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Dear Readers,
 The 2020 Presidential election is approaching the end of its second full 
week, and no one is backing down. For the first time in most of our lives,  we are 
experiencing what our parents knew during the uncertain month following the 
2000 contest between George W. Bush and Al Gore. But this time the uncertainty 
is six times greater; over six swing states instead of one, in a country six times 
more divided (if not more); the outcome six times more consequential to the 
future of the Republic. 
 No doubt most of us were disheartened to see the outporing of gleeful 
honking and shouting; jubilant, maskless gloating that filled Franklin Street 
upon the realization that major press organizations had declared Joe Biden the 
winner. This was, though, unsurprising. Chapel Hill unmasked is if nothing else, 
a hodgepodge of socially leftist Bohemianism; built on foundations of smug 

pseudointellectualism, wrapped up in a bonnet of performative activism. For us 
that subscribe to a traditional worldview, believe America is not foundationally 
evil, or even those that just don’t want their taxes raised, we often find ourselves 
strangers in a strange land. But recognizing the importance of the University of 
North Carolina in maintaining the social and political health of the Republic, we 
endeavour to shout out a voice of reason into the whipping winds of insanity.
 This edition is our best yet. We discuss the history of voter fraud, how 
Big Tech surpressed the Hunter Biden scandal, logical flaws in voting rights ac-
tivism, and the foreign policy horrors that would come with a Biden administra-
tion. Our new legal columnist Adam Skrzecz explains Biden’s plans to pack the 
Supreme Court, and a guest contributor from across the country argues in favor 
of abolishing the 17th Amendment. I am thrilled to announce that we have also 
revived hallmarks of our publication from a decade prior: Paradigms & Princi-
ples, and even better, ‘The Rub’ with our new satirist Elliot Gualano. 
 Since taking over as E-i-C of the Review I have been pleasantly surprised 
at every turn to find the secret world of conservatism at UNC is much larger than 
any of us imagine. So press on, conservatives— the world grows darker but your 
persistence shines brightly. 
 And, as always, join us!

Lux Libertas,

Bryson Piscitelli 
Editor-in-Chief

From the Editor in Chief
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ussian Collusion! 
For three years we 
were subjected to 
this in practically 
every headline, 

until it magically vanished from 
political discourse. 
 It cannot be overstated 
how unprecedented it was for 
every major media outlet to con-
spire towards having the President 
removed from office, and presum-
ably, tried for treason. Despite the 
fact that the Russian Collusion 
stuff was hot air from the get-go, 
the Democratic Party had bought 
into it wholesale. Candidates ran 
on impeachment. And in 2019 they 
almost successfully impeached 
Donald Trump in a vote that fell 
along party lines. But do forget, 
I suppose, that the impeachment 
was not actually about Russia, but 
rather Ukraine. Or something. I’ve 
forgotten, to be honest.
 Now the establishmen-

tarian media has produced us a 
new fundament for the imaginary 
‘national conversation:’ Joe Biden 

won the 2020 election. Every 
major network called it, after all! 
It would be anti-American, no, 
anti-democracy to not forget their 
near-unanimity in a complete 
‘nothingburger’ only a short time 
ago.
 Let’s put aside the sarcasm 
for a moment. The country is 
now split along ideological lines 
over a very simple question: Are 

our elections truly free and fair? 
My answer to you as a student of 
American history is: no, not really. 
And they never really have been. 
More specifically, the idea that 
voter fraud is a ‘conspiracy theory’ 
is laughable historically speaking.
 Let’s start two hundred 
years ago. The Democratic Party’s 
old history was practically founded 
on voter fraud. Jacksonian democ-
racy (franchising the masses as 
opposed to just the elite) quickly 
led to party machines growing in 
places like New York City where 
unions gave out pre-filled ballots 
to be turned in by less-than-literate 
members, allowing easy manipula-
tion of election counts. Fraud was 
so rampant that Tammany Hall 
bosses openly boasted the phrase 
“vote early and vote often.” 
 Or take the 1876 election. 
(That’s post-Civil-War— some 
living people’s parents were alive 
then) where Rutherford B. Hayes 
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Democracy’s Façade 
is Crumbling

America is experiencing  a color 
revolution. It’s time to admit it: vot-
ing was rigged and has been before.

R
Are our elections tru-
ly free and fair? My 
answer to you as a 
student of American 
history is: no, not 
really. And they never 
really have been.

“
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made the infamous ‘corrupt bar-
gain’ to exchange a rigged Re-
publican victory for withdrawing 
troops out of the South and ending 
reconstruction.
 If that’s too old for you, 
look to the 1960 election. John 
Kennedy (whose father was so cor-
rupt that FDR famously put him in 
charge of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission because of his 
insider knowledge on Wall Street’s 
criminal ways) beat Richard Nixon 
because of only two states: Illinois 
and Texas. In Chicago, the Mafia 
rigged the vote to win Illinois by 
a fraction of a percentage point. 
Kennedy’s running mate LBJ has 
long been speculated of dirty tricks 
in Texas, including running votes 
accords the border, to get the state 
to go for JFK. To political insiders 
the fraud was apparent, and Nixon  
was so traumatized by the stolen 
loss that he masterminded the Wa-
tergate scandal twelve years later 
to ensure victory. Another instance 

of a common corrupt element of 
Washington politics only contro-
versial because it was revealed to 
the public.
 1960 is still a while ago, 
you might say... but only when we 
college students were born, 2000, 
is another perfect example of a 
‘rigged’ US election. We all know 
the infamous Bush v. Gore contro-
versy in Florida. Studies showed 
less than a year after Bush’s 
inaugural that Gore actually won 
Florida by ~100 votes, despite the 
courts (and counties) intervening 
and making Bush win. If Flori-
da was called correctly, in other 
words, Gore would have been 
President. So already we have a 
recent instance of a Presidential 
candidate having an election stolen 
from him. 
 But in terms of rigging 
votes, in the eve of the electors’ 
vote, Gore aide Bob Beckel failed 
in a secret attempt to sway electors 
to jump ship and vote for Gore. It 

even caused the RNC chairman to 
respond with an email asking staff 
to “Help Stop Democratic Elector-
al Tampering.”
 But if you really want 
evidence of actual, hardcore ballot 
tampering in recent memory, just 
look 4 years back! Those familiar 
with the 2016 Bernie Sanders cam-
paign remember (and not fondly) 
that Bernie’s primary votes were 
being stuffed everywhere except 
ballot boxes. Dumpsters, carted 
off in cars... it’s an open secret in 
the DNC that the vote was rigged 
against Bernie because he was too 
radical for the party ticket.
 To make a long story short: 
American politics are corrupt. 
Election fraud is part of that. Many 
politicians and most of the legacy 
newsmedia are part of the ruling 
class of the American Empire; a 
class that profits from the pub-
lic’s complacency and belief that 
the system is fair while our elite 
profits from pillaging 3rd world 
countries with wars and resource 
extraction. Donald Trump, while 
once part of this group, represents 
an enormous existential threat to 
our global empire’s continuity, 
globalization itself, and the elite’s 
safety. By believing a New York 
Times/Twitter/Google ‘fact check’ 
that election fraud is fake, you’re 
believing a lie used to keep the 
ruling political class in power.

