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Why this Campus Needs Key Cards
In a key card system, each affected door has a 

small box next to it on the wall, to control whether 
the door is locked or not. The box opens a locked 
door when a valid card is swiped through. Doors 
automatically lock in the evening and unlock in the 
morning, at appropriate times. For any one system, 
all cards work in all doors, and there is a main 
computer (usually in the security office) which 
records entrances and signals if a door is propped 
open.

The first time I thought of our needing a key 
card system was early on in first semester. I woke 
up in the wee hours to go to the bathroom, and 
found the front door to my dorm propped open. 
Being a person of an active imagination I became 
terrified at the possibility of some weirdo waiting 
to attack me in the bathroom. I survived the bath
room only to fear some weirdo waiting for me in 
my bedroom...at three in the morning dark hall
ways, bathrooms, and closets tend to be scar>'.

Since then I have been asking around and most

of the students I have talked to agree that it is 
simply common sense for one to want to lock one’s 
front door at night. I love St. John’s being a small, 
safe community and I do not begrudge us that sense 
of security, in fact I think it should be protected.

So I went on a mini-search through the ad
ministration offices. Kathy Mizrahi, director of 
housing, agreed that it was not an unreasonable 
request but was unsure about financial and practi
cal details of installing a key card system. I was 
sent to Mr. Gonzales, head of B & G personnel.

Mr. Gonzales said that there was nothing more 
important that student safety: “You can’t put a price 
on safety.” Mr. Gonzales also said that Kathy 
Mizrahi and Security' were doing the best they 
could, but that a card system would undoubtedly 
increase security on campus. Of course all of this 
in the end does depend on price. Although he said 
the idea had been talked about, the only number 
Mr. Gonzales could give me was the it would take 
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Meditation—It’s Not What You Think
If one is near the Senior Common Room 

around 7:30-8:30 Thursday mornings, one might 
happen to see a group of people sitting on large 
plump cushions. It is the Zen Meditation Group. 
In spite of the obvious evidence of your eyes, you 
should know that they are working as they sit 
there.

For those whose primary sense of Zen comes 
from Kune Fu. it may come as a surprise that Zen 
is not a form of quietism, and is not concerned 
with relaxation. Meditators in the Zen tradition 
struggle for a mind clear of distractions. In each 
moment of practice, they try to remain just with 
that moment. The act of sitting, however, is rather 
like the holding of a finger in a dike. The thought 
somehow finds ways to seep through your attempts. 
If not tended, the thought (unlike the water) tends 
to fade away. Sitting is the constant effort to keep

the mind clear.
The freedom from thought that is being 

sought is closely related to freedom from other 
real bonds, dogmatic bonds of all sorts. Like lib
eral education, Zen tries to free us from attach
ments that have become deep parts of our person
alities, and minds. It tries to free us from those 
things which are beyond our ability to question.

Ms. Silver, who organized the group, has been 
practicing for many years and is recognized as a 
Dharma teacher by the Kwan Um School of Zen. 
(The Kwan Um School is organizing a retreat over 
the first weekend of Spring Break; ask Ms. Silver 
if you’re interested.) In addition to meditation, the 
group’s weekly meetings usually include a brief 
talk given by one of the more experienced medi
tators, and a short conversation. Newcomers are 
very welcome. —Bill Blais
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Public Letters
Lunch Hours

Randall,
Here is a suggestion for food service;
I think it would be a good idea to start serving 

lunch at 11:00 am or 11:30 am instead of at noon—that 
way people who aren’t in class could go to lunch early 
and there wouldn’t be such a stampede at 12:00. This 
would also help alleviate the overcrowding from 12:00- 
1:00.

—Chris at the switchboard

The Foreword
This will have to be done as a letter and not an 

article, since it concerns me in particular. I would 
have liked to reprint Mr. Van Luchene’s letter here as 
well, but permission was denied.

