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MAILE MCCANN
STAFF WRITER

Wesleyan is in a furor this political 
season. Attending debate watch par-
ties or having political discussions with 
friends can lead to increasingly awk-
ward moments. Surprisingly this isn’t 
really due to divergent political party 
ideologies, but divergent candidate 
preferences within the Democratic Party 
between (let’s face it) the two Democrat-
ic front-runners, Bernie and Hillary. I’ve 
heard some Democratic friends con-
demn Bernie as an unrealistic radical 
and others discuss Hillary as the Dem-
ocratic version of  a Koch brother. But 
when I ask them what specific policies 
proposed by the candidates are too “cra-
zy and socialist” or are too “capitalistic 
and corrupt” many trail off in ummms 
and you knows. To help take the Bernie 
v. Hillary debate away from the me-
dia-based stereotypes of  the two candi-
dates and take it to an issue-based look 
at both, I’ve outlined a short (although 
by no means comprehensive) look at 
the differences in the candidates pro-
posed policies and past voting records. 
If  you’re on the fence between Sanders 
and Clinton, this article can provide a 
look at what you’re actually voting for 
with, hopefully, more of  a factual basis.

Hillary Clinton, 68, if  elected, 
would be the first female president. 
She has been a first lady, the Sena-
tor of  the state of  New York, and the 
Secretary of  State. Bernie Sanders, 
74, if  elected, would be the first Jewish 
president of  the United States. He has 
served as the Mayor of  Burlington, 
VT, a Congressman and a Senator. 

Hillary Clinton has been charac-
terized as someone more “in” the big 
business and big money system than 
Bernie Sanders, and this stereotype may 

be true. Clinton’s net worth is $21.2 
million higher than Sanders’, as calcu-
lated by Celebrity Net Worth and the 
Center for Responsive Politics. She has 
a super PAC, while Sanders does not. 
She has also received far fewer small 
(under $250) donations than Bernie has. 
Clinton believes in free trade, which 
she characterizes as strengthening the 
economy. Sanders depicts NAFTA, 
CAFTA, and free trade with China as 
policies hiding their underlying costs 
to the middle class, like offshore facto-
ries and outsourced jobs. Hillary also 
supports a lower base minimum wage 
than Bernie: $12 as opposed to $15. 
While Sanders emphasizes breaking 
up big banks, Clinton has yet to make 
a definitive statement on the issue.

The two candidates’ positions on 
Wall Street reform especially diverge. 
Hillary only wants to tax high frequency 
trading, but Bernie wants to tax all trad-
ing. Bernie wants to eliminate tax breaks 
for capital gains, Hillary proposes keep-
ing them for anyone who has held the 
investment for more than a year. Bernie 
also wants to increase the estate tax on 
those inheriting more than $3.5 million 
and create a 10% billionaire tax; Hillary 
has yet to respond to these proposals.

Both are similarly liberal in terms 
of  women’s rights, proposing paternal 
leave and a decreased wage gap. They 
both have strong pro-choice voting 
records, and have offered fairly similar 
programs to combat domestic violence 
and assist sexual assault victims.

In terms of  individual rights, 
both Sanders and Clinton have been 
similarly rated by the HRC and the 
NAACP as supporting gay rights and 
affirmative action. However, Bernie’s 
voting record was rated 93% pro-civil 
rights by the ACLU, whereas Hillary’s 

voting rate was only 60%, indicating 
more mixed support of  civil rights.

They also differ on college and 
tuition fees. Sanders wants all pub-
lic college be tuition-free, as well as a 
guaranteed payable loan system for 
those paying for school. Clinton, on the 
other hand, proposes public colleges 
should have easier payable loans, while 
community college would be free.

We see further differences between 
them on less-discussed issues as well. 
Bernie is against the death penalty, 
voting yes to replace the death penalty 
with life imprisonment, while Hil-
lary is not. Bernie is against offshore 
drilling, Hillary is not. Hillary is for 
the Keystone XL pipeline, Bernie is 
against it. Bernie voted against the 
Patriot Act, Hillary voted for it. Hillary 
has advocated for much more strin-
gent gun control than Bernie has. 

When making your decision, con-
sider that Sanders is more liberal on 
issues like the economy and trade, civil 
rights, and education. Clinton has more 
liberal views on gun control. They both 
have similar stances on women’s rights, 
affirmative action and LGBTQ rights.

The more left you are, the 
more likely Sanders’ platform will 
line up with your own views.

However, more liberal is not to 
necessarily say better when comparing 
these two candidates. Many have ques-
tioned how realistic some of  Sanders’ 
aims are. He also doesn’t necessarily 
have as much experience navigating 
the political checks and balances and 
partisan gridlock as Clinton. Perhaps 
his plans are more ambitious, but there 
are concerns about how he would fulfill 
his promises if  he became president.

Bernie Sanders vs. Hillary Clinton
Candidate Profiles of the Democratic Frontrunners

SAGE MARSHALL
CONTRIBUTING WRITER

In recent years, new electoral 
Political Action Committees (PACs) 
have formed and put out radical 
fund-raising appeals to mobilize 
citizens to make donations, not just 
to advance a political agenda, but to 
enrich consultants and other pri-
vate interests. This type of  advocacy 
group highlights yet another urgent 
reason for campaign finance reform 
in the United States, but until an 
overhaul of  the system occurs, moder-
ate PACs need to fight back. 

Campaign activists are supposed to 
act in the interest of  mobilizing people 
to vote for and support a candidate. 
However, many of  today’s powerful 
advocacy groups act in order to cut 
a profit. These groups promote their 
own agendas rather than promoting 
the aims of  a political advancement, 
and they do so in a way that damages 
the American democratic system. This 
moneymaking motivation is explored 
in the recent New York Times article, 
“Conservative PACs Attack Republi-
cans, and It Pays,” by E. Lipton and 
J. Steinhauer, which investigates the 
radical conservative movement that 
has been polarizing Republicans in 
the House of  Representatives, and 
led to the resignation of  speaker 
John Boehner. The advocacy groups 
in the article use extreme slogans 
such as “Boot Boehner,” and “Drop 
a Truth Bomb on Kevin McCar-
thy,” in order to solicit donations. 

These PACs support extreme Tea 
Party views, but even far right candi-
dates don’t benefit greatly from their 
radical propaganda because little of  
the vast amounts of  money raised 

actually goes to candidates, disap-
pearing instead into the consultants 
and media firms hired by the PACs. 
As stated by republican Representa-
tive Greg Walden, “These groups stir 
people up on issues that don’t exist or 
solutions that can’t be achieved and 
hold members to impossible tests.” 
Thus, some political activists use 
shocking and incendiary propaganda 
because it generates a greater profit 
for themselves rather than promoting 
any feasible political agenda. For these 
groups, political fragmentation pays. 
The neighborly campaign organizers 
that you might think of  when you con-
sider political activism have been re-
placed by self-interested corporations. 

The way these advocacy groups 
currently divide the Republican party 
validates their significance. Politicians 
must heed them because although they 
do not have any reasonable political 
agendas, it is extremely damaging to be 
on the other side of  one of  their direct 
attacks. Being responsive to advocacy 
groups does not intrinsically disrupt 
and polarize the political system, but 
these self-interested groups do not 
accurately represent the electorate. 

Instead, donors who support these 
PACs are responding to incendiary 
rhetoric rather than expressing their 
political views. For example, when 
one looks at the Constitutional Rights 
PAC’s website, the only actions are, 
“End Jeb,” “Help Save the Internet,” 
“Don’t Tax My Internet,” and “End 
Gun Free Zones.” These statements 
are framed so argumentatively that 
they propagate dissent. In fact, this 
PAC recently published an article 
defending their polarizing attacks in a 
totally unjustified article dubbed, “5 
Reasons Political Dissent is Better.” 

Because these profit-taking advoca-
cy organizations make money and 
wield power, they pose a severe threat 
to the American political system. 

There must be a countermove-
ment to today’s polarizing advocacy 
groups. One obvious solution would 
be to limit their expression, but this 
is entirely unrealistic because of  free 
speech. Thus, a better solution utilizes 
moderate propaganda to combat these 
dissent-inducing PACs. Unfortunately, 
extreme statements tend to warrant 
larger reactions, and advocacy groups 
with stable political aims have reason 
to moderate their message. It is nearly 
impossible for valid political groups 
to combat these profit seeking insti-
tutions. However, if  a profit seeking 
lobbying group were created specifi-
cally to attack radical candidates and 
policy, say Tea Party Republicans, they 
would still be able to make a buck. 

Through the use of  attacking 
rhetoric and propaganda, moderate 
PACs would be able to counteract the 
radical PACs. Yet, some might ques-
tion whether this sort of  competitive 
approach would lead to further division 
within the Republican party. Instead, 
it would merely even the playing field 
between the moderates and radicals, 
allowing for substantive policy to 
break through. This type of  competi-
tion would only partially address the 
problem of  polarization in the Amer-
ican political system, but it could help 
unify the Republican party for the next 
election. A more comprehensive way to 
counter the power of  these PACs would 
be campaign finance reform, which is 
a highly controversial and complicated 
issue in it’s own right. So until then, 
how hard could it be to make money by 
criticizing Ben Carson and Ted Cruz?

How to Counteract Polarization 
in the Republican Party

facebook.com/wesarcadia @wesarcadia
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ANDY SAMANT
EXECUTIVE EDITOR

A very important thing happened 
during the first Democratic debate this 
year. It was squished in between calls for 
Wall Street regulation and demands for 
affordable higher education. Anderson 
Cooper asked the Democratic Candidates 
just exactly how they planned to pass such 
progressive proposals. As it stands, the 
Republicans are guaranteed the hold the 
house and will probably retain the senate. 
Republicans have uncontested control of  
25 state legislatures and governorships to 
the Democrats seven. Across the country, 
we are threatened by a wave of  abortion 
restrictions, anti-union “right-to-work” laws, 
major cuts to local schools, and horren-
dous curbs on voting rights. (http://www.
vox.com/2015/10/19/9565119/demo-
crats-in-deep-trouble) The Democrats are 
in deep trouble. They face a strong and 
growing Republican Party, making this 
question particularly important. I want 
to know how the candidates diagnose the 
failures of  the Democratic Party. What’s 
the strategy for the liberal comeback? 
And their answers were… disappointing. 
It told me that perhaps the Democratic 
Candidates simply don’t understand the 
changing Republican Party, or at least 
don’t want to publically acknowledge it. 

Hillary Clinton said she would use her 
shrewd negotiating skills or in her words: 

“I’m running because I have a lifetime 
of  experience in getting results and fighting 
for people, fighting for kids, for women, 
for families, fighting to even the odds. And 
I know what it takes to get things done. I 
know how to find common ground and I 
know how to stand my ground. And I think 
we’re going to need both of  those in Wash-
ington to get anything that we’re talking 
about up here accomplished.” (https://
www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/
wp/2015/10/13/the-oct-13-democratic-
debate-who-said-what-and-what-it-means/)

I don’t think this a serious answer. The 
Republican strategy for dealing with her so 
far has to been to cause scandal and attack 
her image. The Republican led Benghazi 

Political Revolution and the 
Culture War

hearings at this point are nothing more 
than a character attack. Does anyone really 
believe that the Republican Party intends 
to negotiate with her in good faith? She 
even ended the debate by naming the 
Republicans as the biggest enemies of  her 
career. As with Obama, Hillary’s admin-
istration would likely preside over more 
partisan drama and gridlock. Negotiation 
just isn’t an effective strategy anymore.

The more interesting answer, the mes-
sage that is energizing liberals across the 
country, came from Bernie Sanders. He 
called for a political revolution. He said:

“I believe that the power of  corporate 
America, the power of  Wall Street, the 
power of  the drug companies, the power 
of  the corporate media is so great that the 
only way we really transform America and 
do the things that the middle class and 
working class desperately need is through 
a political revolution when millions of  
people begin to come together and stand 
up and say: Our government is going to 
work for all of  us, not just a handful of  
billionaires.” He followed up “What I mean 
is that we need to have one of  the larger 
voter turnouts in the world, not one of  
the lowest. We need to raise public con-
sciousness. We need the American people 
to know what’s going on in Washington 
in a way that today they do not know.”

I agree ten times over and so should you. 
There is certainly an oligarchy in America. 
It threatens our ability to get anything ac-
complished at the federal level and it’s screw-
ing most of  us over day by day. It’s Bernie’s 
central narrative and Bernie is right. We 
need campaign finance reform. We need to 
recognize corruption for the problem that it 
is. Any supporter of  democracy should love 
the idea of  a higher voter turnout and spurn 
the horrendous new set of  voter ID laws. 
Money in politics is an important explainer 
of  government dysfunction and it would 
be great to “raise public consciousness”. 

