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Homo Studenticus 
by cheburashka

All welcome to the masquerade called the CEU community. Along with 
your admission you have been handed out a mask which you are to 
wear duly throughout the extent of your studies – the mask of homo 
studenticus. All forget your backgrounds, your self-proclaimed and 
non-self-proclaimed identities, your goals before and after this 
adventure. Personal is not academic!
 
Ignore all activities structured in non-hegemonically-academic 
form unless they are explicitly stated to be for pure purposes of 
entertainment and therefore need not be taken serious. All opinions 
and proclamations which do not have their sources explicitly stated 
and references arranged in APA styles are nothing but unfounded 
nonsense.
 
If an e-mail reaches you that was not personally directed to you 
immediately make your voice heard and announce that you do not wish 
to be bombarded with this non-academic nonsense.
Threaten to write to the IT department, write twice as many “stop 
spamming me” emails, insult people for apparently not having anything 
else to do. All these options are much more efficient than pressing 
the delete button.
 
Nevertheless the university is a space for open proliferation of 
ideas and opinions. Therefore if ever caught making a remark that is 
judged by someone as discriminatory, your best options are to reply: 

-  “everyone is entitled to their opinion”
-  “what happened to freedom of speech and human rights”
-  “it was just a joke, you know I don’t really think that” 

How else is one to express oneself with this mask on but not through 
jokes? Remember, there is always an excuse for everything and it is 
much more ego-boosting to justify your jokes and remarks till the 
very bitter end, than to actually acknowledge that perhaps there are 
reasons why someone found them disturbing. Never give up, or you 
might lose the mask.
 
When immersed in a context outside of the university, be aware, 
for you are always a foreigner and will never be able to truly 
understand the local environment. Your social engagements should be 
limited strictly to cultural activities (visits to musems, baths or 
wine tasting). When encountering incidences of social mobilization, 
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immediately remove yourself from the situation for you run the great 
risk of having to deal with traffic disruptions. If your interest does 
not subside, internet research is your best option. You may also 
share the incredulousness of your story with students and professor 
in the class, it will surely make a great topic for analysis and 
debate. If issues of social injustice do tickle your mind once in a 
while, local NGOs are your best source of information.
 
This is the beauty of the masks. We are all the same and thereby 
equal(???). All molded into the prototypical ideal homo studenticus, 
just as its forerunner the perfect economic agent homo economicus.
 
The only problem is that the prototypical homo studenticus has at its 
foundations the standard of a western, white, male, heteronormative 
ideal. Not that one must necessarily embody this ideal (though that 
is preferable) but definitely think and act like it. And what does 
this entail for the much proclaimed goals of universal education? A 
grand factory of masters of arts, of science, doctors of philosophy 
all demanded by the market.
 
So if for some reason you experience difficulties in conforming with 
this role delegated to you, your best option is to keep this to 
yourself. At whatever costs, never take of the mask and just get the 
much awaited certified piece of paper with your new title designating 
your elevated social standing.

As the famous Russian saying goes “bez bumashki, ty kakashka” 
(without a piece of paper you are a piece of shit).
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Love Letter to an Angry Dyke 
by Tarantula Eyes        

Dear Angry Dyke, 
I know that you are not always happy being called an angry dyke; that 
you are not always angry, that sometimes, or always, dyke doesn’t 
suit you.  And I know how hard it can be to notice, articulate and 
stand up when things are hurting others or yourself, to do it in 
time and with panache, and to know that someone is going to try to 
write you off as just another angry dyke. Oh, angry dyke, with your 
quick wit and beauteous queer sensibility. Oh, angry dyke, who has 
helped me and given me so much. Oh, angry dyke, whom I would lie 
down in front of and kiss your comfortable shoes or boots or heels 
or whatever the hell else you feel like wearing, I want to say thank 
you.
 
Thank you for not being afraid to take on the actions of what can 
be labeled an angry dyke. To be told you are hostile, that you are 
taking things too far, that something was natural, a joke, or not 
that big of a deal.  For knowing that the world is hostile.  And 
that these jokes, these naturalizations of systematic violences (the 
little ways in which we all maintain and perpetuate oppressions- 
from using derogatory terms flippantly to making scientific studies 
to justify colonialism or beauty standards), for knowing THESE are 
what is hostile.  And for saying something. For relieving me, for 
relieving others, for relieving yourself for just one instant by 
not allowing one more weight to be placed steadily on aching backs. 
For, when you can, when you feel able, when you don’t even want to, 
for calling out those regular, every day hostilities so that some 
of us can take a breath, and maybe take that one second to try and 
heal, to re-center and build scar tissue.  Thank you, angry dyke, 
for not being afraid, at least not all the time because I know it is 
hard, of someone trying to trivialize you by putting on the label 
of angry dyke, even when you might not always be angry, or you might 
not ever call yourself a dyke. Or other than the fact that you are 
angry, queer, female-presenting, not female-presenting, of color, 
or any other category that hegemonic structures need to trivialize, 
need to bully, in order to try and feel good about themselves- you 
fight against that being power over you.  Thank you, angry dyke, for 
showing me there is something else. Because now I am not afraid, 
not all the time, of what someone may call me- because I know now 
what it means and what it is for. And I understand how it says much 
more about the labels that the system is so desperately trying to 
categorize itself with, than it does about my being.  And that my 
confusion, of not always feeling this label is right for me- that 
the other categories aren’t always right for me either- is how the 

