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A LETTER FROM THE EDITORS
To Our Readers...

Seren Jones
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Minor ‘16

Alex Billington 
International Studies ‘16

Dear Readers,

 As the end of the semester is nigh, and 
we slowly but surely begin to see the light at 
the end of the seemingly everlasting tunnel, we 
present to you this semester’s final issue of The 
Bottom Line. After a successful first semester 
with our new crew, this issue will be wrapping 
up 2015 with articles that aim to make you re-
flect yourselves, deepen on your knowledge, 
and question your perspectives. As you pick up 
this edition, we urge you to read with clear eyes 
and an open mind, as we inform you about cur-
rent affairs, corruption in society, and the jour-
ney of the self.
 Thank you for your unwavering sup-
port. Have a very happy holiday and a blissful 
new year.

   Yours Truly,
   Alex and Seren. 
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Things You DON’T 
Do On A First Date...10

1 6

2 7
3

8

4
9

10
5

Stare at your phone the whole time. We live 
in a world where our cellphones are like 
another arm, they connect us with friends, 
family and our digital lives. We get it, people 
are texting you, but for two hours on a date 
with someone you might like, just leave it in 
your pocket. It’s rude.

Shove large amounts of food in your gob. 
I know when you’re with your friends you 
chuck that chipotle down like no one is 
watching. However, you’re on a date now. 
Take smaller bites, don’t let them get grossed 
out by your excessive jaw workout.

Talk about your ex. This is such a turn off, I 
cannot find an excusable situation to bring 
up your ex. “Oh me and my ex once did…” 
Just change it to, “me and my friend.” Your 
date isn’t going to know it was your ex. So 
refrain from doing so, and your date won’t 
know your ex left you heartbroken and you 
that you think about him or her every day…

Get shitfaced. A few drinks on a first date is 
good: it gets the conversation flowing a little, 
but we all know what happens if we get a 
little too far gone - second date would prob-
ably be taken off the table. No pun intended.

Go somewhere really expensive. It is 2015 
so check splitting is acceptable, however, if 
you’re picking up the check, your date will 
see it in your eyes when you look at the bill 
and have a heart attack. Don’t over extend 
yourself, if your date is humble, the location 
won’t matter too much. HOWEVER, chipotle 
is not ok.

Say how much money you earn. Unless your 
date is shallow and lives for the guap, just 
leave it out. Yeah you might earn a lot of 
money, but tell your date about YOU, not 
how much your bonus was last year.

Exchange EVERY single form of social 
media possible if you actually like your 
date. Wait to get to know them, leave the 
mystery there. If you stalk their Insta-
gram, Facebook and Twitter, you might 
find yourself lacking the interest to get to 
know them and go on future dates.

Talk ALL about yourself. Yes, your date wants 
to get to know you, but not all in one night. 
Have a conversation, not a lecture.

Chew with your mouth open. Chances are, 
if you have made it to the age where you’re 
reading this, you probably don’t realize you 
do it, or don’t think people are bothered by 
it. Well, sorry to be the bearer of bad news, 
but it’s DISGUSTING. No one wants to see 
you churning up your food accompanied 
with the most dreadful food sounds possible. 
It’s time you stopped. Trust me.

Bite your nails. It’s hard if you’re a biter, but 
for those two hours, find your zen and self 
discipline the shit out of yourself and refrain 
from the biting.

Or A Second Or Third For That Matter.
By Alex Billington
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Washington
T

Polarization
in

By Alex Billington

he Current Display of Candidates Are 
Not Helping Polarization
 Polarization in Washington is 
not a new phenomenon, but rather one 
that has crept up time and time again, 
due to shifting party dynamics, and the 

characteristics of officials elected to congress. Today, 
congress is experiencing a time of polarization, as seen 
during the government shutdown of 2013, and thus 
hasn’t been getting along very well on Capitol Hill.
 Government shutdowns however, do not solely 
show the presence of polarization because they too have 
crept up time and time again. So frequently in fact, 
that TimeLine.com stated in an article entitled 
“A History of Government Shutdowns,” 
“with the exception of George W. Bush, 
every president since Gerald Ford 
has presided over at least one 
shutdown.” Despite the 
shutdown coming as a 
result of disagreements 
between the parties 
over significant bills 
such as, the affordable 
care act, there is more 
to the convoluted story 
of party polarization.
 The voting 
patterns of congress 

members are also a helpful tool when identifying 
polarization. A recent study titled “The Rise of 
Partisanship and Super-Cooperators in the U.S. House 
of Representatives,” published in PLOS ONE, mapped 
the voting patterns over a number of years and the 
results are boldly significant for questions concerning 
the presence of polarization today. The study basically 
looks at who and how often members of congress 
agree with one another, and as would be expected, 
the right agree with the right, and the left with the 
left, with very few crossovers, meaning very little 
compromise. “Our analysis shows that Congressional 

partisanship has been increasing exponentially for 
over 60 years, and has had negative effects on 