But unfortunately there’s more to it than 
that. We cannot simply invoke the ‘voice of  
the people’. We cannot make the accu-
sation that all conservatives are mindless 

pawns, that they don’t know what they are 
doing, and that their electoral victories have 
everything to do with money and nothing 
to do with ‘real’ issues. Yes, we should all 
agree, modern conservatism in America is 
incredibly well-funded and certainly tied 
to corporate interests, but this is more than 
just the rich man versus the common man. 
This about values and priorities. It has more 
to do with social policy than we’d like to 
admit and it’s tearing the electorate in half. 
God, guns and gays aren’t minor issues that 
corporations use to distract voters. These 
are the ‘real’ issues that a large portion of  
this country want to have a real fight about. 
Oligarchies are not defended by men with 
guns nor shielded by money alone. No, the 
best defense of  a corrupt political system 
is a group of  well-intentioned fanatics.

Hang on. Let’s back up a second. 

Where we’re at today

Consider that the most recent govern-
ment shutdown threat was not over bud-
get minutia or taxes, it was over Planned 
Parenthood. This shouldn’t even be a 
budget issue! What’s even scarier is that 
this wasn’t a top down plan from party 
elites. This was called for by a rebellious 
section of  Republican zealots in congress. 
(http://www.politico.com/story/2015/07/
government-shut-down-planned-parent-
hood-120787). I understand the theory 
that the people who hold these views are 
so cunningly manipulated by big money in 
elections, but why is the mainstream Re-
publican Party having such a problem with 
these radicals if  they all work for the same 
crowd of  rich assholes. You want the voice 
of  the people to be heard? Here they are, a 
large part of  them at least. The radical right 
has been here for decades, and they’re not 
going away any time soon. They’re loud. 
They’re numerous. And they’re winning.

Take Ben Carson for example. His tax 
plan is to tax all income at 10%. You could 
see this as classic billionaire funded conser-
vatism, but Carson justified is by invoking 
Biblical tithing. Are you freaking kidding 
me? Tithing? He also claimed that politi-
cal correctness was a temptation from the 

devil. (http://www.cnn.com/2015/09/25/
politics/ben-carson-2016-religion/) His 
views are ridiculous, but nobody denies that 
he has a large following. He may not win 
(the same way that Michelle Bachmann, 
Rick Perry and Herman Cain did not win) 
but the popular appeal of  these cartoon-
ishly conservative figures tells us something 
about the modern conservative resurgence. 
These people don’t capture the attention 
of  conservatives and the media because 
they’re spending the most money or because 
they’re such master manipulators (seriously, 
what’s subtle about calling for a tithe?). The 
sad fact is that American liberalism is in the 
midst of  a war, a war that’s been going on 
for decades, a war not against any class in 
particular. I’m talking about the culture war. 

I can already hear what some of  you 
might be thinking. Pawns of  corporate 
America. Do you really think that all the 
fanaticism about abortion and guns is 
entirely due to corporate manipulation? For 
starters, money in elections has been fairly 
researched and as it turns out, big money 
is not causing partisanship. The typical 
superdonor leans slightly to the right but 
is far more centrist than small donors and 
the politicians themselves. (http://www.
mischiefsoffaction.com/2014/05/are-su-
per-wealthy-buying-democracy.html?q=-
super+donor) Liberal and conservative 
donors both give millions upon millions 
every year, but there is little evidence that 
this is somehow producing radical hothead 
politicians. In order to win you need more 
than money. You need people to actually 
like you and your ideas. You need voters. 
You need an ideology, at least a little bit. If  
politics is about nothing more than money, 
then how come Mitt Romney lost despite 
superior fundraising? How come Casino 
Tycoon Sheldon Addleson gave $20 million 
to Newt Gingrich and got nothing for it? 
How come Jeb Bush is close to irrelevant at 
this point (October) even though his Super 
Pac is by far the largest? How come Bernie 
is currently beating Hilary in a few states? 
Money is an important issue, but remov-
ing it will not bring about a great liberal 
revolution. To do that, we have to think 
about the real issues that split the electorate. 

How did we get here

If  you’re a liberal like Sanders and 
Clinton (and me) you should look back at 
the 1960s and early 70s with great nostalgia. 
In 1964, Lyndon Johnson trounced con-

servative Barry Goldwater and Democrats 
dominated Congress. Not only did liberals 
defend the legacy of  the New Deal, but 
they scored new victories. They passed the 
‘Great Society’, including Medicare, Med-
icaid, Urban Housing and a much needed 
expansion of  welfare programs. They passed 
Civil Rights legislation and launched a war 
on poverty. The liberalism of  this period 
was both overwhelming and productive.

And just what were conservatives up to? 
They were still opposed to the New Deal 
in principle but other than that, not much. 
Corporate funded conservative think tanks 
were popping up to challenge their liberal 
counterparts. There are plenty to pick from, 
including the libertarian Cato Institute 
(founded in 1977) and the arch-conservative 
Heritage Foundation (established in 1973). 
By far the most interesting and most suc-
cessful is the American Enterprise Institute, 
which openly emphasized the importance 
of  both capitalism and Judeo-Christian 
values to the success of  America. In 1960, 
the AEI had only 12 full time members and 
a budget of  $230,000. By 1972, after grants 
from General Motors, US Steel, Standard 
Oil and Mobil, the AEI had $1.6 million for 
advertising alone. They called for deregu-
lation and an emphasis on free-enterprise 
and spread their messages to universities 
and televisions across America. So here are 
the deceitful corporate funded campaign 
of  misinformation that would surely lead 
America on the path to fanaticism and ram-
pant capitalism. Right? (Donald Critchlow, 
The Conservative Ascendancy. 119-122)

Wrong. AEI workers were prominent in 
the Nixon and Ford Administrations, yet 
neither president proved to be particularly 
conservative in their policies. Conservative 
critics of  the Great Society were mainly 
preoccupied with its shortcomings, such as 
how urban housing couldn’t solve home-
lessness, and more than willing to attach 
itself  to liberal legacy (Critchlow. 119-121). 
Nixon even tried to create a Guaranteed 
Income for Americans with the backing 
of  many conservative intellectuals, es-
pecially Milton Friedman. (http://www.
theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2014/08/
why-arent-reformicons-pushing-a-guaran-
teed-basic-income/375600/) He passed 
the Clean Air Act and even founded the 
Environmental Protection Agency that is 
anathema to so many modern Republicans. 
He was willing to work with Democrats 

on some of  the most liberal programs of  
the century. (http://www.ontheissues.org/
Celeb/Richard_Nixon_Environment.
htm). It is true that conservatism was still 
generally pro-business and pro-capital-
ism, but it was so much more reasonable 
decades ago. When we demand function-
ality and progress of  our country, this is a 
pretty good moment to remember fondly.

So what went wrong? How did the 
country become so divided? Let’s start with 
the massive opposition the Equal Rights 
Amendment, a liberal state-level proposal 
to guarantee gender equality. It was not the 
Democrats but the Ford Administration, 
especially first lady Betty Ford, which led 
the charge across America. In the early 70s, 
over 35 states adopted the ERA with great 
haste. (Critchlow. 139). The real opposition 
to the Amendment was neither conservative 
think tanks nor party elites. It was a sim-
ple housewife named Phyllis Schlafly. She 
created a grassroots movement attacking 
the ERA on the grounds that it would bring 
about the legalization of  same-sex marriage, 
easy access to abortion and the end of  
Judeo-Christian values in America, predic-
tions that rallied Evangelical and Mormon 
Churchgoers. Sound familiar? By 1976, 
almost entirely due to Schlafly and her fol-
lowers, states were starting to regret and re-
scind the amendment (Critchlow. 139-141). 

This was not the only grassroots oppo-
sition to new morality. Evangelicals and 
conservative Christian groups, especially in 
the South, had been resisting the rise of  a 
new liberal morality. They were appalled at 
the 1963 Supreme Court decision Abington 
School District v. Schempp banning Bible 
readings in schools. The most radical de-
cried the influence of  Atheists and predicted 
the end times while thousands sent letters 
to Congress pleading for an amendment.
(Critchlow, 132). It’s easy to forget that it’s 
these little things that drew the most ire. 
However, these fights were all overshadowed 
by the biggest decision of  all Roe v. Wade 
in 1973. This decision produced activists on 
both sides. Feminists participated in “speak 
outs”, street demonstrations and public 
denouncements of  religious fanaticism 
and patriarchal views of  abortions. Social 
conservatives, Catholics and Evangelicals 
most of  all, reacted by organizaing the Right 
to Life League and Mothers Outraged at 
the Murder of  Innocents and marching 
across the country. It was almost entirely 
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grassroots and it affected politics and society 
at every level. Congress was divided. Local 
politicians were suddenly held account-
able for their views on the matter. Even 
Roman Catholics were divided into two 
camps over this decision. The country was 
primed for a culture war and both sides 
were eager for a fight (Critchlow, 135). 

Ford was bitter towards this radical 
faction but only a few saw the potential of  
tapping into the reactionary resentment 
of  socially conservative America. Jimmy 
Carter, a Georgian born-again Christian, 
narrowly bested Ford in the general election 
by actually moving to his right, lightly de-
nouncing abortion, and winning the crucial 
vote of  Southern Evangelical Christians. 
Like Sanders, he promised that this brand 
of  sincere Christianity would restore the 
common man to power in Washington 
(Critchlow. 151). Yet one was coming who 
would realize the untapped potential of  this 
fiery bunch. His name was Ronald Reagan 
and in 1980 his campaign would spell the 
beginning of  the end for the political golden 
age. (Critchlow. 142) In 1980, he unseated 
Jimmy Carter in one of  the largest landslides 
in electoral history. He won 489 electoral 
votes to Carter’s 49. Reagan’s most import-
ant victory was not over intellectuals, who 
were still divided, or rich donors, who were 
supporting the GOP all along. Reagan had 
completely conquered the South. The South 
had once been a bastion of  Democratic 
support, albeit conservative Democrats 
themselves. They had been Jimmy Carter’s 
base in 1976 and had abandoned him four 
years later. Why the swing to the right? The 
Democratic power in the South traditionally 
came from wealthier Southerners. Yet there 
was a new class challenging their power, they 
were a suburban white middle class, and 
they were staunch social conservatives. They 
were concerned about abortion, commu-
nism and above all, Christian morality. Rea-
gan fraternized with Christian Right preach-
ers like Pat Buchanan and Jerry Falwell. 
He took strong stands against abortion and 
for prayer in school. He was an unabashed 
nationalist and virulent anti-communist. 
All of  this stole the blue-collar working 
class into the Republican party, and there 
they stay to this day (Critchlow, 180-184). 

The Democratic Party as a whole 
suffered a corresponding defeat, losing both 
their majority and many of  their Con-
gressional leaders. The Republican victors 
were well-funded and had nuanced mail 
campaigns but they couldn’t have done it 

without grassroots organization and popular 
resentment of  liberal values. Again the vic-
tories were most pronounced in the South. 
(Critchlow, 180-182). Social issues, partic-
ularly anti- abortion and anti-feminism, 
had proved their effectiveness. It is worth 
pointing out that this is the election that saw 
the creation of  the modern conservative 
leadership. Newt Gingrich and Ron Paul 
most especially won thundering victories 
in this season (Critchlow. 164). Nearly 15 
years later, Speaker Gingrich would be 
threatening to shut down the government. 
The roots of  this dysfunction, the heyday 
of  liberalism, it all started over this election. 
This is the moment that Clinton in missing. 
This too is the ‘voice of  the people’ that 
Bernie Sanders is so enthusiastic about.

It was in the midst of  this culture 
war that America began to distrust their 
government and suspect that the ‘voice 
of  the people’ was missing from Washing-
ton. Today over 80% of  the country does 
not trust their own government. You can 
blame economic woes and Vietnam but 
since Reagan, Republicans and Demo-
crats have been bitterly partisan in their 
views of  the President as well. Clinton 
was the most polarizing president until 
the record was broken by George W. Bush 
and then re-broken by Barrack Obama.

(http://www.vox.com/a/
barack-obama-interview-vox-conversa-
tion/obama-domestic-policy-transcript)

(http://www.theatlantic.com/
business/archive/2010/04/80-per-
cent-of-americans-dont-trust-the-gov-
ernment-heres-why/39148/)

The big split became solidified in 1986 
with the birth of  the corporate media that 
Sanders is so worried about. You may know 
Rupert Murdoch, the owner and founder 
of  the right wing media titan. Who you 
may not know is the brains behind Fox’s 
success: a Republican political consultant 
named Roger Ailes. In his own words, he 
wanted Fox to reflect what “people real-
ly thought”, and for him that was “New 
York’s going broke, Los Angeles is broke, 
the United States is broke, everything the 
government has run is broke, Social Security 
is broke, Medicare is broke, the military is 
broke, why do we want these guys making 
all these decisions for us?’” Bill O’Reilly, 
a Fox regular from the beginning, started 
his program by saying ““Few broadcasts 
take any chances these days and most are 
very politically correct. Well, we’re going 
to try to be different—stimulating and a 

bit daring, but at the same time, responsi-
ble and fair.”” In other words, they were 
trying to appeal to social conservatives who 
distrusted the “liberal media” and liberal 
perspectives in general. From the begin-
ning, this has been about the culture war. 