Mr. Van Luchene showed me his letter just before 
he sent it; he told me that some members of the faculty 
had come to see him, having been outraged by the 
lecture reviews I’d written. This was a surprise to me, 
since I’d put my name down at the beginning of the 
magazine’s list of people to complain to; I thought 
people who disliked the pieces in the Foreword would 
come to me. The three or four tutors who had spoken 
to me about the Foreword had liked it and had not 
criticized it at all. I would like it if people who have 
opinions about the Foreword w ould tell me about them.

The letter mainly dwells on the incivility of my 
reviews. Though Mr. Van Luchene wasn’t willing to 
go through them and discuss what was and wasn’t 
civil, I did find out a few passages which he considered 
offensive. I said that I had kept in mind that the lectur
ers would not be reading the reviews, and that I would 
not have written in this tone about people on campus. 
Mr. Van Luchene pointed out that because St. John’s 
is a single school, word gets around from one campus 
to another. I said that he was right, and that in future 
I would write about Annapolis people in the same 
tone as about Santa Feans. (In particular, it was rude 
of me to describe Mr. Schulman’s Hobbesianism as 
dislike of the distressing, and his rhetorical organization 
as gutless; and the last paragraph should have been 
less a comment on the lecture, and more definitely a 
personal regret about eco-fashions. There are similar

problems with the other critical reviews, and I am at 
fault for not having them edited more thoroughly.)

However, as Mr. Van Luchene says in his letter, 
he disagrees not only with the tone of the Foreword, 
but with the substance or content. He considers the 
content too critical, and mentioned the treatment of 
press releases, in particular Mr. Agresto’s. I think 
press releases are a bad thing in principle, because it 
lets institutions make what they want to say look like 
news, which is something I try to avoid in the Fore
word. (The dull newspapers around here seem to use 
press releases a lot; I have seen passages in Albuquer
que Journal editorials that look as if they came from 
one.) For this reason, I don’t let press releases get 
into articles except in quotes, and 1 prefer to print 
them with some mockery (though often with some 
appreciation too). Mr. Van Luchene’s view is that 
press releases are meant to make people look good 
and shouldn’t be a substitute for doing one’s own 
reporting; however, he said they should be handled 
with respect when people here write them.

As for the critical content of the lecture reviews,
I am trying in the Foreword to allow critical reviews 
to be published; I’ve seen many lecture and theater 
reviews at St. John’s that do nothing but summarize 
the piece and say how wonderful it was. The review 
of Antigone, for example, originally contained only 
appreciation for the play. I asked the reviewer if he 
really didn’t think there was any flaw with the produc
tion; he said he hadn’t thought it was okay to say so, 
and added some criticism in. Even so, at least one of 
the actors thought the review was too complimentary, 
and he certainly wasn’t the first actor in a St. John’s 
play to think so. If reviews can’t reach conclusions 
which are too critical, then you don’t have reviews.

The letter states that the Thumbs Up accounts 
are posed as mere set-ups. I did not intend them for 
that purpose, and reviews which are written as well as 
Allison Eddy-Brown’s or Ken 'Wolfe’s can’t be used 
that way. It is simply a coincidence that the two 
lectures that have been reviewed so far are ones T ve 
disliked; there have been a number of lectures here 
that I’ve thought highly of. Mr. Van Luchene doesn’t 
think the reviews should be Siskel-and-Ebert-style 
Thumbs Up and Thumbs Down, with one person liking 
it and the other tossing it in the trash; instead, there
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Public Letters,
continued

should be a single, balanced review. As far as balance 
goes, Ken Wolfe had included some criticism in his 
appreciation, and I had included some appreciation in 
my criticism; but we had come to different conclusions. 
I think it would have given a less complete picture of 
the lecture to omit either of the two; and it should be 
kept in mind that I printed my reviews as just one of 
several opinions. (I have agreed with Mr. Van Luchene 
that it’s not necessary for the Thumbs Down reviews 
to come last.)