system is built, not a fault of mine. That we are supposed to be 
confused, to get stuck in this paradox, this fear of not being smart, 
of not being anything, if we don’t understand what we are in names 
that have been chosen and divided.  And thank you, angry dyke, for 
helping me to see this is a place where I can stand with my queers, 
with my ladies, with my family, with my community, and laugh at how 
fucking stupid it is for them to think that calling me an angry dyke- 
even though I am not always angry and would not always fit under the 
label of dyke- is an insult or a violence to me. And thank you angry 
dyke, because now I can see when common injustices are made- these 
standard hostilities, muted through acceptance or assumed acceptance 
that these things are real, natural, or ok- and I can say something 
about them- at least sometimes.  Because it is hard to say something.  
And these injustices are hard to recognize, because we are used to 
them. Because we are all taught so often to believe certain things 
about ourselves that don’t even make any sense.   Thank you, angry 
dyke, for showing me that I can feel anger, instead of shame. And 
thank you, angry dyke, for showing me that anger is not always 
hostile, that anger is not always destructive, and that anger is not 
also something to be ashamed of- no matter how many intersecting 
identities people could label you with so that they can influence how 
your anger is understood. Because paying so much attention to that is 
only a way of shutting you up, and you know how fucking boring that 
is. That anger can be beautiful, artistic, therapeutic, healing, can 
fuel revolution, can broaden horizons.  And thank you angry dyke, for 
giving me space to start becoming myself, for not only am I angry, I 
am fucking FURIOUS.
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The Funny Thing About Joking
by cyborgmonkey

Feminists lack a sense of humor! Everybody knows that. Simple truth! 
Their sense of humor brain area was cut off surgically in early 
childhood. Could there be any other explanation to the fact that 
feminists don’t laugh at sexist jokes? They are just so angry, that 
they are ready forbid laughter forever and form special troops of 
Femi-Nazi Anti-Joke Police… Right…

Funny thing about joking: A JOKE IS NEVER JUST A JOKE. No kidding! 
Sense of humor requires a set of agreed upon structures of knowledge 
on which you can build upon, crush them, or make a collage of its 
scattered pieces. The simple rule is: the less complicated the 
knowledge structure, the more stereotypical the joke is.  Before you 
make a practical joke try to see if your knowledge about the subject 
is enough to make fun of it, because you might find yourself in a 
situation when you are the one being laughed at. 

But what about being ‘campy’? Aren’t some jokes that at first glance 
are racist, antifeminist or homophobic actually making fun of 
the racism, antifeminism and homophobia? Ahhh, this brings me to 
Schrödinger’s cat: before you know the intention of the joker, you 
cannot tell whether he or she is making fun of the subject, or of its 
stereotype. But be careful, thinking your intention is impeccable and 
made out of gold may lure you into what’s called “hipster racism” 
(a term by Carmen Van Kerckhove from the blog Racialicious).1  Let 
me explain a bit: hipsters are so beyond the mainstream that they 
think it allows them to say whatever they want to. They believe that 
in their case the irony is assumed automatically. Please, rather be 
over-ironic with your clothing, than with pushing the boundaries of 
the stiff and rusty society by making fun of minorities. Saying the 
‘n’ word doesn’t make you witty and edgy at all! It still perpetuates 
racism. Full stop. 

