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In the past few months, Associated Students 
has seen major events like proposed consti-
tutional changes, the transportation crisis, nu-
merous resolutions, and financial issues. The 
two events that stand out the most are the di-
vestment from the prison industrial complex 
and the issue of pulling out of mandated re-
serves. I had a unique perspective in these pro-
cesses, as I identify myself as a Republican.

This council in particular loved to pass reso-
lutions or divestments. Resolutions or divest-
ments are essentially written political state-
ments that are supposed to represent the views 
of students. One that comes to mind is the di-
vestment from the prison industrial complex, 
where council made a strong statement that 
anything related to the prison system (laws by 
legislators, police officers, judges, etc.) was 
blatantly and purposefully racist. The word-
ing of the divestment bill was divisive, the 
sources were unreliable, and the claims were 
outlandish. Someone presenting the divest-
ment bill even said that Republicans created 
the “War on Drugs” to purposefully place mi-

norities into prison. The same presenter also 
said he is fighting for economic equality. I ex-
pressed my concerns on the council floor. As 
a Senator, I refused to vote on something with 
language I disagreed with. Regardless, there 
was still overwhelming support for the divest-
ment bill. It passed with myself being the only 
“no” vote.

Divestment from the prison industrial complex 
was only the tip of the iceberg. The biggest 
issue of this council was over pulling money 
out of mandated reserves to fund remaining 
student organization funding requests. The 
Vice President of Finance and Resources had 
informed us that we ran out of the money allo-
cated to student organizations. The following 
week, the VP Finance requested $60,000 to be 
pulled from mandated reserves to fund stu-
dent organization requests for the remainder 
of the academic year. Senator Austin Peters (a 
fellow Republican) and I attempted to create 
a coalition of people to vote “no.” This was 

Being Conservative on Associated Students
Marco Vasquez 

While politics may not always seem to be 
at the forefront of college students’ minds, 
the Dolores Huerta room was packed for the 
Spring Quarter debate between the college 
Republicans and Democrats on Tuesday, April 
29th. Topics brought to the floor included vot-
er identification laws and workers unions. The 
two clubs also brought a new category to the 
debate – a ten minute slideshow on each side’s 
idea of how to move forward to ensure a sus-
tainable economy for America’s future. 

The first issue to be debated was voter identi-
fication. The representative from the College 
Republicans, Emily Goldenberg, presented a 
very strong argument as to why state require-
ments for voter identification are important to 
eliminating fraud and keeping elections fair 
and honest. The representative from the Col-
lege Democrats, Daniel Firoozi, had some dif-
ferent opinions, not only concerning the issue 
of voter identification, but also what the Re-
publican party had to say on the issues. The 
Democrats argued voter ID would disenfran-
chise thousands of Americans, denying them 
the right to vote as photo identification at the 
voting booth would not include college ID 
cards, social security cards, or birth certifi-
cates. This in turn would force people to pay 
for a state ID card or a drivers license. Emily 
shed light on the situation by reading from the 
voting regulation’s of Indiana, the state known 
to have the strictest voter ID laws, explaining 
a social security card, birth certificate, and 
other forms of ID Democrats had attempted 
to say would be denied, are in fact acceptable. 
Republicans argued that without ID, fraud is 
much easier citing this past election as having 
many of the same voters both registered and 
voting in multiple states. Additionally, Emily 
squashed the claim that most fraud is perpe-
trated by mail-in voters excluded by identifica-
tion laws. Emily was well prepared explaining 
that even mail in voters must send, at least, a 

photocopy of their identification in order to 
verify their ballot. Overall, Emily spent much 
of the debate righting misconceptions and ex-
plaining the Democratic accusations of very 
few right wing extremist are not the views of 
the whole Republican party. 

Next, Austin Peters from the College Repub-
licans and Zane Rice from the College Demo-
crats debated workers’ unions. Austin Peters 
went first, arguing that workers unions should 
be allowed, as they are protected under the 
First Amendment but clarifying they should 
not dominate employment. He argued people 
should be able to work in trade jobs, education, 
and other businesses without being forced to 
go through unions; rather, while unions may 
offer memberships, they should not exclude 
non-members from entering a profession. Col-
lege Democrats focused on education. Their 
argument identified a need for unions to ensure 
fair pay and work for the middle class. They 
remained specifically focused on the teachers 
unions and education reform. Austin proposed 
teachers be paid on merit to reward best teach-
ing practices rather than incentivising tenure 
and union ties. 

Finally, in the final heat of the debate, both 
sides tested a new category by presenting a 
ten minute slideshow showcasing methods to 
achieve a more sustainable economy. College 
Republican Marco Vasquez presented first. 
His slideshow claimed free market enterprise 
would boost the economy allowing room for 
a stronger middle class whose members could 
improve their status through hard work. He 
went on to explain the need to have room for 
capitalism--the average American should be 
able to work hard and earn a living to better 
their livelihood. This could be accomplished 
by removing crippling restrictions from busi-

On tuesday, April 29th, the College Democrats 
and the College Republicans met to debate be-
fore an audience of their peers about their par-
tys’ policy positions. Specifically, they debated 
on three topics – existing and proposed voter ID 
laws; the role of public and private sector unions, 
and whether modern unions help more than they 
hurt; and a broader topic, where each side pre-
sented their vision for a sustainable economic 
future, and discussed the political actions they 
would take to achieve it.

From a libertarian perspective, the debate was 
too narrow. Both sides argued for why their 
policy ideas were good, but failed to open a dia-
logue about the ideological differences between 
them that ultimately gave rise to their different 
solutions to political problems. Below, I will 
briefly summarize the arguments given by each 
side, and then describe the libertarian approach 
to the issue.

Voter ID Laws

This is one of those issues that is only an issue 
because Democrats and Republicans are po-
litical opponents. If they had stepped back and 
thought about what an election is, both sides 
should come to the reasonable conclusion that 
failing to validate the identity of a voter is an 
obvious breach of the integrity of a democratic 
election. The Republicans got at least this far, 
but they were unable to resolve the legitimate 
criticism that laws similar to these have been 
used in the past to disfranchise young, low-
income, and minority populations, and that the 
types of photo IDs specified in proposed Voter 
ID laws – drivers’ licenses and gun licenses – 
require the owner to own some piece of (ex-
pensive) property. The Republican gave a weak 
response. One attempt to show that the pool of 
acceptable IDs was larger failed when the Dem-
ocrat brought up the fact that they were talking 
about registration rather than actual voting.

The Republicans should have acknowledged the 
potential for disfranchisement if the law were im-
plemented incorrectly. Furthermore, they should 
have confronted the allegations by the democratic 
debater, Daniel Firoozi, that certain high-ranking 
members of the GOP have been recorded say-
ing that Voter ID laws were, in fact, designed to 
disfranchise opposing voters. They should have 
questioned Firoozi’s source, and the fact that they 
didn’t grants him credence by default. And they 
should have seized an opportunity to show that 
the new generation of republicans is radically dif-
ferent from the preceding generation.

If they had done that, they would have had a 
much better chance at convincing the audience 
that there is a solution to the integrity holes in 
our election process that does not disfranchise 
voters. Such a solution might be to provide a free 
photo ID for all voters who registered, which 
would probably not add a significant amount to 
what it already costs to run an election.

Public and Private Unions

This part of the debate wasn’t as antagonistic as 
the other parts. Both sides made important and 
valid points about the benefits and harm that 
unions can do. However, in terms of actually tak-
ing a meaningful position on unions, the Repub-
licans definitely took charge of this debate. The 
Democrats kept repeating the points that “unions 
protect workers”, and that “everyone should be 
able to join a union”. This position is weak be-
cause it is uncontroversial. The Republicans were 
quick to acknowledge these truths, and move on 
to the more complicated question of the negative 
externalities that come from modern unions.

The first controversy discussed was the modern 
practice of coerced unionization in “closed shop” 
trades. Many unions have negotiated deals with 
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College Republicans Clearly Victorious
Cassie Silebi 
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Joshua Marxen 
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LETTER FROM THE EDITOR
 
This issue will be the last produced under my leadership. After this, I pass the torch 
to George Hess. I wish him the best of luck employing his powerful personality 
and intellectual dedication in the service of the mission of this paper – spreading the 
ideas of liberty, and being the voice for conservatives and libertarians at UCSD. 

My time on this paper over the last three years has been incredibly rewarding. I 
look back on the work we have done, and I am very proud of the contributions I 
have been able to make. I have had the immense pleasure of working side-by-side 
with amazing and inspiring people toward a common goal.

I feel my best contributions were not made in my current role. In hindsight, I would 
not have picked myself for this job. My strengths are in the engineering and the 
technical work – the bare-bones journalism, and laying out the paper. A good Edi-
tor in Chief needs more than a vision. They need to be able to communicate it, and 
inspire and motivate others to work with him or her to realize it. My predecessors 
had a knack for identifying and nurturing the talents and passions of those who 
demonstrated a passion for liberty. Although I learned a lot about what these skills 
entail, I never mastered these arts. Partly, I chose Gerry as my successor because he 
has better command over these capacities. 
 
I will remain at UCSD for a few more years, and I will still give my time to this 
paper. I will return to my proper place as the engineer behind the scenes, and from 
time to time offer what advice I can to my successors. 

