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Trump: The Lesser Evil?

BY: SHIRLY GHOLIAN

Truth Be Told

For some months now, we’ve all been watching the 
Republican nominees go at it with each other. In light of 
the recent Republican debate that took place on the night 
of March 3rd, the party continues to unravel from the 
inside, constantly firing at Republican front-runner Donald 
J. Trump. Even though most Republican voters would like 
to see those attacks posited against Hillary Clinton and the 
Democrats, we still see major unrest from voices like Gov. 
Mitt Romney, who referred to Trump as a “phony,” or Senator 
Marco Rubio, who calls Trump “a con artist.” However, 
Trump remains undeterred from his focus, despite many 
attacks from his own party members. Fresh from the “small 
hands” controversy of the last debate, a recent Drudge Report 
poll showed Trump is leading with 59.08 % of the vote, in 
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December 2nd, 2015 
marked the 355th incident 
of gun violence in the 
United States this year, 
claiming fourteen lives in San 
Bernardino, California. This 
occurred only a few days after 
a gunman opened fire in a 
Planned Parenthood clinic in 
Colorado Springs, killing two 
civilians and one police officer. 
Naturally, the gun control 
debate was quickly reopened, 
as it has been after every mass 
shooting in the past few years. 
President Obama called for 
stringent gun control laws 
by expanding background 
checks and banning individuals on 
the no-fly list from purchasing guns. 
“We should never think that this is 
just something that just happens 
in the ordinary course of events, 
because it doesn’t happen with the 
same frequency in other countries, 
” President Obama remarked.  
Additionally, Democratic Leader 
Nancy Pelosi claimed that gun 
violence is a “crisis of epidemic 
proportions in the nation. “

It is true that the United States 
has the highest amount of deaths 
related to gun violence among 
developed countries; however, it is 
also one of the few countries that 
have the right to bear arms. This 
unique right is one of the things 
that makes America so great, and it 
must be protected. 

 On April 19th, 1775 before 
shots were fired at the Battle of 
Lexington and Concord, British 
Troops were commanded to capture 
the colonist’s military supplies. The 
colonists did not have the right to 
bear arms, and had to find other 
ways to acquire ammunition in 
order to revolutionize America.  The 
Second Amendment was originally 
established to protect the citizens 
of America from tyranny. So if the 
government acts against its people 

again, the people will not be left 
defenseless. 

However, this does not mean that 
anyone should be able to purchase 
any sort of firearm at will. Obviously, 
a mentally unstable individual or a 
child should not be allowed to own 
a gun. Nor should individuals with 
a criminal record. Essentially, it 
is not about how many guns there 
are, but who owns them. This is 
why the GOP is focusing on mental 
health reforms for the prevention 
of shootings. This should include 
anyone with the history of being 
mentally unstable or who lives 
with an individual that is mentally 
unstable.

The main argument of the 
proponents of stricter gun control 
is that fewer guns in the United 
States would result in fewer gun-
related violent incidents. In reality, 
fewer guns may only decrease the 
incidents of violence with legally-
owned guns, while the purchase of 
illegal weapons will stay the same. In 
a gun control debate, talk show host 
Piers Morgan compared the almost 
non-existent gun-related violence 
in Britain (as a result of a complete 
gun ban) to that of America. What 
he neglected to mention was that the 
U.K. still has higher total crime rates 
than the Unites States. Moreover, 
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“Ben Shapiro is brilliant.” 
“Ben Shapiro is an ultra-
conservative.” “Ben Shapiro 
is wildly controversial.” Ben 
Shapiro is certainly one-of-a-
kind. Amid the political turmoil 
that is ongoing with both the 
Democratic and Republican 
(“D” comes before “R”) parties, 
I could not think of a better 
person to interview. Our very 
own Keren Goldberger had the 
distinct pleasure of visiting Mr. 
Shapiro in Los Angeles under 
the pretense of an exclusive. If 
you haven’t heard of Ben – as I 
suspect some of you haven’t – 
do yourselves a favor and watch 
his debate with Piers Morgan on 
gun control. It actually wasn’t 
a debate. It was annihilation. 
That clip was my first exposure 
to Ben Shapiro, and I am still 
startled by its effect. With all 
due to respect to Steph Curry, 
Ben is the real Baby-Faced 
Assassin. 

Despite my glowing 
superlatives, there is hardly a 
figure who has met with more 
venomous critique. Like it or 
not, Ben says what he feels to 
be the truth at all times. In 
the most P.C. era in history, 
Ben is the literal antithesis 
embodiment of ideas that are 
forced upon society. While he 

may not be everyone’s cup of 
tea (certainly not that of avid 
tea-drinker Piers Morgan), 
he is someone who demands 
both undivided attention and 
respect. A graduate of both 
UCLA and Harvard Law 
School (not Brooklyn College, 
but still), Ben is currently the 
editor-in-chief of the Daily 
Wire (not Night Call, but still). 
As if that’s not enough, he 
hosts his own podcast and is 
the author of six best-selling 
books. Yet as impressive as 
his resume undoubtedly is, it 
is his otherworldly sharpness 
that makes him stand out. I 
have never seen anyone in my 
entire life think and react as 
quickly and accurately as Ben. 
Having never met the man, 
my friends and I all belong to 
his unofficial fan club. There 
are no inconsistencies in his 
track record, because the words 
that come out of his mouth 
are the finished product. Ben, 
we at Night Call salute your 
trailblazing efforts and admire 
your commitment to your cause 
- one that is unafraid of facing 
opposition.

A society that professes to be 
open-minded should take note 
of how to play the game. Have 
Ben teach you.

continued on page 3
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#OscarsSoBright: A Surprisingly 

Not-Awful Ceremony
BY: JOSHUA BERGSTEIN

UPCOMING EVENTS 

         March 23:Wednesday 
Conversion day - classes follow a Friday 

schedule.
 March 25-27: Friday-Sunday 

No courses scheduled.

Three years ago, in one of their many attempts to make 
the decades-old awards ceremony “relevant”, the folks 
running the Oscars decided to introduce a yearly theme 
to each show. That first year spotlighted musicals, and 
featured numbers from such beloved recent classics as 
Dreamgirls and Chicago. (That the producers of that year’s 
show had previously worked on Chicago just might have 
had something to do with the idea.) The concept failed to turn annual, however – perhaps viewers were turned off by 
the idea of old-time musical numbers, or perhaps then-host Seth McFarlane killed the desire of any viewer to witness 
such numbers after they experienced his tasteless opening song, “We Saw Your Boobs”.

Nevertheless, there was a recurrent theme running through this year’s Oscars, albeit not one officially voiced. The 
Academy came under fire a few weeks earlier when it unveiled its Best Acting nominees – who, for the second year 
in a row, were uniformly white. Controversy sprang up about the supposed racism in Hollywood, leading to the 
commoditizing hashtag #OscarsSoWhite and inspiring a number of African-American heavy-hitters to boycott the 
ceremony. There was even a movement to get black host Chris Rock to abandon the event. But as Rock (who previously 
hosted the Oscars in 2005) demonstrated, Hollywood’s issues with minority casting was just the comedic platform he 
needed. Though few could have anticipated it, the night was all about diversity.

Rock began the evening with an opening monologue that consisted almost entirely of diversity jokes, referring to 
the ceremony as “the White People’s Choice Awards” and commenting on Will Smith’s snub for Concussion. (“It’s not 
fair Will was this good and didn’t get nominated. It’s also not fair Will was paid $20 million for Wild Wild West.”) The 
show itself featured appearances from several black celebrities, including the President of the Academy, who promised 
onstage that they would be taking steps to ensure a more colorful set of nominees in the future. The ceremony was 
punctuated by a series of comedic, race-based sketches – the best of which involved Rock and other black performers 
inserting themselves into scenes from such Oscar-lauded films as The Revenant and The Martian, to hilarious effect.

The constant jabs at diversity were usually playful, making the ceremony fun without ignoring the issue itself. And 
there were several other enjoyable moments peppered throughout the night – Toy Story’s Buzz and Woody presenting 
the Best Animated Feature award to their own studio, Pixar, for Inside Out (which was followed by an inspiring speech 
by the film’s co-director, Pete Docter); Sacha Baron Cohen reviving his famous comedic character Ali G., Louis CK 
expressing his sympathy for the non-celebrity Best Documentary Short nominees; the Star Wars robots accidentally 
walking onstage; and Joe Biden introducing Lady Gaga, who sang an emotionally powerful rendition of The Hunting 
Ground’s “Till It Happens to You”.

