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Editorial
Atomic Dog(s)
Closer to equality

A ccord in g  to A m elia  M orrison’s story “A th le tics  battles  

g ender  eq u ity  p ro b lem s” o n  page o n e , U N C A ’s athletic  depart

m en t is m o v in g  forward in its quest for gender equity. G ender  

equity  is a particularly hard problem  to solve in an athletic  

departm ent that is already a drain o n  the sch o o l’s finances w ith  

its current D iv ison  I status. H o w  d o  y o u  solve a gender dispar

ity such as that betw een m e n ’s and w o m e n ’s basketball (alm ost 

$ 6 0 ;0 0 0  m ore was spent last year o n  the m e n ’s team ), w h en  

m ore m o n ey  m ust be spent o n  the m en  to generate m ore  

m oney.
T h e  gender gap, w h ich  has decreased to w hat som e consider  

acceptable levels, m erely brings the problem  o f  D iv ision  I status 

into  sharper focus. W h en  the feds cam e d o w n  o n  U N C A  for 

the low  num ber o f  fem ale athletes com pared  to the overall 

fem ale pop ulation  at the school, no t to m en tio n  the later 

troubles from  the self-study and peer reviews that shed light on  

fun d ing  differences, the program c o u ld n ’t react by sim ply  

adding m ore w o m e n ’s sports and athletes. By^cutting a m e n ’s 

scholarship here and there, and by dropp ing  the m e n ’s g o l f  

team  entirely, the departm ent m ade progress by, in effect, 

w eaken ing  the m e n ’s program.
W e  have to rem em ber that U N C A  is n o t  like Carolina, where  

a form er player’s aun t’s best friend’s cousin  gets to sit o n  the  

bench next to the M ichael Jordans o f  the w orld  because the  

program has m o n ey  to piss away, and D ea n  Sm ith  has a heart as 

soft as the Snuggles bear. T h e  fact o f  the m atter is that the  

university needs m e n ’s basketball to  be its cash c o w  in  order to 

stay afloat in D iv is ion  I (unless the heretofore sleep ing  alum ni  

wake up and the m illions start f low ing  in from  all over the  

Carolinas, or, as always, S T U D E N T  FEES RISE A G A IN ).

I ’he sentim ents expressed by the athletic  pow ers that be are 

nice, but let’s not be too  sm u g  about our progress, gentlem en. 
For A th letics D irector T o m  H u n n icu tt  to  say, “W e ’re not  

d o in g  it because it’s the law o f  the land, but because it ’s the  

right th ing  to d o ,” is taking things a little too  far. W e  d id n ’t see 

any progress toward equality for w o m e n  in U N C A  athletics 

until the a federal civil rights office, the faculty and staff, and, 

finally, the com m ittee  m ade up o f  officials from  peer institu 

tions all said that w e  had to  e lim inate  the preferential treatm ent 

given to m en, so preferential, in fact, that U N C A  had the  

opp osite  m ale/fem ale  ratios to  the T it le  IX  requirem ents.

Still, the b o tto m  line isn’t w hether or not the p eop le  w h o  run 

a departm ent have had som e sort o f  ep iph any o n  equality, it’s 

the fact that w o m e n  are, in deed and n o t  just in w ord, m aking  

progress at U N C A . But w ith  the budgetary constraints caused  

by playing at the N C A A ’s h ighest level o f  c o m p etit io n  w ith  

alm ost non -ex isten t outside support, w e  have to  w on der  i f  we  

can ever reach Associate V ice-C h ancellor  T o m  C ochran’s goal 

o f  “zero disparity.”

Pray for sunshine
O n ly  a m o n th  before the M ay 16 c o m m en ce m en t  cerem onies, 

w ord com es from  above about a con tin gen cy  plan that w ou ld  

m ove the graduation cerem ony to the T h o m a s  W o lfe  A u d ito 

rium in the case o f  inc lem ent weather. I f  it rains, graduating  

students w ill on ly  be perm itted to bring four guests to the  

graduation cerem ony due to lim ited  seating in the auditorium .

Fhis contingency  plan is ridiculous. H eaven  forbid (literally) 

that a graduate m ay have m ore than four im portant people  in 

his or her life w h o  w o u ld  want to share is this im portant event.. 

M any friends and fam ily m em bers o f  graduates have alrady 

m ade expensive travel plans, and have taken o f f  o f  w ork to be in 

A sheville for this event.

