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The Oregon Commentator is an independent journal of 
opinion published at the University of Oregon for the cam-
pus community. Founded by a group of concerned student 
journalists on September 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 pro-
moted by other student publications, professors and student 
groups. During its nineteen-year existence, it has enable Uni-
versity students to hear both sides of issues. Our paper com-
bines reporting with opinion, humor and feature articles. We 
have won national recognition for our commitment to jour-
nalistic 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 po-
litical philosophy of conservatism, free thought and individ-
ual liberty is an intelligent way of looking at the world–con-
trary 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 ratio-
nal 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 commu-
nity 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 un-
grateful and dishonest not to acknowledge the tremendous 
blessings and benefits we receive as Americans. 
•We believe that free enterprise and economic growth, espe-
cially 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 cam-
puses today. 
•We believe that a code of honor, integrity, pride and ratio-
nality are the fundamental characteristics for individual suc-
cess. 
Socialism guarantees the right to work. However, we believe 
that the right not to work is fundamental to individual lib-
erty. 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 the mag-
azine or its staff. The Commentator is an independent publication 
and the Oregon Commentator Publishing Co., Inc. is an indepen-
dent corporation; neither are affiliated with the University of Or-
egon nor its School of Journalism. And, contrary to popular, para-
noid opinion, we are in no way affiliated with either the CIA or the 
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 commentar-
ies may be submitted personally to Room 319 EMU or placed in 
our mailbox in Suite 4 EMU; mailed to P.O. Box 30128, Eugene, OR, 
97403; phoned in to (541) 346-3721, or e-mailed to ocomment@dark-
wing.uoregon.edu.
 We reserve the right to edit material we find obscene, li-
belous, inappropriate or lengthy. We are not obliged to print any-
thing that does not suit us. Unsolicited material will not be returned 
unless accompanied by a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Sub-
mission constitutes testimony as to the accuracy.
 E-mails sent to individual authors that are directly related 
to the Oregon Commentator may be reused by the Commentator as 
it sees fit. 
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Summer of Free Speech

This actually turns into Jesus when it is printed.
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Summer is a complicated time. Fate basically of-
fers you two clear choices. You can either tell 
yourself you’ll do all the things you ever wanted 

to, and then be too lazy, overworked, or at the bar to 
ever get a damn thing done, or you can be sure from 
the get-go that you aren’t gonna do shit and be the 
happiest person alive. Be the kind of person who un-
derstands why little kids are some of the biggest in-
grates around. But there’s a third way too… you can 
always start a revo-
lution: Soweto ’76, 
Chicago ’68, D.C. 
’85. It’s been that 
kind of summer 
here, and you’re 
holding the proof. 
That’s right, a color 
summer issue with 
Best Of, and Taters. We were young, we were idealis-
tic, and it worked.
 All you need to start a revolution is one good 
idea (and some healthy megalomania- ed.). Our good idea 
is a return to the basics: Free Speech, in two capital-
ized words. The two words which most define what 
we do here, or the legal loophole we hide behind if 
you prefer. We begin the celebration of our raison 
d’être by slinging a healthy load of mud on last years 
luminaries most deserving of ridicule, with the An-
nual Tater Awards and Ian Spencer’s Year In Review. 
Our Tater Awards this year are a little zippy… call it 
a Hate Issue hangover. One hates to even have to say 
it, but, lucky winners: please don’t get your feelings 
hurt too bad. We love you all, and hope you never 
change. It would make next years issue so much more 
difficult. 
 And if, dear reader, you find yourself a bit 
steamed about something in our pages, head straight 

for the “Summer Of Free Speech” section on page 18. 
There you will find the Pepto-Bismol for your anger, 
ignorance, or stupidity flareup in the sage musings of 
Commentator staff gone by. These pieces show our 
own confrontation with attempted ASUO “viewpoint 
non-neutrality” and defunding for our free expression. 
Tyler Graf sings the praises of Satire in the centerpiece 
of the classic “Satire D.O.A.” Issue. We actually have 
an unreasonable number of Tyler Graf’s bold explo-

rations of the topic, 
including what we 
must presume is 
his last new piece 
before hitching his 
wagon to the ‘Ol 
Dirty gravy train. 
Get him now before 
you start seeing his 

name next to columns on Myspace, or nut butter. 
 But Free Speech is not just about cherry-pick-
ing, or only hearing exactly what you want. In fact, 
more often, it’s about listening to a cellular speaker-
phone conversation or a solicitation for spare change. 
We bring you the shadow (shallow?) side of free speech 
in Best Of The Blog, excerpts from oregoncommenta-
tor.com. We’ve got irate evangelists,  ASUO charac-
ter assassins, and degenerate alcoholics; in short, all 
the worst abusers of First Amendment rights. But we 
tolerate them, and even enjoy them. We savor their 
logical missteps and incoherent rants in knowledge 
of the fact that their every word gives us that much 
more credibility. The idiots who abuse our last ounce 
of tolerance define the difference between the exercise 
of free speech for it’s own sake, and something more: 
speaking in hope that someone might listen and re-
spond.

“The idiots who abuse our last ounce 
of tolerance define the difference be-
tween the exercise of free speech for 
it’s own sake, and something more.”
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Nobody
BREAKING NEWS

Giant flaming middle finger appears over Baghdad, 
ongoing sectarian violence claims 87 lives

Suicide bomber at UO Urban Farm kills three, 
Nutria Liberation Front claims responsibility

Eugene- Radical terrorist group the Nutria Lib-
eration Front has claimed responsibility for a suicide 
bomb which killed three at the University’s Urban 
Farm late yesterday.  In a video released to the Al Nu-
tria news channel, an NLF spokesnutria warned that 
more attacks would come if the university refuses to 
withdraw fro the Urban Farm. President Frohnmayer 
rejected calls for an end to nutria eradication, saying 
“the nutria have overstayed their welcome. They are 
an invasive species, and will not be tolerated.” The 
Survival Center held a rally at the EMU amphithe-
ater, calling for an end to violence. “Nutria are people 
too,” asserted a spokesperson, “only cuter.”

Baghdad- In a surreal turn of events characteris-
tic of the region, a giant, flaming middle finger ap-
peared in the skies above Baghdad for several hours 
yesterday. “Clearly things suck here,” said the guy 
who drives me around the Green  Zone, “but this re-
ally seems like a bad sign.” The massive celestial “eff-
you” was visible across the city, and was hailed by a 
few on the margins of Iraqi society as a sign to end 
bloodshed and return to lives of peace. The majority 
of Iraqis carried on their business as usual, with 87 
dead from sectarian violence, a typical number for 
this summer.  “Whatever,” said one grave digger, “so 
God shoots us the bird... it’s not like we haven’t got-
ten that one before.” 
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Nobody

The OC asks: What have you been 
doing to keep busy this summer?

Al Gore: “Selling popcorn, baby! 
Gotta promote the movie while it’s 
still hot outside. People just don’t 
buy global warming after Labor 
Day.”

Mel Gibson: “Did you know that the 
Jews are not only responsible for all 
wars, but are also to blame for global 
warming?”

Jonathan Rosenberg: “Nuclear 
disarmament talks with Iran. If this 
madman isn’t stopped, UO students 
will never see peace.”

Joe Lieberman: “I switched to decaf, 
and I’ve been asleep since June. Was 
there a primary or something?” 

Ned Lamont: “Hey Mel, consider 
global warming solved!”

Robocop: “Yond Cassius has a lean 
and hungry look; He thinks too 
much: such men are dangerous.”

•Garment sweatshop found in 
Bean Complex

•Westmoreland apartments to 
be replaced with “student-athlete 
pleasure garden”

•Jesus smites Brangelina for up-
staging of Insurgent controversy

•Tyler Graf pre-emptively award-
ed Pulitzer Prize for work at the 
‘Ol Dirty Emerald

In Brief

“It’s not the heat, it’s the 
blood alcohol content”

Sudsy Says:



Oregon Commentator8

Some writer named Samuel Clemens once said: 
“In statesmanship, get the formalities right, nev-
er mind about the moralities.” This may be true 

for the Milquetoast politician, perpetually concerned 
with namby-pamby notions of “decorum” and “le-
galities” and “veracity” -- among other words I’m far 
too lazy to scare quote – but it doesn’t fly with student 
politicians like Stephanie Erickson, last year’s student 
senate president. Like most of our glorious student 
leaders, she had no time for such frivolities as for-
malities or moralities; you see, she was a leader, dam-
mit. And like all the great leaders of the past hundred 
years – Harding, Hoover, Preston Tucker, and Suge 
Knight – she played by her own rules, and she was an 
unqualified success as a result.
 During Cartoongate of 2006, Stephanie Erick-
son helped orchestrate the infamous “Student Senate 
Walkout”. At this meeting, the senate was supposed 
to discuss the latest topic du jour – something about 
the Student Insurgent publishing cartoons of Buddha 
sodomizing a goat in a Mosque – but instead Erick-
son called a recess and walked out of the meeting. It 
was the ol’ switch a-roo. Nothing ingratiates you to 

people better than lying about an agenda item and 
then walking out of a meeting. 
 But at the very end of the year, her politi-
cal judgment became even more astute. At a Senate 
meeting in May, the Senate voted in a closed-ballot 
for next year’s officer positions. Apparently, it’s “il-
legal” to have a closed-ballot vote for public officers, 
according to state meeting laws.  When Oregon Daily 
Emerald reporter Nicholas Wilbur – a saffron-hued 
journalist if their ever was one, up there with the likes 
of Ida Tarbell, Upton Sinclair and Lincoln Steffens -- 
confronted Erickson about this so-called breach, she 
was non-plussed. She told Wilbur that if he wanted 
the ballots, he could dig through the garbage to get 
them. Nothing ingratiates you to the press better than 
insisting that reporters needlessly rummage through 
refuse for a story – like the filthy, unholy abomina-
tions of sacrilegious savagery straight-out of Dr. 
Moreau’s work room of wickedness they are. Take 
that, reporters, or as I like to call you, truth-Nazis. 
Truly, Erickson got the best of you, which is why she 
deserves this award.

Stephanie Erickson

Woman of the Year

Tater Awards
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Most years, the selection for Man Of The Year 
is as easy as picking on the highest profile 
woman on campus. This year, however, we 

are presented with an opportunity to surpass the clas-
sical elegance of gender-bending humor by virtue of 
an eminent presence in the campus discourse. Not 
often is our humble cesspool of stagnant ideas and 
poorly-conceived decisions visited by so reasonable 
and morally enlightened a being as Bill O’Reilly. In-
deed, if no other accomplishment merits this award, 
it is Mr.. O’Reilly’s feat of taking an issue of The Stu-
dent Insurgent that would otherwise only be read by 
a handful of bored prisoners, and with it creating an 
outrage that would shake the ramparts of American 
piety. 
 Copies of the Insurgent’s “Aroused Jesus” is-
sue were already over a month old, molding in their 
distribution boxes when Mr. O’Reilly decided to 
dredge them up as a kind of reprisal strike for stra-
tegic losses in his “War on the War on Christmas.” 
Claiming that the University was allowing “Hate 
Speech” and “Attacking Christianity,” Mr. O’Reilly 
showed his commitment to basic American values 
by calling for the censorship and punishment of the 

Insurgent for daring to print what it wanted. Mistak-
enly believing that University President Dave Frohn-
mayer had editorial control or censorship power over 
student publications, O’Reilly then called for Frohn-
mayer’s resignation for not being more firm with his 
blaspheming and obscenity-peddling students. Since 
Frohnmayer couldn’t take the time from his schedule 
to appear on what he drolly called “an entertainment 
program,” and the Insurgent would only give inter-
views as a collective, it was up to our own Tyler Graf 
to appear on The Factor to defend the questionable 
principle of First Amendment rights. 
 Thanks to the level of discourse on Mr. 
O’Reilly’s show, he was forced to settle for an effec-
tive defense of the position that President Frohnmay-
er was not “a slack-jawed troglodyte.” With the aca-
demic year drawing to a close, O’Reilly departed the 
campus scene for the greener pastures of the “Bikini 
Murderer” case, but not without two outrageous re-
treating shots that would echo through the conscious-
ness of the University: Dallas Brown is a hero, and 
The Oregon Commentator is “responsible journal-
ism.” Here’s to you Mr. O’Reilly, Man Of The Year, 
for being so obviously and abundantly full of shit.

