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By Josh metzger

How did a charismatic real estate mogul and reality-TV 
star revitalize the alt-right and become the Republican 

presidential nominee? 

THE TRUMP 
PHENOMENON

EDITORIAL

GAGE SKIDMORE/FLICKR

To his supporters, Donald Trump is a re-
freshingly nonpolitical icon and a candidate 
who challenges the political mainstream. 
From his critics’ perspective, he is an ignorant, 
prejudiced celebrity who practices demagogu-
ery and spews neo-fascist viewpoints. Donald 
Trump is one of the most polarizing ― and 
intriguing ― characters to have ever graced 
the American political stage. The real estate 
tycoon and star of “The Apprentice” has 
reshaped political discussion and utterly oblit-
erated prior notions about party orthodoxy, 
political gravity, and standard campaign pro-
cedure. Continually defying the predictions of 
pundits, Trump out-competed seventeen rivals 
during the GOP presidential primary season, 

emerging victorious by purportedly tapping 
into the frustrations of ordinary Americans and 
“telling it like it is.” While many judge that his 
inability to adapt to the political arena, disci-
pline himself, and become well-informed on 
public issues cast doubt upon whether he can 
govern as President, the business maven and 
his backers view his lack of political experi-
ence and blunt talk as selling points – evidence 
that he is an outsider who is not “bought and 
sold” as are career politicians. 

Trump garnered support during the primary 
season through his ability to seize media at-
tention, undermine opponents with insults, and 
play on the insecurities Republicans have felt 
under the Obama presidency. Claiming that 
this election cycle is in many ways similar 
to past election seasons, Jon Stewart, former 
host of The Daily Show and a current media 
critic, has argued that the media has continu-
ally “abdicated responsibility for the general 
filtration of toxicity” into our politics. In other 
words, the media’s obsession with conflict and 
controversy has “trumped” its truer and nobler 
objective of providing clarity and responsible 
commentary. When Trump commits political 
gaffes or makes extreme assertions, media 
sources are quick to provide wall-to-wall 



|  3

October 2016

coverage about the details of these incidents and their implications. 
Trump has used this virtually unceasing attention not only to build 
popularity, but also to undermine the credibility of the press. Then, 
when the media dares to be critical, Trump accuses it of representing a 
liberal elite consensus, essentially acting as a Democratic Super PAC to 
undermine his electoral chances; he also claims that the press is much 
more vigorous in attacking his alleged errors compared to Hillary Clin-
ton’s. Moreover, insults and schoolyard name-calling against political 
opponents have given Trump the image of an aggressor. According to 
epistemologist Jeremy Sherman, calling Senator Marco Rubio “Little 
Marco” and referring to Ted Cruz and Hillary Clinton as “Lyin’ Ted” 
and “Crooked Hillary” allow Trump to appeal “to that human instinct 
to categorize and label as a way to have stability and certainty,” and 
creates a type of “taxonomy, identifying what subspecies of winner 
and loser people are.” This is part of a psychological process Sherman 
calls “nounism,” in which we define people with intransigent certainty. 
When Trump doles out nicknames, he fixes negative identities on his 
opponents and portrays himself as the “top dog.” 

Tensions within the Republican base caused by the resentment and 
mistrust that many felt toward party elites created fertile ground in 
the 2016 political landscape for a political outsider like Trump. At 
the turn of the 21st century, demographic trends began to change, in 
particular a large increase in Latino immigration, both legal and illegal. 
Democrats and business elites supported this change, while Republican 
conservatives endorsed a “tough on immigration” stance. After Mitt 
Romney’s loss to President Obama in the 2012 presidential election, 
exit polls indicated that 71% of Hispanic voters had cast their ballots 
for Obama. The Republican party began to look like a caucus of old, 
“angry white males,” and as progress toward a more diverse nation 
seemed inevitable, GOP leaders questioned their future chances of 
reclaiming the presidency. Thus, in 2013, key Republican members 
in the Senate known as the “Gang of Eight” ― including Marco Ru-
bio ― collaborated with Democrats to draft a bipartisan immigration 
reform bill that would grant 11 million undocumented immigrants “a 
path to legal status.” However, a large, mostly white, nativist faction 
of the Republican Party met this proposal with an intense backlash, 
claiming it was providing “amnesty” to lawbreakers. It is no wonder 
that Donald Trump, an iconoclast who promises to build a wall at the 
US’s southern border and make Mexico pay for it, became the ideal 
candidate to appeal to the GOP grassroots. 

Trump’s claim to “Make America Great Again” is appealing to 
those who have felt America has taken a “back seat” in the geopoliti-
cal arena. Republicans see Obama’s policy of “leading from behind” 
as an abdication of America’s proper role. Thus, harkening back to a 
time of perceived US preeminence ― whether this epoch is that of the 
nation’s founding or of the Reagan years ― energizes conservatives 
in a nation seemingly dominated by a weak brand of internationalism. 
Moreover, Trump’s straightforward, charismatic manner has proven 
attractive to average Americans. According to Stanford psychologist 
Jeffrey Pfeffer, Trump causes voters to respond “to force, to move-
ment, to smiling, to facial expressions that convey authority. He does it 
with more force. He does it with more energy. Energy is contagious.” 
Continually making his points in absolute terms, Trump embodies 
the “us versus them” mentality. He sees little ambiguity in a political 
battle ― whether it is a “war” to be waged against illegal immigrants, 
against the party establishment, against Hillary Clinton, or against 
China. Instead, he pictures himself as the leader of a crusade against 
values antithetical to America. 

Finally, Trump stands as the perfect person to “shake up” American 
politics. His “insider” opponent Hillary Clinton’s rating for untrust-
worthiness is around 70%. Millions see the entire Washington political 
“machine” as corrupt ― a vicious cycle of elected politicians having 

their pockets lined by special interests, then retiring and finding new 
ways to commit the same offences. A string of dire problems seems to 
afflict our country. In terms of the economy, America has had record-
slow GDP growth, 90 million Americans no longer seek work, and 
the nation has amassed $19 trillion in debt while continuing to rack 
up multi-billion-dollar trade deficits with countries like Mexico and 
China. A stretch of mass shootings has raised anxieties about gun 
violence and about threats to the Second Amendment. Many voters are 
willing to take a risk in addressing these problems; they desperately 
desire change, and, as Trump stated in his nomination acceptance 
speech, he will be “your voice.” Thus, the candidate portrays himself as 
a savior to the American people; according to the Wall Street Journal’s 
Bret Stephens, although Mr. Trump’s “political ideas may vary from 
day to day, his consistent message is that Americans are one giant 
victim class,” losing in arenas ranging from trade to immigration. His 
supporters believe he is the solution. 

The Trump Phenomenon is one of the most extaordinary stories 
in American political history. A person with no political experience, 
no voting record, and massive negative media attention has emerged 
as the Republican presidential nominee. His millions of supporters 
within the alt-right are so loyal that almost nothing he can say or do 
will shake their confidence in him. Condemning Hillary Clinton for 
causing “death, destruction, and weakness” during her time as Secre-
tary of State, he advertises himself as the more responsible and more 
knowledgeable candidate. Donald Trump could conceivably become 
our commander-in-chief, and many wonder what the future has in 
store for the country if this comes to pass. The Donald has flummoxed 
almost every political pundit by seemingly studying the rules only so 
he can break them. He has re-defined and even shattered paradigms 
about what makes for success in our national politics.

http://time.com/4447985/inside-donald-trump-meltdown/; http://www.politico.com/sto-
ry/2016/07/full-transcript-donald-trump-nomination-acceptance-speech-at-rnc-225974; 
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/21/opinion/campaign-stops/the-apotheosis-of-don-
ald-j-trump.html?_r=1; https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s8VOM8ET1WU; http://
www.nytimes.com/2016/08/21/us/politics/donald-trump-debt.html; https://www.don-
aldjtrump.com; https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/answer-sheet/wp/2016/08/05/
ashamed-of-trump-harvard-republican-club-wont-endorse-top-gop-nominee-for-first-
time-since-1888/; https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/inspired-life/wp/2016/04/20/
little-marco-lying-ted-crooked-hillary-donald-trumps-winning-strategy-nouns/; 
http://www.wsj.com/articles/who-did-this-to-us-1472513066; http://www.nytimes.
com/2016/09/10/opinion/campaign-stops/the-selling-of-donald-j-trump.html?_r=0

GAGE SKIDMORE/FLICKR

“Mr. Trump isn’t just the first reality-TV candidate; he is the first 
candidate to embrace a slice of the country that sees everything, 

even the fate of the nation, through the logic of cutthroat American 
capitalism.”



4 |

wVital Signs: The Election Issue

EDITORIAL

There is no doubt that Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump both 
agree that the United States should strive to maintain a strong military 
presence throughout the world. Not only are defense spending and the 
technological advancement that accompanies the production of mili-
tary goods valuable to our economy (as defense spending accounts for 
3.5% of the United States’ GDP), but recently we have also maintained 
the United States as arguably the world’s most powerful military. Al-
though both candidates share the same general belief in preserving a 
powerful military, each candidate supports a unique defense platform 
that he or she believes is best suited for reaching the desired result.

Hillary Clinton advocates cooperation with our allies and encour-
ages them to play a larger military role in the world. For example, 
Hillary proposes to push the European Union “to establish a new 
unified European border and coast guard,” as well as invest more in 
defense generally. Such measures would provide European countries 
with the ability to better defend against terrorist attacks. Clinton also 
believes the United States “will be more effective in defeating radical 
jihadism and defeating ISIS and all of the other terrorist groups if we 
have coalitions with nations that are predominantly Muslim” because 
there is strength in numbers. There would also be an opportunity for 
improved intelligence, as a coalition would encompass more people 
with different, but useful, points of view. On the other hand, Donald 
Trump puts less stress on joining forces with our allies and more stress 

on strengthening the U.S. military budget, as he plans to “restore 
hundreds of billions of dollars in military budget cuts if he is elected 
president” in order to support his strategy of “peace through strength.”

Cooperation with allies is beneficial to defense contractors, and 
therefore our country’s GDP, because we will be able to sell weapons 
to our allies. The sale of military equipment to our allies will en-
able defense contractors to produce more efficiently, advancing our 
technology as well as increasing the sales/manufacturing spending 
component of the United States’ GDP. In addition, cooperation with 
our allies in general is advantageous because, after developing this 
military relationship, we can work together in other ways that would 
benefit the United States economically, such as trade.

Moreover, Clinton would like to fund more research and develop-
ment for new technologies like cutting-edge computers, railguns, and 
lasers. Technology is the future: if we have the resources and intellec-
tual capabilities, we should take advantage of this opening and become 
the technological superpower of the world so that when countries are 
in need of technology-related goods, they turn to the United States.

Concerning U.S. defense relationships and specifically NATO, 
Donald Trump has proposed his idea of making the countries in NATO 
defend themselves if they don’t compensate the United States for the 
protection it provides. Hillary Clinton, however, is less harsh, and 
argues that NATO just has to adjust to the new threats that we face 
today and realize that, while the U.S. is the leading country in the fight 
against terrorism, all of the responsibility cannot fall exclusively on the 

By greg naratil

Where do Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton stand on U.S. defense policy? How do the 
candidates plan to implement their respective agendas, and which leader seems more 

likely to succeed? 

Defense Policy & National Security: Who 
Has the Edge?

PETE SOUZA/WIKIMEDIA

Above: Hillary Clinton is debriefed by President Barack Obama as Secretary of State in 2009.
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United States. Furthermore, the advancement 
of the military power and technological capa-
bilities of US allies, such as those in NATO, 
benefits each individual country undertaking 
military modernization. 

On the topic of terrorism and ISIS, Mrs. 
Clinton hopes to isolate terrorists from non-
radical Muslims rather than isolating all 
Muslims. It will be difficult to implement 
this goal, because how can one be able to tell 
accurately whether a Muslim entering this 
country will be harmful or harmless to the 
United States and its people? I believe this is 
why Trump and his idea of imposing a ban on 
all Muslims coming to the United States has 
gained support. However, it is wrong to bar a 
whole population from entering the U.S. as a 
result of the existence of a small minority of 
extremists. In 2014 CNN estimated that there 
are, at most, 106,000 Muslims belonging to 
jihadist groups around the world, while a study 
from the Gordon-Conwell Theological Semi-
nary estimates that in mid-2015, there were 
about 1.7 billion Muslims. This means that of 
the total Muslim population, approximately 
0.006%, or about one in every 16,000, belongs 
to jihadist groups. To restrict all Muslims from 
entering the United States based on this min-
iscule percentage of radicals is unreasonable. 
In addition, Trump’s ban would destroy our 
diplomatic and trade relations with countries 
that are predominantly Muslim.

While Donald Trump takes a stronger stance 

against Muslims, terrorists, and the countries 
of NATO, Hillary Clinton promotes coopera-
tion with allies, the production and advance-
ment of technology, and the establishment of 
coalitions with primarily Muslim countries. 
In my opinion, Hillary’s platform is more 
economically beneficial to the United States, 
as her plans will provide aid to defense con-
tractors, have a positive effect on the United 
States’ GDP, and lead to the stabilization of 
defense spending. However, I believe that 
Trump’s powerful, defensive standpoint has 
the ability to subdue terrorist organizations 
like ISIS and restore order to the Middle East, 
but at the significant cost of banning a sub-
stantial portion of the world population from 
coming to the United States and disrupting our 
relations with Muslim countries.

http://www.cnn.com/2014/09/26/opinion/bergen-schnei-
der-how-many-jihadists/; http://www.gordonconwell.edu/
resources/documents/1IBMR2015.pdf; http://data.world-
bank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS; http://www.
politico.com/blogs/2016-dem-primary-live-updates-and-
results/2016/03/clinton-trump-cruz-ideas-wrong-danger-
ous-221133; http://politics.blog.ajc.com/2015/11/15/hill-
ary-clinton-clarifies-or-changes-views-on-war-with-isis/; 
http://gantdaily.com/2016/03/24/giuliani-hillary-clinton-
could-be-considered-a-founding-member-of-isis/; http://
cnsnews.com/news/article/susan-jones/clinton-i-call-
it-radical-jihadist-terrorism; http://www.politico.com/
magazine/story/2016/03/2016-election-defense-military-
industry-contractors-donations-money-contributions-

presidential-hillary-clinton-bernie-sanders-republican-
ted-cruz-213783; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ben-
jamin-loehrke/campaigning-for-the-butto_b_8842198.
html; http://www.santafenewmexican.com/news/
clinton-sanders-clash-on-guns-economy-foreign-policy/
article_6f5aded6-0bcb-5712-907a-e2ba021c6c94.html; 
http://www.nwaonline.com/news/2015/nov/15/3-
democratic-rivals-vow-to-stamp-out-is/?news-national; 
http://www.cbsnews.com/news/donald-trump-open-to-
nuclear-retaliation-after-brussels-attack/; http://bpnews.
net/46439/gop-debate-trumps-character-draws-focus; 
http://www.daytondailynews.com/news/news/state-
regional-govt-politics/donald-trump-in-dayton-saturday/
nqfnG/; http://www.masslive.com/politics/index.
ssf/2016/02/new_hampshire_primary_2016_republican_
winner_donald_trump_manchester_speech.html; http://
www.ontheissues.org/Celeb/Donald_Trump_Homeland_
Security.htm; http://nationalinterest.org/feature/donald-
trump-the-defense-budget-national-security-14772; 
http://www.postandcourier.com/article/20150721/
PC1603/150729864/trump-gives-out-graham-x2019-
s-cellphone-number-after-senator-calls-him-a-x2018-
jackass-x2019; http://www.businessinsider.com/donald-
trump-foreign-policy-speech-2016-4; http://whtc.com/
news/articles/2016/mar/22/trump-looks-to-expand-his-
lead-as-arizona-utah-cast-votes/; http://www.newsday.
com/news/nation/donald-trump-ben-carson-jeb-bush-
other-republicans-debate-in-milwaukee-1.11080016; 
http://www.myajc.com/news/news/national-govt-politics/
carnage-renews-debate-over-military-and-terrorism/
npNy5/; http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-na-pol-
trump-millitary-20160907-snap-story.html

GAGE SKIDMORE/WIKIMEDIA
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This election season is like no other seen in 
American history. The two candidates for the 
45th president of the United States are Donald 
Trump and former Secretary of State Hillary 
Clinton. As exciting as this election season may 
be, it is filled with controversy regarding both 
candidates. Never before have the American 
people been asked to choose between two candi-
dates who are viewed so negatively. According 
to a recent Wall Street Journal article, 60% of 
registered voters view Trump negatively, only 
5% greater than for Clinton. There are numer-
ous reasons for each of their high unfavorable 
ratings.

