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FAIR PLAY
STEVEN MANDOLI and YAEL TYGIEL

Marriage is defined in the dictionary
as the joining of husband and wife under
custom or law. Love, however is defined
more loosely. Merriam-Webster defines
love as unselfish loyal and benevolent
concern for another or others. Does it not
seem odd that these meanings are so
dissimilar? You would think that since
marriage is frequently the outcome of
love, that it would be at least mentioned
when defined.

Men and women have been getting
maurried for centuries. It took some time,
but this fact has been officially verified:
marriage rites go back as far as written
language. Recently the populace has
been made aware of a new paradigm:
same-sex couples also want to get mar-
ried. It seems only logical. We all heard
that old chestnut growing up: "When two
people love each other very, very
much..." Well, again, a wonderful way to
tell your children about the wonders of
reproduction and commitment, but still
not gender-specific.

Another thing to consider is why all
the hubbub?

A NECESSARY TABOO
CHANNING HANCOCK

It is increasingly common that people
base their opinions on same-sex mar-
riages without considering the conse-
quences they will have on our society.
Arguments supporting same-sex mar-
riage appear logical and are appealing
at first, but after consideration are
proven superficial. Supporters of same-
sex marriages claim that attraction to
members of the same sex is natural, and
inherent from birth. However, no court
has recognized, nor any scientific study
proven, that homosexuality is rooted in
nature. Scientists do understand that
homosexuality is the product of biologi-
cal, psychological, and social pressures.

Same-sex marriage supporters claim
that marriage is a civil right that is
extended to all. If so, then marriages
should also be allowed for polygamists
and among members of the same fam-
ily. Yet, most supporters only want to
extend the right to themselves and not
to the others. If such aright is established,
how can the government reasonably
deny marriage to any coupling or
group? Stanley Kurtz wrote, "group mar-
riage’ is marching down

The struggle for
equal rights has
been continu-
ing for quite
some time; this
had to be next.
Equality is some-
thing for which
people will
always be strug-
gling, and until
people feel
respected and
that they are

Juniors Katherine Vining and

the same trail blazed by
the same-sex propo-
nents." To add another
perspective, sixteen-year-
olds cannot drink alcohol
legally, but twenty-one-
year-olds can. Is this not
discrimination? The
answer is yes, it is, but it
serves a purpose. Suffice
it to say, there are not too
many cases of alcohol
legalization for minors
headed to the courts. So
cut the unconstitutional-
ity card, the argument just

being treated !

fairly, the fight Crystal Lee show their support.
should and will

rage on.

Marriage is a sacred union, between
two people who love each other. If
those people happen to be gay, straight
or bisexual, who are we to get in their
way? The right of the people to pursue
happiness is built into our legal founda-
tions -- remove that, and the whole
house will crumble.

does not hold up.

Same-sex marriage supporters claim
that by changing the significance of
marriage, society will not be affected.
This is not true. We, as a society, have
certain taboos whose purposes are for
the bettering of society. We do not
allow incest in this country, and its prohi-
bition is vital, for we see incest as disgust-
ing. Because of this view, sexual abuse of

one’s children is uncommon, depraved,
and even downright immoral. If this
taboo were lifted, sexual abuse of chil-
dren would become much more com-
mon because we would not see it as so
revolting. Similarly, polygamy has also
been outlawed in the United States since
1862 for its own obvious reasons. Now
the crucial question: are same-sex mar-
riages, only between two people, as
much of a threat to society as incest or
polygamy? Many people would argue
no, but | disagree. The most important
factor of marriage today is children. Its
primary purpose is that of rearing chil-
dren so that our society can continue to
exist, and exist strongly. Love is essential
in marriage, but is not the only underlying
significance of it. By changing the defini-
tion of marriage, marriage itself would
become simply an emotional relation-
ship, not about the children. Marriages’
benefits would not be extended to all,
but stripped of all meaning. Parents
would divorce similarly to the trend
following the sexual revolution of the six-
ties; that is, they would divorce on whim,
without consideration for the children.
When the family unit is no longer a unit,
or when the kids are neglected, you find
kids on the streets, children starving, and
an increased minor crime rate.
Furthermore, with the institution of
same-sex marriages, the terms "husband"
and "wife" would have no significance
and children would grow up without the
benefits of having a mother and father.
Traditional marriages are beneficial not
only for children’s growth, but also for
the parents’. Studies show that married
people live longer, happier lives, enjoy
better physical and mental health, suffer
less stress, have more stable and reliable
jobs, and are less likely to become vic-
tims of violence. Both married men and
women also find raising children more
successful and pleasing and they have
more enjoyable sex lives (Steven Stack
and J. Ross Eshleman, "Marital Status and
Happiness: a 17-Nation Study").
Moreover, gender as it has been for
the past four millennia would cease to
exist as we know it. By wanting same-sex
marriage, supporters are also tacitly
implying that gender is not important
since their proposition cannot, however
Continued on page 3...
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PUBLIC EDUCATION: NO