Man of the Year

Bill O’Reilly

Tater Awards
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Rising Star Award

This academic year has seen posturing and self-
aggrandizement on a level not seen on this 
campus since… well, last year actually. The in-

flated egos and poorly considered agendas of a num-
ber of “attention-friendly” students have provided us 
at the Commentator with a number of laughs as they 
soar for the heights of 
cable “news” show 
interviews and dra-
matic student gov-
ernment sessions, or 
crash to the depths 
of the lonely rant in 
the EMU amphithe-
ater. The rise and fall 
of these modern-day 
Quixotes serves as 
a harsh reminder to 
incoming freshmen, 
and anyone who has 
never been on a reali-
ty TV show that tilting 
at publicity windmills 
typically ends with a 
collective yawn. But 
every few years, a 
great one comes: a single student who will transcend 
his tiny blip on the radar of those on campus not too 
stoned or hung over to pay attention, and enters the 
public psyche as a figure of towering importance in 
the political, cultural and social life of the University. 
Jethro Higgins is well on his way to becoming such 
an individual. Mr. Higgins has wisely begun clawing 

his way to greatness from the bedrock of American 
political leadership: the entertainment industry. As a 
member of the fresh-faced, clean-cut acapella group 
On The Rocks, Higgins’ wholesome warbling and 
childish play acting has melted the heart of many 
an EMU Amphitheater crowd. More specifically, his 

shooby-doo-wop-ing 
has mobilized a base, 
identified by our 
pollsters as “pre-soc-
cer moms,” “proto-
nascar dads” and 
“overweight soror-
ity sisters,” and has 
apparently parlayed 
his support into a 
full blown political 
movement. Students 
of Faith burst onto 
the campus scene 
during the “Aroused 
Jesus-gate” scandal , 
and with Higgins at 
the helm managed 
to cobble together a 
grievance which ac-

cused the Insurgent of hate speech, discrimination 
(huh?), and violation of separation of church and state 
(what?).  Properly slapped down by the ASUO, Hig-
gins seems unwilling to fade into history, and was 
last spotted ranting incoherently at the OC blog, or-
egoncommentator.com.

Jethro Higgins

Tater Awards



Volume XXIII, Issue 11-12 11

Columnist Of The Year

Tater Awards

for worst columnist named for our feature, Ms. Slater 
is but one crummy columnist among many, including 
our pick for this year, Army Feth. Ms. Feth made a 
strong final bid for this award in her farewell column 
“A final goodbye to the Emerald City,” which begins 
(without a trace of irony) “How do you start a piece of 
writing like this without sounding cliche?” To which 

her answer apparently 
was “with a good, solid 
Wizard of Oz reference, 
that’s how.” 
 But overly self-con-
scious recycling of stale 
conventional wisdom is 
obviously what got Ms. 
Feth her position in the 
first pace, and all year long 
she has danced with what 
got her there. From her 
fervent wish to see poli-
tics more closely resemble 
the TV show The West 
Wing to her insightful cri-
tique of U.S. diplomacy in 

comparison to the Phoenix Suns basketball team, this 
siren of page two has steadily spoon-fed us a years 
worth of tired cliché and sentimental platitude. At 
least Slater is good for five minutes of entertainment, 
while the best Feth can muster is the overwhelming 
urge to put down the Emerald and actually listen to 
the lecture you’ve been ignoring. 

Like every year in recent memory, the Journal-
ist Of The Year must be selected from a field of 
numerous highly qualified nominees. You see, 

the Oregon Daily Emerald is the flypaper of campus 
journalism: it excretes the sickly-sweet odor of fame 
and a small stipend, which attracts the irritating buzz-
ing noises of the mundane and the refuse-scavenging, 
who then flail themselves 
to death in a public and hi-
larious fashion. While this 
does have the unfortunate 
effect of making the local 
marketplace of ideas as 
stale as the untouched-
but-opened PBR from 
the night before, it does 
give us enough drivel to 
potentially spin off Spew 
into its own magazine. 
 So why pick Feth 
as our pusher of choice 
for high-grade mental 
manure? Why not last 
year’s winner, and peren-
nial Spew favorite, Ailee Slater, you ask? We’ve been 
beaten to the punch, that’s why. Apparently, ‘Ol Dirty 
has its own award, known as “Most Spewed,” which 
Slater unsurprisingly won and was sweet enough to 
pose for this photo with (full coverage of the Emerald 
Awards Banquet online at oregoncommentator.com). 
Although we are honored to have the Emeralds award 

Army Feth
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Tater Awards

We have complained quite a bit about the 
professors around here, but this year the 
University distinguishes itself in having al-

ready fired our clear choice for Professor Of The Year 
2006. A former UO psychology professor, recently 
resigned from the University of Arizona, Ms. Frisch 
has gained internet notoriety for her “unhinged” ap-
proach to debate, as well as her disturbing threats to-
wards a bloggers family. 
 Ostensibly a “Decision Science specialist,” 
Ms. Frisch demonstrated just how skewed her own 
decision making skills are when she decided to post 
comments on 
the blog pro-
te inwisdom, 
making implic-
it and violent 
threats toward 
the host’s  two-
year-old son. 
“You live in 
Colorado, I see. 
Hope no one Jon-
Benets your baby 
… If some nut-
case kidnapped 
your child to-
morrow and did 
to her what was 
done to your fel-
low Coloradan, Jon-Benet Ramsey, I wouldn’t give a damn 
… If I woke up tomorrow and learned that someone else had 
shot you and your tyke, it wouldn’t slow me down one iota. 
You aren’t human to me.” Ms. Frisch was only just hit-

ting her stride though… 
“Give your pathetic prog-
eny (I sure hope that mofo 
got good genes from his 
mama!) a big fat tongue-
filled kiss from me! LOTS 
AND LOTS OF SALIVA 
from Auntie MOONBAT, if you don’t mind!” 
 One resignation, two restraining orders and 
an ignominious flight to Eugene has done little to 
blunt her “word warrior” ways, as she has found the 
time to appear on our own blog to spew abuse and 

groundlessly accuse us of libel 
and slander. Although Frisch’s 
comments are exemplified more 
by unimaginatively offensive, 
pseudo-ebonics than any actual 
political content, she sees her-
self as a “Rush Limbaugh of the 
Left,” a “word warrior” fight-
ing the good fight against right 
wing nuts. Sadly, all she ever 
seems to prove is her own tragic 
instability, whether by threaten-
ing pedophilia, starting infantile 
internet pissing matches, or by 
posting transcripts of her imagi-
nary appearances on shows like 
the Colbert Report. As the ul-
timate example of everything 

that’s wrong with both the internet and political dis-
course, Deb Frisch is a walking, talking example of 
what not to do, and a perfect choice for Professor Of 
The Year.

Professor of the Year

Deb Frisch
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Tater 

Most Oppressed White Male Award: 
Don Goldman

The Jarrett White/ Robert E. Lee Award: 
Anthony Warren

Stuck on the Talking Points Award: 
(tie) Kirsten Brock, Ben Lenet

Best Dressed Award: 
Jesus

O’Reilly calls him a hero and that’s good enough for 
us Award: 

Dallas Brown

Mason Quiroz Award for most 
melodramatic resignation: 

Nick Hudson

Worst Spring Term Ever Award; 
Dave Frohnmayer

Asshole Behind The Curtain Award: 
Bill Donahue

Dumpster Diver of the Year: 
(tie) Nick Wilbur, Frog

Martyr of the Year:
Mindy Rice

Other award winners not memorable 
enough for their own page:

Rennie’s
Landing

or, “home” as we call it.

1214 Kincaid
687-0600FREE

WIFI!
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You’re undoubtedly asking yourself, “why in 
the hell should I care at all about what hap-
pened last year?” Fair question-- the past 

school year was pretty dull, and what kind of emo-
listening whino wants to live in the past? The popu-
lar local sports teams were disappointing. Eugene 
suffered no major natural disasters. Mayor Kitty 
Piercy attended a number of protests. And Oregon’s 
drug trade? As robust as ever. The University of 
Oregon remains a mediocre institution with an aca-
demic record and student body that would make an 
outsourcing consultant salivate. In other words: no 
fundamental changes.
 But while nothing sexy, interesting, or posi-
tive occurred in Eugene, there were a number of de-
velopments both near and far that are worth noting, 
if only because there is magazine space to be filled.

Your Diminishing Rights

 The U.S. Supreme Court continued to ignore 
the Constitution, albeit in less destructive than Kelo 
v. New London and Raich v. Gonzales. The additions 
of Roberts and Alito do not appear to have had 
any sort of “libertarianizing” effect on the court. In 
Hudson v. Michigan, for instance, the court decided 
that evidence seized through an illegal search could 
nevertheless be used against the defendant. This 
means that police no longer have much of a reason 
to conduct searches in a legal fashion since, at worst, 
they would only receive a slap on the wrist. Indeed, 

the court effectively eliminated any need for law en-
forcement to take the first half of the Fourth Amend-
ment into account ever again.
 Thankfully, in Oregon v. Gonzales the court 
did decide that Oregonians have the right to deter-
mine which substances have a legitimate medical 
use. But, as Justice Thomas noted, this completely 
goes against the court’s earlier findings in Raich. 
The court has basically said that states can decide to 
allow controlled substances to be given to a sick per-
son who wants to die, but a sick person who wants 
to live with-
out constant 
pain simply 
should never 
be allowed to 
have mari-
juana.
 Of 
course, the act 
of eliminating 
inconvenient 
rights wasn’t 
limited to 
the SCO-
TUS. Here at 
the UO, the 
University 
Senate de-
cided that the 
whole “right 

Ian Spencer’S

Year In revIew

Year In Review
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to due process” concept was far too outlandish and 
troublesome to continue giving to those accused of 
academic misconduct, underage drinking, and rape. 
They decided to implement a new “non-adversarial” 
system, by which people accused of rape would face 
their accusers without benefit of legal representation, 
and vice-versa. This has now introduced the possibil-
ity of two scenarios, both quite horrifying:
 In the first, a person could be raped and then 
be forced to personally confront and ask questions 
to the person who assaulted them. And this would 
be done, supposedly, in a "non-adversarial" way that 
would prove to be "educational" to all involved.
 In the second, a person could be falsely 
accused of rape, found innocent in a real court of 
law, and then confronted by their accuser through 
the University’s own separate process. In this new 
arena, where the burden of proof no longer fully lies 
with the plaintiff, a person could be found guilty 
of a crime as serious as rape without ever having 
been represented by a lawyer. This record would be 
kept and shared to certain parties by the University 
indefinitely.
This is the legacy that the faculty members of last 
year’s University Senate have left with us. And to 
think-- some of them teach Political Science and Law.

Sports

 Locally, the most significant sports story 
came out of Oregon State, whose baseball team won 
the College World Series. Congratulations are in 
order: The Beavers’ players overcame long odds and 
the shame of their own uniforms to bring an NCAA 
championship to the Pacific Northwest. But credit 
for the victory must also belong to the UO Athletics 
Department, whose lack of a baseball team enabled 
OSU to assemble the players they did. The local 
media and ESPN made much of how the Beavers’ 
team was almost entirely comprised of native Orego-
nians. It’s unlikely the same team would have been 
assembled if Title IX were not an ugly reality and the 
Ducks could compete for the same local talent.
 The Houston Texans single-handedly made 

my year. Barring God personally apologizing for and 
undoing Katrina, their idiocy was pretty much the 
best thing that could’ve happened to New Orleans.
 UO’s Football and Basketball teams also 
had disappointing seasons. The Football team had 
an excellent regular season record but were them-
selves locked out of a top-tier bowl game. This led to 
a nearly unheard of level of bitching and moaning 
on the part of players and fans. The Ducks had been 
screwed-- instead of a top-tier New Year’s Day game, 
they 

would have to go to the Fiesta Bowl, an event so 
lousy that its organizers likely aspire to have it one 
day reach .com-bowl status.  Of course, when Or-
egon failed to beat the unranked Oklahoma Soon-
ers, the Ducks’ critics were proven correct and the 
school’s reputation for only beating cupcake Pac-10 
and Division II teams was further solidified. As for 
the Basketball team, who really cares at this point? 
If they learn how to play (and coach) defense during 
the offseason, maybe they’ll actually make the NIT 

Year In revIew

YIR
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next season and earn a chance to lose to Michigan.
 A bunch of Africans, Europeans, and South 
Americans played soccer in Germany. I don’t re-
ally know what happened or how few players were 
beheaded for failing to advance past the first round, 
but from what I understand there was a French head 
butt and a lot of diving involved. Good show! I’m 
just glad no North American countries decided to go 
and fail to score or anything...