Congressional productivity.” Polarization 
is on the rise, and it doesn’t look like 

a positive characteristic of the U.S. 
government.

 It is the height of the 
debate season in the 

presidential primaries 
and candidates; with 
the left and right 
slugging it out in an 
attempt to win over 
their respective voters 
for the chance to 
represent their party 
in the general election Arend/flickr.com
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of 2016. Given the current 
theme of polarization 
in government, it isn’t 
surprising that this cycle’s 
offering of candidates fit 
right into that theme. In 
a government that relies 
on corporation due to its 
constitutional separation of 
power, the term moderate 
is somewhat essential 
in order to lubricate the 
sticky bureaucracy and 
ensure government can 
sufficiently run in order to do its job and represent the 
people. Despite the necessity for moderation, there really 
isn’t much on offer, with the likes of Carson causing a 
ruckus with his views on abortion, and Trump with his 
bold views on immigration. Add to that a movement of 
the social left with Sanders pledging free education, and 
the political scene seems to show the left are moving left, 
and the right are moving right.
 It is not just social issues where the current 
candidates heavily disagree; it is on fiscal, economic 
and foreign policy. Whilst Sanders wants to increase 
taxes on the rich and fund his social programs that 
way, the likes of Cruz, Rubio, and Fiorina are proposing 
flat tax systems, with a plan to close loopholes hoping 
that will bring in the funds necessary. As Sanders 
advocates climate change reform, many of the 
republican candidates plan to encourage the use of 
America’s oil and natural gas reserves in order to be an 
exporting power house in the energy field. Onto higher 
education, Sanders and Clinton are proposing big fiscal 
education reform to make education more affordable, 
or in Sanders’ case, free. On the other side of the fence, 
Cruz, Fiorina, Trump, Rubio and Paul, have all stated 
their wish to close down the department of education.
 Although these issues do not show the full scope 
of the candidates’ extreme positions, they do show 
some context regarding the gaping gap that currently 
lies between candidates from both parties in the run up 
to the 2016 election.
 Given the evident polarization in Washington, 
the extreme positions that many of the candidates on the 
left and the right are taking doesn’t seem to be helping 
the situation. Congress remains divided, the current 
display of candidates are feeding the media frenzy with 
outlandish comments on many social issues, which is 

pulling the population in 
both directions.
 Moderation in politics is 
absolutely necessary, but if 
the potential candidates of 
2016 are any indication of 
what to expect in the future, 
the possibility of more 
moderation in congress 
seems bleak. It also stands 
to reason that, as politicians 
are moving further away 
from center, the people 
they are representing will 

also be moving in that direction. If moderate voters are 
only given polar opposites as choices, where are they 
supposed to cast their votes? 
 It seems complete political polarization is not 
good for anyone: it slows down government and makes 
it less effective at implementing the wants and needs 
of the people; it forces potential candidates for office 
to continue the trend of polarization, and stand fast on 
social issues in order to ensure the loyalty of certain 
demographics; and lastly, it seems to propagate a 
strong political dividing amongst the people. Rather 
than encourage cooperation and mediation; rather 
than promote collaboration of ideals and an attempt to 
understand political differences and work together to 
move forward beyond them, a polarized political sphere 
such as this one, does the opposite. It grows a culture 
in which opposition views are a reason for hate, where 
opposition solutions are chastised, where moderates 
are forced to pick a side. As afore stated, with the future 
looking bleak due to the current offering of presidential 
candidates, it seems as if moderation is the priority 
due to the need for political lubricant in congress. 
Consequently, a Hilary Clinton vs Marco Rubio 
showdown would be the best case scenario.