While Secretary of State from 2009 to 2013, 
Hillary Clinton was sending emails through 
her private server (hdr22@clintonemail.com) 
instead of using the email address the State 
Department provided to her. She concealed 
numerous classified messages and PDFs until 
government investigators discovered over 
33,000 missing emails in July 2015. Shortly 
after, the FBI conducted a thorough investiga-
tion of this issue. In the end, no charges were 
pressed against Secretary Clinton, but the head 
of the FBI was highly critical of her judgment 
in the case. Clinton’s action infuriated numerous 
American citizens, especially Bernie Sanders’ 
supporters and Republicans.

Clinton has also been blamed for covering 
up the true story about the attacks on the US 
Embassy in Benghazi, Libya. In this attack, four 
American citizens were killed. In her first public 
statement after the attack, Secretary Clinton 

mentioned the controversial YouTube video but 
made no mention of terrorists. An hour later, she 
emailed her daughter and blamed the attack on 
an “al-Qaeda-like group” and made no mention 
of the YouTube video. Later,  information was 
released showing that Clinton had changed the 
story and that it had been a planned terrorist 
attack. Since the details of the Benghazi affair 
became public, Clinton’s poll numbers have 
demonstrated an increased lack of trust in the 
former Secretary of State from Democratic vot-
ers, and support for her has diminished among 
independent voters.

Some people are also realizing that former 
president Bill Clinton’s infidelities could be 
hurting Hillary’s campaign. While Mr. Clinton 
was president, he had an affair with a young 
White House intern named Monica Lewinsky 
and almost faced impeachment. Many blame 
Hillary Clinton for not doing anything to help 
the women her husband had abused. Although 
today Bill is energetically trying to tell the 
country why he thinks Hillary would be the 
best president, his own past indiscretions may 
be inhibiting his message.

Donald Trump also has a background full of 
controversy. One reason the GOP nominee is 
struggling to acquire more votes is because he 
has no background in politics or government. 
According to the New York Times, “Mr. Trump, 
a real estate mogul and former reality-television 
star, hasn’t served a day in public office or the 
armed forces” (New York Times). Moreover, his 
background as a successful real-estate developer 
is being thrown into question. Trump has been 
accused of bankrupting six companies (The 

Trump Taj Mahal, Trump Castle, 
Trump Plaza and Casino, Plaza 
Hotel, Trump Hotels and Casino 
Resorts, and Trump Entertainment 
Resorts), causing hundreds of people 
to lose their jobs. 

A number of reports of Donald 
Trump speaking and acting in a 
racist and sexist manner have also 
circulated. Some American citi-
zens suspect that Donald Trump is 
discriminatory towards minorities, 
namely Hispanics and Middle-
Eastern people. Trump’s plans to 

build a wall on the U.S. and Mexican border 
and deport millions of illegal immigrants have 
infuriated many in the United States. His state-
ments regarding temporarily banning Muslims 
from the country also did not sit well with many. 
Trump claims he has the greatest respect for 
women, but reports of him calling women “fat 
pigs,” “slobs,” and “dogs” suggest otherwise.

The GOP nominee is also the creator of 
Trump University, which has been sued for $40 
million by New York State. Ronald Schnacken-
berg, a former salesman for Trump University, 
speaks on behalf of the disappointed students 
saying the idea behind Trump University was 
to show the rising generation of businessmen 
and entrepreneurs the strategies and techniques 
that turned Donald Trump’s net worth into $4 
billion; however, students were disappointed 
to see that the $1,500 they spent to attend these 
live classes and seminars “were developed in 
large part by a third-party company that creates 
and develops materials for an array of moti-
vational speakers and seminar and timeshare 
rental companies,” according to the complaint. 
Students also complained that the closest they 
got to meeting Trump is when they took a pic-
ture with a life-sized photo of him. In addition 
to the New York case, Trump is facing lawsuits 
from California over the operations of Trump 
University. 

With five weeks left until Election Day, the 
race is very tight and many in the country are 
left scratching their heads not knowing who to 
vote for. This could lead to low voter turnout or 
increased support for third party candidates – 
Gary Johnson (Libertarian Party) and Jill Stein 
(Green Party). In the upcoming weeks, it re-
mains to be seen if the two presidential debates 
and other campaigning strategies will give one 
candidate an edge over the other.  

http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/05/27/us/politics/what-we-know-

about-hillary-clintons-private-email-server.html?_r=0; https://wikileaks.org/

clinton-emails/; https://www.yahoo.com/news/hillary-clinton-role-benghazi-

know-195600379.html?ref=gs; http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/bill-clinton-

hurt-hillary-2016/story?id=36084084; http://www.nytimes.com/2016/01/14/

opinion/campaign-stops/why-i-will-never-vote-for-donald-trump.html?_r=0; 

http://www.newyorker.com/news/john-cassidy/trump-university-its-worse-

than-you-think;http://www.wsj.com/articles/negative-views-of-donald-trump-

hillary-clinton-persist-despite-campaigning-1467021604

The Lesser of Two Evils

By neel samBamurthy

The two major party candidates in the 2016 presidential election, Donald Trump 
and Hillary Clinton, hold record high unfavorability ratings. Why do so many 

voters dislike them ?

KATHERINE TREJO ‘17
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Bern, Baby, Bern!

What was behind Bernie Sanders’ popularity in the race for the Democratic 
presidential nomination? Bernie was able to defy conventional political wisdom 

because millions of millennials don’t care about political clichés.

By calvary dominique

His events have been as loud and as ener-
getic as rock concerts! A recent survey of one 
thousand Americans aged eighteen to twenty-
six found that more would rather have dinner 
with him than with Beyoncé, Kanye West, 
and Justin Bieber! And the world of Twitter 
turned his very name into a brilliant marketing 
slogan! But this isn’t a rock-concert.
And this isn’t, as one might expect, a twenty-
something, media-savvy millennial, well 
versed in the ins and outs of social media. No, 
in fact, this is a seventy-five-year-old Jewish 
senator from Vermont with messy, semi-
unruly white hair, a self-styled “democratic 
socialist” who talks in a Brooklyn accent, 
gestures with his hands, and speaks loudly 
about the “evils” of student debt, income 
inequality, and climate change, all without a 
hint of irony.

His name is Bernie Sanders, and he was 
a Democratic candidate for President of the 
United States of America until last summer, 
when he officially conceded the nomination 
to Hillary Clinton. Initially written off by 
media elites as a “cranky, old white dude,” 

as a “joke,” and as a “vanity candidate” in 
the mold of Lincoln Chafee, he quickly de-
fied all expectations, becoming a political 
tour-de-force in his own right. Armed with a 
catchy, easily “hashtaggable” slogan of “Feel 
the Bern,” the Sanders campaign quickly took 
off. And before anyone could blink, the once-
universally assumed “Queen of Inevitability,” 
half of one of America’s best-known political 
power couples, faced what was perhaps the 
toughest competition of her entire career. How 
in the world did this happen?

It’s not that it’s a new thing, though. After 
all, there have been other populist campaigns 
with purist, highly ideological approaches 
before. Howard Dean, Barry Goldwater, Ron 
Paul, and George McGovern come to mind. 
Even Barack Obama, when he first ran for 
President in 2008, rode a wave of populism 
to the White House. Although he isn’t an 
“ideological purist,” Obama painted himself 
as one (with the slogans “Yes We Can!”, and 
“Hope and Change”), and it helped propel him 
to victory. What makes the Sanders campaign 
so worthy of attention, however, is that much 
like Donald Trump’s sudden surge in popular-
ity, the “Feel the Bern” movement seemed to 

come completely out of left field. And while 
Trump was likely benefited by his fame as a 
businessman and as a reality-TV star, Bernie 
had no such claim to fame. Far from being 
a household name, he’s spent most of his 
career working behind the scenes, seeking 
quiet policy change rather than seeking the 
spotlight. He’s been on the radar of “political 
nerds,” for sure, but most Americans aren’t 
“political nerds.” Most Americans aren’t fa-
miliar with their own state’s US senators, let 
alone a random senator from Vermont.

In an era where the conventional politi-
cal wisdom essentially says, “moderation is 
best,” “play it safe,” and “don’t stir the pot 
too much,” Bernie openly embraced his far-
leftism, even going so far as to identify him-
self as a socialist, a term that still carries a lot 
of baggage even in a post-Cold War world. In 
today’s political landscape, most of the time, 
the term “socialist” is used pejoratively as 
an insult, and candidates whose policies are 
actually close to falling under that umbrella 
scramble to run away from the term so as 
not to commit political suicide. It’s like the 
ultimate trump card, the disqualifying “buzz 
word.”

GAGE SKIDMORE/WIKIMEDIA
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Or at least that’s what it has traditionally been. Bernie not only 
embraced the term, but he also seemed to wear it like a badge, and 
instead of it backfiring, it seemed to propel him forward. In an era 
where marketers seem to believe that young people will gravitate 
towards a younger face and a “hipper,” trendier product, he was able 
to trounce Hillary Clinton in poll after poll among liberal voters under 
thirty. And in an era where political advisors, even in the Democratic 
party, caution candidates against appearing too “secular” so as not 
to alienate “faith-based voters” too much, Bernie made no apparent 
attempt to pretend to be something he’s not.

When he spoke at Liberty University, for example, it wasn’t a cyni-
cal attempt to pretend to be a conservative Christian or even to be a 
religious Jew. Instead, it was a solely political outreach attempt to 
branch out of his “liberal bubble” and reach different types of people 
who might not otherwise vote for “a social democratic candidate.” 
Even in an arena where most politicians would pretend to be “pro-life,” 
or at least hide their “pro-choice” views, Bernie seemed to nakedly be 
himself, even when it might not be all that politically convenient or 
expedient. Indeed, the Sanders campaign seemed to thrive the most 
when he was given the space to “be himself,” totally unfiltered: an 
idealistic, non-religious, secular Jewish senator from the liberal state 
of Vermont who genuinely never understood why so many people 
hate socialism.

Of course, it’s kind of ironic because while he may be a genuine 
democratic socialist “raging against the machine,” so to speak, he’s 
also very much a politician, and he knows how “the system” works. To 
quote Harry Jaffe, an editor for Washingtonian magazine, “He’s like 

a stealth politician because people 
think he’s just this guy who has su-
per-liberal, i.e., socialist tendencies, 
but at the same time he is a brutally 
successful political knife-fighter. He 
doesn’t get elected because he’s a 
nice guy.” This shows that nothing 
is completely as it seems – there is 
never just one side to a coin.

But it’s also true that when you’re 
from a certain subculture, certain 
ideas, beliefs, and practices are as 
natural to you as breathing (this is 
the case across a wide range of politi-
cal spectrums and socio-economic 
strata), and it appears that subtle 
reality was true for Bernie as well. 
If one accesses his Twitter account, 
one will see a series of Tweets that 
reflect and project the views of 
a particular niche audience. Are 
they the ramblings of an irrational 

ideologue? Or are they the brilliant musings of a visionary prophet? 
Ultimately, it doesn’t really matter, because the Bernie movement 
was never about Bernie alone. It was always about something larger 
than that. See, the Bernie Sanders phenomenon is a direct product of 
the New Americana, a term popularized by rising American pop star, 
Halsey, in a recent hit single that has become something of an anthem 
for many millennials. This may seem kind of cliché, but the truth is, 
the Old Americana is over, or at least it’s on its way out. The old way 
of doing things simply won’t work anymore, and gone are the days 
where old-fashioned talking points and lack of authenticity will be 
acceptable. The people of the New Americana think different, talk 
different, walk different, and are all in all fed up with the status quo. 
With the recent rise in terrorism, civil and racial unrest back at home, 
decades of seemingly never-ending warfare, skyrocketing student-loan 
debt, an abysmal national debt, and an immigration crisis, it is clear 
this is an age of anxiety, and the people of the New Americana are 
looking for a political home. The question remains: will they ever be 
able to find what they are looking for, or were their feelings for “The 
Bern” all in vain?

http://time.com/4299321/millennials-bernie-sanders/;http://www.nytimes.
com/2015/12/01/opinion/campaign-stops/bernie-sanders-your-cool-socialist-grandpa.
html;http://www.npr.org/2016/07/30/488027787/a-look-at-where-bernie-sanders-
movement-goes-from-here; http://www.stereogum.com/1829157/the-week-in-pop-
halseys-new-americana-might-actually-be-a-real-demographic/franchises/the-week-
in-pop/; http://dailycaller.com/2016/02/09/why-young-people-like-bernie-sanders/

GAGE SKIDMORE/FLICKR
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Who’s Really Winning?

By Josh Baum

Every day, a slew of new polls dominates 
the headlines of CNN, MSNBC, and Fox 
News: “Clinton’s lead widens nationally, ” 
“Trump draws even in key swing states,” 
“Johnson breaks 10% for first time,” etc. 
Political surrogates flock to news programs 
to declare a definite groundswell in favor of 
their candidate or to quell worries over the 
candidate’s possible demise. The 24-hour 
news cycle can be so overwhelming that 
it’s easy to lose sight of the true state of the 
race. While polls are often the first sources 
consulted, in reality there are more accurate 
alternatives to consider.

Forecasting models have risen in popular-
ity over the past few election cycles, due in 
major part to Nate Silver. He rose to national 

prominence after correctly picking the win-
ner in 49 of 50 states in the 2008 presiden-
tial election and 50 out of 50 in 2012. His 
data-driven journalism blog, fivethirtyeight.
com, is typically recognized as the preemi-
nent election model in existence and, as of 
September 11, its “polls plus” analysis gave 
Secretary Clinton a 68.5% likelihood of win-
ning the election. Other prominent models 
include The New York Times’ “The Upshot,” 
which recently asserted that Clinton holds a 
79% chance, and the Princeton Election Con-
sortium, which was far more bullish about 
Clinton and had her odds at 90%.

