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When Joseph Campbell, writing in the late 1940s, coined 

the term “monomyth” to describe a particular kind of 

structure for a particular kind of story, particularities 

were the furthest thing from his mind; instead, the 

learned mythologist was on the hunt for universality, for 

archetypal themes with the potential to unite stories from 

around the globe. 

In constructing a broadly applicable template for what 

he called the hero’s journey, Campbell set a wildly 

influential precedent for narrative storytelling, drawing 

from Jungian psychology and religious esotericism to 

inspire countless works of contemporary literature, 

cinema, and television. What Campbell could not have 

predicted was the impact his work would have on the 

conduct of everyday people, the way the Hero’s Journey 

has come to be interpreted not just as a means of 

understanding fiction but as a means of understanding 

life. Herein lies the issue: your life is not a hero’s journey.

I remember being six years old and hearing from my 

father the story of his life: from an itinerant childhood in 

the mountains of  Turkey to a turbulent adolescence in the 

midst of revolutionary Iran, soon to find himself at home 

in Western Europe, where he witnessed firsthand the fall 

of the iron curtain and walked barefoot through what 

remained of the Berlin Wall. I remember hearing this 

story and others: the stories of my mother’s immigration 

and my grandfather’s travels told in turn with the stories 

of Harry Potter and Anakin Skywalker, fact and fiction 

mixing together in an interminable pot of narrative stew. 

I remember this now because I just turned 21, and with 

the knowledge of aging comes the awareness of your own 

narrative, a vague and emergent understanding that soon 

it will be your turn to tell your story. 

But what story to tell? What journey am I on? Take note: 

the hero’s journey is one of self-discovery disguised as 

voyage into the great unknown. It begins and ends in the 

familiar haven of the ordinary world, but what happens in 

between is flagged by the air of extraordinary spectacle, 

the same air we breathe when we take in or tell of a new 

story for the first time. 

The elements of said journey proceed as follows: the hero 

receives a call to adventure and leaves the known world in 

search of the unmapped. Upon passing into the threshold 

of this brave new world, they’re faced with a series of 

trials, culminating in a decisive crisis that leaves them 

permanently altered. Having experienced profound 

change, the hero comes to some sort of revelation, 

achieves the goal of the quest, and returns home a soul 

transformed, endowed with the ability to spread their 

newfound knowledge to the world at large.

Growing up with a sizable catalog of grand and quest-

like stories–each of them reflective of the monomyth in 

one way or another–it was never difficult to identify with 

the Hero’s Journey. In Campbell’s theory I had found 

a framework for heroic living, a narrative key graced 

with the potential to unlock the doors of the world and 

illuminate the path to higher truths.

But Campbell’s monomyth will never map directly 

or even tangentially onto something so categorically 

complex as a human life on planet Earth. Try as one 

might to take the most dynamic thing any of us have and 

reduce it to a literary formula, reality is unwavering in 

its refusal to be simplified. In taking Campbell’s model 

and applying it to our lives, are we to deny the diversity of 

Coming to Terms With Campbell, or 
a Case Against the Hero’s Journey

Kaveh Nasseri
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character and complexity of plot that serve to distinguish 

one person from another? Are we to limit ourselves to 

one theory for all people, the whole of humanity boxed 

up and locked into a monomythic contract as absolute in 

conviction as it is unfeasible in practice?

“These will be the best years of your life.” That’s what 

my father said about college and that’s what I believed 

about UCLA. It’s a quote you might expect to find on 

the opening page of a coming-of-age novel, the first step 

in a narrative staircase before it spirals into a literary 

corkscrew of Campbellian origin. These kinds of stories 

have always been popular. I suspect they always will be. 

They operate on the same principle as a promise: namely, 

that reality will eventually conform to expectation. 

Today, I’m much more concerned with what happens 

when that promise is broken, when your expectations 

veer off course and crash headfirst into the steel bastions 

of reality. A collision is most fatal precisely when it’s 

least expected. To arrive in a new place full of hope and 

expectation, to then stand helpless as hope is shattered 

before your eyes–it’s a terrifying thought. The moment 

of truth: the instant where, frozen in time, freed of 

protective illusions and illusory protections, reality and 

expectation violently converge. What happens then is 

anybody’s guess; the only real certainty is that things 

won’t go the way you planned. A shame, really. You 

planned things so well.

People can’t help but feel things when they come to Los 

Angeles. No city, save perhaps New York (see EB White’s 

seminal essay on the Big Apple and everything it means 

to everyone it touches) lends itself more favorably to 

that same brand of narrative romanticism so integral 

to the Hero’s Journey. No need to do the heavy lifting: 

LA romanticizes itself. And UCLA! Here, palm trees 

and green leaves peaceably coexist with towering castles 

of Romanesque revivalism, the aesthetics of antiquity 

basking in the light of a California sun. Yes, Royce and 

Powell seem to say. These will be the good times you’ve 

heard so much about. 

And it must be so damn tempting to read in every tree and 

every flower the seed of a story, to seek in every crevice 

of the campus a clue to guide your path. Tempting, yes, 

but also unsurprising, that in the irreligious age of this 

21st century we should reach out and cling to anyone 

or anything that carries in its satchel the promise of 

a purpose. In making that same promise, the Hero’s 

Journey knows no rival.

For narratives of the Campbellian model are each step of 

the way endowed with some kind of meaning. The raven 

perched atop your windowsill is no mere raven, it is an 

omen. The first thing you see when you open your eyes and 

the last thing you see when you close them for rest: these 

things are visions, telling both of what has happened and 

of what has yet to come. I wonder what it does to someone, 

what it does to the world: the need to find meaning in a 

place where nothing grows.

So you arrive at university fresh-faced and eager, 

not a person so much as a strange brew of impossible 

expectations. Your entire life has been a rehearsal for the 

theater: college, the first great milestone on the heralded 

path to competent adulthood, marks your onstage 

debut. Everyone is waiting; the air, once stagnant, has 

come alive with anticipation. You feel it, too. Maybe you 

come to school fully prepared to believe that despair has 

become a thing of the past, that you’ve done away with 

generalized sadness and existential ennui, done away 

with exhaustion and irritability and everything else which 

threatens to upset your precious balance.