The upcoming years will be important in determining the future success of liberty 
at UCSD. Too many students, faculty, and administrators today have pledged them-
selves to ideologies that rely on force and coercion. We can see this in the way our 
student council disregards the effects of its decisions on future students, pulling 
money from mandate reserves to fund immediate expenses without a plan to replace 
them, and leaving the consequences to be dealt with by the next council. We can see 
it in the system-wide smoking ban. Instead of reaching a compromise between the 
legitimate health interests of non-smokers and the freedom to choose what you do 
with your body, the school has simply banned the practice wholesale. 

This paper has the important mission of articulating the alternatives to these “so-
lutions,” and the ideologies that drive them. This is just a stepping stone towards 
implementing meaningful change, but it is an important one. It is up to us to see that 
it is done correctly.

With Love and Liberty,
Joshua Marxen
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OPINION
A stereotype that American citizens have as-
sociated with the United States Congress is its 
inability to productively pass any legislation 
or work with the United States President to 
come to any agreements.

In his Farewell Address, George Washington 
famously spoke against political parties and 
their dangers, saying, “The alternate domina-
tion of one faction over another, sharpened 
by the spirit of revenge, natural to party dis-
sension, which in different ages and countries 
has perpetrated the most horrid enormities, is 
itself a frightful despotism.”

Thus, it raises the question of how the United 
States of America transformed from a country 
fearful of political parties to a country whose 
politics are dominated by political parties, 
specifically, the two party system.

It is important to first note the nature of the 
quote in which George Washington warned 
the Americans of political parties. His words 
warn against the “alternate domination of one 
faction over another”; the wording gives rea-
son to conclude that it is the concept of two 
factions fighting against each other that poses 
dangers to the nation. Thus, it is not the pres-
ence of political parties that would harm the 
United States, but rather having only two po-
litical parties that dominate all discussion.

Digging out the root of the problem with 
American politics is only the first step towards 
understanding how the two-party system has 
changed the face of American politics forever. 
The easiest way to understand the impact of 

the two party system is through seeing its im-
pact upon the American citizens.

More and more dissatisfaction has arisen out 
of the status quo usage of asking which po-
litical party one belongs to. Many American 
citizens voice that their political preferences 
are not black or white, nor are they grey. They 
are, in fact, black and white in the sense that 
average American citizens vote depending on 
the individual candidate rather the political 
party that he or she associates with. There is 
increasing enthusiasm for asking each other 
not what political party one would vote for but 
rather who they would vote for because for 
most Americans, the latter question is much 
more accurate of a depiction for a person’s po-
litical views. George Washington, would see 
this change as a saving grace for American 
politics today.

However, whilst a change in the way Ameri-
can citizens view politics is occurring, it is by 
no means the norm for the election and cam-
paign system of the United States of America. 
It is nearly impossible for any candidate hop-
ing to run for office to successfully become 
elected without allying oneself with one of 
the two large political parties in the United 
States. Thus, a rift is created within one politi-
cal party in which politicians who would self-
identify as a moderate hold the same brand as 
a politician who would self-identify as a Lib-
ertarian. These rifts not only hinder the ability 
for the single political party itself to function 
properly, but it also prevents the entire Ameri-
can government from functioning efficiently, 
as each of the two major political parties are 
bogged down in internal disputes between dis-
crepant views within in their own party.

The two party system in America affects not 

only the American citizens themselves as they 
not only may be politically apathetic, but they 
also are increasingly polarized from the politi-
cians themselves. The two party system also 
creates inefficiency within the American gov-
ernment that leads to the inability of the Unit-
ed States Congress to productively pass any 

legislation and the inability for the Congress 
and the United States President to cooperate 
together.

Partisanship Ruins 
American Politics
Claire Hsieh 

Recently, the show Cosmos, originally created 
and hosted by science communicator Carl Sagan, 
has made a comeback. Although Carl Sagan is 
no longer alive, his legacy lives on through the 
program, now hosted by Neil Degrasse Tyson.

Admittedly, while the scope of this show does 
not compare to a college education in science, 
it provides a useful reminder about the impor-
tance of the field. The Earth’s magnificent sto-
ry is revealed with ample evidence in the form 
of fossils, isotope systems, sedimentary rocks 
and so much more. On the show, Tyson shows 
how insignificant and brief human history is in 
comparison to the 13.8 billion-year history of 
the universe.

While Cosmos is not designed for the academic 
and scientific community, it is meant to enter-
tain and enthrall the rest of the population. Sci-
entists often find it frustrating to discuss a topic 
that is heavily science dependent with someone 
not in the scientific community. The general 
population, unfortunately, does not have a very 
solid foundation of understanding for areas like 
chemistry, physics and biology – much less how 
those areas interact. Some of these issues easier 
to fully understand with a proper background 
include: radiation, the fresh water crisis, geneti-
cally modified foods, pesticides, and vaccina-
tion, just to name a few.

Insane Clown Posse’s song “Miracles” does sci-
entists no favors and highlights the depth of this 
problem, with lyrics like “F**king magnets, 
how do they work? And I don’t wanna talk to a 
scientist. Y’all motherf**kers lying, and getting 
me pissed!” This is a hyperbole of the issue, but 
it is not far off from the distrust of scientific, 
factual testimony many people seem to hold.

Unfortunately, it seems there are quite a few 
people who don’t want to talk to scientists, but 

why not? Why don’t they trust scientists or be-
lieve the scientific community when it comes to 
certain topics and issues? It can be so frustrat-
ing sometimes when I try to have a discussion 
about the facts of an issue with an individual 
that I end up just shutting down and ending the 
conversation.

There is a great psychology study from 1990 
mentioned in the book, “Made to Stick” based 
on a game including two players, the tapper and 
the listener. The study takes two people: one, 
the “tapper” and the other, the “listener”. The 
tapper will tap out the rhythm to a popular and 
simple song such as “happy birthday” and the 
listener needs to guess the song based on the 
taps they hear. Naturally, the tapper hears the 
melody in their head and assumed a 50% suc-
cess rate, however, the listeners only guessed 
the correct song 2.5% of the time.

This idea of the tapper and the listener serves 
as an appropriate analogy applicable to scien-
tists trying to communicate concepts to laymen. 
These concepts are what they live and breathe 
on a daily basis, but the rest of the world may 
just be getting introduced to such ideas for the 
first time. The scientist, getting frustrated at the 
person without the same background as them, is 
often not giving the other person enough credit 
for the very difficult job of being the listener. 
Just like the tapper in the Stanford study cannot 
remove the melody of the song in their head, 
it is not possible to remove a heavy scientific 
background and imagine what it is like from the 
listener’s point of view. Scientists often fail to 
present information, because empathy for per-
sons without the same extensive knowledge 
regarding a topic is impossible. If not properly 
conveyed, an idea can be warped and turned 
into something the general public is afraid of.

The idea of radiation is often associated with 

cancer, and that terrifies a substantial amount of 
people. What many do not realize is that we are 
exposed to small amounts of radiation all the 
time. Since the beginning of life on earth, all 
living organisms have been exposed to radia-
tion from radon which is often found in bedrock 
such as granite. However, I was only informed 
about this specific relationship because of a 
graduate level geochemistry class. Luckily a 
degree in geology or chemistry is not necessary 
to come to the understanding that radiation is 
natural and generally harmless in low levels.

Once we can get past the misunderstandings be-
tween the two parties, we can move forward; 
while easier said than done, this not an impos-
sible goal. A topic of that could be of particular 
benefit to society, if the stigma is removed, is 
irradiation of food. The word “radiation” sets of 
red flags in many people’s minds. So, the term 
irradiation can often immediately instill fear in 
a person who may not be familiar with what ir-
radiation means in the context of food and how 
it works. Irradiation of food gives food a longer 
shelf life and could reduce the risk of salmo-
nella poisoning, e. coli and other harmful patho-
gens. What if your strawberries did not go bad 
after a week? What problems could we solve if 
our produce had a shelf life of months instead of 
days or weeks? An obscene amount of food is 
thrown out because it is easily perishable. To be 
sure, radiation can have a negative effect on liv-
ing things and should be avoided in high levels 
when possible. But the key fact is that irradia-
tion of food would only be with plants and meat 
that is no longer alive.

Fun Fact: Radiation of dead things such as 
picked berries or cuts of meat cannot alter the 
DNA and will cause no detrimental effects on 
the consumer.

I have hope that someday soon we will bridge, 
or at least narrow, this seemingly vast gap be-
tween the tapping scientists and the rest of the 
listening population. But how do we accom-

plish this goal? First we need to recognize both 
groups are not without fault and share a respon-
sibility to each other to improve this relation-
ship. Cosmos is a great example of one of the 
many ways to fix the problem, and both sides 
can learn from it. Neil DeGrasse Tyson, just like 
his predecessor Carl Sagan, is a role model for 
scientists as a master science communicator. 
For those who do not have a life in the scientific 
community, the show offers a non-intimidating 
way to learn more about the beauty of our im-
mediate, and not so immediate, surroundings 
with an enlightened perspective and a scientific 
base. The show also offers the priceless inspi-
ration that young people need. Fear of science 
because it is “hard,” or “a field for men,” are 
examples of misconceptions that act as brick 
walls. You do not have to be a member of an 
exclusive club to study science; you can be a 
person who decides to get a PhD or a subscriber 
to the Scientific American.

