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I’m just going to get this right out: I 
can’t stand political pundits.

In fact, I can’t even stand the 
word “pundit.” And it seems to me 
if you watch any Sunday morning 
interview show or a 24-hour cable 

coming months. Well, let me tell you 
something folks: you can’t.

I guess you’re wondering how I could 
make that claim, right? I mean, surely 
somebody’s predicting things right, 
aren’t they? And I guess within the 
millions of predictions for just exactly 
when and how ol’ G.W. Bush is going 
to bomb Iraq, somebody’s got to be 
right. But the problem is it’s all up to 
chance. No one really knows, not even 
the president himself. Or, even more 
shockingly, the people who tell the 
president what to think and what to say 
– and no, I’m not making that claim 
specifically for Bush. 

We’ve had spin-doctors and brain 
trusts telling the chief executive what 
to do ever since the media has been 
powerful enough to make it known to 
the public. 

Even the pundits realize that they 
pretty much have just a 50/50 chance 
of being right in what they predict 
in terms of an oncoming war, and 
that’s where another problem arises. 
People can’t get past their silly little 
party loyalties to see the actual truth 
of things. Republican pundits on 
television say Republican things and 
Democrats say Democrat things, no 
matter how utterly stupid they sound. 
It’s only when one steps back out of 

the whole Republican vs. Democrat 
scheme that anybody can realize that 
being entirely polarized in one’s ideas 
about something is pretty much a 
pathway to incredibly flawed logic. It’s 
only when you combine the intelligent 
aspects of the opposite thought 
processes that anything ever gets done. 

In any case, a pundit trying to 
say that he or she knows what the 
administration is going to do, or even 
worse what they should do, always 
ends up sounding silly. I can’t think of 
a specific example off the top of my 
head, so I’m just going to make one up: 
“Imagine,” the pundit says, “that Iraq 
is a bees’ nest. Now, the United States 
is a curious little boy, and UN weapons 
inspections are a stick that he carries 
around with him. Now, if the boy 
pokes the hornet’s nest enough times, 
those bees are going to attack him, 
right? The boy’s bound to get stung a 

few times. But, if the boy fires a Stinger 
missile at the nest and eradicates it 
before the hornets can come out, then 
the boy is free to get all their delicious 
honey (oil)! See what I’m saying? And, 
by the way, I still say that there should 
be no taxes on the rich.” 

Then the opposing pundit says: “But 
what if the boy shooting the Stinger 
missile at the bees’ nest stirs up the 
surrounding wooded area, and bears, 
raccoons and rabid squirrels, by which 
I mean other Arab countries, attack 
him? He can’t possibly fend off all 
those attackers at once. Especially if 
only his friend Wallace (Britain) helps 
him, while his other friends, Jughead 
(France) and Otto (Germany) refuse to 
help. In fact, Jughead and Otto might 
have the right idea. We should stop 
using the bees’ honey anyway and 
move on to a cleaner, safer way of 
powering our automobiles. And save 
Roe vs. Wade now.”

Okay, so maybe I took that a little too 
far, but you get the idea.

It doesn’t seem like it’s going to be 
too much longer until all these political 
predictions become something like 
the show that ESPN airs on Saturday 
mornings for compulsive gamblers. 
You know the show – these four guys 
sit around a table and tell you exactly 

which teams they think are going to 
win the college football games for 
that day, and then they make sure to 
tell you that one team in particular 
is bound to win. It’s their “Lock of 
the Week” or whatever. All the while 
another guy a few seconds later tells 
you that the opposing team is most 
definitely going to wipe out that 
team that the last guy loved so much. 
Essentially, you end up right back 
where you started.

I suppose what I’m trying to say in 
the midst of all this convolution is that 
opinionated news is bad news. Sunday 
afternoon discussion shows, most of 
the columns on this opinion page and 
the political discussions that you hear 
on campus (which, I must say, usually 
simply consist of people talking about 
politics to make themselves look smart 
and people saying the same thing over 
and over again while agreeing with 
each other) don’t mean anything. They 
in no way should affect how you feel 
about any world event. All of you can 
go to a reliable news source, read up 
on the facts of the situation and decide 
for yourself. 

And the pundits will fade away.
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news channel that there are more and 
more of these pundit guys emerging 
from the cracks in the earth or crawling 
out from under rocks on a daily basis. 
Plus, everyone who’s not a professional 
pundit seems to think that he or 
she is an amateur one and that they 
can predict every little thing that’s 
going to happen in the world in the 

People can’t get past their silly little party 
loyalties to see the actual truth of things. 