Maybe you think the good times are here to stay, but life is 

so much more than just good times. You achieve one quest 

and come home to find that you still know nothing at all, 

that the revelation you thought you’d come to only opens 

the door to more questions, the big questions, questions 



which for want of answer penetrate the heart and paralyze 

the mind and leave you behind in a terrible wake of more 

terrible thoughts, thoughts which chew you just to spit 

you out, a shell of a person in a hell of a world. With each 

new question the cycle repeats and the nightmare recurs, 

fueled by the coals of an existential angst. 

The experience calls to mind not Campbell but Camus, 

that rare interpreter of human despair who sought to 

embrace the absurdity of existence instead of trying to 

explain it. Life for the vast majority of human beings 

more closely resembles the uphill battle of a Sisyphus 

than the hero’s journey of a Heracles, and no analysis 

could capture the pain – mental, physical, spiritual, 

emotional – of seeing the boulder you just pushed up a 

hill come rolling down again.

Instead of conforming to the narrow lane of the Hero’s 

Journey, then, reality forces itself upon your narrative 

and forces you – the reader, the individual, the hero – to 

accept some unkind truths. Not everything fits inside 

the monomyth. Not everything is imbued with narrative 

meaning. Not everything exists as a part of your story. It’s 

a grownup way of saying that the world does not revolve 

around you.

It was at the bottom of a digital rabbit hole (one of 

the many I frequented at pandemic’s peak) that I first 

encountered the word “sonder.” The aptly named 

Dictionary Of Obscure Sorrows defines it as “the 

realization that each random passerby is living a life 

as vivid and complex as your own.” Sonder means a lot 

to me. It provides a much-needed antidote, not just to 

what I call monomythism and not just to what the world 

calls narcissism, but to a particularly pervasive brand of 

hyper-individualism native to the USA. 

That’s a lot of “isms,” but they’re all implying the same 

thing: that the individual, standing robust at the center 

of the world, is a hero, and that everyone else must be 

something less. Remember, then, that everyone you see 

and soon forget has an inner world as rich and real and 

altogether heroic as your own, that each face found and 

then lost does carry in its pores the story of a life. In the 

absence of greater meaning, maybe that’s our fate: not to 

carry on as individuals, looking down upon a fearsome 

landscape, but as social animals, each of us aware of the 

other’s role to play. There’s something to be said for a 

collective approach to finding a purpose, something that 

the Hero’s Journey overlooks in its myopic study of the 

human experience.

A storybook ending is a beautiful thing, but so much of 

what is beautiful is never really there. There’s a part of 

me that can’t help but love the Hero’s Journey, the same 

part of me that secretly rejoices at a rom-com meet-cute 

and brings a box of tissues to a Pixar movie. It’s the part 

of me that’s most susceptible to emotional manipulation 

of every kind, and it’s the part of me that responds with 

such overwhelming feeling to something so simple as a 

story. This part of me limits its interaction with reality, 

choosing instead to make its home in the safe abode of 

literature, of music, of cinema, of art. I love this part of 

me, but it’s a complex love. I can’t let it out for fear of 

letting it free, because to make it free would be to make 

it real, to release a thing so warm and pure into a world so 

dark and freezing cold.

This part of me has spent so long wrapped in the kind 

embrace of the monomyth that it can’t fathom a world 

without it, can’t survive a world like ours. It’s taught me 

something, something I want desperately to impart: that 

while the expectations associated with a Hero’s Journey 

can do wonders for a story, they’re ripe with the potential 

to disrupt a life. The truth so often runs counter to what 

we want to hear, but rarely does it run from what we need 

to hear, and what we need to hear can hurt. Your life is not 

a journey, and heroes aren’t real.

No. 10
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Doctors are nothing more than the fancy white 

jackets they sport and stethoscopes they hang 

around their necks; these social niceties are 

symbolic of their function as tools of tradition, 

carrying along a historical legacy of know-all and 

apolitical, altruistic practice.

This social construction is the intention, at least.

Even with all of the painstaking years of education 

and training undergone, they still cannot escape the 

VRFLRFXOWXUDO�LQÁXHQFHV�ZKLFK�GRPLQDWH�WKH�VRFLDO�

bloodstream, and the politics surrounding the 

medicine they practice. This isn’t a condemnation 

of the necessary work of doctors–this is only an 

attempt to illuminate the necessary trepidation 

we’ve since become numb to when confronted with 

the mysticism of a pill which cures all. 

The birth control pill is an over-prescribed lifestyle 

drug whose consequences are seldom discussed 

in progressive spaces; the implicit expectation 

IRU� ZRPHQ� WR� WDNH� WKLV� GUXJ� KDV� VLJQLÀFDQW�

consequences, both socially and physically.

It’s common for doctors to prescribe the pill to girls 

as young as thirteen years old as a form of hormonal 

correctional therapy–which conveniently 

doubles as an early inauguration into pregnancy 

prevention. Within the heteronormative 

conversation surrounding sexual health, there is 

an underlying expectation for women to take on the 

burden of preventing pregnancy anyways. Might as 

well start ‘em young, right? 

Okay. Now you’re thirteen, equipped with a 

small rectangular apparatus housing thirty pale 

pills, handed to you in a brown paper lunch 

sack–as if your friendly pharmacist were a gentle 

parent sending you off to school with some 

lunch. Birth control peregrination is instead the 

commencement of a curious social normality–the 

PRGLÀFDWLRQ� RI� IHPDOH� KRUPRQHV� DQG� WKXV�� WKH�

entire feeling and functioning of a body, all in one 

casual prescription.

Women are prescribed birth control with alarming 

HDVH�� +RUPRQDO� DFQH"� 7KH� SLOO� VKRXOG� À[� WKDW��

Painful cramps? Take that little blue tablet. Want 

to control when you bleed? Go on, disrupt your 

body’s natural chemical homeostasis. For the vast 

majority of women, the ubiquitous normalization 

of birth control means a brief revision of the 

potential side effects as your doctor nonchalantly 

hands you a prescription. In the new age of zoom-

dominated human interaction, many times doctors 

prescribe the pill over the brief interaction through 

a screen. 

In the 60’s, the Food and Drug Administration 

LQ� WKH� 86� DSSURYHG� WKH� ÀUVW� IRUP� RI� WKH� RUDO�

contraceptive: a pill which had dangerous 

quantities of estrogen, reported to have caused 

blood clots, heart attacks, strokes, and cancer. 

Finally, after the proliferation of this form of 

contraception throughout the 60’s, feminists in 

the 70’s began to question the safety of the pill 

and the validity of its relatively widespread use. 