Finally, the letter says that it is contemptuous to 
call faculty associates and staff by their first names; 
Mr. Van Luchene particularly mentioned the case of 
the Housing Director (the only others, in fact, were 
“Bill” and “Steve”, the manager and head cook at 
Marriott). Discussing the passages “Of the two broken 
desks reported to Kathy, one has been ‘repaired’” and 
“Kathy has been trying to reach the furniture manu
facturers, but so far she has not been able to reach 
anyone there”, he said that it made her sound like a 
servant who we tell to do things. I said that my inten
tion had been only to show that she was doing a good 
job, and that I hadn’t imagined it would be insulting 
(as it turned out, she didn’t either). I also said that all 
the students call her ‘Kathy”, but Mr. Van Luchene 
said that it was a different matter in print.

I don’t mean this letter to continue further the 
controversy with Mr. Van Luchene, since the two of 
us have already discussed the points above. I think it 
may turn out that the whole controversy was precipi
tated too hastily. However, I will say what position I 
think the Foreword should take on these issues, at 
least until someone gives me reasons to act otherwise:

First, the Foreword will remain a paper with an 
informal style. If people naturally call someone by a 
first name, then it’s okay to do so. This is not an 
enforced rule—it just means that I write this way my
self, and that I don’t edit it out when someone else 
does so. I don’t think the people who students have 
taken to calling by their first names are the kind of 
people who will be insulted by it; and I hope that 
people who find this form of address contemptuous 
will be able to read it the way the author clearly in
tended.

Similarly, we will continue to seek out contrast
ing reviews, and if they disagree on the merit of the

piece we will call them ‘Thumbs Lfp” and ‘Thumbs 
Down”. These titles are simple; their popularity in 
movie reviews is not itself a fault; and they do say 
how highly the reviewer thinks of the piece, though of 
course we hope that reviews will have more depth and 
broad-mindedness than can be summed up in any 
headline. The reason for informality, in general, is 
that the majority of the articles that I consider interest
ing and worth printing tend to work better in an infor
mal style.

The complaints about tone I received, before Mr. 
Van Luchene’s letter, were from two students about 
articles in the first issue. Since then, I have always 
had someone else check critical articles before they 
are printed, and I will continue to do so, even if an 
article criticizes only McDonald’s. I again apologize 
for the way I wrote about the Annapolis lecturers. (I 
have talked about this with a number of my friends, 
who are willing to discuss what is civil and what is 
not. It is now clear to me that I was also rude to the 
lecture audience, when I wrote that some of them con
tinued to believe that the lecture was pro-ecology. 
Also, my practice of making fun of every press release 
was misguided—in the case of the library’s press re
lease and Jennifer Chenoweth’s, it led me to make 
cheap jokes which were completely irrelevant. Some 
press releases deserve to be printed without criticism, 
though certainly not as news; and in future, this is 
how they will be printed, even if it may look like a 
double standard. Of course, press releases like Mr. 
Agresto’s will still be made fun of.)

The content of Foreword articles will not be 
changed; campus institutions should be able to be 
criticized and sometimes made fun of. This applies to 
the Foreword, too—when Mr. Van Luchene asked me 
how I’d feel about somebody criticizing me in this 
way, I showed him the letter written by a staff member, 
making fun of my factual errors, which I had printed 
under the large headline “Oops!” On the other hand, 
it is certainly not necessary for the Foreword to be 
devoted purely, or even mainly, to criticism. If it has 
appeared that way, it is probably because I’ve been 
writing about a third of it, which in turn reflects my 
lack of success at finding other writers. I hope the 
current controversy will neither make the Foreword 
more bitter about the administration, nor force its 
criticism to be muted, nor cause it to be considered so 
narrowly critical that articles like Ms. Eddy-Brown’s 
and Mr. Wolfe’s can’t be written.

—Randall Rose
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The following letters were received this week
end; I requested the first one and the last one.