Joking is one of those rituals in which you confirm somebody’s 
worldview. The problem with jokes based on stereotypes is that 
without even a moment of shared belief in the ‘true nature’ of the 
stereotype, the joke would not be funny. It’s just like saying “no 
offence, but…” before actually offending someone. If somebody makes 
a joke about how women belong in the kitchen, people of size being 
clumsy, Roma people stealing, or Jewish people being greedy, it never 
is an innocent prank. Nowadays no one can make openly and explicitly 
racist, homophobic or sexist comments, so what happens is that we get 

1  http://www.racialicious.com/2007/01/15/the-10-biggest-race-and-pop-culture-trends-
of-2006-part-1-of-3/9 10



all the ‘-isms’ with a wink. Hate speech is being channeled under 
the guise of satire and pacifying it by saying “it’s just campy” 
means being really blind. What can make you so blind to it? Your 
position in the power structure! The most privileged usually cry the 
wolf, claiming that actually it’s them who are harassed by political 
correctness ‘silencing’ them brutally. According to these natural-
born comedians anybody who dares to criticize them is: 

a. over-sensitive
b. uptight
c. a threat for the freedom of speech
d. lacking sense of humor (scientifically proven).
e. All of the above

Sounds familiar? Another popular strategy is to create identification, 
logic-proof shield. It works like that: “I have a gay friend, 
therefore I am allowed to make homophobic comments or joke about 
coming out”, or “I am not a sexist, because I love women”. Wow, with 
this logic everybody knows someone who’s female, so nobody is sexist! 
I wish. 

Nobody exists outside of the social context. Funny thing about 
jokes is that usually those who form the privileged majority allow 
themselves to make fun of minorities. Stereotypical narratives 
about the “Others” consolidate the clan, make you feel part of the 
community, and exclude “the unwanted” by ridiculizing them. The 
“Other” becomes a scapegoat on the alter of the dominant group’s 
identity. Confronting your own prejudices and treating other people 
with respect has nothing to do with lacking a sense of humor. So next 
time if someone tells you to chill when you shrug and don’t share the 
giggling after hearing another stupid joke just say: 
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FOCUS: Gay Men and Sexism towards Women
by einfera

For many self-identified gay and queer men, a discussion of their 
sexism towards women might seem somewhat outlandish and unnecessary, 
yet another accusation brought upon them by a straight culture that 
disagrees with everything they do. It might appear to these men that 
being on the margins of heteronormative societies might grant them 
sanctuary against such misbehaviors commonly associated with straight 
men and machismo. Moreover, a lot of pervasive myths regarding gay 
men’s identities (straight woman’s best friend, in touch with their 
femininity, sensitive to prejudice, etc.) feed and support this 
illusion by insulating them in a quasi-narcissistic aura of moral 
superiority.

However, behind idealized projections and ritualized identities, the 
reality is completely different. A lot of self-identified gay and 
queer men are sexist towards women. And just like their straight 
counterparts, a lot of them refuse to acknowledge it and become 
defensive and unfriendly when presented with evidence of their 
prejudice. As a politically-identified gay man and as a feminist, 
the sexism of self-identified gay and queer men saddens and enrages 
me maybe more than that of other people. And while I acknowledge 
that all sexism has to be treated equally, irrespective of who the 
culprit is, gay or straight or queer, man or woman or transgender,1 
as someone who usually gets labeled as a gay man I feel it is my duty 
to voice an alarm call towards the people that share this cultural 
and political space with me.

By now, it is commonplace in gender studies literature that sexism 
towards women and homophobia go hand in hand as merciless and 
abusive children of patriarchal social structures. The devaluation 
of the feminine and its radical division from the masculine feeds 
the oppression of gay and queer men at the same time as compulsory 
heterosexuality controls and afflicts the bodies and lives of women 
everywhere. As a consequence, there is little hope that we can 
disrupt the pattern of domination enacted by either of them without 
tackling the other. I have faith that this idea is generally known 
among activists on both sides (although I have heard that, during 
a recent pro-GayPride protest at the Serbian embassy in Budapest, a 
Hungarian gay rights activist made blatantly sexist remarks towards 
one of my friends). But not all gay and queer men are activists, not 
all of them have the will or the means to enact social change. And 
it’s for them that I am actually writing this message.

1  These categories are not meant to be exhaustive, but rather just deliver a point.

I can hardly see a more important quality in a gay or queer man 
than his ability to recognize his faults and prejudices, especially 
related to forms of discrimination other than homophobia. And you 
don’t have to be an activist to do that. While I understand that it 
is tempting to shroud yourself in self-righteousness when most people 
are telling you that you are wrong about who you are or should be, 
we have to make it equally tempting to admit that we’re right about 
some things and wrong about others, that we’re not infallible, nor 
disconnected from everything else around us. Sexism towards women is 
a major part of our lives. No one is immune; no one is outside of 
it. It pervades every aspect of our living together, and to say it 
isn’t so is, for me, a crime. As a group that suffers from constant 
ridicule and deprecation, and is always under the threat of violence, 
gay and queer men should tap into the resources provided by their 
circumstances and use the lens through which they identify their own 
oppression and abuse to scrutinize their environments for indicators 
of sexism towards women instead of appropriating the weapons of 
their oppressors and using them with equally deadly precision. I can 
hardly conceive of anything more liberating than becoming aware of 
your own involvement in sexist ways of being and relating and then 
striving to overcome them. And I say this because I strongly believe 
that liberation is as much about giving freedom to the oppressor as 
it is about claiming it for the oppressed.