A third mode of forecasting, the betting 
markets, is generally ignored by the media 
but is incredibly informative. The betting 
markets take advantage of principles of 
statistics and human behavior. First, the 

“wisdom of crowds,” the collective opinion 
of all participants in an open market, is usu-
ally far more accurate than the opinion of 
any one analyst or pundit. Second, when 
people have to place bets, their opinions lose 
much of their subjectivity and move closer to 
reality. A 2008 study published in the Inter-
national Journal of Forecasting found that 
in the five presidential elections from 1992 
to 2008, the betting markets outperformed 
polls 74% of the time. The markets were even 
better forecasters relative to the polls in the 
long term, when the election was still more 
than 100 days away. Moreover, contrary to 
the high variance found across prediction 
models, PredictIt and the Iowa Electronic 
Markets (both betting exchanges) differ by 
less than one percent in their assessment of 
the Democratic Party’s odds of retaining the 
White House. Unsurprisingly, Nate Silver’s 
model tracks most closely with trends in the 
betting markets, a strong indicator that his 
model is most accurate.

The most interesting finding from the 
markets is that Joe Biden, Bernie Sanders, 
and Tim Kaine all have better odds of win-
ning the presidency than Gary Johnson. As 
much as Johnson’s supporters love to create 
scenarios in which he magically wins the 
Electoral College or the election moves to 
the House of Representatives, the market 
finds these scenarios highly unlikely. As 
the calendar draws closer to Election Day, 
don’t listen to Rachel Maddow, Wolf Blitzer, 
Megyn Kelly, or the most recent poll to find 
out what’s going to happen on November 
8th. Instead, read Nate Silver or browse 
PredictIt, and, if you’re feeling lucky, place 
a bet yourself.

http://election.princeton.edu/; http://projects.
fivethirtyeight.com/2016-election-forecast/?ex_
cid=rrpromo#plus; https://tippie.biz.uiowa.edu/iem/
markets/pres16.html; http://www.nytimes.com/inter-
active/2016/upshot/presidential-polls-forecast.html; 

https://www.predictit.org/Market/1234; Who-will-win-
the-2016-US-presidential-election;http://liberalarts.
utexas.edu/government/_files/wlezien-web/Eriksonand-
WlezienElectoralStudies2012published.pdf

Why do different pollsters indicate such varying election predictions? In actuality, 
other sources, such as Nate Silver’s FiveThirtyEight and the betting market, are 

more accurate indicators of the results.

Above: Based on its statistical model and data from state level election polls, on October 
2, 2016 the Princeton Election Consortium gave Hillary Clinton a very high probability 

of winning the Electoral Vote for President, if the election were held on that day. The blue 
states on the map represent those where Clinton’s victory chances were above 50 percent.

PRINCETON ELECTION CONSORTIUM
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Most of the media spotlight has been fo-
cused on the fight between Hillary Clinton 
and Donald Trump, the Democratic and Re-
publican presidential nominees for President 
respectively. While presidential races are very 
important, it can be argued that congressional 
races are even more important. Congress 
writes the laws and dictates the direction of the 
country through the legislation it drafts. The 
focus of this article will be on two important 
races: Maryland’s 8th District and New Jer-
sey’s 5th District. 

Maryland’s 8th Congressional District is 
located adjacent to Washington D.C., and 
because of gerrymandering, or the redrawing 
of congressional districts, it snakes upward to 
the border with Pennsylvania.  This district 
is one of the most powerful and has a large 
influence on DC politics.

During this election, a total of 17 candidates, 
9 coming from the Democratic side, have run 
for the position.  Because this district has been 
historically blue, the real race for this congres-
sional election was during the Democratic 
primary, where a record amount of money was 
spent and raised. The three main candidates on 

the Democrat’s side were Jamie Raskin, David 
Trone, and Kathleen Matthew.

Jamie Raskin is the Maryland Senate Major-
ity Whip, or the head of the Democrats in the 
State Senate of Maryland. He has spent his 
time in politics fighting for the progressive 
wing of the Democratic Party, with the most 
notable example being his support of Bernie 
Sanders. Due to his anti-corruption stance and 
his hard line liberal beliefs, Raskin has a very 
high approval rating and is a popular among 
his constituents; however, a major hurdle 
Raskin has faced has been the lack of big-
name endorsements. He has been criticized 
by papers like the Washington Post, with them 
saying that he wouldn’t be able to achieve 
anything in Washington D.C. because of his 
liberal stances.

Furthermore, there is Kathleen Matthews, 
the wife of MSNBC anchor Chris Matthews, 
and the  former chief communications officer 
of Marriott International. Kathleen Matthews 
pushed  a message of being a New Demo-
crat, a breed of centrist Democrats who are 
socially liberal but economically centrist. A 
major strength of Matthews was the support 
and network she possessed. Through her con-
nections with big Democratic donors, she was 
able to raise substantial amounts of money to 

compete in the primary. She has also been on 
the receiving end of many big endorsements, 
namely from  the Washington Post and Sena-
tor Barbara Boxer of California; however, a 
significant downside for Matthews was that 
she had never run a political campaign before 
and didn’t have the popular support inside the 
state of Maryland the way Raskin did.

The third major player was David Trone, 
a wealthy businessman from the alcoholic 
beverage industry. One of the hurdles he faced 
early on was that he was largely unknown 
due to the fact he had never held public of-
fice before or been a media figure like Donald 
Trump. Unlike Matthews, he didn’t have the 
backing of large outside donors or have any 
big endorsements.As a result, he had to use 
more than $12 million of his own money to 
try to get his name out.

In the end, it was Raskin who came out on 
top during the primary despite being outspent 
6-1 by his opponent David Trone. The race 
had been thought to have been tight between 
Raskin and Matthews, but it was businessman 
David Trone who came second this race. 

This general election will likely be be won 
by Jamie Raskin as the demographics and vot-
ing history strongly favor his party. The 8th 
Congressional District contains Montgomery 
County, a very liberal area, where Raskin 
polls very well. Additionally, The Republi-
can candidate, Dan Cox, has raised a measly 
$25,000 compared to Raskin’s $2 million. 
This will make it very hard for Cox to get his 
message out, especially because of  the size 
of this district.

As a result of a record-setting expensive 
primary for the Democrats, this Congressio-
nal election has become the most expensive 
congressional race in the country’s history, 
with a total of $20,156,901 being raised and 
$19,708,583 spent so far. 

New Jersey’s 5th Congressional District 
Race is heating up to be the most anticipated 
matchup in the State of New Jersey. On the 
Democrats side, the general election candi-
date is Josh Gottheimer, a former Bill Clinton 
speechwriter. For the Republicans, the candi-

Of Capitol Importance

By varun seetamraJu

While a great deal of media attention has been allocated to the presidential 
election, down-ballot congressional elections are up for grabs as well. Two 

districts in particular ― Maryland’s 8th District and New Jersey’s 5th Distrcit ― 
are indicative of national trends and, as such, are of key importance.

Above: A map of Maryland’s 8th District, noteworthy for its large influence on DC politics.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/WIKIMEDIA
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date is incumbent Scott Garrett, a conservative 
who has held the seat since 2002.

The primary was a breeze for both can-
didates, as Gottheimer ran unopposed and, 
while Scott Garrett did have 2 other primary 
opponents, he easily defeated both, garnering 
84% of the votes in the primary election. 

Both candidates have spent large sums of 
money this general election, with a total of 
over $4 million raised. Josh Gottheimer has 
the upper hand when it comes to fundraising, 
as he has the full support of the Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee, the 
Democrat’s main committee for supporting 
their congressional candidates.  Adding this 
on top of his connections to the Clintons, 
Gottheimer has raised an astounding, $2.9 
million dollars so far. Scott Garrett also has a 
large fundraising capability and has been able 
to raise an impressive $1.3 million dollars. 
While Gottheimer may have the advantage 
in money, Garrett has the advantage in being 
an incumbent. Garrett is very popular with his 
constituents, as he has been re-elected 7 times, 
and is well known in the district. Gottheimer 
on the other hand is running for office for 
the first time ever, and has very little name 
recognition to the general public. As a result, 
he has had to spend almost all the money he 
has raised on getting his name out.

The reason this race is so highly contested 
is because how close it is. In a recent poll, 
Garrett had a small lead of  2 percentage 
points, 46% to 44%. An important side note, 
the poll was conducted by “Gerstein, Bocian, 

Agne Strategies” and was commissioned by 
the Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee (DCCC). With no clear winner in 
sight, calling the election will be very hard, 
but it should be said that Scott Garrett is still 
a slight favorite. This is due to the demo-
graphics of New Jersey’s 5th Congressional 
District, New Jersey’s most conservative 
district. Gottheimer has had to push a cen-
trist message during the election due to the 
nature of the district and has had to distance 
himself from many establishment Democrats, 
as they haven’t fared well at all in the area. 
This is also why Gottheimer has started to 
distance himself from the Clintons, as their 
unfavorability rating is particularly high in 
the northwest of the state. A large example of 
this is the 2016 Democratic Primary, where 
Hillary Clinton faced off against Bernie 
Sanders. Even though Hillary won the state 
overall, she lost two counties, Sussex and 
Warren County. Both of these counties are 
located in this Congressional District. Many 
of Garrett’s attacks have presented Gottheimer 
as an establishment Clinton-Democrat who is 
beholden to his donors.

This being said, Scott Garrett does have 
a real chance of losing this race. Many of 
Gottheimer’s attack ads have been proven 
successful, with the Gottheimer campaign 
continually using Garrett’s vote against the 
Zadroga Act, or a law that would give 9/11 
first responders healthcare, against him. Also 
the fact that Garrett still opposes same-sex 
marriage could harm him greatly, due to the 

overwhelming support the issue has with 
Americans. According the the earlier poll, 
53 percent of voters agreed that Garrett “puts 
his own beliefs ahead of the people he repre-
sents,” 47 percent say he is “out of step with 
New Jersey” and 45 percent believe he “wants 
to turn back the clock on social issues.”

The Race between Scott Garrett and Josh 
Gottheimer is going to go down to the wire, 
and unless any of the candidate makes a huge 
gaffe, there will be no clear winner until after 
election day. 

While the presidential election make take 
all the spotlight, it is arguable that the con-
gressional race are equally or even more im-
portant. So make sure you find out who your 
congressman is, because since the redrawing 
of the district lines in New Jersey, many coun-
ties are now split up with neighboring towns 
being in different districts. A great way to find 
out your congressman is to go http://www.
house.gov/representatives/find/, and type in 
your zipcode. For example, Pingry’s current 
Congressman is Leonard Lance, a Republican, 
and he is in an election with Democratic chal-
lenger Peter Jacob.

http://observer.com/2016/09/new-poll-shows-incumbent-congressman-
ahead-by-slim-margin-in-nj-5/; https://ballotpedia.org/Scott_Garrett; 
https://ballotpedia.org/New_Jersey%27s_5th_Congressional_Dis-
trict_election,_2016; https://www.opensecrets.org/races/summary.
php?id=NJ05&cycle=2016; http://www.nytimes.com/elections/results/
new-jersey; https://www.opensecrets.org/overview/topraces.php; https://bal-
lotpedia.org/Maryland%27s_8th_Congressional_District_election,_2016; 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/md-politics/raskin-trone-close-in-
md-8th-congressional-district-primary/2016/04/26/055e4d08-0bbd-11e6-
bfa1-4efa856caf2a_story.html;

WIKIMEDIAMR. MATTÉ/WIKIMEDIA

The image to the left is the 5th 
Congressional District, 

and the image to the right shows 
the Democratic Primary break down 

in New Jersey by county.
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Asian Americans have long been the 
fastest-growing racial group in the United 
States, with immigration contributing to 
the increase. More recently, they have been 
building their presence in politics, a transfor-
mation that is evident by the growing base 
of voters (an average increase of 600,000 
per presidential election cycle) and Congres-
sional candidates (from 10 in 2010 to 40 in 
2016). Thus, Asian Americans have become 
a key electorate to watch, as strategists from 
both major parties have initiated outreach ef-
forts to gain their votes. 

In an effort to woo Asian American and 
Pacific Islander voters (AAPI), the Clin-
ton campaign launched “AAPI for Hillary” 
earlier this year at a free organizing event. 
During the event, Clinton also endorsed im-
migration reform, shorter visa wait times, 
and affordable access to higher education. 
Furthermore, she focused on how she would 
support senior citizens by offering tax cred-
its, expanding Social Security, and fund-
ing Alzheimer’s disease research. Donald 
Trump, on the other hand, risks alienating 
Asian American voters. His tough stance on 
immigration receives support from working-
class whites but votes gained in that group 

are offset by those lost from groups such as 
the AAPI. In fact, more than 40% of Asian-
American voters polled have indicated that 
they would not vote for a candidate with 
anti-immigrant or anti-Muslim views, even 
if they agreed with him/her on most issues. A 
recent poll by NBC News reports that 66% 
of Asian Americans would vote for Clinton 
if the 2016 presidential election were held 
today and only 23% would vote for Trump. 
These results, however, are not surprising, as 
Asian Americans have been shifting toward 
the Democratic Party since the 2008 elec-
tion. 

In 1992, the majority of Asian Ameri-
cans voted for Republican candidate George 
H.W. Bush, leading analysts to believe that 
they would continue voting Republican in 
future elections. Exit polls in 2008, however, 
showed that 62% of Asian-American voters 
supported Democrat Barack Obama, a level 
of support that jumped to 73% in 2012. Such 
a turnaround frustrates the GOP, which be-
lieves that the Asian American electorate 
should naturally affiliate with the Republican 
Party. The average Asian American income 
is higher than that of other ethnic groups in 
the United States. Income, in turn, can be 
a determining factor of someone’s political 
party. Generally speaking, the higher the in-
dividual’s income, the more likely he/she is 

to be Republican. Asian Americans are also 
observed to be entrepreneurial and family-
oriented, characteristics that would seem to 
make them “natural” Republicans. So why 
do Asian Americans vote Democrat? 

The main reason is that Asian Americans 
prefer a big government that provides more 
services (55%) over a small government that 
provides fewer services (36%). Addition-
ally, despite being the highest-income racial 
group in the U.S., 62% of high-earning Asian 
Americans support raising taxes on high 
earners. In recent years, Asian Americans 
have been less able to relate to the Repub-
lican Party. According to Professor Karthick 
Ramakrishan, director of the National Asian 
American Survey, between 2000 and 2010, 
the Republican Party has become more and 
more conservative on immigration, creat-
ing a perception among Asian Americans 
that the party is not concerned about helping 
minorities. Moreover, Ramakrishan argues 
that “a party projecting a pro-Christian im-
age makes it difficult to reach out to Asian 
American voters, most of whom are not 
Christian.”