Republican pundits on television say 
Republican things and Democrats say 

Democrat things, no matter how 
utterly stupid they sound. 

Everyone seems to have 
predictions for politics, but 
it’s always just a guess.

You cannot spell ‘Pundits’ without the word ‘stupid’

This week I am writing 
in response to a letter to 
the editor (“Some photos 

may be confusing to children,” 
Feb. 20). I have to admit when 
I read it the first time last week, 
I laughed. Then I read it again 

being rolled in the years 1990-
1994 as well. If Mr. Edler knew 
of our traditions and of our 
victory against Duke, why was 
he then surfing the Wake Forest 
Web site with his two-year-old 
daughter? Did he not know the 
“damage” it would do?

I can only wonder if he had 
a problem with this tradition 
while here at Wake Forest. 
Did he think it was a waste 
of something that “need(ed) 
to go in the potty?” I find it 
interesting how while doing 
some rolling of my own, I 
always see professors, alumni, 
etc. with their children 
participating in this exact 
tradition. 

Is this wrong? Are these men 
and women teaching their 
children inappropriate uses 
of TP? Maybe we should post 
signs out on the Quad after each 
victory that read, “What you 
are about to see or partake in is 
not suitable for young children.” 
That should do the trick. My 
suitemates and I shall get started 
on those signs ASAP.

I have yet another question 
for Mr. Edler. For the children’s 
sakes, what shall we roll the 
Quad with, if not biodegradable 
TP? Something that is supposed 

to be in trees, I guess? Fruit 
peelings? 

Nope, wouldn’t last long 
enough and would smell. Rope? 
That would be ugly, and would 
look too “violent.” Strings of 
Christmas lights? No, that 
would be telling the children 
that Christmas was in February. 
Therefore, toilet paper it is, and 
toilet paper it will be for many 
years to come. 

I can only hope that he 
has written letters to other 
newspapers and other websites 
about their content. Only to 
those, I hope he has arguments 
about things that really are 
detrimental to young children. 
Things like drugs, violence 
and abuse. Those things I see 
putting a warning label on. 
As for slapping “a disclaimer” 
across our harmless photos of 
the Quad, I find that ridiculous. 

Traditions like the rolling 
of the Quad help students 
concentrate on other things 
beside school and the stress 
of the work we do. These 
traditions strictly represent fun 
and school spirit. 

Mr. Edler, as a former Wake 
Forest student, must know that 
you can’t always be serious. Is 
college only about work and no 
play? 

Nowhere are there the 
intentions to corrupt today’s 
youth. Why would we want to 
take away from a parent’s potty 
training accomplishment? After 
all, you must not be doing that 
bad of a job if Elisabeth knew 
the “appropriate disciplinary 
action” for what she saw. As for 
this action, will you be coming 
to the Quad to execute the 
popping and time outs? I’ll see 
you there.

Jenny Billings is a freshman.

Traditions like the rolling of the 
Quad help students concentrate 

on other things beside school 
and the stress of the work we do. 
These traditions strictly represent 
fun and school spirit. Mr. Edler, 
as a former Wake Forest student, 
must know that you can’t always 

be serious. Is college only 
about work and no play?

and again, and it somewhat 
offended me. The more I 
thought about it, the more I 
felt that Mr. Edler needed a 
response.

 This year has undoubtedly 
been a very successful athletic 
year for Wake Forest. Just two 
examples being that our football 
team won the Sugar Bowl in 
Oregon and our basketball team 
currently is number one in the 
Atlantic Coast Conference. Not 
too shabby. We have plenty 
of reasons to be excited and to 
celebrate. 

First of all, I would like to say 
that we “roll the Quad” after 
many sporting victories. Duke 
obviously was nothing new and 
different – just a little whiter 
than usual. I remember hearing 
about this tradition even before 
I came here. My father, a 1973 
alumnus, recalls the tradition 
quite clearly. Considering that 
was 30 years ago, one would 
only assume that the quads were 

Rolling the Quad is 
a tradition that will 
stay, deservedly so.

TP not just for toilets at Wake

A war with Iraq makes no sense. I honestly 
cannot figure out why we are considering 
going to war with them. It will not 

make America richer and it will not make 
America safer. However, I do have a radical, 
new, Libertarian-flavored idea that will make 
America richer and safer. I am warning you, it 

chances of a military dictator rising to power 
in America (besides Bush). Our prosperous 
populace simply wouldn’t stand for it.