But for all the memorably good moments of the night, there were just as many duds: Stacey Dash’s awkwardly 
unfunny introduction (Note to Oscars: You’re not good at mocking conservatives); the running gag in which Rock 
persuaded the audience to buy Girl Scout Cookies; the tired appearance by the Minions; Sarah Silverman’s poorly-
delivered James Bond joke; and the night’s other two musical numbers (including Spectre’s cloying “Writing’s on the 
Wall”, which somehow won Best Original Song).

Beyond that, the primary issue of the ceremony was that it simply went on far too long. The Oscars always budget 
three hours for every ceremony, yet rarely do they avoid going into overtime. By the time the event dragged into its 
fourth hour, the biggest awards had not yet been given out, and the proceedings had grown exhausting. A large part of 
the issue came by way of the ever-tedious technical awards which always fill out the middle of each ceremony, made 
worse this year by the air of predictability – it quickly became apparent that Mad Max: Fury Road was scooping up all 
the peripheral awards; when Ex Machina won for Visual Effects, it was one of the night’s bigger surprises.

Less surprising were the major awards: Brie Larson picked up a Best Actress for Room (she had previously won 
many other awards for the part, and was considered a lock of the night), while Leonardo DiCaprio received his first 
Oscar ever for The Revenant. There was also a rare repeat in a major category: Alejandro G. Iñárritu, who won last year 
for Birdman, received the same award again for The Revenant. There was some speculation over whether The Revenant 
would win Best Picture as well, but the night’s top award instead went to the little-known Spotlight. (Spotlight had 
earlier won Best Original Screenplay; Adapted Screenplay went to The Big Short.)

Most awards for the night went to more popular films – the widely successful Amy took home the award for Best 
Documentary Feature, and The Hateful Eight scooped up Best Original Score. The two Supporting Role awards went 
to Mark Rylance (Bridge of Spies) and Alicia Vikander (The Danish Girl). Assorted other awards (Foreign Film, Short 
Subject) were won by people you’ve probably never heard of.

As the Oscars wrapped up for the 88th time ever, Chris Rock thanked everyone as Public Enemy’s “Fight the Power” 
played over the credits. It was one final, humorously inappropriate nod at the theme of the night – a theme that the 
writing team behind this year’s awards show, despite the fun they clearly had, hopes they never need draw so much 
attention to again.
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even with the gun ban in Britain, there is still gun-related violence, as 
there are many other ways to purchase a gun other then buying it off the 
shelf. The notion that Americans should give up their right to own guns 
is absurd, because it is a violation of a basic right and, violence will only 
continue, only now with defenseless citizens.

The bigger issue than what the new gun laws should be is how to get the 
Senate Republicans and Senate Democrats to agree on an effective proposal. 
In 2013, several months after the Sandy Hook massacre, the Democrats 
quickly pushed for stricter gun control proposals that the Republicans 
swiftly rejected. These proposals included expanded background checks, 
which the NRA believes could lead to a gun registry and eventually the 
seizing of citizens’ defenses. The Democrats responded to this decision by 
shaming the Senators that did not vote for the proposal. President Obama 
called it “a pretty shameful day in Washington.” It was unsurprising 
when the Democrats pushed for gun control proposals following the San 
Bernardino mass shooting, and it was unsurprising when the Republicans 
rejected them. Again.  The Republicans feel that if they give in just a little, 
they might find themselves scrambling for their right. The Senate must 
confront the deep-rooted mistrust it possesses between its parties before 
any gun laws will actually be passed. If the NRA continues to doubt the 
intentions of the supporters of gun control, and the supporters continue 
to disrespect the NRA’s beliefs, there will never be any substantial gun-
related change in the United States. 

That is, unless President Obama forces his own gun regulations 
upon the people using his executive power. This is exactly what he did 
on January 5th, 2016.  Obama held a conference where he introduced 
expanded background checks for buyers that require sellers to register as 
licensed gun dealers. “Rather than focus on criminals and terrorists, he 
goes after the most law-abiding of citizens,” Speaker Ryan commented. 
This “new” regulation would not have prevented the mass shooting in San 
Bernardino or Sandy Hook. For that matter, the regulation would not have 
prevented any of the mass shootings in the last decade. These shootings 
occurred with legally-owned firearms that could have been bought with 
these regulations. 

In the final moments of Obama’s speech, the tears in his eyes glistened 
as he spoke about the 2012 Sandy Hook Massacre. The shooting that 
would have happened even with his gun regulations. “Every time of think 
of those kids, it gets me mad, “ he sobbed. Every camera in the room was 
on him, as he paused to wipe away a tear, but I can’t help but think that 
those tears were far from genuine. His tears made everything he said seem 
unquestionable. Now, anyone who questions Obama’s actions is met with 
an admonishing, “How can you be so callous, and doubt the President’s 
actions after he shed tears on live TV?  How can you even think his tears 
were ingenuine?” 

Even if Obama’s tears were not pushed forth to enforce a redundant 
regulation, the fact is that his executive orders only further infringe upon 
an American’s Second Amendment right without preventing any further 
mass shootings. America does not need the ability to confiscate its citizen’s 
guns, it needs regulations that pinpoint the actual causes on shootings and 
still support their right. 

So, in reality, Obama’s gun control is not the panacea for mass shootings, 
and if he really cared about the dead kids at Sandy Hook, he would admit it. 
The solution involves a focus on mental heath and terrorist investigation. 
These regulations should include mental health background checks for the 
gun buyer and the people he lives with. The second issue was the cause of 
the shooting in San Bernardino: Terrorism. Although Obama doesn’t like 
to face it, we have to get guns out the hands of suspected terrorists, even 
if we are racially profiling individuals to do so. Before the San Bernardino 
massacre, the terrorists’ neighbor admitted that he saw “suspicious 
activity” at their house, but did not want to “profile them.” 

 America should not be a place where acts like this are encouraged in 
the pursuit of political correctness. The America with this fear of speech 
feels more like the America that existed before the Revolution, under 
the thumb of the British King. Americans deserve to live in a country 
where people are not afraid to speak their mind, even when society or the 
government is against him. What else did the colonists give their lives for, 
if not for freedom?

continued from front page (Gun Control)
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Project President:

 A Talk with Ben Shapiro
BY: KEREN GOLDBERGER

I check the time as I stare out of the window of 
a Coffee Bean in Studio City. It’s a warm January 
afternoon in Los Angeles as my friend and I wait to 
meet Ben Shapiro. It’s been a long time coming. I 
never had any professional role models before him 
that embody the brilliance, strong moral values, 
articulation of my frustration with the world as well 
as Ben does. “Facts don’t care about your feelings,” he 

is fond of saying. 
Ben is a conservative news commentator, talk show 

host, author, and attorney. He became a syndicated 
columnist at seventeen years old while studying 
political science at UCLA. He then studied at Harvard 
Law School and is currently editor-in-chief of the Daily 
Wire. Additionally, Ben has written six bestselling 
books, including Bullies: How The Left’s Culture of 
Fear and Intimidation Silences America. In L.A. for 
just a week, my friend and I made it our mission to 
interview Mr. Shapiro. He was kind enough to take 
time out of his busy day to chat with us about his 
thoughts on life, current politics, and future endeavors. 

We are only twenty and already, a lot of the time, it 
feels like we are in this loop. Like history keeps repeating 
itself, and people keep making the same mistakes. It’s a 
continuous up-and-down, with no way out. With this 
state of the world, what makes you keep getting out of 
bed every morning, as inundated in the media as you 
are? I’m not even half as inundated as you, and I’m 

already tired.

I’m a very obligation- and duty-driven person, so 
the success or failure of the venture is not relevant 
to me as is whether you have to enter the battle. So 
yeah, sometimes it’s depressing, depending on what 
the news of the day is. But I think, you know, its hard 
to look at history and not see that progress has been 
made. I mean, people are living a lot longer with better 
living standards. Whether people are happier now 
than they were is another question. But less people are 
being killed, for sure. Less people are being murdered, 
and less people are being raped. The world is becoming 
a steadily better place, at least in terms of technology 
and free trade. The question is: Can we find the moral 
roots that allow us to enjoy on a moral and spiritual 
level the benefits of what technology and free trade 

have brought us?