Although Asian Americans only make up 
about 4% of eligible voters, the percentage 
continues to rise. Among recent immigrants, 
Asians are quickly outnumbering Hispanics, 
mostly because of a sharp drop in immigra-
tion from Mexico. While Trump insists that 
his policies are aimed only at reducing il-
legal immigration, his harsh rhetoric on the 
immigration issue has made it difficult for 
Asian Americans to support him. Thus, as 
Asian Americans are increasingly identify-
ing themselves as Democrats. Republicans 
must initiate more outreach efforts and soft-
en their tone if they want to gain back the 
lost votes for this year’s and future elections.  
http://prospect.org/article/how-asian-americans-became-democrats-0; 
http://www.npr.org/2016/05/24/479192873/fueled-by-young-voters-
asian-americans-increasingly-identify-as-democrats;http://www.
nbcnews.com/politics/2016-election/trump-faces-hurdle-minority-
voters-clinton-maintains-lead-poll-shows-n636061;http://www.dai-
lykos.com/story/2016/1/8/1467107/-Hillary-News-Views-1-8-En-
dorsements-AAPI-for-Hillary-Wall-St-Nuclear-Arms-Paid-Leave-
Autism;http://www.huffingtonpost.com/caroline-chen/asian-american-
voters_b_2231418.html

Why Asian Americans 
Vote Democrat

By lily cao

Asian Americans, one of the fastest growing racial groups in the US, have become supportive 
of liberal social policies. The constituency has thus voted mostly for Democratic candidates, 

swaying elections significantly in recent years. 

VOTING WARS
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In this presidential election season, one 
of the greatest clashes between candidates 
Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton is over 
their views on the United States healthcare 
system. While both claim that they will make 
healthcare more affordable and accessible to 
Americans, their approaches are on opposite 
ends of the spectrum. Some of Trump’s key 
priorities include disrupting the current sys-
tem by repealing the Affordable Care Act and 
block-granting Medicaid. Trump says he will 
make healthcare more affordable and acces-
sible by expanding choice, cutting costs, and 
restructuring facets of the healthcare system. 
Clinton, however, wants to expand upon the 
Affordable Care Act and increase entry into 
Medicare and Medicaid. Given the grow-
ing problems in the healthcare system, it is 
imperative that both candidates find methods 
to provide Americans access to affordable, 
quality healthcare.

The cost of US healthcare has become a 
major concern. It is estimated that the current 
system of public healthcare subsidies costs 
approximately 5.2 percent of the nation’s 
GDP - a sum mainly attributable to Medicare, 
Medicaid, CHIP (Child Health Insurance 
Program), and the Affordable Care Act. The 
Congressional Budget Office expects this per-
centage to rise to 9.1 percent by mid-century 
and to 13.3 percent by the end of the century. 
Given the heavy burdens imposed by the na-

tion’s healthcare system, it is imperative that 
the candidates find ways to slow down the rate 
of cost growth. 

Both Clinton and Trump’s arguments and 
proposals for a revamped American health-
care system are based on making changes to 
the Affordable Care Act. In 2010, President 
Barack Obama spearheaded the passage of 
the Affordable Care Act (ACA), colloquially 
known as “Obamacare.” Some of the bill’s 
key goals include decreasing the percentage 
of uninsured Americans and making private 
health insurance more affordable. Thus, 
some of the provisions launched by the ACA 
include the creation of an online insurance 
marketplace, the imposition of tax penalties 
to encourage enrollment in private insurance 
plans, and the expansion of Medicaid to cover 
more low-income Americans.

In a New York Times 2014 review, the 
percentage of uninsured Americans post-ACA 
fell from 18% to 13%, affecting roughly eight 
to eleven million people. Furthermore, over 
half of the newly insured people signed up via 
Medicaid in states that broadened eligibility 
for the program. Medicaid expansion was 
also crucial in reducing the overall uninsured 
population in the states that responded to ACA 
financial incentives toward that end. A review 
by The New York Times also indicates that 7.3 
million people were able to keep their private 
health coverage affordable through the law’s 
online marketplaces: “eighty-five percent of 
those who signed up during the enrollment 
period qualified for federal subsidies to help 

pay premiums,” with subsidies lowering costs 
by 76 percent on average. However, the law 
has also led to younger and healthier people 
suffering increased premiums due to provi-
sions that broadens benefits and coverage to 
more “unhealthy” people with pre-existing 
conditions. 

While Clinton sees great potential in fur-
thering the efforts of the Affordable Care Act 
to cover the uninsured, Trump sees Obamacare 
as something that must be swiftly removed 
and replaced with a cheaper alternative. Under 
the current structure of the Affordable Care 
Act, Americans are required to have insur-
ance via their employer, individual purchase, 
Medicare, Medicaid, or special exemptions; if 
not, those who do not carry insurance are fi-
nancially penalized on their income tax return. 
Trump, like Congressional Republicans, re-
jects this approach as a bureaucratic restriction 
on individual freedom and as a primary reason 
to repeal the ACA. The Committee for a Re-
sponsible Fiscal Budget, however, estimates 
that Trump’s plans to repeal the Affordable 
Care Act will leave approximately 21 million 
Americans uninsured – effectively doubling 
the number of uninsured citizens. Under 
Trump’s plan, there would be no requirement 
to be insured; however, there would also be 
no federal guarantee that one would be able 
to obtain affordable insurance.

Furthermore, Trump plans to allow insur-
ance companies to market policies across state 
borders and increase price transparency. While 
this may enable consumers to shop around for 

Trump and Clinton have very different healthcare policies in mind. Whether it comes 
to expanding Obamacare or permitting competition across state lines, the future of the 

American health system is at stake in the 2016 election.

Understanding Clinton and Trump’s 
Plans for American Healthcare

By sean Wang

WILL O’NEILL/FLICKR
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the optimal insurance plan, selling insurance across state borders could 
negatively affect Americans attempting to receive consistent treatment. 
Such plans have come under criticism by the LA Times, based upon an 
analysis by the Associated Press. The article estimates that an interstate 
insurance market could insure anywhere between 1 to 7 million more 
Americans; however, interstate insurance could lead to difficulties in 
establishing a reliable network of doctors and hospitals. States resist 
such legislation as it could undermine their ability to protect consumers 
and regulate insurance prices.

Additionally, as a partial replacement for the ACA, Trump proposes 
an expanded use of healthcare savings accounts, or HSAs. While 
HSAs have existed for a number of years, Trump sees them as a viable 
alternative to the ACA for healthier and younger Americans. These 
accounts are tax-exempt for qualifying medical expenses, which can 
relieve some Americans of the burden of purchasing health insurance 
benefits that they are unlikely to use.

Forbes columnist Laurence Kolitkoff does not see Clinton’s reform 
as “a plan to keep healthcare from bankrupting our country . . . [or] a 
plan that ensures everyone has not just a basic health plan, but the exact 
same basic health plan.” Kolitkoff continues, stating that Clinton’s 
plans are not going to instigate the change necessary to lower health-
care costs and provide more Americans with necessary healthcare.
Given Clinton’s goal to maintain and expand the ACA, her program 
may impose further costs upon our healthcare system. Clinton also 
plans to expand Federally Qualified Health Centers (FQHC) which 
currently provide 25 million people with healthcare. The advent of 
the ACA expanded mandatory funding for FQHC. Clinton plans to 
further double funding, which could provide healthcare to “millions 
more people,” but at the cost of $40 billion over 10 years. 

Clinton also wants to offer a tax credit to individuals to subsidize 
their health care costs, which creates another avenue for Americans to 
still afford healthcare. A report from Rand Corporation, funded by the 
non-partisan Commonwealth Fund, states that Clinton’s inclusion of 
the tax credit would contribute greatly to her plan’s estimated $88.5 
billion deficit. Despite these major costs, Rand also indicated that Clin-
ton’s plans could lead to 9.1 million more Americans becoming insured.
Another major point of contention is Medicare and Medicaid ― two 
of the United States’ most prominent programs to help individuals and 
families secure health insurance. While Medicare focuses on insuring 
people 65 and older, Medicaid focuses on providing healthcare to those 
who have limited resources. Trump wants to block-grant Medicaid; in 
other words, instead of the federal government reimbursing a state’s 
costs for individual Medicaid recipients, each individual state govern-
ment will be provided a total allotment based upon the state’s demo-
graphics. Despite states being offered flexibility in their spending, the 

potential savings, or increased cost, of this proposal are reliant on the 
actual allotment given to a particular state. Furthermore, while these 
plans could lead to a net savings of $27.2 billion, a recent study done 
by the Urban Institute indicated that block-granting states’ Medicaid 
could threaten coverage and benefits.

In comparison, Clinton wants to expand Medicaid by making it 
easier to enroll in the program. Further, Clinton plans to offer an “early 
entrance” method to enable Americans between 55 (or 50) and 64 years 
old to pay to join Medicare early. An article published by NPR notes 
that while a buy-in option to Medicare could restrain healthcare cost 
inflation, there could also be unintended consequences such as reduced 
benefits or increased taxes. In July, Clinton also proposed a public 
health insurance option. A public option could eventually push all 
private companies off ACA exchanges, leaving only premium services 
with specialized care in the private sector; as a result, more people 
would be able to afford healthcare. However, the change could bring 
higher taxes to subsidize public healthcare, in addition to government 
healthcare costs soaring in the absence of pressure to compete with 
private companies. 

It is worth noting that neither Clinton nor Trump are bound to their 
campaign promises. However, analyzing their current proposals can 
reveal their priorities. Trump wants to radically change the current 
healthcare system and end the dangers associated with mandatory 
health insurance. As a result, the number of insured Americans may 
not necessarily be the proper metric to assess Trump’s plans; in fact, 
implementation of his plans could be stifled by competing interests 
such as those of state governments and lead to reduced coverage and 
benefits. In contrast, while Clinton aims to continue President Obama’s 
formula of providing Americans with avenues for obtaining affordable 
health insurance, her plan could raise the cost of the current healthcare 
system and require higher taxes. At their core, both Clinton and Trump 
desire to provide all, or very many, Americans with proper care, but 
we cannot be sure that their plans will succeed. 

https://www.donaldjtrump.com/positions/healthcare-reform; https://www.hillaryclinton.com/issues/health-care/; 
http://www.npr.org/sections/health-shots/2016/02/23/467736627/hillary-clinton-hitches-her-health-care-wagon-to-
obamacare; http://www.hhs.gov/healthcare/facts-and-features/key-features-of-aca-by-year/index.html; http://www.
nytimes.com/interactive/2014/10/27/us/is-the-affordable-care-act-working.html#/the-number-of-americans-without-
health-insurance-is-down-by-about-25-percent; http://www.nytimes.com/2014/08/06/upshot/states-that-embraced-
health-law-show-biggest-gains-in-reducing-uninsured.html?rref=upshot;http://crfb.org/blogs/analysis-donald-
trumps-health-care-plan; http://www.latimes.com/business/la-fi-donald-trump-healthcare-20160707-snap-story.
html; http://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/09/us/politics/donald-trump-health-care.html; http://taxfoundation.org/sites/
default/files/docs/TaxFoundation-FF496.pdf; http://www.urban.org/research/publication/block-grants-and-capita-
caps; http://www.forbes.com/sites/nextavenue/2016/08/12/where-trump-and-clinton-stand-on-health-care-and-
medicare/#39285f4e1eb0; http://www.forbes.com/sites/kotlikoff/2016/08/19/debating-clinton-and-trump-on-
healthcare-substance-not-sound-bites/#653a509321b3;https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p969.pdf; https://www.
bloomberg.com/view/articles/2016-08-30/don-t-be-scared-of-a-health-insurance-public-option
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When Donald Trump, the Republican 
nominee in the 2016 presidential election, 
took the stage at the Republican National 
Convention and allocated time in his speech to 
offer protection for “LGBT citizens from the 
violence and oppression of a hateful foreign 
ideology,” no one knew quite what to think. 
Many considered it a revolutionary turning 
point for the Republican Party – never before 
had a nominee been outspokenly supportive of 
the community, calling LGBT people “won-
derful” and saying he will do “everything in 
[his] power to protect our LGBT citizens.” 
Taken at face value, Trump’s declaration lines 
up with many of his previous opinions. He 
has long supported same-sex unions, stood 
for the prosecution of anti-gay hate crimes, 
donated to HIV/AIDS charities during the HIV 

epidemic of the 1980s and 90’s, and happily 
employed and befriended gay staff. He has 
even gone on record to say that transgender 
people should “use the bathroom they feel is 
appropriate” and, on NBC’s “Today” show, 
opposed North Carolina’s recently passed 
law that bans transgender people from using 
their preferred bathroom in schools. By the 
standard set by past Republican candidates, 
Trump certainly shines as a champion on the 
front of queer rights.

However, Trump’s relative advocacy of 
the LGBT community – with the emphasis 
on relative – has been inconsistent to say the 
least. In 2011, Trump asserted that same-sex 
couples should not receive the same benefits 
as straight, married couples. In 2015, follow-
ing the historic Obergefell v. Hodges decision 
guaranteeing the right to same-sex marriage 
under the US Constitution, Trump tweeted 

that “Justice John Roberts has let us down,” 
indicating he was not happy with the ruling. 
In an interview with Fox News, Trump said 
he would “strongly consider” appointing Su-
preme Court justices who would overturn the 
gay marriage ruling. On top of all this, Trump 
chose Indiana governor Mike Pence, one of 
the most anti-LGBT politicians in the political 
field today, as his vice presidential candidate. 
Pence has gone on record calling gay couples a 
sign of “societal collapse,” opposed the repeal 
of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” whole-heartedly 
supported the Religious Freedom Act, which 
legalizes discrimination against LGBT people, 
and attempted to divert essential funding from 
HIV prevention and treatment programs in 
order to use it on funding dangerous and 
medically discredited gay conversion therapy.

On top of all this, the Republican Party, 
the organization Trump is representing, has 

JASON PIER IN DC/FLICKR

Both major candidates’ support for LGBT rights has been inconsistent. While Hillary 
Clinton did not openly support same-sex marriages until 2013, the Trump-Pence ticket 

appears to lack commitmment to full inclusion of the LGBT community. 

The LGBT Community:
Who does it Support?

By miroslav Bergam
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established a highly anti-LGBT platform at 
its national convention – a platform that in-
cludes forcing transgender people to use the 
bathroom corresponding to their biological 
designation at birth; discouraging gay couples 
from adopting kids; legalizing private dis-
crimination against LGBT people; overturning 
Obergefell v. Hodges, and making gay con-
version therapy legal for minors once again. 
Thus, Trump’s contradictory stances on the 
queer community, the beliefs held by his run-
ning mate, and positions stated in his party’s 
official platform render his statement at the 
RNC and supposed reputation as a champion 
of gay rights far less plausible. 

In the opposite corner stands Hillary Clin-
ton, the Democratic nominee. Currently, Hill-
ary is a massive advocate for LGBT rights. 
She backs all the priorities of the LGBT 
movement, from opposing discrimination in 
employment to fully advocating for transgen-
der people to use their preferred bathroom. 
She has showed her support beyond just 
voting for the right bills ― she was the first 
presidential candidate to attend a gay pride 
parade at 2016’s NYC Pride, has donated to 
multiple HIV/AIDS prevention and treatment 
charities, and released videos and campaign 
merchandise celebrating and defending the 
queer community. However, many consider 
the timing of her declared support to be too 

late and too convenient. 
Clinton adamantly and 
outspokenly opposed 
same-sex marriage in her 
2008 presidential cam-
paign and stood by those 
views through her term 
as Secretary of State. It 
wasn’t until 2013 that 
she officially declared 
her support of same-sex 
marriage–arriving very 
late to the bandwagon. 
It’s possible that Clinton 
only chose to shift her 
views after it became the 
popular and politically 
advantageous thing to 
do–an idea that fits right 
into Clinton’s stereotype 
of pandering to public 
opinion rather than lead-
ing it.