CHOICE, NO SUCCESS
ILAN WURMAN

The United States prides itself
in choice and competition -- two
ideas missing, yet necessary, in
our public school system. Public
schools in California and in the
country as a whole have been
generally declining in standards
and achievement for the last forty
years, and the achievement gap
between poor students and
wealthy students is staggering.
What is the answer to this com-
plex, elusive problem known as
public education? The answer is
tough standards with tough
accountability, topped off by the
rather unpopular school vouch-
ers.

In California, we have just
recently developed the first two
ingredients, but the bigger issue
still festers: how do you actually
get the students to meet stan-
dards? Textbooks, teacher train-
ing, etc., are all imperative: the
school must adopt these from the
state, which, having established
standards and testing, has proven
methods that successfully edu-
cate to the high standards, raising

student achievement and lessen-
ing the achievement gap. If
schools in East Palo Alto, which
have had a large influx of money,
or in Oakland, simply looked to
schools that have implemented
successful systems rather inexpen-
sively, they would dig themselves
out of their holes. There is no need
to look very hard for schools of the
same demographic makeup
(mostly minority students) -- Ingle-
wood Unified and Los Angeles Uni-
fied are two such school districts
that have had incredible achieve-
ment as of late. For all failing
schools, it’s time to follow their
lead.

So there are successful meth-
ods, but what is to keep schools
from not implementing them? The
answer is nothing, if you look back
a few years ago before the No
Child Left Behind Act. We can and
must do more. We must implement
a voucher system to promote com-
petition and eliminate the monop-
oly that the failed public school
system has had over education.
Universities are free of this monop-
oly and are remarkable centers of
education. Universities want stu-
dents to attend, but students have
the choice not to. The universities
are thus forced to perform better,

and they do.
education.
What a voucher system does is
take the money the State allocates
to each student and gives it
directly to the student to help pay
for a private school. When looked
at rationally, this does not take
money away from the public
school, despite what critics may
say. If the State gives a school
$6,000 per student per year, the
school would not have received
the $6,000 had the student not
attended it in the first place. The
$6,000 is meant for the education
of that one student, and should
rationally go to the school that stu-
dent wishes to attend, be it public
or private. Private, yes, includes
religious schools that don’t discrimi-
nate; if the parents have the
choice, there is no breach of sepa-
ration of church and state (not to
mention that the money comes
from their own taxes). Now, some
of the state-allocated money is
indeed used for the school’s gen-
eral use. Thus, | am supportive of
vouchers that take only a fraction
of the money, like three or four
thousand dollars. This way the stu-
dent can get aid in paying for a
private school and the public
school does not lose any money.

| support choice in

TO OUR READERS: We’d like to thank you for picking up the first issue of The Partisan Review. This will
be a monthly political journal to which everyone is encouraged to contribute. This forum will remain
bi-partisan, and as long as there are at least two arguments representing two sides of an issue, they
will be put in. So how can you contribute?

- Write Opinion pieces on the issues covered in this journal (try no more than 500 words),

- Send in satirical writing or jokes, written by you or from the outside,

- Send in political cartoons of your creation, relating or not to the issues at hand,

- Send any comments or responses to anything in the previous issue, or send rebuttals to any argu-

ments represented in the previous issue,

IMPORTANT: Rebuttals may NOT exceed 250 words; rebuttals to the Editors may NOT exceed 350.
Note that a brief response to rebuttals will be allowed.

