Dear Readers
For the past decade or so, there has been a very visible conflict within the conservative and liberty movements, which this publication considers two sides of the same coin.
Between various members of the same party publicly calling out their fellow Republicans to
conservative and libertarian commentators railing on each others viewpoints, this conflict
has reached the point that many question the strength of the modern American right. This
leads us to ask, what is the future of modern conservatism?
In this issue, we shall explore the conflict, propose which conservative and libertarian principles we believe should be transformed into backbone policies of the Republican
party, look at how conservatism is having a resurgence among American youth, and delve
into what version of conservative and libertarian philosophy will lead us towards the future.
This issue promises to be both informative and captivating, giving the reader an updated
look at modern conservatism from the perspective of its future leaders.
Our talented staff writers will use their perspective to expertly break down the
conflict between conservatism and libertarianism as well as the entirety of America’s current
political landscape. So now, without further ado, we hope you enjoy this latest issue of the
Carolina Review: The Future of Modern Conservatism.
Lux Libertas,

Contact Us

Francis C. Pray, III
Editor-In-Chief
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Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27599-5210
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clarity, and vulgarity. Please keep letters to the editor below 300
words. Not all letters will be printed. Include your name, year in
school, major, and hometown. Professors should include their
department.
Join the Staff
Carolina Review always needs new writers, photographers, and
layout personnel. Please contact Carolina Review at carolinareview@unc.edu to find out more about our next staff meeting
and how you can become a part of the Review. The Review is
also looking for advertising salesmen. Contact Jonathan Tugman
at jtugman@unc.edu for details.
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“Silence is complicity. Speak
now or surrender your
ground.”
Michelle Malkin

“The allegation of some progressives that America is an
evil empire is not simply
wrong—it is obscene.”
Dinesh D’Souza

“According to Liberals,
I’m not supposed to exist.
I know that I am going to
be a target for the Left. I
have something to say to
them: Game On!”
Representative Mia Love

“One of the things that really
drove me crazy was the way in
which college kids, in particular, are educated to think
that ideology is dangerous and
bad.”
Jonah Goldberg

“In a nutshell, the notion of
separating the social from
the economic issues is a false
choice. They stem from the
same root.”
Representative Paul Ryan

“The future of the Republican Party and the
future of America is based
on a values system and
the issues that drive those
values are on our side.”
Senator Tim Scott
VIEWPOINTS
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“We Few, We Happy Few,
We Band of Brothers”
The Importance of Diversifying the Conservative Movement
ALEX MONTGOMERY
Sophomore
English, Political Science
Asheville, NC
asmontgo@live.unc.edu

After years of being involved in the political process,
I think I have finally begun to
understand what politics actually is. It rarely has anything to
do with substantive public policy
or meaningful leadership. In a
fundamental sense, politics is
like a lower-school playground
where certain basketball-court
alliances and monkey-bars treaties abound; where the cool kids
spend their precious ten minutes
scoring goals, while the
nerds play chess on some
scuffed sidewalk with the
glowing teacher sitting
ten feet away.
Similarly, in Washington D.C., members of
Congress, the president,
and other bureaucrats
organize themselves like
immature kindergarteners
on a playground; delineating themselves as Democrats
or Republicans, addressing issues
with uncompromising, ideological
ardor, and prostrating themselves
in front of the public as if engaging in an act of immolation characteristic of the Mayan empire.
Indeed, it is a pitiful, humorous
display, and it makes me want to
shun the politicians’ world with all
my being.

It deserves mentioning,
however, that such theatrics are
not only an intentional feature
of the American system, but
also a desirable and efficacious
one that finds its origins in the
checks and balances inherent to
the federal government’s constitutional structure. As James
Madison explains in The Federalist
papers, factions may be adverse
developments in some ways,
but they are crucial inasmuch
as their competition prevents
dominant-party oppression.
All that is to say that the
Republican party is in a place
right now that ought to be seen
as potentially dangerous, acting, as it does, like a group of
pouting children competing for

Democrats and Republicans it is
good and laudable, but when it
constantly defines interactions
between overwhelmingly likeminded conservatives – during election years, no less – it
is especially pernicious for the
overall furtherance of the ideology. Not only does it make
conservatives like Ted Cruz look
hysterical and opportunistic on
the public stage, but it also gives
Democrats the greatest rush of
their lives. Watch MSNBC, for
example, and tell me that you do
not see a wry smile from Rachel
Maddow as she reports on the
drunken, verbal brawl between
Rand Paul and Chris Christie,
playing to the idea that conservatives are incapable of getting
along. At some point,
we ought to realize how
exceedingly fatuous it is
to always clumsily accuse fellow Republicans
of being insufficiently
conservative, especially
when we are trying to
congregate and mobilize
to beat liberals in important elections.
Rightly so, conservatives often pride themselves on having a decent
understanding of such basic,
economic principles as supplyand-demand, opportunity cost,
the specialization of labor, and
of the inherent importance of
free speech in bringing about a
wide diversity of opinions that
enhance dialogue and that improve public policy. Why, then,

All that is to say that the Republican
party is in a place right now that ought
to be seen as potentially dangerous,
acting, as it does, like a group of
pouting children competing for the title
of “Best Conservative in the Nation.”
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the title of “Best Conservative
in the Nation.” They demonize
other Republicans with slightly
different viewpoints as raging,
untrustworthy RINOs who are
just pretending to favor limited
government, and would really,
if given the chance, establish
a socialist state. I have just
written that when this sort of
name-calling occurs between

is it so difficult for them to accept
the myriad of benefits that result
from having in their cabal both
moderates and libertarians, establishment-types and tea-partiers? It
seems to me that when considering the future of the conservative
movement, the future of classical
liberalism, republicanism, federalism, and free enterprise; Republicans and libertarians must realize the vague and dissatisfactory
goal of ideological purification is
just as pernicious as the rampant,
egalitarian ideal of progressivism.
Likewise, to suggest that moderates like John McCain must leave
the Republican Party if it wants
to retain its intellectual power is
to profoundly forget the purposes
behind diversification of viewpoint. The only thing this does is
distract people from the virtues of
the conservative thought and the
varying attractiveness of arguments in favor of liberty.
In a general sense, the process of purifying the Republican
Party would only work if it were
true that conservatism is a simple
philosophy of government. However, it is not a simple philosophy
of government, it is one that is
replete with questions of interpretation, justification, and extent.
This naturally implies that people
who adhere to the basics of conservatism might still have significant disparities between them. For
example, a Republican of a more
evangelical sort whose interpretation of limited government runs
in conjunction with his views on
social morality and the importance
of accepting natural rights as gifts
from God; there might also be
a more libertarian conservative
whose understanding of limited
government depends on minimal
interference in all sectors of life,
regardless of religious or moral
considerations. But do we honestly
believe that they cannot coexist
in a strictly fundamental sense?
Conservatism is multi-faceted,
and that is one of the reasons that

it is so beautiful and convincing.
Something as complicated as interpreting our constitution is not a
process that should be left to slew
of perfectly like-minded individuals.
Social issues as well, demand wide-ranging perspective
although it is a category so expansive that it may rightly be considered a useless delineation. From
abortion as an issue of the right
to life and the supposed right to
privacy, to immigration as an issue
that must be approached from
both practical and ideological
stances; the answers simply cannot be homogenous. They must,
instead, arise from all sorts of
innovative, thoughtful, forwardlooking conservatives who are
ready to anticipate the principled
fights that the Left and the Right
will continue to have over the
coming years. Lest the Republican
Party risk growing stale and static,
purification and homogenization
is something that should strongly
be avoided.
To be clear, I am not attempting to argue against calling
out Republicans whose rhetoric
and actions demonstrably violate
the basic tenets of conservatism.
Dialogue within the conservative
movement is, and will always be, a
necessary element of its exercise.
I am simply trying to discourage
this growing trend characteristic
of the Right that seems to think it
permissible to shun and disparage
naysaying individuals over relatively minor differences in ideological perspective. It is, of course,
important that the inextricable
threads of conservatism – limited
government, free enterprise, personal liberty, etc. – remain relevant
to the ways in which conservatives
and Republicans conduct themselves in leadership and in public
discourse. The challenge I would
pose, then, to my fellow, more
electorally-minded conservatives
is to find candidates who exemplify those basic ideals and who