Desp i te  Cl in ton’s 
equivocal personal opin-
ions, the party she stands 
upon is highly supportive 
of LGBT rights. In a section of their official 
2016 platform titled “Guaranteeing Lesbian, 
Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Rights”, the 
Democratic platform applauds “last year’s 

decision by the Supreme Court” concerning 
gay marriage, calls for “ending the crisis of 
violence against transgender Americans,” as 
well as for the defense of other LGBT citizens 
who are vulnerable to violence, and offers 
“comprehensive federal nondiscrimination 
protections.” The platform even delves into 
less covered issues such as the protection of 
LGBT elders and youth. 

Though both candidates have proclaimed 
their support of LGBT people on a basic level, 
their ambivalent records and the conflicting 
values of their parties may cause voters to 
lack confidence in the front they have put on. 
It is the job of the voter to assess the authen-
ticity of these candidates’ words, or to decide 
if authenticity and intent even matter, given 
the real threats of legal discrimination and 
the paring away of civil rights that the LGBT 
community may face in the future.

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/23/us/politics/donald-
trump-gay-rights.html; http://www.businessinsider.com/
mike-pence-seems-to-have-history-of-opposing-gay-
rights-2015-3; http://www.nytimes.com/2014/08/31/
fashion/hillary-clinton-gay-rights-evolution.html; 
http://www.slate.com/blogs/outward/2016/07/21/
donald_trump_at_rnc_says_he_ll_protect_lgbt_peo-
ple_from_islamic_terrorism.html; https://www.gop.
com/platform/renewing-american-values/; http://www.
politico.com/story/2016/07/trump-vp-pick-mike-pence-
evangelicals-225623; https://www.demconvention.com/
wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Democratic-Party-Platform-
7.21.16-no-lines.pdfGAGE SKIDMORE/FLICKR
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Above: Mike Pence, the Republican vice presidential candidate, instituted a Religious 
Freedom Act in his home state of Indiana, essentially legalizing LGBT discrimination based 

upon one’s religious beliefs.



|  17

October 2016

I want to “Make America Great Again, but 
like many of the other Republicans who at-
tended the Republican National Convention, 
I believe that Donald Trump is not the answer. 
During my week in Cleveland, I was able to 
hear from many US Congressmen, media 
personnel, and campaign professionals that 
the Junior Statesmen of America organized to 
speak to our group. One common belief among 
these speakers was that America is extremely 
divided and needs a leader who can unite the 
country. To my surprise many of these Re-
publicans praised John F. Kennedy’s ability 
to unify our country, and some even shared 
their belief that Trump cannot accomplish this 
task. On the first day of the convention, I asked 
Republican Congressman Ted Yoho, “What 
he thinks can Make America Great Again?”, 
and to my surprise he said that “We cannot 
be Democrats and Republicans, we have to 
be Americans.” This quote resonated with me 
for the rest of the week, and I began to search 
for who could be that leader.

Going into the week, I considered myself 
a Republican, but still hoped that Trump 
would not win the nomination; however, as 
the week rolled on I began to be indoctrinated 
by Trump’s propaganda. I loved chanting 
“Lock Her Up”, and the prospect of “Mak-
ing America Great Again” sounded glorious. 
But on Wednesday night, as I sat in Quicken 
Loans Arena and watched the defeated Ted 
Cruz attempt to maintain his honor and fight 
for what he believes in, I became conflicted. 
I agreed with many Republicans that it was 
disrespectful of Ted Cruz to break his promise 
to endorse the Republican candidate, but I also 
admired that Cruz stood up for his principles. 
Like the Texan, I began to think about who 
my conscience told me to vote for. 

For the rest of the week I continued to 
support Trump, and as the balloons fell on 
Thursday night to a chant of “USA, USA, 
USA,” I felt proud to be an American and to 
support the New York businessman. On my 
flight home, I began to reflect on my time 
at the Convention. The two moments that 
kept on coming back were Ted Yoho’s call 

to be an American, and Ted Cruz’s message 
to vote your conscience. As the two quotes 
resonated in my head, I began to realize that 
it wasn’t everyone’s admiration of Trump that 
I loved during the week, but everyone’s love 
of America. When I returned home that night, 
I decided to visit Gary Johnson’s website, and 
began to read about his beliefs. At first, I was 
just interested in why a number of Republi-
cans saw him as an alternative to Trump, but 
eventually my conscience began to tell me to 
vote for him. Even though I did not agree with 
all of Johnson’s beliefs, I loved that he was a 
true American opposed to just a Republican 
or Democrat. The next day, I decided to sign 
up to volunteer for his campaign.

Over the past two months I have learned 
a lot about Gary Johnson, and each day I am 
more amazed. Here are some facts about the 
Libertarian party candidate —and yes these 
are actually about him—not Dos Equis’s Most 
Interesting Man in the World:

• To pay for college, he started a door-to-door 
handyman business that is now a multimillion-
dollar corporation with over 1,000 employees.
• He summited Mount Everest with a broken 
leg and toes black from frostbite.
• He lives in a house he built himself.
• He once ran 100 miles in 30 consecutive 
hours in the Rocky Mountains.
• He became 1.5 inches shorter when his 
paraglide wing hit a tree and he fell 50 feet 
to the ground. 

I highlight these moments of his life not to 
prove that Johnson is the perfect candidate, 
but to show that he is determined and willing 
to overcome adversity; after all, what other 
candidate could say they had even attempted 
to climb Everest? It is easy to see that he has 
worked hard outside of politics, but his deter-
mination and fight are also highlighted in his 
political record. As his official website points 
out, Johnson “was elected Governor of New 
Mexico as a Republican in an overwhelmingly 
Democratic state – and re-elected to a second 

How I Got to Gary Johnson: A Personal 
Reflection

By aJ Bernstein

AJ Bernstein ‘17 explains how his experience at the Republican National 
Convention caused him to reject the main party candidates in favor of a more 

hopeful alternative, Libertarian presidential candidate Gary Johnson

AJ BERNSTEIN ‘17
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term by a wide margin despite being chal-
lenged by a popular and well-known Demo-
crat.” As governor, he cut taxes 14 times and 
“left New Mexico a billion-dollar surplus” 
without raising taxes once; he also improved 
schools and infrastructure, and “earned na-
tional accolades for his leadership in handling 
the devastating Cerro Grande Fire.” It is this 
record of success and his work ethic that have 
inspired me to be the Union County Chapter 
President of Youth for Johnson/Weld.

As I stated earlier, I do not agree with 
Johnson on some of his stances, but I would 
rather have him than either Hillary Clinton or 
Donald Trump. I like to compare these three 
presidential hopefuls to NFL coaches. First, 
Trump is like Rex Ryan–loud and energetic; 
they both spend their time saying how they 
will win Super Bowls or Make America Great, 
but they never achieve their goal. On the other 
hand, Hillary is like Bill Belichick–famous 
and successful, but sneaky; they have both 
held many important positions, and regularly 
cheat/lie their way to victory. Lastly, Johnson 
is like Tom Coughlin–they are both quiet and 
respected underdogs who are able to capital-
ize when given the opportunity.  

Some people believe that I don’t support 
Hillary Clinton merely because I am a Repub-
lican, but that is not the reason. I admire many 
Democrats, even Bill Clinton; however, there 

is something about Hillary that bothers me. I 
first noticed it this summer when I went to Bill 
Clinton’s Presidential Library in Little Rock, 
Arkansas. Unlike the four other presidential 
libraries I’ve been to, the Clinton Library 
goes out of its way to mention all the good 
Hillary has done, and this seemed misplaced 
in a museum that should be dedicated to her 
husband. During my time at the Convention, I 
began to notice more of Mrs. Clinton’s flaws. 
Even though the Benghazi incident and her 
email scandal do not appear to be coming 
back to hurt her, I personally don’t see how 
our President can be a person described by 
the FBI as “extremely careless... [and] neg-
ligent.” Still, many Americans will vote for 
her in November because she is a woman and 
a Democrat, and not because she is the best 
leader for America.

Trump is no better than Clinton. I admire 
his outspoken nature; however, there is a dif-
ference between saying what you think and 
sounding childish. Gentlemen don’t mock 
their opponents, they respectfully disagree 
with them. Trump’s concept of a wall is not 
practical, because by building a wall there 
would just be more demand for ladders a 
foot taller and more people will come via 
water. The scariest thing is that his major 
international ally may be Russia, and the 
last time I checked, this is America, Land of 

the Free—the country that fought multiple 
wars to stop communism. But who really is 
Trump? Nobody knows; he has few detailed 
policies, and has switched parties five times. 
It is this lack of consistency that worries me. 
Is he actually a Republican, or is he trying to 
capitalize on a divided party? At a school that 
places so much value on the Honor Code, how 
can you vote for a disrespectful and indecisive 
candidate?

Many people like to point out that a third 
party candidate can’t win a general election, 
and that a vote for one of them is a vote 
wasted, but that is not true. Abraham Lincoln, 
the founder of the Republican Party, was a 
third party candidate. Even though it may 
be hard for a third party candidate to have 
a chance at election, it is not impossible. A 
recent article by A Libertarian Future points 
out that under the right circumstances, if 
Johnson were to win his home state of New 
Mexico, the election could go to the House 
of Representatives; even though the house is 
Republican, many members are anti-Trump 
and may vote for Johnson instead. Obviously, 
the chances for a Gary Johnson presidency are 
slim, but in a year marked by no ideal, truly 
inspiring candidate, there is hope.

https://www.johnsonweld.com/about-gary-johnson; 
https://alibertarianfuture.com/
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They said it couldn’t happen. The pundits, 
the “experts,” the pollsters; none of them 
predicted the nomination of Donald Trump. 
I am not even convinced that Donald Trump 
would have predicted the incredible success 
of The Donald. But it happened. And here 
we sit, one bout of pneumonia away from 
the impossible. Whatever the result of the 
general election, Donald Trump has changed 
the game enough to leave a lasting mark both 
on the GOP and on the rulebook for becom-
ing President. I am going to focus on effects 
in the former category. In order to speculate 
on what kind of sustained impact Trump will 
have on the Republican Party, I am going to 
break down the possible results of this elec-
tion into three buckets: Trump wins, Trump 
barely loses, and Trump loses in a landslide.

As it stands now, a Trump victory would be 
unlikely, but not at all impossible. This would 
certainly have the most profound effect on the 
Republican Party. When Trump first became 
relevant in the primaries, a majority of the 
GOP Establishment were hesitant to back 
him, much less endorse him enthusiastically. 
That said, as it became clearer and clearer 
that Trump was going to win the nomination, 
a growing number of GOP officials jumped 
on the bandwagon. In some states, senators 
or representatives running for re-election that 
wouldn’t otherwise support Trump have felt a 
need to adjust their rhetoric in order to attract 
Trump voters. A Trump victory would create 
a massive Trump voting bloc within the GOP, 
forcing more party officials to show support 
for him to win their own races. The best way 
to appeal to the Trump voters is by adopting 
a platform similar to Trump’s. As more and 

more party officials adjust their individual 
platforms, the overall GOP platform will 
be forced to reflect the issues Trump has 
focused on.

What does this mean? Well, to begin with, 
the GOP would probably have to take a 
much harder line on immigration. Although 
the GOP already had endorsed a platform 
on immigration that was much more similar 
to Trump’s than to the Democrats’, many 
Republican officeholders sought to avoid the 
issue altogether. In the minds of many of the 
party elites, making immigration a big-ticket 
issue only alienated the increasing number of 
Latino voters. If Trump wins the election, he 
will force these Republican leaders to com-
pletely abandon their strategy. The other ma-
jor issue where Trump would force the party 
to completely reevaluate its stance is trade. 
Republicans and Democrats have both been 

By zach Keller

Donald Trump’s seemingly unfathomable ability to claim the GOP nomination leaves 
the future of the party uncertain. In the event of a Trump victory, a close loss, or a 

landslide loss, the GOP’s future will vary drastically. 

The Future of the 
Republican Party

GAGE SKIDMORE/WIKIMEDIA

Above: Donald Trump signs the Republican Party loyalty pledge. By doing so, Trump promised to support the party’s 
eventual nominee ― whoever that might be ― and pledged that he would not run as a third-party candidate.
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largely pro-trade, but Trump has appealed 
strongly to those affected by the outsourcing 
of manufacturing by decrying trade agree-
ments like NAFTA and the Trans-Pacific 
Trade Agreement. Trump has also prioritized 
increased military spending, which the GOP 
woud have to prioritize as well.

Despite the many adjustments the GOP 
platform will have to make in the event of a 
Trump victory, perhaps more important are 
the issues that will assume a lower priority, or 
even be erased. This change mainly focuses 
on the theme of reducing the size and scope 
of government. The idea that the government 
should have less of a role in business, in the 
economy, and on social issues has been a cru-
cial centerpiece of the Reagan-Republican 
platform. Trump, however, seems to have 
no particular commitment to this idea. He 
does not want to make reforms to Medicaid 
and other entitlement programs, which might 
explain part of his popularity among lower-
income voters. He is not at all consistent with 
the GOP’s established (although evolving) 
views on social issues, taking a much more 
liberal stance that is perhaps reflective of his 
past alignment with the Democratic Party. In 
the event of a Trump victory, the GOP might 
need to reconsider their vows to defund 
government programs and maybe even take 
a softer tone in their views on the role of 
government in business and social issues. It 
is possible that after four years of a Trump 
presidency, the GOP might somewhat revert 
back to it’s pre-Donald state, but a Trump 
victory would certainly mean drastic change 
to the issues that form the crux of the GOP 
platform. I do not think, however, that a 

Trump victory means the end of the Repub-
lican Party. Although significant, Trump does 
not represent a big enough change among the 
party’s voters to cause the total destruction 
of the party itself.

Another possible outcome is that Trump 
loses, but not by much. In this more likely 
event, much of what I talked about above 
would happen, but to a much lesser degree. 
A small margin of loss would still mean that 
there is a strong of support for Trump among 
the party’s voters. The GOP would be forced 
to acknowledge, if not completely accept, 
the issues that have become important since 
Trump won the nomination. Immigration 
and opposition to trade deals might become 
more important, although the GOP platform 
would not change drastically. Given Hillary 
Clinton’s unpopularity, a Trump loss would 
be seen by Republican establishment mem-
bers as decisive: if he cannot win now, he 
never will. The GOP party elites will then 
have four years to work to undo much of 
the change that Trump has initiated. Some 
issues, like immigration and trade, will last, 
others will not.