In letters to a young scientist by Edward O. Wil-
son, he calls out to young scientists and says, 
“We need you desperately”. That statement 
holds so much truth. Not only does the world 
need young scientists to advance theirs field 
of choice, but we need them to be communi-
cators of their studies and work in such a way 
that someone not in their field can understand 
it. The first step is bridging the gap of under-
standing, and then we can move forward in the 
world – united and not divided. And as cliché 
as it may sound, children really are the future 
for this planet. If we want them to have the best 
world possible to carry out their lives, changes 
need to be made. It is important to teach them 
the importance of science at a young age. There 
is an insightful idea that, “save the planet” is no 
longer the main concern. The Earth will be just 
fine with or without us. A better slogan might 
be, “save ourselves.” Learning to trust science 
is our only hope.

Science and the Masses: Bridging the Gap
Kelsey Doiron 

Kelsey Doiron is a Senior in Revelle College 
studying Earth Science

Claire Hsieh is a Sophomore in Marshall College 
studying International Studies and Political Science



When the word “ban” appeared in the 
headlines of the UCSD Guardian, my jaw 
dropped. According to the headline, the 
Associated Students had passed a ban on 
the use of the word “colony” at UCSD. The 
idea that students could want to issue any 
kind of ban on spoken words at a Univer-
sity was insulting, and I almost felt guilty 
by association.

This indignation turned quickly to disbe-
lief. I read the article twice, but I began 
to doubt the term. Were students really 
seeking to impose a ban – an enforceable 
rule prohibiting something – on the use of 
the word “colony?” The only fact indicat-
ing the desire for a ban is the title of the 
AS resolution, showing that their goal is 
to “remove the word… from the UCSD 
community.” But this doesn’t necessar-
ily require a “ban,” as defined above (al-
though one can’t be certain the students 
passing the resolution really cared for 
precise definitions). It could simply be a 
campaign to convince the student body 
that the use of the word is undesirable, 
and encourage them not to use it. The ac-
tual meat of the resolution – the parts be-
ginning with “be it resolved” – says noth-
ing about the campus as a whole.

AS “Colony” Ban: Bad Phi-
losophy, Good Results
Joshua Marxen 
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UCSD and San Diego
When the issue of UCSD’s Transportation 
Services’ budget flared up at the end of 
last year, the California Review analyzed 
the issue and determined that the source 
of the problem was that the people riding 
the shuttles weren’t the ones paying for it. 
Instead, people driving to and from cam-
pus, paying for parking permits, and oc-
casionally facing unreasonably strict tick-
eting practices, were the ones paying for 
the cost. With this kind of setup, people 
are incentivized to become consumers of 
the service, and not payers. Eventually, too 
many people are using the service, and not 
enough people are paying.

The recently passed transportation ref-
erendum is a step in the right direction. 
The language of the referendum states 
that “the [Student Transportation Fee]will 
provide UCSD students with a Regional 
Transit Pass for all undergraduate, gradu-
ate and professional students who pay this 
fee.” This way, the use of the service de-
pends directly on the fact that the student 
using the service payed for it. This en-
sures that the program will have a stable 
financial base. 

The referendum still falls short of ideal 
in several areas. First, there is still some 
unfairness left over from the previous 
scheme, due to the fact that students can-
not opt out of the fee, so students who do 

not use MTS to get to school – most impor-
tantly, students who drive – must pay this 
fee on top of what they pay for expensive 
parking permits. While it is true that the 
cost of these permits has been rising be-
cause of the financial instability of the free 
shuttle program, and therefore the referen-
dum should at least cut the rate of increase, 
we can not expect permit prices to start de-
creasing until TS has recouped its previous 
losses and replenished its reserves. This 
could take several years.

Furthermore, this is a one-size-fits-all 
solution, and is perhaps more expensive 
than most students need it to be. Accord-
ing to the referendum, “the Regional 
Transit Pass gives unlimited ridership... 
on all mass transit bus, trolley and light 
rail routes in the San Diego region pro-
vided by the San Diego Metropolitan 
Transit System (MTS) and the North 
County Transit District (NCTD).” Most 
students only need access to the routes in 
the immediate vicinity of the UCSD cam-
pus – the same routes that free bus sticker 
would grant students access to. However, 
this does not seem to be a fault of the ref-
erendum. While MTS and NCTD were 
willing to drop their offer from $51 per 
quarter per pass to $39 (thus dropping the 
referendum amount from $65 to $50, due 
to the requirement that 29% of the fee go 
towards financial aid), they were unwill-

ing to offer more than one transportation 
package to students with different needs.

One problem which is not really related 
to the referendum at all is that typically, 
shuttle drivers make an attempt to ration 
the number of seats they allocate to each 
shuttle stop, whereas MTS drivers do not 
make these considerations. If this situ-
ation does not change, then once UCSD 
shuttles are no longer running, people 
waiting in lines at later stops may lose the 
ability to take any bus or shuttle to school. 
(Protip: this is actually not true – cross 
the street and get on the bus going coun-
terclockwise, which usually has no wait 
at all. The only downside is that this bus 
waits at the mall for several minutes, but 
typically students can jump from here to 
another bus going to campus, such as the 
30, the 101, or the 150.) 

To summarize, the referendum solves the 
problem of financial instability – TS will 
no longer have to pay anything for the 
transportation program, and the people us-
ing the service are the people paying for it. 
However, the solution is too broad, requir-
ing students who don’t use it to pay for it, 
and charging students for more than they 
are likely to use. While this is probably the 
best solution we can get for the moment, 
we should remember these shortcomings 
and attempt to correct them in the future.

TS Referendum is Acceptable, In The Short Term
Joshua Marxen 

California’s 52nd congressional race has been 
labeled one of the top 10 races to watch by Po-
litico.  And this is for a good reason, as the race in 
the 52nd goes against conventional political wis-
dom. Former city Councilmen Carl DeMaio de-
fies the theory of incumbency advantage as well 
as negates the advantages typically split along 
party lines. The Cook Report recently labeled the 
race a “pure toss up”. However, the Cook Re-
port’s electoral analysis misses the mark. This 
race, when analyzed metric by metric, shows 
Carl DeMaio having the upper hand over Con-
gressmen Scott Peters.  

In recent decades, Congressional incumbents 
have seen reelection rates reaching as high as 
98%. This is attributed to the incumbency ad-
vantage. Incumbents typically raise significantly 
greater amounts of funding for their campaigns 
versus their opponents, they have much higher 
name recognition, and lastly members of Con-
gress are in constant contact with their constitu-
ency per the normal functions of their official du-
ties. In this analysis I will provide evidence that 
demonstrates how Carl DeMaio has a challenger 
advantage. DeMaio’s advantages expand beyond 
the metrics of incumbency advantage.  DeMaio 
also capitalizes on important measures typically 
associated with members of the Democratic Party.

Incumbents typically have the ability to raise 
funds far surpassing those of their challengers.  
For example, OpenSecrets reported that in the last 
midterm election challengers raised on average 
close to 1.6 million compared to the incumbents 
nearly 2.6 million.  Incumbents had a whopping 
64% edge in fundraising over their challenger.  In 
2014, as of the first quarter, the average amount 
a challenger raised was $260,000 and the aver-
age incumbent had raised 1.6 million according 
to OpenSecrets.  This shows a nearly 83% advan-
tage for incumbents in their ability to fundraising 
over their challenger.  

One of the most striking examples of how Carl 
DeMaio has turned the incumbency advantage on 
its head would be his mode for fundraising. The 

Rothenberg Political Report has labeled Carl De-
Maio “a fundraising machine”. Carl DeMaio as of 
the first quarter has raised 1.6 million compared 
to Congressmen Peters’ 1.76 million according to 
their first quarter Federal Election Commission 
reports. In comparison to other challengers in this 
election cycle, DeMaio has raised nearly 84% 
more funds. Congressmen Scott Peters and Carl 
DeMaio are virtually in a tie in regards to fund-
raising, which especially at this point in a race is 
unheard of. This demonstrates a serious strength 
coming from the challenger, Carl DeMaio.  

Name recognition has been shown to hold signifi-
cant benefits for a candidate in an election.  Cindy 
Kam of Vanderbilt University conducted a study 
which showed clear benefits for a candidate that 
received higher name recognition.  It has been 
stated that name recognition is normally much 
higher for incumbents. A poll done by SurveyUsa 
showed that Carl DeMaio had a significant lead 
in name recognition over the incumbent. Carl De-
Maio’s high level of name recognition can be par-
tially attributed to his recent mayoral race and his 
duration as city councilmen. Carl DeMaio’s strik-
ing lead in recognition poses to negate another 
extremely important advantage that incumbents 
rely upon for reelection.  