If  you’re curious what the rest of  us were 
up to, don’t worry, they had their own cor-
porate constructed reality. Microsoft and GE 
partnered to create MSNBC, a decidedly 
liberal network, and Time Warner founded 
CNN at about the same time. (http://www.
salon.com/2013/10/19/the_birth_of_fox_
news/). And just like that the game was 
changed. The two camps had different val-
ues and screamed in different directions, and 
now they lived in different realities. If  you’re 
ever thinking about modern political dys-
function, about why conservatives and lib-
erals just can’t seem to have a national con-
versation, here’s a pretty good reason why:

The Evolving Climate Fight

I can tell that some of  you are still 
skeptical that cultural clashes could pos-
sibly overshadow corporate lobbying, 
but if  you look at the particulars it’s a 
little more complicated than that.

Take Climate Change for example. 
This is traditionally seen as a fight of  the 
activist versus the billionaire oil tycoon. 
It’s the voice of  the people versus the 
rule of  the system. Big Business is the 
real reason that there progress is so slow. 
I believe that this was once true, but in 
light of  recent events, this idea needs to 
be looked at a little closer. This battle has 
become less and less about activism, and 
more and more about a radical right that 
is downright hostile to modern science. 

Let’s recognize that this past October, ten 
of  the world’s biggest oil companies (mainly 
European ones) made statements in support 
of  the UN Climate goals and actively called 
for a carbon tax from politicians. Claudio 
Descalzi, the CEO of  Italian oil company 
Eni, declared that “carbon pricing is the 
only way to have a reasonable energy mix” 
to sustain the 3.6 degree ceiling. (http://
www.nytimes.com/2015/10/17/business/
energy-environment/oil-companies-climate-
change-un.html) Consider that Microsoft is 
leading the charge to switch its facilities to 
solar power and aim for carbon neutrality. 
The company is also implanting a self-im-
posed carbon tax to limit the amount of  
carbon that it uses, fining their own business 

units for using carbon. They are joined by 
over 583 other large companies, including 
General Motors and surprisingly Exxon Mo-
bil (http://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/27/
business/energy-environment/mic-
rosoft-leads-movement-to-offset-emis-
sions-with-internal-carbon-tax.html). Yes, 
you heard me. Exxon Mobil. Don’t worry, 
it’s not benevolence. Exxon has switched 
their whole business model to a focus on nat-
ural gas so they actually stand to gain from 
a carbon tax. In fact, the largest companies 
in America have been factoring the likely 
possibility of  a carbon tax into their long 
term financial plans for years. Shell, BP, and 
Shevron have based on their own future pro-
jections on the idea that a carbon tax is com-
ing and it is coming soon. Tom Carnac, the 
North American CDP president, said that 
this represented an understanding of  the 
“inevitability” of  action of  climate change. 
The Center for American Progress, a liberal 
research group with ties to the Obama 
administration, acknowledged that “Exxon 
Mobil and many other large companies un-
derstand that climate change poses a direct 
economic threat to their businesses” and that 
“they need to convince their political allies 
to act before it’s too late.” It would be nice 
if  oil companies pushed their Republican 
allies to more actively accept climate change, 
but they’ve run into an odd opponent: the 
infamous Koch Industries, who make up the 
bulk of  current resistance to this idea among 
large corporations. They maintain close ties 
to the Tea Party group ‘Americans for Pros-
perity’, which actually attacks Republicans 
who believe in climate change. They also 
contribute to the American Energy Alliance, 
which similarly spends millions attacking 
candidates who support a carbon price. 
(http://www.nytimes.com/2013/12/05/
business/energy-environment/large-compa-
nies-prepared-to-pay-price-on-carbon.html). 

So if  Exxon and Shell believe in man-
made global warming and are even some-
what accepting of  a carbon tax (at least pub-
lically), and have stopped funding climate 
skeptics, then why is the American public 
more divided than ever. A quarter of  the 
country doesn’t even think that there’s any 
evidence that the world is warming. Nearly 
half  of  the country doesn’t consider climate 
change a serious problem. Only 45% believe 
that human activity is contributing to climate 
change. And of  course, it’s those who iden-
tify as conservative Republicans who are the 
biggest culprits. (http://www.pewresearch.
org/fact-tank/2015/06/16/ideological-di-
vide-over-global-warming-as-wide-as-ever/) 

Remember that this is the same crowd 
that was once up in arms about prayer in 
school and you’ll realize that not everyone in 
this country lives in the same reality. If  you 
want the voice of  the people to be heard, 
then you have to consider that the people 
identify more with talkshow hosts than sci-
entists. You can point to conservative media 
all you want, but at some point the real ques-
tions become: how could so many people be 
buying into this insanity that easily? I mean, 
the climate deniers are almost giddy about 
the chance to bash liberal scientists. More 
Americans trust Fox News than the President 
on climate change. Fox routinely accuses 
climatologists of  corruption and NASA of  
fudging its numbers. (http://www.huffing-
tonpost.com/2015/04/02/americans-fox-
news-climate-change_n_6993360.html) 

Is it so hard to just Google ‘scientific 
consensus on climate change’? Is that the 
problem? Or is it possible that a serious 
portion of  our country is genuinely skeptical 
of  scientists? You see, it’s not so simple as a 
fight of  rich man versus the common man. 
A strong socially conservative movement 
is a central actor in the theater of  modern 
politics. It’s important to ask how we can get 
special interest money out of  politics, but it 
is equally important to ask just why it is so 
effective. If  you care about climate issues, 
your fight is not just against large oil compa-
nies, it is also against conservative fanaticism 
and war that divides American reality. 

What we can do about it

The first thing we can do is throw out 
the idea that we can simply find common 
ground and work out all of  our differences. 
If  we’re fighting about Planned Parenthood 
then we’re doing so because there might 
not be common ground. The differences 
between liberals and conservatives might 
be real, and we might need more force 
than negotiation to overcome them.

We should also recognize that Bernie 
Sanders’ call for political revolution against 
corporate elites has its limits. The biggest 
opposition to a liberal resurgence might not 
be corporate money, but the general fanati-
cism of  many right wingers. If  you fight for 
a functional, authentic and liberal Washing-
ton, then you’re ultimately at war against the 
Christian Right and Southern suburbs that 
crowned George W. Bush, empowered Newt 
Gingrich and canonized Ronald Reagan. 
If  these people aren’t going to change their 
values, then I can’t expect to change their 
minds. Abortion and climate change may 

sadly be divisive issues for a very long time. I 
can only think of  two solutions to the culture 
war: negotiating a peace or fighting it out. 

If  we can negotiate an end to the culture 
war, perhaps the two halves of  this country 
can work together and accomplish real 
change, including banishing big money from 
politics and passing a carbon tax. But this 
option is uglier than it sounds. We would 
have to accept that in order for Democrats to 
take back a significant portion of  Congress, 
they need to run as fervent pro-life candi-
dates in some districts. That can’t be a fringe 
part of  the Democratic Party. Liberals might 
have to delegate decisions on key issues, 
from abortion rights to discrimination, to 
the state or local level. We’d have to accept 
that other people disagree with our values 
and that we’re not going to fight them on it 
any more. In other words, sell out our gains 
on social issues so that we can prioritize our 
larger federal agendas. I truly believe that 
this path would do more than anything 
else to end political dysfunction, but I still 
don’t like it. I don’t want to accept that we 
live in a world of  ignorance, stupidity and 
bigotry. I want our economy to be managed 
by smarter and more genuine leaders, but 
I don’t want to sell out my values to do it.

This unfortunately leaves us with one 
option. Fight the war, aggressively. Dou-
ble down on our principles. It’s great that 
Bernie Sanders is calling out corporate 
media for corrupting public perceptions of  
the climate change debate. It’s great that he 
wants money out of  the issue, but he needs 
to do something more. He (and the other 
Democrats) need to do something that was 
oddly left out of  his promise of  political 
revolution. He needs to do something that 
his opponents are frankly unafraid of  doing. 
He needs to be frank with us and tell us 
what I believe he has known all along: that 
his conservative opponents are lunatics, that 
he will not win them over, and that he plans 
to crush them. I want him to say that if  you 
are against same-sex marriage, then you are 
on the wrong side of  history. I need to hear 
that if  you want abortion outlawed, then you 
are what is wrong with our political system. 
I want him to look into a camera and say: if  
you think that climate change is a myth, then 
you deserve to be labeled as an idiot. Not 
even Exonn Mobil is on your side anymore. 

Any politician who takes this long 
hard road may not win many friends, 
but they will be fighting the good fight 
and they would surely have my vote.
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What is your primary news 
source and why? 

“I get my news from a variety of  independent sources, preferably from those without 
corporate funding or partisan bias. The mainstream corporate media tends to selectively 
censor and dictate the “news” to the populace in order to promote or ease a pathos in 
accordance with the interests of  their corporate sponsors. In other words, you’ll see the 
media spending weeks talking about the same irrelevant topic, instead of  highlighting a 
people’s movement or the passage of  a tyrannical trade agreement — the simultaneity 
is no coincidence. I gather my news as an amalgam from these various sources, and I do 
additional research into the headlines in order to draw my own conclusions. When the 
media influences our democracy, it becomes a plutocracy.” Joshua Nodiff ’19

“Currently, I rely on Fox News as my primary news source outlet regarding matters that 
occur strictly in the USA. What I like about this channel is that it does a good job in 
keeping political commentary and news reporting separate--which in my opinion, many 
other channels have failed to consistently do. It also has very high trust ratings despite 
accusations of  biased misconstruction of  events.” Maria Rodriguez ’19

“I read the New York Times. Why not? It’s free!!!” Maya Dorn ’19

“In Texas, where I am from, I primarily use Channel 13 and CNN  as my main source 
where I watch the news. On Channel 13, I feel like the news reporters quickly broadcast 
the latest situation live on your TV set, no matter what channel you are currently on. 
CNN is valuable to me, because it not only includes news from my hometown, Houston 
Texas, but also adds news internationally.” Gabriella Castorena ’19

“CNN has become my primary news outlet because I can easily access it through different 
mediums.” Juanita Alvarez-Maldonado ’19

“My primary news source for local news is CBS SF Bay Area. For more global news I 
usually just hear about it through social media and then I’ll look it up on Google.” Kaila 
Scott ’19

“When I am home, for the most part I obtain news information from Univision. My 
family is constantly watching the Univision channel so when the news come out I usually 
watch them. However, at Wesleyan my primary source outlet is a news app that I have on 
my phone.” Sharit Cardenas ’19

JAKE LAHUT
CONTRIBUTING WRITER

As the “Je suis Charlie, nous sommes 
tous Charlie” signs began to come down 
all over Paris, one thing remained: undeni-
able and palpable xenophobia. My flight 
from the States left the day of  the Char-
lie Hebdo attack, and after eight hours 
of  contemplating how the country I had 
studied in twice during high school may 
have changed, I arrived the day after just 
in time for a national moment of  silence 
and unprecedented security checkpoints.

Over the course of  the spring semester, 
I constantly had conversations with my host 
family, professors at both the Sorbonne and 
Vassar-Wesleyan’s Reid Hall, and French 
friends about Islamophobia, anti-Semitism, 
and xenophobia in France both before and 
after the Charlie Hebdo attacks. I also kept a 
close eye on French media coverage of  the af-
termath of  the attack, reading the Libération, 
Figaro, and Le Monde as well as watching 
French news coverage on BFMTV, TF1, and 
even the satirical program Le Petit Journal, 
the French equivalent of  the Daily Show. 
Recent articles, such as “The Other France” 
in the New Yorker have also informed 
my opinions on xenophobia in France.

Those who are French, and more im-
portantly, those who live in France yet are 
not deemed to be French, are in a constant 
struggle that has only intensified since the 
terrorist attacks on January 7 and January 9, 
2015. The struggle over who is really French 
reached its boiling point shortly after the 
infamous French comedian Dieudonné (née 
Dieudonné M’bala M’bala) was arrested 
for a Facebook post he wrote on January 
10, the day of  the “March Against Hatred” 
across France and in Paris where over 1.5 
million were in attendance. His post stated, 
“As far as I’m concerned, I feel I am Charlie 
Coulibaly,” mocking the trending #JeSuis-
Charlie movement by inserting the last name 
of  the jihadist, Amedy Coulibaly, who had 
killed four Jews and one police officer in a 
kosher supermarket just the day before.

Percolating more than boiling recently, the 
French national dialogue over who (particu-
larly Muslims, Arabs, and North African im-
migrants, regardless of  citizenship) is French 
has turned toward Islamophobia. The situ-
ation was exacerbated after the famous and 

certainly controversial French author, Michel 
Houellebecq, disclosed that he is “probably 
[an Islamophobe]” in an interview with The 
Guardian’s Angelique Chrisafis last week.