Politics

 The UO’s own Student Government, the 
ASUO, remained wasteful and dirty. Nearly $200 
was taken from each student each term, with little 
return on investment other than Ducks tickets, ac-
cess to the Rec. Center, 
and the magazine you’re 
holding in your hands. 
Was that worth nearly 
$600 last year?
 The ASUO Sen-
ate, whose expressed 
purpose is to give your 
money to groups who 
spend irresponsibly, con-
tinued to fulfill its role. 
Individual Senate mem-
bers, of course, didn’t 
actually follow the ASUO 
Constitution (or Oregon Public Meeting Law) much 
of the time, but what else would you expect from a 
group of smug, self-righteous morons who get the 
modicum of power their mommy and daddy never 
let them have because 7% of the student body was 
tricked into clicking the box next to their name? Next 
year’s Senate is, quite frankly, looking to be even 
worse since every one of its members will simply act 
as a mouthpiece for their respective special interests.
 Canada remained appropriately genial and 
non-threatening.
 The biggest story of the year, at least if you 
believe the Emerald, was the impending sale of 

Westmoreland. Westmoreland, an apartment com-
plex located far from the UO campus and populated 
predominantly by graduate students and students 
with families, is set to be sold by the UO to real 
estate investor Michael O’Connell sometime this 
summer. The UO claims that this low-rent facility 
will soon be costing them an arm and a leg in main-
tenance costs, hence their desire to sell it and pay 
down some long-term bonds. Selling Westmoreland 
makes sense for the University, particularly since it 
would rather provide housing for the lucrative out-
of-state undergraduate population than a bunch of 
low-income graduate students with children. While 
the ASUO and other parties want to make a big deal 
out of Westmoreland -- some going so far as to say 
that selling Westmoreland is “racist” since there are 
so many students from overseas who live there -- it 
is ultimately a fringe issue: most students live in 
housing provided by a third party or in some shitty 
undergraduate residence hall.
 The Middle East continued to be a living ver-
sion of hell for the bulk of its residents and an expen-
sive, bloody nuisance for outsiders stupid enough to 
poke their noses in.
 As would be expected, the Diversity Plan 
proved to be one of the more contentious issues on 
campus this year. This plan attempts to increase the 
number of ethnic minorities on campus through 
targeted hirings and diversity-focused curriculum 
changes. It had significantly changed between its 
initial and final drafts-- the first draft was essentially 
written in secret and contained many recommenda-
tions that were likely illegal had they been imple-
mented. Thankfully, the final draft was written in the 
public eye and removed much of the particularly-ob-
jectionable language. Of course, the ambiguities re-
mained. And indeed, because the Diversity Plan is a 
compromise it doesn’t actually do too much besides 
create an extra level of bureaucracy and attempt to 
placate groups like the Multi-Cultural Center. Expect 
teachers and administrators to spend even less time 
teaching as a result.
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Culture (Television)

 American Idol remained the biggest televi-
sion show in America, much to our collective shame. 
Yes, apparently watching an overweight guy with 
gray hair jiggle around on a stage and try to sell 
Fords or Chevys or some other crappy, obsolete 
American car is high entertainment nowadays. 
Meanwhile, Arrested Development, Deadwood, and 
my soul have been can-
celed.
 The Chappelle 
Show remained on 
hiatus for the entire 
school year. When it 
did come back during 
the summer, it was in a 
disturbingly unfunny 
and Chappelle-less 
form. What a disap-
pointment. But at this 
point can anyone blame 
Dave for leaving while 
at the top of his game? 
He knew what he’d 
already created couldn’t 
easily be topped, and he 
knew that the risk of the 
show devolving into a 
simple series of race-
based catchphrases was 
inevitable. He got out 
on top of his game, and 
as anyone who saw him 
at McArthur Court early 
in the year can attest to, is just as funny as he’s ever 
been.

Media

 Although largely unread by the greater cam-
pus community, campus media outlets nevertheless 

continued  to provide great entertainment-- most of 
it unintentional. As has been overly-documented in 
the pages of this magazine, the Insurgent published a 
number of cartoons depicting Jesus doing things like 
kissing another man, listening to an iPod, and--per-
haps most disturbingly--playing on a pogo stick. The 
uproar that followed was, of course, overblown and 
ultimately beneficial to the sad, semi-literate gaggle 
of Insurgent contributors who got what they were 

looking for: attention.
 The Emerald 
continued to print 
insipid, oft-nonsensical 
commentary on both 
local and national is-
sues. The news depart-
ment was surprisingly 
on-ball, keeping fuck-
ups to a minimum 
and reporting on the 
sad state of student 
government in an 
appropriately cynical-
yet-truthful manner. 
Of course, the biggest 
ODE contributors 
were the Sudoku and 
Crossword puzzles, 
elements which prob-
ably get more copies in 
students’ hands than 
all other features com-
bined.
 The mainstream 
U.S. media continued 

misinforming and talking down to the public. Hey, 
did you hear Brad and Angelina had a baby, Ann 
Coulter said some crazy shit, and Al Gore doesn’t 
like pollution? No? Well, then aren’t you glad you 
were bored enough to read all of this?

Ian Spencer, who uses a Mac, works for 
Bill Gates, and gets the irony, was last 
year’s Editor-In-Chief of the OC.
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In 1983, Hustler Magazine published an ad parody 
featuring Jerry Falwell discussing his first sexual 
encounter. As the language becomes progres-

sively more disturbing, the fictionalized version of 
the popular pulpit jockey described an incestuous 
sexual experience with his mother that occurred in 
an outhouse. The cartoon was intended to resemble a 
Campari liquor advertisement, whose ad campaign at 
the time played on the 
double-entendre-laden 
notion of “first times”.
 To say the least, 
Falwell was not pleased. 
Despite the addition of a 
disclaimer at the bottom 
of the page that stated 
that the ad was intended 
as satire, Falwell sued 
Hustler founder Larry 
Flynt in district court 
for libel, intentional in-
fliction of emotional 
distress and invasion of 
privacy. The invasion of 
privacy charge was an 
odd addition to the lita-
ny of complaints, unless 
Falwell was admitting 
that there was a modi-
cum of truth to the incest 
claim. Nonetheless, the 
jury found for Falwell, 
on the intentional inflic-
tion of distress claim, 
awarding him $100,000 in compensatory damage and 
$50,000 in punitive damages for each petitioner.
 The jury in this case made a disastrous deci-
sion: by ruling in favor of Falwell, based on the spu-

The Freedom to Laugh 

Best Of

rious and subjective argu-
ment that the fake ad had 
caused emotional distress, 
it was opened the flood-
gates for similar lawsuits 
filed by oft-mocked public 
figures. The decision cast serious doubt on the future 
validity of satire as a serious art form. Would politi-

cal cartoonists be free to ply their 
trade under such legal scrutiny? 
Would Saturday Night Live feel free 
to needle celebrities and politicians? 
Would hack stand-up comics still 
have the balls to impersonate the 
likes of Herve Villechaize or Gary 
Coleman? And although the Hustler 
parody was essentially a protracted 
“your mom” joke, with nary an in-
telligent insight contained within, it 
was satire nonetheless.
  The months leading 
up to the Supreme Court trial were 
filled with anxiety for many journal-
ists and First Amendment watch-
dogs. What made the case so inter-
esting was the fact that Flynt was not 
a sympathetic character. He wasn’t 
the type of guy journalists wanted 
in their court, defending issues of in-
credible importance. He was a ped-
dler of gynecological curiosities, a 
dirty pornographer, and a purveyor 
of filth and misogynistic degradation 
of women. At least that’s what his 

critics would lead you to believe. He was, in essence, 
the face of smut.
 Was anyone else as well known for dissemi-
nating crudity? Not Hugh Hefner who, though a 

Satire in America
by Tyler Graf
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trailblazer in the field of “men’s magazines”, was 
too poncy and literate to be perceived as a threat to 
the masses. Not Bob Guccione of Penthouse, whose 
magazine had not yet ascended to the storied realm of 
Hustler-esque hardcore debauchery it attempts now. 
And not the New York-based publisher of Screw 
Magazine, Al Goldstein, who, despite being a man so 
lacking in human decency that he once received oral 
gratification from Linda Lovelace during an inter-
view, would not become widely known throughout 
the rest of the country until referenced years later by 
the Beastie Boys. 
 No, Larry Flynt was the “it” pornographer 
-- the first man to give this sex-starved country the 
“pink” shots it so eagerly sought. A man who once 
screamed, “fuck this court!” during another libel trial 
and then referred to the justices as “eight assholes and 
a token cunt.” Yet there he was at the Supreme Court, 
lawyer in tow, defending the virtues of free speech. 
No wonder the journalists were anxious. But we all 
know that Flynt’s legal battle ended happily. We’ve 
seen the movie. In a unanimous decision, the justices 
overturned the lower court’s ruling. The Supreme 
Court found that public figures, such as Falwell, could 
not recover damages for intentional infliction of emo-
tional distress without proving a knowing or reckless 
disregard for the statement’s falsity. 
 In the written opinion of the court, Chief Jus-
tice Rehnquist stated: “ [The] [r]espondent would 
have us find that a State’s interest in protecting public 
figures from emotional distress is sufficient to deny 
First Amendment protection to speech that is pa-
tently offensive and is intended to inflict emotional 
injury, even when that speech could not reasonably 
have been interpreted as stating actual facts about the 
public figure involved. This we decline to do.” The 
justices understood that in order to prevent a chilling 
effect on speech, the government and its agents must 
remain neutral in the Marketplace of Ideas. The offen-
siveness of the satire must not play a role in the deci-
sion of whether said satire is protected by the First 
Amendment, because that would create a subjective 
value statement based solely on questions of content. 
 Such questions can only be ameliorated by re-

fusing to take them into account, thus giving satirists 
free rein to bedevil public fi gures as ruthlessly as they 
see fit. “[O]ne of the prerogatives of American citizen-
ship is the right to criticize public men and measure,” 
said Justice Frankfurter in 1944. The words remain 
true to this day.

 Will Rogers. Nathaniel West. Ben Hecht. James 
Thurber The list could go on -- satirical geniuses all, 
whose wry, often cynical outlook would stand the 
test of time. Although satire is not a uniquely Ameri-
can form of expression, like jazz or – shudder – line 
dancing, it has played a major role in defining the 
cultural Zeitgeist. The early revolutionary and post 
revolutionary days were full of satire. Popular songs 
mocked the British and local politicians, while news-
papers – which were generally affiliated with a politi-
cal party or politician – used their pages to take jabs at 
their enemies. Thus, satire was prevalent during the 
early days of our nation, but it didn’t hit its stride un-
til a national calamity – the Civil War.
 During the Civil War, satirical publications 
flourished. Of publications with Northern sympathies 
there was Vanity Fair (1860-65), Funniest of the Phun 
(1864-56), and Yankee Notions (1852-75). Southern 
sympathies were dominated by the widely distribut-
ed British magazine Punch, which existed from 1841 
to 2002, though its take on race relations undoubt-
edly evolved over the those 160 years. It was joined 
by another pro-south British publication, the cleverly 
titled Fun. These publications were the equivalent to 
the National Lampoon or the Onion today.They were 
filled with satirical stories and early political cartoons, 
which brimmed over with contempt for politicians 
and political infrastructures.
 These publications were also some of the most 
intellectually stimulating and literary journals of the 
time. The publishers, editors and cartoonists of these 
publications clearly understood that the conscience 
of the people could not be won with reason alone; 
their rivals’ absurdity, both political and moral, must 
be exaggerated using humor. The foremost political 
satirist of his generation was Thomas Nast, a political 
cartoonist for Harper’s. In 1873, Nast won notoriety 

Best Of
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for his satirical campaign against New York City’s 
Tweed Ring -- a corrupt consortium of political cogs 
– run by political boss William Maeger Tweed. The 
infamous cartoon of Boss Tweed and his associates 
made to look like vultures 
remains one of the most 
famous political cartoons 
of all time.
 Naturally, Tweed 
found little to laugh at. 
He is purported to have 
said: “Stop them damned 
pictures! I don’t care what 
the papers write about 
me. My constituents can’t 
read. But damn it, they 
can see pictures.” Howev-
er, it’s uncertain whether 
Tweed actually made this 
less than aldermanic plea, 
though one can assume 
that he probably made 
similar proclamations, 
using only the choicest 19th century vulgarities. As 
a result of Nast’s cartoons, Tweed was sent to prison 
on corruption charges. After serving only one year, 
he was released from prison. However, he would 
soon find himself back in the slammer, this time for 
accumulating debts in excess of $6 million. He died in 
prison in 1876, a befitting end to a political criminal of 
brobdingnagian proportions.
 But lest you think that satire only has the 
power to destroy political lives and send individuals 
into downward spirals of ruination, remember Mark 
Twain, who pointed out the faults of American cul-
ture. Remember a myriad other American humorists 
and satirists whose witty take on the absurdities of the 
times are still remembered as powerful and pertinent. 
In the 20th century, new issues arose to become tar-
gets of the satirist’s lancing pen. Notably, much of this 
satire was directed at the antebellum south. For exam-
ple, H.L. Mencken wrote a scorching portrayal of the 
Scopes Monkey Trial in 1925. Mencken is considered to 
be one of the first modern writers to depict southerners 

as red-faced, finger wagging, corpulent hillbillies. He 
was far ahead of his time, as his work clearly helped 
inspire the Blue Collar Comedy Tour. “[William Jen-
nings Bryan] descended to demagogy so dreadful that 

his very 
a s s o c i -
ates at the 
trial table 
blushed,” 
w r o t e 
Mencken, 
describing 
the Scopes 
Trial. “His 
one yearn-
ing was 
to keep 
his yokels 
heated up 
- to lead 
his forlorn 
mob of 
imbeciles 