In a February 2020 Gallup poll, 59% 
of Americans had no confidence in 
the honesty of elections.

‘StopTheSteal’ protests across every swing state culminated in 
the Million MAGA March, where hundreds of thousands of Trump 

supporters gathered in Washington, D.C. on 14 Nov. to declare that 
they don’t buy the election results.



ver the past few 
months leading 
up to the election, 
Twitter, Facebook 
and Youtube have 

both used their control over the 
public’s access to information to 
silence conservatives. Any in-
formation that these companies 
deem as ‘disinformation’ (in other 
words, anything negative about 
Joe Biden) is swiftly ‘fact checked’ 
or censored outright. 
 Most notably, on October 
15th, the New York Post published 
a breaking exposé story on Joe 
Biden’s son Hunter concerning his 
emails with an energy executive in 
Ukraine. Facebook quickly took 
steps to limit the spread of the 
article and said it would
be fact checked. Meanwhile, Twit-
ter took an even more aggressive 
step by disabling the Post’s Twitter 
account while also not allowing 
users to share the article. No mat-

ter your political views, this should 
concern you. 

 

 
 
   

In this era of “cancel culture”, 
exceptional journalism that search-
es for the truth is dying. The NY 
Post was transparent about where 
they obtained this information on 
Hunter Biden’s involvement with 
Ukraine while his father was Vice 
president.
 Hunter Biden’s laptop was 
taken to a computer repair shop in 
Biden’s home state of Delaware in
April 2019 which never got picked 
up. The shop owner was concerned 
about the information he found on
the laptop, and alerted the FBI, 

who obtained it in December 2019. 
He also made a copy of the hard 
drive and gave it to Robert Costel-
lo, Rudy Guiliani’s lawyer, who 
later notified the NY Post about it 
in late September.
 It makes utterly no sense at 
all why Hunter Biden, who in fact 
was receiving $50,000 a month in
salary from the energy firm, intro-
duced his father, who was VP at 
the time, to Vadym Pozharskyi , an
advisor to the board of Burisma.
All the facts were there in the NY 
Post story, with clear pictures of 
the documents and the emails,
which prove that Joe Biden 
lied about his involvement with 
Ukraine. From a journalistic stand-
point, this is a “right to know” 
story for the American public as 
it is breaking news about a presi-
dential candidate who is running 
in the election, and could be the 
country’s next president.
Ultimately, what stands out more 
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Big Tech
Must Be Stopped

What the New York Post Hunter 
Biden story tells us about Silicon 

Valley’s grip on our country

O
We are living through 
a total collapse in 
journalistic 
standards.

“
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to me is how the media, big tech 
companies and the ruling elites of 
the Democratic Party are so visibly 
trying to hide this story from the 
public’s view; not the single
Hunter Biden scandal. Twitter and 
Facebook are purposely covering 
up this highly important informa-
tion that the public has the right 
to know, all because they support 
Biden and hate Trump.
What happened to fair reporting 
and the “marketplace of ideas” in 
journalism?
 I was appalled that two of 
the biggest tech companies in our 
country did this. The fact that huge 
media and technology companies 
continue to censor other view-
points, particularly conservative, 
should make the American people 
concerned about what is at stake 
for the future of America. America 
is so unique because our country 
has freedom of speech in a democ-
racy, unlike many countries, like 
China where citizens have major 
limits on their freedom of speech.
It is not the job for big tech giants 
to censor and fact check stories 
which is a total suppression of
our freedom of speech. George 
Orwell said it himself: truth is the 

new hate speech . Truth in this day 
and age is anything that conflicts 
with the mainstream narrative. 
Unfortunately, that is the reality to-
day. The more society sways away 
from the truth, the more it hates 
those who speak it.
Pure Hypocrisy
CNN, MSNBC, the Washington 
Post and The New York Times reg-
ularly publish unsubstantiated
claims about Trump. Neither 
Twitter nor Facebook ever attempt 
to limit people’s access to those 
articles.
 The New York Times falsely 
reported in 2017 that the Trump 
campaign was involved with 
Russia to steal the 2016 election. 
The media went crazy, labeling 
it “one of the biggest scandals in 
American history” and big tech 
companies did nothing to censor 
or fact check it. In addition, the 
Times published a “bombshell” 
story about Trump’s tax returns 
on September 27. There was no 
skepticism about it and no
one even questioned the facts of 
the article. Yet, big tech and the 
media attack the New York Post,
another major newspaper in Amer-
ica, on its Hunter Biden story that 

is equally as important for Ameri-
cans to read. 
 As one of the most recog-
nized newspapers in America that 
prides itself on its slogan, “all the
news that’s fit to print”, The New 
York Times truly has an immense 
opposition to that, and the fiasco 
with Senator Cotton’s opinion 
piece published in June that their 
staff chose to take down is not 
representative of the journalistic 
values The New York Times claims 
to believe in. Overall, the Hunt-
er Biden story exposed the tech 
giants of Silicon Valley and their 
efforts to protect Biden at every 
cost. This is not about politics, but 
the power that Twitter and Face-
book have to tell people what to 
read and what not to read. There 
needs to be more discussion about 
this or else America will keep 
transforming into a controlled 
dystopian society where big tech 
controls everyone.