Addressing the concerns of a representative’s 
constituency is arguably the most important role 
of an elected official. This role demands consis-
tent contact and communication with one’s dis-
trict and the individuals, organizations, and busi-
ness within the district. This allows the incumbent 
to bridge ideological gaps with members of their 
constituency by developing relationships based 
on providing solutions for their concerns. An ef-
fective incumbent consistently provides solutions 
to their constituency. Carl DeMaio has negated 
this incumbency advantage metric by recently 
being city councilmen in the areas overlapping 
with the 52nd district.  Carl DeMaio also has a 
proven record of working across the aisle and 
achieving monumental reforms. Therefore, Carl 

Carl DeMaio: Defying Incumbency Advantage
Alexander George Lee 
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Animal rights activists strive to ultimately cre-
ate a world where animals can enjoy the free-
dom that their species would naturally have 
been born into if not for human existence. The 
latest manifestation of these activists has formed 
in California’s state assembly where Richard 
Bloom, a Democrat from Santa Monica, has 
proposed a bill (AB 2140) aimed at imposing 
a ban on holding orcas captive for any purpose 
except for research or rehabilitation.

Although phrased generally the California bill 
is clearly a reaction to the recent documentary 
“Blackfish” which weaves a series of half-truths 
to support an anti-captivity narrative targeted 
specifically towards SeaWorld. One claim pre-
sented in Blackfish by Howard Garrett, an orca 
researcher, states that orcas have life spans that 
are “very similar to human life spans”. This claim 
is then contrasted with the life-spans of orcas in 
captivity and the viewer is left with a sense that 
orca mortality in captivity is in the same position 
that it has been for the past 54 years. While killer 
whales that are kept in captivity historically have 
had shorter life spans than those recorded in the 
wild, the notable exceptions include many whales 
currently residing at SeaWorld. Indeed, even a 
few of the orca’s at SeaWorld exceed the aver-
age life expectancy of their wild counterparts; 
Tilikum and Ulisses aged 32 and 34 years respec-
tively exceed the average male orca lifespan of 
29 years. Furthermore, the data that is currently 
being used to show how high orca mortality rates 
are implies that the standard of treatment under 
which that data originated is still the standard be-
ing used today. One would reasonably assume 
that SeaWorld and other marine mammal parks 
have attained a greater understanding of the 
ideal captive environment for orcas considering 
the amount of research that has been funded by 

In the wake of the controversial documentary 
film “Blackfish”, California Assemblyman 
Richard Bloom has proposed a ban on the use 
of captive Orca whales for entertainment pur-
poses. While it is hard to deny that SeaWorld 
Orca shows have been responsible for much 
of what scientists and the public have learned 
about Orcas in general, and for the enthusiasm 
around these animals, this knowledge ironi-
cally leads us to the conclusion that SeaWorld 
has no legitimate reason to hold these Orcas in 
their current conditions of captivity.

I hope the reader will agree with me that it is 
morally wrong to cause unnecessary suffering, 
even to animals. You may have trouble extend-
ing empathy to fish, reptiles, and insects, but 
you should not have the same trouble extend-
ing it to Orcas. After all, the fundamental com-
monalities we have with Orcas – the fact that 
they’re intelligent, that they’re social, that they 
live in families and clans (pods) like us – are 
the main attractions SeaWorld provides to cus-
tomers in hosting Orca shows. The proof is in 
the profit. So there are two questions we have 
to ask. First, are Orcas in SeaWorld’s custody 
worse off than their wild counterparts? And 
second, if this is the case, are these conditions 
justified and necessary?

According to the available evidence, captive 
Orcas fare worse than Orcas in the wild. While 
Orca life-spans in captivity have been improv-
ing over the past 50 years, the average captive 
Orca’s life is still significantly shorter than the 
average wild Orca’s. In the wild, male Orca’s 
live 30 years on average, and females live 50. 
In captivity, however, males live 25 years, and 
females live 35, on average.

When Well-Intentioned 
Legislation Attacks
John Ayers Mann 

Orca Welfare Act is 
Morally Appropriate
Joshua Marxen 
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done for a variety of reasons. Primarily, the 
current request combined with previous with-
drawals during the council’s session would 
constitute an approximate 35% decrease in 
the mandated reserves. Not only that, but no 
plan was proposed or outlined to eventually 
replace the money. When college councils 
were offering a listening ear and offering to 
help fund the remaining student organization 
requests, these offers were ignored. After a 
long night full of shaming, multiple recess 
breaks, being told to leave the room if you 
disagree, and being called “fascists,” “oppres-
sors,” “members of a white-dominated institu-
tion trying to actively oppress minorities” by 
members of council and the public, the money 
was successfully pulled from mandated re-
serves. To make matters worse, a few weeks 
later the threshold to pull from mandated re-
serves was lowered through a bylaw change. 
I learned very quickly that the “progressive” 
individuals at the front of the “yes” movement 
would try to win at any cost. Thankfully, some 
members of Council apologized or denounced 
the tactics used. Others even came up to me 
and shook my hand, thanking me for my con-
tributions and unique perspective that opened 
their eyes. But some of the council members’ 
tactics solidified the stereotype of Associated 
Students as true.

Identifying myself as a Republican in an 
overwhelming “progressive” council is by 
no means easy. This is especially true when 
councilmembers were very hostile to oppos-
ing beliefs. Regardless, I joined council in or-
der to bring a different perspective. But as the 
conversation moved more towards one that 

actually represents students, I was saddened 
to see the true nature of some campus leaders 
come out. Some council members perpetuated 
a culture of intimidation, something that can 
be seen across this campus and other campus-
es across the nation. College is supposed to be 
a marketplace of ideas, not an institution that 
silences opposition. By joining Associated 
Students, future Republicans can denounce 
these tactics and move the conversation in a 
new direction.

For future Republicans wishing to join Associ-
ated Students, I would recommend being prin-
cipled, but respectful. Even if I made enemies 
by speaking up, I gained a lot of respect in the 
process. When standing for what you believe 
in, others who were too scared to speak up will 
start to have the courage to do so as well. It is 
also always better to stand by your own logic 
and reasoning, rather than cave to the pressure 
of those around you. At the end of the day, you 
have no one to answer to but yourself. Do not 
go out of your way to anger council members 
with inflammatory statements. It is not worth 
it to stoop to that level. Be reasonable in the 
issues you “pick a fight” with. You will have 
much more an impact on council if you stand 
for issues that matter to students and that are 
important. The fact that the slate “Tritons For-
ward” swept every single seat in the recent 
election demonstrates this truth. Associated 
Students was completely changed in a matter 
of weeks, and it was all because people de-
cided to take a stand. It can be done. The road 
may be tough, but it is rewarding. Reason ul-
timately wins out.

ness enterprise. Vasquez went on to further 
explain new business laws are driving busi-
ness away from California and into less highly 
regulated states, like Texas. By loosening the 
ropes of corporations and making it easier 
for middle class citizen to live the American 
dream and open a business, he believes we can 
rebuild the middle class and have a sustainable 
economy for future generations. 

All three members of the College Democrats 
debated this topic. They claimed the first step 
to a better economy is better infrastructure, 
presenting plans for a high speed railway to 
cut through California in order to connect Los 
Angeles and San Francisco. They discussed 
measures for education and health care reform 
citing graphic representations of “Affordable 
Healthcare” to support the claim of successful 
enrollment due to a greater number of partici-
pants than originally projected to be enrolled 
by this time. (I guess that’s what happens when 
you make something mandatory and extend 
the deadline twice.) Finally they addressed 
economic concerns – specifically jobs and 
business. Their main point in this area of re-
form was to promote an increase of minimum 
wage. By raising the minimum wage, they ar-
gued, we could close the income gap between 
the rich and the poor, thus restoring the middle 
class. However, they never discussed how 
this would affect inflation and market costs of 
goods. While I don’t think anyone would com-
plain about making more, I wish they would 

have addressed these issues as well. 

In the end, I would say the college Republicans 
brought a polite, well thought out argument to 
the table, while I think it was evident the Col-
lege Democrats did not have the best things to 
say. During the slideshow, for example, while 
discussing immigration, the college Democrats 
claimed, “Republicans want to deport 11,000 
immigrants.” This broad, sweeping attack took 
place at a time when the Republicans were not 
allowed to respond to such criticism despite 
the fact that a vast majority of Republicans 
would definitely disagree with this statement. 
They then ended the debate with a comment 
directed at a College Republican in the audi-
ence who had been taking photos of both sides 
of the debate. In my favorite line of the night, 
it was stated “I’m not talking about ‘wanna be’ 
photographers who take photos to distract peo-
ple.” Overall, I felt their arguments were di-
minished by the lack of etiquette and the harsh 
tones thrown at the College Republicans. I 
know both sides have varying viewpoints, but 
common courtesy should be to show respect to 
your opponents. 

In anticipation of more great discussions, I 
cannot wait to see what the College Republi-
cans and Democrats have in store for us come 
the Fall!

their companies which make unionization a con-
dition for working for the company. Such agree-
ments, argued College Republican representa-
tive Austin Peters, are necessary for the survival 
of unions, because as union demands become 
steeper, union members become less competitive 
workers. Eventually, it becomes economically 
feasible to only hire workers which will work for 
less than what the union demands, and the unions 
die a slow death of attrition. However, when a 
union manages to negotiate a closed shop deal 
with the business, the business is not able to hire 
workers which it would have otherwise, and thus 
the productivity of the business suffers. Austin 
Peters also pointed out that the net effect on the 
number of people employed is negative.

The solution proposed by Peters were “Right-
to-work” laws, which prohibit unions and busi-
nesses from agreeing to contracts in which union 
membership is a requirement of employment. 
Workers in these states would be free to negotiate 
contracts with their employers independently of 
unions. Peters argued that states with such laws 
exhibit a higher rate of economic growth.