against the foe.”
 The Scopes Trial was fodder for numerous 
satirists and professional mockers. Thus, the stereo-
typical image of the bible-thumping dogmatist would 
become the most pervasive image of the new south -- 
it was primarily due to Northern writers like Menck-
en who viewed the hyperbolically titled “Trial of the 
Century” with bemusement. This white trash tableu, 
this visage of atavism incarnate, inculcated itself. For 
better or worse, Mencken’s barbed, mocking tone 
worked far better than a measured voice of reason 
would have. Perhaps it worked too well, as his words 
further propagated the notion of the imbecilic south-
erner. Though the propagation of ideas is the ambi-
tion of any polemicist.
 As the century progressed, more and more au-
thors found satire to be incredibly useful. There was 
Joseph Heller’s antiwar novel, Catch-22. There was 
Kurt Vonnegut’s anti-war novel Slaughterhouse-Five. 
There was Richard Hooker’s antiwar novel, MASH 
(this was something of a theme). And, more recent-
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ly, there was Robert Clark Young’s book, One of The 
Guys, ostensibly about the U.S. Navy’s complicity in 
child prostitution. This book, published in 1999, was 
so offensive to members of the American Family As-
sociation that they attempted to get it banned. The 
organization called the book “garbage” and “horror 
art”.
 In fact, most of America’s best-known authors 
have written satirical works, including John Updike, 
Thomas Pynchon and David Foster Wallace. A Con-
federacy of Dunces is rich in satire, as is the post-mod-
ern White Noise. What do all these works have in com-
mon? Nothing really. Except that they mock, ridicule 
or reveal a group of people, an institution or a facet 
of society as being absurd. Of course, treating certain 
issues with bemusement is not always appreciated by 
the majority (Example: child prostitution/molestation 
doesn’t strike everyone as a knee-slapper). It’s diffi-
cult to be satirical without offending someone. People 
tend to read what they want to read, while glossing 
over the intentions. If a person is already prone to vic-
timization syndrome – wherein he or she interprets 
even the most innocuous phrase as somehow offen-
sive – then this person will find something to yelp 
about.
 Some satire is, on the surface, offensive. But 
the offensiveness of the work belies the true meaning, 
which is often worthwhile. An example of this is evi-
dent in one of my favorite P.J. O’Rourke pieces from 
the National Lampoon – back when that magazine was 
actually good, not to mention an actual magazine. The 
piece, titled “Foreigners Around the World”, ruth-
lessly rips on every major ethnicity and nationality. 
About Australians, O’Rourke writes: “Violently loud 
alcoholic roughnecks whose idea of fun is to throw up 
on your car. The national sport is breaking furniture 
and the average daily consumption of beer in Sydney 
is ten and three quarters Imperial gallons for children 
under the age of nine.”
 Political incorrectness in all its ‘70s glory. 
Throughout the remainder of the piece O’Rourke 
mocks the Brits, the Irish, the French, etc. The point 
of the piece, aside from having fun saying things that 
one cannot generally say in polite company, is that 

stereotypes are funny. They’re not funny because 
they are true, they’re funny because they aver from 
the truth so drastically. Satire of this nature must be 
contextualized -- people must ask, what is it trying to 
say? This shouldn’t be too hard to do. Most educated 
people have been taught to contextualize literature, 
but it seems as if people have a real problem contex-
tualizing modern satire. The racial language in Huck 
Finn is permissible (well, not to everyone); it was, 
as Abe Simpson would say, the fashion of the time, 
whereas the over-the-top language of Quentin Tar-
antino movie is distasteful. This is a double standard 
that greatly affects satire.
 Because satire targets an individual or a group, 
it becomes easy to accuse certain satirical works of 
perpetuating hate, especially if the target happens – 
by mere coincidence – to belong to a “subjugated” mi-
nority group. In the real world, these accusations can 
be annoying – or costly if lawsuits enter the equation, 
a la Falwell’s case against Hustler – but at the Uni-
versity level, where students and administrators are 
cowed by political correctness, it can be much more 
insidious. PCU -- The Chilling of Satire at the Univer-
sity. Recent incidents involving college students have 
bolstered concerns that universities are becoming too 
politically correct.
 In 2004, Patrick Higgins, a student at the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, Amherst, was embroiled in 
a bitter race for the student presidency. During his 
campaign, he voiced his opposition to a student set-
aside program that would have guaranteed a
minority student group, ALANA, seats in student 
government. Members of ALANA quickly seized on 
the opportunity to call Higgins a racist without men-
tioning that the set-aside program had already been 
deemed unconstitutional. After the election, Higgins 
and a group of friends threw a party. At the party, a 
friend of Higgins drew a caricature of him dressed as 
a Klu Klux Klan Wizard clutching a burning cross.
 Clearly the purpose of the caricature was to 
satirize the slanderous claims that Higgins was a rac-
ist. Photographs of the caricature leaked to the student 
body and the administration, setting off an uproar. 
Many students were outraged and demanded sanc-
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tions against the partygoers. UMass Vice Chancellor 
Michael Gargano kow-towed and declared, “I have 
the authority to remove these people from student 
government office … I have a variety of sanctions at 
my disposal; I’m not ruling out dismissal.”
 Ouch. The cartoon certainly was not on par 
with the work of Thomas Nast -- in terms of quality, 
that is -- but it was a work of political satire, in spite 
of the UMass administration’s inability to read it as 
such. That incident is one of many. Here at the Uni-
versity of Oregon, these incidents have not been as 
common. The administration understands that in the 
court of public opinion -- not to mention the court of 
law – taking draconian steps to stifle unpopular or 
misunderstood satire would spell disaster.
 Currently, this publication has come under 
scrutiny for the satirical content it has printed. The 
PFC and assorted campus activists have called for the 
magazine’s de-funding, despite the fact that nothing 
this magazine has printed has been unprotected by 
the First Amendment. Thus, the University and its 
agents – student government included – are walking 
a very fine line. The University of Oregon is a public 
institution, which means that the University cannot 
prohibit speech that would be found acceptable by the 
First Amendment or the State Constitution, while pri-
vate schools have greater leeway to determine speech 
codes. This is not true in every state. Private universi-
ties in California, for example, cannot suppress speech 
at a greater degree than their public counterparts.
 However, in Oregon, as is the case with most 
states, there is a distinction between the amount of 
speech that can be stifled at a public institution and 
the amount that can be stifled at a private institution. 
Thus, if this were a private university, Willamette 
for example, the situation would be different, as that 
school is not affiliated with the state and can make 
its response to offensive speech more stringent. The 
satirical speech that this publication prints is firmly 
protected by the First Amendment. Hell, the satirical 
speech that the Student Insurgent prints is also protect-
ed. Many of us remember when the Insurgent printed 
the names and addresses of science professors who 
experimented on animals on one page, while the op-

posite page contained detailed instructions on how to 
committ terroristic acts against such people. This was 
ostensibly a joke, done in poor taste, and it was much 
more offensive and potentially dangerous than any-
thing this publication has ever printed, but the Insur-
gent survived with only a slap on the wrist.
 Perhaps the scariest thing about being a stu-
dent journalist at a public institution is the way pub-
lications are funded. The existence of the publications 
on this campus are tied to the whims of a few students 
who act on behalf of the state. They are not lawyers, 
nor do they have any law training (with the exception 
of the few law students who perform the job briefly 
before stepping down), yet they have the power to 
control whether or not your ideas are disseminated. 
If they are the ones who have been mocked in a stu-
dent publication, can we expect them to act impar-
tially, without a shred of bias? Of course not. They 
are the government. And it is scary as hell for student 
journalists to work within a system that requires the 
government’s approval -- by way of its “cultural and 
physical” advancement of students requisite -- to get 
funding.
 The administration and student leaders should 
understand the important history of satire in the Unit-
ed States. Only by understanding the importance of 
satire, and the legal protection it has, can they make 
the right decision. Otherwise they will continue being 
the butts of jokes.
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Tyler Graf, former Editor-In-Chief of the 
Commentator, wrote this piece in January, 
2005 for the “Satire D.O.A.” issue.



Oregon Commentator24

The world of academia advertises itself as the 
marketplace of ideas— a free-trade zone for 
intellectual discourse. Administrators and aca-

demics alike would have us believe that, as students, 
we inhabit the last free bastion of Socratic thought. 
Despite the cheery, optimistic equivocations to the 
contrary, universities have a poor track record with 
the issue of speech. In fact, university administrators 
nationwide have instituted speech codes that – when 
applied cavalierly by politically active administrators 
– can usurp the basic tenets of the First Amendment.
 Speech codes are a relatively new phenom-
enon. During the late ‘70s and early ‘80s, at a time 
when universities started enacting integration 
policies designed to attract students from “diverse” 

backgrounds, university admin-
istrators began adding speech 
code clauses to their codes 
of conduct. The implicit goal 
of such speech codes was to 
stifle what the administrators 
believed would be a backlash 
against the presence of more 
minorities, women and openly 
homosexual students on cam-
pus. The administrators must 
have over-estimated their clair-
voyant abilities because their 

presuppositions concerning an increase in verbal 
attacks directed toward certain groups were unwar-
ranted. Nary a hair was mussed during the inte-
gration process. And the hate-filled invectives that 
administrators believed would be tossed about with 
regularity never passed the breathless lips of the 
student body. The University of Oregon itself kow-
towed to the whims of the political correctness gurus 
who espoused the virtues of feelings over discourse, 
believing that every sub-sect of humanity should be 
protected from anything that could possibly be con-
strued as offensive. 
 The University’s speech code, conveniently 
intermingled with the legal verbiage of the Stu-
dent Code of Conduct, encompasses section 19 of 
the Student Code of Conduct and has received low 
marks from The Foundation for Individual Rights in 
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Education (The FIRE), an organization that defends 
the rights of students against oppressive, partisan 
university administrations. The FIRE stratifies the 
restriction of speech using a “stop-light” system 
– green, yellow, and red. The University of Oregon is 
a red-light school, which means there is a substantial 
risk that the policy could be used to restrict freedom 
of expression. “A ‘substantial’ restriction on free 
speech is one that is broadly applicable to important 
categories of campus expression,” states The FIRE’s 
website.
 Chris Loschiavo, the University of Oregon’s 
Director of Student Judicial Affairs, shrugs off the 
criticism, insisting the University is fair-minded and 
judicious concerning matters of speech. He states 
that the University’s speech code relates primarily 
to “fighting 
words,” or 
language 
that could 
be read as a 
threat. Per-
haps that is 
Loschiavo’s 
personal 
interpreta-
tion. But at 
a university 
such as this 
one, which 
has little in 
the way of 
institutional 
memory and 
which obsti-
nately fights 
the rulings 
of the federal government (read: the legality of Saf-
eRide on campus), it does not matter how Loschiavo 
insists he interprets the code. The code still exists, 
and it will continue to exist even after Loschiavo and 
his personal interpretation of it are gone. 
 Its unambiguous infringement upon protect-
ed speech is troubling. Prohibited speech is defined  
in Section 19 of the Student Code of Conduct as: Ha-

rassment on University property or at University spon-
sored or supervised activities, because of another person’s 
race, color, gender, national origin, age, religion, marital 
status, disability, veteran’s status, or sexual orientation, 
or for other reasons accomplished by: … (b)Specifically 
insulting another person in his or her immediate presence 
with abusive words or gestures when a reasonable person 
who would expect that such an act would cause emotional 
distress or provoke a violent response.
 Despite Loschiavo’s claims to the contrary, it 
is blatantly apparent that the speech code is far more 
concerned with preventing emotional duress than 
with explicit threats of violence. Hurting some flow-
er child’s precious feeling of self-worth or offending 
his or her beliefs is not the equivalent of threatening 
him or her with violence. For example, I personally 

have been offended on many occasions on this 
campus, like the time I was accused of being 
an oppressive appendage of the patriarchal 
dragon-beast – an ad hominem-infused invec-
tive which a reasonable student would assume 
was based on my sex (male) and race (Cauca-
sian).
 When students disagree on touchy topics 
(race, politics, religion, etc.), the rhetoric can 
reach a fevered pitch, often bordering on 
diatribes that may seem, to reasonable students, 
offensive. It’s understandable that Loschiavo 
would claim the University of Oregon’s 
speech code applies primarily to fighting 
words because the First Amendment does not 
protect them. A person cannot walk up to an-
other person and say, “I’m going to kill you.” 
Or, better yet, a person cannot write a threat-
infused letter to the White House without 
garnering some modicum of attention. “I think 
the President deserves to be shot,” you could 

write. And even if you conclude your statement with 
the phrase, “just kidding,” and add an emoticon 
smiley face to emphasize the jovial nature of the cor-
respondence, expect a protracted stay in a very, very 
dark room. So, if this type of terrorist speech is not 
protected by the First Amendment, why must it be 
further repudiated in the Student Code of Conduct? 
What is the point of such a redundancy?
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was later partially rescinded after an Illinois state 
court decried that prohibiting one’s lawful private 
behavior, off campus, is illegal under Illinois law. 
But it can still apply to on-campus functions.
 It is even easier for private institutions to 
prohibit speech than conduct, because First Amend-
ment claims hold no sway there. That is, as long as 
the prohibited speech takes place on campus. But 
might this change? According to a CATO Institute 
brief issued on August 27, 2003, the Office of Civil 
Rights (OCR) sent a letter to American universities 
stating that, “OCR’s regulations and policies do not 
require or prescribe speech, conduct or harassment 
codes that impair the exercise of rights protected un-
der the First Amendment.” The letter was intended 
as a clarification of the OCR’s view of the speech-
code issue, which had become muddled during the 
Clinton administration when the OCR was claiming 
that universities which knowingly allowed sexist 
speech to exist would be in violation of Title IX. This 
will undoubtedly weaken the resolve of those pub-
lic universities that tenaciously cling to the tattered 
remains of their speech codes as if they contained 
any legal insight or validation, especially when the 
lawsuits start rolling in. Interestingly, the letter also 
pertained to private institutions, stating, “Any pri-
vate post-secondary institution that chooses to limit 
free speech in ways that are more restrictive than at 
public educational institutions does so on its own ac-
cord and not requirements imposed by the OCR.”