Another Hunter Biden Laptop  
Picture: the Crack Pipe 

Left: A Flattering Picture of Hunter Biden’s Debauchery, Oft Cen-
sored by Big Tech. Right: Hunter For the Cameras.



ince President Trump’s 
nomination of Judge 
Amy Coney Barrett to 
the United States Su-
preme Court, the nation 

has watched the President’s op-
posing party go to great lengths in 
marshalling all the “arrows in their 
quiver” to respond. In the lead-
up to and since Justice Barrett’s 
swearing-in ceremony, both Senate 
and House Democrats have been 
open about their intent to nullify 
the effect on the Court Justice Bar-
rett may have if things “don’t go 
their way.” Here are three attain-
able ways they could alter the most 
sacred of our nation’s courtrooms:

Term Limits
 Article III, Section I of 
the United States Constitution 
provides that federal judges “shall 
hold their Offices during good Be-
havior.” Translated from its 18th 
Century vernacular, this provision 

allows federal judges, at all levels, 
to hold their posts for life or until 
they choose to retire. 
 Hence, to impose a “term 
limit” on federal judges would 
require a Constitutional amend-
ment. While difficult to achieve, 
the idea itself is not a new one. 
Several state judiciaries (including 
in North Carolina) have a manda-
tory retirement age for judges, and 
there are legitimate pros and cons 
to having a limit for judges who 
can (currently) only be removed 
by impeachment, death, and volun-
tary retirement. However, the life 
term implicates and perpetuates 
crucially important constitutional 
practices and doctrines (discussed 
later in this article). 

Jurisdiction Stripping 
 Contrary to the belief of 
some, the Supreme Court is the 
only judicial entity whose exis-
tence is Constitutionally mandat-

ed. Art. III, Sec. I also provides 
that it is Congress who “may from 
time to time ordain and establish 
… inferior Courts.” What is more 
surprising to those unfamiliar with 
the inner procedural workings of 
the courts is that, in the same way 
that Congress can add additional 
courts to those in described in the 
Constitution, it can also add – or 
take away – a court’s ability to 
hear certain kinds of cases, called 
“stripping the court of jurisdic-
tion.” 
 Many people correct-
ly associate “jurisdiction” with 
physicals boundaries, spaces, and 
territories. But it also applies to 
subject matter (creatively termed 
“subject matter jurisdiction”), or 
the types of cases and controver-
sies the court can referee. Courts 
must have both “personal” (terri-
tory-based) and “subject matter” 
jurisdiction before it can hear a 
case. For areas of subject matter 
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not prescribed in the Constitution, 
it is for Congress to create jurisdic-
tion for courts to extend their reach 
to those collections of issues.
 Thus, in theory, a Congress 
with both houses controlled by 
Democrats could pass legislation 
to “strip” certain areas of subject 
matter from the Court’s jurisdic-
tion. Or rather than passing specif-
ic legislation to strip jurisdiction 
broadly, they could pass legislation 
on certain subjects in which they 
include provisions blocking it 
from any meaningful review by an 
Article III federal court, unless that 
legislation clearly involves serious 
constitutional questions.

“Court Packing” 
 “Court Packing” is prob-
ably the most publicized of the 
Democrats’ plans to alter the Court 
if the Republicans are able to con-
firm Judge Barrett. If for no other 
reason, it is arguably the most pub-
licized because top-of-the-ticket 
candidates often (very obviously) 
dodge the question whether they 
would in fact “pack the court” 

if elected. Eventually, however, 
Candidate Joe Biden finally admit-
ted that whether he would pack the 

court would effectively “depend 
on how [Republicans] handled 
Barrett’s appointment.”
 But what does this actually 
mean? Lucky for us, a President 
Biden would not be the first Dem-
ocrat to attempt the feat of bending 
the Court to his will through the 
jamming in of justices, nor is it the 
first time that this idea has gone 

over very, very poorly. 
 After many of his Great 
Depression recovery plans suffered 
defeat at the Supreme Court, Pres-
ident Franklin Roosevelt designed 
and introduced the Judicial Proce-
dures Reform Bill of 1937. Chief-
ly, the bill would have given FDR 
the ability to appoint one Supreme 
Court Justice for every sitting jus-
tice over the age of 70 years and 6 
months who refused to retire. If the 
bill had passed at the time, Roos-
evelt would have instantly made 
himself eligible to appoint another 
6 justices, bringing the Court’s 
total to 15. The most recent law on 
the matter at the time was Con-
gress’ Judiciary Act of 1869, in 
which the number of justices was 
fixed at nine. However, the Consti-
tution does not specify a number 
of justices, meaning it would only 
take Congressional action (signed 
by the President) to approve the 
change. 
 Contrary to the support re-

With the passing of the Court’s two anchoring polar-opposite legal 
personalities, Justices Scalia and Ginsburg, the body has lost its 

immunity to serious calls for expansion.

Source: HuffPost
(We know, we know!)

Lucky for us, a Presi-
dent Biden would not 
be the first Democrat 
to attempt the feat of 
bending the Court to 
his will through the 
jamming in of jus-
tices.

“
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ceived for his New Deal proposals, 
Roosevelt’s plan ultimately (and 
severely) lacked the public and 
Congressional support it needed. 

Moreover, one of the Justices most 
constitutionally opposed to many 
of FDR’s policies began switching 
his votes on various issues in the 
middle of the public discourse, 
prompting many to think that the 
Court began agreeing with Roos-
evelt to save its own skin (dubbed 
by many the “switch in time that 
saved nine”). This fiasco reignited 
public sentiments that the Court 
ought to structurally be held steady 
and free from political pressure to 
bend to popular will. 
 Though he hasn’t elab-

orated what form it would take, 
Candidate Biden has consistently 
revealed himself to be very much 
in favor of taking another crack at 
court packing because of the con-
firmation of Judge Barrett to the 
bench. He knows his core progres-
sive base would likely support it, 
but it is too unpopular with every-
one else, hence his refusal declare 
support until effectively after the 
election. But contrary to his own 
(quite dangerous) comments that 
voters “don’t deserve” to know his 
stance on court packing, here’s just 
a few reasons why they do.
 The Supreme Court 
protects invaluable 
counter-majoritarian in-
terests.
 Put bluntly, the Court pre-
vents tyranny. After confirmation, 
a Justice’s only allegiance is to the 
Constitution. Period. They serve 
life terms, are unaccountable to 
the people, and free from political 
pressure – for a reason. The Court 
gives the Constitution meaning by 
applying it to the cases which arise 

before it, and that meaning should 
be unaffected by temporary popu-
lar hysterics. 
 Court packing is 
overly political. 
 It appears that the only 
time politicians (and interesting-
ly “progressives”) in our history 
have made a serious push to pack 
the Court is when it stands in their 
way of a policy objective. This 
mentality – that “we” (in practice 
meaning the elite lawmakers) can 
and should alter the judiciary itself 
in order to push policy objectives 
– discounts the intelligence of the 
American people, who have seen 
right through it. Every time. 
 Governance is a 
two-way street. 
 To paraphrase the song: 
anything the D’s can do, the R’s 
can do better. Every time one party 
alters our constitutional infrastruc-
ture for the sake of making a point, 
it gives the opposing party license 
to do the same. You may now 
throw stability out the window. 
 All in all, this is just the 
tip of the iceberg for why elec-
tions matter. A Supreme Court 
envisioned by the Framers and as 
conceived in the Constitution is 
crucial to our Republic’s survival. 
An independent judiciary, free 
from structural changes condi-
tioned on the appeasement of 
political leaders, is essential to the 
preservation of our freedom and of 
the pre-political rights the Framers 
sought to protect. 
 And, not that I would 
pretend to know better than the 
American voter, it seems clear to 
me that a candidate who won’t tell 
you whether he plans to bend the 
law to his politics – until after you 
vote for him – isn’t very interested 
in preserving your pithy “liberty.” 

