?”	I	feel	that	the	[Diversity	Plan]	could	touch	up	[on	hate	
crime	incidents],	but	not	as	much	as	maybe	the	Conduct	Code	
could.

OC: That was one of the things I noticed on your Facebook 
profile … you were talking about student participation 
in student-administration discussions, so students taking 
more of a leadership role. You specifically mention the 
Conduct Code and maybe the Diversity Plan too. Could 
you elaborate on how you’d like to bring more students 
in to the process? Because at the moment it seems kind of 
closed.

JG:	Definitely.	To	start	with,	the	Diversity	Plan	in	particular	
hasn’t	had	enough	student	input.	I	think	in	the	committee	
there	were	only	two	students,	and	that’s	it.

JA:	There	was	only	supposed	to	be	one	originally,	and	Adam	
Walsh	asked	for	a	second.	And	they	we’re	a	little	reluctant	to	
give	him	that.

JG:	Exactly,	right.	And	this	is	a	plan	that	is	supposed	to	affect	
all	of	us,	right?	And	yet	student	input	is	not	really	in	there.	So	
talking	about	putting	in	this	third	phase	that’s	coming	in-	re-
ally	having	students	in	there	and	making	sure	that	students	are	

being	heard	in	these	decisions	because	at	the	end	this	is	what’s	
going	to	affect	us,	not	necessarily	just	the	campus	in	general;	
it	will	affect	particular	students	more	because	we	come	to	this	
school	and	we’re	the	ones	in	this	environment.

JA:	And	also	there	are	a	lot	of	student-faculty	committees	
which	exist	already,	and	there’s	a	whole	list	of	them	on	the	
EMU	website,	and	not	many	students	know	about	these	dif-
ferent	opportunities	that	they	have	to	really	make	positive	
changes	that	could	have	a	serious	affect	on	campus.	

JG:	I	think	the	main	thing	with	that	is	being	aware,	right?	
Because	I	think	a	lot	of	us	are	not	aware	of	all	these	commit-
tees;	you	know,	you’re	just	here	trying	to	finish	school,	but	
it’s	about	exposing	these	different	things	that	they	could	get	
involved	in.

OC: What initiatives, if any, would your administration 
take to modify for behavior at Duck games?

JA:	Well,	it’s	good	this	issue	was	brought	up,	because	it	defi-
nitely	needed	to	be	addressed	this	year.	Fan	behavior	at	games	
was	kind	of	getting	out	of	control	and	people	were	starting	
to	realize	[that].	And	it	was	students	too;	even	students	were	
starting	to	say,	“Hey	this	is	getting	crazy.”	So	there	were	
definitely	steps	…	things	that	needed	to	be	done.	This	year,	
the	ADFC	received	money	for	[the]	pro-classy	fan	behav-
ior	campaign,	which	is	good.	I	think	it’s	a	good	beginning.	
Nobody	can	really	know	how	much	affect	this	will	have	on	
the	students.	Nobody’s	really	done	something	like	this	before	
for	these	types	of	situations.	But	I’m	hoping	this	will	have	a	
good	impact	and	students	will	kind	of	realize	that	it’s	been	in	
the	news	enough	that	students	are	kind	of	understanding	that,	
“Yeah,	this	is	being	worked	on,	maybe	I	should	cut	back	on	
[this	behavior].”	If	this	doesn’t	work	and	fan	behavior	remains	
the	same	–	you	know,	if	bad	behavior	increases	or	stays	the	
same	then,	you	know,	then	more	measures	have	to	be	taken.	
Whether	it’s	increased	security	at	games	[because]	people	are	
getting	hurt;	you	know,	that	should	not	be	tolerated.	If	people	
are	being	hurt	going	to	the	basketball	games	then	that’s	just	
ridiculous.	I	don’t	want	to	get	into	revoking	ticket	privileges	
because	I	just	think	that’s	a	bad	idea.	But	I	think	increased	
security	could	definitely	help.

JG:		Definitely,	but	I	think	increasing	security	is	not	neces-
sarily	the	solution.	I	know	I	wouldn’t	like	to	get	to	that	point,	
right?	Where	you	have	lots	of	cops	watching	what	we’re	
doing.	We’re	all	adults	and	we’re	all	in	college.	There	are	
alternatives	to	policing	everyone	and	making	sure	they’re	not	
out	drinking.

JA:	And	I	think	it’s	finding	a	good	balance	with	the	ADFC	and	
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making	sure	that	they’re	working	with	the	administration	and	
the	athletic	department	and	making	sure	that	no	one	group	is	
going	at	this	along.	So	it	definitely	needs	to	be	addressed	by	a	
number	of	parties.

OC: What is your opinion on the proposed Westmoreland 
sale? And would your administration dedicate any staff 
time to the issue?

JG:	Our	stance	is	to	not	sell	Westmoreland.	We	actually	
tabled	last	week	to	get	students	to	become	even	more	aware	
of	the	issue,	because	I	feel	like	they	hear	“Westmoreland”	
and	it	sounds	familiar,	but	they	don’t	necessarily	know	what	
Westmoreland	is	really	about	and	the	fact	that	they’re	trying	to	
take	families	out	of	their	homes	without	necessarily	offering	
anything	else.	And	we	believe	it’s	a	touchy	issue	that	students	
should	be	aware	of,	and	I	think	they’re	not	as	much	aware	
as	people	think,	which	usually	happens	with	these	types	of	
issues.	But	we	believe	that	Westmoreland	shouldn’t	be	sold,	
and	if	it	is	making	sure	that	the	administration	is	going	to	give	
them	something	afterwards-	like	housing	and	childcare.

JA:	We	will	do	all	we	can	possibly	do	in	the	short	amount	
of	time	between	when	transition	is	and	when	the	vote	on	the	
OUS	board	is.	It’s	over	the	summer,	so	it’s	tough	to	build	a	
strong	coalition,	but	do	as	much	as	we	can	there,	and	if	the	
sale	does	go	through,	then,	like	Juliana	said,	we	have	to	make	
sure	the	administration,	with	us,	provides	adequate	resources	
for	other	types	of	housing	and	other	childcare	facilities.

OC: You talked a bit about tabling, and that’s something 
that came up a bit when I talked to other candidates, 
because to varying degrees three of the other Executive 
races have mentioned to me that they didn’t like that [your 
campaign was] asking people to sign “Save Westmoreland” 
petitions with your logo on the bottom. One of them even 
went so far as to say that it was unethical, and that any 
“Save Westmoreland” petition should be campaign neutral 
in order to solidify support for the cause. In a similar cir-
cumstance, at least in my opinion, the assistant campaign 
manager for another ticket wrote an op/ed in the Emerald 
attacking [Jared], Nick Hudson and Mike Filippelli for 
your work on the Conduct Committee. Can you explain 
what your campaign’s line of thinking with the petitions 
was? I assume you disagree with their characterization of 
it. And where do you think the limits of responsible and 
ethical campaigning are with the ASUO elections? I’m 
sorry, that’s a horribly complex one.

JA:	This	is	something	that	should	be	addressed.	This	is	some-
thing	that’s	affecting	not	just	the	students	and	families	who	
are	living	over	there	in	Westmoreland,	but	it	is	affecting	ev-

eryone.	These	displaced	families	are	going	to	be	in	the	market	
looking	for	more	housing,	and	with	all	the	students	leaving	the	
dorms	next	year,	and	we	expect	a	higher	enrollment	rate	here	
next	year,	and	with	the	low	level	of	vacancy	around	Eugene	
and	the	University	area	it’s	tough	to	find	housing.	It’s	just	not	
there.	And	so	it’s	definitely	an	issue,	and	Westmoreland	is	
kind	of	two	issues	rolled	up	into	one:	It’s	student	housing	and	
figuring	out	what	we’re	going	to	do	with	that	because	there	
are	a	lot	of	students	here	and	there	isn’t	enough	housing,	and	
so	we	need	to	do	all	that	we	can	to	try	to	fix	that.	And	two,	
it’s	a	governance	issue	–	that	students	do	not	have	enough	say	
in	the	sale	of	Westmoreland,	and	we	as	an	Executive	would	
feel	that	it	is	in	the	students’	best	interest	regarding	the	sale	
to	make	sure	that	students	are	involved	in	the	decision-mak-
ing	process,	and	making	sure	they’re	involved	throughout	the	
entire	process	so	that	they	can	see	it	from	beginning	to	end-	
making	sure	it	works	best	for	everybody.	To	say	it’s	unethical	
or	not	a	good	idea	to	put	our	logo	on	it,	well	we’re	students	
who	care	about	this.	We’re	students	that	are	trying	to	make	a	
change,	trying	to	lobby	the	OUS	board.	We’re	going	to	give	
them	800	postcards,	and	that’s	800	students;	that’s	like	one-
twenty	second	–	I	don’t	really	know	the	fraction	–	of	students	
at	this	University	that	say	“I	care	about	this;	this	is	going	
to	affect	me;	I	don’t	want	this	to	happen.”	And	that’s	pretty	
powerful.	When	you	see	800	postcards	there	that	ordinar-
ily	wouldn’t	have	been	done-	I	mean	the	Executive	this	year	
hasn’t	done	anything	like	that.	Nobody	else	has	done	that.	
They’ve	tried	lobbying	at	the	meetings,	but	nobody	has	tried	
any	grassroots	types	of	things	like	tabling	and	stuff	like	that,	
so	it’s	a	strong	and	effective	way	to	get	things	done.	I	mean	
we	oppose	this	sale.	And	we’re	going	to	try	to	do	whatever	we	
can	to	do	that-	and	that	includes	tabling.