DUE PROCESS

According to the FIRE’s website, “Due process is 
absent from most student judicial proceedings.” The 
primary concern of the FIRE and other watchdog 
groups, and an issue that should be of concern to 
University students, is the arbitrary nature of the stu-
dent judicial proceedings. According to Loschiavo, 
the due process at the University of Oregon is fair, 
balanced and above all satisfies the legal due process 
one would expect to receive in a court of law. After 
a student has been notified that he has been named 
in a complaint, he or she has ten days to schedule an 

Best Of

 Loschiavo claims that the University’s speech 
code has been approved by a number of legal watch-
dogs, but he could not cite any of them by name. It 
seems rather disingenuous to claim that any repu-
table legal watchdog would approve a speech code 
that could restrict political speech – protected speech, 
mind you – with the same expediency as racially 
motivated insults or fighting words simply because 
of its broadness. “If a student of color were walk-
ing down the street, and another student used some 
kind of racial slur, that would probably be a situation 
where [the speech code] could be utilized,” states 
Loschiavo.
 Well, that’s fantastic. But racial slurs are 
harassment, and the First Amendment does not 
protect harassment either. As students who operate 
under the laws of the state of Oregon and the federal 
government, we must assume that harassment is 
unacceptable behavior on the University’s premises. 
No exceptions. Therefore, Loschiavo is not interpret-
ing the pronouncements of the University’s speech 
code -- which leave ample room for the capricious 
interpretation of politically motivated administrators 
-- but rather laws that have been on the books for 
years.

PRIVATE VS. PUBLIC

 Private institutions are vastly different from 
public institutions. They exist as entities unto them-
selves. Historically, they alone have set the agenda 
for what is or is not appropriate relating to speech 
and conduct. This has allowed private institutions 
to enact codes of conduct that would give Papa Joe’s 
bloated, mustachioed corpse fits of derision-induced 
paroxysms. Private institutions can require that 
students partake in – or abstain from – any number 
of activities, except for those which are expressly ille-
gal. For example: a private institution cannot require 
you to strangle a wino to gain admittance. It can, 
however, insist that you leave your dancing shoes 
back in your hometown, as was the case with Whea-
ton College – a Christian school located in Illinois 
– which banned its students from dancing. The ban 
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appointment with Loschiavo. This student would 
also be notified of his or her right to contact the Of-
fice of Student Advocacy. If the student fails to show 
up to the appointment, then a ruling can be issued in 
the student’s absence.
 There are two options for resolving the 
charges filed: a formal hearing or an informal hear-
ing. With the formal hearing, expulsion is a distinct 
possibility, although there is an appeals board. With 
an informal hearing – which amounts to little more 
than a meeting with Loschiavo – students cannot be 
expelled, but they can be reprimanded. Most schools 
ascribe to the same rules of due process, but prob-
lems inevitably arise because the trials are often not 
made public. At the University of Oregon, this is 
sadly the case. Student Code of Conduct cases are 
confidential, thus keeping the trials out of the pry-
ing eyes of the public. Of course, it is understandable 
that the University would want to protect the iden-
tity of those involved, especially if they expressly 
ask for this, but the confidentiality can also obfuscate 
procedural improprieties.
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 With any luck, speech codes will go the way 
of New Coke -- an unspeakably bad idea that has 
been thrust upon an unwitting populace. Public uni-
versities such as this one must unshackle themselves 
from the constraints of politically correct dogma and 
allow students to speak their minds. Racism, sex-
ism and homophobia should not be accepted on any 
campus, but the steps that universities have taken 
to restrain this behavior borders on Orwellian. Will 
there be a day when administrators hand out a list 
on the first day of class that includes all the words 
that one cannot say on campus? We should all speak 
out before this happens.

Tyler Graf, former Editor-In-Chief of the 
Commentator and apparently the only 
contributor for the last three years, wrote 
this piece in 2004.
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The Freedom of Print
How the Southworth and Rosenberger desicions have bestowed 

upon us the right to offend and disgust you

Free speech is a thorny issue on college campus-
es. On the one hand, colleges represent envi-
ronments that should be conducive to a broad 

spectrum of critical inquiry; on the other hand, col-
leges represent environments wherein vying groups 
– students, administrators, and professors – feel the 
desire to expurgate objectionable views.
 In the real world, controlling the media takes 
millions of dollars and the blessings of a Murdoch, 
a Bloomberg, or a Turner. At the college level, it’s 
as easy as writing your name correctly on an appli-
cation and turning it in on time. At any university 
there are several student publications for which a 
student journalist could work, and they are gener-
ally interested in new blood.  Money is not a factor 
because most student publications receive money 
from an “incidental fee” – essentially a student tax 
that is used to fund student programs. At the Uni-
versity of Oregon, the Oregon Daily Emerald receives 
over $100,000 from the incidental fee, though it relies 
more heavily on advertising revenue. Other publica-
tions – including the Student Insurgent, the Oregon 
Voice, and the Oregon Commentator – receive nearly 
all their money from the incidental fee.
 So what protects student journalists from the 
intrusion of quixotic student leaders, disesteemed 
administrators and the vast multitude of acronym-
obsessed groups of sour-faced offense takers? What 
allows students to voice views – whether in the print 
media or elsewhere – without fear of petulant repro-
bation?
 There are a number of Supreme Court cases 
that delineate the boundaries of free speech. How-

ever, the Supreme Court case of Board of Regents of 
the University of Wisconsin System v. Southworth is the 
most important one involving campus speech and 
its often-troubled relationship with its abusive sugar 
daddy, the student fee.
 The Southworth case centered on a central 
question: Is it constitutional to fund “objectionable” 
student groups using a mandatory student fee? 
Associate Justice Anthony Kennedy argued in the 
court’s ruling that the determination of a student 
group’s objectionable nature is wholly subjective, 
and that it is not the role of university leaders to 
determine what are and are not objectionable views, 
especially if there is a sizable interest and extracur-
ricular value in the student group.
 “We conclude that the University of Wiscon-
sin may sustain the extracurricular dimensions of 
its programs by using mandatory student fees with 
viewpoint neutrality as the operational principle,” 
wrote Kennedy.
 Thus, student fees must be dispersed in a 
viewpoint neutral fashion. A university is welcome 
to alter its fee system, however.
 “A university is free to protect those rights 
by allowing an optional or refund system, but such 
a system is not a constitutional requirement,” stated 
the court’s opinion.

 A few years earlier in the Supreme Court 
case of Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of Univer-
sity of Virginia the Court ruled that students have 
a right to express their religious views using the 
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student fee.
 “There the University of Virginia feared that 
any association with a student newspaper advancing 
religious viewpoints would violate the Establishment 
Clause,” wrote Justice Kennedy in the court’s major-
ity opinion. “We rejected the argument, holding that 
the school’s adherence to a rule of viewpoint neutral-
ity in administering its student fee program would 
prevent any mistaken impression that the student 
newspapers speak for the University.’”
 Therefore, the question was whether the 
University of Virginia was unfairly stifling the free 
speech rights of religious students. According to 
the court, the answer was yes. The Supreme Court 
held that if a University financially supports its 
campus organizations’ free speech rights, it must 
do so equitably; if publications are allowed to print 
atheistic content regularly, the argument goes, then 
other publications have the right to publish religious 
content.
 Associate Justice Kennedy wrote: “It is axi-
omatic that the government may not regulate speech 
based on its substantive content or the message it 
conveys … These rules informed our determina-
tion that the government offends the First Amend-
ment when it imposes financial burdens on certain 
speakers based on the content of their expression … 
When the government targets not subject matter but 
particular views taken by speakers on a subject, the 

violation of the First Amendment is all the more 
blatant … Viewpoint discrimination 

is thus an egregious form of 
content discrimina-

tion. The 

government must abstain from regulating speech 
when the specific motivating ideology or the opinion 
or perspective of the speaker is the rationale for the 
restriction.”
 Not all is rosy in the land of campus dis-
course, however. Although both Southworth and 
Rosenberger enumerate the Supreme Court’s argu-
ments against viewpoint discrimination, the 7th Court 
of Appeals recently decided the case Hosty v. Carter, 
which gave universities more control over its fee-
funded publications. This is a case that many legal 
analysts believe will have a chilling effect on campus 
journalism, as it essentially legitimizes prior restraint 
on campus. Despite the 7th Court’s limited purview 
(it serves Illinois, Wisconsin, and Indiana) this case 
could serve as an important national precedent, 
especially considering the Supreme Court’s refusal to 
hear an appeal to the case.
 A little background: In 2000 administrators at 
Governor’s State University in Illinois told the school 
paper’s printer to hold future issues until school offi-
cials had given approval. These administrators were 
upset about news stories and editorials  that were 
critical of school officials. Editors of the school’s pa-
per, The Innovator, balked; administrators, however, 
didn’t back down. And we know where obstinate 
pigheadedness leads – straight to court, except this 
time the pig heads won.
 In the end, the Hosty decision struck a blow 
against all college students. The primary case cited 
in the decision was Hazelwood v. Kuhlmeier – a case 
that allowed high schools to exercise prior restraint 
and censorship, not colleges.  
 The case turned so many heads within the 
civil liberties/free speech movement, and so quickly 

that you could almost hear the beastly sound of 
collective whiplash. The FIRE, an organization 

dedicated to combating oppressive campus speech 
codes, filed an amicus brief and stated: “The Sev-

enth Circuit’s en banc decision in Hosty v. Carter ... 
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Public college campuses face a unique situation: 
the diversity of students sharing a campus 
is a potential fire starter for violent disagree-

ment. This scares the hell out of administrators, as 
it is illegal to discriminately admit individual stu-
dents based on based on gender, sex, race, religion, 
or background. The historical solution seems to be 
to restrict speech deemed “offensive” to diffuse any 
potential problems between groups. However, this 
is in direct violation of the entire philosophy of free 
speech: a forum including all ideas as equally valid, 
with no administrator or institution directing par-
ticular opinions or forms of expression as right or 
wrong. This is the situation we, the students, live in 
daily.

Free Speech: 101
 The Foundation for Individual Rights in 
Education (FIRE) is a national organization devoted 

to defending the individual rights of students, fac-
ulty and staff in higher education. They advocate 
for issues such as due process, freedom of speech 
and conscience, and religious liberty. Of particular 
interest is FIRE’s advocacy for the freedom of speech 
on campus. According to the FIRE’s website, www.
thefire.org, “When administrators at your school 
advance a rationale to punish a student for his or her 
speech, a student newspaper for an article, or a stu-
dent group for a parody or satire, chances are they 
are recycling the reasoning of the censors of Ameri-
ca’s past.” Further, it states, “Liberty cannot exist in 
a society in which people are forced to conform their 
thoughts and expression to an official viewpoint.” 
Are we, the students of the University of Oregon, 
having the wool pulled over our eyes and the gags 
stuffed in our mouths?
 Based on the philosophy of John Stuart 
Mill, the idea of free speech is protected in the First 
Amendment of the Constitution. This philosophy 
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proposes that no state official should be allowed to 
determine what speech is appropriate and that all 
opinions and forms of speech should be protected. A 
commonly used description -- the free marketplace 
of ideas -- is used to sum up the ideal of American 
speech rights. Historically, majority groups of power 
have at least attempted to censor minority groups 
expressing dissent or alternative ideas. The disagree-
ment between abolitionists and pro-slavery advo-
cates, the perceived threat of communism after the 
major world wars are just two of many examples of 
infringements upon free speech in American history. 
The 1960’s, perhaps the greatest era of First Amend-
ment growth, deemed previously disallowed obscen-
ities, alternative forms of expression, and indecent 
material to be protected as free speech.