possess the necessary charisma,
character, and eloquence to defend
them properly to the American
public. However this process will
be increasingly difficult if libertarians, moderates, and Tea Party
members refuse to surcease their
childish name-calling once elections roll around.
While this sounds cynical,
I believe the future of the conservative movement is an optimistic
one. There are brilliant minds
emerging as well as, growing,
outrageous inefficacies of government that will convince more and
more people that John Locke’s
principles are the way to go.
Nevertheless, it is imperative for conservatives to remember that their ideology is one of
many threads and many directions. Although we still manage to
quibble over various differences
in practice and perspective, calls
for purification of the Republican Party constrict the ideology’s
growth and squelch its diversity. Classical liberalism is not so
simple as to create followers that
are mere automatons of thought;
rather, it is a provocative, everinspiring philosophy of government that may, in its complexity,
manifest itself in a variety of
positions on politics. While it is
right for conservatives to hash out
their differences in healthy, constructive forums, their unity ought
to resemble that of the English
soldiers in Shakespeare’s Henry V
as they prepare to face the vast
armies of the French, King Henry
convincingly declares, “We few, we
happy few, we band of brothers. /
For he today that sheds his blood
with me / Shall be my brother.”
So too must we persist,
fighting the ever-invasive tentacles
of government – “lend[ing] the
eye a terrible aspect, / Let[ting]
it pry through the portage of the
head / Like the brass cannon.”
Such courage and dedication is
bound to meet with emboldening
success. CR
COVER STORY
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Conservative Roots and Adaptations
for a New Generation
though, conservatives are pictured as
old, white men who might be blatant
Freshman
racists inasmuch as they do not care
Global Studies
about the welfare of women and miMiami, FL
norities. This absurd depiction of the
sif18@live.unc.edu
GOP has to change: Depicting members and supporters of the GOP in this
way basically contradicts and ignores
The word “tradition” is one the rich history of the Party in the areas
that holds a special place of signifi- of diversity and freedom.
cance in the heart of every human beUnfortunately, many minoriing: It is what drives human interaction ties new to the United States believe
and provides the foundation for prog- this lie about conservatives and the Reress and advancement. Many people publican Party to be true. They aren’t
in today’s world, however, believe that very familiar with the history of Amerholding on to the core values of the ican politics and are fundamentally
past will not allow us to move forward
– without realizing that if the
United States moved on past
the traditions set forth by its
founding fathers, it would
not be the great nation it certainly is today. After all, when
you lose your point of reference in the past, you simply
cannot adapt to the challenging and new circumstances
of the future. And that is
where the strength of conservatism lies, having learned
from the difficulties of the
past so as not to be overly
tempted or doomed to repeat it.
misinformed by the media. The ReThe GOP needs to realize that publican Party should be the party for
it, indeed, is the party that has consis- Hispanics arriving to this country looktently and successfully evolved during ing for a fresh start and a new opporperiods of instability and tension in tunity. Most Hispanics leave countries
this country: The 13th, 14th, and 15th in Latin America that have adopted soamendments were pushed forward by cialist policies that simply don’t work;
Republicans; the 19th amendment, many are unable to speak out against
which gave women the right to vote, their government because of imposed
was sponsored by Republican con- limitations on free speech and because
gressmen; and under the leadership other freedoms that we are fortunate to
of President Reagan, the Soviet Union have here in the United States are rewas finally defeated. In today’s world, voked.

DANIEL SIFREDO

So, why aren’t Hispanics voting
Republican? After all, the GOP is the
party that has consistently opposed the
failures of big-government spending
and excessive regulation. The GOP has
a great history of helping and expanding the rights of immigrants and minorities in this country. The Republican
Party should recognize this and push
towards a campaign targeting Latinos
and emphasize the successes of the
American tradition. Culturally, Hispanics tend to be quite conservative, holding on to traditions and values that their
ancestors before them believed in and
strived to uphold. As such, the GOP
ought to show minorities
what it means be an American conservative and how
Republicans share the same
ideas of preserving the traditions that make us who we
are.
The GOP can then
carry out the same strategy with young voters, who
tend most of the time to
vote Democrat. Many young
voters are extremely influenced by the college experience – an experience that
frankly seems to be biased
towards liberal positions, whether it
be influenced by professors, fellow
students, or the administration itself.
Indeed, it poses a significant obstacle
since students oftentimes fail to see or
hear a rational expression of conservative viewpoints, ultimately becoming
sucked in to the liberal milieu because it
is the only viewpoint they see available
and because they are simply too afraid
to be excluded from debates and discourse on campus. This slant is obviously something that needs to change

After all, when you lose your point
of reference in the past, you simply
cannot adapt to the challenging and new
circumstances of the future. And that is
where the strength of conservatism lies,
having learned from the difficulties of
the past so as not to be overly tempted or
doomed to repeat it.
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immediately. We cannot have conservative students on campus who are afraid
to talk about politics because they think
they are in some laughable minority:
College campuses ought to try to reflect
the nation’s political diversity
as well as its variability in areas such as ethnicity, religion,
and culture. As is happening
currently on UNC’s campus,
there should be widespread
outcry against the sort of
practices which tend to suppress conservative thought.
Young students should be
exposed to all types of ideology and they should be able to pick
that which is right for them, not that
which is forced down their throats. If
this were to become more of a widespread and common backlash across
college campuses all over the nation,
one might see more young people

adopt conservative ideologies.
No matter how much society
and technology evolve, conservatism
will always have its strength in the area
of grassroots movements. It is an ide-

must engage in extensive interaction.
In a world in which the words “progress” and “change” are overused,
conservatives should not stray from
tradition, the appreciation of which is
at the core of American exceptionalism. Conservatives
everywhere need to work
towards upholding American exceptionalism at home
and abroad. If this goal remains the focus of the GOP,
the Party should not have a
problem winning presidential elections and midterms.
It remains important to remember that the ultimate goal is not
campaign politics; the goal is to make
America a place where everyone has
the chance to succeed and prosper no
matter what. Conservatives ought to
show everyone how incomparable and
extraordinary the United States really is.
CR