While this does address the immediate problems, 
it is not an ideal solution. Even if these agree-
ments tend to produce these positive side-effects, 
a law prohibiting them violates the spirit of the 
free market by failing to distinguish between 
voluntary and coerced contracts. In a free mar-
ket, businesses and employees are allowed to 
conclude whatever contracts they desire, ac-
cording to their mutual interests. A law abridg-
ing this freedom is only acceptable as a short 
term solution, where the long-term goal has to 
be aimed undoing existing legislation which 
confers advantages to unions that they could not 
obtain in a free market. The most important body 
of legislation exemplifying this is the National 
Labor Relations Act, which compels businesses 
to negotiate with registered unions. Certain parts 
of the NLRA are reasonable – reaffirming an em-
ployee’s right to belong to a union, for example 
– but the requirement that businesses negotiate 
with unions, even when it is not in their interest, 
is more responsible for the harm unions do than 
the unions’ actual actions. If laws like this were 
not around, unions would be far less able to ne-
gotiate closed-shop contracts.

Ultimately, businesses don’t have a right to 
cheap labor; employees don’t have a right to any 
particular benefits package; unions don’t have a 
right to closed shop trades; and children don’t 
have a right to effective teachers (this last remark 
in regards to the attention spent by the debating 
parties on the effect of teachers’ unions on the 
quality of public education). Even if the result of 
union bargaining is that the business they work 
for becomes less competitive or less profitable, 
that doesn’t mean the government is obligated to 
interfere with this arrangement. (The case may 
be different in the case of certain public profes-
sions, such as the police and firefighters, but for 
the majority of private and public sector areas, 
this holds true.) Only when those arrangements 
were achieved by violence or coercion is govern-
ment intervention appropriate.

The Libertarian Utopia: Radical Anti-Statism

When it comes to visions of the future of the 
economy, the Republicans are definitely closer to 
libertarians than the Democrats, but their vision 
is still a bit distant from the “anarchy” advocated 
by libertarians. I’ll briefly summarize each side. 
The Republicans argued that free enterprise is 
the most reliable economic system for improv-
ing the standard of living for all members of 
society, and that the government should reduce 
unnecessary regulation on businesses and sim-
plify the tax code to incentivize business activi-
ties and investments. Furthermore, they said, the 
government should get its budget under control 
by reforming and drastically cutting entitlements 
spending, and should begin paying down the 
debt. The Democrats argued for raising the mini-
mum wage; continuing the implementation of 
Obamacare; maintaining tuition assistance pro-
grams; immigration reform; and public invest-

ment in green energy research.
There are positions on both sides which mesh 
reasonably with libertarian ideology. Obviously, 
reduced governmental interference with the free 
market is a libertarian position, as is reducing and 
simplifying taxation. The latter, though, are just 
the first steps to realizing a truly free market. For 
the Democrats, immigration reform is a topic that 
libertarians largely sympathize with – it is wrong 
to arbitrarily impede the migration of people who 
wish to better their lives by moving to the U.S. 
And while we don’t sympathize with the mini-
mum wage, the fact that inflation has risen faster 
than the minimum wage is an important problem 
– but one for which the Democrats have mischar-
acterized the problem, and whose proposed solu-
tion treats symptoms rather than illnesses.

Although the Republicans are more in line with 
libertarians, the ideas advocated by both parties 
are still essentially statist. Both give credence 
to democratic statism, the philosophy that we 
need a state – a body with a monopoly on the 
use of force – to provide essential services for 
us, and that this body must consist of democrati-
cally elected representatives. The problem with 
this is that in modern democracies, majorities 
have the power to vote resources away from mi-
norities and to themselves. This is both unethical 
and economically destructive – the first because 
it requires uninitiated force to achieve, and the 
second because eventually, as Margaret Thatcher 
points out, “you run out of other peoples’ mon-
ey”, and have to start borrowing from abroad and 
racking up debt. If a government does not have 
mechanisms built in that prevent this kind of re-
distribution, the kinds of reforms the republicans 
are hoping to achieve will proceed slowly at best. 
As we can see, most democracies tend to favor 
this kind of redistribution.

Many readers might ask, “if not democratic stat-
ism, then what?” People need some form of gov-
ernment, after all, and they need to have a say in 
who governs them, right?

Yes and yes. A government – a group which uses 
force to enforce laws – is necessary for protect-
ing people against aggression and theft. And if 
people do not have some influence over the peo-
ple who are in a position to invoke force against 
them, the state can oppress them. But a “state” – 
an entity with a monopoly on the use of force in a 
given geographic area – is not the only form that 
a government can take, and democracy is not the 
only system that allows people to control their 
governments. In fact, while democracy is better 
than its predecessors at maintaining rule by the 
people, it is still non-ideal, because people are 
competing to choose each others’ rulers.

The libertarian ideal looks like a government in 
which individual citizens are not assumed to be 
citizens until they have signed a contract saying 
so. This ensures that people are governed by rul-
ers of their own choice, and not the choice of the 
majority. Only in this context can a free market 
really take off and allow people to pursue their 
own economic interests without arbitrary inter-
ference. While modern states do technically al-
low citizens to renounce their citizenship, this 
procedure is deliberately made costly and dif-
ficult in majoritarian democracies, because ulti-
mately modern states rely on involuntary taxa-
tion to function.

Conclusion

In the future, the libertarians will be making ef-
forts to participate in the debates. Its not enough 
that the College Republicans approximate our 
viewpoints. We believe we have unique ideo-
logical insights to offer during debates between 
the two major political parties. In general, de-
bates between democrats and republicans are 
focused on particular policies. Libertarians ap-
proach problems more broadly, attempting to 
tease out the root causes of political differences 
and the issues facing our time, and solve them 
in a way that prioritizes individual freedom and 
individual rights.
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At this point, we’ve all heard about the 
crisis in Benghazi and the scandal that en-
sued, but in case you need to refresh your 
memory, here’s the quick and dirty ver-
sion. On September 11th, 2012 the U.S. 
consulate in Libya was attacked and four 
Americans were killed. On September 16th, 
Susan Rice appeared on several news net-
works and asserted that the attacks appeared 
to be unplanned, spontaneous and a result 
of an anti-Islamic video that had just been 
released. By September 20th, the White 
House began to admit that the attack was al-
most certainly a pre-planned terrorist attack, 
and something that the administration could 
have and should have prepared for – other 
U.S. officials outside the White House were 
asserting the likelihood of the event being a 
terrorist attack as early as September 13th. 
With the presidential election less than two 
months away, many Republicans alleged 
that the White House purposely blamed the 
video with little to no intelligence to back it 
up, in order to keep the attack from harming 
Obama’s foreign policy reputation.

The most recent evidence to come to light 
is a set of e-mails that have recently been 
released to Judicial Watch, a conservative 
watchdog group, after the group went to 
court to have these documents released. It 
appears that these e-mails differ from the 
copies of the same e-mails that were hand-
ed over to the House Oversight Commit-
tee. Not only were the e-mails categorized 
under different levels of classification, but 
the newly released e-mails also contain the 
names of the people sending and receiving 
the e-mails, whereas the original copies giv-
en to Congress did not. What’s more is that 
another e-mail from Susan Rice to members 
of the United States team at the UN was ret-

roactively classified on April 16, 2014, one 
day before it was released.

There is a lot of controversy over whether or 
not the actions of the White House after the 
Benghazi attack are suspect. My question is: 
if the White House did nothing wrong, why 
bother trying to cover anything up? In fact, 
the administration should want as much in-
formation as possible to be made public in 
order to vindicate themselves from any al-
leged wrongdoing. It has redacted and clas-
sified all relevant material and yet it insists 
that it has nothing to hide. Well if you have 
nothing to hide, why bother hiding it?

Questions of whether or not the Obama Ad-
ministration acted suspiciously aside, the 
most illuminating thing to come out of the 
entire Benghazi debacle, in my opinion, is 
just how far the liberal media is willing to 
go to protect their president. There can be 
no doubt that the Benghazi attack was a big 
deal. Four Americans were killed, and the 
consulate was torched to the ground. The 
fact that the administration was doing any-
thing other than being as open and honest as 
possible is reproachable.

Yet, the mainstream media largely refuses 
to report on Benghazi or dismisses the 
whole thing as a “fake-roversy.” By con-
trast, Chris Christie’s alleged involvement 
in a glorified traffic jam in New Jersey of 
all places is a Watergate-scale scandal, and 
gets a “-gate” added to its title to prove it. 
CNN and MSNBC were relentless in cov-
ering the so-called “Bridgegate” story, yet 
when it comes to the Obama Administra-
tion’s potential foul play in the aftermath 
of a terrorist attack, coverage of the event 
either ignores the accusations or summar-

ily dismisses them, as Sally Kohn did in 
her piece for CNN.

In her article, Kohn ignores all evidence 
against the White House and treats the GOP 
watchdogs as if they’re blustering idiots. 
Kohn asserts that, indeed, the White House 
did politicize the events surrounding Beng-
hazi but that this is to be expected since the 
President is a politician after all. Although 
she makes no mention of the fact that this 
is incredibly disrespectful to the dead and 
their families.