Phil Roeder/flickr.com

Diego Cambiaso/flickr.com



6   Post Bottom Line

aving watched the new James 
Bond film Spectre, I realized 
that we have reached a world 
where soldiers and spies no 
longer have to be dropped into 
dangerous missions to hunt 
and kill terrorists. We have 

unmanned airplane-type vehicles, which contain 
cargos of lethal weapons that are sent out to find these 
“villains,” and kill them with just a press of a button, 
from an office half way around the world.   
 While most would think that military droning 
began around 2001 with the start of the “War on 
Terror,” the first drone was used by the Austrians 
in 1849. Then made of bombs attached to balloons, 

drones were also used in the U.S. Civil War and 
during the Spanish-American War. Obviously the use 
of drones is not a new concept. However, their use has 
escalated drastically since 9/11, with America sending 
drones over to Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, and 
Somalia to hunt and execute terrorists. 
 At first, using drones instead of soldiers in 
the field sounds like a good idea. The drones would 
keep our own U.S. personnel safe and decrease the 
need for both ground and aerial combat. However, 
thinking the tiniest bit longer will reveal that the 
negative aspects of military drone use are numerous. 
In The Nation’s “Washington’s War in Yemen 
Backfires,” Jeremy Scahill makes a point that the 
drones may be creating more terrorists than they are 
killing. Watching friends and family members being 
injured or killed by U.S military potentially causes 
more people to join terrorist groups. “Support for 
Al Qaeda in Yemen is ‘indigenously spreading and 
merging with the mounting rage of powerful tribes at 
US counterterrorism policy’ as the drone strikes have 
‘recruited thousands.’” Since drones are used to end 
terrorism rather than increase it, the rise in terrorist 
groups’ connection to drone strikes stresses the need 
to end military droning.
 Post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) – 
a mental health disorder caused after seeing or 
experiencing a traumatic event – is also almost as 
common in the drone controllers in Nevada, USA, 

By Melanie Coffey

Pros

H
military drones
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Alfred Grupstra/flickr.com
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as a soldier in the field. 
According to Wayne 
Chappelle in “Occupational 
Health Stress Screening 
for Remotely Piloted 
Aircraft and Intelligence 
Operators,” the stress of 
remote-control piloting 
the drones – even though 
being far away – causes the 
same effects of the stress of 
being in a war zone. This is 
caused by the way the drone 
is set up, which too closely 
resembles a video game. With a joystick, computer 
screen, and small buttons to shoot precisely when the 
“target is acquired,” the difference between a military-
themed video game and killing a terrorist is that one 
is a real life scenario. Military droning dehumanizes 
killing, causing the shooting or bombing of a terrorist 
group to be nothing more than a press of a button. 
Many of the drone pilots cannot handle this stress, 
despite doing the “simplest” of motions; clicking their 
buttons and taking lives. 
 When thinking of a drone strike, most would 
picture a drone killing a specific terrorist or terrorist 
group the U.S. military was targeting. However, many 
civilians have died because of the strikes, and very 
few have been the terrorists the military was seeking. 

In Ritka Singh’s article 
“A Meta-Study of Drone 
Strikes and Causalities,” she 
found that “between eight 
and seventeen percent of all 
people killed in drone strikes 
are civilians.” Since the start 
of drone strikes in 2001, the 
U.S. military drones have 
killed “between 174 and 
1,047civilians in Pakistan, 
Yemen, and Somalia.” 
America is fighting Al Qaeda 
and hunting terrorists 

because of the events of September 11, 2001, but by 
searching and killing the terrorist groups’ members 
we are also killing completely innocent people. It’s 
not really a surprise then, that people are joining the 
terrorist groups because of America’s drone strikes, 
since collateral damage and civilian deaths do not 
phase the military drone program. 
 There’s a problem with military drones that 
has not been touched on by any of the articles I read 
while doing this research. A drone searching for one 
terrorist is a manhunt; a manhunt that takes place all 
over the world until the drone completes its mission of 
extermination. We shouldn’t be able to do a manhunt 
throughout any country we choose.  I am not a fan 
of terrorists but I do think that civilians should be 

allowed a safe house, to seek asylum, 
to get away from U.S. military, which 
is something the drones do not allow. 
If this occurred in America, we would 
never allow it, but because of the 
extreme fear of the word “terrorist,” 
most Americans are very pro military 
drones. Six out of ten Americans, 
according to military.com, are for 
the use of drones to target terrorists, 
and “three-quarters of Americans 
say it’s acceptable for the U.S. to use 
an unmanned aerial drone to kill an 
American citizen abroad if that person 
has joined a terror organization,” 
which shows just how terrified 
America is of terrorist groups, such 
as Al Qaeda and ISIS. But that being 
said, using drones should not be the 
answer to our country’s fear. 