It remains important to remember
that the ultimate goal is not campaign
politics; the goal is to make America a
place where everyone has the chance to
succeed and prosper no matter what.
ology that started from the bottom and
continues to form most of its platform
through this medium. When it comes
to preserving the ideals and traditions
that have been at the heart of the conservative ideology since its inception,
political leaders and their constituents
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How Conservatives are
Winning Millennials
The platform that is influencing Generation Y to swing right
CHRISTINA KRESSER nials, opportunity and employment servatives are winning millennials

limitations, the growing debt, and
politically imposed restrictions on
liberty are winning millennials to the
conservative platform, and will give
the conservative movement strength
going forward.
With higher rates of college atBaby boomers. Generation X.
Millennials. Each generation has tendance than ever before, gena personality of its own. Made up eration Y is extremely motivated to
of individuals born throughout the graduate and find work. Born in an
eighties and nineties, and swamped era where possibilities are limitless
with digital technology, social me- and new careers are developed on a
dia, and instant communication, daily basis, most college students deour generation has been deemed as sire to pursue a profession in an area
coddled and politically
disengaged young adults.
As over three-fourths of
these individuals are unable to name their own
senators, these allegations
may seem well placed;
however, with almost
half of millennials registered as independent,
our “open-minded” generation is constantly targeted by politicians for
votes. With access to a
constant stream of media input, of their choice. We have become inmany millennials have aligned them- creasingly frustrated because the job
selves with liberal social and political market has seen little improvement
movements of the past decade. De- under the Obama administration.
spite this exposure to highly biased Millennials are fed up waiting for the
news, Generation Y has endured promised opportunities to pursue
an Obama administration that has their dreams. While high unemploybeen unable to better the current ment rates can be attributed to decieconomic situation in United States. sions of both parties, after six years
This has caused many millennials to in office, the president has improved
reevaluate their political alliances, these conditions very little. Despite
indicated by a growing disapproval statistics that unemployment numrating of President Barack Obama. bers are decreasing, the percentage
While the liberal agenda has been of people working is at an all time
favored in past elections by millen- low, betraying the lies these unemployment statistics support. ConFreshman
Biology
Waxhaw, NC
crk1995@email.unc.edu

by offering suggestions for career
opportunities. Increasing the exploration of our country’s natural energy resources to provide more jobs
is an example of this. The primary
focus of conservative policy to fight
unemployment includes devising an
infrastructure that enables jobs and
will help millennials find the work
they most desire.
With over two-thirds of college students finishing school with
an average of over $25,000 in debt,
millennials are looking for a chance
to dig their way out of these
massive financial holes.
With increasing government programs causing the
national debt to increase as
well, over three-fourths of
generation Y has agreed
that personal debt and national deficit spending is a
major problem. Regardless
of partisan identity, nearly
sixty percent of individuals will not support larger
government if it means
their tax bills go up. With conservative legislation in support of income
and business tax cuts, these new
laws offer millennials looking for
financial stability the promise that
they can retain a larger portion of
their income. While many argue that
working individuals and middle class
families benefit from the tax policies
of the Obama administration, his
desire to make those “at the top” do
their fair share by putting an end to
special privileges discourages millennials (who are known for a desire to
succeed and high self-expectation)
from shooting for the stars.

As the liberal agenda stresses
government regulation over an increasing
extent of American society, Generation
Y is realizing that in order to have
control of their own money, resources,
and destiny, conservative policy may have
to be adopted.
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Millennials challenge authority,
despise restriction, and crave personal freedom and responsibility.
Fear of government interference in
daily life has increased over the past
few months with the NSA domestic surveillance scandal. As
millions of Americans discovered that their conversations could be, and had
been, recorded by government organizations, this disregard of freedom opened
the eyes of many young
individuals to the potential
interference of government in personal life. Also,
with increasing control of
government over healthcare, many young people
are beginning to realize that
the future of Obamacare
depends on them signing up to pay
higher insurance premiums and deductibles. This means more debt for

those who are already struggling. As
the liberal agenda stresses government regulation over an increasing
extent of American society, Generation Y is realizing that in order to
have control of their own money,

ticity matters. We are a generation
willing to face the truth, no matter
how severe it may be. Would someone just tell us the truth? The facts
may be hard to swallow, but millennials have grown up with harsh realities. Student debt, high
unemployment rates, and
a government administration that wants more control and involvement in
daily life are causing our
independent generation to
run towards the conservative platform. The way that
conservatives are winning
millennials is by targeting
the major areas that most
affect them and their future: Growing opportunities for employment, Opposing deficit spending,
and Pursuing personal liberty. GOP.
CR

The way that conservatives are
winning millennials is by targeting
the major areas that most affect them
and their future: Growing opportunities for employment. Opposing deficit
spending. Pursuing personal liberty.
GOP.
resources and destiny, conservative
policy may have to be adopted.
For Generation Y, authen-
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Fusionism
The Legacy of President Ronald Reagan
FRANK PRAY
Sophomore
Political Science and Public Policy
Charlotte, NC
fcp2034@live.unc.edu

On February 6, we celebrated the 104th birthday of one of the
greatest leaders in the history of
the world. President Ronald Reagan
may have passed on, but the principles that he promoted in life continue to inspire millions around the
globe, forming the core of what it
means to be a conservative. Reagan
understood that conservatism was
the philosophy that made America a
great nation. He knew the
intent of the Founding Fathers and the Constitution
they wrote and sought to
put it into practice in every
policy he would support.
Reagan further understood
that, when clearly communicated, the American
people identified with
these values. Americans
were, are, and forever will
be thirsty for the strong
conservative principles that
comprise the foundation of our
republic.
His understanding of the
need for effective communication,
combined with his mastery of what
it means to be a conservative, led
to nearly fifteen years of what can
only be described as an explosion
of American ingenuity: a growing
economy, incredible approval ratings, a secure nation, and a people
who were proud to be Americans.
Beyond that, it shifted the political landscape of the entire country.

For the first time since before
the Great Depression, one of the
two main political parties actually
had a platform that was critical of
government’s ability to truly solve
problems. He moved America
back to the mindset that it is our
people, a free people with hopes,
dreams, and ingenuity, who solved
our problems and propelled us at
ever increasing speeds towards a
brighter future.
Fast forward a few decades, and we seem to be moving
in a markedly different direction.
Unemployment, if you count
those who have simply stopped
looking for work, is at record
highs. Full-time labor is at an

to be with Christ, we, as conservatives, have failed to remind
America of this message that he
left with us. We have neglected
the message that he conveyed
that freedom must be fought for
and protected by each generation.
Furthermore, we have mixed his
words and changed his purposes
to suit our own, causing the rifts
within our own movement and
the seeming detachment from the
average American.
Luckily, there is a way
back. There is a way we can
reunite our movement, save our
country, defend our freedom, and
honor the legacy President Reagan
has left for us. That way is called
fusionism. Derived by
Frank Meyer and William
F. Buckley of the National
Review during the 1950’s,
Fusionism is the philosophy that combines libertarianism and traditional
conservatism to form
one, unified philosophy
of conservative thought.
In traditional conservative philosophy, tradition
is paramount. All policies
are evaluated based upon
whether they honor what the great
men and women of yesterday have
taught us about being virtuous
individuals who hold true to our
roots. Essentially, it implies that
we stand on the shoulders of giants (the Founders) and we should
not be quick to dismiss their
wisdom handed down through
the years. On the other side, pure
libertarian philosophy has no care
for this tradition. It holds that
freedom is the only goal. This
philosophy would overturn every