- If you would like to be quoted in a spotlight, contact us,

- Teachers, feel free to contribute. Your names will be omitted.

It’s easy! Please send to: thepartisanreview@yahoo.com

Please indicate in the email your name, grade, and the nature of your submission (e.g. rebuttal, car-

toon). Please send by 10/18/04.

Have any suggestions or questions? Please send as well.
We hope you enjoy this first issue of The Partisan Review,

The Editors

Our name pays homage to the venerable Partisan Review that recently ceased publication.
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Now, many argue that vouchers priv-
ilege only a few, moderately poor stu-
dents. This line of thinking is easy to fall
into: with only part of the original money
"belonging" to a student, most vouchers
will only be directly beneficial and appli-
cable to students whose families can’t
afford private schools by a small margin
(those who can afford private school on
their own will not be eligible for the
vouchers). But this concern can be
understood as, "you can’t help every-
body, so don’t help anybody." If we
could help everybody by pumping more
money into public education I’d support
doing it, but we’d just get more Oak-
lands. It’s not fair that those who now
can almost afford a private school be
denied this chance because of the
absurd idea that since not everyone can
go, no one should. Further, that argu-
ment is simply overlooking the point of
vouchers in the first place: Vouchers wiill
benefit all students irrespective of who
receives them, by improving the public
schools in general. Vouchers, as well as
charter schools, put the needed pressure
on public schools to implement proper
changes because any dissatisfaction
with the school becomes obvious once
parents choose other options. Competi-
tion is healthy in business and in universi-
ties; the same is true in K-12 education.

VOUCHING FOR THE

OTHER HALF
SARAH MCDERMOTT

How Vouchers Ignore the First Amend-
ment, Public Schools, and the Poor

Sure, vouchers sound great in theory -
- government helping to pay for private
school? "Where can | sign up?" Unfortu-
nately, like many great theories, vouch-
ers are flawed, not thought through, and
misleading. In truth, a voucher program
disregards the First Amendment, drains
funds and resources from the public
schools, and, worst of all, leaves the poor
behind.

With a voucher program, students
can elect to go to a private school of
their choice, including religious schools.
This is a clear violation of separation of
church and state, which is mandated
under the First Amendment. Govern-
ment issued funds i.e., the taxpayers’
money, could end up serving not only

parochial schools, but also radical splin-
ter group schools, e.g., neo-Nazi, white
Aryan, or religious-cult schools. Although
this sounds somewhat outrageous, just
imagine how easy it would be for the Ku
Klux Klan to set up private schools and
gain government money to aid its cause.
Vouchers would undermine America’s
long-standing effort to separate church
and state.

It is often argued that vouchers will
create competition and force public
schools to increase their performance.
The funds and resources taken from pub-
lic schools by a voucher program will
impoverish public schools, leaving them
no room for growth or increased perfor-
mance. Public schools will also lose valu-
able and experienced teachers. With a
decrease in the number of children
attending public schools, well-trained
teachers will look for jobs at private
schools, leaving inexperienced and
under-trained teachers in the struggling
inner-city schools. Even without vouch-
ers, the better teachers are in the better-
funded schools. This disparity is visible at
the local level. In the Palo Alto School
District, there are credentialed and
experienced teachers looking to work
with so-called well-prepared and moti-
vated students, while East Palo Alto relies
heavily on programs such as Teach for
America, an organization known for
placing uncredentialed, just-out-of-col-
lege teachers in struggling inner-city
schools. A school like Gunn would not be
affected by a vouchers program,
because it is top-ranked and in a well-
resourced area. The schools that would
lose funds are the already under-funded
and overcrowded inner-city schools.
Vouchers would cut off the blood supply
of public education in the areas that
need it most.

Voucher programs are not set up to
help the poor, and they will most likely
hurt them. Here’s how it will work: A
voucher will be offered to a family in the
form of a coupon, saving them about
$4,000 at a private school. Say the near-
est private school costs $12,000-$18,000.
The family has to pay $8,000-$14,000
from its own funds. For an upper class
family, the voucher offers savings from a
tuition the family can already afford. For
a middle class family, the new costs
might be affordable, but it wil be a
stretch. For a working class or poor fam-
ily, the new expense will be impossible to
meet. The family will not have the eco-

nomic ability to use a voucher. Rich,
upper class, and middle class families, in
descending order, will flee public schools
and attend private schools, leaving
mostly working class and poor in the
public schools. Because racial and eth-
nic groups are separated economically,
whites and minorities will be separated in
private and public schools respectively,
re-segregating the American school sys-
tem and indirectly overturning Brown vs.
Board of Education.