A vigil honoring the late Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg on the steps 
of the Supreme Court. Ginsburg supposedly left a dying wish that 

she not be replaced until after the Presidential election.

Put bluntly, the Court 
prevents tyranny. Af-
ter confirmation, a 
Justices’s only alle-
giance is to the Con-
stitution. Period.

“



very election year, calls 
to remove both legal 
and circumstantial 
barriers to universal 
suffrage inevitably 

accompany otherwise mild get-
out-the-vote efforts.  While people 
should certainly have a say in the 
issues that affect them, voting 
rights activists miss the point by 
miles. 
 Suffrage advocacy 
presupposes a govern-
ment that violates human 
rights. 
 On the surface, making 
voting easier for more people 
seems entirely innocuous.  If 
certain groups are denied voting 
rights and thus representation, 
trampling over their other rights 
becomes easier.  But this argument 
assumes two contradictory precon-
ditions — that democracy alone is 
enough to protect the rights of con-
stituents, and, worse, that elected 
officials have the moral authority 
to infringe upon the life, liberty, 
and property of large swaths of 
people in the first place.  Both of 
these are dangerous.

Democracy doesn’t protect 
voters from tyranny.
 Some of the United States’ 
worst atrocities were massively 
popular at the time.  From slavery 

to the Patriot Act to indefinitely 
detaining hundreds of thousands 
of Japanese-Americans during 
World War II, the American public 
has historically supported egre-
gious human rights violations 
when politically expedient.  62% 
of Japanese-American internees 
were eligible to vote.  But it’s hard 
to argue that the government’s 
actions were justified just because 
the victims had a say in the mat-
ter.  In practice, democracy itself 
doesn’t protect minorities as much 
as it shields voters from having to 
take responsibility when the poli-
cies they helped enact violate the 
rights of others.  The United States 
has been a democracy in one form 
or another for its entire existence, 
yet our nation is responsible for 
a great many evils in the last 250 
years.  If democracy didn’t stop 
those atrocities then, why will it 
stop them now?

Whether or not someone 
can vote is irrelevant in a 
free society.
 If voter enfranchisement 
advocates truly care about protect-
ing the rights of minorities, why 
do they push a system designed 
to dilute accountability among the 
entire population instead?  The 
solution isn’t to give more people 
the reins of a runaway, power-hun-
gry government.  Rather, why not 
reduce the size and scope of the 
state such that it’s powerless to vi-
olate the rights of its citizens?  As 
Frederic Bastiat wrote, “This con-
troversy over universal suffrage … 

would lose nearly all of its impor-
tance if the law had always been 
what it ought to be. In fact, if law 
were restricted to protecting all 
persons, all liberties, and all prop-
erties … is it likely that we citi-
zens would then argue much about 
the extent of the franchise?”  If the 
government didn’t have the power 
to benefit one person or group at 
the expense of another, why would 
it matter who got to vote?  In other 
words, if the government couldn’t 
screw you over, why would you 
care who’s in charge?

The real motivation behind 
voter advocacy:  power 
and free stuff.
 There’s only one reason 
to oppose a government that does 
nothing but protect life, liberty, 
and property — when protecting 
those rights isn’t enough.  Majority 
rule is a terrible way to protect mi-
norities, so if voter advocates truly 
wanted to defend people’s rights, 
they’d opt for a smaller, less inva-
sive state that simply doesn’t have 
the power to commit injustices.  
But expanding the franchise is a 
misguided tactic — unless your 
goal is to allow voters to elect 
politicians who will benefit them 
at the expense of the rest of the 
population.  The left has a choice 
to make.  Do they want to stick up 
for the vulnerable by prohibiting 
institutional rights violations, or 
do they just want to be the ones in 
charge of those infringements?

DEVIN
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aya Angelou, 
that great poet 
of the 20th 
century, once 
emphatically 

stated, “when a person shows you 
who they are, believe them the first 
time.” I don’t think the scope of 
this advice is limited to individu-
als— I believe it holds equally true 
for political movements across 
time. In this spirit I want to exam-
ine the hundred-year-old precursor 
to this resurgence of proposed 
populist reforms from the Amer-
ican Progressive movement, the 
Seventeenth Amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution. 
 I don’t need to get into the 
woods on modern progressives’ 
rash objectives of eliminating the 
filibuster, eliminating the elector-
al college, packing the supreme 
court, and the like. All are rash, 
reckless, and borne of the short 
sighted nature of believing that po-

litical fortunes remain unchanging 
ad infinitum. It is not worth exam-
ining these here and now because 

they exist only in the fantasies of 
the most idealist political observ-
er, unripe for action for at least 
another many years. But this is not 
the first time progressives have 
donned the banners of “equality” 
and “democracy” to mutilate our 
system of government, all to the 
true end that it might be politically 
expedient. The crowning jewel of 

this cause, sponsored by Theodore 
Roosevelt himself, was the Sev-
enteenth Amendment, an abject 
harbinger of Congressional dys-
function and the symbolic death of 
a once deliberative Senate.
 The Seventeenth Amend-
ment, ratified in 1913, provided for 
the direct election of U.S. Sena-
tors. Prior to this, many states held 
referendums for Senate candidates, 
but ultimately the power to fill a 
Senate seat fell to the legislature of 
each state. Needless to say, such a 
profound alteration in the member-
ship of the Senate had a significant 
impact on that body’s ability to 
function, one I would argue is to 
the nation’s detriment.
 One of the gravest conse-
quences of the direct election of 
Senators was the assimilation of 
those members to the members of 
the House of Representatives. It 
does not take an in-depth reading 
of the Constitutional Conven-
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tions to understand that the entire 
purpose of a bicameral legislature 
is to maintain two deliberative 
bodies, distinct in their rules, 
traditions, and the composition of 
their members. In fact, we don’t 
even need to infer this point, as 
James Madison said as much in 
Federalist No. 62, explaining why 
the minimum age and term of 
citizenship is higher to serve in the 
Senate. He writes, “the propriety 
of these distinctions is explained 
by the nature of the senatorial 
trust, which, requiring greater 
extent of information and ability 
of character, requires at the same 
time that the senator should have 
reached a period of life most likely 