Im agine this scenario: M o m  lives in Raleigh, dad lives in 

N ashville , grandm a and grandpa live in C h icago , aunt lives in 

H o u sto n , and they all have spent hundreds o f  dollars to attend  

the cerem ony. H ow ever, i f  it rains, w ill the schoo l reimburse  

each guest w h o  could  not attend because the adm inistration did  

not have the foresight to com e up w ith  a halfway decent co n tin 

gency  plan? T here is n o  go o d  reason that the adm inistration  

should  inform  graduates about this hair-brained schem e on ly  

o n e  m o n th  in advance.

T h is  current plan is sim ply unacceptable. Y ou  w o u ld  th ink that 

the adm inistration w o u ld  have learned their lesson tw o  years ago 

they barely escaped disaster w h en  the con tin gen cy  plan site was 

the Justice Center, and o n ly  tw o guests w o u ld  have been al

low ed  to attend i f  it had rained. B ut they d id n ’t. Instead, they  

failed to  find a bu ild ing  large en o u g h  to  ho ld  thousands o f  

guests.

T here are no acceptable excuses for this m istake. T h e  adm inis

tration has kn ow n about this graduation for years — it is n o t a 

spur o f  the m o m en t event. It is reasonable for the graduating  

seniors, all o f  w h o m  paid a $ 5 0  graduation fee, to  expect to 

bring m ore than four guests (or at least be in form ed m ore  than a 

m o n th  in advance about the con tin gen cy  plan.)

C hancellor Reed and other administrators sh ou ld  m ake it their 

fu ll-tim e job to solve this problem . I f  th^ey d o n ’t, and it happens  

to  rain, all graduation fees should  be refunded im m ediately.

As U N C A  enters the fundraising arena, w h at a great w ay to 

alienate the next generation o f  potential donors.

Time to end the War on Drugs

w

Communities and neighbor’hoods 
have been destroyed because o f  
gangs fighting over drug turf. Every 
year, thousands o f  men, women, 
boys, and girls are killed or injured 
due to drug-related crime. The  
United States government invested 

$ 15 billion in 1997 through count
less agencies and programs to get 
people to stop using drugs. Yet ev
ery year more people are incarcer
ated for drug-related crime. The  

never-ending issue o f  prison over
crowding can be linked to drug use 
and the fact that these substances 
are illegal.

The current amounts o f  violence 
witnessed on the streets o f  America 
are not unlike those that existed 
during the alcohol prohibition  
years, according to a 1992 issue o f  

Forbes magazine. The rise o f  orga
nized crime and violence on our 
city streets forced the legislature to 
overturn a Constitutional amend
ment to correct the problems o f  
alcohol-related crime.

The “War on Drugs,” according 

to a study conducted in 1997, has 
actually increased the crime rate 
due to the shifting o f  resources from 
fighting non-drug crime to fight
ing drugs. Actually, the “War on 
Drugs” does not fight drugs; it 
fights people who use drugs, and, 
herein, lies the problem. Something  
in the human psyche desires some 
escape from the mundane world. 
Some people write fiction, some

Chris 
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columnist

paint abstract art, and there are 
some who find drugs to be the most 
effective escape. But due to the 
nature o f  these substances, people 
need them more and more, and we 
call them addicts. By treating an 
addict like a criminal, when he or 
she has done nothing more than 
smoke, snort, or shoot a substance 
that has been deemed undesirable 
by the powers that be, we deny that 
person the care that he or she des

perately needs. At the same time, 
that same power enjoys a W inston  
(“N o  Additives”) while sipping on 
an Icehouse (“Quit, D um p Her, 
Go Fishing) even though cigarettes 
and alcohol, independently, will kill 
more people this year than any o f  
the illicit drugs in use today.

I heard a story a year or so ago 
about a guy who was doing laundry 
at a local laundromat. H e decided 
to journey out to his car for a smoke. 
Someone saw him do this and called 
the police. H e then walked into a 
store, and when he came out, he 
was arrested. M y mom was telling 
me about a co-worker who was 
involved in a car accident. The  
woman is employed by the state, 
and, as such, was required to take a 
drug test and could not return to 
work until the test came back. The  
accident was not the w om an’s fault. 
Drug testing for a job at Block
buster Video and Sears and other 
businesses where there is no ma
chinery to operate is absurd, until