So my message is simple. I would like to make it our duty, as gay-
identified and queer-identified men, to fight our own sexism towards 
women and to realize how vital this battle is in our pursuit for 
self-respect and integrity. I would like to use our own experiences 
to learn how to identify sexism towards women in all its forms and 
to attempt to heal the wounds it creates around us. And I would like 
to not be considered an idealist but as someone who proposes  a fair 
and accessible way to better ourselves and to make ourselves feel 
truly proud.
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untitled
by kate mottola

This flowed out of my angry fingers last night and it is both my hope 
and intention to provoke thought, commentary, criticism, or at least 
a smile. For clarification, I am speaking of the term ‘partner’ as 
used and promoted in the US to describe one’s significant other within 
at least the past 5-10 years. Kate Mottola, 1/23/11.

Fucking Partner.

I despise the word ‘partner.’ Partner is the code word for straight 
people to appear non-normative. Partner appropriates an imaginary 
gay identity, a rhetoric of passing; it is a neo-liberal signifier of 
middle-upper class political correctness. If you have a girlfriend 
or boyfriend, husband or wife, then OWN IT. Don’t try to deceive 
me. Don’t attempt to present yourself as having an illusory bond and 
commonality with me.
It’s offensive.
Gay people have no link, surprise!

Partner is the de-sexualized, de-politicized, vapid relationship-
indicator that paradoxically attempts to symbolize intimate love 
while evacuating it of any meaning. To me, your ‘partner’ is a 
ghostly figure, a non-body devoid of description that represents 
both the limits and absurdity of our alleged color/gender/sexuality- 
blinded culture that tries so hard it’s actually managed to write our 
lovers right out of our collective consciousness.

Your usage and my understanding of ‘partner’ both depend upon 
dominant understandings of (sometimes violent) politics of 
visibility and interpellation. Do not presume to read my identity 
so monolithically and I will not presume to read yours. To hide 
behind privilege is precisely the action with which I take issue and 
the one for which you are so self-congratulatory. It is this LACK 
of confrontation, this LACK of accountability that your usage of 
‘partner’ says to me. Admit what we are and let’s struggle together 
for mutual understanding and dissident social action, creating 
solidarity cannot function through pretense.

In a broader debate over issues of naming and terminology, there is 
an ongoing conversation about queer couples (although not all trans/
couples may align themselves with ‘queer’ I am discussing those who 
do) made up of trans-identified people and non-trans people, basically 
one person identifies as trans and one does not. The non-trans 
person finds it difficult and vexing to discuss their relationship to 15 16



others, not wanting to offer ‘boyfriend’ or ‘girlfriend,’ as saying 
such apparently denies their ‘queer-‘ and/or ‘trans-ness.’ Why must 
this be so? Feeling this way automatically sets up a series of 
oppositions – between the queer/trans couple and the ‘other’ (who 
gets read as ostensibly NOT queer or trans and therefore (gasp!) 
straight and threatening); between the Queer [capitalized to signify 
its universalizing tendencies] community and everyone else (read: 
straight and unworthy); and between queerness as always subversive 
or transgressive and non-normative and heterosexuality as always 
normative and oppressive (here I am alluding to Cathy Cohen’s, 
“Punks, Bulldaggers, and Welfare Queens” – which argues and makes 
room for non-normative heterosexual relations and complicates issues 
of class, race, and sexuality). This problem with language works more 
to expose one’s discomfort with those who do not identify as ‘queer,’ 
not the other way around. And sadly, this search for the ‘right’ name 
to attach to one’s relationship serves more to fetishize, tokenize, 
and objectify your partner’s trans-ness than it does to productively
funnel your frustration. It also assumes the trans person in the 
couple carries all the signifiers of non-heterosexuality while 
simultaneously relying on and re-constructing the problematic 
dichotomy of ‘queer’ versus everything else.

So, be it straight people appropriating a desired and imaginary gay 
identity or a trans couple distancing themselves from the boundaries 
of language, we are faced with a surprisingly similar conundrum. 
Are you so insecure in others’ assumptions about yourself that it 
becomes imperative to address some kind of difference (for the trans 
couple) or some kind of sameness (for the straight couple) that that 
similarity and difference must come through either obscuring your own 
intimate relationship (by using ‘partner’) or exposing it (by using 
boyfriend/girlfriend)??! Do you not see how it is your privilege 
and your prejudice that get concealed and left unexamined and it is 
through the invisible labor of those in the subordinated position 
that must again carry the burden of your good intentions?