Finally, there is the possibility that Hill-
ary beats Trump badly. In that case, it will 
be very easy for Trump’s political enemies 
in the GOP to completely discredit Trump’s 
success in the campaign for the 2016 nomina-
tion. They can say that he was a momentary 
sensation, but with no lasting potential. In 
this case, although there would still prob-
ably be some Trump holdouts among the 
Republican electorate (just as there are 
Bernie holdouts for the Democrats), much of 
the voting bloc would probably return to the 

Establishment. Although immigration might 
be more of an issue than before Trump was 
nominated, it would not be the same as if 
Trump won or even slightly lost. That being 
said, although the GOP may not fracture due 
to Trump, we may see the re-emergence of 
factional tensions that existed before the 
rise of Trump. The fundamental issues that 
separate libertarians, religious Republicans, 
Reagan Republicans, and the nationalist alt 
right, among other groups, may rise to the 
surface in Trump’s wake.

All three scenarios present their own 
challenges to the Republican Party. The 
party itself would be under the most stress 
if Trump won, because there would likely be 
serious internal divisions, even if the party 
does not collapse. However, it would have 
a Republican in the White House, and the 
hope of undoing much of President Obama’s 
legacy would create pressure toward party 
unity. With the other two possible outcomes, 
the GOP would have to endure a Clinton 
presidency for at least the next four years, 
but would suffer less damage to the party 
(significantly less if Trump does not even 
come close to winning).  All this said, who 
knows what further developments may cause 
a change in the way things play out? For now, 
we can only speculate.

http://www.theatlantic.com/amp/article/419118/; http://
www.nationalreview.com/article/437543/donald-trump-
republican-party-future-model-or-anomaly; http://
www.nationalreview.com/article/439518/donald-
trumps-2016-election-defeat-gop-future; http://www.
washingtonexaminer.com/republican-insiders-plot-post-
election-party-overhaul/article/2601379; http://nymag.
com/daily/intelligencer/2016/09/why-a-clinton-win-
would-be-a-boon-to-the-gop.html
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On July 21, 2016, things were looking good 
for the Clinton campaign. Nine days earlier, 
Clinton’s biggest rival in the primaries, Bernie 
Sanders, had publicly endorsed her after a 
hard-fought primary in the hope of bringing 
his young and enthusiastic – yet establish-
ment-skeptical – supporters into the Demo-
cratic Party, telling a crowd in Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire, “I intend to do everything I 
can to make certain [Hillary Clinton] will be 
the next President of the United States.” Not 
only did Clinton have a key rival’s support, 
but she also had a substantial 3-point lead over 
Donald Trump in national polls. She also could 
take note of the fireworks at the Republican 
National Convention, where the runner-up 

in the presidential fight, Ted Cruz, refused 
to endorse the nominee, Donald Trump, and 
where potential First Lady Melania Trump 
gave a speech eerily similar to one given by 
Michelle Obama at the DNC in 2008. With 
the Republicans stumbling, Democrats had 
seemingly banded together. 

On July 22, 2016, all of that changed. 
Wikileaks, an international organization 
dedicated to publishing information and leaks 
submitted by anonymous whistleblowers, 
released 19,252 emails from the Democratic 
National Committee, the contents of which 
shocked the media and the nation by revealing 
that the DNC had been playing favorites all 
along. Among them were emails that showed 
obvious bias on the part of the DNC against 
the Sanders campaign. In one email, Mark 

Paustenbach, the DNC Press Secretary, sug-
gested pushing a story to undermine Sanders’ 
campaign and “wondering if there’s a good 
Bernie narrative for a story, which is that 
Bernie never had his act together, that his 
campaign was a mess.” In another, Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, the Chair of the DNC, de-
clared that Sanders’s questioning of the DNC’s 
commitment to fairness in the primaries was 
“spoken like someone who has never been 
a member of the Democratic Party and has 
no understanding of what we do.” In a third, 
Wasserman Schultz mocked even the idea of 
a Sanders’ presidency, stating that “this is a 
silly story. He isn’t going to be President.” An-
other document showed Wasserman Schultz 
contacting MSNBC host Chuck Todd in May 
of 2016 with regards to his colleague Mika 

WIKIMEDIA

The DNC email leak showed bias against the “insurgent” candidate Bernie Sanders, 
validating suspicions many supporters already felt.

Unbiased?

By tom drziK

Above: Former Democratic National Committee Chair Debbie Wasserman Schultz. Wasserman Schultz was 
forced to resign her post in July 2016 in the wake of the DNC email scandal.
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Brzezinski, demanding that Brzezinski cease 
reporting about perceived DNC bias against 
the Sanders campaign. Wasserman Schultz 
told Todd that the coverage “must stop” and 
eventually sent for MSNBC President Phil 
Griffin in order to demand that Brzezinski 
apologize.

Perhaps most disturbingly, in one email, 
Brad Marshall, the CFO of the DNC, floated 
the idea of insinuating that Sanders is an 
atheist in hopes of making him less popular 
in more religious states. Marshall wrote, “It 
may make no difference but for KY [Ken-
tucky] and WVA [West Virginia] can we get 
someone to ask his belief. Does he believe 
in God. He had skated on having a Jewish 
heritage. I read he is an atheist. This could 
make several points difference with my peeps. 
My Southern Baptist peeps would draw a big 
difference between a Jew and an atheist.” This 
obvious bias clearly seemed to violate the 

DNC’s own rules, which state “The Chairper-
son shall be responsible for ensuring that the 
national officers and staff of the Democratic 
National Committee maintain impartiality 
and even-handedness during the Democratic 
Party Presidential nominating process.”

Long-held suspicions among Sanders sup-
porters that the DNC was against them were 
thrust back into the limelight just as it seemed 
that the Democrats might be beginning to 
consolidate support. After the email leak, 
things quickly began to fall apart at the DNC. 
On July 24th, Wasserman Schultz announced 
she was stepping down as DNC chair. It was 
later announced that she would not be speak-
ing at the convention due to the fallout from 
the incident. By July 25th, the first day of the 
convention, Trump had gained the upper hand 
in the popular vote. He would continue to rise 
in the polls for a short time.

Responsibility for the hack was claimed by 
Guccifer 2.0, a hacker or hacker group which 
many security experts believe has direct ties 
to the Russian government; a number of 
analysts even suspect that the Kremlin may 
have proposed the hack themselves. The 
‘Guccifer’ moniker refers to the Romanian 
Marcel Lahel, a famous hacker known for 
security breaches of various governments’ 
information, including a claim to have hacked 
Hillary Clinton’s email server while she was 
Secretary of State. The reasons why Russia 
would do this remain murky, and the Russian 
government fervently denies all allegations. 
Julian Assange, the founder and editor-in-
chief of Wikileaks, refused to reveal the 
identity of the whistleblower(s), in keeping 
with the organization’s policy of anonymity. 

In the end, news of the hack quickly became 
overshadowed by Khizr Khan’s speech at 
the Democratic Convention 
challenging Donald Trump’s 
statements on Muslims as 
well as Trump’s unseemly 
reaction to it. The backlash 
from the episode sent the 
polls flying back the other 
way, and by August 3rd, 
Clinton had more than a 5 
point lead. Sanders never 
withdrew his endorsement, 
and on August 30th, Was-
serman Schultz won her 
Congressional primary in 
Florida, easily defeating 
Sanders-backed challenger 
Tim Canova. The incident 
has seemingly faded from 
the public eye in the wake of 

many new and outrageous incidents that have 
become a hallmark of the 2016 election. Yet, 
for many Sanders supporters, especially those 
who questioned or outright refused to support 
Clinton, the leaks validated their feeling that 
the Democratic Party had truly abandoned 
them. Since a disproportionate group of these 
disaffected voters are young adults, the way 
these leaks may shape the future structure and 
voter demographics of the Democratic Party 
remains to be seen.

http://observer.com/2016/07/wikileaks-proves-primary-
was-rigged-dnc-undermined-democracy/;
http://newstarget.com/2016-09-13-wikileaks-founder-
confirms-bernie-sanders-was-threatened-to-get-out-of-
election.html;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2016_Democratic_Na-
tional_Committee_email_leak#Reactions;
http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/damaging-emails-dnc-
wikileaks-dump/story?id=40852448;
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/wikileaks-dnc-
bernie-sanders_us_579381fbe4b02d5d5ed1d157
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/
wp/2016/07/24/here-are-the-latest-most-damaging-
things-in-the-dncs-leaked-emails/;
http://www.realclearpolitics.com/epolls/2016/president/
us/general_election_trump_vs_clinton-5491.html;
http://thehill.com/blogs/pundits-blog/presidential-
campaign/287370-transcript-bernie-sanders-for-
mally-endorses-hillary;
http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2016/07/24/sanders-
to-speak-at-convention-while-dnc-chair-wasserman-
schultz-reportedly-sidelined.html;
https://wikileaks.org/dnc-emails/emailid/11508;
http://hotair.com/archives/2015/06/03/dnc-violates-their-
own-rules-to-promote-hillary-clinton/;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guccifer#Claim_regard-
ing_Hillary_Clinton_email_server;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guccifer_2.0;
https://ballotpedia.org/Florida%27s_23rd_Congressio-
nal_District_election,_2016;
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Debbie_Wasserman_
Schultz
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Could a potential shift in judicial philosophy permanently change the American 
justice system? How will the Supreme Court evolve during a Clinton or a Trump 

presidency? 

By aditya gollaPudi
Many people feel that the current election 

represents a cusp in American history. The 
two candidates are incredibly different and 
both may set America down irreversible 
paths. We have all heard about big issues like 
immigration, ISIS, trade, and the wage gap, 
but one thing that very few people have been 
talking about is the US judicial system, which 
is on a cusp of its own. 

SCOTUS (Supreme Court of the United 
States) is on the verge of permanently 
switching over to a new judicial doctrine, 
a framework within which to interpret law. 
The next president will likely replace four 
Supreme Court justices—nearly half the 
bench—as three justices (Ginsburg, Breyer, 
and Kennedy) are over the average Supreme 

Court retirement age of 78.7, and one (Sca-
lia) is already deceased. This means that if 
the president manages to get all four judges 
from his party, then his party would be able 
to control not only the results of cases but 
also which cases are heard, as three votes are 
needed to get a case heard and less than 1% 
of cases currently get heard.

Even more important, however, is the 
potential change in judicial doctrine. In the 
recent past The Court has favored what is 
called the “Plain Text” doctrine, which asks 
judges to take the simplest “plain” meaning of 
the law as the true meaning. More and more, 
however, the Supreme Court has been shift-
ing to a doctrine known as the “Living Law” 
doctrine, which allows for significantly more 
judicial discretion as it asks the judge to take 
into account the spirit of the law to allow the 

law to better fit into current circumstances. A 
Clinton win would likely lead to a faster and 
more thorough adoption of the “Living Law” 
doctrine while a Trump win would likely slow 
down the advance. The landmark cases for 
this doctrine are the fairly recent Affordable 
Care Act case and, more importantly, the gay 
marriage case of Obergefell v. Hodges. While 
I think most of us celebrate the incredible 
victory that the latter case brought for the 
LGBT community, the way in which the court 
legally justified the decision is very troubling; 
the court reinterpreted the 14th amendment to 
apply to gay marriage by defining marriage as 
a legal contract between any two unmarried 
citizens. In doing so, the justices, as unelected 
officials, took away a power that traditionally 
belonged to the states under the 10th amend-
ment – the definition of marriage – without 

On the Brink of Change

COLLECTION OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
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the state legislatures’ consent.
Increased judicial discretion also might threaten the democratic 

ideal of rule by the people; most judges, and certainly those at higher 
levels, are not elected and their terms are significantly longer than 
those of the politicians who appoint them. To vest so much power in 
the hands of unelected officials may seem undemocratic. On the other 
hand, some people feel that as law becomes increasingly complex, the 
Living Law doctrine is a necessity. For example, the Affordable Care 
Act in total was in excess of 20,000 pages. Is it practical for lawyers 
and judges to go by the letter of the law when the law has hundreds 
of addendums and thousands of 
exceptions, or when the “law” is 
actually an unrelated addendum 
crammed onto a highway bill? 
This new doctrine has, in part, 
been forced on the judiciary 
by the difficulties that modern 
legislatures have experienced in 
passing “normal” laws.

But the issue is – how far do 
we go? Obviously the judiciary 
has to step in, but when is it 
too much? Maybe you would 
be okay with this when judges 
rule the way you want them to, 
but you’re always going to have 
judges on both sides – the judges 
who won’t marry gay couples 
and the judges who deny ille-
gals their rights—you can’t pick 
and choose. The “discretion” of 
judges varies so much that plaintiffs have begun choosing judicial 
districts that suit their positions on certain types of cases. For example, 
the small federal court district of Marshall, Texas (pop. 25,000) sees 
more copyright cases than any other, more than New York, Chicago, 
or LA, settling multimillion dollar cases between giants like Samsung 
and Apple because plaintiffs think the judges and juries are friendly 
towards them. On an “unrelated” side note, Samsung recently built 
a million-dollar ice rink in Marshall and has donated thousands of 

dollars’ worth of equipment and scholarships to the local school a 
month after losing a 15.7 million dollar patent case in the town.
Clinton thinks we haven’t gone far enough and has historically sup-
ported the idea of the law and the constitution being living documents, 
as in her famous 2004 speech about gay marriage. Trump is likely to 
go the other way based on the list of 11 judges he has released—all 
of whom have typically viewed their cases within the paradigm of 
the Plain Text Doctrine.

In addition to Supreme Court appointments, based on the record of 
previous administrations, the next president will also appoint many 

circuit judges (probably 60, or 
about a third of the total.) They 
will be the group that develops 
the culture surrounding future 
judicial interpretations. So 
next time you think about the 
election, think about whether 
you want judges to follow the 
“spirit of the law,” and whether 
you will accept any potential 
variance or corruption that 
may come with this approach. 
Or, alternatively, if you want 
judges to follow the plain text 
and letter of the law strictly, 
while you accept the risk of 
the US getting bogged down 
under the thousands of pages of 
regulation necessary to clarify 
its meaning.

https://www.supremecourt.gov/faq.aspx; https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/the-supreme-courts divided-
decisions/; https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/11-393; https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/
text/14-556; https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/14-114 http://www.pacourtwatch.com/wp-content/
uploads/2015/07/Stratos-Pahis-Yale-2009.pdf; http://www.uscourts.gov/judges-judgeships/authorized-judge-
ships/judgeship-appointments-president; https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/the-fix/wp/2014/04/21/
everything-you-didnt-even-think-you-wanted-to-know-about-supreme-court-retirements/; http://www.
nytimes.com/2006/09/24/business/24ward.html?_r=0; https://www.c-span.org/video/?c4535174/hillary-
clinton-gay-marriage-2004; http://www.latimes.com/nation/politics/trailguide/la-na-republican-convention-

2016-live-here-s-the-shortlist-of-11-conservative-1468975724-htmlstory.html

“Even more important, however, 
is the potential change in judicial 

doctrine. In the recent past we have 
gone by what is called the Plain Text 
doctrine which asks judges to take 
the simplest ‘plain’ meaning of the 

law as the true meaning.”
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The air in Trump Tower was tight with 
tension and excitement after Donald Trump 
declared himself the presumptive Republican 
nominee last April. When the conversation 
turned to Hillary Clinton, Trump’s most likely 
opponent for the general election in Novem-
ber, he had a few choice words. He accused 
Clinton of playing “the woman’s card,” stat-
ing that “women don’t even like her” and “if 
Hillary Clinton were a man, I don’t think she 
would get 5 percent of the vote.” Do Trump’s 
accusations have any weight to them? Come 
November, how will the historic potential of 
a Clinton presidency sway the women’s vote? 
Surprisingly, it seems that though women 
seem to be split on Clinton, the deciding fac-
tor for them may not be Clinton’s gender, but 
may actually be their strong dislike of Trump.