Your Rights: To Speak
 Repeat after me: There are no laws in the 
state of Oregon defining “hate speech”. Chris Loschi-
avo, Director of Student Judicial Affairs, explained 
that “Most campuses strive for an environment 
of free speech… people have a tendency to ignore 
things they don’t agree with, but may not know why 
they don’t agree with it until they listen.” Indeed, 
this is the sort of environment the University of Or-
egon strives to facilitate. In an academic utopia, ideas 
and opinions from individuals of all backgrounds 
are exchanged freely, respectfully, and without too 
much hostility. However, we know this to be an 
imperfect world, and there is much disharmony, 
much hostility, and much offending that occurs 
when ideas are disseminated freely. The University 
of Oregon, like any public university, walks a shaky 
line between ensuring the safety of its students while 
allowing free speech. Loschiavo related this problem 
succinctly: “It’s a difficult line of balance, especially 
on a college campus, to create both a forum for free 
speech and a safe, supportive academic environ-
ment.”
 According to Loschiavo, the UO wants 
student to feel “like the UO is a safe place, for both 
identity minorities as well as opinion and view-
point minorities on campus.” The Student Code of 

conduct defines punishable harassment as physical 
contact or “specifically insulting another person in 
his or her immediate presence with abusive words 
or gestures.” The university has also never had a 
“free speech zone.” Thus, a question arises: is our 
Free Speech Amphitheatre a “free speech zone”? The 
answer: no. Free speech zones are designated places 
on campus available only during certain hours; 
they allow expression of all viewpoints, but make it 
punishable to demonstrate outside that zone. Our 
Free Speech Amphitheatre at the EMU is more of 
a congregation point, and although it is certainly a 
place where individuals like Bible Jim or the Raving 
Angry Old Man may voice their concerns, they are 
also free to voice those concerns in other conspicu-
ous places on campus.
 Still, while the entirety of campus may be 
available as a forum for demonstration or speech, 
there are general safety rules that must be followed, 
to ensure the physical safety of those fellow students 
who share the campus. For example, any activ-
ity which disturbs classes or impedes the access of 
emergency vehicles can be asked to disperse and can 
result in a reprimanding from the Student Judicial 
Affairs office. These are not in violation of anyone’s 
First Amendment rights: they are simply safety is-
sues.

Your Rights: On Campus
 The FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus 
states, concerning political affiliations, “The obli-
gation to profess a governmental creed—political, 
religious, or ideological— invades perhaps the most 
sacred of our constitutional and moral rights: free-
dom of belief and conscience.” The First Amendment 
protects both your right to believe what you want 
and speak on it without fear of censorship, as well as 
protecting the individual from being forced by those 
in power to believe something (or claim they believe 
something) against their will. The FIRE’s Guide ex-
plains these as “officially approved beliefs or ortho-
doxies that citizens are compelled to believe or say 
they believe.” Would claiming that the University of 
Oregon is a liberal/progressive campus fall into this 
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category?
 The opinion varies depending on whom you 
ask. For more politically conservative students, like 
the College Republicans, the University of Oregon 
campus may feel like a place where politically con-
servative tendencies are best hidden. Chris Loschiavo 
and journalism Professor Tom Bivins both affirmed 
the com-
monly 
held belief 
that the 
political 
climate at 
University 
of Oregon 
is, without 
a doubt, 
tilted left. 
How-
ever, this 
university 
has no official political affiliation. The University of 
Oregon mission statement clearly states that “the ac-
ceptance of the challenge of an evolving social, politi-
cal, and technological environment” is paramount to 
all other commitments to this university, its students 
and its faculty/staff. The next time you find yourself 
sitting in a class where the instructor claims that the 
UO is a “liberal” institution, politely remind them 
of the above information and their responsibility to 
adhere to it.

Your Rights: Student Publications
The FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus very 
clearly states, “In the area of university sponsored 
speech…universities must remain viewpoint neutral 
when funding student organizations. Viewpoint neu-
trality means that public universities, in making their 
decisions about funding, may not take into consid-
eration what position or opinion a student or group 
of students stands for or advocates.” This means that 
the PFC may not reject student groups based on their 
usage of the words “left-wing orthodoxy” or their 
supposed “lack of minority viewpoints.” “I believe 
in responsible journalism,” explained Bivins, empha-
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sizing that publications that print material in “bad 
taste” should explain their reasoning for printing the 
material; they may even go so far as to clear up their 
intentions in later printings. He also said that student 
journalists may “do tasteless things” but “have every 
right to do them.”
 Drawing on personal experience, Bivins 

acknowledged that in 
his 20 years with the 
University of Oregon, 
the number of publica-
tions that run coun-
ter to the prevailing 
campus orientation has 
impressed him. Within 
a democracy, especially 
one based on utilitarian 
principles, the majority 
wins, and the minor-
ity is left unhappy. In 
this situation, there will 

always be a group that isn’t getting what it wants. “I 
don’t think the majority opinion has any right to cut 
off the minority opinion,” said Bivins. Although no 
consequences can legally be brought against some-
one for offensive speech, they may need to explain 
the reasoning for their commentary. Both Loschiavo 
and Bivins encourage dialogue and respectful com-
munication when one individual or group has been 
offended by another’s opinion. Bivins stressed the re-
sponsibility of student publications to acknowledge 
complaints
and, if need be, publish an apology. He encourages 
individuals who have objections to a publication’s 
content to write the editor, or otherwise contact 
someone in a respectful manner 
 This idea bears repeating: in a respectful 
manner.

Melissa Hanks, who has taken the University’s 
ass to federal court, wrote this piece for the 
Satire D.O.A. issue.
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Did you know? First Amendment doctrine doesn’t 
like those essayists you have to read in WR 121 any 
more than you do. In American Booksellers Associa-
tion v. Hudnut, Judge Easterbrook of the Seventh Cir-
cuit ruled that an Indianapolis anti-pornography or-
dinance drafted by Catherine MacKinnon and Andrea 
Dworkin amounted to “THOUGHT CONTROL.” It 
“leaves the government in control of all the institu-
tions of culture, the great censor and director of which 

thoughts are good for us.

Dan Atkinson explores 
some amusing free 

speech facts, which 
may some day save your 

ass in court.

Did
-You-

Know?
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Did you know? The words “shit, piss, fuck, cunt, cocksucker, motherfucker, and tits” will “curve your spine 
{and} grow hair on your hands” according to George Carlin. As such, they are “not entitled to absolute consti-
tutional protection under all circumstances” by the rule of FCC v. Pacifica. HOWEVER, they are entitled to ab-
solute constitutional protection in this circumstance. So let’s run them again: “shit, piss, fuck, cunt, cocksucker, 

motherfucker, and tits.” Because we can. Because we care.

Did you know? The Supreme Court has ROUNDLY 
REJECTED prior restraint. We learned this from The 
Big Lebowski, but we didn’t really feel it until we read 

Near v. Minnesota.

Did you know? The Constitution protects your right 
to sound like a racist backwoods idiot. In Branden-
burg v. Ohio, the Supreme Court upheld as protected 
speech the rantings of a KKK member who ACTUAL-
LY BELIEVED that “revengeance” and “revengent” 

were words.

Did you know? Fully nude dancing, including LAP 
DANCES, is considered protected artistic espression 
under the Oregon constitution. Sex in the champagne 
room, however, was deemed conduct rather than 
speech, and hence unprotected, in State v. Boynton.

Did you know? We were kidding about State v. Boyn-
ton. Still: there is no sex in the champagne room. And 
if a stripper tells you that there is, that’s MISLEADING 
commercial speech and it enjoys no First Amendment 

protection. Sue her.
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Today in America, the populace is faced with 
a problem similar to that seen by previous 
generations – a biased press. Citizens must be 

discriminating in which news sources they choose. 
With the advent of the internet and other electronic 
media, information is more readily accessible, and to 
an extent, less controllable by single parties. This is 
a positive trend for the freedom of citizens as more 
choices yields higher quality products, but there will 
always be parties who will readily slant the stories 
they print and title to advance their world view. 
Publishers and editors clearly have the right to select 
the news they print and don’t print, but if doing so 
compromises their mission statement, it is important 
that patrons hold accountable deviations. Deception 
should be punished no matter what the source, for 
such anti-social behavior is designed for gains at the 
expense of others. 
 A perfect example close to home is the near 
and dear Emerald. On June 9th, a shocking head-
line confronted students reading, “Gun-toting UO 
student arrested.” Now this seems like big news 
– students aren’t typically arrested or caught carry-
ing firearms. But why is this big news? Police carry 
firearms on our campus everyday – so there must be 
something extraordinarily newsworthy about stu-
dents carrying them other than the fact that it doesn’t 
happen very often. The answer is that armed citizens 
are a very disturbing fact to the Emerald editors. 
 They present no research about the legality of 
the actions taken by the student, other than his own 
words, which a reader ignorant of the law cannot 
take seriously. Every episode of Cops I watch entails 
the person in custody proclaiming innocence. The 
editors strikingly neglect to inform the readers that 
Grosso took responsible and legal actions.

 The article reports that the police conducted 
a high risk traffic stop on student Taylor Grosso, 
with whom they had just resolved a parking ticket 
and released from the station without incidence. If 
Grosso was such a threat to public safety, police offi-
cers would have been negligent to allow him to leave 
their station – which is exactly what they did. There 
are only two reasons why that happened: either 
Grosso was law-abiding and going about his normal 
business, or the Eugene police were so incompetent 
in performing their duties that they released a threat 
to public safety, well, back into public.  
 The truth seems to be that Eugene’s finest 
were second-guessing themselves at the least, and 
channeling the spirit of the ATF jackboot squad at 
the worst. To quote C.S. Lewis, “those who torment 
us for our own good will torment us without end, 
for they do so with the approval of their own con-
science.” 
 The only thing worse than dishonest Em-
erald editors are the donut-munching fascists who 
threatened Grosso with deadly force for obeying a 
tyrannical law limiting the right to self-defense. Edi-
tors at the Emerald believe strongly in a hypocritical 
ideology known progressivism.  Their stories (pun 
intended) are filled with nanny-state worship, social-
ist truisms, and a sense of impending doom wrought 
by the president. The bias of the daily is so pervasive 
that every student must question the legitimacy of 
the Emerald as a credible news source. I’m not say-
ing you should trust me to completely represent the 
truth – but at least I’m not going to lie to you about 
that. 

Vice The OC’s

Gun 
Column

The unprincipled Oregon Daily Emerald 
defends free speech, but is quick to 
demonize other protected rights.

Andy Dolberg, who knows that happiness 
is a warm gun, is the Publisher, gun colum-
nist and official Brewmaster for the Oregon 
Commentator.

by Andy Dolberg
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On June 7th, 2006 a Washington state law took 
effect that makes playing online poker a 
Class C Felony punishable by up to ten years 

in prison. The Measure, SB 6613, prohibits gambling 
everywhere “except where carefully and specifi-
cally authorized and regulated.” SB 6613 is a gift to 
local gambling interests and state lottery revenues, 
forcing players who pay an average of 5% rake (fee 
the house takes) per poker hand on the internet, to 
sometimes well over 33% rake per poker hand in lo-
cal cardrooms, reducing the number of players who 
will walk away from the game a winner. Technologi-
cal advances in online poker software, security, and 
collusion control have reduced the risks of playing 
online poker. State-sponsored online sites are spring-
ing up in Europe, and the champion of online poker, 
Party Poker, is now a publicly traded company in 
England.
 The criminalization of internet gambling does 
not make sense on its own merits, but the excessive 
penalties attached are even more troubling. For no 
motivation aside from duplicitous personal greed 
would any individual agree that online poker play is 
a crime commensurate to child molestation and other 
class C felonies. As well, between Indian casinos, 
online gambling, and state lotteries nearly everybody 
in the country has access to gambling, absent of any 
attempt to completely criminalise it all. It would 
seem to be in the government’s interest to make sure 
that online gambling dollars do not go offshore, but 
instead to American companies that could and do 
provide American jobs.
 We can safely assume that the enforcement 
of this law will be, for the most part, ineffective. It 
would seem that to effectively enforce what people 

The OC’s

Gun 
Column

are doing on their 
computers, the 
ISP provider 
would have to 
alert the govern-
ment when a cli-
ent logged on to 
the internet to 
gamble, which is a dif-
ficult task in lieu of the abundance of 
free poker games found on the internet. As long as 
no money is being wagered, people still have a right 
to play poker; this would seemingly make it impos-
sible to distinguish the difference between when a 
person is logged on to play free poker and when they 
logged in to play real poker. Once again, legislature 
in Olympia has passed a law that will be selectively 
enforced based on unjust criteria.
 The government in Washington must have a 
plan to get Warren Buffet’s money if they can afford 
to send people to prison for gambling. I know here in 
Oregon we cannot afford to lock up everyone who is 
supposed to be behind bars, including some violent 
offenders. It is obvious that Washington has a lot of 
the same problems, but they are clearly stating dif-
ferently if they believe that they have the resources 
to make online gambling a felony. 
 OK, gambling is not actually a felony: it is 
only a felony when the politicians, lobbyists, and 
government are not getting their cut.

Vice

Online Gambling 
Outlawed In Washington

Dustin Stockton is a joker, a smoker, and a 
midnight toker who gets his money on the 
run. And he writes a column on gambling.

by Dustin Stockton
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Electronic Insurgent
As Tim mentioned earlier there’s been a bit of a brouhaha 
over the latest issue of the Student Insurgent, the University 
of Oregon’s student-run Marxist/Anarchist publication.

In their latest issue, the Insurgent Collective decided to 
print a number of depictions of Jesus in various poses. As a 
headline on page 11 of the issue makes clear, their purpose 
in printing the comics was to confront Christians. And as 
Collective individual “Jessica” says on page 16, “I have to 
say it is really fun to offend people.”