A few notes:

I do not mean to imply that all those who employ ‘partner’ are gay; 
rather it is my intention to call out the ridiculous notions of 
“progress” and “progressive” behavior/politics within which our neo-
liberal age currently operates. Those who refer to ‘partner’ and are 
in same-sex relationships use it in a discursively different manner. 
The relationship may be normative or non-normative but at least it 
does not portend to be something it is not.

I do not mean to construct all relationships as strictly couplings, 
to do so would be extremely limiting and restrictive. I refer to 
relationships in that way here for the purposes of explaining my 
argument.

I do not mean to attach ‘gay’ to ‘non-normative’ uncritically or 
imply that all gay relationships are non-normative when straight 
people adopt the term ‘partner.’ Rather, seeing that heterosexual 
couplings fall into the dominant, hegemonic norm, I am trying to 
reveal how using ‘partner’ to describe a heterosexual relationship 
appropriates (and exploits) a marginalized identity for the purposes 
of relating to some far-fetched, always receding common ground 
(re: imaginary gay communities/commonalities). This appropriation 
then translates into a mode of self congratulatory politics – which 
effectively strips any resistant power the description ‘partner’ 
could potentially contain anyway.

Please do not understand this rant as restricting language and 
understanding to the categorical and rigid binarisms of gay/
straight, male/female, husband/wife, etc. Rather, I work within these 
mainstream understandings in order to expose their contradictory and 
fragile conditions.

**if it is not already apparent, these thoughts are not necessarily 
new and much of their content was inspired by black and women of 
color feminist theorizing which acted as a springboard for awakening 
my anger.
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The Syringe
by Alice Dorek

When I was in the womb, I was whole. I had a womb then, as I do now, 
and I had ovaries that converted to testes. I carried eggs and sperm. 
I don’t have both anymore. The doctors pierced through my mother’s 
belly, through our amniotic sac, and through my skin with a sharp, 
cold syringe, thick as a straw. The syringe sucked out half of me 
because I was abnormal. 

The doctors told my mother that, once I reach puberty, my eggs and 
sperm would join and turn into a zygote, then into an embryo, then 
into a fetus—resulting into a being more hideous than the parent. I 
would forever be a monster and everything inside me would remain an 
abomination, they said.

My mother tried to tell me about the syringe. Her tears traveled 
down her cheeks to her chin, down her neck to her sternum, up her 
living belly and into her belly button. Her tingling tears told me 
that a syringe would come and take half of me because I was too much. 
“This is the standard procedure,” she said. I kicked and my mother 
understood that what I said was “I am just enough to be a person.” 
I am a person, I told her, how can a person be too much? New tears 
arrived and said that a person must only be one. I kicked and told 
my mother that I am one, but I really can’t take the stinging of the 
tears much longer; the syringe could come and take what it must, I 
said. The tears stung one more time to ask, “What do you want to be?” 

How could I know what there was to be but her? So I told her, “You.” 
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If I had a Dime for Every 99 Per Cent
by Androgynius

Dear Occupy Wall Street,
I really want to like you, I do. As a New Yorker who is interested in 
social change and justice, your movement really appeals to me. I love 
the 99% slogan, it makes the white activist in me feel like I am not 
only a part of an action, but that I truly belong to the movement. As 
a Midwesterner who moved to this diverse city to attend a corporate 
University, it is nice that the debt I earned now represents battle 
wounds in the fight against corporate greed. Your movement aligns me 
with the families that live in my neighborahood and helps to justify 
my displacement of native New Yorkers as I move further and further 
to the gentrified depths of Brooklyn – ‘cause we are all 99%, right? 
Plus, now my incessant purchases from thrift stores can now be 
written off as anti-corporate greed expenditures. “We are all 99%”, 
am I right?

But the nagging critical feminist in me, the one that is can’t see 
past my own racial privilege, has a bone to pick with you. Well, 
several bones.

First off, I think we can all agree that the reason you, OWS, has 
picked up so much traction (negative and positive media) is because 
the right group of the 99% participated. It is because the right 
group of Americans have all of a sudden become disillusioned by the 
American dream. (For everyone who doesn’t want to talk about race, 
this is where you should tune out.) 

For a country that was founded on the (continued) destruction 
of countless tribes of Indigenous Americans, a nation that was 
economically, socially and culturally built on the backs of slaves 
forcefully removed from their home countries (do I actually have 
to say this?), a country that signed (and continues to do so) 
immigration legislation in order to bar certain groups of people from 
entry into the U.S., a nation that outlawed mixed race marriages in 
order to keep the wealth safely in the grasp of certain groups of 
(WHITE) people, a country where women continue to earn more than 23% 
less than their male counterparts, a place where trans people have 
more than a 1 in 12 chance of being murdered, especially if you are 
not white, it took people this long to become disillusioned?