OC: So you’ve got around 800 signatures in total?

JG:	Yeah.	And	this	is	just	a	little	taste	of	what	me	and	Jared	
will	be	doing	–	it’s	not	only	talking	but	it’s	taking	action.	It’s	
making	sure	we’re	doing	something	even	though	we’re	maybe	
not	in	an	office	and	this	is	just	a	little	presentation	of	what	
we	have	done	in	the	past.	It’s	not	something	we’re	doing	just	
for	now,	but	this	is	stuff	that	we’ve	been	doing	not	only	with	
student	issues	that	are	affecting	us	here,	but	with	lobbying	
and	other	stuff.	And	that’s	why	I	would	say	it’s	not	“out	of	
nowhere,”	this	is	part	of	us.	Part	of	me	and	Jared.

OC: What’s your campaign’s stance on the continued 
funding of OSPIRG? I’m sure you’re shocked that I’m 
asking you. [Laughs]

JA:	Shocked.	I	didn’t	see	that	one	coming.	[Laughs]	With	OS-
PIRG,	well,	with	the	PFC	process	as	a	whole	was	really	good	
this	year.	It	was	definitely	very	effective	and	a	lot	of	groups	
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came	away	from	the	table	happy.	Now	with	OSPIRG	and	with	
sending	money	off	campus,	it’s	tough.	Both	the	PFC	and	the	
EMU	and	the	ADFC	definitely	need	to	strike	a	balance	with	
the	incidental	fee.	You	know,	to	give	groups	growth	but	still	
keep	the	fee	down.	And	it’s	definitely	something	we	on	the	
PFC	take	to	heart	and	as	an	Executive	take	to	heart	as	well.	
We	want	to	make	sure	we	keep	it	as	low	as	possible.	It’s	tough	
to	say…	I	mean	no	one	really	knows	how	sending	money	
off	of	campus	will	really	benefit	[us].	But	sometimes	send-
ing	money	off	campus	is	needed	to	benefit	the	physical	and	
cultural	development	of	the	university.	There	are	things	that	
need	to	be	done	that	other	people	outside	of	the	university,	to	
get	the	message	out	there,	need	to	be	do	[in	order]	to	really	
promote	and	benefit	the	University	as	a	whole.	And	there	are	
things	that	need	to	be	done	in	that	regard.

OC: What about your platform goals do you believe distin-
guishes you from the other Executive campaigns?

JA:	Well,	I	think	with	a	lot	of	the	things	we	want	to	do	we’re	
really	keeping	the	student	in	mind	and	I	don’t	know	if	that	
distinguishes	us	but	we	really	take	it	to	heart	and	I	know	we	
really	care	a	lot	about	it.	I	mean	there’s	a	couple	of	things	we	
want	to	do,	first	of	which	is	reclaim	student	power.	So	making	
sure	that	students	are	involved	in	the	important	decision-mak-
ing	processes	such	as	Westmoreland,	the	diversity	plan,	and	
the	conduct	code-	making	sure	student	voices	are	heard	during	
these	important	discussions	so	that	students	opinion’s	are	
reflected	in	the	big	changes	that	are	going	on	on	campus.	And	
that’s	something	that	we	really	feel	is	important.

JG:	And	to	go	with	that,	another	main	point	which	we’re	try-
ing	to	focus	on	is	advocating	for	students	in	the	sense	of,	you	
know,	this	next	year	is	a	legislative	year.		Getting	out	the	vote	
and	making	sure	that	students	are	getting	their	voices	heard	
[is	important].	So	I	would	say	that	bringing	that	power	back	
to	them	and	being	like	“you	know	what,	your	vote	really	does	
count.”	So	making	sure	that	they’re	aware	that	their	voice	is	
heard	is	important.	Like	giving	them	that	self-empowerment	
back	as	students,	because	I	feel	that	a	lot	of	students	are	like	
“Ahhh,	I	don’t	really	have	to	vote.”	But	in	reality	if	we	think	
about	it,	if	we	all	get	out	and	vote-	all	of	us	coming	together	
is	powerful.	We	do	represent	a	big	part.	So	I	think	that	by	ad-
vocating	for	students	we	want	to	make	sure	that	we	make	sure	
that	they	know	what	the	ballots	are	about	and	they	know	what	
they’re	voting	for.	But	making	sure	that	they	know	exactly	
what	they’re	voting	for	and	how	it’s	going	to	affect	them.	And	
if	it’s	not	going	to	them,	how	it’s	going	to	affect	maybe	their	
family	members-	making	it	personal	and	making	them	want	to	
vote	and	feel	that	power	again.	So	I’d	say	that’s	another	point.

JA:	And	a	third	is	protecting	student’s	rights.	There’s	a	lot	

of	changes	going	on	right	now	that	are	taking	students	rights	
away.	Sometimes	they	don’t	even	know	about	it.	So	the	con-
duct	code	is	a	good	example	of	this.	The	jurisdiction	and	legal	
issues	that	are	being	brought	up	in	discussions	now	is	some-
thing	that	should	not	be	taken	away	from	students.	It’s	some-
thing	that	is	being	taken	away	from	them	and	they	don’t	really	
know	about	it.	And	we	definitely	want	to	advocate	[against]	
that.	Earlier	we	handed	out	little	fliers,	little	“know	your	rights	
cards,”	so	students	know	what	their	rights	are	so	that	if	they’re	
at	a	party	and	it	gets	busted	up	they	know	what	their	legal	
rights	are	in	that	kind	of	situation.		Just	because	we	attend	the	
University	or	live	in	the	dorms	doesn’t	mean	that	all	our	rights	
fly	out	the	window.	We’re	American	citizens	as	well.

OC: You mentioned getting out the vote stuff, which 
made me think of Adam Petkun because I know that was 
something he concentrated on and is something that he’s 
working on now, albeit in a partisan organization. Some-
one once described you [Jared] to me once as originally a 
protégé of Adam Petkun. [Laughs] I don’t know if that’s 
an appropriate analogy or not, and if not, please tell me so. 
But if so, has he given you any advice on the Executive po-
sition- anything interesting? Don’t go on trips? [Laughs]

JA:	Don’t	go	to	Sun	River,	that’s	what	I	learned	from	Adam.	
[Laughs]	I	mean,	he’s	definitely	a	big	help.	He	knows	a	lot	
about	a	lot	of	issues,	especially	here	in	Eugene	and	in	Oregon	
as	a	whole.	I	definitely	look	up	to	him.	He’s	a	great,	nice	guy.	
He	knows	a	lot	of	stuff	you	know,	rap	and	sports	and	stuff	like	
that	outside	of	politics.	[Laughs]	So	he’s	a	good	guy	and	he	
really	kinda	is	the	reason	why	I	got	so	involved	in	the	ASUO	
and	in	politics	as	a	whole.	He	was	definitely	a	good	mentor	
in	that	sense:	really	showing	to	me	that	this	stuff	mattered.	
Before	college	I	didn’t	really	know	what	I	wanted	to	do,	but	
entering	the	ASUO	with	Adam	as	President	definitely	helped.	
He	definitely	set	a	course	for	me	which	I	plan	to	follow.	He’s	
definitely	smart-	I	go	to	him	for	advice,	not	just	for	campaign	
stuff	but	[for]	different	things	as	well.	So	he’s	definitely	a	big	
help	in	a	lot	of	things.

OC: Jared, you list the Mariners as one of your interests. 
If they ever let Ichiro go, as they did with A-Rod, Ken 
Griffey Jr., and the Big Unit, I’m planning on beating club 
President Chuck Armstrong with a very large bat. And my 
question is, will you consider joining in with me? [Laughs]

JA:	Yes.	However,	I	don’t	think	they	would	ever	let	Ichiro	
go.	I	think	the	owners	love	him	so	much	and	they	love	him	in	
Seattle-	they	can’t	ever	let	Ichiro	go.	They	better	not.

OC: A few weeks ago there was 
obviously a bit of controversy 

Elections 2006: Axelrod & Guzman

Cont’d on 19

Oregon Commentator1�



dent	government,	but	the	things	
is	you	just	have	to	get	people	

involved	early.		Those	first	couple	of	weeks	of	school	fresh-
man	like	to	do	everything.		They	want	to	learn	everything,	
they	want	to	meet	everyone,	and	that’s	when	you’ve	got	to	get	
them	involved.		And	I	think	that’s	one	thing	that	these	juniors	
and	seniors	who’ve	moved	off-campus	don’t	realize	how	the	
potential	of	freshmen	to	get	involved	can	really	make	a	differ-
ence.		They	are	so	energetic.		Give	them	internship	positions.		
Get	them	in	the	ASUO	working	on	campaigns.		Talking	about	
the	Westmoreland	campaign,	wouldn’t	that	be	great	to	get	a	
lot	of	interested	freshmen	working	on	it	that	are	excited?		I	
think	that’s	definitely	something	we	could	definitely	bring.		I	
think	that	my	experience	with	Westmoreland	by	far	separates	
us	from	any	of	the	other	candidates.		I	think	that	there..	if	you	
look	for	example	that	Jared	Axelrod	was	quoted	in	the	paper...	
The	Emerald	saying	something	like	“the	Westmoreland	situ-
ation	is	very	sad..	it’s	a	very	sad	situation	because	it’s	impor-
tant.			Those	residents	are	going	to	have	to	move	somewhere	
else,	they	are	going	to	be	displaced.		Maybe	they	are	going	to	
have	to	go	to	the	residence	halls,	they	are	going	to	have	to	go	
somewhere	else.”		They’re	not	going	to	go	into	the	residence	
halls!		I	mean,	do	you...	you	have	to	understand	the	situation.		
You	have	to	understand	the	dynamics.
Another	thing	that	sets	us	apart	is	that	we	are	from	this	com-
munity,	I	was	raised	in	Springfield,	I’ve	lived	here	my	entire	
life.		I	understand	how	this	community	works.		I	understand	
that	if	you	can’t	afford	housing	around	campus,	where	do	you	
go?		You	go	to	Springfield,	housing	is	cheaper	in	Springfield	
than	it	is	in	Eugene.		You	go	to	Bethel,	West	Eugene,	there	are	
certain	areas	that	are	cheaper	where	you	can	actually	afford	to	
live.
Another	thing	that	separates	us	from	the	other	executive	cam-
paigns	is	our	connections.		Because	we’ve	lived	in	Oregon,	we	

have	so	many	legislative	contacts...	I	have	many,	Bill	Moris-
sette,	county	commissioners	–	Bill	Dwyer	is	a	friend	of	mine.		
If	you	look	at	the	city	council,	we	know	people	on	many	
different	levels.		So,	if	we	need	to	advocate	for	change,	differ-
ent	issues	or	student	issues,	especially	tuition	or	whatnot,	we	
actually	know	the	people	in	office	right	now.		We	don’t	have	to	
build	networks	going	in	–	we	already	have	networks	in	place	
to	advocate	for	students.