Walter/flickr.com

bnpositive/flickr.com
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By Maxime Devillaz

ISIS’Fear
P
Greatest Weapon

Is

aris, France, infamously known as the 
“City of Romance.” On Nov. 13, 2015, the 
world stood still to absorb the breaking 
news: six coordinated attacks. 129 dead. 
 I didn’t feel much love at that 
moment; I wanted to vomit. Perhaps 

because of my French-speaking background and having 
visited the city not too long ago, a western capital 
easily portrayed as somewhere that “could have been 
us.” But another part of me wanted to condemn the 
whole massacre, somehow believing this would make 
me a more humane being, given all other daily attacks 
ISIS take account for in the Middle East we don’t often 
hear about. How come I devoted my whole evening to 
follow, think about, and mourn for Paris, and not the 
countless other third-world cities who experience such 
bloodshed daily? Should I feel bad? 
 I remained clueless, as all of us really were at 
this point, and decided not to sympathize for anything 

on my Facebook page.
 A very unique decision, it appeared. Suddenly 
everyone on my feed had become French, at least 
considering their “bleu-blanc-et-rouge” profiles; 
statements from racist sites and political parties 
proudly read, ”What Did We Say?” campaigning for 
closed borders and blaming refugees continuously 
crossing European borders for the massacre. Those in 
opposition to the extensive media coverage published 
#PrayForTheWorld, a form of an “I’m better than you” 
statement, switching focus from Paris to those less 
publicized bombings, perhaps due to genuine concern, 
or maybe just to be different and hit more likes. 
 Without dwelling further into any of these 
posts or their accuracy (yes, it has been debunk that the 
refugee camp in Calais, France, was set on fire by right-
wings for revengeful reasons; likewise has the Syrian 
passport found on one of the terrorists been claimed 
as false,) Paris was clearly too soon to speak about - so 
why did we?
 As Frank Bruni wrote in ”The Exploitation of 
Paris,” published in The New York Times, that’s just 
how Internet works, “out-of-control partisanship and 
press-a-button punditry, when anything and everything 
becomes prompt for a plaint, a rant, a riff.” He 
emphasizes the rush people were in to take advantage of 
the situation before it had even fully taken place. “Paris 
wasn’t just a massacre,” Bruni said. “It was a megaphone 
to be used for whatever you yearned to shout.”
 With an ongoing political polarization where 
European societies are already drowning in xenophobia 
and fear, perhaps our judgmental response is exactly 
what ISIS wants?
 Yaroslav Trofimov of The Wall Street Journal thierry ehrmann/flickr.com
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said the Paris attacks occurred as ISIS was suffering 
military setbacks in Syria and Iraq. The terrorist group 
consequently changed its approach to plan its attack in 
the heart of a western capital. “This is the way to make 
sure people keep speaking about them,” said Camille 
Grand, director of the Fondation pour la Recherche 
Strategique, a Paris-based defence and security think 
tank, ”and to appear as an attractive group that remains 
capable of spectacular action.”
 Once President François Hollande of France 
declared an “’act of war,” as Roger Cohen wrote for 
The New York Times, ”it demands of all NATO states a 
collective response under Article 5 of the North Atlantic 
Treaty.” The treaty reads, “An armed attack against one 
or more of them in Europe or North America shall be 
considered an attack against them all.”
 After previous interventions from 
western troops in both Iraq and Afghanistan, 
Cohen wonders whether this would not be folly. 
“It is also reasonable to demand - and many 
will - whether military action will only have 
the effect of winning more recruits for ISIS 
as more lives and treasure are squandered,” 
Cohen said. “Terrorism, the old nostrum has 
it, can never be completely defeated.”
 But it has come to a point where we 
don’t really have a choice. French police 
has reported a constant high-level threat, 
and according to the Swedish newspaper, 
Aftonbladet, the department has averted 
numerous attacks in recent months. With 
each attack, Cohen states the likelihood 
of sectarian violence is high and may lead 
to further hatred of innocent minorities; 
Muslims being the target on the rise. 