you realize that the government 
looks favorably upon the businesses 
that promote a drug-free workplace. 
However, seldom are all o f  the em 
ployees truly drug-free. Sure, they 
passed the “whiz quiz,” but there 
are a ton o f  tricks to pass that type 
o f  test. Furthermore, the drugs that 
are more addictive tend to leave the 
body more quickly, some within 48  
hours, so proper planning can usu
ally ensure a clean test. But after the 
test, an individual is free to use 
whatever substance is most appeal
ing until an accident occurs. It is 
this kind o f  madness associated with 
this never-ending “war” that calls 
for its immediate end. It is time to 
admit, like Vietnam, that we can
not win this battle. N o  politician is 
actively going to call for an imme
diate cease-fire to the war on drugs, 
because to do so would be political 
suicide, so the duty rests on us to 

pressure our representatives to end 
this “war.” H ow  are we ever going 

to encourage kids in the inner city 
that education is important, when 
they can sell drugs and make more 
m oney in three months than the 
average college graduate can make 
during his fitst year in corporate 
America? The only way to solve the 
problem is to take the incentive out 
o f  selling drugs, namely the cash. 
W e can do this through legaliza
tion.

W ith government control, we can 
regulate the sale and manufacture 
o f  these drugs that so many people 
feel they need to make it through 
the day. I saw an article somewhere 
hat said the price for marijuana, 
were it legal, would be comparable 
to tobacco. I saw further studies 
that indicate the legalization o f  
marijuana would reduce theamount 
o f  cocaine and heroin use, since 
most drug users generally go for the

most bang for the buck under the 
current system. Sure, there would 
be some initial increase in drug use, 
but in the long run, as the social 
stigma is dropped, people will not 
feel the need to use it. Essentially, 
the rebellion factor is removed. A 
M onitoring the Future study con
ducted in 1992 reported that high 
school students substitute mari
juana and alcohol on a one-to-one 
basis, depending on the availability 

o f  each substance. Since marijuana 
is generally easier to come by in 
most locales, students use mari
juana. I f  it were regulated as much 
as alcohol, they would haveaharder 
time getting it. The same study also 
reported that astudent is more likely 
to be involved in an automobile 
accident after consuming alcohol 
than after consuming marijuana. 
The facts are clear, we need to call 

an end to the “War on Drugs." 
W hat’s in it for us? According toa 
story in the Novem ber 16, 1997 
issue o f  the Asheville Citizen-Times, 
the drug industry is a $400  billion 
business. All o f  that money is tax- 
free. N o  other industry in the free 
world is allowed that kind o f  free
dom. $400  billion taxed could pay 
for a lot o f  programs desired by 

both the Republicans and Demo
crats across the country. California 
witnessed a reduction in crime fol
lowing the passage o f  its Compas
sionate Use Act, and the rest o f  the 
United States can witness the same 
phenomenon. As Chris Rock so 
eloquently put it on his H B O  spe
cial, “Bring the N o ise ,” “The war 
on drugs is not about drugs, its 
about gettin’ more mutha 
in jail.” Let’s end the madness of 
wasteful government spending on 
another ineffectual program. Call, 
write, or e-mail your representative 
today.

Come on and play 'Find the Bigof
Kenneth 
Harrell
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In last week’s Banner, Reformed 
University Fellowship campus pas
tor Berry Stubbs submitted a letter 
that implied that homosexuality is 
a sin. Accordingly, he interpreted 
the Gay and Lesbian Conference as 
evidence that our current genera
tion is lost. In his article, columnist 
David Rothman said that Berry 
Stubbs’ position on homosexuality 
was the result o f  bigotry and igno
rance. The morality o f  homosexu
ality is not the issue I want to ad
dress in this column. Rather, I think 
that Rothman is simply suggesting 
that beliefs other than his own are 
automatically bigoted. Is it possible 
to hold Berry Stubb’s position with
out being bigoted? Is a person who 
believes that homosexuality is wrong 
necessarily unreasonable and igno
rant?

Let’s play a game. I’m going to 

give you a picture o f  two people. 
You pick out the bigot. Man A is a 
middle-aged man who was reared 
within an American fundamental
ist tradition which assumed that 
the Bible teaches that homosexual
ity is wrong. Man B is also middle- 
aged. Because o f  positive experi
ences with many friends who are 
lesbian or gay, he is easily offended 
by discriminatory actions directed 
at people because o f  their sexual 
orientation. W hich one is a bigot? 
At first glance, many o f  us would 
consider the first man bigoted.

But wait a minute, I intention
ally left out pertinent details that 
should have been available to help 
inform your own critical assessment 
o f  who the bigot is the first man, is

African American and gay, has re
cently published a well-reasoned 

book defending his position that 
homosexuality is not sinful. The  
second, a respected N ew  Testament 
scholar, has also published a book 
that defends the current policy o f  
excluding practicing homosexuals 
from ordination in the Presbyte
rian Church (U.S.A.).