to supply these advantages…”. 
From this, the explicit affirmation 
that Senators are meant to wield 
greater extent of information and 
ability of character, it is evident 
that the appointment through state 
legislatures of senators was intend-
ed to ensure these attributes in ap-
pointees. Thus could the Senate be 
a counterweight to the popularly 
elected House of Representatives, 
a body whose members could 
enjoy less public pressure as they 
voted, insulated from the shifting 
sands of public opinion. Instead, 
the Seventeenth has rendered the 
Senate into a glorified House.
 Also of great concern to 

the Framers of the Constitution 
was the tenuous relationship be-
tween the state and federal govern-
ments, and no facet of or amend-
ment to the Constitution since that 
day has been more odious to this 
relationship than the Seventeenth. 
As Madison again writes in Feder-
alist No. 62, the purpose of legis-
lative appointment of Senators is 
to, “give to the state governments 
such an agency in the formation 
of the federal government as must 
secure the authority of the former 
[state governments], and may form 
a convenient link between the two 
systems.” Indeed, so brilliant were 
the framers that they were not con-
tent to leave checks and balances 
as an intra-government exercise, 
but even proscribed inter-govern-
ment checks and balances between 
the federal government itself and 
the state governments. The Su-
premacy Clause is a check on the 
state governments, and the Tenth 
Amendment is a balance, limiting 
the power the stronger federal gov-
ernment may levy on the states. 
But the one concrete check, the 
one piece of direct influence the 
states had over the federal govern-
ment was these Senate appoint-
ments. They were, indeed, the one 
safeguard against injurious federal 
overreach. The states now lack a 
check of their own over the federal 
government, that baby has been 
thrown out with the bathwater.
 Before I continue, it is 
worth at least paying lip-service 
to the arguments in favor of that 
scarred wound on the face of the 
Constitution. They tell you that it 
is an anti-corruption measure, ne-
cessitated by unprecedented Gild-
ed Age corruption, that corrupt 
state legislators were facilitating 
moral rot within the federal gov-
ernment and needed their influence 

The 17th Amendment was intended to stop moneyed interests from 
bribing State Legislatures for Senatorships. Ironically, Senate races 

are perhaps more easily bought because of the change.
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curtailed. Not only is this wrong 
on its face, as fewer than .5% of 
senate appointments during 1789-
1909 were found to be improperly 
influenced, the amendment itself 
was hardly a blow to these lob-
byists, fully aware that the need 
to now run full, statewide cam-
paigns to remain in office would 
even more greatly beholden those 
senators to monied interests upon 
whose donations they rely. This 
seems to be the lesson Progres-
sives refuse to learn: that you can-
not address the problem of money 
in politics by democratizing the 
electoral system.
 We must also not over-
look the severe structural dam-
age the amendment inflicted on 
the Constitutional System itself. 
First, consider the Constitutional 

process of appointment not as an 
oppressive measure meant to deny 
people their god-given right to 
vote, but a natural part of represen-
tative democracy. From there we 
see the degrees of representation 
within the federal government, 
which exist not because citizens 
cannot be entrusted their own 
government, but because there are 
aspects of statecraft which require 
both particular expertise as well as 
protection from the rancor political 
non-sophisticates can be known 
to drum up around important 
decisions. These levels of popular 
removal are not sleights on democ-
racy, they are defenses against ma-
joritarianism, shielding more sen-
sitive positions from mob rule. In 
the Federal government, the House 
of Representatives once stood 

alone in being directly elected, one 
degree from the people. The Sen-
ate, meant to counterbalance the 
House in many ways, was separat-
ed from the people by two degrees 
with state legislators serving as 
intermediary. The President was 
given a similar two-degree separa-
tion through the electoral college. 
Finally, the Supreme Court and 
certain executive appointments, 
positions the framers felt ought to 
have as little to do with popular 
politics as possible, were separated 
from the people by three degrees, 
nominated and confirmed by two 
offices of two-degree separation. 
Now consider that we shift the 
Senate down one degree of sep-
aration and the consequences are 
immediately apparent. The Senate 
is now electorally the same as the 
House, and the same public pres-
sures that cause one to err now 
guide the other to similar folly. 
The process of nominee confir-
mation is now imbalanced, as any 
keen observer will now recognize 
the Senate’s weakness in the face 
of a controversial nominee, fully 
subjugated to the loudest voices of 
their constituents. Beginning with 
Robert Bork, Senators trying to 
get noticed towing their party line 
have grown increasingly hostile 
to every nominee put forward by 
a President of the opposing par-
ty, irrespective of that nominee’s 
qualifications or demeanor. The 
main factor in the over-politici-
zation of the Supreme Court is 
that Senators are afraid of losing 
primary elections and so feel un-
due pressure to make their record 
as incontrovertible as possible to 
the most extreme elements of their 
party, lest they lose reelection.
These are consequences of an 
interjection of democracy into the 
system which was entirely arbi-

The Old Senate Chamber. The Body is intentionally designed to 
exude an air of dignity and august, elder statesmanship.