The history-making potential of a Clinton 
presidency has mixed implications when it 
comes to the women’s vote. While Clinton’s 
advocacy for topics such as abortion rights, 
equal pay, and child education reform has 
gained her a lot of popularity among some 
groups of women, other groups are still dis-
trustful. It is important to remember that un-
like other groups such as blacks or Hispanics, 
women are a much larger demographic and do 

not usually support one candidate universally, 
but instead split up into smaller groups such as 
young women, black women, college women, 
or unmarried women. 

Clinton had a major problem winning the 
youth vote in the Democratic primaries, and 
that holds true among women as well. There 
is a prevalent sentiment among young women 
that electing a female president is not an 
urgent need or desire because they are sure 
that it will happen eventually. As one Politico 
reporter put it, young voters tend to see Clin-
ton as “another gray-haired white guy,” rather 
than as an outsider. Older women criticize 
this by saying that younger women often take 
for granted the increased women’s equality 
of the modern era, whereas they themselves 
have experienced the struggle of building 
a successful career in a sexist and unequal 
society. Young women stick to the belief that 
electing a woman to the highest office in the 
land is inevitable, and they will not settle for 
a candidate simply because she is a woman. 

The women’s vote is divided into many 
different subgroups, and age is just one of 
them. Trump’s major base is the white work-
ing class, and this holds true among women 
as well as men. Clinton wins with minority 
women, female college graduates, and unmar-
ried women, among whom she leads Trump 

by 52%, according to a recent poll by Green-
berg Quinlan Rosner Research. Clinton beats 
Trump with overwhelming numbers among 
minority women. However, among white 
women, a group that will play a key role in 
the November election, Trump wins with non-
college educated women and married women, 
but Clinton’s support from college educated 
women and unmarried women balance out 
Trump’s support and gives her a 3-point lead. 
White women may be the group that could tip 
the scales in this race. 

One interesting matter is that the majority 
of female voters are not motivated by a posi-
tive feeling towards Clinton because of her 
gender, but rather a dislike of Donald Trump. 
In a recent Quinnipiac University survey, 
when asked whether their opinion of Trump 
was favorable or unfavorable, 67% of women 
said unfavorable and only 26% said favorable. 
In results from the same poll, Trump polled 
strongly unfavorable among 57% of women, 
while Hillary had a 37% unfavorability. 
Trump’s low ratings with women may be 
caused by a reputation marked by accusations 
of misogyny and sexism. 

Though he is known for building careers for 
women and helping them rise to top offices in 
his company, this is overshadowed by a num-
ber of public gaffes. There have been multiple 

Madam President

How, and to what degree, will the historical nature of Hillary Clinton’s candidacy 
influence “the women’s vote” in 2016?

By namita davey

HILLARYCLINTON.COM
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On March 21st, 2016, Donald Trump, 
along with various other Republican 
and Democratic presidential candidates, 
addressed the Israel Public Affairs 
Committee (AIPAC) to present his views on 
the state of Israel. “I love Israel. I love Israel,” 
he vehemently stated twice for emphasis. 
“My daughter, Ivanka, is about to have a 
beautiful Jewish baby.” One year earlier 
on February 6th of 2015, Trump accepted 
the Liberty Award at The Algemeiner’s 
‘Jewish 100’ Gala in New York City. “I 
am very proud to have a Jewish daughter,” 
he claimed in his acceptance speech, once 
again referencing his daughter as proof of 

his devotion to the Jewish people. “I have a 
Jewish daughter,” he repeated in an attempt 
to drive the point home. He concluded his 
speech by stating that he loves Israel and 
“will fight for Israel 100 percent, 1,000 
percent.” Trump, a businessman, is a major 
funder of Israeli businesses and has therefore 
invested in its success as a country. Given 
these statements and his contributions to the 
state of Israel, it is not difficult to understand 
why many believe that Trump would be 
an avid defender of Israel and the Jewish 
people. However, despite Trump’s words 
of support for Israel, his actions indicate 
the opposite. While Trump himself does 
not necessarily hate Jews, he has displayed 
anti-Semitic biases and has actively allowed 

anti-Semitism to seep into his campaign.
Although Trump is very vocal about the 

fact that his daughter converted to Judaism 
upon marrying an Orthodox Jewish man, it 
is obvious that this is a tactic he employs 
to obtain the Jewish vote which does not 
excuse the anti-Semitic attitudes that he has 
expressed. For example, on April 24, 2013, 
Trump attempted to humiliate Jon Stewart 
over Twitter by pointing out his Jewish 
heritage. “I promise you that I’m much 
smarter than Jonathan Leibowitz - I mean 
Jon Stewart. Who, by the way, is totally 
overrated,” he tweeted. By using Stewart’s 
last name at birth to shame him, Trump 
implied that Stewart is somehow lesser as a 
result of his ethnicity. It could be argued that 

incidents where Trump has made insulting and 
degrading comments about women’s’ appear-
ances, describing them as “slobs,” “animals,” 
“fat,” and “unattractive.” When FOX News 
host Megyn Kelly directly asked him about 
these insults, he responded by calling her 
“a bimbo” on Twitter and implying that she 
was “hormonal.” This misogynistic image of 
Trump became more intense recently, after 

the release of a video in which Trump made 
lewd remarks about the ways in which he has 
treated women in the past. The video was 
quickly followed up by ten accusations from 
women who alleged that Trump had made 
unwanted sexual advances toward them.

Though Clinton’s gender may not be a 
major motivating factor in the women’s vote, 
Trump’s strongly unfavorable rating with 
women may deliver the vote right back to 

Clinton. While female voters make up 61% 
of Clinton’s supporters, only 42% consider 
themselves Trump’s supporters. Come elec-
tion time, Clinton will most likely have the 
majority of the women’s vote, even though 
many women are willing to support a male 
candidate… just not Donald Trump. 

At present, it seems that Clinton is ben-
efitting from the support of the majority of 
women, despite her unpopularity among 
young voters and less educated voters. 
Trump’s alienation of women is pushing them 
to support Clinton, and if he does not improve 
his reputation, he may lose the key group and 
tip the scales in favor of a Clinton presidency.

http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/the-avenue/posts/2016/04/29-women-
trump-clinton-frey ; http://fortune.com/2015/08/09/trump-insult-women-
history/ ; http://www.democracycorps.com/attachments/article/1029/
Dcorps_March%20National_WVWV_4.1.2016_FOR%20PRESS%20
CALL%20(2).pdf ; http://takingnote.blogs.nytimes.com/2016/04/27/donald-
trumps-ridiculous-womens-card-comments/ ; https://www.qu.edu/news-and-
events/quinnipiac-university-poll/national/release-detail?ReleaseID=2375; 
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2016/07/28/a-closer-look-at-the-gen-
der-gap-in-presidential-voting/; http://www.people-press.org/2016/08/18/1-
voters-general-election-preferences/ ; http://www.politico.com/magazine/
story/2016/02/hillary-clinton-2016-woman-problem-213621 ; http://
www.politico.com/story/2016/03/donald-trump-women-unfavorable-
ratings-221433 ; https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/
wp/2016/04/11/in-6-graphs-heres-why-young-women-dont-support-hillary-
clinton-as-much-as-older-women-do/ ;  https://www.washingtonpost.com/
news/the-fix/wp/2016/04/27/why-donald-trump-should-be-careful-about-
accusing-hillary-clinton-of-playing-the-womens-card/

Trump’s history shows traces of anti-Semitism, and his refusal to condemn extreme 
prejudice among his supporters and campaign staff speaks volumes.

By natalie liFson
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Trump is not actually anti-Semitic but acted 
out of character due to his anger at Stewart, 
but the excuse is inherently problematic. 
How can he call himself a champion of the 
Jewish people if he uses someone’s Jewish 
identity as an insult, and do we really want 
a president who says things he doesn’t mean 
when he lashes out in anger?

Another example of Trump’s underlying 
anti-Semitism was his reliance on stereotypes 
in addressing members of the Republican 
Jewish Coalition last December. “You’re not 
going to support me because I don’t want 
your money,” he asserted, implying that a 
Jewish audience must consist of people who 
primarily aim to manipulate politics with 
money. He also addressed the room full of 
Jews by saying that he is a “negotiator… 
like you folks. Is there anyone in this room 
who doesn’t negotiate deals? Probably 
more than in any room I’ve ever spoken 
to.” These comments echoed the prejudice 
that Jews are money-grubbers who are 

willing to go to any lengths to negotiate 
prices down. Additionally, in a 1991 book 
published by John R. O’Donnell, a friend of 
Trump’s and the former president of Trump 
Plaza Hotel & Casino, Trump is recounted 
as saying “The only kind of people I want 
counting my money are little short guys that 
wear yarmulkes every day.” The statement 
clearly played on the stereotype that Jews are 
especially good with money (a stereotype that 
only exists because Jews were often confined 
to the occupation of moneylending because 
it was deemed “too dirty” for Christians).  In 
2011, Trump confirmed to the Huffington 
Post that O’Donnell’s assertions were true. 

Additionally, Trump has a history of 
hiring anti-Semites for positions of influence 
and by refusing to disavow anti-Semitic 
supporters. Joseph Schmitz, Trump’s newly 
hired foreign policy advisor as of March, is 
a known anti-Semite. According to various 
sources, including one who testified under 
oath, Schmitz once bragged about firing 

Jewish employees due to their religion 
while he was Defense Department inspector 
general. Daniel Meyer, a senior intelligence 
official with the US government and one 
of the individuals who filed a complaint 
against Schmitz for his anti-Semitic remarks 
and practices, claims that Schmitz included 
“I fired the Jews” in a summary of his 
achievements during his tenure. According 
to Meyer, Schmitz lectured John Crane, 
one of Schmitz’s colleagues and inspector 
general from 2002 to 2005, on “the details of 
concentration camps” and on his conspiracy 
theory that the Holocaust is exaggerated. 
Schmitz allegedly claimed “the ovens were 
too small to kill 6 million Jews.” Meyers’s 
allegations are backed up by Crane. Schmitz 
tried to refute these charges by maintaining, 
in the vein of Trump’s comments on Ivanka 
and Judaism, that he could not possibly be 
anti-Semitic because his wife has Jewish 
heritage. However, he later conceded that his 
wife did not actually practice Judaism and 

her “Jewish heritage” consisted 
only of a maternal grandmother. 
By hiring Schmitz despite the 
controversy surrounding his record, 
Trump essentially disregarded the 
promises he made to the Jewish 
people. The anti-Semitic rhetoric 
expressed by Schmitz is doubly 
dangerous because he works 
for Trump, a man admired by 
many loyal supporters; Trump is 
essentially saying “I support the 
Jews myself, but it’s not that big a 
deal to me if you’re anti-Semitic.”

Trump’s refusal to condemn 
anti-Semites has, in fact, become a 
growing theme. When Julia Ioffe, 
a Jewish journalist, published an 
unflattering article about Melania 
Trump in April of 2016, she was 
instantly bombarded with anti-
Semitic threats and remarks by 
many Trump supporters, including 
Neo-Nazis. While Trump is not 
responsible for the actions of his 

“Even if Trump does not personally dislike the Jews... protecting Jews 
is not a priority for him, or even on the agenda at all. The takeaway is that 
Trump is willing to say whatever he must in order to pander to whomever he is 

addressing.”
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supporters, he is responsible for his own responses to those actions. 
Following the very public attack on Ioffe’s character and her identity 
as a Jew, Wolf Blitzer of CNN asked Trump if he would like to share 
a “message” with supporters of his who continued to send Ioffe “anti-
Semitic death threats.” Rather than asserting, as would have been 
appropriate, that despite his displeasure with Ioffe he would never 
condone anti-Semitism or anti-Semitic death threats, Trump dismissed 
Blitzer and said that he would “have to talk to [his supporters] 
about that.” “I don’t have a message to the fans,” he reiterated 
when further pressed. After Trump’s appearance on CNN, Andrew 
Anglin, the founder of the Daily Stormer, which is self-described 
as “the world’s #1 Alt-Right and Pro-Genocide Website,” told the 
Huffington Post that he, as well as the other members of the neo-Nazi 
and white supremacist movements, “interprets [Trump’s silence] as 
an endorsement.” Trump, however, did nothing to distance himself 
from Anglin’s remarks. Trump’s actions in this situation demonstrate 
an alarming tendency to act as if it is acceptable to be anti-Semitic 
towards people he dislikes, despite what he says about supporting 
Judaism in general. His actions towards Ioffe not only hurt her as an 
individual, but hurt the Jewish people as a whole by hinting to people 
like Anglin that anti-Semitism is tolerable. Additionally, David Duke, 
a well-known racist and anti-Semite as well as a former grand wizard 
of the Ku Klux Klan, formally endorsed Trump in February. When 
asked by CNN’s Jake Tapper if he would reject Duke’s support, 
Trump skirted the question by claiming that he “know[s] nothing 
about white supremacists.” Trump may not want to alienate potential 
voters, even white supremacists, but historically Presidential 
candidates have been expected to disavow supporters whose bigoted 
views do not align with the candidate’s. Trump’s silence screams to 
the public that his own views might align with Duke’s, whether or 
not that was his intention. It also raises the suspicion that Trump was 
reluctant to disavow Duke because so many Trump supporters are 

white supremacists.
Even if Trump, despite his obvious trafficking in anti-Semitic 

stereotypes, does not personally dislike the Jews, he makes clear that 
protecting Jews is not a priority for him. The takeaway is that Trump 
is willing to say whatever he must in order to pander to his audience. 
He claimed to support Israel at AIPAC and at the ‘Jewish 100’ Gala, 
but when it comes to hiring staffers Trump hires people who have 
made outright anti-Semitic statements, have acted upon their anti-
Semitism in the workplace, and who deny the Holocaust. This is a 
clear message to bigots that anti-Semitism is socially acceptable, 
since it does not hurt one’s chances to advance in the political world. 
Ultimately, Trump is sending one message to Jews and another to 
anti-Semites. While his strategy is admittedly clever, his words of 
support for the state of Israel are not genuine. Trump is a wild card 
because it uncertain what his true beliefs are or how he will act if he 
becomes President of the United States. While Trump may in fact 
support Israel and be proud of his daughter for being Jewish, many of 
his statements and actions send a far less positive message. Is it really 
worth the gamble to vote for someone whose basic commitments 
are so uncertain? I don’t think so. Trump’s two-faced nature is not 
a quality we want in a President of the United States and neither is 
bigotry.
http://www.mcclatchydc.com/news/politics-government/election/article96421087.html; http://www.timesofisrael.com/donald-trumps-anti-

semitism-controversies-a-timeline; http://www.ibtimes.com/ivanka-trumps-jewish-faith-11-things-know-about-donald-trumps-daughter-

judaism-239329; http://www.algemeiner.com/2015/02/06/donald-trump-on-jewish-daughter-ivanka-this-wasnt-the-plan-but-im-very-glad-

it-happened-video/; http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/US-Israel/trumpcampaign.html; http://talkingpointsmemo.com/livewire/

trump-ivanka-beautiful-jewish-baby; http://time.com/4267058/donald-trump-aipac-speech-transcript; http://www.thedailybeast.com/

articles/2016/03/21/donald-trump-s-aipac-2016-speech-watch-the-live-stream-online.html; http://www.nydailynews.com/news/politics/

donald-trump-foreign-adviser-accused-anti-semitism-article-1.2757054; http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/8-of-the-sleaziest-

things-donald-trump-has-said-20150616?page=; http://fair.org/take-action/media-advisories/ignoring-trumps-record-of-racism/; http://

www.gq.com/story/melania-trump-gq-interview; https://thinkprogress.org/the-surge-of-trump-fueled-anti-semitism-is-hitting-jewish-

reporters-who-cover-him-247ba1a58224#.32ha46et9
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A dramatic rise in the power of money in American politics has strongly skewed our 
democratic system. How did this come about, and what do we do now?