—Randall Rose

Let me begin by saying that I was not alto
gether overjoyed by the reviews of the Friday 
evening lecture given by Annapolis tutor Adam 
Schulman in the Foreword, nor by the heavy-handed 
way the Dean expressed his discontent with those 
reviews. Quite simply I think the format of the 
reviews was ill-conceived and that there is a much 
better alternative. My suggestion is that either in 
speaking or writing down our thoughts about a lec
ture given at the College, something we are en
couraged to do since it is one of the cornerstones 
of the program, we do so in the same manner that 
we do it inside the classroom when we are voicing 
our thoughts about a thought or idea presented to 
us by an author or by a fellow student. That this is 
the best way of expressing our thoughts as they 
pertain to a Friday evening lecture is due primarily 
to the tradition of the College which views the 
lectures given at the college as an extension of 
what goes on inside the classroom, so that the same 
rules of conduct should be observed in both in
stances. Reviews conducted in the Siskel and Ebert, 
thumbs up, thumbs down, I loved it, I hated it vein 
are clearly not the ones best suited for carrying on 
the purpose for which we are all gathered here.

—Anonymous

Dear Editor:
I am writing in response to the Dean’s recent 

letter to the college community complaining about 
the lecture reviews. In this letter he asserted that 
my article in praise of Mr. Schulman’s lecture was 
a mere “pose” intended to be knocked down by the 
‘Thumbs Down” article; he implied that I have 
been part of a sort of conspiracy to defame the 
lecturers. This wild, unfounded accusation against 
my honesty and character is offensive and as inap
propriate as any incivility that the “Fore-word” has 
been guilty of. I swear that all I said in my article 
was said sincerely and independently of the 
‘Thumbs Down” and ’’Green Thumbs” articles; I 
did not see those articles until everybody else did, 
i.e. when the paper was published. Nor did I choose 
the title ‘Thumbs Up,” nor my article’s placement 
in the paper.

It is quite right for this community to main
tain civility; to refrain from slander and unfounded 
accusation, to deal with one’s frustrations in a 
friendly way rather than by venting one’s anger 
against guilty and innocent alike. This civility must 
be maintained by students, tutors, and administra
tors; and if anyb^y seriously transgresses, it is the
Jan. 31, 1994

job of us alt to remind that person in a friendly 
way of his or her civil duty. To have admonition 
come from the top down in an unfriendly way 
jeopardizes the relations between students and tu
tors or between students and the administration. A 
serious disturbance in these relations, which in my 
three and a half years of being a student have been 
remarkably good, would be the greatest threat to 
this community.

Sincerely,
Ken Wolfe

To the St. John’s College Community:
On January 28, 1994, the dean sent out a let

ter stating his discontent with the “Thumbs Up” 
and ‘Thumbs Down” articles in the student paper 
the “Foreword”, especially the contemptuous tone 
of the ‘Thumbs Down” articles by the editor Mr. 
Rose. He further wrote that, as a result of the heavy- 
handed denunciations of lecturers in the ‘Thumbs 
Down” articles, he would no longer allow Ephemera 
to appear with the newspaper and questioned 
whether student money should go to this publica
tion.

Mr. Van Luchene writes that he is in favor 
and supportive of a student newspaper, but dislikes 
the violent, contemptuous tone with which it criti
cizes lecturers:

...I have always supported the efforts of 
students willing to contribute the prodigious time 
and thought necessary to publish a student 
newspaper ...When, however, the writers and 
editors of our student paper assume license to 
vent in unmeasured terms their contemptuous 
response to the generous efforts of visiting lec
turers and other members of our community, 
the student paper works against all the good in 
our community.

Here, it is worth pointing out that Mr. Van 
Luchene isn’t as supportive as he claimed. He might 
have published a similar response in the newspa
per c^ling for it to reform, without removing the 
Ephemera and without immediately questioning 
whether it should continue to get student funds. If 
it failed to do these things, he could have taken the 
exact same steps. Apparently, he preferred a hasty 
denunciation and punishment to a measured dia
logue.