What Your Doctor 
Won’t Tell You About 
Birth Control
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After nearly 10 years of FDA 

approval and distribution, 

the pill was eventually 

PRGLÀHG� WR� FRQWDLQ� VDIH�

amounts of hormones for 

regular ingestion.

The historically  reckless handling of the pill should 

be cause for concern: proof that a governmental 

entity, in its advertising and distribution, is vastly 

SURÀWLQJ� WKURXJK� WKH� RYHU�SUHVFULSWLRQ� DQG�

under-education surrounding birth control; even 

now, the notion of birth control has shifted from 

a tool of family planning and personal health to a 

lifestyle drug, a careful marketing strategy which 

has normalized the thing, and even mitigated the 

severity of committing to this drug. 

The discourse surrounding the birth control pill 

is therefore heavily politically charged, and thus 

productive conversation surrounding widespread 

use of the pill is a strenuous landscape to navigate. 

Much of the anti-pill discourse is an extension of 

the anti-abortion movement, and people which 

perpetuate this rhetoric frequently cite religious 

FRQÁLFWLRQV��0RVW�SRLJQDQWO\��WKH�&DWKROLF�&KXUFK�

has been a staunch advocate against the pill, 

citing its promotion of adultery and promiscuity. 

Additionally, female reproductive rights in the 

United States are under siege, and contraception 

is greatly symbolic of female individuality and 

autonomy from social or religious impositions. 

And now, given women’s rights to abortion and 

reproductive rights are a beleaguered topic, it 

LV� LQFUHDVLQJO\� GLIÀFXOW� WR� IDFLOLWDWH� D� SURGXFWLYH�

conversation surrounding birth control and its 

widespread usage.

Much of the prominent discourse surrounding the 

pill takes root in “wellness” trutherism, a dialogue 

which veers dangerously into the realm of paranoia 
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and pseudoscience. Still, there is a worthwhile 

conversation outside of rogue Facebook groups 

and Reddit rabbit holes: the pill is still uncharted 

territory for many women, and the ease with which 

women are prescribed this commodity responsible 

for hormonal manipulation is dangerous. 

Further, there is an unspoken expectation for 

women to be on birth control. This assumption is 

simply an extension of an implicit form of female 

REMHFWLÀFDWLRQ��E\�FXOWLYDWLQJ�D�VRFLDO�DQG�FXOWXUDO�

norm for women to be on birth control, the burden 

of pregnancy prevention falls upon women. This 

notion is inherently tied into the sexualization of 

women and girls. Being on birth control–no matter 

the initial intention of beginning the treatment–

implies the worry-free, neat, sexual environment 

which it imbues within a woman. The same 

standards are far off from the social and cultural 

conditioning traditionally imposed upon men: the 

H[SHFWDWLRQ�WR�VDFULÀFH�FRPIRUW�LQ�RUGHU�WR�SUHYHQW�

the consequence of pregnancy, which has a much 

lesser impact upon men personally, is a more alien 

concept in public discourse. The discreteness of 

the pill, the harmless impression its small package 

implies, is symbolic of the secrecy with which birth 

control is treated in polite society.

Just as the pill is treated–a quick, obvious 

addition to a woman’s body with little to be 

discussed or cautioned–so is the expectation of 

secrecy surrounding experiences with it. Women 

experience hormonal chaos throughout their 

UHODWLRQVKLS� ZLWK� WKH� SLOO�� 7KH� ÀUVW� WKUHH� PRQWKV�

RIWHQ� LQFOXGH� GUDVWLFDOO\� VLJQLÀFDQW� FKDQJHV� LQ�

mood, weight, libido, disposition, acne, and the 

list extends as far as the effects of hormones upon a 

human body. Finally, when the adjustment period 

has waded, the new homeostasis founded by the 

body is different from the natural state of the body. 

But the worst part is, there’s no predicting how 

things will change. 

Like many people with a period, a doctor wrote 

me a prescription for birth control. While my 

own history may be more drastic it still acts as a 

cautionary tale, illustrating the potential harms of 

popping hormonal pills as a teenager. After getting 

prescribed the pill at the age of 16 for my hormonal 

acne, I developed a (benign) tumor in my left leg 

directly atop my nerve. Aside from the medical 

QLJKWPDUH� RI� P\� DIÁLFWLRQ�� ,� H[SHULHQFHG� GUDVWLF�

weight gain, depression, and a complete shift in 

my temperament when I began birth control. After 

waiting for the adjustment period to wane, my body 

settled into its new hormonal reality, but still never 

felt quite the same. My doctor barely covered these 

side effects. After only a month or two of having my 

license, I drove myself to the nearest CVS to pick up 

my prescription. 

The pill has a cultural and social legacy steeped in 

misogyny and marketing. While there are myriad 

EHQHÀWV�WR�ELUWK�FRQWURO��DQG�D�PXOWLWXGH�RI�SRVLWLYH�

experiences, a main one being the contribution 

of the efforts of female sexual liberation–still we 

must approach this normalized lifestyle drug with 

trepidation. The lack of progressive discourse 

around birth control demonstrates the danger of 

allowing the performative feminist narrative to 

smother critical discussion of female sexualization. 

7KH� LQFUHDVLQJO\� FDVXDO� PRGLÀFDWLRQ� RI� IHPDOH�

hormones should be a cause for conversation. By 

receiving the pill without judgment, we assume our 

fate as compliant and dutiful perpetuators of the 

outdated tradition of submission.
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It is quite odd to me that people think Gender Studies is a 

Bullshit major.

When speaking about Gender Studies, there is often a 

perception that it is just a woman’s major focusing on 

female empowerment. Considering it to be a “woman’s 

major,” we also think of gender studies as something 

easily politicalized such as gender issues. But this political 

capability is exactly why Gender Studies is important. Not 

just because it shows how people are truly interested in it, 

but also because the more polarizing a topic is, the more 

important it is to establish intellectual conversations 

about it for better understanding.

Otherwise, we will all be living in the dark—ignoring the 

impacts of gender policies throughout our lives.

 

The idea that gender studies is just about women in itself is 

extremely ignorant.

 

Most people are exposed to ideas about gender as early as 

infancy. Moms and dads surround their newborns with 

pink or blue toys according to their gender. An ironic fun 

fact, though, is that pink used to be a boy’s color while light 

blue was associated with girls in the 19th century. Even a 

foundational aspect of gender such as color association is 

not as straightforward as it initially seems; people know 

much less about gender than they would like to think.