OC:  Why hot pink?

[laughter]

Jontae:		Visibility.

OC:  Visibility...

Jontae:		And,	the	girls	look	good	wearing	it.			

[more	laughter]	

Todd:		If	you	look	at	what	colors	stand	out	the	most,	you	got	
to	think,	hot	yellow	generally	stands	out,	hot	pink,	hot	orange,	
and	hot	green	are	probably	going	to	stand	out...	and	neon	
green.		You	think	about	it,	and	those	are	the	colors	that	will	
stand	out.		Yellow	and	green,	they	are	around	so	much	on	our	
campus	because	they’re	our	colors.			Hot	orange...	black	and	
orange	are	the	OSU	beavers’	colors,	so	who’d	want	to	be	that?			
And	yellow	of	course	was	last	year’s	Ashley	and	Jael,	so	I	
don’t	think	anyone	would	want	to	pick	yellow	after	that.		So	
hot	pink...	well,	you	know,	it	was	a	pretty	easy	choice.

over the OSPIRG line-item 
and the overall PFC budget. 

And at the meeting, there was a bit of consternation over 
basically that the Executive had announced that they were 
going to veto the budget if this part of it was passed. So I 
think it was Scott Lu who described it as a “power play.” 
As an executive you would essentially be in the same posi-
tion as [Walsh and Coy]. And so this is really for both of 
you since Juliana, you’ll be at the Senate and will be able 
to tell them, “hey, we aren’t going to go for this.” What’s 
your position on announcing your intentions or working 
with the Senate and the PFC to get things done?

JA:	The	Executive	line-item	veto	is	something	that’s	been	
written	in,	but	it	hasn’t	really	been	used	to	this	extent	in	
years	past.	It’s	definitely	something	that	is	needed	in	terms	of	
checks	and	balances,	but	I	don’t	think	it’s	very	appropriate	to	
bring	it	out	at	the	meeting	and	kind	of	wave	it	around	and	say	
“you’d	better	not!”	You	know,	it	doesn’t	help	at	all-	it	doesn’t	
benefit	anybody	by	waving	this	veto	around	in	their	faces…	
it’s	just	not	helpful	and	it	puts	us	in	a	tough	position.

JG:	I	agree.	There	has	to	be	dialogue	before	they	just	begin	
waving	it	around.

Mann From 13

axelrod From 18
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For	 all	 their	 diversity,	 and	 for	 all	 their	 various	 tortured	
ramblings	about	diversity	itself,	each	of	the	candidates	in	
this	year’s	election	cycle	have	one	unifying	trait	in	com-

mon:	the	politically	naïve	position	that	the	more	one	says,	the	
more	eloquent	one	sounds.	The	long-winded	and	often	exasper-
ating	interviews	each	ticket	provided	to	the	Oregon	Commen-
tator	ought	to	put	the	lie	to	that	theory	in	short	order.	 	We’ve	
elected	to	spare	our	readers	the	discomfort	of	reading	through	
the	ramblings	of	those	candidates	who	didn’t	make	it	past	the	
primaries—	if	you’re	that	morbidly	curious,	you	may	locate	the	
digital	audio	file	 for	each	 interview	 in	an	April	6	post	 to	our	
blog.	Or	you	could	save	yourself	the	hassle,	and	read	on.

Dallas and Emily
Right	from	the	beginning	Dallas	and	Emily	got	it	wrong.	

By	promising	to	tie	programs’	fee	increases	to	their	ability	to	
contribute	 to	 the	“community”	and	“culture”	of	 the	UO,	 they	
are	treading	dangerously	close	to	the	same	trap	into	which	last	
year’s	PFC	fell:	namely,	the	inability	to	remain	viewpoint	neu-
tral.	

And	it	was	hard	to	get	past	Brown	and	McLain’s	campaign	
goal	 of	 bringing	 wind	 energy	 to	 campus.	 The	 details	 of	 this	
are	 hazy,	 as	 the	 interview	 suggests.	 Even	 worse	 is	 their	 goal	
of	wasting	UO	students’	money	on	“fair	trade”	coffee	and	free	
range	 chicken	 eggs.	 These	 may	 be	 smart	 things	 to	 complain	

about	on	a	campaign	trail	
filled	 with	 trustafarians,	
but	 it’s	 anathema	 to	 our	
ears.

Despite	 all	 of	 the	
platform	 problems,	 they	
were	an	intriguing	ticket.	
Brown	 has	 been	 a	 light-
ning	 rod	 in	 the	 Student	
Senate	 all	 year.	 While	
he	was	often	on	 the	bet-
ter	 end	 of	 an	 argument,	
he	 oftentimes	 seemed	 to	
hold	 onto	 an	 issue	 for	
too	 long,	 exasperating	
his	 colleagues	 on	 Sen-
ate	 and	 lessening	 his	
own	 political	 capital	 for	
those	 fights	 worthy	 of	
a	 prolonged	 debate.	 At	

times	it	became	difficult	 to	 tell	whether	his	prolonged	Senate	
speeches	reeked	of	pomposity	or	rang	of	magnanimity.	What-
ever	 the	 case,	 he	 and	 McLain	 (who	 was	 impressive	 during	
debates	but	was	nonetheless	overshadowed	by	her	outspoken	
partner)	demonstrated	more	 insight	 into	 the	elections	process	
itself	 than	any	of	 the	other	candidacies	by	aptly	pointing	out	
the	 terrible	 debate	 format	 and	 abysmal	 student	 participation.	
While	we	strongly	disagreed	with	nearly	every	aspect	of	their	
platform	 we	 also	 gleefully	 acknowledged	 that	 Brown’s	 elec-
tion	would	have	lead	to	no	shortage	of	drama	and	consternation	

among	existing	ASUO	insiders.
Of	course,	there	was	also	a	bit	of	an	uproar	about	a	kegger	

hosted	by	supporters	of	their	campaign	on	the	last	night	of	the	
primaries.	 The	 Emerald	 infiltrated	 the	 party	 and	 a	 grievance	
was	 eventually	 filed.	 While	 the	 party	 was	 ruled	 an	 elections	
rule	violation,	we	doubt	that	it	could	have	possibly	made	any	
sort	of	a	difference	on	the	final	results.

Jacob and Amy
It	 wouldn’t	 be	 election	 season	 without	 the	 Greek	 ticket.	

These	are	the	kids	who	are	even	better-scrubbed	than	the	other	
squeaky	clean	candidates.	It’s	as	if	they	took	a	scouring	pad	to	
their	fresh,	pink	faces.	But,	despite	their	white	teeth	and	clean	
pores,	these	candidates	usually	fare	poorly	in	Executive	races.	
This	year	was	no	different	(despite	our	Editor-in-Chief	making	
a	fool	of	himself	by	predicting	 that	 they	would	win)--	appar-
ently	due	to	the	fact	that	they	had	a	difficult	time	getting	non-
Greek	voters	to	go	for	them.	

Daniels	made	a	good	impression	on	us	with	his	voting	be-
havior	during	OSPIRG’s	PFC	session.	While	it	took	some	ini-
tial	convincing	to	sway	him	against	their	budget	increase	pro-
posal,	he	demonstrated	a	level	of	thoughtfulness	and	a	sense	of	
propriety	 woefully	 rare	 in	 student	 leaders.	Amy	 DuFour	 was	
formerly	a	member	of	Student	Senate	before	it	was	discovered	
that	she	had	been	wrongly	appointed	by	 this	year’s	executive	
to	an	Academic	seat	for	which	she	was	ineligible.	It	 is	 to	her	
credit	that	as	soon	as	an	objection	was	raised,	Dufour	resigned	
immediately.	

While	we	like	many	of	their	answers	to	our	questions,	we	
were	 ultimately	 dissatisfied	 with	 a	 few	 aspects	 of	 their	 cam-
paign.	A	rather	superficial	grievance	was	filed	on	their	behalf	
when	a	 couple	of	 their	fliers	were	 (in	our	opinion	 rightfully)	
taken	down	by	Elections	Coordinator	Ryan	Coussens.	We	also	
didn’t	like	the	dishearteningly	vague	platform,	lackluster	per-
formance	at	the	first	debate,	and	non-appearance	at	the	second	
debate.

With	that	being	said,	however,	they	were	our	favorite	ticket	
out	of	the	main	four	and	we’re	disappointed	that	they	ultimate-
ly	lost.