 “The killings occurred as hundreds of 
thousands of desperate Muslim refugees from Syria 
are streaming into Europe,” Cohen said. “This is not 
the time to turn on them, but to help them, even if 
extreme vigilance is needed. They, too, in their vast 
majority, are fleeing ISIS, as well as the indiscriminate 
violence of President Bashar al-Assad.”
 The European societies’ openness will 
frequently be targeted by terrorist prose, according 
to Robert Egnell from the Swedish School of Defence. 
Egnell argues that the greatest threat towards our 
democratic societies are, therefore, not the terror 
attacks themselves, but that of fear, suspicion, and 
hatred that these attacks can cause. 
 One to add to the equation is political unity. 
 The first test to unify key players - the U.S., 
Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Russia - however, will be 
at the G-20 meeting in Antalya, Turkey. Without a 
coherent agreement between Russian-backed al-
Assad, and rebel-backed U.S. on Syria’s future, the 
war will keep going as it has so forth benefited both 
countries to keep the conflict alive. At this point, I’ve 
had some Cold (War) vibes; none of them want to 
back down from the power seat, and can’t think of 
giving up their interests in the region. 
 Perhaps the recent attack on the Russian 
airplane, where all 224 people on board were killed - 
another of those claimed by the terrorist group – will 
force the world to unify against ISIS. One could only 
hope.

Japo García/flickr.com

Bianca Dagheti/flickr.com
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By Kristen Linsalata

ll of your belongings fit in your 6x9 
cell. As you move toward the metal 
commode, which also contains a sink 
and a mirror, you run the water and 
let it pool between your hands.   You 

throw the water on your face, and you realize just how 
much time has gone by. Your sallow reflection is a 
roadmap to your time here. The learning curve is tough 
in a place like this. You begin to live, and think like an 
animal. After all, you’re treated like one. After a while, 
the correctional facility in which you are being confined 
begins to feel like home. 
For some, it never 
does, and they begin to 
become desensitized to 
the thought of leaving 
here on a gurney. Some 
even count down the 
days.
             You think back 
to when you first arrived 
to do your first stint in 
the local county jail so 
many years ago. You 
can’t help but think that 
you weren’t a criminal 

when you first walked through those doors. However, 
after so many years in and out of the system, you 
look at yourself and you are struck with the sobering 
realization: You are now. 
 Nationally, 54,148 juvenile offenders were 
held in residential placement facilities on October 
23, 2013, according to the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Program (OJJDP.) 62 percent of the 
committed population in 2011 was adjudicated for 
a nonviolent offense, according to the Justice Policy 
Institute (JPI.) And while the rates of youth incarceration 

have gone down in recent 
years, there are ever-
present and pressing 
questions among us: 
Why are we locking up 
our youth and throwing 
away the key for 
nonviolent offenses? Are 
out-of-home placements 
for juvenile offenders 
lending positive results 
in terms of recidivism? 
How can we hold our 
youth accountable for 
the crimes they commit 

“We cannot afford the financial or the societal costs of unnecessary 
juvenile incarceration. By shifting our focus—and our investments—to 
the front end of the system, we will save not only money, but also lives.”

 –Governor Rick Scott, Florida 

The Reality of Youth
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in productive and efficient ways? 
 Research has found time and time again 
that out-of-home placements, which is where a 
youth is placed in a residential placement facility, 
does not decrease recidivism. In fact, it does quite 
the opposite. Youth confinement imposes heavy 
burdens on family members, leaves confined youth 
vulnerable to assaults, exposes our communities 
to higher rates of recidivism, and impedes young 
people’s transition to adulthood, according to JPI. 
According to a study conducted by Edward P. Mulvey 
entitled, “Trajectories of Desistance and Continuity 
in Antisocial Behavior Following Court Adjudication 
Amount Serious Adolescent Offenders,” youth 
who reported the lowest levels of offending before 
being placed were more likely to reoffend following 
institutional stays. 
 Living in jail is a way of life. A way of life that I 
am being more cognizant of as I walk into the Riverhead 
County Jail on a bi-weekly basis to shadow Erika 
Duncan, the founder of Herstory Writer’s Workshop, as 
she leads writing workshops for incarcerated women in 
the DWI unit. The ages of the women vary, and some of 
the youngest members in the workshop are 16-years-
old [Side note: That’s right, parents! YOUR 16-year-old 
can be tried as an adult and locked up in jail too! Oh, 
they need help? Six months in the county jail should 
be sufficient!] Despite the age disparity, most of the 
women are struggling with addiction issues. If there is 
one thing that I’ve learned from meeting these women, 
it’s that survival is the name of the game when you 