 

Gender is a core identity marker used by people to place 

themselves in cultural and societal constructions? Division 

of gender even comes before racial and class divisions, 

starting from the most basic level of a family dynamic.

 

So, do we really believe that gender issues have a negative 

impact on “privileged” men? Whether you are a guy 

feeling depressed, but refuse to ask for help because you 

are afraid to destroy your “Alphaness,” or a woman trying 

WR�IXOÀOO�EHDXW\�VWDQGDUGV�\HW�ZRUULHG�WKDW�\RX�ZLOO�EH�WDNHQ�

less seriously due to your “girliness,” Gender studies can 

be used to to prevent tragedies and help you become more 

comfortable with yourself.  

 

Moreover, gender studies is so much more than studying 

the binary division between men and women. Since 

gender runs deep in our culture, language, behavior, 

and relationships, these gender issues are relevant across 

GLIIHUHQW� ÀHOGV� ZKHWKHU� LW� LV� ELRORJ\�� VRFLRORJ\�� 67(0��

political science, or the arts. Whatever major you may be 

in, I can assure that gender studies is a foundational aspect 

of it.

 

 

:KDW� LI� \RX� WKLQN� \RX� ÀW� LQWR� WKH� ´VWUDLJKW� JHQGHU�

narrative”?

 

If you are comfortable with gender norms, good for you. 

But you still cannot escape the potential harms of gender 

labels.

In the world beyond college, gender dynamics, biases, 

stereotypes, and idealisms will continue to be prevalent. 

6WXGLHV�KDYH�VKRZQ�WKDW�VWHUHRW\SHV�DUH�VHOI�FRQÀUPDWRU\��

If a boss has a gender bias on performance levels, there 

are various ways in which the boss would encourage or 

discourage someone based on their gender (such as 

DVVLJQLQJ�ZRUNV�WKDW�VWHUHRW\SLFDOO\�ÀW�LQWR�RQH·V�JHQGHU��

even if they don’t notice that they are biased. Those who 

are encouraged will be more likely to work harder and 

perform better while the discouraged will be more likely to 

perform poorly—just as the boss “predicted.”

 

Because society decided to look at people with the context 

of gender before individuality, we learn to encapsulate an 

individual’s characteristics in relationship to our ideas 

about gender. Thus, learning about gender studies will 

allow us to unpack how these identities affect us beyond 

We Should All Take Gender Studies Class for a 
Better Life                                                            Cindy Hsu
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our anatomy. Philosophically speaking, if humans are so 

civilized, why do we still use the control of our bodies as 

a way to establish dominance? To think about it further, 

if gender or our “hormones” really constitute so much 

of our entire personality, aren’t we all just a bunch of 

hormone reactions at work? What does it mean to have 

a sense of self so dependent on the idea of gender that is 

imposed upon you?

 

 

On top of preventing psychological harms caused by 

gender norms, gender studies can also save lives. For 

example, although heart disease is the #1 killer for both 

men and women, women are likely to be dismissed for 

having it. Common stereotypes that heart disease is a 

men’s issue has blinded some doctors and cost them lives. 

Gender biases in health care and medicine are killing 

people of any gender identity and if this is not corrected 

in the future, this has the potential of affecting you as well.

 

Like healthcare biases, the scope of gender issues 

reaches society from top to bottom; from detailed daily 

interactions and family dynamics, to large scale economic 

issues. Connecting social issues with how gender plays a 

role could help people dig deeper into the problem. For 

instance, when speaking about the economy, one should 

not ignore how women’s participation in the workforce 

affects the GDP. When speaking about racial justices, one 

can discuss how black women experience discrimination in 

a form that comnines both racism and sexism.

 

Even women’s empowerment movements need to learn 

Gender Studies from the man’s perspective since many of 

these movements have trouble escaping from the patriarcal 

obsession of masculinity. Although society stresses that 

both qualities are essential and have  their shortcomings 

DQG�EHQHÀWV��PDVFXOLQLW\�KDV�LQ�DJJUHJDWH�EHHQ�DWWULEXWHG�

to more advantageous values or characteristics than 

femininity. I sense that things associated with femininity 

are also things that are comparatively disadvantageous to 

things associated with masculinity. Therefore, we see the 

trend of “I’m not like other girls.” Tomboys and badasses—

ZRPHQ�ZKR�DFW�OLNH�PHQ³DUH�JORULÀHG�ZKLOH�PHQ�ZKR�DFW�

like women—the “sissy”—are stigmatized. No wonder why 

all those “woke” female empowering-superhero movies 

are all about masculine womens like Captain Marvel. (Ha! 

Giving a hard punch = intelligence and supreme power!)

 

,� DP� DZDUH� WKDW� WKH� EHQHÀWV� RI� JHQGHU� VWXGLHV� FDQQRW� EH�

merely summarized in this article. In short, the ideas one 

could learn from gender studies will unlock capabilities 

for people to  progress their quality of life. To provide 

all students with the chance of taking gender studies, 

FROOHJHV� VKRXOG� LQFRUSRUDWH�*HQGHU� 6WXGLHV� LQWR� VSHFLÀF�

departments such as gender studies GE courses for the 

music school, etc. With these courses, students can learn 

KRZ� JHQGHU� LQÁXHQFHV� ÀHOGV� UHODWHG� WR� WKHLU� GLVFLSOLQH��

Moreover, they should encourage students to take those 

FODVVHV� E\� SURYLGLQJ� *(�EDVHG� EHQHÀWV� IRU� WDNLQJ� WKH�

courses to open more opportunities.

 

 

Finally, Gender Studies allows us to relocate how we 

perceive reality.

Growing up in an East Asian setting, gender stereotypes 

and norms are entrencit and everywhere. Paradoxically, 

belief in the norms encourages us to conform accordingly, 

which in return makes the belief come true. When I moved 

to California, many of those ideas felt debunked—and 

without having people racing to judge your individuality 

based on your gender all the time—I feel so relieved.

 

Still, many gender norms prevailed and we are still 

obsessing over the labels of masculinity and femininity, 

of dominance and submissiveness. But does a 100% male 

or 100% female person actually exist? Perhaps you should 

FRQVLGHU�WDNLQJ�D�JHQGHU�VWXGLHV�FRXUVH�WR�ÀQG�RXW�
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Suck it Up and Fall in Love
julia torres
Hooking up.