It can be conceded that vouchers
will improve education for some stu-
dents: to be exact, middle class white
kids who will now get the advantages of
private schooling. The questions are: Do
we help the middle class a lot, or every-
one a little? Do we improve the condi-
tions of the poor or hinder their
educations while helping groups already
better off?

It is time for America to help the poor
rather than creating programs that
ignore them. When a teacher has an A-
student and a C-student show up at a
tutorial, the teacher does not spend all
his or her time with the A-student. The C-
student deserves to get help, just as the
poor deserve to get help. The vouchers
program denies equal access to educa-
tion. For America to grow as a society,
the lower classes need to be assisted, for
we are only as strong as our weakest link,
or in the words of the Irish statesman,
James Connelly, "In the long run, the
freedom of a nation is measured by the
freedom of its lowest classes. Every
upward step of that class to the possibil-
ity of possessing higher things raises the
standard of the nation in the scale of civ-
ilization."

Gay Marriage from page 1...

they may try to disguise it, tolerate the
idea of necessary differences between
sexes. According to them, the male and
female genders have no differences --
humans are merely people with the
same foundation but different body
parts.

Most arguments against same-sex
marriage are flawed, and therefore eas-
ily invalidated. Still, arguments cannot be
ignored, but just examined carefully; the
conclusion will probably be that they are
indeed shallow and artificial.
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FUTURE OF GAY MARRIAGE
GIL THOMPSON

This was probably one of the hardest
pieces | have ever had to write. | started
writing this article with the assumption
that same-sex marriages were com-
pletely legal, and the only reason they
did not exist was because the progres-
sive liberal community is not as outspo-
ken as the conservative right. There
seemed to be a multitude of arguments
for the legalization of marriage licenses
with one that was particularly convinc-
ing-the discriminatory nature of not
allowing a certain segment of the popu-
lation to marry based on sexual orienta-
tion. That statement, | discovered, is an
Irish bull, which means that at first glance
the statement seems plausible, but is not
cogent. This is because every single man
or woman is allowed to get married
regardless of sexual orientation, only it
must be to the opposite sex, therefore it
is not discriminatory.

Many people believe that same-sex
marriages are legal since it is not always
specified that marriage be between a
man and a woman. The reason for this
obfuscation is that it was not imagined
that some day two people of the same
sex would be married. However, there is
obviously no current legal backing for
the legalization of gay marriage, and this
means two things: first, for those conser-
vatives out there, President Bush should
not be forcing through Congress an
amendment to ban gay marriage as it is
already banned, and second, for the lib-
erals, there is no reason for the attempt
at legalization through the judicial sys-
tem. The judicial system should not
change standing laws in any way, but
only interpret laws upon which the Con-
stitution touches. The problem, of course,
is that judges have the bad habit of try-
ing to be activists.

The only way to legalize gay mar-
riage would be through Congress, since
it is the only body that can make laws,
though the other two branches have a
propensity towards interference. This
approach wil never work, however,
since a majority of the two houses must
vote in favor of any legislation, a feat
that will not be achieved in this genera-
tion for gay marriages. Even if somehow
the world starts spinning backward, Bush
just might have to be president for it to
be signed, because Bush has apparently
misplaced his "veto" stamp; he has not
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vetoed a single bill in his four-year term.
So who knows? Perhaps it's next to his
National Guard records.

Coming back to the amendment to
the Constitution, this is not only a nearly
impossible feat to achieve, but also a
grossly unethical one. The amendments
to the Constitution are for the protection
of the few from the masses. Out of all of
the amendments, only one until today
limited the rights of the individual,the
Eighteenth, which banned the manufac-
ture, sell, or transportation of "intoxicat-
ing liquors", and it was revoked soon
thereafter. Therefore, this will be the only
amendment in our constitution that limits
personal freedoms.