How does Judaism shift your perspective of the 
world? Does it change your goals?

Well, when I talk about the moral roots of society… 
I mean, Judaism is the base of the moral roots of 
society. It’s a Judeo-Christian society. When we say 
Judeo-Christian, what we really mean is Jewish roots 
with Christian extensions; otherwise, we would just be 
Christian. The fact is that biblical living and biblical 
reality has to be the basis, and has been historically 
the basis for progress. Civilization is sort of a tower, 
and what the left wants to do is take bricks from lower 
down on the tower, remove them, and use them to 
build on top of the tower. You can’t do that. It’s like a 
Jenga pile. Eventually, if you remove enough blocks, 
the whole thing crumbles. What Jewish and Christian 

cultures would say is that those bases have to remain 
in order for progress to be maintained. 

You can’t remove the giants upon whose shoulders 
you are standing and hope to stand. You can still look 
at the moral roots of the society and say, “Okay, we 
don’t like where this has been.  We don’t think this 
is right.” Obviously, we have done this with things, 
including slavery. But you also have to recognize that 
the burden of proof is not on traditional morality to 
prove its worth. The burden of proof is on you to prove 
that the traditional morality would be better off if it 

were to be changed in some way.

Now that you’ve answered how you deal with the 
world emotionally, what I want to know is how you deal 
physically. You have written, what is it, five, six books?

Six, and ghostwritten thirteen, yeah.

Right, and then there is UCLA, Harvard, and your 
talk show.  You watch a bunch of movies, read a bunch 

of books... Do you ever sleep?

[Laughs] Yeah, I do. I sleep fairly well, actually. I 
wake up at five-thirty in the morning, and I basically 
work straight through until around three or four in 
the afternoon. Then I hang out with my wife and baby 
until she goes to bed, and then sometimes I work for 
another hour, hour and a half, and then I go to bed.  I 
have a, thank God, unusually high attention span and 
energy level, but I also work out once a day, and eat 
relatively healthy, which helps. The working out adds 

time to my day.  
People think that the best way to work is to sit for 

eight hours straight. But I think the best way to do 
work is to work really, really hard for like an hour and 
a half, and then take a half hour break, and then work 
really, really hard for an hour and a half, and then take 

a half hour break.

So, in that hour and a half, you read, like, a six 
hundred-page book? How fast can you work?

[Laughs] Well, I’m not quite that fast, but I can 
certainly write four pieces in an hour and a half.
They say that human behavior separates into two 

categories: One is habit, and one is what they call flow. 
Habit is in all the things that you do on a daily bases 
out of habit, and what you train yourself to do. Flow is 
when you feel in consonance with your work.  When 
you are really feeling, like, ensconced in it. Thank 
God, I have an ability to get ensconced in my work, 
and stay there for long periods of time and feel just in 

consonance with what I’m doing.

This is especially helpful in your profession.

It’s good for almost anything. Part of that is 
having a job where you can actually be creative. Most 
jobs are habit-driven. I have a job that is creative in 
nature. When I do a podcast, when I write a column 
- it’s entirely creative. So ninety percent of my day is 

creative and ten percent is habit.

I was reading Brainwashed [Shapiro’s first book] 
recently, and it seems like you were pretty vocal about 

your opinions in college. 

I was.

Did that ever affect your grade, or your relationship 
with your teacher badly?

No, because in college, I had a rule: I can say 
whatever I want in class, or outside of class, but when 
it came time for the test, I wrote whatever the teacher 
wanted to hear. You could dig up my bluebooks from 

UCLA, they were written like a communist.
I’m a utilitarian when it comes to education. 

Education is there to serve you. You are not there to 
fight the people who are educating you unless it serves 

a purpose.

Right now I’m reading Dreams For My Father. What 
do you think is Obama’s motivation?

The majority of Dreams For My Father is him 
turning up his racial conflicts for the benefit of 
white readers, so a lot of it was to sell. I don’t think 
that Obama is a particularly conflicted guy. Because 
Americans love to read about angsty people, he 
wrote an angsty book. But in reality, he is a hard left 
ideologue. He is somebody who believes that the only 
goal of life should be to achieve equality of outcome, 
like most people on the left. And so that means that 
he invariably ends up siding with the world’s worst 
people. He believes that if you are successful, then you 
have to be taken down a peg because somehow you’ve 
stolen that from somebody who is less successful. 
That’s true internationally, and it’s true domestically. I 
really don’t think that he is a complex guy. I don’t think 
his ideology is particularly complex. I think he glosses 
it over with, you know, references to Jon Rawls. But I 
don’t think he is an intellectual the way he thinks he is 
an intellectual, and I know actual intellectuals. I went 

to the same schools he did, and I’m not impressed.

In Obama’s book, there is a big focus on power. There 
is always a power struggle.   

All inequality is a factor of powerlessness - it’s the 
leftist philosophy.

Under Obama, there is a shift of power. He is 
empowering people based on identity rather than 
merit. He is dividing Americans for his own political 
purposes so he can then play them off against one 
another to maximize his personal power to achieve the 

equality that he seeks.

The more chaos and power-struggling there is, the 
more those in power benefit.

The power struggles also benefit a select few at the 
expense of everyone else.

Do you think Leftists actually believe in the things 
they say, or is it…
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I think Obama believes the stuff he’s saying. I think 

Bernie Sanders believes the stuff he’s saying. I just think 
they believe in evil things. They have different priorities. 
Their priority is equality of outcome. It’s not a stupid 
priority; it’s just an evil priority. You can have well-
intentioned evil priorities. I think we create monsters 
in our own heads. Historically, what we like to do is that 
whenever we see somebody that is tremendously evil 
in human history, we automatically pretend that he is a 
monster that nobody would encounter in real life. We 
say that it’s an outlier, and nobody ever thinks like this. 

It’s nonsense!
I mean, Mussolini’s a monster, Hitler’s a monster, and 

Stalin’s a monster… If you actually read their books, 
they are just normal people. Monsters don’t exist, they 
are just people that believe in things, and people believe 
in monstrous things. Most of the time, they are willing 
to sacrifice individual human rights on behalf of beliefs, 
or a movement, or an ideology, or an institution. That’s 
more common in some ideologies than others. They 
have this end goal: equality.  Whatever gets in the way 
will be quashed. All that matters is Utopia. And on the 
path to Utopia, everybody is either a tool or an obstacle.

What are your thoughts on the recent racial tensions 
in America?

The racial tensions have and are going to get a lot 
worse because the left has decided to define people 
by racial terms. I don’t know that it gets solved. There 
are one of two things that can happen next: Either an 
overarching government that redistributed based on 
race [could be established], which is disgusting. Or a 
restoration of societal institutions that actually focuses 
on individual virtue. Those are always the two options. 

Those are the two polls. One that says: We are 
individuals, and we don’t have to use government to 
impress our ideas onto other people. Then there is the 
idea that equality of outcome can only be achieved by 
a massive overarching power that is gong to fix all of 
the cosmic injustices, and the facts that some people 
are born tall, and some people are born stupid. The 
fact is that people are not born with equal capacities or 
capabilities or skill sets; they are born with equal rights. 
The left wants to have equal capacities, skill sets, and 
outcomes. A lot if it is just playing god. The government 

wants to rectify the differences in capabilities. 

What are your thoughts on the current state of Israel, 
and the anti-Semitism that runs rampant within the 

Jewish state as well as in the West?