Next, Kohn points out that there have been 
countless hearings and investigations on the 
matter and so at this point we should lay 
the matter to rest. In her eyes, the case is 
closed and the President is still God’s gift 
to humanity. The problem with this logic is 
that most of the key evidence in these hear-
ings has been redacted, rendering it entirely 
useless. They have been more for show than 
anything else since the White House has 
been very uncooperative in handing over 
key evidence.

She ends on the thought made famous by 
Hillary Clinton, “What difference at this 
point does it make?” This is the most flawed 

logic yet. It does make a difference, even 
at this point, what actions the Administra-
tion took, what their motivations were, and 
what really happened. It matters because the 
American people have a right to know why 
four of their fellow citizens were killed that 
day. It matters because if the Administration 
botched this, who’s to say they’ll be able to 
prevent the next foreign crisis?

Kohn’s article is just one example of the 
mainstream media’s extremely biased cov-
erage of the Benghazi scandal. As media 
outlets grow increasingly entangled with 
party politics, we the people need to decide 
if we’re okay with having our news handed 
to us with a heaping slice of opinion. We 
need to decide if we think the press should 
be serving as cheerleaders or referees, and 
if we’re not happy with the press playing 
favorites, we need to demand that they be-
come more neutral or else threaten to take 
our business elsewhere. If nothing else, the 
Benghazi event—scandal or not—has il-
luminated just how biased the media has 
become. It is time for us to take action and 
demand a less biased media.

Partisan Journalism Dismisses Benghazi
Aspen Coons 
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Foreign Affairs

Headlines of international news outlets 
have one word in common: Ukraine. The 
Ukraine Crisis has been causing an interna-
tional uproar. The United States and Rus-
sia have held talks/conferences regarding 
Crimea’s referendum to leave Ukraine and 
the presence of  Russian military in the re-
gion. However, there is one political world 
power whose name is missing from the 
conversation: the European Union.

The European Union played an important 
role in the start of the Ukraine crisis. Unrest 
in Ukraine began when the previous Ukrai-
nian president, Viktor Yanukovych, and his 
cabinet abandoned a trade agreement with 
the European Union on November 21st, 
2013. The trade agreement intended to help 
facilitate the process of adding Ukraine as 
a member state to the EU. Furthermore, 
Ukraine had denied the jailed opposition 
leader, Yulia Tymoshenko, permission to 
leave the country. President Yanukovych 
then agreed to a trade agreement with Pres-
ident Vladimir Putin of Russia on Decem-
ber 17th, 2013.

Both the European Union and the United 
States imposed sanctions on Russia when it 
advanced its military in the region, escalat-
ing the tension. Despite its actions, the Euro-
pean Union has been largely left out of dis-
cussion since the beginning of the conflict. 
Much of the criticism on the international 
stage has been directed at President Putin, 
United States’ President Obama, and even 
the United Nations, but not the E.U. Why?

American foreign policy towards the 
Ukraine Crisis is extremely divided in 

terms of public opinion. One side of the 
argument remains that America is not the 
world’s policeman, while other side con-
tends that America needs to intervene in 
international struggles for world hege-
mony. The multitude of differing opinions 
that American citizens hold  in regards to 
foreign policy can surprisingly be com-
promised by the change of foreign poli-
cy in one political power: the European 
Union. Why? 

The European Union is inherently a politi-
cal system. It is not a federalist state such 
as the United States, but more similar to 
a confederation. However, even labeling 
it as a confederation is incorrect. Each of 
the member nations retains its sovereignty, 
while complying with the legislation put 
forth by the EU. Individual citizens living 
in the EU identify themselves first as either 
British, French, or so forth before identify-
ing themselves as European.

With the creation of the Single European 
Market in response to the financial crisis 
that followed World War II, the E.U. has 
since been a primarily economic union. 
The lack of an European Union Army and 
little allocation of its budget to the mili-
tary is important in understanding why the 
EU is largely missing from negotiations 
in the foreign spectrum. Two devastating 
world wars had ravaged Europe. By form-
ing the EU, world leaders believed their 
decision advanced Europe, moving away 
from violent responses to conflict. The 
problem with this form of ideology is not 
that it is a superior or inferior idea, but 
rather that this pacifistic way of thinking 

does not mesh with the current realities of 
the world.

If the European Union changes its pacifist 
view towards international affairs, then the 
E.U. will be able to contend with the grow-
ing political powers in Russia and China 
and prove itself to be an equal ally to the 
United States. The United States would 
no longer be forced to make a decision 
between an isolationist policy or a inter-
ventionist policy because the E.U. would 
be powerful enough to combat any violent 
threats on the Eurasian continent. 

The European Union must change its paci-
fist view towards foreign policy because 
growing violence within the Middle East 
and elsewhere around the world due to 
nuclear weapons means that the European 
Union cannot afford to continue the think-
ing in that it can rely upon the United States 
for military power. The world is already 
moving past a post-violence era. Russian 
policies in Ukraine and Crimea are clear 
examples of how the world has suffered 
because of the EU putting a strong military 
that would contribute to its political and 
hard power of negotiation in foreign poli-
tics on the backseat of its priorities.

Thus, the solution becomes easy. Ameri-
can citizens and politicians no longer need 
to have a discussion relating to whether 
America is the policeman of the world if 
the European Union can exercise politi-
cal hard power to keep Russia in line. The 
E.U. needs to build up a hard power that 
is derived from having a standing military 
if it wants to remain a viable entity in the 
discussion of foreign affairs. It is not easy 
for the E.U. to transform itself to become 
a militarily strong political system over 
night. The E.U. will need to focus its ef-
forts on unity and integration between its 
member states in order to find a path to-
wards correcting its pacifist view of for-
eign policy. 

So long as the European Union reforms 
its priorities and its policies, the EU will 
become not only an economic powerhouse 
(as it currently has the 3rd largest econo-
my in the world), but it will also become 
a political powerhouse that does not re-
quire American intervention to make nego-
tiations with rogue countries in the Middle 
East or other growing powerhouses such as 
Russia and China.

Why Can’t the EU Take Leadership in Ukraine?
Claire Hsieh 
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An enduring notion held by anti-capitalists is 
that multinational investment in developing 
countries is an inherently malicious process that 
is injurious to the recipient parties involved. For 
example, they would infer that this investment 
is an expression of neo-colonial dominance and 
control. Even operating voluntarily and with-
out inherent coercion, it is seen by the left as 
destructive and as a means of undermining a 
nation’s culture and identity while promoting 
economic dependence. Che Guevara articulates 
this perspective in the following statement:

“’Underdevelopment’, or distorted develop-
ment, brings a dangerous specialization in 
raw materials, inherent in which is the threat 
of hunger for all our peoples. We, the “un-
derdeveloped,” are also those with the single 
crop, the single product, the single market. A 
single product whose uncertain sale depends 
on a single market imposing and fixing condi-
tions. That is the great formula for imperialist 
economic domination.”

Investment in these economies is deemed co-
ercive: the global market is said to consist of 
strong central economies which drain the re-
sources, both material and human, of dependent 
economies at the periphery. Furthermore, multi-
national corporations and investment firms pro-
mote all manners of social ills like environmen-
tal destruction and humanitarian crisis. These 
dealings are of a parasitic nature, where the host 
nation is bled dry of its resources with no at-
tention paid to economic or environmental sus-
tainability. Neo-colonialism, as such, is used to 
refer to any developed manipulation of devel-

oping economies. This term has even come to 
characterize free market associations with de-
veloping economies outside of the hegemonic 
influence of governments and military powers.

Conversely, free market proponents assert that 
voluntary contracts between individuals in de-
veloped and developing nations are beneficial 
to both parties. The developing single export 
state is one stage in a progression from “under-
developed” to industrialized. Free market firms 
are checked in ways that hegemonic foreign 
governments and traditional colonial powers 
are not. For example, businesses are bound by 
voluntary contract, and they are immediately 
accountable to their consumer base for any 
perceived slight. This accountability character-
izes free markets outside of a traditional view 
of imperialism. Businesses with unsustainable 
business models are subject to the backlash of 
investors. Businesses that commit humanitarian 
or environmental violations are responsible to 
shareholders and consumers. These contracts 
act on a voluntary basis driven by the consent of 
client countries and the moral leanings of those 
who engage in trade.

Do investors or consumers care what compa-
nies do in developing countries as long as they 
are able to profit off of the spoils? Consumers 
and investors are actually more empathetic 
towards 3rd world issues than many would 
ascribe. There is a tremendous amount of cog-
nitive dissonance that must be accepted for con-
sumers at large to accept humanitarian trans-
gression as viable. This backlash is evident in 
consumer based movements that target specific 

concerns. For example, fairtrade and organic 
foods are two movements facilitated mainly by 
consumers that are aimed at providing adequate 
compensation for products or for advocating 
sustainability. Furthermore, non-profit groups 
and consumer awareness advocates may coop-
erate with media to bring transparency to social 
issues that would otherwise remain unaddressed 
beneath the safeguard of government confiden-
tiality and colonial, or nation-run, contracts.