Dieudonné and Houellebecq bring the 
xenophobia that has deep roots in France to 
the surface of  French culture, mostly because 
of  their celebrity and their willingness to push 
the boundaries of  protected free speech as 
far as possible. These two figures are not at 
polar opposites of  a spectrum of  xenophobia 
in France, ranging from anti-Semitism to 
Islamophobia. Rather, they find themselves 
at the ends of  a horseshoe where the more 
radical beliefs about those who are not white 
French Catholics with traditional French 
names are in fact closer together than the 
moderate viewpoints of  each side. However, 
Islamophobia and anti-Semitism in France 
have very different histories that have led 
to different treatments of  each group.

Going back to the Vichy regime during 
World War II and even further back to the 
Dreyfus Affair—a major political scandal 
1894-1906 that resulted in an innocent Jewish 
French military officer spending five years 
in a notorious prison for treason—France 
has long struggled with anti-Semitism at 
an institutional level. Although there were 
statutes during World War II that explicitly 
discriminated against Jews and took away 
their citizenship under the Vichy regime, 
France did pass a law in 1905 officially sepa-
rating church and state. This law introduced 
the concept of  “laïcité,” a more absolute form 
of  secularism that provides freedom from 
religion rather than freedom of  religion.

The most extreme form of  laïcité came in 
2010 when the French Government banned 
the wearing of  all face-covering headwear, 
including hijabs, in all public places, with very 
few exceptions. The rationale behind the ban 
was that it was dangerous to French society to 
have people concealing their identities in pub-
lic, and religious headwear like the hijab im-
poses religion upon other members of  a secu-
lar or laïc society. Those who oppose the law, 
many of  whom are not part of  the Muslim 
community, contend that it is an infringement 
upon personal liberties regardless of  religion. 
Furthermore, opponents of  this bill continue 
to argue that it was specifically intended to 
eliminate hijabs and to curtail the growth 
of  Islam in the French public sphere; any 
wording in the law describing other sorts of  

headwear such as balaclavas was only a dis-
traction from the true intent of  the legislation.

Judaism in France is by no means flourish-
ing in the 21st century, despite the redaction 
of  the abhorrent Vichy policies and legisla-
tion specifically relating to the institutional 
discrimination of  Jews. Although Jews only 
account for roughly three percent of  the 
French population, they make up more than 
50 percent of  the victims of  all reported hate 
crimes, and that percentage has gone up 
dramatically since the January attacks. There 
is significant debate as to whether the Muslim 
or Jewish community suffers more attacks 
that are not reported, with some French 
scholars arguing that perhaps hate crimes 
against Jews are more likely to be reported 
because of  the guilt that remains in France 
over the Vichy regime and the Dreyfus affair.

I will not repeat any of  Dieudonné’s com-
edy or the premise of  Houellebecq’s latest 
book, for they are readily available online in 
detailed profiles in The New York Times and 
The Guardian, respectively. It is shocking 
that this kind of  xenophobia is espoused by 
household names in a country that prides 
itself  on having arguably the richest and 
most cultivated culture in the world. What is 
unclear in modern France is how much more 
acceptable Islamophobia is than anti-Semi-
tism. Certainly the major disparity in security 
between Jewish and Muslim schools after 
Charlie Hebdo is an indicator that when it 
comes down to the allocation of  resources, 
combatting anti-Semitism is more of  a prior-
ity for the French government. Nonetheless, 
reported hate crimes against members of  
both religions are on the rise, and while one 
may be higher than the other, both groups are 
worse off in the current climate of  xenopho-
bia. Changing century-old national policies 
such as the prevention of  recording any racial 
or ethnic statistics or laïcité itself  will not 
solve the problem of  xenophobia in France.

What is necessary in France, as well 
as the United States for that matter, is a 
grassroots, cosmopolitan effort to not only 
raise awareness but to confront citizens and 
institutions that perpetuate xenophobia at 
the polls. As long as there are nationalist 
parties in office that make their constitu-
ents nostalgic for an era that never existed 
and fearful of  foreigners, xenophobia will 
only get worse when it should be crum-
bling during this era of  globalization.

Post-Charlie Hebdo France

Compiled by Samuel Medrano
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Yay:
The animal agriculture industry is single-handedly responsible for most of  the chang-

es we’ve made to this planet and is the leading contributor to climate change. Live-
stock and their byproducts are responsible for 51% of  global greenhouse gas emissions 
(WorldWatch, 2009).  These emissions come from methane released by cows, nitrous 
oxide released by livestock in general, and fossil fuel emissions necessary to maintain 
factory farms, and package and transport animal products globally. To accommodate 
for all of  these animals requires habitat destruction; according to the 5th IPCC re-
port, livestock currently cover 45% of  the earth’s total land. These animals also need 
water; in the US, 5% of  total water consumption is by private homes while 55% is by 
animal agriculture (Center for Science in the Public Interest, 2006). Basically, animals 
require a huge input of  land, water, and energy that we won’t be able to sustain in-
definitely, so as a society we will reach a point at which we will be forced to cut down 
on our meat consumption. We think this is a significant and time-sensitive issue worth 
raising awareness for, so we’re launching our “Veg Out” campaign to reveal how in-
efficient and destructive animal agriculture is. We’re really excited to build a move-
ment on this campus in a way that doesn’t alienate anyone, but empowers everyone.

-Cassia Patel ’17

Nay:
To me, the problem with meatless Monday was that the group who proposed that 

action had come up with a solution before discussing the problem. Their choice of  
action, restricting students’ freedom of  choice, would isolate potential allies to the 
movement. The people who would have liked meatless Monday likely already are edu-
cated on the problems with eating meat, while the people who are not educated on the 
problems of  eating meat would have dug into their position of  eating meat, for that is 
what happens when one’s choices are restricted. There are more effective ways to edu-
cate meat eaters on the problems of  eating meat, which would invariably lead to meat 
reduction on campus, which I believe is the overall goal. I am excited to see what the 
Real Food Challenge can come up with to educate the campus on the issues of  eating 
meat, and, while I disagreed with them on their tactics in fighting for Meatless Mon-
day, I do believe the group is extremely well intentioned and is seeking to create mean-
ingful change on this campus that will lead to an improvement of  our environment.

-Mattison Asher ’17

Meatless Mondays: Yay or Nay?
JESS ZALPH

STAFF WRITER

It’s comforting to think that the 
United States government behaves with 
some degree of  rationality—that is, 
that important decisions are made with 
consistency, and based on some objec-
tive principleS that guide legislatures 
and courts to the “correct” decisions.

 
Comforting, perhaps, but also not 

founded. While it is true that there are 
many mini-frameworks in place to guide 
decision-making, each one requires 
individual humans, with all of  their faults, 
to subjectively evaluate major criteria. At 
the root of  policy making is an endless 
set of  critical questions, many of  which 
are unanswerable altogether, and most 
of  which cannot be applied uniform-
ly across situations. These ambiguities 
arise on t he national level both in tests 
set forth by the Supreme Court and in 
congressional legislation. While exam-
ples are pervasive, one can look to the 
treatment of  religion in the US to shed 
light on the murky depths of  subjectivity 
in policy making. The Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act (RFRA) of  1993 
alone presents many of  these instances 
of  subjectivity. It says, in part, that it’s 
purpose is “to restore the compelling 
interest test . . . and to guarantee its 
application in all cases where free exercise 
of  religion is substantially burdened.”

 
Unanswerable Question: 

What is religious practice?
 
One reason that the RFRA, not to 

mention the Free Exercise Clause of  
the First Amendment cannot be ap-
plied logically and formulaically is that 
it requires government bodies to define 
religion, and provide the boundaries 
of  what qualifies as religious practice.

The idea that this could be done 
objectively is laughable. If  this ques-
tion is approached by a legislature, the 
ever-present problem with democracy 
rears its head in that the officials elected 
by the majority will be responsible for 
determining the “religious authenticity” 
of  the practices of  their constituency. If  

the judiciary is responsible for defining 
religion, the problem of  bias may creep 
in to a lesser degree, hopefully better 
mitigated by constitutional principle. 
However, the problem remains that 
judges are likely more removed from the 
community’s needs than the legislators. 
Regardless, it would offend the sensi-
bilities of  an individual or group going 
before the government that the select 
group of  individuals in power could 
classify what some may consider a deeply 
held religious belief  as not religious.

 
Not only is defining religion a chal-

lenging endeavor even for practiced 
philosophers and theologians, but in 
implementing a definition, an inher-
ent conflict between the Free Exercise 
Clause and the Establishment Clause 
emerges. When government defines 
religion, it is necessarily engaging with 
religion. Of  course it is foolish to think 
that the “separation of  church and 
state” means that government and

will never make decisions that impli-
cate religious practice: everything from 
building ordinances for churches to 
requests for free exercise in prison suggest 
the contrary. Even so, it is pushing the 
generally accepted boundaries of  the 
separation doctrine for government 
to “play God” in dubbing some prac-
tices “religious” - a label that grants 
the practice favorable treatment and 
an exalted place in society - and other 
practices just “personal preference.”

 
 

Unanswerable Question: What 
is a compelling state interest?
 
The Religious Freedom Restoration 

Act (RFRA) was passed in 1993. While its 
application to state laws was held uncon-
stitutional by City of  Boerne v. Flores 
in 1997, it still applies to federal laws 
and many states have passed their own 
version of  the act. The RFRA details 
the compelling state interest test as the 
appropriate measure for “striking sensible 
balances between religious liberty and 
competing prior governmental inter-
ests,” meaning that unless a law served a 
compelling purpose, it would be unlawful 

for it to substantially burden religious 
exercise. Accordingly, religious groups 
or individuals would be granted exemp-
tions from laws that did not pass the test 
and therefore created such a burden.

 
Potential ramifications of  such an 

expansive take on “religious liberty” 
aside, this law does very little to elucidate 
the issue—one primary problem being 
that there is no objective way to evaluate 
“compelling state interest.” It stands to 
reason that if  a law was passed, it was 
done so to serve an interest of  some sort. 
Now, it would be naïve to say that we 
cannot rank interests as a community, for 
instance the government’s right to keep 
its citizens from murdering each other is a 
higher priority than its concerns over jay-
walking. That said, evaluating compelling 
state interest requires a line to be drawn 
between interests that are “compelling,” 
and those that are just “interests.”

 
How can this possibly be done? The 

issue is thrown into relief  by the varying 
application to different civil liberties. 
Today, the compelling state interest test is 
applied to practices that result in dis-
crimination on the basis of  race, but not 
to practices that discriminate based on 
sexual orientation. This is a product of  
history, not one of  cold rationality, but it 
is also difficult to imagine how cold ratio-
nality can truly distinguish between the 
value of  different government interests.

 
Unanswerable Question: 

What is harm?
 
One potential path the government 

can take in determining which inter-
ests are “compelling” is to turn to John 
Stuart Mill’s “harm principle” and 
decide that a compelling state interest 
is one that keeps its citizens from harm-
ing one another. This is a nice thought, 
and one that I do not hesitate to apply 
when evaluating relative moral claims.

 
That said, it is again useless when hop-

ing for rationality in policy making. The 
subjective evaluation here asks what qual-
ifies as “harm,” or perhaps more applica-
bly, which harms require a remedy. It is 

No Questions Asked
The Unanswered State of American PoliticsCompiled by Victoria Hammitt
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easy to see how murder qualifies as harm. 
Beyond that, it becomes far more difficult 
to make judgment calls. Does having 
unequal opportunities constitute harm? 
Are you harmed if  your taxes are raised 
slightly to compensate for costly religious 
practice? Many would say yes to both, 
but there is no definition of  harm that is 
written, and it is difficult to imagine that 
the political process will ever tease out 
the appropriate balance between one that 
is too expansive, rendering nearly every-
thing illegal, and one that is too limited, 
ignoring harm because it is not “harmful 
enough” by some arbitrary metric.

 
Part of  the problem with evaluating 

harm with respect to religion is that it 
necessitates weighing competing claims 
of  harm. Once again, sometimes this 
is easy. The rights of  those who wish to 
not be eaten outweigh the rights of  those 
who identify as cannibals. Other times, 
it is more difficult. If  the doctrine of  a 
religious group demands that its mem-
bers sacrifice a lamb each week in a slow 
torturous process, which is more valuable: 
the right to unencumbered religious prac-
tice, or the rights of  the animals? What 
if  the religious doctrine demands the 
use of  an illegal substance—which wins, 
religious liberty or the collective right of  
the community to have its laws applied 
uniformly and/or to be free from the po-
tential health risks associated with drugs?

 
Unanswerable Question: 

What is “substantial burden”?
 
A second problem raised by the RFRA 

and its offspring is that in addition to 

requiring a definition of  “compelling 
state interest,” it requires a definition of  
“substantial burden” to religious prac-
tice. Similar to the issue with defining 
what constitutes religious practice, it 
is even more absurd to think that it 
is constitutional for the government 
to regularly decide what counts as a 
practice central to religious exercise, 
and what constitutes “substantial bur-
den” on that exercise if  the freedom to 
perform the practice were taken away.