Reagan moved America back to
the mindset that it is our people, a
free people with hopes, dreams, and
ingenuity, who solved our problems
and propelled us at ever increasing
speeds towards a brighter future.
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historic low. Income inequality
has grown under policies implemented by democratic legislatures.
It seems that we failed to fully
listen when President Reagan told
us that we, each generation of
Americans, are responsible for determining whether “we’ll preserve
for our children this, this last
best hope for man on Earth, or
[whether] we’ll sentence them to
take the last step into a thousand
years of darkness.” In the short
time since Reagan has moved on

institution the founders built and
every virtue they instilled in this
nation if the advancement of freedom were thought to be possible
from such acts. Fusionism rejects
certain aspects of each philosophy,
but recognizes the inherent
truth in both. Its central
premise is that true freedom cannot exist without
virtuous tradition, that
it is aimless and possibly
destructive, and that virtue
is unable to be truly appreciated without freedom.
This combination can be
thought of as the mix that
produces individual liberty. The
beauty of this unified philosophy
is that it unites traditional conservatives and libertarians into an
unstoppable majority with the energy to succeed on a national scale.
Looking for answers as to
why fusionism will succeed, we can
look first to past. Frank Meyer’s
Fusionism had a heavy effect on
President Reagan. In fact, when
speaking on the subject during
his 1981 address to the Conservative Political Action Conference,
President Reagan explained what
fusionism meant and said of conservatives and libertarians that,
“Our goals complement each other.
We’re not cutting the budget simply
for the sake of sounder financial
management. This is only a first
step toward returning power to the
States and communities, only a first
step toward reordering the relationship between citizen and government. We can make government
again responsive to people not only
be cutting its size and scope and
thereby ensuring that its legitimate
functions are performed efficiently
and justly.”
For Reagan, fusionism was
the glue that united the American
right into a unified political force.
It came at a time that looked very
much like today. The economy was
stagnant, people had little faith in
their country, and the world was
growing increasingly dangerous.
Reagan was therefore able to utilize
this philosophy to light the spark
that changed the world. He built a

movement under fusionist philosophy that led to some of the largest
electoral wins for a Republican in
history. But to understand exactly
how he could do this, to understand why fusionism works, we

changing their positions or for making the wrong decision on a certain
policy, what those Americans are
really saying is that those politicians
are not holding true to the philosophy they claim as their own. But
can anyone blame them for
straying from the party line
when traditional conservative or libertarian philosophies both have many
pitfalls and gaps in logical
reasoning? Of course not.
As I said before, fusionism
provides the answer.
When faced with
the challenges of the
modern world, a ballooning debt,
stagnant or increasing unemployment, decreasing global security,
ongoing murder in the form of
abortion, and a modern left who
will blatantly lie to succeed, fusionism provides the philosophy that
can easily address and transcend
all of these problems. Instead of
separate questions, they all become
different parts of the same question that Reagan asked us over
thirty years ago. Will we, citizens
of the greatest nation in the history of mankind, allow the last best
hope of man on Earth to take the
final plunge into a thousand years
of darkness, or will we embrace
the combination of freedom and
tradition that produces liberty and
fight for it? Government intrusion
in the economy and in healthcare,
government support for abortion,
government battles against freedom
of speech and religion all represent
transgressions against our liberty.
They are not separate causes to be
addressed one by one. They are one
cause to be tackled with one message and one philosophy: fusionism. If we can embrace that and
champion it on the national stage, I
believe that Americans of all stripes
will flock toward our message. We
can again build a movement that is
unstoppable, unite America, honor
the legacy of our champion, President Reagan, and save this nation.
Whether it happens in 2016 or four
years later, we will embrace fusionism once more, and, once more, it
will be morning in America. CR
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four years later, we will embrace fusionism once more, and, once more,
it will be morning in America.
must really understand what makes
it a more effective philosophy than
simply traditional conservatism or
libertarianism. For that too, Reagan
provides the answer. He tells us,
“Because ours is a consistent philosophy of government, we can be
very clear: We do not have a social
agenda, separate, separate economic
agenda, and a separate foreign
agenda. We have one agenda. Just as
surely as we seek to put our financial house in order and rebuild our
nation’s defenses, so too we seek
to protect the unborn, to end the
manipulation of schoolchildren by
utopian planners, and permit the
acknowledgement of a Supreme
Being in our classrooms just as we
allow such acknowledgements in
other public institutions.”
Essentially, the secret to the
success and appeal of fusionism
is the unity we have been speaking
about. Not only does it unite different ideologies of the American
right, but it also represents a wholly
united, coherent philosophy. It is
impossible to champion one cause,
such as deregulating small business,
but fall short on another, such as
protecting the unborn, because,
under fusionism, these two different policies are considered different
facets of the same cause: liberty.
And if this philosophy was appealing in the 1980’s, imagine the success it would have today. Americans
are thirsting for unity and conviction in a world full of subjectivity
and divisiveness. When Americans
jump on politicians for constantly
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Conservatives Should Support
Same-Sex Marriage
PETER McCLELLAND ue to grow. Regardless of what the
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There is no reason whatsoever for conservatives to continue to oppose marriage equality.
To start, there is a clear constitutional mandate. Per the Fourteenth
Amendment, states cannot pick
and choose which groups of people will receive legal privileges. It’s
open-and-shut discrimination, and
cannot be supported. But, at this
point in the debate, every conservative will have heard this reasoning, so while it is certainly valid, I
won’t waste everyone’s time by repeating it. Rather, I will be taking
this issue from a different angle: I
will argue that it is a socially conservative position to embrace legal
recognition for same-sex couples.
Opponents to civil marriage rights for same-sex couples
constantly invoke family values and
the traditional function of marriage (specifically the rearing of
children) as reasons for the LGBT
community’s continued exclusion.
And they are absolutely right. Offering legal protections and special
benefits to couples is designed to
create a strong and stable environment for children to grow up in.
The problem with their own reasoning is that same-sex couples
also raise families, and the Marriage Equality movement seeks
only to extend this stability and filial strength to these couples.
There are currently between 110,000 and 160,000 gay and
lesbian households actively raising
children. Today, the same studies
show that there are between 1 million and 9 million children with at
least one parent who identifies as
gay, lesbian, or bisexual. As social
attitudes continue in the direction
of accepting gay and lesbian relationships, that number will contin14
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social conservative would like the
situation to be, this is the situation
as it exists today, and so conservatives have a choice to make.
On the one hand, they can
continue the status quo. In this scenario, they are effectively advocating for real life solutions that would
deny the families with at least one
queer parent the legal means of
creating the strong, stable family
structures that other parents have
at their disposal. No amount of
ideological or normative handwringing will change that fact. Alternatively, they can embrace marriage equality and acknowledge the
fact that this will bring tangible
benefit to the families and children
involved.
It will also end the message given to LGBT youth that no
matter how hard they try, they will
never be good enough for the institution that their straight friends,
siblings, and parents inherit as their
birthright. Maybe, just maybe, that
would be the first step in curbing
the epidemic of LGBT teen suicide, quite a Christian problem to
want to end. But I digress.
Back to the main point, the
most vocal opponents of samesex marriage will not be swayed by
this. Their zealous opposition will
unlikely be undone simply because
their own definition of social conservatism on this issue (protection
and aid for children) necessitates
embraces the gay and lesbian couples that currently are raising children. In fact, they will likely move
directly into their next argument,
which is that the “One Man, One
Woman” definition of civil marriage should be used as a model of
what society should strive towards.
Here, I will absolutely challenge
them. This is not social conservatism, this is right-wing social progressivism, and today’s self-proclaimed conservatives should know
better.