It is clear that gender, race and other “cultural” factors play a 
role in class and economics. Right? I mean I know the “We are the 
99%” slogan has fit really nicely into headlines, but OWS don’t you 
worry that your messaging works to dismantle the differences between 

the 99 percenters? Solidarity is a term that comes up a lot, and I 
think it can be a really effective tool for mobilizing people and 
organizing across differences. But when solidarity means sacrificing 
your safety, means sacrificing your “difference” in order to be a 
part of 99%, a 99% that is still made up of people of different 
races, genders, sexualities, abilities, and (gasp!), yes, even 
classes, then I do think that people need to make difference central 
to their organizing. Because 99% is almost 100%, and fighting for 
the recognition of difference (with or without that extra 1%) is 
something we have been doing for a long time. 

Recognizing difference means that we have to address issues of 
racism, gender based violence, state-sponsored violence, issues that 
disproportionately affect certain groups of people within the mass 
of 99 percenters. It means addressing the safety of gender non-
conforming people who are disproportionately targeted by police in 
your movements. It means addressing sexual assault and outlining 
steps that the community can take to ensure that rapists know it is 
not ok to rape people. Not, as was the case in Baltimore, that women 
who are assaulted are deterred from going to police so as not to 
damper the message of OWS. Make rape a big deal, make sexual assault 
part of your message. If the recent case of Strauss-Kahn has taught 
you nothing else, 99 percenters, it has to be that sexual assault, 
sexual violence is a class problem. Plus I bet than over 51% of the 
99% are women – don’t percentages count for anything?

Recognizing difference means that you stop using problematic 
analogies that reveal the privilege embedded in your movement. No, 
debt is not that same as slavery. It is not politically savvy to 
compare the two. It implies that slavery and its legacies are over, 
when, as Kenyon Farrow pointed out in the American Prospect, that 
black families carry “about $5,000 in wealth compared to $100,000 for 
white households” and that half of New York City’s police random stop 
and frisks where performed on black citizens. As Farrow explains, 
“Comparing debt to slavery, believing police won’t hurt you, or 
wanting to take back the America you see as rightfully yours are 
things that suggest OWS is actually appealing to an imagined white 
(re)public.” Yes, racism is a class problem. 

Finally, what is up with your name? Occupy Wall Street. Occupy Wall 
Street. Didn’t we just outline the colonial baggage that the U.S. 
is carrying, as seen through the seizure of lands, the slaughter of 
people, racist immigration policies and criminalization of people of 
color? Occupation is a loaded term. Occupation comes with implication 
of force. Of violence. Of genocide. Violence that disproportionately 
affects people of color, gender non-conforming people, non-citizens 
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and women. What does it mean that as a global movement (albeit with 
celebrated inconsistencies) that hundreds more “Occupy” locations 
will arise? What would it mean to “Occupy” Palestine? Would you take 
your cues from Netanyahu? What does it mean to “Occupy” Manhattan, an 
island that was taken from the Lenape people in 1626? I understand 
how the occupation of  Wall Street, the seizure of space within a 
context of corporate greed and theft could be liberatory. But words 
matter. As your sistren at SlutWalk have (at times painfully) shown, 
sometimes the reclamation of words requires privilege. 

Look OWS, I hope you don’t take all this super hard. I really do 
think you are great. I think you have done a lot, you have opened 
up a dialogue, you have inspired people, you are part of worldwide 
movements and you have gotten the attention of the people you are 
trying to challenge. That truly is remarkable. 

But I think you can become something different.

It’s time to unpack the words, to unpack the privilege, and show how 
99 percenters might have more in common with the 1% than they are 
comfortable admitting. The world is fucked up, and of course, even 
you OWS, will replicate the structures of power that exist. Even the 
ones you strive to critique. 

So think about what I said. And maybe then we can talk. Cool?

Love, 
A Critical 99 Percenter
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The Royal Rant: We Got a Prince to Tell Us About the Arab Spring?!?!
By: Another Angry CEU Citizen

So let me get this straight--CEU decided to invite a member of the 
Jordanian royal family to talk about the revival of Arab citizenship 
and the inspirational revolutions that have so far overthrown three 
non-democratic Arab regimes (note: Jordan is a non-democratic 
regime). The irony, and the insult (to any Arab citizen who has 
supported the revolutions and lived/lives under an authoritarian 
regime) are kind of hard to miss. It’s kind of like inviting 
Dominque Strauss-Kahn to come talk about gender, or maybe even Kim 
Kardashian to talk about love and marriage.