Andy and Ben
Despite	being	the	Oregon	Commentator’s	candidates	 this	

year	–	positions	usually	held	by	jokes	like	the	“pants	optional”	
candidate	 or	 a	 dictator	 with	 a	 rallying	 cry	 of	 “Bring	 out	 the	
virgins	to	wash	my	loins”	--	Dolberg	and	Hartley	actually	seem	
to	believe	in	their	campaign,	the	poor	bastards.	Nobody	in	the	
office	had	the	heart	to	tell	them	that	dismantling	the	Incidental	
Fee	was	an	impossible—	although	oh	so	beautiful—	dream.

Yet,	in	a	way,	their	unflagging	commitment	to	the	impos-
sible	is	not	that	much	different	from	the	overly	ambitious	plat-
forms	of	the	other	campaigns.	And,	unlike	the	other	candidates,	
Dolberg	and	Hartley	actually	wanted	to	do	away	with	student	
government	bureaucracy.		But	in	taking	this	principled--	if	suit-
ably	extreme--	position,	they	were	by	default	eliminated	from	
the	competition.

Have you heard about the lonesome losers?

Political Science Major Phil Howe lends 
his Saxophone skills to the Dallas and 
Emily campaign on April 6, 2006
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Sudsy for ASUO President!
More Goals

- To see Ernie Kent and Bev Smith fired within a year.
- The elimination of Canada from all campus maps 
and textbooks.
- The elimination of all campus squirrel-on-squirrel 
violence through man-on-squirrel violence.
- Caged death matches in the Survival Center. 
- Bring back Roboduck.
- Secretly give all power and authority to Zach Vis-
hanoff. When the University eventually devolves into 
anarchy, depose Vishanoff in a bloody coup. Re-enter 
political life with near-dictatorial powers.

Goals
- Demonstrate the inherent dominance and superior-
ity of alcohol-based mascots.
- Re-open the campus masturbator cold case with an 
Unsolved Mysteries-style public access show, nar-
rated by the ghost of Robert Stack.
- Westmoreland: Goodbye boring apartments, hello 
spicy bordellos.
- Outsource Craft Center to Mexico.
- Demand that Can’t You Hear Me Knockin’ by the 
Rolling Stones be played at all hours over the EMU 
sound system.
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ASUO Programs Finance Senators
Seat 1, 1-year term: Erica Anderson*, Lisha Menne - On	one	hand,	
Anderson	established	herself	as	a	conscientious	PFC	members	during	
the	OSPIRG	hullabaloo:	despite	having	previously	worked	with	the	
Dirty	PIRG,	she	opposed	adding	a	new	Campus	Coordinator	posi-
tion	to	be	used	for	roping	more	schools	in.	On	the	other	hand,	we’d	
love	to	be	able	to	spend	time	researching	Menne’s	Facebook	pictures.	
Ultimately,	however,	our	pick	is	Anderson	due	to	her	proven	ability	to	
think	independently	--	one	of	the	rarest	traits	a	student	leader	can	have.
Seat 2, 2-year term: Micah Andrew Kosasa*, Erik J. Kaltenbacher 
- Kaltenbacher’s	the	clear	choice	on	this	one	based	solely	on	his	
voter’s	guide	statement	which	expressed	a	clear,	fiscally	conservative	
philosophy.	Kosasa,	meanwhile,	uses	his	statement	to	talk	about	issues	
which	are	completely	unrelated	to	the	Programs	Finance	Committee.

EMU Board Finance Senators
Seat 4, 1-year term: Miles Rost, Byanna Mannis* -	Rost	is	the	
clear	choice	on	this	one.	He	has	significant	experience	in	dealing	with	
budgets	and	should	be	fairly	consistent	and	pragmatic	on	most	fiscal	
issues.	He	will	be	a	welcome	addition	to	the	Senate	if	elected,	if	only	
because	he	might	not	rubberstamp	every	special	funding	request	that	
comes	his	way.
Seat 5, 2-year term: Jennifer Lleras* -	Since	she’s	running	unop-
posed,	we	recommend	writing	Zach Vishanoff	in	on	this	one.	Ol’	Vish	
has	quite	a	bit	of	experience	skulking	around	the	EMU,	and	the	trade-
mark	camo	and	sombrero	should	keep	the	other	Senators	appropriately	
scared.

Athletic Department 
Finance Senators

Seat 7, 1-year term: Natalie Kinsey, Jerome T. Roberts, Cassan-
dra Day*, Rachel Dallas -	A	hard	one	to	choose.	Ultimately,	we	like	
Cassie	Day	if	only	because	she	promises	us	that	she	reads	the	Com-
mentator	regularly.
Seat 8, 2-year term: Kyle McKenzie, Wannita Nualngam* - McK-
enzie’s	pushed	the	rather	silly	Classy	Fan	Behavior	campaign	this	last	
year,	but	he’s	on	the	right	side	of	many	Senate	issues.	We	don’t	have	
much	to	go	on	as	far	as	Nualngam	is	concerned,	but	her	statement	in	
the	voter’s	guide	was	unimpressive,	to	say	the	very	least.
Seat 9, 2-year term (midterm): Drew Pinson, Andrew Tellio* - We	
don’t	know	either	of	these	people	and	consequently	don’t	particularly	
care	which	is	elected.	We	suggest	writing	in	your	favorite	Teenage	
Mutant	Ninja	Turtle	for	this	one.	

Academic Senators
Seat 10, 2-year term: Ashley Sherrick - Sherrick	used	to	be	a	la-
crosse	player,	so	we	can	only	assume	her	election	will	lead	to	horrible,	
horrible,	preppy	things.	We	recommend	writing	in	Pete Sorenson	just	
so	we	can	be	sure	he	won’t	take	the	gubernatorial	race.	
Seat 11, 2-year term: (midterm) Oscar Guerra* - Seat	11	is	the	
undeclared	seat,	so	in	honor	of	indecision	(and	uncontested	races)	we	
recommend	just	leaving	this	one	blank.
Seat 12, 2-year term: Jonathan A. Rosenberg* -	Another	uncontest-
ed	seat	and	another	slate	candidate.	If	you’ve	gotten	this	far	through	
your	ballot	without	kneeling	over,	we	recommend	putting	in	your own 
name	for	this	one,	just	for	the	self-congratulations,	dammit.
Seat 14, 2-year term: Nathan Gulley*, Joel Arellano -	We	don’t	
know	who	Nate	Gulley	is	or	what	he	stands	for,	but	we	do	know	that	
he	looks	like	a	monumental	douchebag	and	enjoys	unnecessarily	capi-

talizing	words.	Vote	Arellano.
Seat 16, 2-year term: Ryan Bourdo*, Athan Papailiou - Papailiou	
cheerily	states	in	precise	terms	what	he’d	like	to	accomplish	and	men-
tions	that	he	wishes	to	control	the	growth	of	the	incidental	fee.	Bourdo,	
meanwhile,	needs	a	haircut.
Seat 17, 2-year term (midterm): Wally Hicks, Jacqueline Justice 
- We	like	Hicks.	He’s	accessible	to	his	constituents	and	is	an	intelligent	
and	constructive	voice	in	the	Senate.	Frankly,	we’re	surprised	that	
he’s	running	again	since	he’d	seemed	to	grow	tired	of	the	infighting	
and	inanity	of	his	fellow	Senators.	Justice	may	make	a	good	Senator,	
but	because	she’s	an	unknown	it’s	impossible	to	recommend	her	over	
Hicks.

Associated Student President’s 
Advisory Committee, At-Large

1 two year term: Christopher Bourn, Shimeon Greenwood*, Mani-
sha Marberry -	If	their	statements	in	the	Voter’s	Guide	are	any	indica-
tion,	the	two	male	candidates	are	milquetoast	at	best	and	babbling	
idiots	at	worst.	Marberry,	meanwhile,	gave	an	impressive	statement	
and	is	the	current	Miss	Washington	County.	This	is	an	easy	choice.
1 two year term (midterm): Tiffany Schaffeld -	Another	unopposed	
candidacy.	We	recommend	writing	in	Tom DeLay	for	this	position-	he	
needs	the	cash	and	will	be	ready	to	take	one	for	the	whole	ASUO	team	
should	the	need	arise.

Student Recreation Center 
Advisory Board

1 two-year term (vote for three): Brock Kirby, Adam Ohlson, 
David Cao, Brent Allen Wehage -	In	this	race	you’re	voting	for	who	
you	don’t	want	to	win.	Since	we	don’t	know	any	of	the	candidates,	
we’re	just	going	to	go	against	Adam	Ohlson	since	he	looks	a	bit	like	
Jefferson	from	Married	with	Children.	Sorry	Adam,	but	your	gigolo	
ways	won’t	be	tolerated	here.

ASUO Programs Finance 
Committee, At-Large

1 two-year term (midterm): Anna Groundwater, Annie Blomberg* 
-	We	don’t	know	anything	about	Blomberg	except	that	she	is	part	of	
the	slate	and	apparently	couldn’t	be	arsed	to	write	a	statement	for	the	
voter’s	guide.	Groundwater	actually	got	around	to	writing	a	statement,	
but	we	were	wholly	unimpressed	by	her	call	for	“more	protest	(sic)	
and	rallies	around	campus.”	Try	writing	in	filmmaker	Paul Haggis	
--	not	on	account	of	his	Academy-Award-winning	race	parable	Crash,	
but	for	his	under-appreciated	work	co-creating	Walker, Texas Ranger.
1 two-year term: Matthew Rose -	Sure,	why	not?