 
The most satisfying possibility per-

haps would be to draw the line at laws 
that force people to behave in a way 
that is directly contrary to their religious 
teachings. A substantial burden, there-
fore, would mean having to make the 
choice between adhering to faith and 
going to jail. Unfortunately, this may 
disadvantage religions that are relatively 
new, or less reliant on texts than others.

 
Even putting this problem aside, there 

are fundamental issues with deciding 
what counts as “forcing” people to be-
have in a way that is contrary to religious 
practice. First of  all, this requires a return 
to the impossible necessity of  determin-
ing what constitutes harm to others. 
Second, does the issue of  compelling 
people to behave in a way contrary to 
their religious beliefs also deny people op-
portunities they would otherwise have if  
it were not for their religious beliefs? An 
example that is commonly used to illus-
trate this conflict is a law that was passed 
requiring motorcycle riders to wear hel-
mets. For Sikhs, whose turbans preclude 
the use of  helmets, this law meant that 

JOSH RUBIN
CONTRIBUTING WRITER

Tax policy is at the forefront of  the 
upcoming presidential election because of  
its vast impact on the American people, 
and is also one of  the most complex issues, 
given the various kinds of  taxes that can be 
implemented. For the most part, Republi-
cans and Democrats have different stances 
on taxation: Republicans support tax cuts 
across the board while Democrats support 
increased taxes on the wealthy and large 
corporations. It is important to recognize this 
distinction between the two parties, but not 
every Republican and Democrat agree with 
their party’s tax reform platform. Therefore, 
it is particularly interesting and important to 
examine the tax plans laid out by the candi-
dates for the presidency, as it is striking how 
different their plans really are. Because there 
are so many candidates still in the race, let’s 
look more thoroughly into the tax plans of  
each party’s two highest polling candidates.

The Democrats 

There are currently two clear front-run-
ners for the Democratic presidential 
nomination: Hillary Clinton and Bernie 
Sanders. Because neither has released a 
comprehensive tax plan during this cam-
paign, it is difficult to fully examine either 
candidate’s tax policies. What we can do, 
however, is look at their voting records as 
senators and the comments they have made 
to piece together their main objectives. 

Clinton is the more moderate of  the two 
candidates, and this is reflected in her tax 
policies. She has said she would not raise 
taxes on personal incomes below $250,00. 
She is adamant about all workers receiving 
their fair share of  ever-growing corporate 
profits, and therefore proposes a 15% tax 
credit to companies that are willing to share 
their profits with all their workers on top 
of  existing wages and pay increases. Her 
implementation of  the “Buffett Rule”, which 
would close tax loopholes benefiting the rich 
to ensure that millionaires are paying more 
in taxes than their secretaries, would allow 
her to finance her college affordability and 
student debt refinancing plans. It seems as if  
she will maintain a capital gains tax (a tax on 
profits made from selling assets such as stocks 
and bonds), and the tax will decrease the 
longer you hold on to the investment, pro-

moting long-term growth. Her plan contains 
contested issues even among Democrats, for 
example the rate the capital gains tax should 
be, and issues that are supported by a Dem-
ocratic consensus, such as increasing and 
maintaining taxes on the wealthy. It’s hard to 
fully analyze Clinton’s tax plan since most of  
her stances are not yet solidified, and won’t 
be until she releases her comprehensive plan. 
One thing that is certain is Clinton’s plan 
will do little to simplify the current tax code. 

Sanders is a self-proclaimed Democratic 
socialist, signifying his views are much more 
liberal. He therefore will rely on increased 
tax revenues to fund his various projects. His 
tax plan includes increasing marginal tax 
rates on top bracket individuals from 39.6% 
to upwards of  50%, as well as lowering the 
cut-off for estate taxes (a tax on a deceased 
family member’s estate before their assets 
can be distributed among the family). He 
also believes in maintaining the capital gains 
tax, but takes it a step further as he wants 
to double the tax for the wealthiest 2%. A 
truly controversial part of  Sander’s plan is 
that he will impose a small tax on Wall Street 
speculation (sale of  bonds and stocks), which 
will fully pay for one of  the core ideals of  
his ticket, to make public university free in 
America. He has made a point of  stopping 
the rich from siphoning their taxable income 
to tax havens in other countries, which par-
allels his bigger goal to make sure that taxes 
are being paid by the people who are able to 
do so, including corporations and CEO’s. 

Overall, Sanders and Clinton share 
similar broad ideals; they believe Wall Street 
executives and corporations are unfairly 
avoiding the tax system and that the wealthy 
are not paying their fair share of  taxes. But 
every tax is expanded by Sanders, such as 
capital gains, in order to bring in more tax 
revenue to pay for his large social projects 
like free public universities and creating 13 
million jobs to fix America’s infrastructure.

The Republicans

At this point in the race, Donald Trump 
and Ben Carson are the Republican 
frontrunners. While we can fully analyze 
Trump’s tax plan, we can only extrapolate 
Carson’s policies from speeches and articles 
as he has not yet released a comprehen-
sive tax plan. Even so, what is clear is that 
their views on taxation differ starkly.

Ben Carson shares the Republican 
ideal that the tax code should be far simpler 
and shorter so the average American can 
understand it, but his plan takes simplicity to 
a whole new level. Carson has said that he 
supports a tax system based on the biblical 
system known as tithing. This is defined 
as paying 1/10th of  what you earn to the 
government, similar to a flat tax. He would 
eliminate corporate loopholes, while also 
eliminating programs aimed at providing the 
poor with tax relief. He believes that with the 
implementation of  such a simple taxation 
system, the IRS can be eliminated complete-
ly. To Carson, the redistribution of  wealth is 
unconstitutional, and big government takes 
advantage of  this theory by creating numer-
ous programs that will have to be supported 
by increased taxes. Overall, Carson’s ideas 
for a tax plan are strange because of  how 
simple they actually are. People are wor-
ried that his plan will create a deficit of  at 
least $1 trillion, but through the removal of  
deductions and loopholes as well as cutting 
government spending, Carson believes his 
plan would be revenue neutral, though the 
flat tax may need to be closer to 15%.

Donald Trump takes a more traditional 
Republican approach to taxation focused on 
reducing all tax rates and simplifying the tax 
code, though he also throws in some curve 
balls. He would restructure the tax brackets 
into four categories: 0%, 10%, 20%, and 
25%, while couples making below $50,000 
will pay no income tax. Corporate taxes 
will be slashed to no more than 15%, but 
corporate loopholes and deductions will 
be either reduced or eliminated due to the 
reduction in taxes. Families will no longer 
have to pay the estate tax, as he believes 
that money is earned for your family not 
for the government. In order to remove 
American capital from foreign countries, 
Trump proposes a one-time 10% tax rate to 
return corporate income being held in tax 
havens abroad, and therefore the deferral on 
corporate income tax earned abroad will be 
eliminated. Overall, Trump addresses the 
reduction in rates on everyday American 
families, but the bulk of  his proposal is busi-
ness-oriented. This makes sense since Trump 
himself  is an established businessman, but 
what is surprising and controversial is that 
he supports closing loopholes and deduc-
tions. This will affect many of  the wealthiest 
Americans, which in fact includes himself.

Tax Policies of 2016 Candidatesthey would have to choose between their 
religious practice and riding motorcycles.

 
Determining whether this constitutes a 

substantial burden, however, requires that 
the government decide whether there 
is a “right” to drive a motorcycle, and 
whether not being able to do so consti-
tutes a substantial burden. If  there is such 
a right, then this logic could potentially 
balloon outward to the point where any 
law that affects free exercise counts as 
a substantial burden, which is at best 
unwieldy and at worst catastrophic. If  
there is not necessarily such a right, then 
how far can the government go in passing 
laws that compel or deny behavior, be-
cause the burden is not too burdensome? 
Either way, this is not an area where 
government has proved adroit, and yet it 
is necessary for government to make such 
decisions in order for society to function.

 
As cynical and appropriate as it is to 

be wary of  subjectivity in the political 
system, all is not completely lost. Prec-
edent guides where formulas cannot, 
as they provide a degree of  structure 
and keep judicial conclusions from 
being a complete free-for-all. Poten-
tially, the flexibility can be seen as a 
positive too—as social norms change, 
laws can affect the change rapidly, and 
as problems are revealed, they can be 
resolved. When the change is in your 
favor, go ahead, feel warm and fuzzy 
about the state of  the system. But stay 
aware that as easily as it changed for 
you, it can change back, as there is no 
guarantee that someone “good” will be 
interpreting the law on the next day.
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Who do you think will be the Republican nominee and why? 

“Marco Rubio. Trump’s polling has already 
peaked, Carson will generate flaws over time, and 
establishment republicans will rally behind a candidate 
when they can constituent a majority, and Bush’s 
money is drying up plus he’s too ‘low energy’ for the 
presidential election.” Peter Dunphy ’18

“Marco Rubio. He’s the only other 
reasonable candidate besides Bush, and 
he’s clearly more favorable to voters.” 
Tina Glusac ’18

“John Kasich. Even though I don’t believe in his 
overall political ideology, he differs from other 
candidates in that he is able to take a stance on 
specific issues instead of  just pandering to the right 
wing crowd. He’s also more malleable as a candidate 
than other Republicans.” Molly Schiff ’18

“Marco Rubio. I think that Rubio straddles the 
line of  being a newcomer to politics but also being 
a really smart person whose worked in government. 
Even though I disagree with Rubio on a lot of  his 
policies, he’s more human and empathetic than a lot of  
candidates.” Michael Darer ’16 

“Ted Cruz. I think 
that Ted Cruz will 
be the Republican 
nominee because he has 
been hedging for the 
defection of  Trump and 
Carson supporters since 
the beginning of  the 
race.” Jake Lahut ’17. 

“Donald Trump. Because he 
draws crowds and the media 
and also because of  his financial 
ability to fund himself. I think 
the public likes that because 
they don’t worry that he’s 
beholden to special interests.” 
Courtney Laermer ’17

“Donald Trump. He’s 
passionate and he embodies 
the rage of  white middle-class 
Republicans.” Matt Chun ’18

“Marco Rubio. Rubio because he’s more 
‘moderate’ (albeit still very conservative) 
than both Trump and Carson and has actual 
political experience. Plus he will attract a 
wide range of  voters.” Tricia Merlino ’18

“Marco Rubio. Something’s telling 
me Rubio because I don’t see Trump 
as being able to make it, and there 
will be a point where people will be 
like ‘do we actually like Ben Carson,’ 
and Bush is already out. But I feel 
like it’s anyone’s game at this point.” 
Will McGhee ’17

“Ben Carson. He’s less crazy 
than Trump and appeals to a 
wide range of  voters.” Elena 
Mehlman ’18 

“Donald Trump. Because that would be hilarious.” Dasha Dubinsky ’18

Compiled by Aaron Stagoff-Belfot
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CHARLIE KING
STAFF WRITER

The influence of  private donors on 
national politics, and Washington’s 
effort to limit it, is not a recent devel-
opment.  In fact, data gathered by the 
Campaign Finance Institute reveals 
that senatorial, house and presiden-
tial campaigns historically receive a 
great majority of  their funds from 
political action committees.  Legisla-
tion opposing big money’s imposing 
control dates back even farther.  The 
Pendleton Civil Service Reform Act 
of  1883, Tillman Act of  1907, and 
1947 Taft-Hartley Act effectively 
illustrate Washington’s attempts to 
mitigate cronyism in U.S. politics.

If  this aforementioned struggle 
between PACs/ individual mega-do-
nors and the federal government has 
been an inherent part of  the polit-
ical process for so long, why is “big 
money” such a salient issue today?  

I would argue that two recent 
Supreme Court decisions provide at 
least part of  the answer.  In 2010 the 
Supreme Court’s decision in Citizen’s 
United vs. Federal Election Committee 
ruled that restricting a corporations 
ability to spend money on political 
campaigns was a violation of  the first 
amendment; in essence, the court 
equated monetary support to the right 
to free speech.  While this pivotal deci-
sion permitted corporations to donate 
copious amounts of  money to political 
campaigns virtually unchecked, it did 
nothing to alter the provision prohib-
iting PAC’s from donating directly to 
candidates.  Fortunately for those with 
tons of  cash and a vested interest in 
politics, our legal system took it upon 
itself  to create the loophole necessary 
to bypass this aforementioned pro-
vision.  Specifically, in Speechnow.
org vs. Federal Election Committee, 
an appeals court ruled that, given 
the outcome of  the Citizen’s United 
case, donations to independent bodies 
undergoing strictly independent en-
deavors did not constitute corruption.  

These contentious decisions by no 
means preceded modern day super 
PACs however they encourage such 
corporations to participate in dubi-
ous behaviors by providing the legal 
precedence to bash, buttress, insult, 
or praise political candidates.  The 
Supreme Court’s decision drastically 
altered the environment surround-
ing funding of  elections by absolving 
super PACs and privileged elites of  
any notion that their actions are mis-
guided or compromise the integrity 
of  candidates and their campaigns.  