Although most college students are familiar with this term, 

it has a multitude of definitions. Personal boundaries 

determine what our minds think of when we refer to hookups, 

but we can boil it down to three foundational characteristics: 

transactional, temporary, and impersonal.

This shallow level of interaction has become the norm for 

college students, and it is perpetuated by ways in which 

UCLA students interact with each other on a daily basis.

Look no further than UCLA’s subreddit, r/ucla.

Within a few seconds of scrolling, you will find the infamous 

UCLA Hookup Spreadsheet. This is exactly what it sounds 

like–a lengthy document for UCLA students to surrender 

their personal information in hopes of matching with another 

student who also desires a hookup partner. Creative, right? 

As of today, it is no longer in use due to internet trolling and 

high user traffic, but I am sure it will be up and running again 

in no time, for there shall always be abundant supply for such 

high demand; it is, after all, the second installment of this 

spreadsheet due to its popularity.  

The mere creation of this spreadsheet reveals how students 

will go to great (and often absurd) lengths to seek out 

noncommittal relationships from complete strangers–even 

reduce themselves to questions on a screen. The goal is 

instant physical gratification, not intimacy.

However, this example is an intangible part of student life. 

In much closer proximity, specifically on Gayley and Hilgard 

Avenue, Greek life epitomizes the lucrative benefits of 

hookup culture.

From weekend-long formals that force dates to sleep in the 

same bed, to “weddings,” ceremonies where one member 

from a sorority and fraternity make out in front of their peers 

for 100 seconds, relational intimacy is reduced to routine, 

membership, and a mechanism for establishing “community” 

as powerful figures in your social circle. It is jaded by 

a nonchalant undertone that diminishes interpersonal 

relationships to what you can gain from the other person–an 

invitation to an event, a moment of attention, or even a way to 

climb up the social ladder. 

Take frat parties, for example. With only UCLA women 

allowed to enter into these events, fraternity brothers 

become protective over the girls that enter their house. Each 

girl necessarily becomes a number, a body, an increase in the 

probability for frat brothers to be that much cooler by not 

going home alone at the end of the night. Additionally, the 

considerable distance between Frat Row and the Sorority 

Houses or The Hill makes impaired girls more inclined to 

want to spend the night at a frat after a long night of partying. 

In college, social circumstances merge to encourage 

students to be trapped within the revolutions of hookup 

culture, but we cannot fool ourselves into believing that 

these interactions place great value on individuals.

Especially at UCLA, hookup culture often looks a lot like 

the interactions we use to further our career and academic 

goals: a networking event. It is all about who you know, how 

many people you know, and what they can do for you, much 

like a business deal. The same mindset that we have when it 

comes to creating our resumes applies to keeping track of 

the people we have hooked up with. With cool indifference, 

we causally consider the odds of adding another partner to 

our relational repertoires and what they would bring to the 



13

The Bruin Review

Suck it Up and Fall in Love
julia torres

table; in the same way that we view others as products for our 

consumption, weighing who would provide the greatest gain, 

that is how we are viewed as well.  

Even with each individual having their own interest in mind 

when participating in hookup culture, it does not always end 

up meeting expectations. In a study done by the American 

Psychological Association with college students, they found 

that 80% of participants claimed that they did not feel 

satisfied with their hookups in hindsight, even though they 

viewed it positively while it was occurring. Hookup regret is 

real.

Although hookup culture inherently requires self-serving 

desires by both parties, there is a slight degree of irony in the 

way both are left sexually disappointed more often than not. 

This, however, will never be what is portrayed to peers: with 

hookup culture, it is all about quantity over quality.

My greatest concern with hookup culture, though, is not 

the lack of fulfillment that each person is receiving. Quite 

frankly, that is none of my concern. Rather, it is the fact that 

this kind of mentality in relationships causes us to pick and 

choose partners based on certain temporary qualities, and as 

soon as they are no longer of use to or compatible with us, 

they are disposed of. A person is only worth our time if they 

fulfill our every yearning and desire. 

Due to this, hookup culture discourages vulnerability and 

mistakes between couples: any characteristic or demand a 

partner may have that is inconvenient becomes the catalyst 

for moving on.

This mentality reduces people to what they can provide to us 

and does not consider what we can learn from them. 

A lack of problem-solving skills is plaguing our generation by 

having us believe that our significant other must be perfect, 

or as close to it as possible, in order for us to be inclined to 

stay with them. Hookup culture works in short cycles; long-

term relationships require time, commitment, and sacrifice. 

We begin to set an unrealistic standard–one that can never 

be met–and this mindset furthers us from having personal, 

lasting interactions with others. 

At the end of the day, the prevalence of hookup culture in 

college students displays how we desire affection from 

others. No one wants to be lonely. But hookup culture is 

not the antidote for this common fear. Actually, it evades the 

possibility of fulfilling that desire entirely.

Although you may be entertained for a few nights, hook up 

culture will always leave you alone at the end of the day; 

your booty call will not be there to listen to you vent about 

your issues. Hold yourself in higher esteem and invest your 

time in people who will be there for both physically and 

emotionally intimate times. Let someone into your heart and 

learn to appreciate the value of having a partner to share your 

struggles and burdens with…and who will also make out with 

you!

Hookup culture insists that there is nothing you need to 

change about yourself, it is all about finding people who 

are naturally in sync with you. Frankly, we only disrespect 

ourselves when we have this kind of mindset and refuse to 

acknowledge our own faults. We all have shortcomings to 

work on, and it is only beneficial for us to strive for personal 

improvement. Even if a relationship ends with your heart 

being shattered into a million pieces, there is beauty in being 

resilient enough to overcome that pain and growing as a 

person.

In the realm of relationships, college students should turn 

away from the superficiality of hooking up and prioritize 

investing in someone, as frightening as that might sound. 

This will result in a better version of yourself, albeit a more 

vulnerable one.  

Allow yourself to be hurt. Give someone the power to break 

your heart. Hold yourself to a higher standard and fall in love. 
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For many people, the topic of copyright holds a connotation 

of protecting artists. After all, artwork does fall under the 

category of intellectual property, and the blatant theft of 

someone else’s ideas for the sake of financial gain is the 

crime that copyright law was originally intended to punish. 