If one traces back the intellectual roots of progressivism,
you will find that it was not the
egalitarian movement that it purports to be today. Progressivism
at its intellectual core is not inherently liberal, conservative or some
other ideology; it is rather the belief that state action is the proper
means for creating social change.
And that is exactly what the opponents of same-sex marriage are
doing when they wrongly state that
governments should uphold the
exclusive definition of marriage as
a normative standard of what society should strive towards. What’s
more, this is the exact ideological
handwringing that ignores the tangible harm that is being done to the
children of gay and lesbian couples
and the children with at least one
gay or lesbian parent.
They argue that the elderly,
the sterile, and others who cannot actively procreate are included
in their definition of marriage (so
long as they’re straight) because
it holds up the heterosexual example to society. This is wrong.
These people are included in civil
marriage because whether through
adoption,
artificial
insemination, in-vitro fertilization or other
means, they can raise children, and
those children need the stability
that marriage brings. To then exclude same-sex couples who possess the same ability to raise children is not social conservatism but
the imposition of personal beliefs
on others through state action.
One thing we will agree on
is that no religious organization
should be compelled to perform
these marriages (none have been,
but there’s no harm in saying it).
And no one on either side should
be compelled into commerce with
people of the opposing view. But
let’s not forget that as conservatives, we value all families and communities. It’s time we started acting
like it. CR
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Many people who are uninformed about a controversial issue
tend to side with whatever political
party they are affiliated with, without conducting the proper research
into the issue. Once they have
picked their side, based off of their
political party’s general beliefs, they
are no longer open-minded about
the other argument for or against
the issue.
I have found this situation
to be the case with net neutrality.
When asked the definition of net
neutrality, no one I asked could
answer. No one I talked to could
actually formulate a thoughtful
opinion backed by facts. The lack
of knowledge on the topic did not
come as a surprise given the technical terms and the confusing debates
that have surrounded the issue. Net
neutrality is currently causing a stir
in politics, and it is important that
everyone knows the facts of both
sides in order to make a properly
informed decision.
The net neutrality argument
is surrounded by technological
terms and ideas about the dynamics of Internet Service Providers
(ISPs).
For those who do not
understand these situations, their
judgment can be clouded when developing an opinion on the subject.
The other confusing consideration
when developing an opinion is that
there are benefits and concerns on
both sides.
Net neutrality is the regulation of the internet to assure that
no matter where the access is coming from, certain websites and content will not be blocked, sped up
or slowed down. The problem that
proponents of net neutrality want
to prevent is large internet providers charging websites more in order to have faster access, while the

websites that do not pay will be
slower.
Those for net neutrality feel
that the internet should be a public
utility. Proponents think that every
website and every web user should
be treated equally, and the regulations of net neutrality would prevent discrimination and paid prioritization between websites. The
regulations would also prohibit favoring website companies that are
partnered with the large Internet
providers by giving them faster accessibility.
Some concerns for the future of the Internet are the issues
of Internet fast lanes and ‘pay to
play.’ Internet fast lanes occur
when special offers are given that
would make some companies websites faster than others. The concern of ‘pay to play’ is that consumers might be charged to listen
to songs. Within that concern, is
the worry that it would become
more difficult to download songs
from smaller websites because the
companies would favor big music
sites like iTunes.
However, some argue that
net neutrality ensures competition. Internet users will get more
choices of Internet providers and
those providers will try to deliver
the best service because of their
competition. It will also prevent
the creation of a monopoly from
big websites that could dominate
the market, leaving small business websites out to dry. Creativity is also a factor of the web that
proponents say net neutrality will
preserve. Furthermore, it encourages creative expression. An undiscovered singer has just as much of
a chance to get seen as a popular
celebrity because the websites that
these singers will be singing on will
be equally accessible.
Despite the benefits of net
neutrality, there are many disadvantages that come with it, making it a tough issue to discuss and
agree upon. First of all, net neu-

trality would just be more legislation. Nonetheless, the internet
changes so quickly that the legislation would have to stay current,
which would be near impossible
given how long it takes any piece
of legislation to pass. Net neutrality regulations would also have to
be clearly defined in order to avoid
loopholes.
There are some who think
that tiered web access could make
for a better, more improved internet. Many cable providers are
opponents of net neutrality because they believe that paying different levels of internet service
would create a better infrastructure, which would benefit users of
the network. The cable providers
claim that the high fees would only
be for large companies that have
heavy internet usage. The theory is
that if large companies pay higher
fees to access the internet, then the
finance network will improve and
the benefits will trickle down to
the average internet user. Another
argument that opponents of net
neutrality have is that the internet
should stay an open market place,
where the providers can innovate
and compete with each other to
have the most successful company.
The Internet is one of the
most successful inventions of
all time. As of now, net neutrality would be a preventive measure,
but it is risky for each side of the
argument. If we allow net neutrality regulations to be put into place,
then we risk stifling competition.
However, if we do not do anything,
we also risk stifling competition.
Providers like Comcast have not
blocked websites yet, but the fear
is that they could. The Internet has
been successful thus far, so in order to establish an opinion on the
topic, one must consider if they
trust the Internet to continue successfully without regulations, or if
they want to risk stifling competition immediately as a preventative
measure. CR
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The Libertarian Take on Immigration
The answer doesn’t lie in higher fences or amnesty
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Immigration presents itself as an
issue with two sides, the first being
the national security problem. As
the past two decades have shown,
we live in a time in which every
choice regarding foreign policy our
country makes carries significant
consequences. For example, since
we share our southern border with
Mexico, it is important that the
United States maintain friendly relations with the Mexican government
while also, protecting our country
from people using that border as a
means to inflict harm on our nation.
However, the other side of
this issue is what complicates it.
Many people believe we have an
obligation to welcome those into
our country who are seeking help
since the very foundation
of our Declaration of Independence is predicated
on the idea that all men
are entitled to the pursuit
of happiness. In order to
live up to the values our
nation was founded on,
we should accept that this
applies not only to our citizens, but
also to those who seek to take part
in our economic and social systems.
Many, if not most of these
immigrants seek nothing more than
a better life for themselves and their
families and are willing to bear the
consequences of getting caught
crossing the border illegally in order

are willing to do the jobs that our
own citizens find too demeaning.
If America is truly a country built
on the principles of hard work and
risk tasking, why should we exclude
those who exhibit good qualities
from our nation?
The problem then is not
with the people crossing the border,
but the laws we have constructed to
essentially keep them out. The immigration process is a bureaucratic
nightmare with a design that makes
it difficult to enter the country. What
we need is a simpler alternative for
those who so desperately want a better life and are willing to contribute
to our economy in the process.
First, immigration laws need
to facilitate immigration rather than
congest it. Unfortunately, we do
not live in a time in which everyone
seeks to enter this country for honest reasons, which results in limiting
immigration to its bare minimum.
However, as millions of people are

background checks relating to the
interested person’s intentions into
coming to America, would be able
to process more people and lead to
a lower percentage of those choosing to come into the country illegally. This would reduce the number
of honest people trying to illegally
cross the border and those left
crossing illegally would be mostly
limited to people with less than honest intentions.
The money saved from the
cutbacks on immigration bureaucracy could be used to improve the
quality of border security and keep
those out that seek to do harm. This
money would not be spent on higher fences, but on better-trained law
enforcement officers who would be
more than capable of dealing with
the decreased number of illegal immigrants. Furthermore, a simpler
and more streamlined immigration
system would cultivate an environment in which we would have less
issues with arresting and
deporting people who only
want to better their future.
Next, we need to
deal with those who have
already immigrated illegally.
Amnesty sends the message
that America doesn’t enforce it laws, and thus would
also encourage more illegal
immigration. However, strict penalties and massive roundups send the
message that we don’t want immigrants. We certainly should want immigrants, as they provide a substantial economic benefit in the form
of taxes and simple demand for
services. The free market depends

The problem then is not with
the people crossing the border, but
the laws we have constructed to
essentially keep them out.
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entering the country without our
knowledge, it seems like the laws
we have made for security purposes
are failing dramatically. The solution then is not to ramp up security
and make the process longer, as this
just encourages circumventing the
system. A simpler and more effi-

on a flow of labor constantly bringing new money into the system. The
millions of waiting immigrants could and would
provide that.
The solution lies in
giving these immigrants a
federally recognized legal
status, as suggested by Ed
Krayewski, associate editor of Reason.com. This would allow these
no longer illegal immigrants to apply for licenses, open bank accounts,
and do other things that allow them
to assimilate into an American lifestyle such as paying taxes. In addition, these laws should make it clear
that no employer would be punished

for hiring someone of this status. building walls or letting people get
States could decide what local privi- away with breaking the law. The
solution comes from a
streamlined immigration
system and an opportunity
for those immigrants already living here to live the
life they dreamed of when
they crossed the border.
leges to give or deny these people. We have millions of people willing
While this would not be equal to a and ready to work hard and become
full citizenship, it would allow hon- the much-needed impetus behind a
est, hard-working people to partici- full economic recovery. We should
pate in America’s economic system give them the chance to exemplify
while reaping the benefits of the the principles that our founding fasystem they are paying into.
thers brought to this country nearly
The solution to America’s two and a half centuries ago.
issues with immigration lie not in
CR