are in jail. When you are released, you are an entirely 
different person. For the adolescents, the experience 
can be scarring and they are likely to be more lost and 
misguided than before they arrived, which sometimes 
leads them to reoffend. Who pays for our youth 
offenders to be confined as they enter in and out of 
the system? Well, actually, you do. In a survey of state 
expenditures on confinement in 46 states, JPI found 
that the average cost of the most expensive confinement 
for a young person was $148, 767 per year.  So what 
do we have here? Our taxpayers are paying money to a 
system that contributes to recidivism. 
 Furthermore, an examination of long-term 
recidivism and education outcomes in Cook County, 
Illinois, found that incarcerated juveniles were more 
likely to drop out of high school, and to be incarcerated 
as adults rather than youth offenders who were 
not incarcerated, according to a study conducted 
by Anna Aizer and Joseph J. Doyle, Jr. entitled, 
“Juvenile Incarceration, Human Capital and Future 
Crime: Evidence from Randomly-Assigned Judges.” 
Therefore, we are inadvertently contributing to a 
system that breeds criminals, not rehabilitates them. 
In my opinion, and the opinion of many others who 
have witnessed the justice system at work, we should be 
paying our tax dollars to community based programs 
and substance abuse programs that will intervene and 
rehabilitate, not exacerbate delinquent behavior. 
 So I ask you, why? If youth confinement doesn’t 
make sense economically, logically, or emotionally 
then why do we do it? Is incarcerating our youth really 
considered, “justice?” Or is it just acting under the guise 
of justice? If these statistics disturb you, then please 
get involved and show support to the “Raise the Age” 
movement. Raise the Age NY is a public awareness 
campaign that supports raising the age of criminal 
responsibility for children in New York, to improve 
outcomes for children and public safety. You can visit 
their website at www.raisetheageny.com or follow 
them on twitter @ RaisetheAgeNY to stay informed of 
opportunities to take action and support the movement. 

Chris Yarzab/flickr.com

Jeff Djevdet/flickr.com
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Pioneer (P): You’ve recently worked on a video project 
making an effort to call BS on untruths said during the 
GOP debate, and in general, you are a very outspoken 
person politically. What are your aims for projects like 
this, and who are you trying to reach? 
 
Morgan Spurlock (MS): I think the biggest thing 
for me, with most of the stuff I make is ‘God forbid we 
start thinking.’ As a population, as filmmakers within 
a population, we should want to encourage people to 
think for themselves, not just buy into what people say. 
[To] kind of dig a little deeper to find where the truth 
really lays, what’s real and what’s bullshit, and I think 
that is what the [Call Bullshit] app does, and I think 
that’s what we try to do with the TV shows and movies 
we make. I really want people to seek out knowledge 
on their own. We’ve become gullible; we’ve reached 
a point that we just want to believe what others are 
telling us is true, and that’s a problem in the media to 
begin with and a problem in politics.

TP: Do you plan on making more political videos as the 
election talk continues?

 MS: I hope so. That’s the plan right now. So, knock on 
wood we’ll be doing more in 2016.
 
TP: Crappy, wobbly wood.
 
MS: (Laughs) Yeah.
 
TP: Voter turnout in the recent New York election was 
very low. Why do you think that is? Lack of interest, 
or something more? How can people become more 
engaged by politics?
  
MS: I feel like we have become a totally complacent 
society. Apathetic. A lot of the problem comes down to 
us. Well, there are two sides to it. One, we’ve allowed so 
much money to be in politics now. There’s so much big 
money and influence. This next president who is about to 
be elected will be the first three billion dollar president. 
That’s between both sides, republicans and democrats. 
They’re going to spend more than three billon dollars to 
get this president elected. It’s ludicrous how much money 
is going to be spent. And that’s just on the presidency, 
that’s not even on the house, nor the senate that’s not even 

By Pete Barell

Morgan Spurlock
Takes on The Political Machine

organ Spurlock stood outside of the Gold Coast 
Cinema at LIU Post campus schmoozing with 
students, faculty, and media professionals alike, 
before showing and talking about his latest short 

documentary Crafted, as part of the 2015 Gold Coast 
Film Festival. This film, which focuses on three groups 
of artisan craftspeople and their passionate work, is just 
a drop in the ocean of projects Spurlock has developed 
-- perhaps you’ll know him best as the guy who ate 
nothing but McDonalds for thirty days in his Academy-
Award nominated Supersize Me, or else for his work on 
CNN’s Inside Man. He’s a friendly, easygoing guy who 
is supremely approachable for his outward image: a 
normal person, like you and I.  