EMU Board, At-Large
1 two-year term (vote for two): Kerry R. Vance, Lillian Vaughn, 
Michael McGuffey* -	All	we	ask	is	that	you	don’t	vote	for	McGuffey.

Athletic Department Finance 
Committee, at large (ADFC)

1 year term: Troy David Kalus -	Since	Kalus	is	running	unopposed,	
we	recommend	writing	in	what	sort	of	campus	sports	you’d	like	to	see	
added.	Our	choice?	Rickshaw	racing.	As	long	there’s	a	lax	steroids	
policy	it	should	remain	fun	to	watch.

*Denotes member of Jared/Juliana slate.

The Other Candidates
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[Ed. Note: In a guest commentary in our last issue titled “The 
Iranian Connection,” UO Political Science major Ted Nieder-
meyer argued that nuclear weapons development in Iran could 
be a positive development for the Middle East as a whole. While 
editorially we disagreed with Niedermeyer’s position, we re-
spected both the depth of reasoning and writing style displayed 
in his piece and thus chose to include it. He has since joined 
our staff as a contributor. The following guest commentary by 
Mr. Al-Haddad is, at least in part, a rebuttal to that piece.  We 
have also allowed Mr. Niedermeyer a response to said rebut-
tal, a courtesy which we will afford Mr. Al-Haddad should he 
choose to rebut the response to his original rebuttal. Okay, that 
was confusing. Anyway, keep in mind that the following pieces 
do not reflect the editorial stance of the Commentator editorial 
board. We hope to continue hosting these sorts of dialogues in 
future issues and will continue reviewing any work submitted to 
ocomment@uoregon.edu.]

The	word	from	Iran	is	that	their	nuclear	re-
search	 program	 is	 intended	 solely	 for	
peaceful	 energy	 purposes,	 but	 it’s	 a	

debatable	 issue	whether	 the	 Iranians	 can	
be	 trusted	 in	 their	 claim	 that	 weapon	
proliferation	 is	 not	 on	 their	 agenda.	
While	 it	 is	 understandable	 that	
Iran	should	seek	nuclear	know-
how	to	develop	an	alternative	
to	 their	 oil-reliant	 energy	
needs,	 it	 is	 in	 the	 best	
interests	 of	 the	 Unit-
ed	 States	 and	 its	 al-
lies	 to	 ensure	 Tehran	
does	not	 develop	nuclear	
weapons.

Iran	 and	 the	 rest	 of	 the	
Middle	 East	 understand,	 perhaps	
better	 than	the	West,	 that	oil	 is	a	finite	
resource.	 American	 geophysicist	 Marion	
Hubbert’s	peak	theory,	widely	known	today	as	
“peak	oil”,	submits	that	oil	extraction	from	known	
reserves	will	eventually	hit	a	threshold,	causing	world	
production	 to	 go	 into	 decline.	 In	 other	 words,	 we	 will	
have	used	half	of	 the	world’s	known	 reserves	of	oil	by	 the	
time	 we	 peak.	 Many	 believe	 global	 production	 has	 already	
peaked	or	will	peak	within	the	next	few	years.	And	with	Ameri-
cans	 alone	using	over	25	million	barrels	of	oil	 a	day,	 simple	

math	can	show	us	that	this	conspicuous	rate	of	consumption	is	
not	sustainable	in	a	world	where	two-thirds	of	the	world’s	oil,	
or	some	600	billion	barrels,	lies	under	the	sands	of	the	Middle	
East.	Do	the	division.	We’re	running	out	of	oil	and	we’re	run-
ning	out	of	time.

So,	what	does	this	have	to	do	with	Iran	and	the	bomb?
A	nuclear-capable	 Iran	will	 likely	destabilize	 the	Middle	

East	by	tempting	Israel	to	strike	at	facilities	it	suspects	as	de-
veloping	 nuclear	 weaponry.	 This	 would	 not	 be	 the	 first	 time	
Israel,	which	used	air	strikes	 to	destroy	Iraq’s	Osirak	nuclear	
facility	 in	1981,	 implemented	a	first-strike	policy	against	one	
of	 its	neighbors.	 In	addition	 to	whatever	 retaliatory	measures	
Tehran	decides	on,	an	Israeli	attack	on	Iran	would	spark	violent	
outcry	in	the	Muslim	world,	leaving	Israel,	as	well	as	US	forces	
based	in	Iraq	and	elsewhere,	in	a	precarious	position.	A	worst-
case	scenario	would	involve	an	escalation	of	hostilities	between	
Israel,	Iran,	and	possibly	a	number	of	Arab	states.	The	chance	
of	this	happening,	however,	is	dependent	on	the	decisions	Iran	
makes	in	the	near	future	in	regard	to	its	nuclear	ambitions.

More	 important	 however,	 is	 the	 possibility	 of	 an	 Iranian	
bomb	acting	as	a	catalyst	that	sends	an	Arab	state,	such	as	Sau-
di	Arabia,	scrambling	to	obtain	its	own	bomb.

By	 2020,	 world	 oil	 consumption	 will	 rise	 by	 about	
60%.	The	Kingdom	of	Saudi	Arabia	holds	approximate-

ly	25%	of	global	oil	 reserves,	 and	 in	 combination	
with	its	neighbors,	the	region	is	home	to	almost	

70%	 of	 the	 world’s	 oil.	 The	 United	 States	
and	 its	 allies	 must	 seriously	 consider	

their	preparedness	in	dealing	with	this	
sobering	reality.	Is	the	West	ready	

to	deal	with	powerful	Mideast	
monarchs	 toting	 nuclear	

weapons	 as	 forms	 of	
leverage?	And	in	the	
future,	looking	back	

in	 retrospect,	 will	
Americans	 be	 kicking	

themselves	 for	 failing	 to	
stop	Iran’s	nuclear	advance-

ments,	the	likely	root	of	further	
proliferation	in	the	Middle	East?

Luckily,	this	nightmare	of	a	sit-
uation	need	not	occur.	The	Gulf	Coop-

eration	Council	(GCC),	comprising	Saudi	
Arabia,	Kuwait,	the	United	Arab	Emirates,	

Bahrain,	Qatar,	and	Oman,	has	long	called	for	

The Nuke that Oil Bought?
By Shaheen A. Al-Haddad
Why Tehran should not be allowed to proliferate
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the	 Middle	 East	 to	 be	 a	 nuclear-free	 zone.	 Iranian	 prolifera-
tion	will	fly	in	the	face	of	the	GCC’s	beliefs,	alienating	Tehran	
from	its	neighbors	across	the	Gulf	and	shaking	the	foundations	
of	 their	 uncertain	 and	 mutually	 suspicious	 relationships.	The	
GCC,	together	with	the	United	States,	must	develop	a	workable	
method	to	dissuade	Tehran	from	proliferating.

Talks	between	the	United	States	and	Iran	over	the	security	
of	Iraq,	if	 they	are	to	occur,	will	be	the	first	of	their	kind	be-
tween	the	two	states.	Both	sides	should	thoughtfully	approach	
the	main	issue	at	hand,	Iraq’s	security,	before	tackling	the	nu-
clear	question.	Later,	the	United	States	should	offer,	or	at	least	
allow,	Iran	 the	right	 to	produce	 its	own	nuclear	energy	under	
close	international	supervision.	But	first,	and	most	importantly,	
the	United	States	should	make	it	perfectly	clear	to	Iran	that	it	
is	 prepared	 to	 use	 economic	 and	 military	 action	 should	 Iran	
proceed	with	proliferation.	The	GCC,	 in	 turn,	should	offer	 to	
invest	 in	 Iran’s	 decaying	 infrastructure	 on	 the	 condition	 that	
Tehran	abandon	its	weapons	program.

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has 
floated the idea of developing nuclear fuel banks. These banks 
will allow states like Iran to reap the benefits of nuclear en-
ergy while diminishing the possibility of proliferation by them, 
since it effectively takes the need to enrich nuclear fuel out 
of their hands. This arrangement, if closely monitored, has the 
potential for success. However, there is no guarantee that the 
terms of this condition would find acceptance with the Iranians. 
Unless the United States comes up with a different, workable 
method to keep the Iranians from proliferating, the future of the 
Middle East will remain uncertain.

Response from Ted Niedermeyer

The	 Republic	 of	 Iran	 generally	 has	 two	 public	 justifi-
cations	 for	 their	nuclear	developments.	The	first	 is	 to	
supply	 the	 population	 with	 affordable	 energy,	 saving	

oil	for	lucrative	exports--	an	energy	plan	of	considerably	more	
forethought	 and	 sophistication	 than	 our	 own.	 Secondly,	 they	
assert	 a	 simple	 right	 as	 a	 rising	 power	 to	 develop	 their	 own	
nuclear	capabilities,	a	justification	which	does	not	rule	out	nu-
clear	weapon	development.	