More seriously, Mr. Van Luchene wrote that 
the ‘Thumbs Up” articles are nothing but strawmen 
for Mr. Rose’s “Thumbs Down”:

The “Thumbs Up” accounts are posed as 
mere set-ups for the blunderbussing that inevi
tably follows in “Thumbs Down.” Curiously 
these accounts always appear over the same by
line.

This is not true. The two students who wrote
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Public Letters, Continued
the Thumbs Up” articles, Mr. Wolfe and Ms. Eddy- other aspects of our lives here. It is not by chance that
Brown, are both people of the highest integrity who such authors as Dante and Swift wrote so uncivilly about 
wrote those articles because of what they thought, not their companions, nor were they wrong to do so. It may 
because they were in a weird conspiracy with Mr. Rose very well be that we may see things around us that we 
to be rude to lecturers. Rather than casting aspersions feel are wrong and that are rightly attacked or mocked 
on the writers of the “Foreword”, Mr. Van Luchene in speech or print, 
should instead note the vigor with which this newspaper Sincerely,
presents alternative views of the lectures. Ariel David Wolsztejn

Finally, the central reason that Mr. Van Luchene
wrote his letter should be faced up to. He wrote his 
letter because of his grave concern that Mr. Rose writes 
too violently about the lecturers. In this Mr. Van Luchene 
is right. When Mr. Rose objects to the ideas of the 
lecturers, he unnecessarily and inappropriately also at
tacks their characters. Even if they are wrong, I do not 
know how Air. Rose could know that they are cowardly 
or gutless.

But Mr. Van Luchene then took a step that is 
mistaken; he asked that our newspaper observe similar 
constraints and conventions to those followed in our 
classes and papers. He wrote that in a college such as 
ours we must always be polite and respectful to each 
other:

A responsible and balanced student paper can 
be a valuable organ for all members of a college 
when it observes the principles of civility and coUe- 
giality that must necessarily underlie a community 
like ours dedicated to cooperative learning.

At the end of his letter, Mr. Van Luchene further 
offered us a paradigm for how the newspaper should 
discuss:

As an after Word, but probably not my last word 
on the subject, I cite Queen Elizabeth when she ad
dressed the English press last year in the wake of a 
string of low-life royal scandals. These matters can 
best be addressed, she said, “with a touch of gentle
ness, good humor, and understanding.”

The example of Queen Elizabeth II is an interest
ing one. Her call for gentleness, good humor, and un
derstanding resulted from her family’s peccadilloes when 
entrusted with the grand responsibilities of being their 
nation’s official head of state and, more importantly, 
church. An Englishman might well wonder why he 
should be generous about their misdeeds when they are 
held up as his representative and as an example to him 
and when they live so well from what is his. It might 
not be inappropriate for him to exhibit outrage or to be 
sarcastic about his rulers.

Similarly, though we must indeed speak and write 
politely and civilly in our classes, both about the authors 
we read and to the people we study with, this does not 
mean we always must or even should do so in all the

Mr. Rose has asked me to write a response to the 
“conversation (read disagreement)” between himself and 
Dean Van Luchene because I was similarly critical of 
the fore WORD last semester.

At this time my opinion is that both Mr. Rose and 
Dean Van Luchene are wrong, partly for the way they 
have handled the debate and partly for ambiguities about 
the nature of the fore WORD. I do not see why the 
Dean believes that ‘ [t]he “Thumbs Up” accounts are 
posed as mere set-ups for the... “Thumbs Down’” except 
that the negative reviews have been much longer than 
the positive reviews. I find the question “Do students 
really want their student-activity dollars to continue to 
support this sort of thing?” to be presumptuous and 
condescending in tone, even if it is a legitimate question; 
Mr. Rose’s comments may be mean-spirited at times, 
but I see the paper as a whole as a serious effort to be 
of interest to the students. And I believe that the Dean 
committed the biggest ‘blunderbuss’ in the debate by 
his use (twice) of that same term.