Homosexuality has been docu-
mented thoroughly and repeatedly
throughout history in every part of the
world, and therefore ought to be fully
accepted by our society, but the same
does not apply to gay marriages. Same-
sex marriages have never existed in his-
tory before 1989 in Denmark, and have
never existed anywhere else. Even in
instances where men raised children
together, they were not married to each
other. This shows that this concept is
something completely unprecedented
and radical; therefore, people should
not confuse hesitation of supporting a
new and radical idea with homophobia.
Same-sex marriage will come around,
either through a vote by the people, or
through the legislatures. However, this
might not happen anytime soon.

HH ﬁ:‘b..‘.ﬂ_‘.“:.‘-

THE GUNN PERSPECTIVE

(from a random sampling ot 734
students)

69 % of the Gunn student body
supports gay marriages.

15% of the Gunn student body
supports civil unions, but not gay
marriages.

8% of the Gunn student body is
against both gay marriages and
against civil unions.

for the record...

only 16% of those who would
vote for Bush are against both gay
marriages and civil unions.

NEXT MONTH

-Israel/Palestine: should Israel with-
draw from the West Bank? (or any other
Israel/Palestine-related issue)

-Gun Control: the assualt weapons
ban--are we in danger without it? (or
any other gun control-related issue)
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Les Memoires

[Excerpted from the Communist Manifesto, by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels]

A spectre is haunting Europe - the spectre of communism. All the powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to
exorcise this spectre: Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, French Radicals and German police-spies. It is high time that
Communists should openly, in the face of the whole world, publish their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nurs-
ery tale of the spectre of communism with a manifesto of the party itself. To this end, Communists of various nationalities have
assembled in London and sketched the following manifesto, to be published in the English, French, German, Italian, Flemish

and Danish languages.
BOURGEOISIE AND PROLETARIANS

The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles. Freeman and slave, patri-
cian and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed,
stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open
fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the
common ruin of the contending classes. The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the
ruins of feudal society has not done away with class antagonisms. It has established new classes, new
conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones. Our epoch, the epoch of the
bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinct feature: it has simplified class antagonisms. Society as a
whole is more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing
each other - bourgeoisie and proletariat.

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyl-
lic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his "natural superiors",
and has left no other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than callous "cash pay-
ment". It has drowned out the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of
philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical calculation.

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also called
into existence the men who are to wield those weapons - the modern working class - the proletarians.
In proportion to the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion as the proletariat
developed a class of laborers who live only so long as they find work, and who find work only so long
as their labor increases capital. These laborers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, are a commodity,

"If he had not
become a Com-
munist at 22, |
would have dis-
owned him.
If he is still a
Communist at 30,
I will do it then."

* * %
Former French
Premier and
former socialist
Georges Clem-
enceau’s response
to avisitor's alarm
about his son
being a
communist.

like every other article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competi-
tion, to all the fluctuations of the market.

But with the development of industry, the proletariat not only increases in number; it becomes concentrated in greater
masses, its strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the pro-
letariat are more and more equalized, in proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of labor, and nearly everywhere
reduces wages to the same low level. The growing competition among the bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises,
make the wages of the workers ever more fluctuating.

PROLETARIANS AND COMMUNISTS

In what relation do the Communists stand to the proletarians as a whole? The Communists do not form a separate party
opposed to the other working-class parties. They have no interests separate and apart from those of the proletariat as a
whole. They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own, by which to shape and mold the proletarian movement. The
Communists are distinguished from the other working-class parties by this only: (1) In the national struggles of the proletarians
of the different countries, they point out and bring to the front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of
all nationality. (2) In the various stages of development which the struggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie has to
pass through, they always and everywhere represent the interests of the movement as a whole.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an association in which the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of all.

POSITIONS OF THE COMMUSINSTS IN RELATION TO THE VARIOUS EXISTING COMMUNIST PARTIES

In short, the Communists everywhere support every revolutionary movement against the existing social and political order
of things. In all these movements, they bring to the front, as the leading question in each, the property question, no matter
what its degree of development at the time. Finally, they labor everywhere for the union and agreement of the democratic
parties of all countries. The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that their ends can be
attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a communist revolu-
tion. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win. WORKERS OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE!
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