The	Eurasian	powers	of	China,	Russia	and	India	have	pub-
licly	dedicated	themselves	to	the	development	of	a	multipolar	
world	order,	making	broad	multilateral	enforcement	of	prolif-
eration	 treaties	 less	 likely.	Any	 unilateral	 action	 by	 the	 U.S.	
to	prevent	a	nuclear	Iran	would	be	disastrous	considering	the	
enormous	amount	of	position	we	have	squandered	over	the	past	
three	 years.	This	 applies	 equally	 to	 an	 “Osirak	 Scenario”	 Is-
raeli	strike,	which	would	effectively	require	tacit	U.S.	consent,	
and	would	jeopardize	American	military	positions	within	Iran’s	
reach	 in	 Iraq	and	Afghanistan.	 Iran	 is	 aware	of	 its	 surprising	
position	of	strength,	and	the	Eurasian	powers	seem	willing	to	
back	them	for	reasons	of	oil	interest	as	much	as	to	oppose	U.S.	
unipolarity.	Al-Haddad	presents	sound	options	for	a	monitored	
civilian	nuclear	program.	However,	were	it	open	to	such	a	deal	
at	 all,	 Iran	would	 surely	have	been	able	 to	work	out	 such	an	
agreement	Russia.	I	agree	that	Iraqi	security	is	the	first	priority	
in	U.S.-Iran	relations,	but	creating	the	stability	necessary	for	a	
peaceful	Iraq	will	require	trusting	Iran	to	assume	a	great	deal	
more	 responsibility.	 Iran	 has	 more	 influence	 on	 Iraq’s	 future	
than	any	other	state,	and	if	a	peaceful,	viable	Iraq	emerges	 it	
will	be	thanks	to	Tehran’s	considerable	efforts.	This	stabilizing,	
productive	behavior	is	what	we	expect	in	modern,	friendly	na-
tions,	and	should	drastically	reframe	the	proliferation	debate.
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On	the	first	day	of	this	year,	
along	 with	 everyone	 else	
on	 the	 bottom	 rung	 of	

Oregon’s	 wage	 ladder,	 I	 received	
a	 raise	 of	 twenty-five	 cents.	 Ore-
gon’s	 ever-rising	 minimum	 wage	
is	 now	 $7.50	 per	 hour,	 second	 in	
the	 nation	 only	 to	 our	 neighbors	
to	 the	north.	 (Washington	rewards	
its	 stevedores	 and	 dishwashers	 a	
handsome	$7.63)	Initially	this	 left	
me	 wondering	 how	 to	 spend	 my	
newfound	fortune:	a	whopping	ad-
ditional	 $4.75	 every	 week	 before	
taxes.		

Then	I	began	to	hear	the	mur-
murs:	disturbing	tales	of	increased	
prices	at	local	storefronts,	bars,	and	
restaurants.	These	tales,	I	 learned,	
alluded	 to	 the	 ineluctable	 laws	 of	
a	mysterious	dark	art	 called	“eco-
nomics”.	“Economists,”	as	the	craft’s	practitioners	are	called,	
maintain	that	businesses	exist	to	make	money--	that	to	be	con-
sidered	a	successful	enterprise,	a	given	venture’s	real	earnings	
must	 increase,	 rather	 than	decrease,	over	 time.	Whenever	 the	
cost	of	an	input	increases--	in	this	case,	labor	costs--	a	business	
has	to	adapt	in	some	way	in	order	to	keep	up	with	the	change.	
It	may	raise	prices;	it	may	employ	fewer	people;	it	may	cut	cor-
ners	on	quality.	Wage	increases	thus	artificially	inflate	prices--	
and	the	actual	value	of	the	dollar	decreases.

One	 of	 these	 voices	 in	 the	 wilderness	 is	 Dr.	 Bruce	 Blo-
nigen	 of	 the	 University	 of	 Oregon’s	 Economics	 Department.	
His	 specific	 claim	 is	 that	 a	 given	 minimum	 wage	 hike	 will	
produce	 three	 main	 effects.	 One	 is	 that	 the	 increased	 cost	 of	
labor	is	transmitted	to	the	consumer	by	way	of	higher	prices.	
Another	is	that	business	owners	may	reduce	hiring	or	even	lay	
off	employees	to	negate	the	increase	in	labor	costs.	Finally,	a	
minimum	wage	increase	also	achieves	one	aspect	of	its	desired	
end:	 those	 workers	 that	 retain	 their	 jobs	 will	 make	 a	 higher	
wage.		The	minimum	wage	will	only	affect	the	real	wage	when	
it	clears	 the	market	wage,	which	is	determined	by	employees	
and	employers	naturally	seeking	the	most	efficient	way	to	do	

business.		The	higher	the	minimum	
wage	is	set	 in	relation	to	the	mar-
ket	wage,	 the	more	noticeable	 the	
above	 three	effects	are.	 	Blonigen	
points	out	that	life	is	full	of	trade-
offs	and	it	“could	be	the	case	that	
this	 hurts	 low-income	 workers	
more	 than	 it	 helps	 them,”	 as	 rais-
ing	the	minimum	wage	“only	helps	
low-income	people	who	are	work-
ing.”	Oregon’s	unusual	regulations	
keep	 the	 state	 consistently	 among	
the	 nation’s	 top	 three	 in	 terms	 of	
highest	 minimum	 wage--	 while	
they	 also	 help	 us	 retain	 our	 posi-
tion	among	the	top	five	in	terms	of	
unemployment	rates.

Oregon’s	 current	 minimum	
wage	regulation	dates	back	to	Mea-
sure	 25,	 also	 known	 as	 the	 Mini-
mum	 Wage	 Inflation	 Adjustment	

Act.	The	law,	approved	in	a	general	election	on	November	5,	
2002,	raised	Oregon’s	base	wage	from	$6.50	to	$6.90	per	hour	
in	 2003,	 and	 further	 stipulated	 that	 the	 wage	 be	 recalculated	
based	on	increases	in	the	Consumer	Price	Index	for	All	Urban	
Consumers.	The	 minimum	 wage,	 therefore,	 is	 to	 be	 adjusted	
accordingly	on	the	first	of	every	year.	

The	 task	of	 indexing	 the	minimum	wage	 to	 the	CPI	 lays	
bare	certain	flaws	in	the	underlying	theory.		Tim	Dreier,	an	In-
centive	Analyst	and	a	graduate	of	the	UO	Economics	program,	
points	 out	 several	 problems	 with	 the	 CPI	 itself.	 (Full	 disclo-
sure:	Dreier	is	a	former	editor	of	the	Oregon	Commentator.)	
Dreier	states	that	the	CPI	is	“not seasonally adjusted, and only 
takes into account urban areas.  Oregon is a state split almost 
50/50 between urban and rural areas, and thusly an urban CPI-
indexed minimum wage law is going to be a pretty raw deal 
for those in non-urban areas.”  In other words, employers in 
rural areas find difficulty paying workers a wage dramatically 
incommensurate with the area’s economy; job-seekers thus find 
difficulty attaining employment. Dreier	goes	on	to	note	that	the	
CPI	 is	widely	alleged	 to	overstate	 inflation	by	a	considerable	
amount.		
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This	blanket	representation	of	a	two-fold	living	cost	helped	
to	breed	opposition	to	Measure	25.	Groups	such	as	the	Oregon	
Farm	Bureau	Federation,	the	Oregon	Food	Processors’	FOOD-
PAC,	the	Parents	Education	Association,	and	the	Oregon	Res-
taurant	Association	 argued	 that	 Measure	 25’s	 wage	 inflation	
would	unfairly	affect	farmers	and	rural	businesses,	that	it	would	
increase	already	high	unemployment,	and	that	it	would	prolong	
the	 economic	 recession.	 	 The	 bill’s	 supporters	 included	 The	
Coalition	to	Raise	the	Minimum	Wage,	Poverty	Action	Team,	
and	 Oregon	 Catholic	 Conference.	 Their	 arguments	 stressed	
the	demographics	of	minimum	wage	workers,	the	difficulty	of	
supporting	a	family	on	minimum	wage,	a	diversion	from	over-
use	of	public	assistance,	and	rising	living	costs.	Measure	25’s	
proponents	won,	of	course.	2003	also	 saw	a	countermeasure,	
a	legislative	attempt	to	repeal	the	inflation	adjustment	through	
House	Bill	2624.	The	attempt	was	struck	down.	

Raising	the	minimum	wage	is	often	referred	to	as	a	“blunt	
instrument”	 by	 those	 versed	 in	 principles	 of	 economics--	 so	
called	due	to	its	 imprecision	at	fighting	poverty.	The	spike	in	
labor	costs	precipitates	fluctuating	sets	of	market	reactions	that,	

while	 difficult	 to	 predict,	 generally	 result	 in	 a	 raised	 cost	 of	
living	standard	and	no	real	net	gain	for	those	in	the	lowest	eco-
nomic	stratum.	Dr.	Blonigen	says	that	while	raising	the	mini-
mum	wage	sounds	good	to	the	public,	when	it	comes	down	to	
the	 details	 it’s	 “probably	 not	 that	 effective	 at	 achieving	 your	
goal.”	 	 He	 names	 earned	 income	 tax	 credit	 as	 a	 much	 better	
method	of	helping	 the	 same	 low-income	workers	 targeted	by	
minimum	 wage	 mandates--	 without	 the	 complications	 of	 in-
creased	labor	costs	to	employers.	EITC	gives	tax	breaks	to	peo-
ple	 who	 qualify,	 doesn’t	 create	 the	 unemployment	 and	 price	
increase	situations	that	characterize	minimum	wage	hikes,	and	
doesn’t	 affect	 a	 family’s	 eligibility	 for	other	benefits	 such	 as	
food	stamps.

The	benefit	of	the	blunt	instrument	approach	is	its	simplic-
ity.	Not	everyone	has	the	time	to	investigate	and	understand	the	
nature	of	more	complicated,	possibly	more	effective	policies,	
but	a	higher	minimum	wage	tends	to	hold	a	perennial	appeal.	
It	just	sounds	good	to	the	average	voter.	This	political	viability,	

Blonigen	points	out,	is	the	strong	point	of	minimum	wage	pol-
icy.		He	expands	by	saying,	“If	there’s	a	minimal	difference	in	
the	market	wage	and	the	minimum	wage,	it	may	not	be	enough	
of	a	difference	 for	 employers	 to	 respond	by	 raising	prices	or	
laying	off	workers.	It	may	be	a	bit	of	a	wash	and	may	actually	
be	good	for	those	low	income	workers.”