Immigration laws need to facilitate
immigration rather than congest it
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Disappearing Dads and the
Social Crisis of Fatherlessness
Why Conservatives Must Champion the Two-Parent Family
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Civil rights, the feminist
movement, the sexual revolution:
When we study twentieth-century
American history, great social
movements and transformations
like these play prominent roles –
they lie at the heart of high-school
and college curricula across the
nation. But what about another
relatively recent, ongoing social
transformation? What
about fatherlessness,
and the breakdown of
the two-parent family
unit? One might argue
that such, among others, is simply a desirable
side-effect of the aforementioned movements.
But is fatherlessness
really only a supposedly
neutral or even positive side-effect? Is the
fact that more and more
children are growing up
without their fathers not
a serious social crisis in the United
States today?
More than 60% of inmates (exact estimates vary) in the
United States grew up in broken
homes, a figure well above the
national average (upward of one
third). They did not have the
luxury of spending a childhood
with both of their biological parents – in most cases, their fathers
abandoned them. As such, there

ship between growing up without
a biological father and the likelihood of accumulating a criminal
record. Obviously, not all biological fathers are great fathers, and,
indeed, there are many wonderful
adoptive and step-fathers in the
world. When speaking in generalities, however, it is clear that
fathers who are not genetically related to the children they are raising tend to exhibit a lower level
of commitment and investment
than do biological fathers. This
does not imply that non-biological

conservatives have long expressed
their support for the two-parent
family consisting of a biological
mother and father – even in the
face of the sexual revolution and
the rise of alternative lifestyles,
their position has not evolved all
that much. Unfortunately, this
has caused many at the opposite
end of the political spectrum to
dismiss social conservatism as
archaic, overly traditionalist, and
even backward; they commonly
assume that there is no legitimate
logic behind the conservative ideology, rejecting it without further
consideration.
Unsurprisingly,
marriage rates have
declined steadily in the
United States since
the early 1970s. In the
process, marriage has
become desacralized:
It is no longer widely
viewed as a binding
covenant that is to be
maintained except under
the most exceptional of
circumstances; it has become a mere pathway to
self-fulfillment, and if it
no longer provides this
individual gratification, it is seen
as no longer worth maintaining.
Accordingly, divorce has morphed
from a place of abnormality to
one of commonality. At the same
time, from entertainment shows
and advertisements to the ubiquitous availability of online pornography, our culture is increasingly
saturated with an overt sexuality
that continues to win more acceptance in the public sphere. The

One does not require an advanced degree
in mathematics to realize that two parents
have much more economic potential than
one. Similarly, two parents living with
their children are able to invest far more
time and energy in their children than one
parent or a second parent who does not
live with his children could.
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fathers should be condemned or
ostracized; what it does mean,
however, is that as a general rule,
children do best when raised with
their biological fathers in the
home.
Beyond an increased likelihood of criminality, though, is
there any additional significance
to fatherhood, fatherlessness, and
a committed marriage relationship
as it relates to child-rearing? Social

results of these developments
siblings, and the place of resireplace biological ones. As menshould come as no surprise: 41%
dence. In other words, socioecotioned previously, this is certainly
of American children were born
nomic status alone cannot account true in some cases. If speaking
out of wedlock in 2013 (one estifor these increased risk factors
to a general trend, however, this
mate even claims 48%),
assertion does not hold
and of these, well over
water. Social sciWhat it does mean, however, is that in much
half go to sleep without
entists have established
their biological fathers
– for evolutionorder to foster a healthy society, we must be that
in the home every
ary, cultural, genetic, or
night. Nationwide, 43%
reasons – biologiable to establish priorities without the fear other
of American children
cal fathers are far more
do not live with their
in their children
of making people uncomfortable in the event invested
fathers. Furthermore,
than anyone else, save
roughly one third of our that these priorities do not align with their the biological mother.
children live with single
This manifests itself in
personal opinions.
mothers, almost half of
a number of statistics,
whom live in poverty.
such as greater child
These single mothers –
abuse and sexual abuse
inevitably left without adequate
– the oft-cited culture of poverty
rates within step-families and the
child support from the father – are may not even be the most signifigreater fragility of step-families
left to scramble for various partcant factor; fatherlessness plays a
altogether, with the father more
time jobs and consequently can
central role.
likely to leave if the children he is
only with great difficulty invest
Of course, single-parentraising are not his own offspring.
sufficient time and energy in their hood is closely related to povOthers might claim that a single
children.
erty itself, as families headed by
parent can raise children as effecNaturally, this begs a ques- single mothers are approximately
tively as two parents, and again,
tion: Are the decreasing marriage
five times as likely to be poor as
in exceptional cases, that is true.
rates, the desacralizing of marfamilies with an intact marriage.
It is unquestionable that there are
riage, the trivialization of divorce, There are numerous other harmful some amazing single parents out
and the sexual perversion of our
consequences of fatherlessness,
there, both male and female. The
culture real social problems? Or
as well. According to the Census
poster-child for this exception
are they merely fictional strawBureau, 70% of juvenile delinbeing the famous retired pediatric
men erected by dissatisfied tradiquents come from homes where
neurosurgeon and possible presitionalists who are upset by these
the father is absent. The Center
dential candidate Dr. Benjamin
cultural transformations? Is there
for Disease Control states that
Carson, who was raised by a single
a logic behind conservatives’
85% of children with behavioral
teenage mother. However, Carson,
endorsement of the two-parent,
disorders have no father in the
like so many others, is the outlier,
biological family unit?
home. Other risk factors include a not the rule. One does not require
In the last few decades,
substantially greater likelihood of
an advanced degree in mathematsocial scientists of all stripes have child abuse, poor academic perics to realize that two parents have
gathered a wealth of information
formance, substance abuse, and
much more economic potential
that convincingly answers these
emotional or psychological issues, than one. Similarly, two parents
questions. Princeton sociologist
including depression, anxiety, and
living with their children are able
Sarah McLanahan, for example,
even suicide. And in relation to
to invest far more time and energy
argues that “children who grow
serious crime, the National Fain their children than one parent
up with only one of their biotherhood Initiative calculated in
or a second parent who does not
logical parents are disadvantaged
the 1990s that 70% of long-term
live with his children could.
across the board” in that they are
prisoners in American jails grew
The vast amount of re“twice as likely to drop out of
up without their fathers. There is
search that has been conducted in
high school, 2.5 times as likely to
little reason to believe that this
the past thirty years convincingly
become teen mothers [which itself number has decreased. The fademonstrates that marriage and
perpetuates a cycle of poverty],
ther’s active engagement with and the two-parent family – especially
and 1.4 times as likely to be …
investment in the child is – like
with biological parents – is a social
out of school and out of work.”
the mother’s – absolutely vital for
good. Unfortunately and for comWhat is most significant about
the child’s physical, emotional, and plex reasons, much of the general
these conclusions, however, is that psychological well-being. Parents
populace remains largely unfathey were reached after adjusting
matter. Fatherhood matters.
miliar with these crucial discoverfor variables such as race, sex, the
Some might argue that
ies. Reasons as to why this might
parents’ education, the number of adoptive fathers or stepfathers can be are complex. One reasonable
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guess is that social agendas that
associate the two-parent family
with a traditionalistic and allegedly
oppressive patriarchal system have
spoken more loudly and vigorously than the voices behind this
growing base of evidence. The
numbers plainly contradict the
progressive wisdom regarding the
supposed sublimity of alternative
lifestyles, and actively emphasizing
them would therefore not be in
the interest of these social agendas.
Another reason, which is
particularly relevant to this article,
is that advancing the notion that a
two-parent biological family offers
the most ideal set of preconditions for successful child-rearing
might quickly be interpreted by
some people to betray subtle sentiments of sexism or homophobia.
Making such unwarranted assumptions, however, serves no purpose
other than to suppress meaningful and productive dialogue and
thereby inhibit the free exchange
of ideas – and, in this case, of
vital information. It should not
be necessary to say, therefore,
that this article is meant solely to
highlight the veritable social crisis
that is fatherlessness and to call
attention to the deleterious consequences of the breakdown of the
biological family unit.
Fatherlessness and its
outgrowths are problems that affect us all, and if we have the best
interests of the nation and succeeding generations at heart, we
should all be united in promoting
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committed fatherhood as a social
good. In the same vein, we should
endorse the marriage relationship
as a social good because it creates
the ideal preconditions for committed parenthood and successful child rearing. Additionally, it
would be wise to emphasize the
importance of commitment and
the “assumption of permanence”
upon entering into a marriage. Social psychologists have concluded,
unsurprisingly, that entering into
a marriage with the assumption
that “this is it” greatly decreases
the likelihood of divorce. On the
other hand, those who enter into
a marriage thinking that they will
remain married as long as the
relationship is personally fulfilling to them are much more likely
to divorce. Something as simple
as the individual mentality with
which ones goes into a marriage is
therefore tremendously influential.
In a more tangible vein,
renowned Rutgers University
sociologist David Popenoe proposes that “marriage preparation” should become part of high
school curricula throughout the
nation in order to inform young
people about the societal importance, complexities, and challenges
of marriage relationships. Particularly in the realm of communication, marriage counselors conclude
that many married couples simply
do not know how to defuse situations and come to peaceful resolutions. Stress and disagreement
are not the reason for divorce;
it is how couples handle stress