There are a few strains of anti-Semitism and unifying 
them all is not really smart. There is Islamic anti-Semitism: 
which is basically old-style religious anti-Semitism. 
“Judaism is evil and terrible,” combined with Nazi-style 
ethnic anti-Semitism. So it’s a mix-up of the two. There 
is also a European anti-Semitism, part of which is based 
in guilt rooted in the Holocaust, and part of which is 
based on leftists’ dislike of western civilizations and 
Israel as an outpost of western civilization in the area 
where, theoretically, western civilization should not be. 
Western civilization is successful and its opponents are 
not. If you just keep coming back to that fundamental 
principle: equality of outcome is all that matters, you 
are going to, by nature, end up siding with the world’s 
worst human beings. The fact is that typically - not 
always, but typically - if you make more responsible 
decisions, you are going to be more successful in life. 
If you make bad, irresponsible decisions – like, make 

cultish decisions or clannish decisions – you are going 
to be worse off. So if you are of the left, and you look 
at a third-world country and first-world country, and 
the first-world country is really successful, you say: “Oh 
they must have exploited that third-world country.” 
Well, not really. 
I mean the fact 
is that the only 
reason that there 
is any wealth in 
the Middle East 
at all is because 
the West drilled 
there. I mean 
if it had not 
been for the 
West creating 
all the oil laws, 
they would still 
be completely 
imp over i she d 
like they are in 

Africa.
V a l u e s 

actually matter. 
The left does 
not like the idea 
that values have consequences.  It’s unfair that values 
have consequences. Separating behavior from result is 
one of the key goals. Because, once again, if equality of 
outcome is the only thing, then why should it matter if 
I was responsible and married my wife before we had 
a kid, as opposed to the girl who got pregnant out of 

wedlock. Isn’t she a victim?
 And I would say: No she is not a victim. She made 

a decision out of her own accord, and she put herself in 
a victimized situation. All we need to do as a society is 
discourage that sort of behavior. However, the left says: 
“No, she’s a victim now, and we need to cater to that, 
and therefor create more people who are like that and 

less people who get married and have a baby.”

Now that you have gone away from your dream of being 
a Justice on the Supreme Court, what’s your current goal?

Right now, what American politics has become is 
how big can you build your following. So right now, this 
is what I’m focused on. Can I build a base for the ideas 
that I espouse, and then however I want to push that, I 
can use that. If I want to push it to be a politician, I can 
do that. If I want to push it for a social movement, yeah, 

I can do that.

Would you possibly go into the political field?

Yeah, I would run for office - not here, I wouldn’t 
[in California]. But yeah, or run for President, anybody 

can. 

What’s gong to be your campaign promise?
No bullsh*t.

Donald Trump, just better.

That’s why Trump got big. The issue with Trump 
is that Trump is simultaneously the most bullsh*tty 
candidate and the least bullsh*tty candidate. He’s the 
most bullsh*tty in that everything he says he doesn’t 
actually believe - or maybe he does at that time but he 
doesn’t five minutes from now. He’s the least bullsh*tty 

because he’s perfectly sincere about his bullsh*t. But 
people are tired of the political games, and tired of 
being told that everything is hunky-dory, and if you just 
give [the government] some more power, everything is 

going to be fine. 
The part where Trump says that everybody stinks 

and is a loser, I like. The part where he says I’m going 
to make a deal, I don’t like, because I don’t trust him to 

make good deals.
I agree, everybody stinks and is a loser, and that is 

why I want them out of my life.

 If Hillary is elected, do you think she will perpetuate 
Obama’s reign?

Yeah, she will. She will not be as successful as Obama 
was at it, because she is not as clever as a politician, and 
she can’t fall back on her race as a club. Her falling back 
on her sex as a club does not work in the same way. 
“I’m a woman, and I’m a victim,” doesn’t really have the 
same historical truth to it in the United States as “I’m a 
black and I’m a victim.” That has a historical truth to it.

Are you hopeful for the future in general?

No. I don’t think being a conservative is being 
an optimist. I’m not even a pessimist; I think I’m a 
realist. If you always think the worst, you’ll never be 
disappointed. If you want to lead a happy life, don’t be 
an optimist. You know, I’m optimistic about my wife. 
I’m optimistic about my child. I’m optimistic about my 
family, and about what I can do for myself every day. 

I’m not optimistic about the government.

If you really think about everything that’s going on in 
the world right now, I don’t know how you can… 

…Be an optimist? Yeah, I mean the only way I am 
an optimist is that technology develops, and cool new 
things get invented. But on an ideological level, I am 
certainly not an optimist. Because every time, humanity 
has a tendency, as you say, to undermine the roots of 
success. Because we live off the fat of the land, and 
then we immediately go against what brought us the fat 
in the first place. Because, after all, to get to that next 
level all we have to do is overthrow the fundamental 

principles upon which the success is based. 

What advice would you give to conservative students?

Say whatever your teacher wants to hear on the tests. 
For me, I had lots of fun debating other people on the 
left in law school. I made good friends with people on 
the left in law school. I got a recommendation from Bill 
Clinton’s attempted Secretary of Labor. She enjoyed 
the debate and it was fine. You sort of have to use your 
best judgment. If you have a teacher who is really, really 
angry with people who are conservative, just stay out of 

their way.

So, with Ben’s campaign promise ringing in my ears, 
I gain the strength to go on. I optimistically envision a 
time when those in power do not infringe on the rights of 

Americans. 
However, like Ben, I’m a realist. 

PhotoCredit: http://authors.simonandschuster.ca/Ben-Shapiro/407587827
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Has Steph Dethroned 

the King?
BY: JOSEPH PUDEL

It’s hard enough for me to admit that Kobe Bryant isn’t currently 
the best player in the NBA. The shift of styles of play, in addition to 
his climbing age and accumulation of injuries, has already settled 
that matter. However, the candidates for the aforementioned highly-
coveted title are quite clear: Lebron James and Stephen Curry. The 
tendency of human nature to be infatuated with whatever happened 
recently will probably incite Warrior-
obsessed superfans, causing them to 
question my basketball sanity (I assure 
you I’m lucid). However, it is imperative 
to put matters into perspective. For the 
previous five seasons, Lebron James has 
easily dominated the NBA, cementing 
both his place in history and the title as 
the league’s best player. And then last 
year happened. Steve Kerr, a five-time 
champion and well respected figure in 
the league, took a group of supremely 
talented and young players and crafted 
the perfect system for their skillset. They 
raced through the Western Conference 
(albeit an extremely depleted Western Conference) and ran into 
LBJ’s Cleveland Cavaliers. Granted, Curry was named the Regular 
Season MVP, and for the most part, the Warriors were consistently 
the league’s best team.  That being said, LBJ was clearly the star of the 
NBA finals, albeit in a losing effort. With both Kevin Love and Kyrie 
Irving out due to injury, Lebron James put up hedge fund manager-
type numbers, forcing the series to six games. 

Fast forward to this season, one that has proved to be unique 
considering the Warriors boast the best sixty-two game record in 
NBA history. Furthermore, Curry is having the greatest regular 
season that we’ve ever seen, topping even the likes of Michael Jordan, 
Kareem Abdul-Jabbar, and Magic Johnson. Steph is already both the 
greatest catch-and-shoot and off-the-dribble shooter that has ever 
played the game. In fact, Curry holds the three highest single season 
three-point totals, accomplished in three of the last four seasons. 

His mind-blowing achievements are making video game numbers 
the norm. So given these facts, you might wonder what exactly is 
the question? 

Mike D’Antoni is famous for revolutionizing the way NBA teams 
play offense. In their prime, his Phoenix Suns posted massive win 
totals while the players he coached enjoyed the best statistics of 
their careers. In short, the philosophy was to run a blisteringly fast-
paced offense, with defense being supplementary at best. “Defense 
wins championships,” a phrase that has been embedded in NBA 
culture for decades, seemed to have been foreign to him. Despite his 
success, the major critique against D’Antoni was that his team never 
won a championship. After all, Herm Edwards put it best when he 
furiously shouted at a reporter, “You play to win the game.”  Although 
D’Antoni ultimately fell short, he was clearly onto something. The last 

four NBA championships borrowed from 
D’Antoni’s “pace and space” offense, with 
critical moderations. When Eric Spoelstra, 
the genius that is Gregg Poppovich, and the 
aforementioned Steve Kerr do something, 
the trend of the league changes. This is the era 
of position-less basketball with the winning 
teams emulating the Golden Era of the 1980s. 
So why the history lesson? Simply because it 
is essential for deciphering which one of the 
two basketball gods reigns supreme. Stephen 
Curry is undoubtedly a transcendent 
basketball player - a magician of his craft. He 
also has the luxury of playing in the absolute 

perfect system for his skillset, surrounded by the perfect personnel 
group, and unencumbered by the perfect coach. On the contrary, 
Lebron James, who has won his only two championships via this 
very style is currently embroiled in a tumultuous locker room 
environment with their coach being unceremoniously fired and all. 