However, media companies and record labels have found a 

way to manipulate copyright, weaponizing it against both 

original artists and remixers alike. High-profile disputes 

between production companies and artists are not a new 

phenomenon; musicians such as John Fogerty and Prince 

have been battling with record labels since the ‘80s and 

‘90s. But as the art distribution industry has grown into a 

multi-billion dollar business, corporate giants have exploited 

copyright law against the very people it was supposed to 

protect in order to increase their bottom line. 

The dawn of the internet era saw record labels facing a 

major dilemma: audiences no longer needed physical copies 

(records) of music to enjoy their favorite artists. Production 

companies that for decades had monopolized the distribution 

of music became vulnerable to internet services like Napster, 

a threat that the industry did not take lightly. The ensuing 

copyright wars of the late ‘90s and early 2000s marked 

a watershed moment in the use of copyright, as everyone 

found guilty of infringement faced legal action funded by 

production companies, no matter how small the offense. The 

purpose of this widespread litigation targeting was to stop 

the damaging trend of internet piracy that robbed individual 

artists as well as the industry as a whole.

While the war on piracy may have initially been a good 

thing for artists, it also served to increase record labels’ 

stranglehold over copyright law, as music industry lawyers 

became adept at drafting contracts that guaranteed labels 

power over royalties and copyright ownership. Musicians 

aren’t legal experts, and many have been tricked into signing 

away their masters to labels in perpetuity if they come out 

of contract. When the label dictates the release schedule 

for new projects, funding for tours and music videos, and 

publicizing new work, artists often face a tradeoff between 

sacrificing their creative autonomy or voiding their contract 

and losing the rights to their own music. Lil Uzi Vert’s feud 

Copyright is Screwing Over 
Your Favorite Artists
Leo rector
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with Generation Now/Atlantic Records prevented him from 

dropping new music and delayed the release of Eternal Atake 

for more than two years. 

The alternative to signing a deal with a label is going 

independent, which has become far easier and more 

financially viable since the creation of platforms like 

SoundCloud. Although independent artists generated 

roughly 7 billion dollars in revenue in 2021, they still 

represent a tiny fraction of the overall music industry, and 

cannot compete with the distribution capabilities of the 

billion-dollar production companies. Even artists who boast 

about their status as independent (cough Chance the Rapper 

cough) eventually realize that labels are necessary to achieve 

the highest levels of money and superstardom. Rather than 

a function of utility, the influence of record labels and 

production companies stems from a history of copyright 

exploitation that allows the industry to stay in power over 

the artists. 

Beyond the music industry, media companies have taken 

advantage of the vague definition of fair use in copyright 

law to intimidate smaller, independent creators with 

litigation, and in the age of the internet, de-platforming. The 

manipulation of fair use is most apparent on content sharing 

websites, especially YouTube, where original content is 

remixed for new purposes that include commentary, parody, 

or even good ol’ fashioned creativity. Some of the most 

powerful media corporations in the world, like Disney, have 

far more resources available to win a possible court battle 

than the average content creator, so the threat of copyright 

infringement is often enough to bully the remix creator 

into submission. The safe harbor provisions of the Digital 

Millennium Copyright Act (DMCA) give online platforms 

like YouTube immunity from copyright infringement by its 

creators so long as the platform takes down the infringing 

content and removes repeat offenders from the platform. 

This has led to YouTube creating algorithms that unfairly 

take down millions of videos that should be protected under 

fair use, and the platform’s appeal process is not thorough or 

efficient enough for creators. To make matters worse, there 

is no statute of limitations on how long after a video is posted 

it can be taken down for copyright infringement, nor is there 

a set of guidelines for how much material must be borrowed 

to constitute copyright infringement. YouTubers such as 

Jimmy “Mr Beast” Donaldson have lost thousands of dollars 

from videos that were taken down or demonetized over 

simply singing a song lyric, humming a melody, or including 

brief visuals from movies or TV shows. While YouTube 

should be protecting the people that draw in billions upon 

billions of viewers to the platform every year, the company 

instead seems content to collect its revenue from advertising 

without upsetting the all powerful media companies.

At a time when the internet has allowed artistic expression to 

blossom and culture is no longer monopolized by a handful 

of corporations, the billion-dollar media and production 

companies that made their fortunes from producing and 

distributing physical art tokens have weaponized copyright 

law against remixers and creators not for the sake of the 

art itself, but to increase their own profits. As both art 

enjoyers and burgeoning intellectuals, it is important for 

students to recognize this damaging trend, and to call out 

corporate exploitation whenever possible. It is our money 

that allows record labels and production companies to 

maintain their dominance over copyright law; even the small 

act of supporting independent artists by buying art directly 

from the artists can have a massive impact on the overall 

landscape of industry profits. For the sake of the creativity 

of generations to come, combatting the art industry’s use 

of copyright is a necessary step to defeating the corporate 

monopoly of art.
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UCLA is a private school.

This may not be immediately apparent. UCLA has run an 

entire media campaign celebrating its ostensible status 

as the country’s “#1 Public University”, announcing 

its position on the latest US College News Report with 

an explosion of posters and internet ads proclaiming its 

public character. Legally speaking, UCLA is defined as 

a “public land-grant research university” and is a part 

of the University of California state system. Yet despite 

all these public honorifics, the actual functioning of the 

University today has a distinctly privatized character. To 

understand why, one must look at the history of the UC 

system. 

The University of California system was created in 

1868 with the decree that “admission and tuition shall 

be free to all residents of the state”, and for nearly a 

century the UC was actually run as a tuition-free public 

good. As a proper public school system, it was funded 

by the state and provided for students as a public utility 

for all qualified applicants to use. This all began to 

change with the 1966 election of Ronald Reagan to 

the Governorship of California, however, who upon 

taking office immediately began calling for cutting state 

funding and establishing a tuition fee. The passage of 

Proposition 13 in 1968 turned this neoliberal dream 

of privatized higher education into a reality by cutting 

long-term property tax revenue in California so severely 

as to almost completely crash state financial support for 

the UC system. Still bound by their founding promise to 

avoid tuition but desperate for new sources of funding, 

the UC administration began imposing a series of student 

fees that were effectively tuition in all but name. In 2010, 

UC’s Board of Regents finally came clean and officially 

renamed the existing “Educational Fee” to Tuition, 

and . Tuition prices have skyrocketed every year since, 

culminating in the obscenely high costs that students 

today are all too familiar with. As for UCLA’s state 

funding, the UCLA Foundation webpage reports that 

today only six percent of the university’s total budget is 

paid by California’s general fund. 