 Just about everyone I know has seen or heard 
of Supersize Me. It’s hard not to think of Spurlock 
without picturing him gobbling down McDonalds, but 
since that horse had been thoroughly beaten over the 
last ten years, we only briefly touched it. Instead, we 
mostly discussed his role as a media professional and 
the dialogue between the mass communication and 
politics. Most recently, Spurlock has collaborated on 
a video project entitled Call Bullshit, an application 
that allows users to fact check sound-bites made by 
GOP candidates during debates, determining what is 
or isn’t true. Here, Spurlock and I discussed the truth 
and untruths of politics, the media, and what makes a 
documentary compelling. 

M
Raffi Asdourian/flickr.com
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in local elections, and then it’s tens and tens of billions. 
 When you see how much money is being spent by 
giant corporations whose interests are being served over 
and over again, you come to think, well who the fuck cares 
about me? Nobody cares about the little guy; nobody is 
going to be looking out for me. And so, people just stop 
voting. They think you know my vote doesn’t matter. It 
doesn’t mean anything. And I think we have to recapture 
that, we have to bring that back and empower people to 
really believe and understand that they do have the ability 
to create change, to create a difference, and it does start in 
that ballot box. 
 I think the greatest thing that can happen is we get 
that money out. We have to find a way to change Citizens 
United so it isn’t about the best interests of corporations, 
which is what we’ve done. We’ve given corporations all 
the power and strength of a human being, yet with none 
of the repercussions. 
 
TP: Then you’ve got guys like [Former 2016 Democratic 
Candidate] Lawrence Lessig who join the race, try to 
press that message and get squeezed out.
 
MS: That’s right.
 
TP: The political landscape seems very much interested 
in populists and atypical candidates like Donald Trump, 
Ben Carson and Bernie Sanders, all of whom have stood 
up against the media in their own ways. As a documentary 
filmmaker, a media based profession, how do you make 
sense of this appeal? 

MS: What’s interesting right now is on the republican 
side where you see a lot of people attacking the media. 
I think it’s the new mission and you can really see it 
in Ben Carson is [that they’re] going to talk all the 
crazy they want, and then when you call BS on it, it’s 
obviously your fault for covering it, it’s your fault for 
trying to say this is where the truth lies. It is a real 
specific spin tactic. It is one that would make Frank 
Luntz very proud; he’s a republican talking point guru. 
He invented the death tax and he’s a very brilliant guy. 
But it’s spin. It’s incredible spin that is being pushed 
where now the media is to blame.
  Now, I do think that the media has been to blame 
for a lot of misinformation that we’ve gotten over the 
years, but I don’t think that’s the sole reason. But from 
my point of view, as a member of the media, as a creator, 
there have been people who have taken advantage of that. 

People who have given misinformation to push an agenda. 
I think the biggest thing for me is to do everything I can to 
break that. But as a little documentary filmmaker I’m also 
fighting windmills, I’m fighting big giant machines and 
it’s hard. But I truly believe that you can chip away at the 
arbor. I think that in time, you can throw that little rock 
that will knock down the giant.
 
TP: Is there any one candidate you agree with in 
particular? 
 
MS: I don’t think that I agree with anyone too much. 
You have to go into politics with a tremendous amount of 
cynicism, and then kind of see where everything shakes 
out less than a year from now. When you get down to the 
two horses.

TP: What advice would you give to someone attempting 
to dig into an issue and create his or her own 
documentary? What information do you wish you had 
when you started out?  

MS: I’ll tell you the best advice. I got the greatest advice 
when I was making Supersize Me, and this was given 
by a filmmaker named Eugene Jarecki, who is a super 
talented, brilliant guy. I asked him, I said I’m making 
my first movie, is there anything I should know? He said 
here’s my advice: if the movie you end up with is the exact 
same [one] you set out to make in the beginning, you 
didn’t listen to anyone along the way.
  It’s one of those simple ideas. You have to say, 
here’s the story I want to make and tell, and you can’t go 
down that path with blinders on. You have to be open for 
things to take you in a different direction, let them steer 
you into different narratives. You have to open yourself 
up to being surprised; to finding things you never thought 
would happen; to the story actually going somewhere you 
didn’t anticipate. If and when you do that, you’ll end up in 
a better place than you initially thought you were going.
 