With the odds stacked against him, the only way Lebron James 
will seize back the title of NBA’s best player is if he tops Curry in 
this year’s finals. That’s right, I said “seize back”. For the meantime, 
the title belongs to the Davidson alum. With both Love and Irving 
frustrated with their roles on the team, the challenge seems greater 
than ever. That being said, if LBJ manages to pull a rabbit out of the 
hat and beat one of the three greatest teams in NBA history (the 
’96 Bulls and ’86 Celtics being the other two) the crown will again 
be placed on King James’ head. For now, all we can do is watch in 
amazement. 

It was Sunday, December 7, 1941, when Japanese 
invaders without warning or provocation entered the 
peaceful islands of Hawaii. In a well-planned military 
strike, the Japanese fighter planes managed to destroy 
much of the American naval fleet and air crafts 
stationed in Pearl Harbor. The next day, December 8, 
the United States declared war on Japan subsequently 
bringing Americans into World War II. 

After the devastation of the surprise attack on Pearl 
Harbor, the Japanese continued to astonish American 
forces by breaking military code after code, thereby, 
gaining the upper hand. However, a mysterious new 
code had entered into the fray and had the Japanese 
perplexed; this code they could not break. It was 
created by Navajo Native Americans, who were facing 
much danger, as well as racism on a daily basis. 
Because of their valiant efforts, millions of lives were 
saved. Peter MacDonald, a Navajo Code Talker, who 
had served as a Corporal for the United States Marine 
Corp. recollects, “I was fifteen years old in 1944 … I 
lied about my age. …” 

What is not known is that birth records were not 
well recorded by White people in reservation life. 
Many males as early as twelve years old had been 
enlisted into the armed forces. Few Indians had been 
off their reservations before the war, but when Pearl 
was attacked in 1941, a large number of Navajos 
approached, Indian Reservation Superintendent E.M. 
Fryer, carrying rifles and ammunition ready to defend 
their country - determined to fight!

“The United States,” continued Peter MacDonald, 
“… was organizing to fight back in the Pacific - the 
Army, the Navy, and the United States Marines. The 
Pacific Ocean is a huge area, it takes days and weeks 
to go from point A to point B and the only means 
of communication in those days was radio, and 
you know how radio works. It’s broadcasted on a 
certain frequency so that the receiver can tune in to 
that frequency and listen in and that was what the 
Japanese were doing. They were writing down all the 
code messages that were being used by the United 
States and breaking those codes, so they knew what 

the plans were by the United States in the Pacific. … 
Communication is very, very important in any war. 
In this case the Japanese had the advantage because 
they were smart. They were a very intelligent and 
determined enemy. … The United States needed help 
badly with their communication and that’s why they 
chose the Navajo language.”

Twenty-Nine young Navajos were selected and 
put through boot camp training and then separated 
from the rest of the Marines. Their mission - to 
create a Navajo code that was unbreakable. Not only 
were they to create this code, but to ensure that not 
even the Navajo nation inside the reservations could 
understand this new language - a code within a code.

This elite group of young soldiers were then sent 
to Australia to face the first attack on August 7, 1942. 
The first Marine division landed on the beaches of 
Guadacanal. This would become the testing ground for 
the new code in actual battle. Under the command of 
General Alexander Vandegrift, a victory was declared 
and it was then that he requested more Navajo Code 

CODE TALKERS ARE NOT FORGOTTEN
BY: LYDIA CHAIS
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The extent to which men will go to establish 

and then constantly reestablish their masculinity 
has always baffled me. On that freezing January 
night, however, I was one of those men. It was 
right after gym, and whatever testosterone-level 
juices that influence such delicate creatures to 
make idiotic decisions were flowing like the 
Nile. After achieving an admittedly Herculean 
workout, my workout partner felt an insatiable 
desire to buy a very specific brand of miniature 
chocolate ice cream bars. Perhaps “insatiable” 
is a bit of an understatement. This was clearly 
a life-or-death matter. The problem, however 
(there’s always a problem), was that these 
precious gems were only carried by a specific 
grocery store. Couple that with the fact that 
this very grocery store was destined to close six 
minutes from the time of this craving and you 
have our predicament. Nevertheless, despite 
this discouraging fact, his determination 
remained unperturbed.  Four minutes and 
eighty miles-per-hour later we arrived at the 
supermarket that sells these treasures - with two 
minutes left till closing. For all I knew, we were 
approaching the gates of heaven based on how 
he darted out of that car. I mentioned how cold 
it was. My friend – call him Ice Cream Lover 
– battled sub-freezing temperatures in a pair of 
gym shorts only to find that this supermarket 
was closed. This was clearly an earth-shattering 
development, and no, my friend was not 
pregnant at the time. Yet despite all the common 
sense and rationale that were screaming at him 
to go home and bite the bullet on this endeavor, 
Ice Cream Lover remained entirely determined. 
He proceeded to bang on the door and negotiate 
with the cashiers to call their manager and 
open a register to purchase his life-fuel. It was 
precisely at that point where fate took the reins.

The manager was short with an unintimidating 
build; Ice Cream Lover is aiming to crack 
140 lbs. – a feat he has yet to accomplish. The 
tale-of-the-tape boasted a featherweight bout 
for the ages. But perhaps I’m getting ahead of 
myself. What bout do I speak of? Why are these 
men being sized up? Let me digress to fully 
contextualize the ridiculousness of these events. 
Upon hearing about Ice Cream Lover’s request, 
the manager sternly told him that the register 
was closed and that “tomorrow is another 
day”. How could he? How could he not realize 
how important those frozen treats were? The 
exchange that happened immediately following 
this unexpected revelation is still unbeknownst 
to me. I do know, however, that it ended with 
Ice Cream Lover calling Manager an expletive 
that is incidentally found on the male anatomy. 
That’s when the fun began.  

 I do not profess to be a tough guy. 
(Bulls**t.) Simultaneously, I will stand up 
for a friend if I feel that he is being unfairly 
picked on. Having not noticed me being in the 
car, Manager, realizing this to be the perfect 
opportunity to score some easy masculinity 
points, began to  furiously berate Ice Cream 
Lover - his mouth inches from ICL’s nose. No one 
appreciates being name-called, but what the hell 
ever happened to professionalism? Consumers 
gripe and employees just sit there and take 
it. That is the law of the land.  Not Manager. 

Manager was a hero. Manager’s ultra-aggressive 
body language instigated my very own delicate 
ego to burst into hero mode.  My quick trigger-
finger rolled down the window and “calmly 
explained to Ice Cream Lover why it would 
be prudent to return to his vehicle”. Who am I 
kidding? In reality, I jumped out of the car and 
started coming at Manager like a bull out of the 
gates. It’s important to note that me having had 
no real intention to start an altercation made it 
imperative that I bark like dog. And bark like a 
dog I did - which worked to astonishing effect. 
Manager – whose courage faded quicker than 
Chamillionare’s career - jumped back five feet 
with his hands up in surrender, professing that 
it was totally “unnecessary for this to situation 
to escalate”. After all, he was “just talking”. With 
vindication fresh in our minds, we drove with 
the pathetic victory and no ice cream, of course.

Fast-forward a month. It was ten o’clock and I 
was starving. As I approached Ice Cream Lover’s 
apartment, I realized that although it was late, 
take-out wasn’t going to cut it. I was determined 
to cook a fresh, hot meal consisting of the finest 
ingredients. Ice Cream Lover agreed. Being the 
fearless creatures that we are, we decided to 
venture into that very supermarket on account 
of its proximity to our location. We thought: 
“What are the chances that Manager (whose 
job it is to manage this supermarket) would be 
there, let alone recognize the two people who 
ruined his month?” This was the kind of flawless 
logic that was common in our gatherings. Right 
on cue, immediately upon walking through the 
doors, Ice Cream Lover nervously informed me 
that we were spotted. To use the words that he 
heard: “They’re here”. 

As it turned out – we weren’t just coming 
from the gym. In fact, we were quite hungry and 
eager to just buy the ingredients and leave in 
peace. We quietly picked out our groceries and 
made our way toward the meat section when 
a familiar voice loudly exclaimed: “Look who’s 
back!” Manager was thirsty for blood, with the 
advantage of having a full store of customers on 
his very own turf. I must confess that the blame 
for the ensuing encounter can almost entirely be 
placed on my shoulders.