When	 attempting	 to	 get	 a	 feel	 for	 the	 cost	 of	 living	 for	
a	 certain	 area	 relative	 to	others	 you’ve	 lived	 in,	 a	 number	of	
scientific	options	avail	themselves.	I	generally	use	a	technique	
I’ve	dubbed	 the	“burrito	 factor”.	Finding	 the	burrito	 factor	 is	
simple:	determine	the	going-rate	for	a	burrito	(or	comparable	
necessity)	and	compare	 this	price	with	burritos	you	have	had	
in	other	towns--	taking	regional	specialization	into	account,	of	
course.	 	For	differences	 in	quality	 suggesting	obvious	corner	
cutting,	deduct	points.		An	unreasonably	high	minimum	wage,	
according	 to	 this	 model,	 will	 eventuate	 in	 ludicrously	 pricey	
burritos--	thus	raising	the	burrito	factor.		

To	 those	 of	 you	 who,	 like	 me,	 live	 and	 eat	 in	 the	 seem-
ingly	cashless	world	of	University	Housing	and	Food	Services,	
a	change	in	your	cost	of	living	may	not	be	immediately	appar-
ent.	University	Housing	Food	Services	Director	Tom	Driscoll	
said	in	an	e-mail	that	along	with	supply	and	food	costs,	labor	
costs	increase	at	a	fairly	predictable	rate,	and	that	these	changes	
are	reflected	in	the	room	and	board	rates	charged	to	residents.		
So	you	aren’t	exempt	from	the	trickle-down	of	increased	labor	
costs--	it’s	just	that	you’ve	already	paid	for	it.		

Although	I’m	originally	from	Wyoming,	where	the	federal	
minimum	 wage	 of	 $5.15	 per	 hour	 sets	 the	 standard,	 I	 never	
actually	received	that	rate	in	my	three	years	of	working	there.		
I	made	anywhere	 from	$5.50	 to	$8.00	per	hour	at	 jobs	 rang-
ing	 from	 food	 service	 to	 group	 home	 lawn	 care.	 	Where	 the	
minimum	wage	is	exactly	that--	the	bare	minimum	an	employer	
can	provide,	for	the	least	valued	service--	jobs	requiring	some	
modicum	 of	 skill	 or	 that	 provide	 an	 employer	 some	 return	
on	 the	 investment	 are	 compensated	 accordingly.	 Under	 most	
circumstances,	 I	enjoy	making	more	money--	but	 it’s	a	small	
comfort	to	receive	a	state-stipulated	raise	when	it	means	I’ll	be	
paying	higher	prices	for	goods	and	services	I’m	used	to	getting	
for	less.		

Smaller	minimum	wage	increases	made	more	often	may	be	
easier	for	employers,	resulting	in	less	negative	side	affects,	but	
a	minimum	wage	that	is	already	too	far	above	the	market	wage	
can	result	in	chronically	high	unemployment.	At	one	extreme,	
with	no	minimum	wage,	the	labor	market	would	be	vulnerable	
to	Dust	Bowl-esque	imbalances	in	worker	supply	and	demand.		
Extremity	on	the	other	side	of	the	spectrum	would	leave	us	with	
very	few	people	employed,	those	lucky	few	enjoying	fabulous	
wealth,	 with	 nothing	 to	 spend	 it	 on	 following	 the	 inevitable	
violent	collapse	of	society.		

“If there’s a minimal difference in the 
market wage and the minimum wage, 
it may not be enough of a difference 
for employers to respond by raising 
prices or laying off workers. It may 

be a bit of a wash and may actually be 
good for those low income workers.”

--Dr Bruce Blonginen, University of 
Oregon Professor of Economics
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When	I	agreed	to	take	over	the	
Another	Perspective	 column,	
I	 fully	expected	 that	 I	would	

disapprove	of	the	positions	taken	by	this	
lousy,	 wrongheaded	 rag	 at	 every	 op-
portunity	 they	gave	me.	The	OC	 is	 run	
by	 self-styled	 libertarians.	 Libertarians	
live	and	breathe	in	a	world	of	illusions.	
Among	other	fanciful,	idealistic	notions,	
they	believe	that	if	the	free	market	were	
left	to	its	devices	all	the	problems	in	the	
world	 would	 melt	 like	 soft	 chocolate,	
and	 we	 would	 have	 a	 world	 of	 perfect	
liberty.	 The	 fact	 that	 without	 the	 New	
Deal	and	Great	Society	programs,	more	
human	beings	would	starve	to	death	than	
currently	 do	 doesn’t	 seem	 to	 pen-
etrate	 their	 utopian	 fantasies.	 I	 hate	
libertarianism.	

Knowing	 this	 about	 me,	 you	
can	imagine	my	surprise	when	I	re-
alized	 that	 I	 approved	 of	 their	 take	
on	 student	 elections.	 They	 don’t	
think	their	readers	should	vote.	[Ed: 
Mr. Rutledge is apparently respond-
ing to an article by former OC con-
tributor Brandon Hartley, circa the 
2000 ASUO elections cycle, that 
sardonically argues in favor of voter 
apathy. While we did encourage Mr. 
Rutledge to read the article, and we are 
entertained by his reaction, it has never 
been the editorial position of the oregon 
CoMMentator that libertarians should 
abstain from voting.]	 I	 agree	 whole-
heartedly;	 anyone	 who	 is	 disposed	 to	
agree	 with	 the	 editorial	 stance	 of	 this	
publication	should	not	vote.	If	possible,	
they	 should	 refrain	 from	 voting	 in	 any	
election.	At	 the	 very	 least,	 they	 should	
not	vote	in	the	student	elections.	Every-
one	else	should.	

It’s	 common	 sense	 that	 predicting	
the	outcome	of	elections	is	a	risky	busi-
ness.	 In	 politics,	 things	 change	 over-

night.	 We	 all	 remember	 the	 presiden-
tial	race	in	2000.	Al	Gore	won,	then	he	
lost,	 then	he	won,	 then	we	didn’t	 quite	
know	for	a	while,	and	after	a	brief	con-
stitutional	crises,	he	lost	again.	It	would	
have	eased	everyone’s	minds	quite	a	bit	
through	 that	mess	 if	 the	press	had	kept	
their	opinions	 to	 themselves	until	Bush	
managed	 to	 steal	 the	 election	 beyond	
a	shadow	of	a	doubt.	But	at	 the	 risk	of	
jumping	to	foregone	conclusions,	there’s	
one	 thing	 about	 any	 student	 election	
that’s	extremely	easy	 to	predict:	almost	
no	one	will	vote.	

Contrary	to	popular	opinion,	I	don’t	
think	 that	 students	 fail	 to	 vote	 in	 these	

elections	because	we	don’t	care,	because	
we’re	 too	drunk,	or	because	we	are	 too	
stupid	 to	 know	 what’s	 going	 on.	 That	
isn’t	 to	 say	 that	 we	 care,	 aren’t	 drunk,	
or	have	the	first	clue.	It	is	to	say	that	we	
don’t	 vote	 simply	 because	 we	 haven’t	
stopped	to	think	about	the	essential	role	
of	 student	 government	 as	 a	 bulwark	
against	intrusions	into	student	life	by	an	
overzealous	 administration.	 Perhaps	 I	
should	clarify	with	a	brief	object	lesson.

Imagine	a	cash-strapped	University	
system	looking	for	a	way	to	cut	costs,	or	
even	 to	 generate	 revenue.	 Imagine	 this	
University’s	administration	sitting	down	

at	 a	 meeting	 and	 discussing	 possible	
areas	 where	 they	 could	 outsource	 core	
functions	 to	 private	 companies.	 This	
hypothetical	 administration,	 desperate	
to	defray	their	expenses,	decides	to	out-
source	the	dispersion	of	financial	aid	to	a	
private	financial	institution.	It	turns	out,	
this	credit	card	company’s	business	mod-
el	 is	 to	 take	over	financial	aid	 systems,	
and	 push	 their	 high	 fee,	 high	 expense	
debit	 accounts	 onto	 students.	The	 sales	
tactics	they	use	are	on	the	narrow	border	
of	 legality,	 and	 are	 certainly	 unethical.	
Now,	anyone	who	receives	a	financial	aid	
refund	has	to	navigate	a	maze	of	pushy	
websites	 trying	 to	 trick	 them	 into	 acti-

vating	 their	 debit	 cards,	 which	 ev-
ery	student	has	received	in	the	mail,	
in	 order	 to	 get	 their	 disbursement.	
While	 this	 scenario	 seems	 like	 a	
dreamed	 up	 nightmare,	 something	
very	 much	 like	 it	 happened	 a	 year	
ago	 at	 Portland	 State	 University.	
The	 company,	 Higher	 One,	 sent	 a	
PR	 flack	 to	 PSU’s	 campus	 to	 spin	
the	program	as	a	boon	 to	students.	
The	only	group	to	stand	up	and	lob-
by	the	administration,	or	to	educate	
the	 student	 body	 about	 the	 hidden	
expense	 of	 the	 new	 cards,	 was	 the	

student	government.	
If	 you	 still	 aren’t	 convinced	 that	

student	 government	 fulfills	 an	 essential	
role,	 perhaps	 a	 financial	 argument	 will	
persuade	you.	ASUO	 is	 responsible	 for	
distributing	 funds	 from	 the	 incidental	
fee.	In	2004-2005,	this	fee	was	$184.61	
per	 student	per	 term.	 It	 is	used	 to	 fund	
things	like	the	free	bus	rides	we	get	with	
our	student	IDs,	the	Student	Recreation	
Center,	 and	 student	 tickets	 to	 Duck	
games.	Given	that	ASUO	is	responsible	
for	these	funds,	and	you	elect	them,	the	
incidental	fee	is	your	money	to	do	with	
as	you	please.	You	get	to	decide	how	to	

Dream of Californication
By Samuel Rutledge
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spend	 it.	 This	 is	 one	 of	
the	few	ways	that	college	
is	 like	 the	 real	 world.	 If	
the	 government	 is	 doing	
something	 you	 don’t	 like	
with	 your	 money,	 and	
you	 can	 organize	 enough	
people	 to	complain	about	
it,	 you	have	 the	power	 to	
change	 the	 system.	 The	
editorial	 staff	 of	 this	 rag	
might	 be	 tempted	 to	 ar-
gue	 that	 they	 don’t	 have	
that	power,	because	while	
they	don’t	like	paying	the	
incidental	 fee	 they	 can’t	
do	 anything	 about	 it.	Al-
low	 me	 to	 preemptively	
remind	 them	 that	 if	 they	
got	 off	 their	 lazy	 drunk	
asses	 and	 organized	 the	
five	or	ten	people	who	agree	with	their	backward	politics,	they	
might	actually	convince	a	student	Senator	or	two	of	their	case.	
But,	although	I	get	no	end	of	joy	out	of	insulting	the	regular	OC	
staff,	I	should	get	back	to	the	point.	