and disagreement that results in
the breakdown of marriages. Of
course, what a renewed veneration
of marriage requires us to do is
to step back from the relativistic
worldview that all ways of life are
equally commendable. It is indisputable that some family and parenting patterns are preferable to
others because they offer children
a more advantageous environment
in which to grow. This does not
mean that all other lifestyles must
become outlawed or demonized or
that we must force people to get
married because marriage is certainly not everyone’s calling. What
it does mean, however, is that in
order to foster a healthy society,
we must be able to establish priorities without the fear of making
people uncomfortable in the event
that these priorities do not align
with their personal opinions.
In many ways, our nation is
sick. Openly and forcefully reasserting the importance of lasting,
committed marriage relationships
and the invaluable presence of
both biological parents in a child’s
life would constitute a first step
on the path to recuperation. With
the wealth of scientific and socialscientific studies at their backs,
conservatives should have no trouble advancing this position. The
evidence sends a powerful message; conservatives need only have
the courage and genuine compassion for the current and succeeding generations to do the same.
CR
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What does it mean to be
happy? I do not mean feelings of
pleasure, or health (although those
could be ingredients). What do
you think of when you consider
authentic happiness? What gives
you fulfillment? For many of us,
the answer may be the night out
on Franklin Street, hitting a new
record for reps in the gym, or a
smile from our crush in Philosophy class. Even if we say one of
those (good) things, however, it is
hard to say what precisely about
each of those things makes us
happy.
It should be clear by now
that I mean a happiness that does
not rely upon emotional satisfaction. There is good reason for this
conclusion: emotions are elusive,
whimsical things, liable to extraneous non-rational factors. According to a 2013 Harris poll, only
about one in three Americans feels
“very happy.”
A TIME magazine article,
also from 2013, examining the
sources of happiness found that
38% of respondents reported an
uplifted mood when browsing social media, but 60% said it did not
make them happier. Intriguingly,
the same article found that Republicans are happier than Democrats
by about 6% - and have been for
years. Also interestingly, the article
found that 76% believed others
portrayed themselves on social
media as happier than they really
were, but that 78% believe their
own social media showed themselves as happy as they truly are.
The salient point that I
am trying to clarify, however, is
the disjuncture between emotional feelings of happiness and
authentic happiness. Most people
seem to understand the distinction

intuitively. If you ask someone
what makes them feel happy, they
can tell you fairly accurately that
social media uplifts their mood.
However, if you ask them if they
are happy, affirmative responses
drop significantly. Thus, there is
a clear psychological gap between
feelings of happiness and genuine
happiness.
Now think of the related
question: what is the good life?
It is somewhat non-politically
correct to posit an ideal human
life, or to assert that one life is
better lived than another. But,
again, most people recognize
the distinction intuitively: which
life would you rather lead, that
of a slave in ancient Greece, or
that of a modern middle-class
America? Even the modern mania
for self-improvement in various
areas evidences this psychological
assumption: why else improve, if
you did not believe one life to be
better than another, one way of
living happier than another?
If you watch modern television, you may come away with
the idea that the good life, the
happy life, is to grow rich from
illegal drug sales while revenging
yourself on your enemies. Or to
grow powerful from shadowy political maneuvering while revenging yourself on your enemies. If
you listen to modern liberals, you
may believe that your happiness is
dependent upon your social niche,
upon the enjoyment of vague and
various “rights.” I would like to
assert that all of these ideas, as
well as others not specified here,
are quite wrong.
To be sure, I acknowledge
that social identity (and its consequences) plays a role in shaping
individual happiness. But to make
that the sine qua non is quite
mistaken. To find the source of
authentic happiness, we need to
return to the ethical theory of the
greatest ancient thinker, Aristotle.
In his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle argues that the key

to enduring happiness is a way of
life in accordance with virtue. He
advocates this link, between virtue
and happiness, by observing that
human beings have a particular
capacity – reason. Alone among
all other animals, humans can
think and speak and live abstractly.
Aristotle posits that what a human
being is, most of all, his rationality, which is an aspect of his soul.
Thus, what fulfills this aspect
most, will most of all fulfill man’s
interior nature. Only virtue can do
so, and therefore only virtue can
lead to deep happiness.
A crucial consideration
for Aristotle is the acquisition of
virtue. He divides virtue into two
kinds: virtues of thought, such
as practical judgment, and virtues
of character, such as temperance.
The soul acquires the former by
means of teaching, the latter, by
means of habit. We acquire virtues of character, then, by performance: “we become just by doing
things that are just, temperate by
doing things that are temperate,
courageous by doing things that
are courageous.” The repeated
performance of a given virtue
over time brings about an “active condition” in the soul, which
determines our interior happiness.
The fundamental ingredient, so to speak, in Aristotle’s
thought is that individual acts –
even of the smallest magnitude
– are crucial to the formation of
virtue, and so, to happiness. What
we do when we think nobody else
is watching, what we do when
everybody is watching, all shapes
our souls in a virtuous or a vicious
way.
As Alasdair MacIntyre, in
his influential work After Virtue, argues, we need a revival of
Aristotle’s virtue-ethics. Unless, as
a culture, we begin to understand
that the cultivation of virtue leads
to the only truly happy life, our
modern dislocation will continue
as we drift on the seas of emotional caprice. CR
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Looking Towards 2016
A look at the 2016 Potential Presidential Candidates on Both Sides of the Aisle
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wrote his book America the Beautiful: Rediscovering What Made America
Great, and for his speech at the
National Prayer Breakfast, where
he criticized Obama’s policies on
taxation and healthcare. Carson
has also made groundbreaking
strides in his work separating
conjoined twins and is now the
Director for Pediatric Neurosurgery at Johns Hopkins Hospital.
Dr. Carson said he is considering
a White House run, and a SuperPAC made to draft him to run
called “Run Ben Run” has also
been created.
Sliding in at number three
on the list is New Jersey Governor
Chris Christie. Christie has historically been grouped with more
moderate candidates like Mitt
Romney and Jeb Bush because of
his policies as governor, but he
has a special advantage, should
he run for president. Christie has
an outstanding record of working
with the Democrat majority in the
New Jersey General Assembly and
Senate on tax reform and entitlement spending. However, his long
running battle with teacher unions
in New Jersey, and the so-called
“Bridgegate” scandal that shut
down George Washington bridge
will definitely be tough obstacles
to overcome, should he enter the
GOP primary race.
The rest of the potential
presidential hopefuls are much
further behind in the polls, so we
won’t spend much time on them
here, but it is important to note
that former Arkansas Governor
Mike Huckabee, Senator Rand
Paul, and Wisconsin governor
Scott Walker are all considering
making a bid for the White House.
Mike Huckabee made a White
House run in 2008, but flopped,