Manager (to Ice Cream Lover in a dangerously 
facetious tone): Look who’s back. You’re doing 
well?

I.C.L. (in earnest): Yeah, I am. You know, 
sometimes things get out of hand.

Manager, clearly dissatisfied with Ice Cream 
Lover’s semi-civility, attempts to further incite 
the situation. 

Manager (just notices me): And look who 
else is here! You’re coming from the gym? How 
much did you just bench?

Me (coldly): I’m not coming from the gym.
Manager (loudly – so that as many customers 

in the vicinity can hear): So I’m assuming 
you’re here to give me an apology? Am I still an 
(expletive)?

Me: No. I’m not.
Manager (even louder and in a threatening 

tone): You sure you’re not here to apologize to 
me? You sure I’m still an (expletive)?

Me: Yes, I’m sure that I’m not, and yes, I’m 
sure that you are. I’m here to buy groceries.

 This was clearly the result that Manager 
was hoping if not praying for. This was his 
chance to show us. This was his chance to be 
hero. We brought our cart to the register, and 
conspicuously, the cashier disappeared as soon 
as we arrive. I calmly placed our groceries on 
the conveyer belt and asked the collective staff if 
someone could ring us up.

Cashier (in a threatening tone): You should 
not have done that, bro.

Me: Are you threatening me?!
Cashier (defensively): No. I wasn’t threatening 

you. I’m just saying if you wanted those groceries, 
you shouldn’t have done that.

Manager (defiantly): That’s right. You’re not 
walking out of this store with those groceries.

At this point there was not a soul in the store 
who wasn’t transfixed by these events. It was like 
a frozen moment in time. There was a tangible 
mixture of customers either in awe, fear, or 
excitement – all of their mouths agape.

I.C.L. (seeing an opportunity to be the clown 
that he is): What’s wrong with you – these are 
classy people shopping here! You’re walking 
around screaming obscenities?? Do you know 
who I am?? Am I going to have to buy this store 
just to fire you??? 

Manager (nervously): I hate my job. I don’t 
care if I get fired. You can say what you want, but 
you are not walking out with those groceries.

 Shocked  by the utter lack of 
professionalism as well the illegality of their 
actions, I stormed out of the grocery. It was 
eleven o’clock, and I sat there hungry, infuriated, 
and embarrassed. Ice Cream Lover somehow 
managed to stay there another five more minutes 
causing every possible piece of ruckus that he 
could think of.   

As I pondered the stupidity of all three of 
our actions, it dawned upon me that this fiasco 
could have easily been avoided at least ten times 
along the way. However, there was one common 
denominator between every checkpoint that 
extended this circus: the need to be a hero. 
There is a world-famous economic theory that 
urges individuals to make decisions based on 
a “cost-benefit analysis”. Essentially, the theory 
dictates that one should weigh both the costs 
and benefits of a certain action, and whichever 
of the two weighs more should determine that 
individual’s action.  There is a reason why this 
theory is world-famous, and there is reason 
why the members of the “Frozen Treat Fiasco” 
are world-class idiots. If anything, at every step 
we collectively decided to weigh the more costly 
action, and vigorously abide by it.  Do not do 
that. Clearly, my affection for Seinfeld’s George 
Costanza influenced me to emulate him and be 
the real-life “Lord of the Idiots”. Now that I’ve 
effectively shattered my credibility, I confidently 
urge my readers to abide by this month’s useful 
moral: Don’t be a hero.

P.S. Ice Cream Lover was furious that I left 
the scene “so early”. Having realized that there 
was zero chance that we were walking out with 
groceries, he wanted us to fill up as many carts 
with as many items as the carts are capable of 
holding. We would then be “horrified” to find 
out that we weren’t allowed to walk out with ten 
carts-worth of useless junk.

Moral of the Month: Don’t Be A Hero
BY: JOSEPH PUDEL
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spite of all the criticisms 
and inconsistencies on 
some of his policy issues. 
Interestingly enough, 
Senator Ted Cruz may still 
be a contender, coming 
in at 23.51% in the poll. 
Some speculate that this 
may change the trajectory 
of the race, with Ted 
Cruz being the unofficial 
winner of the debate. 
His reasonable tone and 
command over certain 
issues, such as religious 
liberty and national 
security, were noticed. 

The problem with this 
line of thinking is that 
even according to Trump’s 
doubters, the only person 
worse than Trump to 
win the Republican 
nomination is Ted Cruz. 
His complete lack of 
charisma and relatability 
would only serve to 
alienate the potential 
first time voters that 
Trump has surprisingly 
attracted. Even if Cruz 
were to become the 
Republican candidate 
(by some astonishing 
miracle), that would only 
result in Hillary Clinton 
winning the overall vote 
and becoming the 43rd 
President of the U.S. 
Despite Trump’s many 
glaring flaws, the only way 
to beat a powerhouse like 
Clinton is to counteract 
her candidacy with an 
equal powerhouse. He 
may not be a conventional 
candidate but he is 
attracting an entirely new 
genre of voters who detest 
the political correctness 
of the voting process. 
Alternatively, if Cruz were 
to become the Republican 
nominee, the party 
would have no chance 
of winning the election. 
If the past two elections 
are any indication, ultra-
conservative Republican 
candidates have proven 
incapable of capturing 
enough of the voter-ship 
to topple their democratic 
opponents. If in fact 
Clinton does represent the 

Democratic Party, versus 
Cruz, the outcome would 
be a foregone conclusion. 

Clinton’s competency 
has never been called 
into question, as she 
spent two terms as the 
First Lady in the White 
House. Additionally, the 
former Secretary of State 
spent decades polishing 
her rhetoric and would 
ultimately destroy Cruz. 
If that were to occur, 
the United States would 
be forced into another 
Obama term – full of 
false promises. In this 
great country of ours, 
we can’t afford to have 
someone whose character 
is as greatly diminished 
as hers. While Trump is 
no saint, by any stretch 
of anyone’s imagination 
the controversies 
surrounding his 
campaign are mostly 
juvenile in nature. 
Clinton, who stepped 
down from her then 
position--out of respect 
for the four Americans 
that were killed on her 
watch in Benghazi--
has the gall to apply 
for the world’s highest-
ranking job?! Her blatant 
disregard for past actions 
and the overwhelming 
super PAC money (over 
$100 million) that she’s 
been funneling from 
big money donors and 
foreign counterparts just 
add to how abhorrent her 
methods are to becoming 
the Democratic candidate. 
As if her multiple email 
scandals weren’t enough 
to show how unfit a 
Secretary of State she 
was, her decisions are 
entirely being influenced 
by financial backing and 
special interests (unlike 
Trump, who has funded 
his own campaign from the 
beginning). Furthermore, 
if Clinton wins, her past 
record would indicate 
that she would continue 
to have no transparency, 
and any foreign policy 
actions would diminish 

this country’s strength 
and capability. To ensure 
this doesn’t happen, 
Cruz must step down 
and back Donald Trump, 
realigning the Republican 
Party’s goal for this 
election: keeping Hillary 
out of office. In the world 
of politics perception 
is reality making it 
imperative that Trump 
does not limp into the 
presidential race. This 
unorthodox candidate 
is essentially the only 
hope for the party to 
gain enough votes to 
reestablish a Republican 
presidential term. If 
however, the Republican 
Party continues to splinter, 
it’ll pave the way for 
Hillary Clinton to become 
the next president, which 
is something this country 
cannot afford. It’s time for 
Cruz and his constituents 
to gear up and grasp that 
Trump isn’t going to win 
alone, and that they must 
bind people together and 
make a united front to 
face the Democrats. Why 
not see if we can reinvent 
the wheel yet again? 
Maybe what this country 
needs is the ultimate 
capitalist who embraces 
his lack of experience? We 
all know that Trump has 
no idea what he’s doing in 
the political stratosphere, 
but who cares? If nothing 
else, Trump has promised 
to stand up to our nation’s 
bullies while appointing 
the most suitable people 
in their respective fields 
as his cabinet members. 
Steve Jobs’ greatness did 
not lie in his revolutionary 
understanding of 
computing. It was his 
vision, persistence, and 
the ability to recognize and 
appoint supreme talent. 
Even if Trump brought a 
sliver of that competency 
to the political forefront, 
our nation would be in 
much better hands.