As a disclaimer, anyone can and should be allowed to come and 
speak freely at the university. However, Jordanians, as well as 
many members of the audience, do not have this freedom today and 
did not have it during His Royal Highness’s speech. Because it is 
against the law in Jordan to insult or criticise the royal family, 
the audience, especially those who may have friends or family in 
Jordan, had no choice but to restrain their questioning and refrain 
their criticising, fearful that their views in a free society may 
come back to hurt their friends or family at home. Those growing up 
in this region who may have more knowledge and critic had no choice 
but to censor themselves with the Prince, which only hinders the 
intellectual dialogue this university deserves.

Disclaimer aside, what did the ex-King-to-be tell us about the Arab 
Spring exactly? Well, for one thing, he cast doubt on the will of 
the Egyptian protesters in making their own revolution. He said that 
after “talking to some protesters” who were at Tahrir Square, he 
was told that the Egyptians did not actually “intend” on occupying 
Tahrir Square, but that so many had showed up that they ended up 
“kettled” with no where to go, and thus, the “occupation of Tahrir” 
happened by mistake. Aside from being probably the biggest insult 
one can tell an Egyptian right now, it is also factually incorrect. 
I suppose HRH did not spend 20 hours a day for 17 days watching the 
second biggest event in modern Middle Eastern history unfold right 
in front of his eyes (the first being the Tunisian revolution). He 
did not listen to the eye-witnesses crying on Aljazeera saying 
they were being attacked, but would not leave. He did not see the 
protesters who slept under military tanks for days… and of course, 
he did not hear the protesters sing one of the revolution’s most 
popular songs: “You leave, we will not leave.” Yes, the protesters 
were kettled in.. or kettled themselves in.. no doubt. 

Secondly, and equally ironic, is HRH claiming that one should 
never joke about “Wasta and Bakhseesh” (roughly translated as 
institutionalized nepotism and a kind of corrupt tipping/bribing, 
respectfully). HRH said this while arguing for the importance of 
investing in human capital, “empowering citizens,” and love, peace 
and unicorns. He failed to mention however, that the Jordanian regime 
has been doing a pretty good job at maintaining a divide between the 
Jordanians of tribal origin and the Jordanians of Palestinian origin, 
and thus, is at the center of some of the most obvious practices of 
nepotism. It’s simple--if you are Jordanian of tribal origin, you are 
more likely to get ahead in your career and be rewarded. Likewise, 
if you display loyalty to the regime, you will get far. If you 
criticize it, expect a different treatment, including but not limited 
to jail time. And let’s not forget to make the obvious point that a 
hereditary patriarchal ruling monarch is, inherently, nepotistic. 

Perhaps it’s informative to see what HRH did not say in his talk:
Well, aside from ignoring the elephant in the room and circumventing 
“the woman question” to the usual response all women get when they 
ask about their rights: “not now, later”; he didn’t say a whole lot. 
And he especially did not say much about his own country: Jordan. 
For example, he failed to mention that Jordan has seen multiple 
protests recently demanding the reform of the regime… he failed 
to mention that the Mukhabarat (the Jordanian secret police) have 
threatened multiple Jordanians with death if they did not put an 
end to their demands. He failed to mention, let alone explain, how 
in a constitutional monarchy, the King still gets to dissolve the 
government whenever he pleases and appoints a new Prime Minister 
whenever things get a bit off… (refer to most recent events). HRH 
talked so much about the necessity of free elections, and still did 
not make a single comment about the youth movement that boycotted the 
2010 elections in Jordan (and suffered subsequent arrests), or why 
the IAF (Islamic Action Front – an opposition party) was so divided 
about participating in the election that was nevertheless deemed 
“free” by international observers, who did not bother so much in 
checking how the Election Law actually favors certain candidates over 
others.

This still leaves us with a very bad talk, by a very powerful man, 
about an issue he really has no right to talk about (the revolutions 
of the people against their corrupted leaders). So, given this is 
the second time HRH was here, I encourage those who have the freedom 
to ask him some of these questions if he gets to come back (no pun 
intended). 
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 A few perspectives on the situation of LGBTI refugees in Europe 
By: ±mags

Time and time again we can find documentations in the media on the flow 
of refugees trying to get into the European Union and the disastrous 
conditions they are facing at the EU’s borders. People have varied 
reasons which force them to flee from their former homes and to try to 
make a better living in another country.

Are there any LGBTI folks who flee because they can’t live their 
sexual identities in their home community or country of origin?

Yes, overall there are many LGBTI people amongst the huge group of 
refugees. Only, this group is – like in many other ways – hardly 
visible. A recent study raises the estimation, that there are about 
8450 LGBTI people who apply for Asylum in the EU annually. More exact 
data is not available because hardly any EU-member state lists the 
number of LGBTI cases in this field.