It should come as no surprise that a ‘public’ school that 

makes its money like a private enterprise invests it like 

one too. The UC Investments Office, part of the UC Office 

of the President, manages the UC system’s investment 

funds including the General Endowment Pool and the 

UC Retirement Plan (UCRP). The Regents use their 

many investment funds to work with private firms like 

BlackRock, an infamous investment conglomerate 

known for being the world’s largest investor in weapons 

manufacturing, fossil fuels, and private prisons. The 

UC Investments Office also invests directly in Lockheed 

Martin, the ‘defense’ industry contractor known for 

making and selling the rocket used to kill at least 26 
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Yemeni children on a school bus struck by a Saudi 

airstrike in 2018, just one example from an almost 

endless list of other war crimes. Such investments proved 

profitable for the UC system, which saw its assets grow by 

$38 billion in 2021. 

Meanwhile, while tuition costs continue to permanently 

skyrocket for students and the UC Regents rake in 

billions in private investments, UC workers are squeezed 

harder than ever. Lecturers, the colloquial name for non-

Senate faculty, teach nearly half of all undergraduate 

instruction in the UC system, and yet their median 

income is only $19,000 a year, which is below the poverty 

line in Los Angeles. This forces many lecturers to take 

multiple other jobs, cutting into their time to properly 

care for each class they teach. For graduate students, both 

those who work as teaching assistants and those who do 

research in labs, the situation is no better: over 90% are 

rent burdened, meaning they pay more than 30% of their 

income on rent. For those who live in UC owned housing, 

where the administration is both their employer and 

their landlord, they sometimes pay up to 75% of their 

paycheck in rent costs. At UCLA, the administration 

pays service workers so badly they can’t even hire enough 

to staff all of the dining halls, and working conditions 

of mental health counselors are so dismal that chronic 

short staffing has developed, leading to inordinate wait 

times for students seeking mental health services. Rather 

than using any of their billions of investments to cut 

student costs or pay their workers a living wage, the UC 

administration has stubbornly resisted any attempts to 

put their money somewhere besides private funds. 

Currently, UCLA is best described as PINO: Public In 

Name Only. With its state funding in the single digits, 

UCLA has turned to private enterprise tactics of spiking 

costs and lowering wages to make money, investing all 

of their revenue back into the worst parts of the private 

sector to keep producing yearly returns. This has led to a 

drop in education quality even as the price rises, creating 

a UC that is a public good for no one. For UCLA and 

the UC system more broadly to stay true to its founding 

pledge to be a public university, proper state funding 

must be restored and the profit motive toppled from its 

central place in the operating logic of the university. 

Make public schools public again!
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The world’s greatest act of illusion is commonly 

misconceived to be Harry Houdini’s daring midair 

straitjacket escape. In reality, UCLA’s course 

creators pull off a bigger stunt every quarter in their 

representation of General Ed classes as being easy and 

fun. Just as this article is misleadingly clickbaited, GE’s 

are appealing in titlage and not their contrasted content.

From Linguistics to Introductory Physics, and 

right through to the study of 18th-Century Art, GE 

requirements are ridiculously miscellaneous. Such 

courses are advertised as an opportunity to learn 

more about the world, a genuine chance to explore 

topics outside of one’s major requirements. However, 

in practice, GEs become a ‘needed challenge’ to the 

apparently uninspired and irresponsible minds that 

dare partake in them as credit fillers. It is as though GEs 

are dedicated to guilting students into moral lessons 

about life and commitments when they are presented as 

an opportunity to enjoy learning. Professors teaching 

GE courses are well aware of the commitment (or lack 

thereof) that the students taking their courses hold. 

Given this reality, these GE professors face two choices:

Gene Block Gives Up Chancellorship 
to Pursue Childhood Dream of 
Being a Magician
Polly wenlock
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Create a post-graduate level course with over 20 hours of 

intense work required each week. This grueling option 

will weed out the phonies who dare half-ass the course and 

encourage a new generation of ass-kissing individuals 

who are so committed to getting a good grade that 

they’d enter into thesis-level research to achieve a measly 

four credits. Thereby creating an academic standard 

impossibly high for students less inclined to grovel.

Try to inspire students to enjoy the course by producing 

fun and reasonably demanding intellectual work, with 

assignments that are stimulating and might produce 

real interest in the subject. I would argue that this format 

actually teaches a stronger moral lesson–better to trust 

everyone and be proven wrong once or twice than to trust 

no one at all.

A majority of the general education classes offered to 

students at UCLA follow format 1.

The professors who design these courses create cruel 

honey traps with alluring yet vague titles and indications 

of simplicity, inspiring blind trust in whichever unlucky 

student has selected it for credit benefit. Professors in 

charge comprehend and often even verbally acknowledge 

this reality, yet declare their strong opposition to any 

non-engagement. You’ll know too late that you’ve been 

ensnared in what appeared to be an easy, enjoyable credit 

booster but in reality will be an all-consuming nightmare 

course that will decimate your sleep schedule, personal 

relationships, and GPA.  The subject material is not 

why these GEs are challenging; they are challenging 

precisely because the professors structure them as not a 

consequence but a GOAL. 

As an English major, I have taken non-specific GE classes 

with hundreds of pages of reading assigned weekly, 8+ 

hours demanded outside of class, and assessments three 

times a week. To what merit? Newsflash! There isn’t 

one. Instead of promoting a love for learning, these 

formats punish students for a casual approach to passing 

interest. It’s absurd that GEs demand and enforce 100% 

commitment, embodying blatant disregard for students’ 

major-specific course loads– let alone the possibility we 

might have lives outside of academics. A multitude of 

viable alternatives to the GE system exist and work with 

tremendous success internationally. Countries such as 

Germany and Switzerland opt for manual trade-based 

learning in the place of GE classes. Such systems provide 

practical life skills valuable in apprenticeship. New 

Zealand Universities simply have major dedicated course 

loads and complete a bachelors degree in three years 

time. 

This griping may seem petty. After all, university 

students signed up for this, didn’t they?