Regardless of content, people and organizations should 
not be censored for speech that’s considered “offensive” 
or “hateful.” Indeed, we support the publication and round 
denunciation of ideas and opinions which are bigoted or 
inappropriate. The best way to counter the free expression of 
bad ideas is with the free expression of good ideas.

Of course, the Insurgent collective does not necessarily agree 
with us. Last year, Collective individual Pira Kelly was one 
of the loudest supporters of the effort to defund the Oregon 
Commentator. She passed out pink armbands symbolizing 
the fight against free speech before our budget hearing. What 
a difference a year makes!

Anyway, we’ve put the Insurgent issue in question up in .pdf 
form since we have no ideological qualms about technology. 
Please note that it is not our opinion and does not reflect this 
author’s own views or beliefs. Also, since the format of their 
magazine was too wide for our scanner we’ve had to splice 
each page together. If a member of the Collective would like 
to put a better copy on the web, I know that I for one would 
appreciate it. 

Editors Note: This was posted in the immediate wake of the O’Reilly Factor segment featuring this year’s Ris-
ing Star Jethro Higgins and our own Tyler Graf. Apparently Mr. Graf’s defence of free speech had made us all 

guilty parties in the blasphemy... 

lightly edited®
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Comments

Theresa Graber Says:
May 17th, 2006 at 5:57 pm e 

THIS IS ABSOLUTELY APALLING!!!! NEVER IN 
MY LIFE HAVE I EVER BEEN SO DISCGRACED. 
THIS NEWSPAPER NEEDS TO BE SHUT DOWN 
IMMEDIATELY. I FEEL SORRY FOR THE SOULS OF 
THESE PEOPLE. OH HOW I WOULD LOVE TO BE A 
LITTLE MOUSE IN A CORNER ON JUDGEMENT DAY. 
THIS NEWSPAPER NEEDS TO GO AND GO NOW!!!!!

THE PRESIDENT OF THIS COLLEGE NEEDS TO STAND 
UP AND BE A MAN. AND THE LITTLE CHILDREN 
WHO WROTE THESE ARTICLES NEED THEIR ASSES 
KICKED!!!!! 
olly Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:02 pm e 
I’m not sure if the comment immediately above this one is 
for real or not. Anyone? 
Theresa Graber Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:07 pm e 
YES IT IS A REAL COMMENT. I JUST GOT FINISHED 
WATCHING FOX NEWS AND THE LITTLE JERK THAT 
RUNS THAT NEWSPAPER. HE LOOKED LIKE AN 
ABSOLUTE IDIOT. YOU CAN HONESTLY SAY THAT 
WE ARE IN THE END OF TIMES. 
Ian Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:18 pm e 
Attn: illiterate moron. The Commentator is not the Insurgent. 
The next time you say your prayers, include a mention of the 
caps lock key. 
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olly Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:25 pm e 
I’m still putting the odds at fifty-fifty that you’re Tyler.This 
cruel parody of an outraged evangelical is beneath even 
you, Graf. Shameful. 
Timothy Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:28 pm e 
TYPING IN ALL CAPS DOESN’T MAKE YOUR POINT 
ANY BETTER. Mainly, it irritates the blog administrators. 
Please, stop it. 
Theresa Graber Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:29 pm e 
HEY MR. IAN……HEY YOU ILITERATE LITTLE 
LETTERED MORON. I HAPPEN TO TYPE 120 WPM 
AND KNOW WHAT CAP LOCK IS……..I ALSO KNOW 
WHO WAS ON THE O’REILLY FACTOR AND MR. GRAF 
LOOKED LIKE A LITTLE DWARF……WHAT’S THE 
MATTER HIT A BAD NOTE WITH YOU AND YOUR 
BOYFRIEND? THAT CAN BE THE ONLY POSSIBLE 
REASON FOR YOUR DEFENSE……..YOU COLLEGE 
KIDS NEED TO GET A LIFE. Oh, and by the way here 
is your small capped words. Probably easier for you to 
comprehend. 
Ian Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:34 pm e 
Yes thanks that helps quite a bit. I’m used to reading things 
written by literate people. Much love, Ian 
olly Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:34 pm e 
It’s the initials that are the giveaway. 
Theresa Graber Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:38 pm e 
Matthew 12:31. Therefore I say to you: Every sin and 
blasphemy shall be forgiven men, but the blasphemy of the 
Spirit shall not be forgiven.* 
Bryan Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:42 pm e 
Hey Theresa: 
Koran-Sura 5:17 “In blasphemy indeed are those that say 
that Allah is Christ the son of Mary. Say: “Who then hath 
the least power against Allah, if His will were to destroy 
Christ the son of Mary” 

Timothy Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:46 pm e 
Is it that hard to tell the difference between The 
Commentator (which is the magazine whose website you 
are reading right now) and The Insurgent (who’s rather 
dumb cartoons this magazine has covered as a news story)? 
If so, I’m going to have to have a serious talk with Ian.
Bryan Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 6:53 pm e 
Also, Theresa: O ye Twelve! and all Saints! profit by 
this important Key—that in all your trials, troubles, 
temptations, afflictions, bonds, imprisonments and death, 
see to it, that you do not betray heaven; that you do not 
betray Jesus Christ; that you do not betray the brethren; 
that you do not betray the revelations of God, whether in 
the Bible, Book of Mormon, or Doctrine and Covenants, or 
any other that ever was or ever will be given and revealed 
unto man in this world or that which is to come. 
– Joseph Smith 
Kerry Walker Says:  
May 17th, 2006 at 9:44 pm e 
All this is such a big hipe. I’m so tired of all this nonsense 
about Jesus Christ and organized religion. I was brought 
up in a disfuctional Christian home and I know all about 
the insanity and neurosis of organized religion. I have an 
awareness of this unknown and mysterious energy behind 
all creation, but I also have an awareness of reality. Check 
out my writings at www.darksunproject.org Be sure to look 
under “Projects” as well. 
niedermeyer Says:
May 18th, 2006 at 10:46 am e 
“I love you. You love me. We’re a happy familiy.” 
~Barney The Purple Dinosaur 35:12 
Passion Says:  
May 18th, 2006 at 7:50 pm e 
These arguments about freedom of speech are pointless 
when it comes to standing before the judgment seat of God. 
These blasphemers and those who support this nonsense will 
be judged; and their mockery of Jesus will not give them a 
place in heaven. Mark my words, when their flesh is burning 
and the devil is laughing they will cry out to the very man 
they mocked. 
Timothy Says:  
May 18th, 2006 at 8:08 pm e 

And people wonder why I gave up Christianity for lent. 



Oregon Commentator

5/24 Student Senate Meeting
Posted by Ian:
It’s 7:10 and the meeting’s beginning. Senator Dal-
las Brown has made a motion to add his resolution 
regarding the Insurgent to the agenda, which Senator 
Sara Hamilton has seconded. I’ll be doing occasional 
updates through the comments section as the meeting 
progresses.

UPDATE: There is no longer a motion for a resolution 
on the table. Instead there is time set aside for the Sen-
ate to discuss the Insurgent.

UPDATE: A majority of the Student Senate has 
walked out of the meeting rather than discuss the 
Insurgent’s content. The members who did not walk 
out were Wally Hicks, Dallas Brown, Kyle McKen-
zie, Toby Piering, and Natalie Kinsey. Booo to the 
members who walked. While I don’t think the Senate 
should have attempted to handle the matter, it’s unrea-
sonable to just walk out of a meeting rather than drop 
discussion through the proper process. As far as I can 
tell, Senate can talk about the issue’s content without 
violating Southworth. Indeed, the Senate itself debated 
the Emerald’s own coverage of Senate on May 10. 
(This is admittedly a slightly different scenario since 
the ODE is a contracted group rather than a student 
group.)

‘05-’06 Editor-In-Chief Ian Spencer blogged his ass 
off last year

40

Editors Note: This was posted as the Student Senate’s 
annual year-end melodrama reached its anticlimax in 
the walkout of 8 senators from last years final meeting. 
Senator Dallas Brown was about to introduce a resolution 
to condemn the Insurgent for ‘Ol Aroused Jeebus. It’s the 
final episode of the reality TV series that is the ASUO. It’s 
got a great recap of the epic rivalries, some classic snark 
and  a preview of next season! Hey, Maybe this year 
they’ll finally get some good writers.

lightly edited®

Wait - question: Does the “The members who did not 
walk out were Wally Hicks, Dallas Brown, Kyle McK-
enzie, Toby Piering, and Natalie Kinsey” comment mean 
our beloved President-elect (and now President) Axelrod 
walk out? Or not?
Who exactly walked out?

 Toby Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 12:50 am e
So tell me again why only one person voted AGAISNT 
putting this on the agenda but then what 7 people walked 
out in opposition? Why not have the 7 people vote NOT 
to put it on the agenda then protect the Senate from 
looking horrible in from of everyone, follow the rules 
in place. Seems pretty clear to me, but I am also the guy 
who thinks mere discussion is legal under Southworth, 
what do I know?

 The All-Knowing Insider Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 12:53 am e
Rumor has it nside the office that the slate is having 

  Comments
Anika Says:
May 24th, 2006 at 10:41 pm e
Is the meeting still in session? What did Dallas say?

Matt Says:
May 24th, 2006 at 11:22 pm e
Nah, the Senate broke the quorum in some stroke of par-
liamentary genius (and slight amount of sleeze, but okay) 
and then Dallas went off on the hypocrisy of the whole 
deal. Adam also gave an interesting speech.
I don’t know what happened much after that. I spoke to 
Dallas briefly on his way out, just wondering what the 
reasoning was behind his resolution. Anywho, I’m out.

 Amy Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 12:33 am e

BEST OF THE BLOG
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demn or condone them. I pity those that do not wish and want 
and yean to engage in debate. Ian says boo to them, but I just 
fell sorry for them. “it is better to avoid the situation” was the 
thought of some senators (especially those that wait to hear 
how sen. hicks votes) tonight. I believe “easier” should be 
substituted for “better”
and amy….president-elect Axelrod had already resigned and 
did not sit on senate tonight, so he did not walk out. although 
I am sure the women “behind the curtain” would have 
insisted he do so anyway. who is really running next years 
exec? the world may never know.

Ian Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 2:18 am e
Axelrod was no longer a sitting member of Senate as of this 
meeting, so he did not walk out. From what I understand, he 
has offered to host a town hall meeting on the Insurgent’s 
issue next week.

 Amy Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 2:19 am e
So who did walk out?

 Ian Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 2:29 am e
Erickson, Faust, Malena, Kato, Irvin, and Filippelli walked 
out. Hamilton and Papailiou also left at that point, although I 
have not confirmed that they left specifically because of the 
Insurgent line item.
We will be posting a complete audio file of the meeting and 
(most of) the aftermath tomorrow. (And by that I mean later 
today.)

Matt Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 9:39 am e
Yeah, it also seems to me that no one is entirely sure at this 
point as to why Erickson et al. walked out. While it appears it 
was probably intended to avoid talking about the Insurgent, I 
think a clearer explanation is needed. It was also a little odd 
to me that the Senate’s “statement” was issued by Goward 
and not by the AA. Either way, it’d be nice to know from the 
Senators themselves.

Inquiring Minds want to know Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 2:03 pm e
Feature Bout, battle of the DDS co-directors. Dallas Brown 
versus David Goward…cage fight to the death…who wins?

Ian Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 2:05 pm e
The audience.

meetings still with Axelrod to determine the new Senate 
agenda for the year. First up… Iran Resolution. Judg-
ing by the people who walked out tonight and the new 
addition of the slate members, I wouldn’t have too much 
confidence in next year’s Senate. I am looking forward to 
the ride.

 Amy Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 1:21 am e
Oh, well, that’s just fabulous.

 
 David Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 1:46 am e
Just be glad that the senate was protected from itself 
tonight! It did not break any laws, go on camera being 
un-view point neutral and being tool bags. The Senators 
took a stand, made a point, and did not get bullied into 
a corner by Dallas Brown, who was the only one miked, 
and wanted to make a stand on national television stand-
ing up for the “average student.” If he stood up for the 
average student, he would have done his job at DDS, and 
earned his stipend, instead of getting $125 a month for 
shit! Dallas only stands up when it forwards his image 
and makes him look good, not for students, and most 
defiantly not for legality or the constitution!

 The Anti-Goward Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 1:53 am e
I think no one really agrees with or respects your opinion 
David. I think you are better off trying to save what little 
face if any you have an disappearing into the darkness. 
I know you are rejected for DDS coordinator so you re-
ally are in no place to criticize Dallas. We all know you 
think you are so high and mighty and trying to make a 
name for yourself so you really need to start checking 
your attitude at the door. I think you are one of the least 
viewpoint neutral people (formaly) in the ASUO as you 
are afraid to even here any debate on the issue. You forget 
the viewpoint nuetrality clause need only to apply to al-
location of fees, not discussion about group in general. I 
suggest you open the green tape notebook. Anyway, time 
for you to run along and get to bed. Mrs. Greer is wait for 
you David…

 Black Maria Says:
May 25th, 2006 at 2:13 am e
thanks “anti-goward” i wonder who you could be? isn’t it 
past your usual sleep time sir?
Agreed though that it is not against any rules to discuss 
groups in general. It is not even against any rules to con-
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The world of student journalism is almost 
identical to the world of real-life journal-
ism. For example, a publication must 

refrain from printing libelous content. Libel-
ous content is defined as the tort of publishing 
false statements of fact, made with the requisite 
state of mind, and that causes injury – otherwise 
known as malice of forethought. Most publica-
tions have adopted a fail-safe system for vetting 
potentially libelous content.