But as a fact, homosexual acts are punished by the death penalty in 
about eight countries worldwide and considered a criminal act in 
almost eighty states. But the mere listing of those penalties in the 
criminal code doesn’t necessarily reflect their actual enforcement. 
It is possible, that the existent laws are not in use, but it may as 
well be that differing sexual identities are persecuted (by non-state 
actors) even in countries that do not persecute them by law. 

In many places LGBTI people need to fear expulsion from their 
families, persecution from police or self-proclaimed guardians of 
‘morality’ should they ever ‘come-out’. It occurs, for example, that 
police arrests people on the road because they saw them – as a same-
sex couple – kissing in a car.

The possible kinds of shitty, segregating, humiliating and abusive 
treatments that LGBTI people are subjected to in their societies you 
can surely imagine yourself. But what happens to those who boarded 
the flight and arrived in an EU-member state?

Generally, asylum systems are not as kind as they pretend to be, 
because they are highly selective, aiming to allow the least possible 
number of refugees a legal stay in the country of arrival. For that 
reason it is very difficult for any refugee to give proof to the own 
case, and it can be crucial for the applicant whether she_he was 
advised about the legal system of the arriving country, for example 
by a lawyer or support group – or not . The probability of being 
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granted a legal status on the basis of LGBTI prosecution varies 
largely from country to country. It also depends on the lawyer in 
charge who deals with the case.

Credibility is one big problem LGBTI are facing when applying 
for asylum: It may be that the applicant does not use the term 
‘LGBTI’ for self-identification because, for example, there are 
no such identiy concepts resp. policies in the home countries or 
translations in the mother tongue are connected with a pejorative 
meaning. If the decision-makers in European countries use such terms 
– bearing in mind a western idea of it – this can lead to critical 
misunderstandings. But even if the applicant uses one of the LGBTI 
words for self-description, they are quite often not believed to be 
what they state, especially if they didn’t tell in the first place 
that they are LGBTI (maybe for reasons of intimacy, shame, lack 
of knowledge etc.). For sure, European lawyers are not free from 
stereotypical images of LGBTI when they have to decide upon one’s 
credibility. For testing the authenticity of the claimant questions 
about the sexuality are imposed even to a quite intimate level.

A popular ground on which the denial of an LGBTI application is 
frequently refused is the claim that the asylum seeker has the 
possibility to move to another city in the country of origin in order 
to avoid persecution. The idea behind this claim is that the person 
would supposedly have the possibility to disappear in the mass. 
Another popular argument is the thought that LGBTI self-identified 
people wouldn’t need to fear persecution as long as they lived their 
sexual identity discreetly and only kept it in the private sphere.
17 European countries, including Hungary, use this requirement for 
discretion to deny legal refugee status or subsidiary protection. The 
Hungarian Office of Immigration and Nationality stated in a case of an 
Algerian applicant “even if criminal sanctions against homosexuals 
or homosexual behaviour are in force, the sexual orientation can be 
practiced in a hidden, discreet way, in order to prevent possible 
attacks.”

So called ‘liberal’ European states praise their humanitarian 
development but request people to hide an important aspect of their 
lives and remain socially excluded.
Apart from that there are a lot more findings about the poor and 
complicated conditions LGBTI refugees are facing in the European 
Union, during the proceedings as well as concerning the accomodation. 
You can look it up in the recently published research report ‘Fleeing 
Homophobia’ by Sabine Jansen and Thomas Spijkerboer from the Vrije 
Universiteit Amsterdam.

But what is important to keep in mind is, that for granting LGBTI 
refugees a legal status, it is highly important to have a good 
argumentation and credibility when facing the decision-makers. There 
are lawyers and support groups, who specialize in LGBTI cases. Be 
supportive! Get in touch!

Adresses for further information or contact:
• Hungarian Helsinki Committee http://helsinki.hu
• International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex 

Association http://ilga-europe.org
• download the actual research report at http://www.rechten.vu.nl/

en/ and search for: fleeing homophobia 

With this article we do not intend to open on the discussion of the 
modern and civilised Western countries in contrary to the undeveloped 
rest. It is to point on the difficult situations of LGBTQI worldwide, 
also including homo- and transphobic attidudes from countries which 
intend to be liberal and gay-friendly. The question is to which 
extent this is practised and how, for example, the EU likes to 
present itself. It should not be forgotten, that, on the one hand, 
a lot of Homophobia was spread by Colonialists and, on the other 
hand, there are much more tolerant or appreciating societies towards 
Transgender persons.
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