Coming of age is supposedly the time when you 
experiment, make mistakes, cause drama, rebel, and 
ultimately learn to take responsibility for your own 
actions. During the coming of age years, anything 
that happens seems like the end of the world. 
A rumor about you floating around the school 
hallways makes you want to disappear forever. A 
fight you have with a group of girls convinces you 
that there is no chance in hell that you’ll ever be 
friends with them again. A mistake you made with 
a boy in high school makes you believe you’ll never 
find the right one. But people move on to other 
rumors, you’ll end up at those girls weddings, and 
when the time is right, you’ll marry the man you 
were meant to spend the rest of your life with – and 
THAT is what should really be called “coming of 
age.”

During high school and college we have nothing 
to lose. Everyone moves on. Everyone forgets. 
Nothing is life or death.  You can be selfish. You 
can be wild. You can stagger home at 5AM covered 
in paint and glitter and no one will judge you. You 
can pull 3 all-nighters in a row and drink red bull 
for breakfast and no one will utter a word. You’re 
free to make mistakes and screw up in the hope that 
eventually you’ll find yourself. But just when you 
think you’ve finally found yourself, you’ll realize 
you haven’t found anything at all.

Once you get out of the psychopathic cycle that 
is high school and college, and join the real world 
by getting a job and/or moving out of your parents’ 
house and/or getting married, that’s when coming 
of age really begins. Suddenly, you need to wake 
up when it’s still dark outside, someone wants to 
know what you want for dinner and you text your 
mother-in-law on a daily basis. Responsibilities pile 
up at work and laundry piles up at home. You’ll fail 
at everything at first – cleaning, cooking, baking 
(apparently baking and cooking are two different 
things)… you’ll try to do everything so you’ll 
end up doing nothing. But you’ll try. You’ll try to 
consistently impress at work, you’ll try to do small 
things around the house in hopes of building up 
the courage to try again all the things you failed at 
the first time. You’ll try so hard to be an adult and 
suddenly you have everything to lose. You have a 
career, you have a husband, you have a home, you 
have new found spirituality in the mitzvot you can 
perform as a wife, and in a second, it can all be 
taken away.

Coming of age means your mind wanders to 
places it never has before. You’re brought to tears 
when thinking about death or illness because now 
you imagine your life without someone. You make 
up stories in your head about things that your kids 
might go through and you don’t even have kids 
yet! You imagine the worst and constantly worry 
because what if one of those sudden tragic accidents 
happens to you or someone you love? How will you 
go on? You light candles for Shabbat and, with your 
hands over your face, you start crying thinking 
about just how very lucky you are. You slowly learn 
to not be selfish, you slowly learn when to keep 
quiet and slowly but surely you realize that this is 
your real coming of age. No rebellion, no drama, no 
“freedom” in the high school sense of the word, just 
trying and happiness.

BY: YAFIT FISHBACH

Coming of Age is 
Now



Are you a vodka connoisseur? Can you distinguish between brands?
I have always felt that marketing played a manipulative role in the consumer’s 

judgment of a product, i.e. the nicer the bottle or the funnier the commercial, the 
better the vodka. I fancy myself as one with a distinguishable palate and judge 
anyone who opines differently from my rankings unfavorably. Being the rankings nut 
that I am, I decided to settle it once and for all: a blind taste test. The pressure was 
insurmountable, for it was my reputation on the line. Nevertheless, I mustered up the 
courage to undergo this scientific experiment for the sake of the greater good. 

 The parameters: I chose five brands of vodka: Two upper-tier (Ketel One 
and Grey Goose), one bang-for-your-buck (Tito’s), and two lower-tier (Absolut and 
Smirnoff). They were reflected by both price and reputation.

 I established a ranking based on my preconceptions as follows: 
1. Ketel One 
2. Tito’s 
3. Grey Goose 
4. Absolut 
5. Smirnoff 
I then had a “lab” partner randomly rearrange the order and pour a shot’s worth 

while I was out of the room. She then left the room so I could completely rearrange the 
order and perform the experiment on her. Please science geeks don’t jump down our 
throats- we are aware that two people is way too small of a sample size.

Astonishingly, after several shots and meticulous testing and retesting (it was really 
grueling work), the marketing gods were in fact the most accurate. We each ranked our 
favorite-to-worst vodka on a 1-5 scale, and the more expensive the vodka, the higher 
it ranked. Ketel One came in first place, followed by Grey Goose – coincidentally, each 
representatives of the upper tier. Then came Tito’s, albeit by a wide margin. Lastly, 
both Absolut and Smirnoff achieved the lowest and equal ranking, so essentially we’re 
telling you to pick your poison. I wouldn’t say I was embarrassed by my preconceptions, 
but this experiment certainly did shed new light. Just as they taught us in biology, I 
encourage all aspiring vodka connoisseurs to engage in this type of experiment and 
see if you can prove your own hypothesis. That is, strictly for educational purposes of 
course. 

FEATURE9
STYLE OR 

SUBSTANCE
By: JOSEPH PUDEL AND DANIELA 

BERGER

In the mood of good Chinese food?

Come to Mr. Nosh!

A proud vendor of Brooklyn College
Simple storefront offering straightforward kosher Chinese cooking for dining 

or delivery.
3323 Avenue N Brooklyn, NY 11234

That Should Be a Word
 BY: JOSHUA BERGSTEIN 

Plagiarhythm
Play-ja-ri-thum

noun.
1. The act of stealing the work of others 
so frequently that it turns into a pattern.

Because Andrea had a habit of leaving 
her papers out on her desk where anyone 
could see them, Sean developed quite a 
plagiarhythm with her.
 
See also: Patternize – The act of 
constantly speaking of other people in a 
condescending tone of voice.

http://logodatabases.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/smirnoff-logo-wallpaper.jpg



FEATURE1 0

Network television has been going through some tough times lately. Whereas shows on cable and streaming services don’t rely as much on the advertiser’s 
dollar (and don’t have the FCC always breathing down their necks), and are thus free to experiment with all sorts of deep, serialized stories and complex 
characterizations, the broadcast networks have gradually grown more homogenized in the last few years, trotting out a lengthy series of standard crime 
procedurals that adamantly hew to decades-old formula.

Some of these shows try to push the envelope, but even the more innovative examples only emphasize how restrictive the playing field is. NBC’s new police 
drama Shades of Blue attempts to go for the same gritty and hard-edged tone that defined FX’s acclaimed The Shield a decade ago, but for every punch they 
throw, another gets pulled. Shades of Blue is stuck in an uncomfortable middle zone, where the harder it tries to break down barriers, the more the viewers 
notice how firmly the barriers are in place. That the show is attempting to be more than a simple vehicle for superstar Jennifer Lopez is commendable, but 
the results are too often mixed.

It wasn’t always like this – for a time during the late ‘90s and early ‘00s, networks were actually quite accepting of edgy content, and early episodes of shows 
like NYPD Blue and ER come off as slightly-tamer basic-cable productions nowadays. But after the Janet Jackson “incident” at Super Bowl XVIII, censors 
began cracking down hard, and network TV retreated to safer grounds.

All of which makes American Crime – a drama which premiered last year on ABC and has been airing its second season over the last two months – one of 
the boldest and most unusual shows on network TV today. Heck, I’d go so far as to say it’s among the boldest shows on TV, period, with a style, look, and feel 
that are unlike any other series around.

 Created by 12 Years a Slave screenwriter John Ridley, American Crime (not to be confused with American Crime Story, the entertaining but ultimately 
hollow miniseries that is currently retelling the events of the OJ Simpson trial) is another in a long line of season-length anthology series that have grown quite 
common as of late. (A couple of other examples are Fargo and True Detective.) Although it’s restricted to the standards of a broadcast network, it never feels 
like a show that curbs its effects. This show deals with some pretty heavy themes and messages, and it doesn’t gloss over its often unsettling points.