The effect has been immediate and 
severe as is evident in recent gigantic 
spending by super PACs and inde-
pendent donors.  In the latter half  of  
2015 alone, organizations sponsor-
ing GOP candidates, such as Right 
to Rise USA and America Leads, 
have spent upwards of  $20 million 
on various campaign advertisements 
and social functions.  Considering 
these groups have tens of  millions of  
dollars still on reserve, compounded 
by the fact that half  of  the top po-
litical donors from 2012 have yet to 
make any contributions, it is clear that 
the flow of  funds will only escalate.  
With such vast amounts of  capital 
being exchanged between the hands 
of  private donors and presidential 
hopefuls, one might ask about a body 
tasked with ensuring this seemingly 
legal process doesn’t degrade into a 
corrupt system of  patronage.  Unfortu-
nately, inquiry into such a provisional 
system reveals a frightening reality 
facing America’s electoral process.

Many great events transpired in 
1975 including, but certainly not lim-
ited to, the iconic release of  Jaws, the 
premiere of  Saturday Night Live, and 
the much anticipated release of  the Pet 
Rock (what a time to be alive!).  As it 
pertains to this article however, 1975 
marked the creation of  the Federal 
Election Committee, an independent 
group charged with regulating the im-
pact of  money on campaigns and the 
election process.  The FEC consists of  
six members, appointed by the Pres-
ident, representing both the demo-

cratic and republican parties such that 
decisions are holistic and unbiased.  

The FEC has ruled unanimously 
on decisions in the past, suggesting 
periods of  relative success.  Neverthe-
less, the group currently finds itself  
draped in criticism founded upon its 
apparent ineffectiveness and bitter 
internal division.  As FEC chair-
woman Anne Ravel contends, “The 
likelihood of  the laws being enforced 
in 2016 are slim. I never want to give 
up, but I’m not under any illusions. 
People think the FEC is dysfunction-
al. It’s worse than dysfunctional.”  

With the lines regarding the roles of  
trusts, trade groups, and various pri-
vate bodies in the election process al-
ready blurred beyond recognition, the 
FEC’s bipartisan committee finds itself  
in a state of  perpetual gridlock.  2016 
is expected to reel in a staggering $10 
billion in campaign donations, a figure 
many watchdog groups allege can only 
be met through partly shady means.  
Given the current state of  the FEC, the 
prospect of  “dark money” infiltrating 
presidential campaigns becomes all 
the more ominous and lends credence 
to the notion that our election process 
is headed down a worrisome path.

Decreasing regulations on super 
PACs and their evolving relationship 
with the election process may seem 
of  little importance to the “ordinary 
citizen”; on the contrary, their effects 
are most immediately felt by these 
individuals.  To echo the rhetoric of  
presidential hopeful Bernie Sanders, 
by allowing big money to operate 
uninhibited, without the deterrent of  
potential repercussions, we are en-
couraging wealthy elites, trusts and 
major corporations to rob the less 
privileged of  their political voice.  

Specific efforts aimed at thwarting 
such travesties reveals that all hope isn’t 
lost, however.  For example, Maryland 
senator John Sarbanes has posited an 
ingenious solution that aims to assuage 
the gross imbalance currently plaguing 
the political process.  This piece of  leg-

Running for Office 
America’s Hottest New Trend for the Rich and Powerful?

islation is titled H.R 20 Government by 
the People Act, and its three-pronged 
approach, including tax incentives and 
government-matched donations, aims 
to shift influence away from wealthy 
donors and into the hands of  the 
general population.  In an age where 
the success of  a political campaign is 
contingent upon its access to massive 
swathes of  funds, the bill increases the 
importance and appeal of  small dona-
tions.  As a result, candidates are given 
an incentive to spend less time courting 
potential mega-donors at ostentatious 
retreats in California and more time 
listening to their constituencies.  After 
all, isn’t the idea of  a government 
ruled by the people what constitutes 
the cornerstones of  democracy?

While efforts on the grassroots level 
to combat individuals such as Charles 
and David Koch, billionaires who 
announced they would be pledging 
an excess of  $900 million to various 
facets of  the 2016 GOP campaign 
(WHAT?!), may appear to be exer-
cises in futility, instances where such 
efforts have succeeded help to garner 
confidence.  For example progressives 
in Richmond, CA foiled attempts by 
Chevron, which operates an enor-
mous refinery in the area, to rid city 
council of  members it felt opposed 
its interests.  Chevron contributed 
upwards of  $3 million to municipal 
elections, but, despite its extensive 
efforts, the entire conservative coa-
lition it supported was defeated.  

On the same vein, focusing entirely 
on the influence of  big money at the 
expense of  small-dollar, grassroots 
donations is an uninformed approach.  
Approximately 40% of  the funds 
generated by republican and demo-
cratic candidates between July and 
September of  this year came from 
small-dollar contributions.  Further-
more, of  the total donations raised by 

candidates Bernie Sanders, Donald 
Trump and Ben Carson in this same 
period, at least 60% of  the haul can 
be attributed to donations of  $200 or 
less.  David Keating, president of  the 
Center of  Competitive Politics, con-
tends, “Dollar for dollar, small dollar 
donors are worth more than big-dollar 
donors. Those are the donors that 
keep giving over and over,” an allusion 
to small-donors tendency to volun-
teer for campaigns as well as foster 
enthusiasm (not just pledge money). 

The apparent prominence of  small 
dollar donors, I agree, is a positive 
sign, although I am hesitant as to the 
source of  this recent surge.  Is the 
increased participation of  small dollar 
donors simply a reaction to the in-
creasing influence of  super PACs and 
thus at risk of  fizzling out?  Or is this 
participation a symptom of  a healthy, 
fervent American grassroots move-
ment?  The reality is that only time will 
tell.  With the 2016 elections looming 
on the horizon, I have little doubt 
that the dichotomy of  large and small 
donor donations will play an integral 
role in determining our 45th president.

A final angle worth considering in 
this issue of  money in politics is the 
adverse effect of  big money on polit-
ical candidates themselves.  If  mone-
tary funds determine the success of  a 
campaign then the type of  candidate 
able to realistically run for office is 
drastically limited.  The amount and 
frequency of  super PACs, trusts, and 
non-profit’s donations to candidates 
often creates the misconception that 
contributions occur with ease and 
indiscretion.  Instead, the process of  
soliciting the financial support nec-
essary to sustain senatorial, guberna-
torial, or presidential campaigns is 
characterized by years of  extensive 
networking and contact building.  Thus 
older, privileged incumbents tend to 

be better off in this way.  More so, the 
unfortunate fact that connections and 
subsequent donations are often made 
along religious and ethnic lines puts 
candidates from particular demograph-
ics at an even further disadvantage.  

Additionally, the presence of  pres-
idential candidates such as real-estate 
tycoon Donald Trump, renowned 
neurosurgeon Ben Carson, and former 
Hewlett Packard CEO Carly Fiorina 
shows that, even without connections, 
political legitimacy and influence can 
be bought.  This lack of  opportunity 
poses a major threat to the pluralism 
that ensures diverse, objective, inte-
grated dialogue in the political sphere.  

A plethora of  disconcerting statis-
tics exists exposing the grim reality big 
money is creating for campaigns and 
the electoral process.  This is especially 
relevant in 2015, where technology is 
so pervasive in our society that money 
spent on advertisements effectively 
guarantees a candidate exposure to the 
American people.  Politicians acting 
as puppets, the strings of  which are 
controlled by corporations, are threat-
ening the livelihood and wellbeing of  
elections.  The risk is a quasi-oligar-
chical system of  government ruled by 
elites with the deepest pockets, who are 
disinterested in alleviating the plight 
confronting millions of  Americans. 
Given the ineptitude of  the FEC and 
disunity of  congress, it is hard to imag-
ine change occurring anytime soon.  

With the 2016 presidential elections 
approaching, such a bleak diagnosis 
should not deter efforts at a lower 
level.  As we have seen before, grass-
roots efforts can spark significant 
change.  Whether volunteering for a 
campaign, initiating dialogue in the 
community, or donating to a can-
didate, any effort to counteract big 
money is a step in a positive direction.

wesarcadia.com/get-involved
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We want to hear your voices! 

Have you ever thought about writing for a blog or blogging? Do you have 
an opinion on our current political climate---how our political leaders 
are handling the Syrian refugee crisis, the debate between keeping our 
right to privacy while maintaining our country safe, or race-relations in 
America? You are not limited to just three topics; there is an indefinite 
number of  issues you could blog about!  Here is your chance to share 
your perspective and get featured on our blog. 

This blog is by students and for students, so we need YOU! 

We want the blog to reflect the political diversity of  viewpoints here on 
campus and to serve as a forum for students of  all backgrounds and walks 
of  life. We want to encourage and provoke debate and discussions among 
us students. Your voices and engagement are vital for our community and 
generations of  students to come---more now than ever.

You do not have to be a part of  Arcadia to post on our blog; you could 
contribute regularly or whenever you want to.

We ask blog posts be 200-500 words. If  you would like to contribute, 
please contact jcardenas@wesleyan.edu or arcadiapoliticalmagazine@
gmail.com! 

      JOSHUA CARDENAS ’19
      WEB AND BLOG EDITOR
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MAILE MCCANN
STAFF WRITER

I have heard many a conservative 
friend say, sheepishly, of  course, “I’m 
socially liberal, I’m just financially con-
servative.” They chalk up the Republi-
can Party’s social conservatism as sim-
ply being behind the times and claim 
the new generation of  republican lead-
ers will be more socially enlightened 
and accepting of  minority populations. 

But Jeb Bush’s recent Spanish 
moment led to a flurry of  appeals 
against bilingualism (just speak good 
‘ole American English). Carly Fiorina 
spread blatant lies about a group that 
supports women, Planned Parent-
hood, in the same debate as she had 
to stand up for herself  against Donald 
Trump, a racist, sexist businessman 
who calls immigrants rapists and 
publicly judges women on their looks. 

This blatant lack of  social liberalism 
within the Republican Party doesn’t 
really surprise me, as fiscally conserva-
tive structures create, perpetuate, and 
worsen social inequality. What is more 
surprising to me is my friends, who 
say they support socially liberal ideas 
of  gender and racial equality and the 
idea of  the American Dream, but don’t 
support any of  the structural facets 
needed of  the economy to create them. 

My argument rests on the idea 
that the formal structures (structures 
like a capitalist economy, majoritar-
ian democracy, etc.) that make up 
society, who’s allowed to participate 
in them, and how the structures 
themselves allow others to partici-
pate them, influence equality. This, 
I think, is not too radical an idea. 

Slavery (a formal structure) kept 
Africans and African Americans subor-
dinate, disenfranchised, and powerless. 
In this example, the structure itself  was 
obviously one of  social inequality. But, 
after the end of  the Civil War, African 
Americans were kept subordinate, 
disenfranchised, and powerless once 

again, this time through less obvious 
measures. Jim Crow laws created 
structures that, on their face, could 
have seemed equitable. A poll tax and 
a questionnaire with basic questions of  
democracy, created to make sure citi-
zens were committed to civics and had 
a basic political knowledge, seemed a 
fine way to make voting mean more. 

But within these structures, unstan-
dardized tests and a tax only given 
to some, great acts of  racism and 
disenfranchisement occurred. White 
men were always allowed to vote and 
could answer questions like “How 
many states are there?” and could skip 
the poll tax through the “grandfather 
clause” (the fact that their grandfather 
and father had voted before them). 
Black men, however, couldn’t vote 
because they were asked questions 
like “name every senator” and had 
frequently no money to pay the poll 
tax and had no grandfather who had 
voted before (as African Americans 
had never had the right to vote). 

When questioning whether or not 
a structure is socially oppressive, while 
you are currently in the structure, a 
good thing to look at, to minimize the 
bias that comes from your role with-
in the structure, is whether or not it 
produces equal rates of  success for 
groups of  people who (in a group av-
erage) are equal to each other. So, for 
our previous example, the Jim Crow 
laws produced unequal voting between 
African Americans and whites. Be-
cause African Americans and Whites 
had equal incentive to vote (African 
Americans perhaps having even more 
desire to flex new civic power), this 
signifies that there was structural 
inequity causing disparate votes. 

The American capitalist economy 
is an unequal system. If  women, as a 
group, are equal to men and if  people 
of  color, as a group, are equal to whites 
in intelligence, effort, ability, and skill 
(and deserve the same benefits), and 
yet have unequal rates of  success, then 
the same logic - that the American eco-

nomic system is a perpetuation of  so-
cial inequality - could apply. I am not 
arguing that we need a socialist regime 
or perfect economic equality per each 
person. But groups of  people (strat-
ified by color, race, sex, etc.) should 
have relatively equal levels of  eco-
nomic success if  our economy is truly 
“free” capitalism and everyone should 
have an equal chance at success, the 
American Dream, education, etc. if  
our economic system doesn’t oppress 
social minorities. But this isn’t true. 