trary. I give modern progressives 
some credit for their consistency 
in trying to terminate the electoral 
college as well, an equally ludi-
crous proposition, but why then 
do they feel content to stop there? 
Shall we next elect the federal 
courts, or just the Supreme Court? 
Once we have secured the popular 
vote for President, shouldn’t we 
consider recall elections? Four 
years is so long and the 65 million 
political geniuses and scholars 
who now decide the winner may 
change their minds after all. Bet-
ter yet, if you want to be really 
progressive, really really progres-
sive, you would of course be in 
favor of a nationwide referendum 
whenever the need arises. Repeal 
the Affordable Care Act? Let’s all 
vote on it. Send in Seal Team Six 
to the Abbottabad compound? Get 
out your smartphones and vote on 
it. Does the right to gay marriage 
have legal footing as it applies in 
the case of Obergefell v. Hodges? 
I hope you’re paying attention 
because voting ends tonight at 9:00 
PM eastern. No, even the most 
egalitarian of activists recognizes 
how preposterous such a situation 
would be, and yet in more moder-
ate amounts they wholeheartedly 
embrace the desecration of repre-
sentational government. 
 But there is a problem with 
a simple repeal of the Amendment: 
deadlocking. Before the popular 
vote which almost always provides 
a decisive winner, Senate appoint-
ments were frequently held up in 
their respective legislatures simi-
larly to how legislation might die 
in congress. This was unsustainable 
because, unlike laws, there needs to 
be constant upkeep around senate 
vacancies, lest states lose represen-
tation in Congress. To address this, 
I propose the following amendment 

in the Seventeenth’s place:
 When in the case of timely 
election of a member of the Senate, 
or in case of a vacancy thereof, 
each House of the Legislature of 
the State shall confirm, by simple 
majority vote, their candidate for 
that seat. If both houses present 
the same qualified candidate, that 
individual becomes Senator-elect. 
If both houses vote three times and 
present opposing candidates, the 
Governor of the state is then em-
powered to select from between the 
two candidates submitted by each 
house of the legislature, and that 

individual becomes Senator-elect. 
If one house cannot reach consen-
sus within itself, then the candidate 
of the other becomes Senator-elect. 
If both houses are unable to pres-
ent a candidate, then the Governor 
is empowered to nominate two 
candidates to be voted on by the 
legislature sitting in a joint session, 
whereby the candidate with the 
plurality of votes becomes Sena-
tor-elect.
 While keeping with the 
original spirit of senatorial appoint-
ment, this amendment addresses 
the problem of gridlock by provid-
ing for each possible contingency.
 Progressives, for your 

own sake, do not do away with all 
degrees of representative democ-
racy. These are not the enemies of 
your democratic ideals, they are the 
very mechanisms by which your 
ideals can function to begin with, 
protecting those parts of the gov-
ernment which would be crushed 
totally under the weight of public 
pressure, but letting those that 
could withstand it be embraced by 
the voice of the people. The Sev-
enteenth Amendment stands in the 
face of representative democracy, 
an embarrassment to the American 
system. It is the symbolic hammer 
taken to the keystone of our federal 
system, so we should not be sur-
prised when the bridge then col-
lapses.

Sources:

Madison, James, et al. “Federalist No. 
62.” The Federalist Papers, 1788, pp. 
159–163.
Rossum, Ralph A. “The Seventeenth 
Amendment and the Death of Federal-
ism.” The Philadelphia Society, 3 Oct. 
2003.
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hile the organs 
of the Ameri-
can press are 
hard at work 
dissecting the 

latest Presidential tweet, reveal-
ing or suppressing the misdeeds 
of Hunter Biden, and breathless-
ly pouring over the latest omen 
guaranteed to contest the winner 
of the Presidential Election, there 
are events of genuine consequence 
going on in the world. For exam-
ple, the United States is in the pro-
cess of selling more sophisticated 
weaponry, such as Harpoon an-
ti-ship missiles and MQ-9 Reaper 
combat drones, to Taiwan in the 
face of an ever-more-belligerent 
China. Turkey reignited a proxy 
war with the Russian sphere in the 
Southern Caucasus by sponsor-
ing Azerbaijan’s invasion of the 
disputed ethnic-Armenian territory 
of Artsakh/Nagorno-Karabakh. 
Turkey also instigated diplomatic 

and maritime spats with two of its 
NATO allies, France and Greece. 
Lebanon, due to internal corrup-
tion and Hezbollah, appears in-
creasingly unstable. On a cheerier 
note, the UAE, Bahrain, and Sudan 
are normalizing diplomatic and 
economic relations with the State 
of Israel, and more Arab states 
are likely to follow as existential 
threats from Turkey and Iran loom 
large over the Middle East. These 
and other happenings are far more 
important to the future of the US 
and the world, yet all we seem to 
get out of the American political 
discussion is a sort of domestic 
navel-gazing with the occasion-
al slogan about China or NATO 
meaninglessly thrown in like a 
cheap toy in a cereal box.
 There are a number of 
clear answers America needs from 
its presidential candidates, on the 
following questions: 
 • Will the US commit 

to defend Taiwan should China 
attempt an invasion? Do we know 
where the Japanese stand on this 
and will we continue to work with 
them to deter Chinese aggression? 
Is the US going to continue to pur-
sue relationships with states like 
India and Vietnam to isolate China 
economically?
 • Once American troop 
deployments end in Iraq, can we 
trust that the US will not enter or 
re-enter any conflict where there 
isn’t a direct threat to the US or 
its allies? What steps can be taken 
to ensure that worthwhile coun-
terterrorism operations like those 
in Afghanistan don’t suck Amer-
ican soldiers into decades-long 
quagmires? What is our position 
on the conflict in Yemen? Libya? 
Lebanon? Operations against Boko 
Haram in the Sahel?
 • How is the US going to 
approach the issue of nuclear pro-
liferation, especially with regard 
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to North Korea’s nuclear program 
and START with Russia?
 • What is the US posi-
tion on a more bellicose Turkey? 
Should Turkey be permitted to 
remain in NATO?
 • Is the US going to con-
tinue to build on the success of 
warming Arab-Israeli relations?
 • Fundamentally, what pol-
icy course should the US pursue 
abroad? Is NATO still relevant to 
American interests? If not, could it 
be reformed to meet 21st century 
security needs? What is the US po-
sition on free trade? Should the US 
be concerned with enforcing its 
values across the world or should 
it narrow its scope of interests?
Sadly, most of the answers to these 
questions have not been produced, 
because the American press writ 
large is too incompetent to ask 
about such issues, and when an-
swers have been given they have 
been about as substantial as what 
one might hear from a post-game 
NFL interview.
 Leaving unanswered ques-
tions aside, where can we expect 
our two candidates to take us?