The first season, which premiered last winter, dealt with aftermath of a small-town murder, exploring the cracks and weaknesses of the American judicial 
system. It featured plenty of talented performers, two of whom return – in new roles, in a new story – for the second season. Felicity Huffman (Sports 
Night) and Timothy Hutton (Leverage) are both talented actors with prior dramatic experience, and they both bring their respective A-games to this show – 
accompanied in Season Two by the excellent likes of Lily Taylor and Regina King.

The second season of American Crime takes on even harsher and more thematically disturbing material than the first. The story centers on a male high 
school student who was drugged and (allegedly) raped at a party, and it’s every bit as serious as you can imagine. American Crime simply feels like a grim and 
gritty drama – scenes are often dimly lit, there are several long shots focusing on a single character’s facial expression, and plenty of quiet moments in which 
only the atmosphere does the talking. Between its subject matter and tone, American Crime is certainly not “feel-good” television – it is at times even difficult 
to watch, which may explain why it has struggled so mightily to attract viewers over these last two seasons.

But those who do tune in to this little gem of a series will discover more than a simple story that feels like an extended episode of SVU. American Crime 
begins with a shocking setup, but it carefully avoids exploiting it. Instead, it slowly and carefully develops itself into a thoughtful and worthy commentary on 
American society. Where the first season focused on the justice system, the second strikes closer to home with its focus on school districts. Two schools – one 
middle-class, one lower-class – intertwine across the season, and as the story progresses, it expands. What begins as a commentary on teenage issues turns into 
a great debate about how well the average high school is able to protect its students in relation to protecting itself.

From there, the season branches out into numerous other topics, giving focus to racism, homophobia, and the ever-increasing gap between social classes. 
By rooting itself in the mundane world of the American school system, the second season of American Crime invokes one of television’s all-time great pieces 
of television – the brilliant, brutal fourth season of The Wire. Indeed, American Crime shares plenty of sensibilities with The Wire, a show which prided itself 
on relentlessly dissecting the American dream.

The Wire, of course, aired on HBO, where it was free to discuss a wide platitude of serious topics without fear of being muzzled by the FCC. American 
Crime doesn’t have this luxury, but doesn’t need it – the writing is so taut, the performances so vivid, and the atmosphere so palpable that it hardly feels like it 
airs on ABC. At times, a character will actually utter a major swear word; at these moments, the camera momentarily cuts to black, satisfying the censorship 
committee without sacrificing the realism that the show strives for.

Such realism, unsurprisingly, is not to everyone’s taste, and with the increasingly dwindling ratings, I fear that the second season of American Crime will be 
its last. That would be truly unfortunate – few shows on any network are as sharp or thought-provoking as this one, and it deserves plenty more time flourish as 
one of television’s best dramas. With luck, the network will be able to keep this series afloat without sacrificing the signature aspects that make it so distinctive. 
Should they fail – well, that would be an American crime all on its own.

American Crime: The Best Show No One’s Watching
BY: JOSHUA BERGSTEIN

Photo credits: http://hesonwheels.com/american-crime-endorsed/
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Race: Film Review

BY: JOSHUA BERGSTEIN

It’s difficult to think about a film like “Race” without considering the 
meaning of its title. It’s a deceptively simple name, encapsulating the 
main premise of the story while also naming its most definitive theme. The 
title thus fits the film perfectly – to anyone watching it, the topics of racing 
and racism quickly become inseparable.

“Race” tells the inspiring true story of Jesse Owens (Stephan James), a 
young black athlete who broke through all racial barriers to leave his mark 
at the 1936 Olympic Games. The film features a handsome period look 
and a strong supporting cast (including Jason Sudeikis as Owens’ fiercely 
passionate trainer and Jeremy Irons as the Olympic Committee president), 
but its greatest success lies in its simplicity.

Manipulative in spots and slow during its middle third, “Race” is 
hardly an inspired example of biopic filmmaking. But it is generally an 
effective one, thanks to its believably-written and performed protagonist. 
James makes Owens into more than a civil rights footnote, making him 

recognizably human in a series of hometown scenes that draw us into 
his character’s uphill battle. As the film informs us, Owens never gained 
national appreciation for his achievements during his lifetime, which only 
underscores the story’s motivation for shining a light on his Olympic feats. 
And the light it shines proves illuminating on several levels.

The dark and foreboding tone of the pre-World War II era permeates 
the story – the ’36 Olympics were held in Berlin, and tensions between 
the US and Germany remain an undercurrent for much of the film. Yet 
“Race” never gives itself entirely over to the raw international politics of 
the period – it has its mind set on the story of Owens, and structures itself 
emotionally around him.

“Race” is not particularly subtle – from the way it paints its white-
supremacist caricatures to the biting commentary on the still-budding 
civil rights movement of the era – but it puts enough strength into its 
primary characters to make the emotional moments work. Those looking 
for a groundbreaking film that pushes the limits of biopic storytelling 
will likely not be fulfilled by what the film offers. But those who simply 
enjoy a good underdog story, and who don’t mind sitting through the 
inspirational clichés that have become a trademark of the genre, will likely 
find themselves drawn in to the simple wonders of “Race”.

JOE’S CORNER 
By: ariel lewis

Barbara was walking down the hallway in college 
when she overheard two of her friends, Jon and Kelly, 
arguing. Jon said that if the mass of a car is 2000 kg on 
Earth then it will be 2000 kg on the moon as well. Kelly 
argued back that she had learned in physics class that 
the moon had 1/6 the gravity of Earth. Therefore, if a 
car has a mass of 2000 kg on Earth it will have a mass of 
333.3 kg (2000 x 1/6) on the moon. Who is right?

A. Jon
B. Kelly
C. They are both wrong
Answer: A. Jon. Kelly is right that the moon has 1/6 

the gravity of Earth. However gravity has nothing to do 
with mass, it has to do with weight. Mass is the amount 
of space an object takes up. Weight is the force acting 
on the mass due to gravity. Therefore an object on Earth 
and an object on the moon has the same mass.

Talkers to participate. The code was a 
success.

An example of how the code worked was 
explained by Peter MacDonald. A company 
of soldiers was in serious trouble having 
been fired upon by the enemy in three 
different directions, how could they possibly 
get help from the higher commands, 
especially when regular codes had been 
broken? They were trapped and needed 
immediate assistance. “Sheep, eyes, nose, 
ear, destroyers, … mouse, turkey, onion, 
sick horse, three six two, air.” This was the 
distress code sent out to the receiver over 
at the beach command post, who would 
immediately write down, “Send demolition 
team to field 362B. … This message took just 
twenty seconds. The regular coding system 
that the United States had would have taken 
thirty-five minutes. Lives depended on fast 
delivery.

By 1945 there were 430 Code Talkers 
with over 200 more new codes added. The 
stage for battle was set to fight in Bonea, 
Iwo Jima, Sai Pan, Leyt Gulf, Peleliu, 
Bougainville, and the Philippines. There 
were always two communications lines, the 
Navajo serving at the front lines who would 
then relay messages to the Navajos serving 
as receivers. The code was fast, reliable, 
and impenetrable. Victory after victory 
followed.

After the war, Peter MacDonald, finished 
high school, got an electrical engineering 
degree from the University of Oklahoma, 
worked for Hughes Aircraft Corporation, 
and moved on as an executive of the Polaris 
missile program. In January 5, 1971, he 
served as Chairman of the Navajo Tribal 
Council.

He concludes, “This usage of the Navajo 
code is a legacy of America in World War 
II.” … It’s America’s legacy as well. What we 
did represents what America is all about. 
America is comprised of different talents, 
nationalities, and different languages. 
And when our way of life in America is 
threatened from the outside, we all come 
together as one and defend this great 
country of ours … defend its liberty that we 
all enjoy. We defend it so my children, my 
grandchildren, their children … and what 
America’s children need to know to protect 
their freedom. America’s legacy needs to tell 
the story on how America defends liberty 
and freedom.” 

Sadly, the last of the remaining original 
twenty-nine Navajo Code Talkers has died. 
But the memory and the spirit of these 
war heroes still remain with us today and 
will carry over to all our valiant soldiers. 
At present there remain only twenty-three 
Code Talkers. Let us remember and honor 
them on the anniversary of Pearl Harbor. 

continued from page 6 (Code Talkers...)http://cdn2-www.comingsoon.net/assets/uploads/gallery/race-2016/race-poster.jpg
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