In today’s political climate, there is a con-
sensus among politicians and citizens alike 
that money is corrupting politics. According 
to the Pew Research Center, the vast majority 
of Americans, 76%, believe that money has 
a larger affect on politics than in the past, 
with the same percentage of Democrats and 
Republicans in agreement. Furthermore, over 
80% of Democrats and over 70% of Repub-
licans are in favor of limiting the spending 
of individuals and political organizations on 
elections and policy advocacy. In an increas-
ingly politically polarized country, it is rare 
to see Americans so thoroughly agree on 
an issue. The main presidential candidates, 
Clinton, Trump, Johnson, and Stein, also 
agree that money has an outsized influence 
in politics. Recently, a study from Princeton 
University found that wealthy Americans and 
organizations representing business interests 
substantially affect US government policy, 
while the average citizen and working-class 
interest groups have no substantial influence 
on US policy. What trends lie behind the 
public perception that American politics has 

lost its democratic essence? There are many 
issues at play, but several stand out. 

From 1976 to 1996, the US had a suc-
cessful campaign finance system in place 
that allowed political candidates to freely 
finance their own campaigns, with the un-
derstanding that they were not allowed to 
accept large private political contributions. 
At the presidential level, Congress provided 
matching public financing in the primaries 
and full federal financing in the general 
election. When the major public financing 
system was in place, candidates were given 
the opportunity to focus their time on voters 
and could limit time spent on fundraising. But 
as the cost of campaigning increased due to 
a changing media landscape (climbing over 
500% since the mid-1980s), Congress failed 
to allow for a sustainable flow of money to 
keep the system in place, prompting candi-
dates to opt out of that fundraising format 
and attract private financing through PACs 
(political action committees), as well as to 
funnel unlimited private donations through 
the national party organizations (a type of 
funding known as “soft money”). 

The Campaign Reform Act of 2002 was an 

attempt to counter the influence of these new 
types of political fundraising. However, by 
continuing strict limits on direct donations to 
candidates and imposing new limits on con-
tributions to the major parties, it encouraged 
donors to give to “outside” groups, which 
were less regulated than political campaigns 
and national parties, and generally held more 
extreme views. These groups also had no do-
nation limits, shifting huge amounts of money 
away from the campaigns and the affiliated 
parties that were subject to greater public 
scrutiny. The situation has been exacerbated 
by a recent series of decisions made by the 
majority conservative Supreme Court that 
has lifted restrictions on outside groups and 
opened the floodgates for ever more political 
spending.

Some estimates put the likely cost of the 
2016 election season at over $10 billion, 
which is more than the 2008 and 2012 elec-
tions combined. Political parties have often 
had a moderating effect on campaign rhetoric, 
as they represented a relatively large, diverse 
swath of people. But with influence now con-
centrated in outside groups (almost $4 out of 
every $5 raised goes to outside groups), the 
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wealthy and most extreme have louder microphones. Some examples: 
Although 97 percent of climate scientists, NASA, and the military 
agree that climate change is a global threat caused by humans, little to 
no action has been taken by a Republican-controlled Congress. This 
is likely due to the tens of millions of dollars given annually by fossil 
fuel-connected organizations to political candidates, with Republican 
representatives receiving between 80% and 90% of that total sum. In 
2015, Senator Jim Inhofe (whose biggest campaign contributor is a 
fossil fuel company) brought a snowball onto the Senate floor in order 
to dispute the notion that climate change exists, despite the fact that 
2014 was the warmest year in recorded history at the time. There are 
also instances of states omitting climate change from their science 
curriculums after intense lobbying from fossil fuel companies.

There are other examples of the extensive political influence 
wielded by well-funded private pressure groups. A libertarian-based 
and Koch-funded organization called the Bill of Rights Institute, 
hands out pamphlets at teachers’ conferences that promote its politi-
cally conservative educational material and online interactive games, 
attempting to persuade teachers to incorporate ideologically-based 
content into their lessons on US History and Government. Ironically, 
the same donors who back the Bill of Rights Institute also lobby for 
“Right to Work” Laws that limit teachers’ and other workers’ ability to 
fund their unions. Another billionaire-funded organization called the 
Alliance Defending Freedom, which advocates for the criminalization 
of homosexuality internationally, is also the leading proponent of a 
recent surge of laws directly targeting LGBT rights that have gained 
significant media attention as a result of over $39 million of funding 
last year. Teachers’ unions, on the other hand, often lobby Democratic 
lawmakers not to fund Charter Schools that could compete with 
unions, and though there are some instances of pro-LGBT and Climate 
Change billionaire activists influencing policy, the money spent on 
liberal causes often coincides with public opinion, while conservative 
political funding more often than not runs contrary to public opinion.

Why is this the case? Generally speaking, wealthier individuals 
lean to the right on economic issues. And with the rising tendency 
to depend on the rich for political donations, along with the growing 
concentration of wealth in the US, it makes sense that policy decisions 
would lean to the conservative side. But this is not just a “Republican 
Issue.” Ironically, the Democratic party, which prides itself on its focus 
on working class Americans, has undergone a rightward shift in the 
past quarter century, although recently a surge of progressivism has 
taken hold. To stay politically relevant, in the 1990s the Democratic 
Party had to redouble its efforts to raise money. This new focus on 
fundraising saw the party become more reliant on wealthy donors, and 
in its effort to attract their support, the party began a shift from the left 
to the center right. With this shift, the US no longer had a left-wing 
party, but a Democratic party with a center-right economic policy 
and a tepid endorsement of social change, competing with a strong 
conservative counterparty, the Republicans. The passage of NAFTA, 
the weakening of welfare, the passage of the Defense of Marriage 
Act, and the strong support of the Trans Pacific Partnership have all 
occurred under Democratic Presidents. This rightward shift has limited 
the influence of pro-labor politics and has made strict pro-business 
politics the norm in the US, recent political events notwithstanding. 

The rise of populists like Donald Trump and Bernie Sanders is a 
reaction to US policy that has shifted away from a focus on work-
ing class Americans towards the rich. For any policy to change, the 
system must change. But how can it change, if the wealthy have an 
inordinate amount of electoral and legislative influence? One way is 
to use your vote. Before deciding on candidates, do some research. 
Look at whom they take money from, at their voting records, and at 
their stance on comprehensive Campaign Finance Reform. Don’t vote 
along party lines, and vote for someone who could conceivably win. 
The power of the vote is the single most underestimated influence in 
politics. It’s why the wealthy vote more than the poor, and why the 
money raised for campaigns goes towards telling people who to vote 

for. Our votes are the single most power-
ful tool for change in a representative 
democracy. Don’t waste yours. 

http://www.bbc.com/news/blogs-echochambers-27074746; http://

time.com/4208933/democratic-debate-bernie-sanders-public-

funding-campaign/; https://thinkprogress.org/the-288-million-

in-campaign-funds-that-candidates-arent-using-fa62673bbcdc#.

yycs85yvp; http://time.com/3534117/the-incredible-rise-in-

campaign-spending/; http://www.newsweek.com/why-do-con-

gressmen-spend-only-half-their-time-serving-us-357995; https://

www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/mccain-feingolds-devastating-

legacy/2014/04/11/14a528e2-c18f-11e3-bcec-b71ee10e9bc3_story.

html?utm_term=.0f3a08e8641d; https://www.opensecrets.org/

industries/totals.php?ind=E01++; https://www.charitynavigator.org/

index.cfm?bay=search.summary&orgid=5495#.VSQsa_k7tcY; http://

mobile.nytimes.com/2015/10/07/opinion/how-did-the-democrats-

become-favorites-of-the-rich.html

“The rise of populists like Donald Trump and Bernie Sanders 
is a reaction to US policy that has shifted away from a focus on 

working class Americans towards the rich.”

KATHERINE TREJO ‘17



|  31

October 2016

On September 26, 2016, the night of the first presidential debate, Vital Signs Magazine re-
leased a poll to upper school faculty and students. The magazine received 392 responses. The 
results represent the political views of the Pingry community and whom it supports for the 
nation’s highest office. Of the participants, 20.9% were Form III students, 20.9% were Form 
IV students, 20.7% were Form V students, 17.1% were Form VI students, and 17.1% were 

faculty members.
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It’s hard to sum up Donald Trump’s relation-
ship with the media. Similar to a bickering, on-
and-off again couple, the two circle each other, 
waiting for the other to make a mistake that can 
be exploited. It cannot be denied that Donald 
Trump has the media to thank in large part for 
his position as the 2016 Republican presidential 
nominee. However, the coverage he has received 
has been atypical and has depicted him in a 
variety of ways, often shifting between favor-
able and not. In addition, while the Republican 
nominee has received a great deal of attention 
from the press, the reasons for the coverage are 
not standard for presidential candidates. This 
campaign season has seen a completely new 
type of coverage: one that focuses more on en-
tertainment value than actual policy. Journalists 
and news networks have exploited the world’s 
incessant need to keep up with Trump’s latest 
antics, gaining viewers and subsequent profits 
through this skewed reporting. The media has 
thus given in to entertainment over fact-based 
reporting, which has made this 2016 campaign 
season even more enjoyable and amusing to 
viewers than usual. 

Donald Trump is a presidential candidate 
unlike any before him. His demeanor and the 
way that he deviates from the routine manner 
of dealing with the press have resulted in the 
atypical news stories that have comprised the 
bulk of this year’s campaign coverage. He says 
what he wants when he wants, in accordance 
with his declaration of “disregard for political 
correctness;” his unpredictability and lack of 
restraint leave an entire nation waiting to hear 
what he will say next. As Jack Shafer, writing 

in Politico, explains:
“News outlets covered him for a variety of 
reasons, his availability being one of them, and 
his penchant for the outrageous and nonconven-
tional another … By giving bounteous action to 
Trump, the most charismatic and controversial 
candidate, the media cast shadows of neglect 
on the others, and the ensuing feedback loop 
brings still more attention to the charismatic and 
controversial candidate.”

So while Trump gives speeches at rallies and 
debates, or appears on talk shows, everything 
he says is closely monitored and immediately 
tailored to fit into an entertaining “political news 
update” the following morning. When his state-
ments are released, public outcry and subsequent 
interest follow, and the cycle of “What is Trump 
up to now?” coverage continues.

Journalists sustain this skewed form of politi-
cal reporting by adjusting the way that they get 
their stories. An article by Elias Isquith from 
Salon cites a recent interview the Republican 
nominee participated in, in which reporters 
went the “entirety of the interview engaging in 
a dull mix of pop psychoanalysis and horserace 
journalism. Insofar as either reporter conducting 
the interview attempts to get Trump to talk about 
something other than his fondness for “win-
ning,” they ask him questions that are clearly 
(and almost solely) intended to provoke click-
worthy quotes.” The national media has turned 
political reporting into a quick-money business, 
which has led to an ever-increasing void where 
analytical coverage of Trump’s policies and 
experience should be. 

Trump has also forced journalists to stray 
from their previous dedication to the truth and 
accurate reporting. It is no secret that the Repub-

lican nominee says what he thinks, regardless 
of its truthfulness. CNN has taken to headlin-
ing its recent articles about Trump’s question-
able statements with the format: “Trump said 
____________  (It’s not).” Previously, it was 
thought that presidential candidates wouldn’t 
risk saying anything they weren’t sure about, out 
of fear that their statements would be branded 
as falsehoods or as inappropriate attacks on 
competitors. Being loose with facts was too 
risky and might damage their image and reputa-
tion. The Washington Post recently published 
an article explaining how Trump “stands out 
not only for the sheer number of his factually 
false claims, but also for his brazen refusals to 
admit error when proven wrong . . . he’s a lead-
ing candidate and he seems to have no interest 
in getting important things factually correct.” 
One would assume that reporters would react 
to this blatant pattern of spreading rumors and 
misstating facts, but in trying to keep up with the 
demand for Trump-related drama, the emphasis 
on first checking facts has diminished. As the 
Post noted further, “The premise is that fact-
checking will have some shaming effect on the 
kind of behavior it calls out . . . [a check] con-
strains a candidate’s power to distort the public 
dialogue.” As that pivotal step of the reporting 
process has come to have a low priority, it is 
easy to see how the media’s coverage of Trump 
has been so warped.

As Cody Cain of The Huffington Post points 
out, “A central tenet of journalistic standards 
is that reporting must strive to be accurate and 
truthful. And presenting the truth is crucial not 
only to the integrity of news journalism but 
also to the proper functioning of our entire 
democratic society itself.” The media plays an 
essential part in of our society’s ability to func-
tion as a democratic nation. Its role has typically 
been to inform the masses about policy so that an 
educated population can make a well-informed 
decision about whom to vote for. The 2016 
presidential campaign has seen reporting that 
strays from that basic function and has taken on a 
form of its own. But, as the saying goes, all press 
is good press, and in Donald Trump’s case, he 
certainly has received a “yuge” amount of press. 

http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/how-america-made-donald-

trump-unstoppable-20160224; http://www.politico.com/magazine/

story/2016/03/donald-trump-2016-media-213695; -http://www.wsj.com/

articles/cable-tv-news-binges-on-trump-coverage-1442360415; http://www.

salon.com/2015/12/10/you_helped_create_this_monster_the_smug_shal-

low_media_that_helped_build_the_donald_trump_frankenstein/; http://

www.forbes.com/sites/brettedkins/2016/08/23/media-finally-fact-checking-

trump/#2e89a6c230c7; https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/in-theory/

wp/2016/07/13/donald-trump-is-crashing-the-system-journalists-need-

to-build-a-new-one/?utm_term=.ae9ca20a1f00; http://www.nytimes.

com/2015/10/06/us/politics/donald-trump-twitter-use-campaign-2016.

html?_r=0; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/cody-cain/trump-surrogates-

spread-f_b_11975054.html

By macKinley taylor

The complex, exploitative relationship between Donald 
Trump and the media is an integral component of the 

“Trump phenomenon.” 
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