For example: 

•Libelous: “The Chapter President of Alpha 
Chi Omega totally serviced the entire Nu house 
– and she gave me herpes”

•Not Libelous: “The Chapter President of Al-
pha Chi Omega allegedly serviced the entire Nu 
house – and she gave me herpes, according to 
eyewitnesses.”

 The best defense against charges of libel 
is the truth. If a written statement is one of opin-
ion, such as, “In my opinion, the girls of Alpha 
Chi Omega are super skanks with the morals 
akin to a drunken mob of meerkats,” defamation 
claims cannot usually be brought because an 
opinion is not falsifiable. Further, libelous defa-
mation must be directed toward an individual, 
not a group. Therefore, no matter how hateful 
or bigoted a group may feel a particular written 
statement is, they cannot sue for libel.

Best Of

Continued from page 29

is a grave threat to academic free speech and en-
dangers the very existence of college media. Hosty 
directly contradicts recent Supreme Court precedents 
as well as decades of legal decisions protecting free 
speech on college campuses.” (Full disclosure: The 
FIRE has helped the Oregon Commentator combat 
administrators and student government.) The Ameri-
can Council of Trustees and Alumni was equally 
aghast:
 “If allowed to stand, the Hosty decision 
poses a serious threat to the free exchange of ideas 
on our college campuses and wrongly appropriates 
high school guidelines to the college and university 
context. ... At a time when robust debate on campus 
is too often threatened by campus thought police, 
this case risks undermining even further the right 
and ability of college students to express their view-
points.”
 Despite the Hosty decision, colleges remain 
fertile grounds for the War of Ideas. Disagreements 
may occur, offense may be taken, and action against 
words and images may be sought, but those of us 
who truly respect the notion of free speech can 
breathe easier knowing that the law is on our side 
– at least for now, and only mostly. The fight contin-
ues.

Dispensing the Hate: 
A Primer on Libel

Tyler Graf, super duper duper senior, 
majoring in magazine journalism, is ditch-
ing the Commentator for the Emerald’s 30 
pieces of silver.



WAnted!
News Junkie Advertisingbot

Independent, tough-minded 
fanatics sought to cover a num-
ber of OC news beats. Take on 
the Byzantine web of ASUO 
incompetence, interview visit-
ing lecturers and ‘personalities,’ 
or contribute to the best blog 
on campus. Get credit from the 
Journalism School for doing 
what the rest of us suckers are 
doing for free. Just be prepared 
to take the coffee orders, orga-
nize the March Madness pool 
and take a bullet for the editor. 
Literally. 

Soulless, evil, effective adver-
tiser wanted to assume respon-
sibility for OC advertising, 
business relations and brand 
building. Because you need 
another excuse to hang out at 
bars. Because you can’t stop 
killing puppies when you aren’t 
selling ads. Because you know 
what synergy is. Because the 
Journalism School will give 
you credit for helping us be-
come less dependent on student 
fees. It’s advertising experience 
without the cubicle farm hell.

Apply now at emu room 319 or at ocomment@uoregon.
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On July 13th, the Oregon University System 
voted to approve the University of Oregon’s 
proposed sale of the Westmoreland Apart-

ments to Michael O’Conner Sr. University President 
Dave Frohnmayer assured board members that none 
of the 180 student residents of Westmoreland would 
be displaced, and that around $500,000 would be 
spent on mitigation of any negative effects resulting 
from the sale. Mitigation efforts are said to include 
rent controls for residents staying at the apartments 
through 2008, childcare coverage, and financial 
grants. Proceeds from the $18.45 million sale will be 
used to settle outstanding debts to the OUS, saving 
the University an estimated $1.1 million per year in 
interest, as well as purchasing the undeveloped Ro-
mania lot on Franklin which the University had been 
leasing. All funds involved in the sale, including re-
couped savings from the debt paydown and lease ter-
mination, will be spent “to improve housing for all 
students now and in the future,” according to an OUS 
press release. 
 Opponents of the sale decry the imminent loss 
of affordable housing, the end of a diverse off-campus 
community, and the misplaced priorities of an admin-
istration more concerned with a new basketball arena 
than with the plight of struggling and nontraditional 
students. Although some denounce the University’s 
justification of “not enough families” as prejudiced, 
some 217 units are currently vacant, making the eco-
nomic factors the most likely cause for the sale. Ulti-
mately, the apartments will be available for current 
residents through July 2008 at the same “below mar-
ket” rent levels, while the new owner refurbishes the 
property, offering the apartments at market prices.

OUR TAKE:

 This sale removes the University’s oldest off-

campus housing, and in the process does destroy a 
long-standing, diverse community of university stu-
dents and their families. As happens in any instance 
of this kind of change, there are some who wish it 
weren’t so, and mourn the loss of what was once their 
home. It is easy to understand the perspective which 
sees affordable residence being traded off for costly 
purchases around Franklin street to create a “land 
bank” which will probably be used to create a new 
basketball arena, although this view leaves out certain 
crucial considerations. 
 First among these is the fact that University 
undergraduate housing is, quite frankly, a disgrace. 
Undergraduate dorms have been ranked as some of 
the worst in the nation for years now, and improving 
the housing debt situation will allow the renovation 
of these slums, improving the “college experience” 
of far more freshmen and sophomores than the 187 
primarily grad students currently living in Westmo-
reland. The new Living Learning Center, which opens 
this fall, is a perfect example of how to address the 
otherwise abysmal dorm situation on a broad scale, 
but such improvement will only be possible with re-
ductions in the level of housing debt. Furthermore, 
the University is allowing current residents to stay put 
at their current rent levels for two more years—not 
only enough time to find new residence, but also long 
enough that most should have graduated already. Of 
course, the administration doesn’t get off scot-free in 
this, as there is a good chance that they will continue 
to ignore the embarrassing state of the dorms, while 
blithely building a new, high-profile basketball arena. 
With that point aside, the University  has raised over 
$435 million in private contributions since 2001, but 
none of that money is going towards building afford-
able (or habitable in the case of undergrads) housing 
anytime soon, is it?

OUS BOard apprOveS WeStmOreland Sale

Not Worthy



Who wants to join our slavery program?

  You get college credit.

         [ocomment@uoregon.edu]
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Psychology Professor Deborah Frisch resigned 
July 9th from her teaching position at the 
University of Arizona after a fire storm of out-

rage over remarks made on her blog and others. Jeff 
Goldstein owns and writes for “Protein Wisdom,” 
a conservative political blog which is no stranger 
to heated debate in its comments section. Frisch, a 
dedicated liberal and adjunct Professor, began post-
ing controversial comments which she describes as 
trolling in order to incite other posters into heated 
response. 
 Debate soon devolved throughout the July 
4th holiday when Frisch began to post statements 
accusing Goldstein of sexual and physical abuse 
against his son and much more. On July 8th, the 
controversy took an unexpected turn when hun-
dreds of e-mails were sent to the U of A Department 
of Psychology with Frisch’s comments. She promptly 
resigned from her position at the University and left 
the state to return to Eugene, Oregon, where she had 
previously taught at the University of Oregon. On 
July 10th and 11th, many local newspapers pub-
lished stories about the incident including the Arizo-
na Daily Star, Tucson Citizen, and even the Register-
Guard. Currently Goldstein has a restraining order 

against Frisch and is suing her for damages. Frisch 
denies all wrong-doing and continues to describe her 
actions as a joke in the face of legal proceedings. She 
is under subpoena to appear in a Colorado court-
room August 15th.

OUR TAKE

 The actions of Deb Frisch are reprehensible to 
say the least, but even more disturbing is her atti-
tude that she is a “word warrior” battling evil neo-
cons. Using pseudo-ebonics, she incomprehensibly 
continues to harass Goldstein – probably violating 
the restraining order. We have never witnessed an 
implosion of this magnitude – which has stemmed 
from a dehumanizing hate for those whom disagree 
with her political views. She has even lashed-out 
at former OC editor Timothy Drier on our blog, 
and exclusively uses ad homonym arguments. The 
most surreal aspect concerning Frisch is that she is a 
psychology professor and decision scientist spewing 
hate, which one could say is akin to a police officer 
robbing a bank. Reading her comments will make 
you question her sanity – of which we are sure she 
has lost. 

Not Worthy

Internet Harassment Lands FrIscH Out OF a JObOUS BOard apprOveS WeStmOreland Sale
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Spew
On Bring out the Gamp
“I admit it; I don’t like writing columns.”

-Erstwhile Pulse editor Linda Gampert starts one of her “Read-
ing is Sexy” columns with her strong stuff.

“Let’s start with women on MySpace. I’ve noticed women 
who pose in their underwear trying to look all sexy, as 
if they pray that by showing their ass they will get more 
friends (I’m sure they do but what kind of friends are they 
anyway?). Annoys the hell out of me.”

-Ibid. And just what is the deal with that airline food, etc?

“I don’t want to do it with a bunch of girls, like porn stars 
portray, and my breasts are small, soft and natural, not 
gigantic watermelons filled with manufactured materials.”

-Ibid. Somehow, despite the obvious hypocrisy here, we now re-
ally want to be her friend.

“The feminist ethical philosophy, the ethic of care, sug-
gests communicators should promote a feeling of commu-
nity and caring by showing respect for audiences. Upping 
the ante in publishing offensive material using an “eye for 
an eye” approach does not achieve a caring posture.”

-Ibid. So that’s what the evangelicals we’re so pissed about. Yep, 
must have been the lack of feminist ethics.

...and Revolution

On The Ethics Behind 
Self-Righteous Lecturing 

“In fishing for ethical issues to kick off this column, I no-
ticed there has been a tad of controversy about the content 
of campus publications this year, even garnering national 
attention.”

-Fourplay Ethics columnist Carrie Packwood Freeman, reeling 
in her first big one. But Carrie, isn’t the use of fish-slaughter 
rhetoric a bit unethical? Think of the trout!

“The intent of both the Mohammed and Jesus depictions 
was to push the envelope and be overtly sacrilegious, 
demonstrating that religion, which has some harmful 
social consequences, does not deserve a special status that 
makes it immune to satire or criticism.”

-Ibid. Um, actually, we were making a point about the firing of 
two University of Illinois student journalists… but, whatever, 
lump us in with the Insurgent. There are no ethical problems 
with not reading the editorial you are criticizing.



Volume XXIII, Issue 11-12 47

On Bring out the Gamp

 On This Internet Is Not A Truck

On Frisch Droppings

“I need to finish my book, establish myself as a respected 
expert in decision science, albeit one with very radical 
political views and an extremely inflammatory conversa-
tional style and move on. I’m like Chomsky and Lakoff 
only unemployed and cuter.”

-2006 Professor Of The Year Deb Frisch, possibly getting her 
act together on her blog South(west)paw?

“The magnitude of the horror inflicted by the United 
States on Iraq is comparable to the magnitude of the hor-
ror inflicted by the Nazis on the Jews.”

-Ibid. Yeah, we weren’t holding our breath.

“As for your “Decision Science”, you might want to consider the old GIGO (“garbage-in, garbage-out”) paradigm from 
Computer Science (which, like DS, is more witchcraft and black art, than otherwise). In your case, a astonishingly faulty 
world-view, and a total lack of personal accountability, have provided the “garbage-in” portion. Your current crappy 
life, lack of prospects, and reception of intensely negative feedback, including loss of partner, restraining orders, the 
“don’t hire deb” website, and the taunting you are receiving here and elsewhere, constitutes the “garbage-out.” And it’s 
all your own damn fault. Put that in your decision science bong, and give it a toke.”

-South(west)paw visitor Kirk. Well said sir. You’ll put us out of a job yet.

“I just the other day got, an internet was sent by my staff 
at 10 o’clock in the morning on Friday and I just got it 
yesterday. Why? Because it got tangled up with all these 
things going on the internet commercially.”

-Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK), mangling his way through some 
prepared talking points on Net Neutrality.

“And again, the internet is not something you just dump 
something on. It’s not a truck. It’s a series of tubes. And if 
you don’t understand those tubes can be filled and if they 
are filled, when you put your message in, it gets in line 
and its going to be delayed by anyone that puts into that 
tube enormous amounts of material, enormous amounts 
of material.”

-Ibid. You know, tubes. And people say tech stuff is confusing.

Spew



OJ DID IT!

This still shot taken from real video footage of the 9/11 attacks proves that O.J. Simpson is the 
REAL one to blame, not Al Qaida. And if you don’t agree with me, I’ll be laughing at you all 
in the end when the truth is revealed! Tell your friends! Tell your co-workers! The truth must be 

told!

Brought to you by the IF THE TURBAN DON’T FIT, YOU MUST ACQUIT league of America

For more information, visit thejuiceisloose.com