Poverty is also unequally distribut-
ed, and the American system doesn’t 
allow upward mobility. An American 
Community Survey showed that 14.3% 
of  all Americans lived beneath the 
poverty level. Over a quarter of  Native 
Americans lived below poverty level, 
and 25.8% of  African Americans lived 
below poverty level, well above the na-
tional average. In contrast, only 11.6% 
of  Whites lived below the poverty 
level. These racial consequences are 
further illustrated in the disparate rates 
of  college attendance and graduation 
(a key to upward mobility). The per-
centage of  low-income students who 
complete college is near 20%, where-
as high income students’ completion 
rate is about 80%. Because poverty 
is unequally distributed, college also 
has a huge racial bias. 7.2 million of  
college attendees are white compared 
to only 1.7 million who are black 
and 2.4 million who are Hispanic.

This income inequality perpetuated 
by our capitalist system is even scarier 
when one considers how the American 
economy and its distribution of  money 
can also influence politics. Political 
scientist Martin Gillens has showed 
that when policy diverges between 
the poor (even with majority support) 
and the upper ten percent, the upper 
ten percent’s preferences are heard. 
Super PACs have eroded the power of  
the voter and the small donor. Lob-
bying groups have increasing power 
to influence policy despite differing 
majority opinion - as shown by massive 
support for gun control across class 

Fiscally Conservative & 
Socially Liberal?

but still a lack of  policy supporting it.

This inequity isn’t universal. Oth-
er countries have seemed to be able 
to solve the problems of  the United 
States. An index known as the Gini 
score measures income inequality, or 
how much money goes to the top and 
how much money goes to the bottom. 
America’s Gini Score (.6) is double 
the average of  other developed coun-
tries in the world (average developed 
countries falling between .2 and .36). 
America’s high score means income 
is heavily concentrated at the top, 
much more so than other developed 
countries. America’s inequality doesn’t 
reflect an international epidemic. 

One may argue that it isn’t struc-
tures keeping people back, but the 
people themselves. But this falls into the 
unwieldy trap of  comparing on an in-
dividual level without looking at group 
inequity. Of  course an individual white 
man might be more qualified for a job 
than a woman or person of  color. But 

when groups of  people that should be 
equal (if  you believe in social liberalism) 
aren’t paid equally or employed equally, 
what could be the cause? If  all those 
individuals are less qualified doesn’t 
that lead back to an inherent inferiority 
of  the group as a whole? And doesn’t 
that lead back to the same “inferiority” 
justification to keep women, African 
Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, 
etc. out of  other structures in history.

Liberal economic policies aren’t 
financially unwise handouts, they 
are stabilizing policies to control the 
influence of  inequities in our capitalist 
society to mediate giving everyone a 
fair shot. If  you believe that those born 
into a family of  low-socioeconomic 
status (a status often congruent with 
minority status) should have a chance 
for success, then liberal economic 
policies support that. They support fair 
taxation across all economic classes 
with stricter regulation on upper-crust 
estates, Wall Street, and trading. They 
support higher taxes so the necessary 

social programs to create a fair chance 
can happen. They support limits (not 
total control) on business, so corpo-
rations can’t overpower people. They 
support smaller campaign donations, 
so the upper crust (and white) can’t 
dominate politics. The liberal ideal 
economy is one that would aim for 
liberal social equality; the conservative 
economy perpetuates the status quo.

It’s not shocking that Trump calls 
immigrants “lazy.” With the viewpoint 
that everyone has equal ability in an 
unchecked conservative capitalism, they 
are lazy (because they aren’t as suc-
cessful as whites). If  there are shocking 
levels of  inequality by race, gender, 
and socioeconomic status in facets of  
the community then either the groups 
are unequal or the system perpetuates 
inequity. If  you are socially liberal, you 
believe the groups are equal. If  the 
groups are equal, then it is structure 
causing inequity. If  the system per-
petuates inequity, how can someone 
who is socially liberal support it?

wesarcadia.com/blog
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CHRISTINA SICKINGER
DIR. OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Sitting in Usdan one day, one of  
my friends mentioned how she found 
Bernie Sanders to be simply more 
genuine than Hillary Clinton. “I feel 
like Hillary tries really hard to come off 
as understanding what college students 
want, but Bernie actually gets us on 
the issues” she said. “Like, it takes 
more than a Vine to convince us!”

She was referring to a video where 
Clinton says she’s “just chilling in 
Cedar Rapids” that then cuts to an 
image of  a drink koozie that says 
“More Like Chillary Clinton, Amir-
ite?” From the perspective of  some 
college students, this video is fairly 
representative of  Clinton’s attempts to 
reach youth voters: seemingly con-
trived and somewhat patronizing. 

It’s clear that Hillary Clinton cer-
tainly has plenty of  money to spend 
on her image, but is that actually 
backfiring? Republicans have long 
celebrated “political outsiders,” and 
it would appear that this is the case 
with the 2016 Democratic race as 
well. Just as the Republicans squab-
ble over who is the biggest outsider, 
Clinton has been criticized by some 
of  Sanders’ supporters as being 
too beholden to special interests.

While the Clinton campaign has 
the advantages of  money, manpower, 
and name-recognition at its disposal, 
the Sanders campaign seems to pride 
itself  on being more “on the issues.” 
Sanders has spurned the idea of  the 
Super PAC, making it more difficult 
for him to raise money for expensive 
forms of  advertising, like television 
ads (he aired his first on November 
1st, whereas Clinton has been airing 
commercials for months). However, 
that does not mean that the media has 
no role in the creation of  Sanders’ 
image. Nor does it mean that he does 
not have to work to deliberately create 

an image, even this image does not 
appear pre-planned. But why has he 
had so much more apparent success 
with voters, specifically the youth?

The first television ad aired by the 
Sanders team is typical of  his cam-
paign so far. The ad begins with a short 
biography, highlighting his humble 
beginnings as the son of  an immigrant, 
and going on to describe his lifelong 
activism. The main focus of  the ad, 
however, is Sanders’ special ability as 
an outsider of  “establishment politics” 
to enact change, especially on his main 
issue of  income inequality. Although 
Sanders’ tendency to connect every-
thing to this one issue can be a prob-
lem (especially with regard to areas he 
is less experienced with, like foreign 
policy), it is nevertheless appealing to 
many groups of  Democratic voters. 
His ability to appear knowledgeable 
and incredibly passionate about this 
one subject enhances his “genuine” 
image. Additionally, while he has 
certainly been criticized for essen-
tially not changing his views for his 
entire political career, this is actually a 
positive for many voters, especially the 
youth, for whom constant “flip-flop-
ping” on issues they see as uncom-
promisable (like gay marriage) comes 
across as hypocritical and insincere.

Deliberate image creation is of  
course important, but the way a candi-
date is characterized by the mainstream 
media is arguably even more crucial. 
Once again, Bernie Sanders has been 
able to successfully spin negatives into 
positives. Especially at the beginning 
of  the campaign, Bernie Sanders was 
largely ignored, and when he was 
mentioned, it was often not as a serious 
contender. However, to many Sanders 
supporters, this was actually a sign 
that their campaign was on the right 
track--it helped distance the movement 
from the stigma of  big corporations 
and gave a sort of  underdog appeal. 

On the other hand, Clinton’s media 

presence appears to many to be far too 
contrived. Her ads are quite polished 
and professional, and it’s hard to find 
something explicitly wrong with them. 
But in the modern political landscape, 
it seems that polished and professional 
is not necessarily a positive anymore. 
Rather than indications of  experience 
and expertise, these qualities appear 
to signal “selling out.” There have 
been plenty of  jokes about Clinton 
needing a gaffe to make her more 
relatable, and that actually bears 
some truth in the modern campaign. 

In short, Bernie Sanders is lucky 
to be campaigning at a time when 
many of  the things that have in the 
past been perceived as negative are 
actually coming to be seen as desir-
able. From his almost exclusive focus 
on income inequality, to the dearth of  
early media coverage, to his lack of  
mass-media advertisements, Bernie 
Sanders has been able to take advan-
tage of  a combination of  a changing 
political media climate and his own 
ability to shape his image to appeal 
to a changing group of  voters. 

However, none of  this means 
that the media is any less important. 
Bernie Sanders is well aware of  the 
importance of  traditional adver-
tising methods like television ads, 
and he is beginning to take advan-
tage of  them. And just because the 
way the American public interacts 
with, and evaluates what they take 
in from, the media is changing does 
not mean that the media plays any 
smaller role in the political process. 

It is important to keep in mind that 
much of  this does not apply to the larg-
er world outside of  liberal-leaning col-
lege students. Despite Sanders’ success 
with this demographic, he will need to 
work harder to spread his message and 
cultivate his image if  he wants to reach 
older, more rural, more established, 
and more moderate Democratic voters.

The Role of the Media in the 
2016 Democratic Race

Solidarité Avec Paris
JAKE LAHUT

CONTRIBUTING WRITER

2015 will forever be known as the year that 
scarred Paris with traumatic terror. First came 
Charlie Hebdo, which my Parisian host family 
carefully and sincerely thought was France’s 
9/11. Then came Friday, November 13, 2015. 

Within a shockingly tight timeframe, over 
120 people were murdered and more than 
350 wounded in six locations in and around 
Paris. The most gruesome attack was at the 
Bataclan concert hall, where  concertgoers 
were taken hostage and over 100 of  them 
were murdered. A close French friend of  mine 
was supposed to go to the Eagles of  Death 
Metal show at the Bataclan, but decided to 
stay in instead—a decision that saved his life. 

Sadly, two of  my French friends were not 
so lucky. Both have siblings whose friends were 
victims of  the attacks, one in critical condition 
who was thought to be dead at first, and the 
other murdered. The age of  these victims is no 
accident. The Bataclan massacre was clearly 
aimed at a young and cosmopolitan crowd, 
meaning that these deaths can connect back 
to us by less than six degrees of  separation. 

Before delving deeper into the Paris 
attacks, it is critical to address the gruesome 
attacks in Bagdad and Beirut, which have 
been largely ignored in the mainstream media 
and on social media outside of  hyper liberal 
circles such as Wesleyan. To those who have 
pointed out that we ignore the deaths of  
people of  color when tragedies in predom-
inantly white and Western arenas happen, 
please keep fighting the good fight. However, 
be aware that your words can carry weight 
and if  not crafted carefully, it can appear as 
if  you are pushing a political agenda after a 
tragedy in which people in your community 
know innocent people who were murdered. 

It is also crucial to note that France has a 
well documented history as a colonizing and 
Islamophobic country given their relationship 
with former colonies in North Africa as well 
as in their marginalization of  those who live 
in banlieus and cités, not to mention legisla-
tion that bans niqabs in schools and public 
places, making France an unmistakable target. 
However, much of  this is at the level of  its 
federal government, and its citizens who wield 
only the power of  a single vote should not be 
blamed for being murdered by the Islamic 

State. As for those who have changed their 
profile pictures to the bleu-blanc-rouge, thank 
you for showing your solidarity with the French 
people. However, please be equally aware that 
there are currently no Lebanese or Iraqi flags 
available, and that Facebook has at the very 
least implicitly privileged some victims of  ter-
rorism over others. I would most likely not be 
addressing these issues at all if  it weren’t for the 
hyper awareness of  the Wesleyan community.

Nonetheless, the greatest ramifications 
of  the Paris attacks lie outside of  the Wesley-
an community. The way French President 
François Hollande and Prime Minister 
Manuel Valls have been addressing the attacks 
in the last few days has been very similar to 
the rhetoric of  President George W Bush 
and Vice President Dick Cheney after 9/11. 
On the surface this is not surprising given the 
trauma that the two events inflicted on both 
nations, but the political stakes are higher for 
Hollande and Valls’ Socialist Party, who will 
be competing in regional elections in two 
weeks against former President Sarkozy’s 
Républicans and Marine Le Pen’s ascendant 
far right party, Le Front Nationale. For those 
unfamiliar with French politics, the FN is like 
the our Tea Party on steroids for France. A 
quick Google search of  the party will reveal 
much of  their xenophobic stances, and a quick 
scroll will reveal former FN leader Jean-Marie 
Le Pen’s remarks about how the holocaust was 
“merely a footnote” of  the second World War. 

There are two immediate worries for 
France, one economic and one political. 
The political worry is precisely that of  
the rise of  the FN, which was already es-
tablishing itself  as the third main party in 
France before Charlie Hebdo, only to gain 
nationalist and Islamophobic steam in the 
months that followed January 7. For many 
in the French political establishment, the 
attacks of  November 13 coupled with the 
ascendance of  the National Front could 
destabilize the nation’s political paradigm if  
Le Pen’s party is able to effectively politicize 
this tragedy for their own xenophobic ends. 

As for the economic worry, there is already 
an immediate concern over one of  France’s 
largest economic sectors, tourism. Even outside 
of  Paris in cities such as Stasbourg, hotel 
prices have dropped as much as 30% over 
the weekend due to cancellations and what 
is quickly becoming a hesitancy of  tourists to 
travel to France. Paris could end up being the 

epicenter of  this negative economic impact, 
and it may take years for the city to rebound 
in tourism after these attacks. As a former 
resident of  the city, I know that Parisians 
will be resilient after atrocities, whether they 
be Charlie Hebdo or the Bataclan, but I 
do not have the same hope for tourists. 