Joe Biden: Try to Turn 
the Clock Back to 2016
 Lightly gilded by a few 
big domestic policy proposals, Mr. 
Biden’s campaign seems to make 
one core political appeal: He isn’t 
Donald Trump. If you find the 
president distasteful in any way, 
you can support Biden safe in the 
knowledge that he is experienced 
and likeable. His unspoken cam-
paign promise is that he’ll return 
to pre-Trump days, as if the 45th 
President never even governed. 
 The problem with this from 
a foreign policy perspective is that 
objectively, even if one dislikes 

Trump’s domestic policy or his 
personality, there’s not a single 
person in Washington who can 
claim consistency on matters of 
foreign policy and not appreciate 
at least some aspect of what Trump 
has done. Principled hawks should 
appreciate his hardline stance on 
Iran. Principled doves should ap-
preciate his reliance on diplomacy 
to carry out objectives abroad, as 
America now has the lowest num-
ber of troops stationed overseas 

since the 1920s. Is Biden really 
going to roll back everything?
When it comes to the issue of the 
Paris Climate Accord, a deal that 
Trump pulled the US out of and 
Biden pledges to rejoin, there’s no 
point in revisiting the past either. 
The solution to global climate 
change lies in innovation. We 
need to invest in improved battery 
technologies, nuclear energy (the 
next generation of nuclear power, 
in particular), utilizing solar and 
wind technology where possible, 
iterating carbon capture until it 
becomes feasible, and using the 
shale revolution and clean coal 
technology to maintain reliable 
energy sources while reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions. The 
Paris deal, however, is simply a 
waste of time and money that will 
do little to solve the challenge at 

hand, as commitments made by 
heavier polluters like China paled 
in comparison to the costly restric-
tions originally agreed to by the 
US. The money spent on regulato-
ry compliance is put to far better 
use in the development of the next 
generation of energy technologies, 
as the Trump administration is do-
ing, for example, in the newly-cre-
ated Office of Nuclear Energy. 
 In 2012, President Barack 
Obama famously roasted his 
challenger, Mitt Romney, during 
the third presidential debate for 
Romney’s claim that Russia was 
America’s most serious geopolit-
ical rival, quipping that, “…the 
1980s [called] to ask for their for-
eign policy back.” Since that time, 
Obama’s party and most of the 
Washington policy establishment 
have fallen into a panic of Russo-
phobia over Russian attempts to 
disrupt the US Election in 2016. 
Joe Biden, Vice President under 
Obama, has also sounded a lot like 
Romney did in 2012, telling CBS’ 
Norah O’Donnell that, “the big-
gest threat to America right now 
in terms of breaking up our secu-
rity and our alliances is Russia.” 
This is a baffling claim given the 
fact that, under the leadership of 
President Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, 
Turkey seems to be making great 
strides to disrupt the NATO alli-
ance from within. Russia could 
only wish to be so effectual at this 
stage, and Biden would, like Rom-
ney, do well to acclimate himself 
with the times in which he lives.
The best argument for Biden vis a 
vis foreign policy is that he would 
bring an instant increase in credi-
bility to the table with America’s 
European allies. This credibility, 
however, would only be sustained 
by his unwillingness to rock the 
boat. Biden does not seem to want 
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to reform or reshape NATO like 
Trump does. He wants to return to 
the status quo ante with the UN, 
regardless of the stances it takes 
on Israel, China, and other areas 
of importance. Simply put, there’s 
a real risk that Biden eases up on 
sworn enemies while getting in the 
way of important progress toward 
realistic peace like reducing Amer-
ican troop deployments and work-
ing on bilateral trade and defense 
agreements where multilateralism 
has stagnated.

Donald Trump: Refresh 
US Foreign Policy for a 
New Era
 Many of the foreign policy 
decisions made by the president 
have broken tradition with gener-
ally interventionist policies. The 
central claim about foreign policy 
that then-candidate Trump made 
in 2016 is that the United States 
has been involved in too many 
conflicts, with too many soldiers, 
for too long, and for too little dis-
cernible benefit. Thus, the Trump 
administration has set aside the 
political establishment and sought 
to reconsider almost every aspect 
of American policy abroad, elimi-
nate elements that don’t work, and 
maintain or create mechanisms 
that do. The Trump Doctrine has 
three observable core tenets: First, 
America does not need to po-
lice the entire world to secure its 
interests. Second, US relationships 
with key allies and trading part-
ners should be set forth in strong 
bilateral deals, not entrusted to the 
fickle bureaucracy of third-party 
international organizations like 
the UN. Third, America should 
act decisively against vulnerable 
opponents, and establish a livable 
balance of power in all other cases.

 When it comes to geopo-
litical threats that cannot be han-
dled in a decisive manner without 
unimaginable consequences, 
President Trump has tried to set 
in motion sustainable strategies 
for the long haul. On China, he 
has pressed long-ignored issues 
of intellectual property theft, 
currency manipulation, and un-
fair trading practices. He has also 
beefed up American arms sales to 
Taiwan and secured new bilateral 
trade agreements with Japan and 
South Korea, partners who can aid 
the US in containing the Chinese 
threat to regional peace.
In North Korea, President Trump 
has faced a regional nuclear threat 
that many past administrations 
have done little to mitigate. As 
of now, he has unfortunately not 
succeeded in de-nuclearizing the 
Korean Peninsula, but what he has 
done is demonstrated a pragmatic 
willingness to sit down face-to-
face and negotiate with anyone so 
as to avoid conflict where it can 
be avoided. The President wants 
foreign leaders to understand that, 
unlike past administrations, he 
isn’t going to launch an invasion 
or a coup when he doesn’t get 
his way, but he also isn’t going 
to relieve sanctions or grant any 
other concessions without tangi-
ble movement toward his policy 
goals. When it comes to dealing 
with leaders like Kim Jong Un 
who are thought to be more vola-
tile, it pays to be a straight shooter. 
Wars are most often begun when 
at least one of the parties involved 
makes a miscalculation as to what 
another will bear. Trump intends 
that his potential adversaries know 
precisely what lines they must not 
cross.

Whose Policy Is Best?
 Former Obama administra-
tion Secretary of Defense Robert 
Gates has said that Joe Biden was 
on the wrong side of almost every 
big foreign policy decision of the 
last half century. Whether stem-
ming from his continued support 
for the Iraq War or opposing the 
Special Operations raid to elimi-
nate notorious terrorist leader Osa-
ma bin-Laden, Biden has proven 
himself an unwise decision-maker 
time and time again. All criticisms 
of Trump’s foreign policy truly 
stem from disrupting the status 
quo, which was a model that was 
failing for America. Trump decid-
ed that while bureaucratic delay 
and warmongering prove popu-
lar at think tanks and on the DC 
cocktail circuit, they are of no use 
to the security of the American 
people.
Trump has been needlessly brash 
in his use of language, and he 
likely could have had better per-
sonal relationships with our Euro-
pean allies than he does if he had 
relaxed his strong personality, but 
his tangible foreign policy record 
is, on balance, one of stunning suc-
cess. He’s managed to broker trade 
deals and peace deals one after an-
other and weaken the positions of 
most of America’s major enemies. 
Most impressively, he’s made it 
through nearly four years of power 
without starting a war, the first 
Commander in Chief in nearly 25 
years to do so.
So, are you really going to sup-
port a man with 47 wasted years 
in Washington backing regime 
change conflicts and a sclerotic es-
tablishment just because President 
Trump upsets your sensibilities 
from time to time?
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Paradigms & Principles