However inappropriate the Dean’s remarks may 
have been, I must agree that some of the comments in 
the reviews were inappropriate. I criticized Mr. Rose 
last semester for statements such as “This kind of writing 
is quite adequate for a student essay; but it is completely 
out of place in a lecture” and “...it is on nights like this 
that I think our lecture series is far too inbred, and that 
we might learn more if we invited more people who 
had less connection with our school.” Both statements, 
although perhaps correct, are phrased in a very harsh 
manner that seemed to me to be an insult to the student 
body and to the faculty. I also criticize Mr. Rose for 
advocating dispassionate thinking, since he had just said, 
'in our present ignorance we need all the help we can 
get’ and, '[a]s a rhetorical technique, this is admirable;
I detest its gutlessness.’ It is not clear whether Mr.' 
Rose is aware of his own impassioned thoughts.

I also agree that the use of first names only is 
inappropriate. At the very least, refer to ‘Kathy’ as 
Kathy Mizrahi. This is even worse when done in re
sponse to a letter, as when Lisa Mabli was referred to 
3s Lisa rather than as Ms. Mabli’. I request the use 
of last names because it provides an appropriate for-
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Letters, continued
mality to the paper. I, however, am assuming that the 
paper is meant to be formal journalism, and this as
sumption is where the problem may lie. If Dean Van 
Luchene and Mr. Rose have opposite assumptions about 
the role of the paper then the problem might be solved 
simply by coming to an agreement about what the paper 
is. Mr. Rose told me that if he had known that the 
paper was to be read outside our community, he would 
have written his reviews differently. Although I do not 
see why things should be written differently for the 
campus community than for the off-campus one, there 
may be a legitimate problem here. My feeling is that if 
the paper is going to call itself ‘The St. John’s Weekly’ 
and receive student money, it ought to represent the 
community as best it can to the world-at-large.

There are other concerns I have, such as: What is 
the nature of a lecture review? Is it a summary of the 
lecture, a critique of the opinions, a critique of the pre
sentation, or some combination of these? Do we need 
Siskel-and-Ebert style reviews of the lectures? Why 
did the faculty complain to the Dean rather than to the 
paper, as the paper invited them to do? Does the stu

dent body disagree with what the Dean said or the man
ner in which he said it?

Dean Van Luchene has addressed, unwittingly I 
think, a real problem. The paper does seem to have a 
single, perhaps contemptuous, voice. In the two issues 
in question, Mr. Rose wrote approximately half of the 
paper. We, as students, need to decide whether we 
agree with his voice. If we do, then we should let the 
Dean know that this paper does represent us. If we do 
not, we need to let our ow n voices be heard. Air. Rose, 
at least, is making the effort to get a newspaper out, and 
should be commended for doing so. If we do not like 
the content, we should accept his invitation to ‘bitch at’ 
the staff, or better yet, provide the staff with the content 
we want to see.

I cannot disagree with the Dean that some of the 
items in the paper have been inappropriate. But his 
reply was as inappropriate as the paper’s offending 
comments themselves. I hope that a clearer understand
ing of the nature of this paper and of the lecture review, 
as well as a larger number of voices, will prevent this 
problem from occurring in the future.

— Steve Pearson

Key Cards,
$5,000 to change the locks on all campus buildings. 
We both agreed that key cards would be much more 
expensive than that. Since this was the best we could 
do between us Mr. Gonzales directed me to Treasurer 
Bryan Valentine, thinking Mr. V’alentine had looked 
into the idea and would have a price range.

Mr. Valentine, thankfully still available at 4:30 
Friday afternoon, initially said that he had not pursued 
the key card idea because he had the impression that 
students wouldn’t use it. He said that students would 
find it inconvenient not to have access to other dorms, 
and therefore would not want the doors locked. When I 
told Mr. Valentine that in my experience the system 
lets each student’s card work on all campus dorms, he 
agreed it didn’t seem like something students would 
mind. Mr. Valentine was also reassured by the fact that 
lost cards could be invalidated by computer, so a card 
found on the street would not give a person access to 
our dorms. This did seem like an ironic point to have 
to make since as things are now anyone can enter our 
dorms whenever they choose. I must say I was a bit

continued
surprised at how little people knew about exactly how 
key card systems work, especially considering that the 
Annapolis campus has had one for several years now 
(since October, 1990). Mr. Valentine said that our dining 
hall cards can be expanded to work on a key card system 
also, and that it was just a matter of time. (Bud Phillips, 
at the Annapolis treasurer’s office, said that their system 
cost about $44,400 to install and $3,000 annually for 
service.)