TP: Especially with documentaries, it’s a learning process 
anyway. You’re trying to figure things out.
 
MS: Exactly. Unless I’m telling a historical documentary, 
I mean I know how World War II ends. If you’re going to 
do that story, fine. But if you’re trying to tell something 
in the now and it’s an evolving, real story, then you need 
to be open to different, varied, and potentially surprising 
points of view. 
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You’re bored?

 My granddad once told 
me, “Alexander, you should 
never be bored, because there is 
always something to do.” I never 
really believed him until I woke 
up from a life lacking thought, 
to a life full of thought, bursting 
with endless strains of curiosity. 
Before I began to change the way 
I looked at the world, there were 
many times I claimed boredom. 
But how can you be bored in this 
world? Boredom may well have 
been tougher to avoid many 
years ago, simply because the 
flow of information was not as 
it is today, and there is only a 
certain amount of time you can 
spend with yourself without 
adding new information into 
the mix. But now it is 2015 and 
we have an endless amount of 
information at our fingertips, 
and if that is not enough, there 
is a wealth of books out there 

just waiting to provide you with 
yet even more information from; 
poets, philosophers, scientists, 
novelists and so on. If all that 
information is still not enough, 
place yourself in the mirror, 
think about what makes you, 
you. Think about the parts of you 
that are not welcoming to think 
about, the things that are easier 
to avoid than to face. Challenge 
those aspects of your character, 
reflect on them, see clearly 
how you can better yourself. 
What of the world then? Place 
the world in the mirror, think 
about it in all its glory, consider 
it in respect of the human race, 
then flip it and consider the 
human race in respect of the 
world. Think about it in respect 
of the entire universe, consider 
the endless possibilities of why 
we are here, why we are not 
nothing, why we can think, why 

we can reflect. Question the 
suffering, confront the pain that 
is felt across the globe, consider 
how you fit into that pain and 
suffering, if you contribute to it,  
if you help relieve it. You cannot 
be bored once you understand 
that confronting the darkness 
in the world is not a bad thing, 
but a positive thing. Shed light 
on the darkness in your soul, 
and try to light it for eternity, 
so that your soul is an open 
field of light, where nothing can 
hide in the shadows. There is an 
endless potential field of focus 
just waiting to be placed into 
scope so that you can begin to 
reflect on it. “I’m bored” needn’t 
be spoken any longer. There 
are many things right with this 
world, and many things wrong; 
just by contemplating your 
place in all of that, could fill up 
eternity.

By Alex Billington
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By Alyssa Gammello

The Best Decision 
I Ever Made...
 Going to see my grandfather while he 
suffered from Alzheimer’s was the best decision 
I ever made. It sounds morbid, but it’s done so 
much for me. For the longest time I avoided going 
to see him. I wasn’t ready; I was busy; I was scared. 
My parents understood, and when they headed up 
to New Jersey every weekend, I stayed behind. I 
feigned interest in the visit when they returned 
home, only half listening. It seems cruel, but I 
didn’t want to hear about the strongest, toughest 
man I knew in a home. I didn’t want to stand in 
front of the man who always comforted me, who 
always stuck up for me, and have him look right 
through me. 
 But one day, we knew it was ending. So, on 
Christmas day, rather than heading over to my 
grandfather’s house where he would be dressed 
as Santa (although everyone in my family is over 

the age of eighteen,) we went to his home. It was 
time for me to embrace what I had been avoiding 
for a few years. I stood in front of one of the most 
important men in my life, while he looked at me 
like I was a stranger. In that moment, I was a 
stranger. “Do you know her, your granddaughter?” 
asked his nurse. There was no response. This was 
repeated for every family member. 
 That day will stay with me for as long as 
I’ll live. And now, I am better for it. I know the 
true effects of the disease. I know it transcends 
forgetting things. And I got to say goodbye. I don’t 
know if I would be able to look at myself if I never 
said goodbye to the man who fought for me my 
whole life. So, visiting him for the first and last 
time is the best decision I ever made. While he 
forgot me, I will always remember him.

ALZHEIMER’S
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