A war with Iraq will also threaten the power 
of surrounding pro-western regimes. The pro-
Saddam rallies you see on TV in Arab countries 
are probably forced. The anti-American ones 
are not. If we go to war with Iraq, chances are 
we will see pro-western regimes toppled and 
replaced by ultra-religious militant groups. We 
will also see increased material and personnel 
support for anti-western terrorist groups. We 
will be giving credibility to their hate-filled 
propaganda.

Libertarians like myself hold that the use of 
deadly force except in self-defense is murder. 
Iraq does not have the capability to attack us. 
Nor have they ever had that ability. Ultra-
religious terrorist groups like al-Qaeda despise 
the secular Saddam Hussein, and there is no 
good evidence connecting the two. A war with 
Iraq is murder, plain and simple. 

Iraq was already punished for attacking 
Kuwait. We defeated their military. It used to be 
that in civilized countries a military defeat and 
some reparations were all that was aimed for by 
the victor. However, the United States has gone 
beyond this; it has taken the war to the Iraqi 
people with sanctions and threats of forcible 
regime change. The United States is often seen 
as the moral guardian of the world. However, it 
has acted as the single most immoral country in 
the world in modern times.

This idea of mine seems pretty good. Peace 
and free trade would make the United States 
richer and safer, while finally placing America’s 
foreign policy on the moral high ground. It 
would alleviate the starvation of the Iraqi people 
and lessen the hostility rightly aimed at us by 
the Muslim world. It would also save us from 
huge military spending that would either be paid 
for by higher taxes or more national debt. Why 
then, do none of the leaders of the major parties 
even consider this? 

The liberals are wrong by pushing for 
sanctions and inspections, the conservatives are 
dead wrong by pushing for war. Neither of these 
options makes any sense. They will not benefit 
America in any way. I look at our leaders’ 
policies and I am quite frankly baffled at their 
ignorance. It is times like this that I am proud to 
say I vote for a third party.
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is unorthodox, crazy and shocking. Those with 
heart conditions should read no further.

My idea is this: peace and free trade with Iraq. 
That’s right. Not economic sanctions, not arms 
inspectors, not waiting on the international 
community just pure, unqualified peace. Let’s 
consider some of the benefits that this radical 
new policy would bring.

First, it would make America and Iraq richer. 
Liberals denounce the war as a “war for oil,” 
but in their economic ignorance they give Bush 
too much credit. If we really wanted oil, we 
would simply trade with Iraq. The sanction-
starved people of Iraq would be thrilled to trade 
large quantities of bargain-priced oil with us 
for food and consumer goods. Trade with Iraq 
would benefit us; a war will only give us a huge 
military bill that must be paid for by the people.

Peace and free trade with Iraq would make 
America more secure. There is a reason some 
countries with totalitarian governments alien 
to us, like China and Saudi Arabia, have a 
peaceful attitude towards us. That is because we 
trade with them. Any attack on us would hurt 
them more than they could ever hope to gain. 
Compare this with the attitudes of governments 
like North Korea and Iraq, where we have 
starved them with sanctions. They do not fear 
being hostile towards us because they have 
nothing to lose. Conservatives say that the war 
is needed to make America safe, but it will do 
the opposite. Trade is a far better and cheaper 
deterrent to attack than a huge military.

Peace and free trade with Iraq would make 
Iraq more stable. Prosperous countries do not 
support radical or militant leaders; they don’t 
want a leader that would do anything to threaten 
their prosperity. Poor countries often do turn to 
radical and militant leaders because they have 
nothing to lose. Our policy of using economic 
sanctions will only encourage unstable and 
unpredictable governments. Think of Hitler’s 
rise to power after the economically crippling 
Treaty of Paris left Germany devastated at the 
end of World War I. Then compare that to the 

Libertarians like myself hold that the use of deadly 
force except in self-defense is murder. Iraq does not 
have the capability to attack us. Nor have they ever 

had that ability. Ultra-religious terrorist groups 
like al-Qaeda despise the secular Saddam Hussein, 
and there is no good evidence connecting the two. 

A war with Iraq is murder, plain and simple. 

Free trade in place of war would 
be an ideal solution to the 
tension with Iraq.

New alternative to war explored
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