Perhaps the most ironic aspect of  these 
attacks is that the notion of  terrorism comes 
from France itself  and the French Revolution. 
Their national anthem, La Marseillaise, is 
a response to such terrorism. Furthermore, 
the irony of  the Marseillaise is that it is also 
a response to the monarchies surrounding 
France who looked to capitalize on the nascent 
republic in the aftermath of  the revolution, 
with one line that speaks of  the throats of  
children being cut by foreign invaders and how 
the French will respond by arming them-
selves and watering their furrows with impure 
blood. Ironically, it is this very country that 
was the victim of  vengeance coming from the 
Islamic State. The nation that originally used 
terror against internal enemies is now one of  
its most prominent and shocking victims. 

Militarily, it remains to be seen whether 
Article 5 of  the NATO’s Washington Trea-
ty will be enacted, where an attack on one 
NATO country is considered an attack on 
all. If  Hollande’s comments on how these 
attacks are an act of  war is any indication, 
France and potentially the United States could 
be entering a more intense and prolonged 
conflict with ISIS that will most certainly be a 
war if  what we are currently engaged in isn’t 
already. As this article is being written, France 
has been relentlessly bombing ISIS targets in 
Syria and is engaged in around 150 raids. 

As important as it is to keep our soli-
darity with Bagdad, Beirut, and places like 
Yemen that face continuous terrorist attacks, 
the Paris attacks hit home for me. This city 
was my home for over four months. I lived, 
went to school, and worked two jobs in Paris 
while growing tremendously on my own 
and with my French friends. I even wonder 
if  I would be able to write this article if  my 
friend had changed his mind and gone to 
the Bataclan that night. Nonetheless, we 
must confront these atrocities. Terrorism is 
our generation’s World War. We have grown 
up with terrorism, and we must confront it 
together in collective action that cannot only 
be military in nature. Marchons, marchons. 
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MOLLY SCHIFF
STAFF WRITER

Hardly a day goes by where we do 
not see a debate over personal choice 
and freedoms play out in the court-
room, the media, or the Senate floor. 
On both sides of  the ideological fence, 
debates over the individual’s legal 
rights to a given practice pervade our 
lives, often sparking heated conversa-
tion at our family dinner tables and 
here at Wesleyan. Take the case of  
reproductive choice, where one wom-
an’s decision to use birth control and/
or have an abortion has absolutely no 
bearing on the lives of  other women 
and their ability to have or not have 
children. Then, there are times where 
a choice--for example, Kim Davis ex-
ercising her so-called “freedom of  reli-
gion”--where one’s  claim of  personal 
freedoms so directly impede another’s. 
But what about cases that are not so 
clearly marked? What happens when a 
choice that you make impedes anoth-
er’s ability to live in a way that you 
will never know or could never expect? 
When a parent makes the decision not 
to vaccinate their child, they contrib-
ute to a snowballing chain of  events 
in which they endanger the lives of  
others, even that of  their own children.

 
In 1998, British gastroenterologist 

Andrew Wakefield and colleagues 
published an article in the medi-
cal journal Lancet claiming to have 
concluded that there exists a causal 
relationship between a child’s receiving 
of  the measles, mumps, and rubella 
vaccine (MMR) and developing autism 
or autism spectrum disorders (ASDs). 
The release of  this poorly conduct-
ed study, denounced by most of  its 
contributors in 2004, became known 
as a watershed moment in the cru-
sade against vaccination. Anti-vaxx-
ers, as they are known, have clung to 
the belief  that refusing to consent to 
full courses of  vaccine regimens at 
the CDC-recommended times will 
keep them from developing autism, 
which coincidentally begins to reveal 
itself  between the ages of  12 and 18 

months. Despite a consensus in the 
medical field that the timing of  the 
administration of  these vaccines and 
the first appearance of  symptoms is 
merely coincidental, the movement 
remains strong today, particularly 
in the United States and Britain. 

Even in the face of  this compel-
ling evidence, the growing skepticism 
around vaccination has transformed 
the discussion from a substantive medi-
cal discussion into one centered around 
choice. In other words, should parents, 
despite having the knowledge that vac-
cines do not in fact cause children to 
suddenly show symptoms of  a develop-
mental disorder or another unrelated 
illness, be able to make the decision 
about whether or not to vaccinate their 
children? After all, if  they’re motivat-
ed by fear, aren’t they just protecting 
their child from potential harm? 

My answer to this is, simply, no. 
Vaccination is not a choice. It should 
not be the personal choice of  a select 
group of  individuals to contribute to 
the resurgence of  diseases that have 
been eradicated in the United States 
and other developed countries for 
decades. It should not be the personal 
choice of  a parent to subject their chil-
dren to the possibility of  contracting 
such an illness, as occurred following 
widespread exposure to measles at 
California’s Disneyland in late 2014 
and early 2015. There is no evidence 
that administration of  those vaccines 
mandated by government institutions 
(public schools, for example) will hin-
der quality of  life, but there is sub-
stantial evidence that the resurgence 
of  these diseases is a result of  the lack 
of  vaccination of  children. Of  the 
189 individuals infected with measles 
in 2015 past year alone (following a 
record 667 in 2014), forty percent 
were intentionally not vaccinated or 
had intentionally not completed the 
recommended vaccination regimen.

 
Not only are these children, who 

had every opportunity to develop the 
necessary immunity to this disease, 

being put in the way of  unnecessary 
harm, but also those who did not 
have an opportunity to get vaccinat-
ed, such as those born outside of  the 
U.S., and the immunocompromised. A 
2011 study published in Public Health 
Reports found a significant positive 
relationship between hesitation to 
vaccinate and socioeconomic status. 
The study also reported significance 
between refusal to vaccinate and the 
mother’s level of  education. Addition-
ally, researchers at Stanford Medical 
Center noted that these communities 
are not only affluent, but also pre-
dominantly white. These findings 
make sense especially in the context of  
the Disneyland outbreak, as Orange 
County, California is home to wealthy 
communities where the anti-vaccina-
tion movement is known to be partic-
ularly strong. It’s hard to ignore this 
connection; choosing not to vaccinate 
is often an extreme act of  privilege. 

Nearly two decades have passed 
since the publishing of  Wakefield’s 
disastrous study and the take-off  of  the 
anti-vaccination movement. However, 
there are no signs of  this trend slowing 
down or reversing. The Pew Research 
Center recently released a report that 
suggest young people may actually be 
more inclined not to vaccinate their 
children. The potential dangers that 
accompany the further spread of  this 
misguided movement are grave and 
widespread, as anti-vaxxers tend to 
be clustered in particular geographic 
areas. Individual immunity is import-
ant, of  course, but primarily because 
it contributes to the immunity of  a 
community, a concept known as herd 
immunity. Herd immunity can only 
exist when a critical percentage (95%) 
of  a community is vaccinated for a 
given disease, thereby reducing the 
likelihood that an outbreak will occur 
in the first place. The clustering of  
anti-vaxxers, therefore, is already start-
ing to impact the herd immunity of  
certain communities, and signs suggest 
that it will only continue to do so. 

So, what can be done about this 

troubling trend at the policy level? 
Currently, laws vary from state to state. 
Each state government imposes certain 
vaccination requirements on school-
age children as well as criteria for ex-
emption. States that have implemented 
the strictest laws include Mississippi, 
West Virginia, and California. In all 
three states, “personal belief ” and 
religious exemptions are not permitted 
by law. California became the most 
recent state to adopt this policy in June 
2015. Among the most lax policies are 
include those that allow for both “per-
sonal belief ” and religious exemptions, 
like those found in fifteen states rang-
ing from Maine to Texas to Colorado. 

The Trouble with Vaccination
Choice

I advocate that personal and 
personal belief  exemptions be elim-
inated for all school-age children 
(medical exemptions excluded, as 
they are even in the states with the 
most rigorous policies). I suggest that 
parents adhere to the CDC-recom-
mended vaccination schedule, though 
I am more concerned about those in 
school settings. If  one must object to 
vaccination for non-medical reasons, 
they should be prepared to take on 
the responsibility of  home-school-
ing them and for the possibility of  
their falling unnecessarily ill with a 
grave and easily preventable illness. 

Vaccination is not a personal 
freedom. Maybe some can see it as 
a personal choice, but I do not con-
sider it one. We must make sacrifices 
to ensure the greater good of  the 
community. In the same way that 
Kim Davis cannot use her religious 
freedom to impinge on the freedom 
of  another, no parent should be able 
to make the conscious decision to 
lower the overall health of  a commu-
nity, much less their own child. They 
will not give their children autism. 
They will not lose some fundamental 
right. In fact, the whole community 
will be better off. However, unless we 
change our way of  thinking, this trend 
could get worse before it gets better. 

EVAN WASIAK
CONTRIBUTING WRITER

There is a cancer in campaign 
finance that needs to be solved. For 
too long, politicians have been ca-
tering to the wealthy elite and super 
PACS, whose generous donations to 
political campaigns have given poli-
ticians no incentives to speak to the 
unconnected or impoverished people 
in their constituencies. These politi-
cians mainly finance their campaigns 
through generous donations from 
super PACS and the wealthy, inevita-
bly allowing these groups to control 
an immense amount of  power over 
the candidates therefore allowing 
them to undermine our democracy.

Although some articles may have 
you believe that the problem is wheth-
er or not candidates lack the scruples 
to legally finance their campaigns, 
the problem is that we have a flawed 
campaign financing system. Not only 
does a small segment of  our population 
end up with a gross amount of  power, 
but this system also turns the younger 
generation, both impressionable and 

new to politics, more cynical and apa-
thetic towards political endeavors. The 
younger generation is disillusioned with 
politics and they feel as though they 
have no say in political affairs. However, 
with legislation passed that rids political 
campaigns of  big money, we can help 
reverse this trend and create meaningful 
change that furthers the way an individ-
ual participates in our political system.

This change can be made locally, 
and each one of  us has the opportunity 
to get involved. Organizations such as 
ConnPIRG (Connecticut Public Interest 
Research Group) are creating grassroots 
movements to help gain local support 
to push for reform. Proposed remedies 
include small donor empowerment 
systems that give incentives to voters to 
donate their money. One such system 
involves creating an environment where 
small contributions from individuals 
are matched with limited public funds 
at a rate of  6:1, allowing the receiving 
candidate to compete with big money 
candidates. A numbers system has even 
been proposed that forces politicians to 
reach out to community members from 
all parts of  the economic spectrum to 

The Cancer in Politics
Why We Need Campaign Finance Reform

help reach quotas of  citizens. By doing 
so, impoverished neighborhoods with 
citizens that could only donate a small 
amount, such as five dollars, gain some 
form of  political representation and a 
voice from these proposed reforms. 

Almost daily, some bureaucrat, be it 
the national, municipal, or state level, 
is criticized for taking money from 
super PACS, billionaires, or from his 
or her own immense wealth. Our own 
community is even dealing with this 
disease; in the Middletown mayoral 
race, candidates are quick to point 
their fingers at each other for how the 
opposition finances their campaigns. 
This overwhelms the front pages of  
newspapers, essentially implying that a 
heated race is about candidates filing 
complaints and bickering about cam-
paign contributions. Instead, the front 
page of  a newspaper should be focused 
on the candidates’ positions and how 
they would help small businesses on 
Main Street and create meaningful, 
lasting change in the Middletown com-
munity. Every voice should matter in 
America, and campaign finance reform 
is a major step to make that possible.
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Hey Wes!

Democrat? Republican? Independent? Conservative? 
Liberal? Neoconservative? Neoliberal? Moderate? Pro-
gressive? Federalist? Anti-Federalist? Anarchist? Social-
ist? Libertarian? Communist? Bourgeoisie? Proletariat? 
Activist? Slacktivist? Self-important political blogger? 
Right wing? Left wing? Centrist? Environmentalist? An-
ti-Environmentalist? Individualist? Collectivist? Utilitar-
ian? Syndicalist? Capitalist? Feminist? SBS major? NSM 
major? HA major? University major? Undecided? House 
of  Cards fan? West Wing fan? Rich? Poor? Historically 
disenfranchised? Currently disenfranchised? Have read 
The Economist recreationally? Have strong feelings about 
either Rachel Maddow or Sean Hannity, MSNBC or 
Fox? Pro-choice, anti-life? Pro-life, anti-choice? Reform-
ist? Constitutionalist? Populist? Traditionalist? National-
ist? Internationalist? Radical? Documented immigrant? 
Undocumented immigrant? Politically correct? Political-
ly incorrect? Procrastinator? Procrastinating right now? 
Love this post? Deeply distressed by this post? Other? Get 
involved with Arcadia, Wesleyan’s political magazine!

wesarcadia.com
facebook.com/wesarcadia

twitter.com/wesarcadia
arcadiapoliticalmagazine@gmail.com