One great object of the Constitution was to restrain majorities 
from oppressing minorities or encroaching upon their just 
rights.
—President James K. Polk

Viewpoints

19 CAROLINA REVIEW   ·   Election 2020

Why build a zoo when we can just put a fence around Chapel 
Hill? 
—Senator Jesse Helms

Mail in votes are less reliable than in-person votes. Voting 
fraud is a serious problem, and is facilitated by mail voting.
 —Justice David Souter, Griffin v. Roupas (2004)

Our movement is about replacing a failed and corrupt politi-
cal establishment with a new government controlled by you, 
the American people. The Washington establishment, and the 
financial and media corporations that fund it, exist for only 
one reason: to protect and enrich itself.
 —Donald J. Trump

If you have a problem figuring out whether you’re for me or 
Trump, then you ain’t black.
—Joe Biden

Hell yes, we’re going to take your AR-15, your AK-47!
 —Beto O’Rourke

I am prepared to get rid of the filibuster to pass a Green New 
Deal.
 —Kamala Harris 

I still like many of these left-wing values [of the Soviet Com-
munist Party.] ... Yes they are difficult to implement, but they 
are attractive nonetheless. In other words, this can be seen as 
an ideological basis for developing contacts with the Demo-
cratic representative [Joe Biden.] 
 —Vladimir Putin
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Complacency

I’m not kidding

300,000 and counting

For all the wrong reasons 

Last dance with Mary Jane

America First

More than just skeletons in his closet?

Pour one out for my out-of-state class-
mates

Source: your grandparents

Don’t hold your breath

Because that’s what you voted for

Good work, Democrats

America’s reckoning came after a few days, and after much con-
sternation, we are proud to announce President-elect Joe Biden’s 
victory!

After a hotly contested election, Biden won by a slim margin in a 
few key states over incumbent President Trump.

For many liberals, Joe Biden seems to be a huge step in the right 
direction for international relations.

In addition, Kamala Harris proves an enormous positive change for 
racial equality and a fighter for defunding the police.

Regardless, Biden’s victory shows us exactly what Americans have 
been looking for all along.

The staff here were at first very concerned about a Biden victory, 
but we now realize that he was once closer to a Republican than 
Trump ever was!

Voters chose this battle-hardened veteran of the War on Drugs 
who doubled down on imprisoning drug users in the 1980s.

His willingness to impose harsher sentences on Black Americans 
through his sponsorship of Anti-Drug Abuse Act speaks volumes 
about his care for marginalized groups in our country.

In fact, Joe Biden called George Bush’s illegal drug policy “not 
tough enough, bold enough”.

Moving on to immigration, Joe Biden voted in favor of criminaliz-
ing the hiring of undocumented immigrants knowingly in 1986.

As for LGBT rights, forget it. He voted in favor of the “Don’t Ask, 
Don’t Tell” Act and only changed his stance two years before gay 
marriage was legalized.

Closer to home, Joe Biden helped repeal bankruptcy protections 
from private student loans in ‘05.

In all fairness, many of these acts were passed long ago, and we all 
know that people become more open-minded as people age.

For conservatives across America, they know that his current stanc-
es are, in Joe’s words, malarkey.

For my liberal friends, however, have comfort in knowing that 
Biden will last six months in office before Kamala takes over.

Ay, there’s the rub.

The Rub By ELLIOT GUALANO
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         Since 1993, the Carolina Review has published as the lone voice of conservative 
and libertarian thought at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. To no one’s 
surprise, as the rest of the publications at UNC have gotten ‘woker,’ more profane, less 
trustworthy, and generally more monolithically left-leaning, we have remained the only 
voice of reason at UNC.
       Our writers emeriti have gone on to work and publish in such prominent organi-
zations as The Washington Examiner, The American Spectator, The Daily Caller, 
The Daily Signal, The Dispatch and The Washington Free Beacon. Some have even 
published in said organizations while still students at the University. CR alumni have 
attended top law schools and worked in some of the most reputable organizations in 
America; places like the U.S. House of Representatives, a U.S. District Court, the 
North Carolina Supreme Court, the John William Pope Foundation, and the Ameri-
can Enterprise Institute (AEI), to name a few.
       The Review is a publication based in the true, old-school intellectual spirit of aca-
demia; bucking the orthodoxy with a lively, and often controversial, profession of ideas. 
We challenge the ever-tightening norms of campus debates as many seek to silence free 
speech by policing ‘problematic’ language and thoughts.
        Whether you’re too right-leaning for Trump, a hardcore center-left libertarian, a 
monarchist, or just really despise how progressivism and woke culture has tarnished our 
country and our campus, we invite you to join our team of free-thinking writers. Our 
publication offers a club steeped in enlightenment philosophy, American history, Chapel 
Hill lore, and political expertise, all while reaching an audience of over 19,000 under-
graduates as our magazines are placed in University Library racks, plus our long-estab-
lished social media presences and alumni network. We are seeking writers, journalists, 
web designers, cartoonists, graphic editors, social media gurus, and aspiring financial 
managers. To apply, please email Editor-in-Chief Bryson Piscitelli at 
spiscit@live.unc.edu,or carolinareviewonline@gmail.com.
P.S. We take anonymous submissions. 

Want to be 
a published author?
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Biden’s Base. 
Nicole Divers, 2020

Join us as a Cartoonist!
Are you a budding political cartoonist? Do you enjoy making people laugh? Join Carolina 
Review! To apply, send a sample of your art to
carolinareviewonline@gmail.com with the subject line “Cartoonist Application.”
Expect to submit one cartoon per month. Color drawings not expected. 



$150
ARTICLE
CONTEST

$

Hey UNC Students!
Want to win $150 and have your opinion article featured in the oldest conservative publication 

at the University?
Submit an article of up to 1500 words on a topic of your choosing. (concerning conservatism, libertarianism, 

campus life, or some combination) by November 20th 2020 to carolinareviewonline@gmail.com. The 
winner will also receive an offer to join Carolina Review as a staff writer. Good luck!

est. 1993