The	 real	 reason	 that	 I	 vote	 in	 student	 elections,	 and	 the	
reason	 that	 I’m	 glad	 the	 people	 who	 run	 this	 paper	 don’t,	 is	
that	I	see	student	government	as	being	the	most	local	form	of	
government	 in	 which	 I	 can	 participate.	 I	 believe	 in	 progres-
sive	ideals	like	universal	access	to	health	care,	environmental	
sustainability,	 cultural	 tolerance,	 appropriate	 energy	 sources,	
transparency	 in	 government,	 and	 of	 course,	 peace.	 I’m	 not	
enough	of	a	dreamer	to	believe	that	by	electing	a	progressive	
candidate	to	the	ASUO,	tragedies	will	end	and	we	will	find	a	
brighter	and	better	tomorrow.	I	do	believe	that	change	happens	
slowly,	 and	 in	 small	 places	 first.	This	 University	 is	 precisely	
that	sort	of	small	place,	and	by	carefully	casting	our	ballots	in	
this	upcoming	election,	we	as	students	have	the	opportunity	to	
make	a	statement	to	the	rest	of	society	that	we	are	not	happy	
with	the	way	things	are	going.	

I	often	get	angry	with	my	generation.	 I	don’t	understand	
how	we	have	managed	to	remain	as	apathetic	as	we	seem	to	be.	
In	historical	terms,	it	wasn’t	that	long	ago	that	the	students	at	
UC	Berkeley	were	organizing	a	movement	for	free	speech	on	
their	campus.	It	was	a	small	start	to	say	the	least,	but	they	were	
doing	something	more	profound	than	they	could	have	imagined	
then.	The	Berkeley	Free	Speech	Movement,	along	with	groups	

like	the	Students	for	a	Dem-
ocratic	Society,	 touched	off	
a	 revolution	 of	 sorts.	 Sure,	
they	 didn’t	 overthrow	 the	
ruling	elite,	but	by	taking	to	
the	streets	and	making	their	
voices	 heard	 the	 college	
students	 of	 those	 years	 ac-
tually	 made	 a	 difference	 in	
their	world.	 It	was,	 I	 think,	
simply	 the	 act	 of	 standing	
up	 and	 saying	 something,	
anything,	 with	 conviction,	
that	 allowed	 the	 revolution	
to	start.	Up	until	 that	point,	
students	 hadn’t	 considered	
the	 possibility	 of	 rejecting	
the	views	or	proscriptions	of	
their	elders.	Once	it	became	
a	possibility	 to	 speak	up,	 it	
didn’t	 take	 much	 to	 keep	

things	going.	
Today,	 somehow,	 even	 though	 we	 are	 faced	 with	 more	

profound	 injustice	 than	 that	 previous	 generation	 could	 have	
dreamed	of,	we	have	stayed	quiet.	So	far.	The	Students	 for	a	
Democratic	 Society’s	 statement	 of	 principles,	 written	 in	 Port	
Huron	in	1962,	began	with	this	sentence;

“We are people of this generation, bred in at least 
modest comfort, housed now in universities, looking 
uncomfortably to the world we inherit.”

As	were	they,	so	are	we.	But	while	they	came	together,	we	
remain	apart.	There	is	no	great	student	movement	on	the	visible	
horizon	 to	 match	 what	 those	 intrepid	 souls	 were	 able	 to	 ac-
complish	in	the	1960s.	No	movement,	however,	begins	without	
first	growing	momentum,	and	no	momentum	can	grow	without	
a	place	to	start.	I	believe	that	student	governments	can	be	that	
sort	of	place,	 and	can	act	 as	a	 force	 to	unite	 students	behind	
common	goals	of	peace,	liberty,	and	justice.	I	believe	a	better	
world	is	possible.

OC
Samuel J. Rutledge, a Junior majoring in Political Science, is the 
Another Perspective columnist for the Oregon Commentator.

Above and Facing: The Berkeley Free Speech Movement
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SPEW
On Outbreeding the 
Capitalists
In	 the	 first	 moments	 following	 risky	 sex,	 insert	 one	 non-chewable	Vita-
min-C	tablet	(ideally	a	500	milligram	tablet)	into	your	vagina.	The	acidity	
will	change	the	pH-balance	of	your	vagina	and	prevent	sperm	from	staying	
alive.

- The Student Insurgent gives some much-needed birth control ad-
vice in their always-entertaining Do It Yourself section.

If	you	think	you	are	pregnant	and	don’t	want	to	be	…	insert	a	sprig	of	fresh	parsley	as	far	into	your	vagina	as	you	can.	Change	the	
parsley	every	12	hours.

- Ibid. Add rosemary, sage and cumin. Pre-heat oven to 350 degrees. Bake until done.

Blood	Sisters	is	an	exciting	launching	pad	girl	base	fueling	action	to	combat	the	silence	surrounding	our	female	bodies	

we	are	girls	using	our	own	feminine	protection	to	work	against	the	corporate	and	cultural	constructions	of	menstruation

- One giant “sic” from http://www.bloodsisters.org, the source of the Insurgent’s advice.

...and	great	political	victories

1858: Lincoln defeats Douglas

1979: Reagan defeats Carter

On strange bedfellOws
[...]	what	the	simple	minded	folks	don’t	realize	is	the	Islamists	are	willing	to	die	before	accepting	the	perverted	lifestyle	the	Left	
Wingers	and	Hollywood	people	enjoy	and	truthfully	I	can	see	their	point.

- A post on the oregonconservative.com blog briefly sympathizes with Islamic terrorists.

I	have	been	thinking	a	lot	more	about	diversity	on	campus.	Every	day,	I	see	dozens	upon	
dozens	of	people,	and	I	know	that	each	and	every	one	of	them	is	different.

- Jessica Derleth, in an ODE column.

Since	arriving	at	the	University,	I	have	heard	the	Diversity	Plan	mentioned	several	times,	
though	it	has	never	really	been	explained	to	me.

- Ibid. The future of journalism, ladies and gentlemen.

On derversity
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On Casual enCOunters
MEN	ARE	destroying	the	world.

- Seen in the Women Seeking Women section of the Eugene Weekly personals.

I	RULE	Think	you	can	handle	my	manliness?	You:	woman	who	knows	her	place.	Me:	man	to	put	you	there.

- The ad that probably inspired the above, also in EW.

On brOCk Of ages
Though	liberals	hate	to	admit	it,	mutually	assured	destruction	works.

- The ODE’s token Republican, Kirsten Brock. Define “works”, 
Kirsten.

I	was	standing	in	line	at	the	post	office	yesterday	when	I	noticed	some-
thing	that	made	my	blood	boil.	A	voter	registration	card.	And	next	to	it,	
a	copy	in	Spanish...	I	want	to	see	voter	registration	requiring	a	driver’s	
license,	a	Social	Security	card	or	a	birth	certificate.

- Same source. Of course, foreigners working legally in the US 
have driver’s licenses and Social Security cards. But they’re Social 
Security cards written in English, goddammit!

Why	is	it	that	these	kind	of	articles	are	published	in	our	school	paper?	No	quotes,	no	statistical	data,	no	evidence	of	any	kind.	This	
is	journalism?

- Outraged student Nick Cangie in one of many entertaining guest commentaries inspired by Brock. (In a sterling 
example of solid, level-headed, evidence-based journalism, Cangie then goes on to claim that Republicans don’t think 
women should be allowed to attend college.)

On all Over the bar shOuting

1963: Johnson defeats Kennedy

1952: Stevenson defeats Hair

After	all	the	scandals,	the	botched	efforts,	billions	of	wasted	dollars	and	countless	blantant	
[sic]	lies,	why	would	you	expect	the	Democrats	...	to	simply	roll	over	and	play	dead?

- Ben Lenet, College Democrats co-chair, corresponding with the ODE. Because 
that’s what they always do, Ben.

It	only	took	reading	one	sentence	of	Kirsten	Brock’s	March	2	opinion	piece	for	me	to	yell	
“Bullshit!”	at	the	top	of	my	lungs.

- Lenet in a separate ODE piece. Looking on the bright side, we’ve finally solved 
the mystery of the guy walking around campus yelling “Bullshit!” at random inter-
vals.
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Comic by Jonny Baggs