The idea of a self-sustaining economy operat-
ing as a unit independent of international mar-
kets is an antiquated notion with its roots in 
mercantilism. This way of counting imports 
and exports in certain markets fails for the 
situation as a whole. The free market maxi-
mizes efficiency. To diversify each individual 
country in every market ignores principles that 
empower the free market system. The notion 
of a single export economy is not inherently 
negative. For example, deforestation in South 
America is driven largely by farmers. “Slash 
and burn” agricultural practices are unsustain-
able and ineffective. A free market distribution 
of industry would posit that agriculture would 
take place in more suitable climates and con-
ditions. Economies situated in tropical rain 
forest areas would not be compelled to diver-
sify into agriculture. Rather, those economies 
would be able to focus on industries more suit-
able to their environment while importing food 
from areas more suited to agriculture.

Thus, free market investment in developing 
countries verges less on neo-colonialism and 
more on the maximization of industry. To char-
acterize multinational investment in such a 
way presumes that economies operate with the 
intention to benefit only the investing parties, 

rather than as a mutual system. A directional 
economy, reminiscent of colonial trade, is a 
vestigial notion that is incompatible with vol-
untary systems of trade where self-determined 
individuals are free to choose which contracts 
favor their self-interests.

However, it is important to make the distinction 
that aggressive actions by governments do not 
fit into the capitalist paradigm. In fact, these 
actions are neo-colonial and impede countries’ 
rights to self-determination. For example, Com-
modore Perry’s threats to bombard Japanese 
cities in 1853 if they didn’t open themselves to 
trade were coercive and morally reprehensible. 
The Opium Wars and the Treaty of Nanking 
were likewise coercive and morally reprehen-
sible. Peaceful investment and voluntary inter-
action between individuals, however, is a far 
cry from these actual neo-colonial policies and 
exists for the mutual benefit of both groups.

What does this all mean? Neo-colonialism 
has inappropriately become a buzzword cast 
upon any interaction between the developed 
and developing worlds. Foreign investment in 
the industrialization and economic growth of 
developing nations is not inherently coercive 
or unjust. Rather, this form of interaction vin-
dicates capitalism as a system of peaceful ex-
change, especially when juxtaposed against the 
imperialist policies of nations in the past. As a 
system, capitalism has served to promote cul-
tural exchange, raise the general standard of liv-
ing, and to provide growth and opportunity for 
developing nations.

Foreign Investment is Not “Neo-Colonialism”
George Hess 

George Hess is a Sophomore in Revelle Col-
lege studying Cognitive Science

But regardless of the means used to re-
move the word “colony” from UCSD, the 
language as written cannot possibly be 
realized. If it is implemented as anything 
less than a ban, students will continue use 
it just as infrequently as they already do to 
conduct their history studies. One really 
can’t study history without using the word 
“colony.” If, on the other hand, they try 
something as foolish as a ban, a torrent of 
threatened lawsuits will quickly and righ-
teously wash the ban from the University. 
If you couldn’t shut down the Koala for 
dropping the n-bomb on the student body, 
you have no hope for stopping people from 
using the word “colony.”

Of course, this is just an analysis of the lan-
guage, and really only the language of the 
title. The intent of the resolution is probably 
not adequately expressed by this language, 
and is probably not as radical as the title 
makes it sound. The goal is probably much 
narrower than banning the word all over 
campus. They simply want campus frater-
nities and sororities to change the name of 
their “colonization ceremony”, a celebra-
tion of the fraternity/sorority’s establish-
ment as a chapter at UCSD. While I think 
this is a silly request, it is not unreasonable, 
and the Greek community at UCSD seems 
to be willing to cooperate with the change.

So, overall, the results of this poorly writ-
ten resolution will probably be net-posi-
tive. Fewer people will have their feelings 
hurt by the term, and a discussion among 
the UCSD community was sparked that 
has left us all with food for thought. One 
wonders whether these results were really 
unintended, whether this “ban” was inten-
tionally designed to fail in its overt goal, 
but to succeed in the covert goal of making 
a change by exposing controversy and stir-
ring debate with outrageous proposals.

But even if this was the work of some such 
political mastermind, the incident has re-
vealed philosophical errors among the 
crowd attempting to institute the “ban”. 

While I may be unusually uncompromis-
ing in my opposition to word or language 
bans at any university, banning the word 
“colony” would represent a new low for 
university censorship. A staunch opponent 
of censorship can at least sympathize with 
the desire to ban racial, religious, and eth-
nic slurs, and epithets for sexual/gender 
orientation and the like – things the Su-
preme Court might recognize as “fighting 
words.” But the language of the AS resolu-
tion erroneously puts “colony” in the same 
category. From the resolution: “the term 
colony carries historical biases based on 
race in the United States due to the coloni-
zation and genocide of Native Americans 
by European settlers beginning in Virginia 
in 1607… this term also carries historical 
biases based on race with anybody who has 
been affected by colonization, directly or 
indirectly, including but not limited to his-
torically underrepresented people.”

These claims don’t hold water. “Colonist” 
is not a historical or modern epithet (at 
least not towards the indigenous colo-
nized people whose feelings we are try-
ing to protect). People don’t use the word 
“colony” to demean a people. While the 
resolution cites sources verifying that Vir-
ginia was a colony, it fails to establish that 
“colony” was ever used as an epithet. It 
may have a negative connotation, but not 
a pejorative one. That AS Sixth College 
senator Allison Bagnol genuinely feels 
“triggered” by the word “colony,” as she 
stated in an interview with the Guardian, 
is dubious. In fact, to be able to say that 
one identifies with a colonized people 
strengthens the argument for sympathy, 
precisely because the word “colony” 
carries with it the negative connotations 
it has earned by the oppression wrought 
by historical instances of colonization. I 
ask the reader to consider the following: 
If, out of context, you hear person Y say 
that “X is a colony” or “X is a colonized 
people,” would you think Y is demeaning 
X, or that Y is trying to elicit sympathy 
for X? If you’re having trouble deciding, 
imagine if instead Y had said “X is a(n) 
[insert epithet here].”

The above discussion confuses the issue a 
bit by drawing a weak equivalence between 
“trigger words” and “epithets.” The ques-
tion of whether the word “holds racial bias” 
is different from the question of whether it 
evokes psychological trauma. I could begin 
an argument challenging the claim that the 
word “colony” evokes this kind of trauma, 
but I think I’ll cut to a more important criti-
cism. If you honestly cannot read or use 
the word identifying the nature of the op-
pression of your people without your brain 
buckling, you have no hope of educating 
others about the historical injustice tied to 
colonization. Call Voldemort Voldemort – 
don’t dance around it with “he-who-must-
not-be-named.” If you can’t do that, at least 
don’t try to ban others from doing so.

I suspect (and I will admit that there is no 
proof for it) that the offense doesn’t really 
come from the term “colonization” itself, 
but rather from the fact that it was a soror-
ity that used it. Fraternities and sororities, 
from the outside, have the stereotype of 
being socially oppressive and conformist 
organizations, as well as being preoccu-
pied with partying and sports at the ex-
pense of academic success. I believe the 
UCSD community, a nerdy community 
which takes pride in the defensive colo-
nization of the beloved (and sadly retired) 
CLICS library and in voting against tran-
sitioning to a Division 1 sports school, is 
predisposed to interpret a sorority’s “col-
onization ceremony” as an attack on this 
identity, in the same way that the colonies 
of western empires destroyed the lives 
and cultures of the indigenous popula-
tions of the colonized area.

But both theories leave the questions 
“why UCSD?” and “why 2014?” unan-
swered. Presumably, fraternities and so-
rorities have been using this term all over 
America for ages, and it has never gener-
ated any controversy. This is a question I 
still can’t answer, and I urge readers to try 
and figure that out.

DeMaio is able to have a similar type of relation-
ship with the voters in the 52nd that incumbent 
Scott Peters has. Carl also recently ran for mayor 
in 2012 and won the 52nd by 16 points in that 
mayoral race against now ex-mayor Bob “Filthy” 
Filner according to a report down by San Diego 
Gay and Lesbian News. Therefore Carl has con-
tinued to be in contact with the voters in the 52nd. 
Carl DeMaio has been there providing solutions 
for the voters of the 52nd in a way that rivals the 
incumbent Scott Peters.

Carl DeMaio has a clear advantage in both name 
recognition and constituent support in the 52nd 
district. Carl Demaio’s ability to fundraise is on 
par with the incumbent and far surpasses the av-
erage challenger. His advantages do not end there 
as he also has striking leads in advantages typi-
cally associated with party lines. Social media is 
typically not a strong suit for Republicans.  The 
most notable example of democrats successfully 
utilizing social media was in the 2008 election. 
However, once again we see DeMaio having a 
clear advantage when it comes to social media. As 
of May 22nd Carl DeMaio had 74% more twit-
ter followers than Scott Peters personal account 
and 65% more Facebook likes. Carl DeMaio 
also seizes key demographics associated with 
the Democratic Party. Carl receives more votes 
from Youth, Latino, Women and Independent de-
mographics in a race against Congressmen Scott 
Peters, according to a poll done by SurveyUsa.

The Rothenberg and Cook Report do not label 
this race as having a challenger advantage due 
to the overwhelming reelection rate of congres-
sional representatives. This race however clear-
ly has a challenger advantage when thoroughly 
analyzed.  Carl DeMaio wins key demographics 
normally capitalized by democrats; fundraises 
as much as the incumbent; has rapport with the 
voters that rivals Scott Peters’; dominates social 
media; and is more well known in the district 
than the incumbent himself.  I conclude that 
Cook and Rothenberg have it wrong.  A thor-
ough examination of California’s 52nd shows it 
going red in November.
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these institutions regarding ideal cap-
ture environments. The incorporation 
of this data into these groups ongoing 
practices may lead to increased life ex-
pectancies though whether or not this 
information is capable of generating 
effective change has yet to be proven 
given how relatively recent orcas have 
begun being kept in captivity and how 
small the of a sample size is available 
of captive killer whales.