largely because his evangelical
Christian persona was a turn-off
to many moderate conservatives.
Should he run in 2016, his platform would have to be shaped
much differently to appeal to the
growing change in the Republican
base. Senator Rand Paul is the
son of the infamous libertarianminded Congressman Ron Paul,
who has ran for president himself
three times before. Rand Paul is
a libertarian-leaning Republican,
like his father, but a little more
to the center on foreign policy
issues. Rand Paul has been championed as a hero by libertarians
for filibustering the nomination of
John Brennen to the CIA due to
his agenda to possibly use drones
domestically. Finally, Scott Walker
has become well known in the political community for staring down
the unions of Wisconsin and winning a recall election that unions
put together over making Wisconsin a right-to-work state. He has
strong executive leadership skills,
but would have trouble getting
the backing of any unions if he
decides to run in 2016. At the time
of press, Scott Walker was leading
the preliminary Iowa Republican
Presidential caucus.
On the Democrat side of
things, the pool of candidates is
much smaller and it’s no secret
that party favorite Hillary Clinton
is more than likely vying for her
party’s nomination. Running on
her husband’s legacy in the White
House, as well as her time as Secretary of State in the Obama administration, Clinton is definitely
the favorite among Democrats and
mounting a campaign against her
will be an uphill battle. She currently leads every poll that she is a
part of, including the preliminary
Iowa Democrat Presidential caucus, where she is 40 points ahead
of second place. Although general
election polls are mostly unreliable
this far in advance of the election, it is important to note that
Clinton leads every Republican
matchup that there has been a poll
conducted on, including Jeb Bush
(5 point spread), Chris Christie (6
point spread), and Rand Paul (3
point spread). There has been a
Super-PAC created to draft Clin-

ton to run for president known
as “Ready for Hillary” as well as a
Super-PAC specifically for getting Clinton elected called “HillaryPAC”. As a side note, Hillary
Clinton is the only potential candidate that already has a Super-PAC
created specifically to stop her
from becoming president, which is
simply called “Stop Hillary PAC”.
Another (sort of) potential
Democrat presidential candidate is
Massachusetts Senator Elizabeth
Warren. Labeled “Focahontas”
by some Republican pundits for
falsely claiming that she was part
Cherokee, Warren has generated
significant buzz within the Democrat Party because she is the only
person as of now that is coming
close to challenging Hillary Clinton. Despite the fact that she is
second in nearly every Democrat
primary poll, Warren has repeatedly told the media she will not
run for president. She has told
the Super-PAC “Ready for Warren” to use its fundraising efforts
on Democrat Senate campaigns
and “not confuse donors about a
non-existent run for president.”
Warren has made numerous
straightforward statements saying
she is not going to run, but many
Democrats see Warren as the only
true alternative to Hillary Clinton.
“Ready for Warren” has said that
they will continue to attempt to
draft Warren to run for president,
claiming that she is “the best one
for the job”. It should be noted
that she is still included (and doing
relatively well) in Democrat primary polls being conducted. Who
knows if she will change her mind
and decide to run, but if she does,
it will be a steep climb to knock
off the established and favored
Hillary Clinton.
The only other Democrat
that has had their name thrown
around in the potential candidate
conversation is Vice President
Joe Biden. If Biden were to run,
he would have history on his
side, but little else. It is a truism
in American politics that if the
president isn’t running again, the
vice president will almost always,
and many times win. Such was the
case with Richard Nixon, Hubert
Humphrey, Robert McCarthy, and

Robert Kennedy. However, few
VPs have gone up against someone as powerful as Hillary Clinton
in their primaries. If Biden were
to run, he would not only be up
against a powerful Democrat candidate, he would also be up against
his own public image. Biden has
been notorious for speaking without thinking and causing political
firestorms for the White House,
such as when he said “Your policy
has been one which I fully understand—I’m not second-guessing—
of one child per family”(speaking
about China’s one child per family
policy). Biden is very far behind
Hillary Clinton in the polls and
there is no Super-PAC actively
supporting Vice President Biden,
as of yet.
No other Democrat candidates score high enough in polls
to talk in depth about here, but
it would be remiss if I failed to
mention that Independent Vermont Senator Bernie Sanders (who
caucuses with the Democrats)
and New York Governor Andrew
Cuomo are both considering bids
for the Democrat nomination.
Senator Sanders is a radical leftist, who is getting the backing of
Democrat Socialists of America
and champions some of the most
liberal policies in the Senate, such
as a single-payer healthcare system
and expanded social security. Governor Cuomo has a track record
of implementing liberal policies
in his state, including strict gun
control laws, and raising taxes, but
has also lifted a ban on hydraulic
fracturing and reduced public employee pensions, signaling a more
moderate platform.
Regardless of who decides
to run, this election year will be a
memorable one for both parties.
Republicans are looking to complete the trifecta with the House,
Senate, and the White House, and
Democrats are looking to keep
control of the executive branch so
that Republican legislation will be
hindered at the president’s desk.
I, for one, am looking forward to
hearing 20 different people “approve this message”, and I’m sure
the rest of the country is too.
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MISSION
STATEMENT
Carolina Review is a journal of conservative thought and opinion published at the
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, founded by a group of graduate and
undergraduate students in 1993. Carolina Review has been the most visible and
consistent voice of conservatism on campus, providing students with an alternative
to the left-wing orthodoxy promoted by other student publications, professors, and
student groups.
Our purpose is to show students that a political philosophy of conservatism, free
thought, and individual liberty is an intelligent way of looking at the
world—contrary to what they may hear in the classrooms and on campus.
We believe the University should be a forum for rational and informed
debate--instead of the current climate in which ideological dogma, political
correctness, fashion, and mob mentality interfere with academic pursuit.
We believe any attempt to establish utopia is bound to meet with failure and,
more often than not, disaster.
We believe free enterprise and economic growth, especially at the local level,
provide the basis for a sound society.
We believe the University is an important battleground in the “war of ideas”
and the outcomes of political battles of the future are, to a great degree, being
determined on campuses today.
We believe a code of honor, integrity and rationality are the fundamental
characteristics of individual success. There is no excuse for lack of individual
initiative.
We emphatically oppose totalitarianism and its apologists.