U pon closer inspection, the task 
ofdecidingwhether Peter J. Gomes, 
author o f  The Good Book, or Marion 
L. Soards, author o f  Scripture dr 
Homosexualitv: Biblical Authority  
an d  the Church Todav, is a bigot is 
not that easy. Because at first I 
simply described Peter G omes as 
being reared as a fundamentalist, 
you probably assumed that Man A  
must be the bigot. Yet, it turned out 
that Marion Soards, the one who 
was offended by discrimination 
against homosexuals, defends the 
ch u r c h ’s trad itional p o s it io n .  
W hich information given should 
be considered most relevant in your 
determination o f  who the “bigot” 
is? M y point is that David assumes 
that an “ignorant bigot” believes 
that homosexuality is wrong— but 
is it really that simple?

In last week’s Banner, David  
Rothman suggested that a Chris
tianity that believes homosexuality 
to be immoral m ustbydefin itonbe  
bigoted. Presumably this was em 
ployed rhetorically in an attempt to 
strengthen his argument that hos
tility to homosexuality must result 
from ignorance. Even i f  it is true 
that the majority o f  professing 
Christians are ignorant and big

oted, no methodology currently 
exists that proves that opposition to 
homosexuality is a function o f  reli
gious belief Simply speaking, no 

evidence exists proving that athe
ists are more or less bigoted than 
Christians. Because metaphysical 
beliefs remain unmeasurable ac
cording to current critical meth
ods, strong statements that disre
gard som eone’s opinion just be
cause o f  their religious belief are 
simply unfounded.

W hile David's beliefs that gay 
rights should be legislated may in 
fact be true, his casual assumption 
that a reasonable person should 

agree with him, is unfounded un
less his personal belief alone pro
vides the basis for everyone else. T o  

do so, he must first demonstrate 
why all the rest o f  us should have 
faith in his belief. Instead o f  mak
ing this kind o f  demonstration, he 

simply discounts the traditional 
Christian position as bigoted and 
ignorant. This neatly sidesteps the 
process by which the Christian tra
dition comes to its doctrinal posi
tions.
Actually, the Christian faith’s quad
rilateral o f  scripture, reason, expe
rience, and tradition is designed to 
limit bigotry. Maintaining a high 
view o f  scripture does not force a 
critical thinker to endorse any posi
tion held by a self-proclaimed bib
lical innerantist (ora group o f  them  
for that matter), it simply expresses 
the Faith’s confidence that Chris
tian belief requires constant critical 
reading o f  the Bible. Believing that 
the Faith is reasonable is not a claim 
that all rational people will eventu
ally become Christians, it simply 
means that Christian faith is not 
anti-rational.

Tradition is not simply dogma 

passed down uncritically to the un
suspecting masses, it actually is a 

safeguard designed to limit a par
ticular culture’s ability to deter
m ine biblical interpretation for the

Church. This is not to say that the 
Christian faith cannot change its 
opinions (it has many times), rather 
it severely limits any one variable’s 
influence on the integrity o f  thi 
Christian faith’s claim that it repre 
sents the gospel on earth. Opposi
tion to homosexuality in the Chris
tian tradition is not necessarily the 
result o f  bigotry; it is a well estab
lished position that has been af 
firmed since the beginning o f  Chris
tian history. This should not cause 
one to assume that opposition to 
gay rights is a Christian position. 
Like most other religious people 
Christians are divided on how to, 
live out their faith in a pluralist 
culture.

H olding a particular belief re
gardless o f  its popularity, does not 
necessarily indicate bigotry. A bigot 
would be one who regards the most 
likely conclusions o f  evidence to be 
irrelevant if  it seems to discredit 
what he or she wants to believe, 
D avid’s assertion that people would 
not choose a lifestyle that is perse
cuted is evidence that homosexual
ity is biological is unfounded. 
Throughout history, many peo| 
have voluntarily chosen to be perse
cuted for any number o f  beliefs. 
Unless David can site at least one 
scientifically certified study o f the 
issue, his claim that “homosexual
ity is biological fact, period” has no 
foundation.

Since David’s article rests sole au
thority on his personal conviction, 
his reasoning parallels that o f his 
friend at the bar who believes ho
mosexuality is evil simply because 

he was raised Southern Baptist. By 
pitting his own belief against the 
Christian faith, David sets up > 
scale which makes his singular be
lief more likely bigoted than that of 
a long standing self-critiquing col
lective tradition.
W hile I do not believe that David 

is a bigot, perhaps he should the 
term more wisely.
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