While Sea World would be directly 
affected by the bill, San Diego’s 
economy would feel a similar finan-
cial strain. Even though Sea World 
has other attractions including vari-
ous rides and animal encounters, the 
classic “Shamu” show has remained 
the parks primary exhibition since the 
late 1960s With 4.4 million guests in 
attendance annually and over 4,500 
employees drawn from the local area, 
the economy of San Diego relies crit-
ically upon the park for its tourism in-
dustry and the park in turn relies upon 
the continued practice of using orcas 
for entertainment purposes. In addi-
tion to providing jobs regionally, the 
company provides funds for conser-
vation and research, assists in educa-
tion and helps with animal rescue pro-
grams. If the state government were 
to force the park to stop their trade-
mark shows there is a significant pos-
sibility that attendance could be dra-
matically affected. And while animal 
rights activists may cheer this type 
of state action on the behalf of ani-
mal well-being, ultimately it would 
be animals who would be negatively 
affected as hurting SeaWorld’s profit 
margins would also result in hurting 
their several philanthropic programs. 
Granted that this kind of potentially 
damaging reaction may be warranted 
in the case where Sea World has been 
found to be undoubtedly mistreating 
its animals, this is far from the situ-
ation at hand. The reasons cited by 
the Assembly Water, Parks and Wild-
life Committee for disregarding the 
bill indicated that its proponents not 
only had not analyzed the impact on 
San Diego’s regional economy well 
enough to warrant the action, but also 
failed to provide serious evidence re-
garding the treatment of the orcas at 
Sea World San Diego.

Moving beyond biological and fis-
cal considerations, one must examine 
whether passing this bill would create 
a useful precedent. The law applies 
specifically to marine mammals but 
remains consistent with the logic of a 
legal code that affords the same rights 
to all animals. The law offers no expla-
nation regarding the reasoning on lim-
iting the law to marine mammal cap-
tivity which seems to imply a moral 
obligation to free animals from captiv-
ity in general. When creating laws they 
should be aimed at creating a general 
framework under which we seek to 
have society operate. This framework 
should have a capacity for directing its 
citizens towards what society believes 
is morally right and morally wrong. 
Although AB 2140 specifically limits 
its aims at the captivity of orcas, the 
law is obviously a sensational reac-
tion to recent political tides and those 
emotional overreactions are not sound 
grounds for the creation of policy. The 
captivity of animals is a long-lived tra-
dition that fulfills many important roles 
in modern society such as companion-
ship, protection and even assisting dis-
abled citizens. This bill would create a 
moral precedent for our legal system 
that would be fundamentally incom-
patible with the moral system that most 
people accept.

Ultimately this bill would have a 
negative net impact and would create 
a precedent that would be difficult to 
maintain. The bill as it stands is an 
exclusive indictment of Sea World’s 
practices that would have a ripple ef-
fect throughout our local economy and 
global conservation and rescue efforts. 
The conditions of orcas in captivity 
appears to be steadily improving as a 
better understanding of orca capture 
environments is achieved. The im-
posed ban on the captivity of orcas is 
an unnecessary upset on the road to 
attaining that understanding and may 
endanger future captive orcas by lim-
iting the amount of information avail-
able for their treatment. The proposal 
by Assemblyman Bloom is a poorly 
thought-out plan with wide-reaching 
negative impacts for a company that 
has had an undisputedly positive effect 
on research, rescue and conservation.

Besides a drop in average life-span, 
Orcas in captivity exhibit increased 
aggression compared to Orcas in 
the wild. While one could argue that 
the type of aggression displayed by 
Orcas (to other whales and to their 
trainers) in the Blackfish documen-
tary is rare, it is rarer still to see wild 
Orcas attack humans. There have 
been fewer than ten documented 
wild Orca attacks on humans since 
1910, while captive Orcas have at-
tacked their trainers 40 times since 
the first Orca was held in captivity 
in 1968. Furthermore, none of the 
wild attacks on humans have been 
fatal or known to cause serious in-
jury, whereas Blackfish shows in-
disputably that incidents of captive 
Orca aggression have caused both 
crippling injury and death. It is not 
unreasonable to speculate that a 
significant amount of the reported 
aggression between captive Orcas 
might not have occurred if they had 
space to escape from each other.

Perhaps another indicator of cap-
tive Orcas’ diminished welfare is the 
ubiquitous but unexplained occur-
rence of dorsal fin collapse among 
captive male Orcas. In the wild, this 
phenomenon is rare, occurring in 
less than 1% of wild Orcas. (Some 
wild pods exhibit an unusually high 
rate of dorsal fin collapse, but only a 
fraction of the population is affected, 
as opposed to the entire male popu-
lation.) Even if this has no obvious 
detrimental effects on the health of 
the whales, the fact that only specu-
lation exists as to why captive Orcas 
exhibit this condition indicates that 
there is still a lot we don’t know 
about the animal’s natural needs. 
Captive whales are clearly missing 
physiological and psychological 
benefits that their wild habitat could 
provide for them.

I think this evidence demonstrates 
that despite what might be good in-
tentions on the part of SeaWorld, 
captive Orcas are worse off than wild 
ones. So now we have to move on 
to the question of whether this suf-
fering is necessary. Are the benefits 
that SeaWorld offers by hosting Orca 
shows necessary, and is there no way 

to provide those benefits without sub-
jecting Orcas to these conditions?
The first benefit SeaWorld provides 
is economic stimulus in the cities 
and states they operate in. They draw 
tourism and provide jobs. In our 
own back yard, SeaWorld at San Di-
ego draws about 4.4 million guests 
a year, and employs 4,500 people. 
Banning SeaWorld from holding 
Orca shows will doubtlessly de-
crease its revenue, at least at first. If 
SeaWorld is really dedicated to edu-
cation and welfare around marine 
life, it will supplement Orca shows 
with whale-watching trips. But this 
alternative may not be as popular as 
the Orca shows due to the fact that it 
requires customers to actually get on 
a boat and get out of their element to 
interact with whales that might not 
even turn out to be the iconic Orcas 
that SeaWorld is famous for. Fur-
thermore, forcing it to develop the 
infrastructure and train its employ-
ees to reintegrate captive Orcas into 
the wild, as Bloom’s bill does, will 
be expensive. Together, this will de-
crease the economic benefit that San 
Diego and other communities host-
ing SeaWorld currently receive.

But to say that these effects are valid 
reasons for throwing out the ban 
is the same as saying that the eco-
nomic benefits justify the unsatisfac-
tory conditions we place Orcas in. 
Can we really say 4,500 people are 
entitled to jobs predicated on ani-
mal suffering? (And not all of those 
people will lose their jobs – only, 
possibly, those whose jobs are tied 
to the success of Orca shows.) Do 
people really deserve the benefits of 
tourism predicated on animal suffer-
ing? There are probably better ways 
to employ and entertain people.

And as for our scientific knowledge 
about whales, SeaWorld certainly has 
a role to play, and has probably had a 
net positive impact on this front over 
the course of its existence. But hold-
ing them in tanks for the purpose of 
performing shows does not seem to 
be necessary for advancing scientific 
knowledge of whales. The proposed 
sea enclosures that SeaWorld would 
be required to transfer the Orcas to 
would allow researchers to observe 
whale behavior and gain biological 

data while providing it with a more 
spacious and natural habitat. With 
some creativity, these could also be 
turned into tourist attractions.

All that said, activists and advo-
cates for the bill should remember 
that there are limits to what can be 
realistically be expected to suc-
ceed when attempting to reintegrate 
captive-born whales into the wild. 
The most famous attempt to reinte-
grate an Orca into the wild happened 
in response to the success of the 
movie Free Willy, who’s cetacean 
star Keiko was released into the the 
open ocean after more than 20 years 
in captivity. The result was that six 
months later, Keiko was found on 
the coast of Norway giving rides to 
children at the beach, presumably 
hoping for a food reward.

This scenario is to be expected for 
any kind of animal that has been 
held in captivity for too long. (In-
deed, all of the arguments above ap-
ply to a number of animals we keep 
in captivity.) It is likely that full 
integration of whales currently in 
captivity will not be possible. Fortu-
nately, the current version of the bill 
provides for a more gradual strategy 
of transferring current Orcas to sea 
enclosures, as discussed before. Per-
haps their children can be adopted 
by wild pods, but it is too early for 
that discussion be meaningful.

In conclusion, all of the benefits 
that SeaWorld provides for us and 
for Orcas can be had without sub-
jecting them to the conditions that 
come with being held in captivity 
for entertainment. While reintegrat-
ing them completely is impossible, 
we can do better for them without 
a significant loss of economic ben-
efit, entertainment, and scientific 
opportunity. And that small loss is 
greatly outweighed by the obligation 
we have to these creatures, who we 
identify as fellow conscious beings 
with as much capacity for joy and 
suffering as we have, and who there-
fore share as much a natural right to 
freedom as we do.
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