A non-safety-related advantage to getting a key 
card system is that the computer room could be moved 
(perhaps to one of the study rooms) to give us 24-hour 
access while still keeping it secure. Wouldn’t that be 
great for long week-ends, paper writing times, and Friday 
nights!?

When all is said and done we are pretty damn safe 
here at St. John’s, but we should not be naive about it 
It would be sad if we waited for something bad to 
happen before realizing that it is practical, not extreme, 
to give only students access to our dorms after dark.

—Alhson Fddy-Brown
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Back in the old days, the 

Marriott years, we had an event 
called Steak Nite. Every other 
Friday everyone waiting for din
ner would be issued a small or
ange ticket. This ticket signified 
our entrance into a world sepa
rate from the Marriott we all 
knew, a world of chiffon dresses, 
black ties, chauffeured limousines 
and dry martinis.

The actual steak was pretty 
middling, as was the chicken or 
fish or whatever else they served, 
but the spanakopita... Actually the 
spanakopita was pretty middling 
too, but it suggested a culinary 
event beyond itself. In this dish 
one felt the potential for a true 
escape from the food service 
grind.

The potential has ' finally 
been actualized — Straight from 
my mother, I present to you....

Spanakopita
1/2 lb. filo dough 
olive oil
10 oz. frozen chopped spin

ach
5 tbs. butter
1 onion, chopped
Pepfjer to taste
3/4 c. feta cheese, crumbled

Spanakopita
3 eggs, beaten
2 tbs. flour
1 c. milk
Pinch of white pepper
Pinch of nutmeg

1. Preheat oven to 350 de
grees. In a large pot, melt 2 tbs. 
butter and sautd the onion until 
golden. Add the spinach and 
cook, stirring constantly, for an
other minute or so. Place the 
mixture in a colander, draining 
excess liquid, and transfer to a 
large bowl. Add the pepper and 
feta cheese. When it’s all cooled 
a little, mix in the beaten eggs.

2. In a saucepan, melt the 
remaining 2 tbs. of butter. Using 
a wire whisk, mix in the flour, 
then add the milk slowly, whisk
ing constantly, until the sauce is 
smooth and slightly thickened. 
Remove from heat and season 
with white pepper and nutmeg. 
Combine this sauce with the 
spinach mixture.

3. To assemble, brush the 
bottom and sides of a 9 x 12 inch 
baking pan with melted butter. 
Cut filo sheets to fit the pan. 
Stack the sheets and cover with 
clear plastic wrap to prevent dry
ing. Lay 1 cut sheet of filo at the

bottom of the pan and brush 
evenly with olive oil. Now lay 
down 7 or 8 more sheets, brush
ing each lightly with olive oil be
fore putting the next one on top.

4. Spread the spinach mix
ture evenly over the top of the 
filo sheet. Top with 8 to 10 more 
sheets of filo, brushing each with 
olive oil. Before baking, lightly 
cut the spanakopita into squares. 
Bake for 30 minutes, or until 
golden brown. —Eli Castro

People to bitch at if you don’t 
like what’s going on here:

Randall Rose 
(editor)
Alexa Van Dalsem 
(layout & delivery-)
Aaron Fredrickson 
(filler-inner)
Chris Allison, Tom Jacobson 
(clarity & grammar)
Cass Carrigan, Hope Del 
Carlo, Kathryn Hoar 
(taste & judgment)

There will be a meeting in 
ESL-115 on Wednesday at 
2:45 PM; any new people 
who want to contribute 
should come.
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