No! University students signed up for (and pay for) a 

comprehensive education in a select field. GE courses 

and their random nature do not cater to this. In fact 

these courses serve no purpose beyond detriment and 

degradation to student mental health, all repeating the 

same moral fable of teaching students how to “work hard 

to achieve”. University students endure GE courses as 

a painful necessity to accomplish their primary goal–a 

degree valuable in the workforce. If the GE system 

must be enforced, and the major course load is already 

intensive, there is no reason GEs should saddle a student 

with even more difficulty. The current format holds the 

issue of creating an abhorrent course load and demands 

of responsibility from noncommittal learners. Forcing 

a student to learn a subject that feels unnecessary and 

quickly moves beyond their scope of interest will turn 

students off of the subject in the future. Minds forced 

through tedious weekly assessments and sleep-inducing 

100-page readings will not remember the content; 

rather these frustrated minds will shut down and shut 

out these negative memories, proving the system totally 

ineffective. 

Format 2, however, allows professors to assign a 

course load of positive appeal through assessments and 
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educative interactions with materials students wouldn’t 

otherwise approach in their select degree. If GE classes 

continue to be mandatory (which they shouldn’t be) they 

ought not take themselves too seriously. If these courses 

are required but they serve no real purpose in degree 

completion, then general education classes should not 

be graded. 

Why do we even have to complete General Education 

credits and foundations? A popular argument for the 

American GE system is that it creates more well-rounded 

individuals. While that is a noble ambition, it flies in 

the face of the student’s autonomy. Those who pay to 

attend university are attending to receive a certificate 

of merit in their field of choice–not to be applauded as 

“well rounded.” Offering a broad range of subjects to 

expand interests and encourage curiosity makes sense 

in high school. As young minds, high schoolers are still 

finding their passions; seeing as they’re required to be 

in the classroom anyways, educators should expose them 

to as many subjects as possible outside of fundamental 

courses like math and science. But attending university is 

a choice made by an individual who is legally considered 

to be an adult. Enforcing these bizarre requirements 

is disrespectful in its primary assumption that an 

autonomous individual needs to learn the material that 

an institution deems valuable and its unwillingness to 

acknowledge the individual’s choice to attend towards a 

specific goal or degree plan. Despite the fact that we’re 

adults who are somehow financing these educational 

services, the existence of GEs exposes the university’s 

assumption that (even the best and brightest) students 

don’t really know what’s best for them. It’s time for 

institutions like UCLA to trust and support students’ 

choice to study what they’re truly interested in, and 

acknowledge their intention to graduate with a specific 

degree.

If the American education system truly cared about 

fostering  well-rounded students, mandatory GE courses 

must adhere to proposed Format 2. Being well-rounded 

is grounded in curiosity. Instead, the General Education 

classes I took left me with an aversion to approaching 

topics like modern art, lingustics, chemistry, and Islamic 

studies again. While I would like to hope my experience 

is unique, I see my peers experiencing the same struggle. 

So if GEs are a systemic issue that kill curiosity–thus 

working contrary to their intended purpose–who are 

they really benefiting? The students who have their own 

respective interests and passions? Or the university as 

a means of milking students for their tuition, course 

materials, time, and energy. These questions underpin 

the potential for a serious institutional change aimed at 

bettering student mental health and faculty treatment of 

attendees. ity from basic morality. Media consumption 

is fueling this growing divide between the ruling class of 

social media celebrities, and we, the lowly peasants of the 

real world, are destined to do their bidding and maintain 

their status while they become increasingly disconnected 

from those providing a platform.
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UCLA vs USC: A Rivalry 
Against Communities of Color      
Leah John
Although my suburban high school crushed it in the science 

bowl, sports were never our strong suit. Our high school 

football games were so abysmal that I never once stayed 

through the whole match. After all, it’s hard to stay for the 

second half when the score indicates that the game is already 

long over. Needless to say, our miserable record made school 

spirit extremely rare and school rivals useless. After all, a 

rivalry isn’t very enjoyable when the outcome is pretty much 

guaranteed before the game even starts.

My lack of a true rivalry made me excited to finally partake 

in one in college. UCLA and USC are historic, and as a 

Bruin, I knew the content for USC insults was ripe for 

picking. College admissions scandals! Daddy’s money 

business kids! Frat boys so fratty it feels like they are doing a 

satirical impression of a frat boy! The insults practically write 

themselves. 

Yet despite the gold mine of available material, one of the 

most prevalent insults thrown around by UCLA students is 

about USC’s surrounding neighborhood, University Park in 

South Los Angeles. UCLA may be a public university, but 

at least it’s not located in a “shitty” area, or so the insults 

go. What seems like a meaningless dig, however, says less 

about USC as a college and more about the neighborhood 

natives who play zero part in the rivalry. By coming for the 

area instead of the students, UCLA is contributing to a 

classist narrative that paints systemic poverty and violence 

as the fault of those born into it, instead of a symptom of a 

broken system.

USC is located in an artificial university bubble in the center 

of South Central Los Angeles. This region is primarily made 

up of working-class people of color, with around 22% of 

the population being black and 76% being Hispanic. More 

than 29% of the population in the region lives below the 

poverty line, a statistic that is double the state average. This 

historically under-resourced region is juxtaposed with one 

of the most expensive private institutions in the country. 

The idea that the region is too unsafe for its posh college 

community encourages the idea that the people of the 

neighborhood are intrinsically violent and uneducated, an 

assumption that is categorically false. Crime rates in the area 

have decreased significantly over recent years. Even if they 

weren’t decreasing, neighborhood instability isn’t an excuse 

to simply evict a neighborhood. Instead, it is evidence that 

the school should be doing what it can to fund and provide 

resources to nurture the neighborhood. If anything, the cash 

USC makes as a private institution should be a tool to better 

the lives in the community they forcibly imposed themselves 

on, instead of the means to gentrify locals out of their homes.  

By making fun of the area, we as UCLA students are not 

coming for our rivals, but instead a community of mostly 

people of color who are being displaced by the existence of 

USC rather than empowered. 

These insults are not just superficially problematic 

statements. They perpetuate the idea that the urban 

neighborhoods around private colleges need to be “fixed” 

and gentrified in order to accommodate the wealthy student 

body infiltrating the area. This rapid gentrification is 

reflected in the increase in housing prices surrounding USC. 

In the past 16 years, home values in South Los Angeles have 

increased 707%. Just 5 years ago, a new state-of-the-art 

USC Village was constructed, permanently transforming 

the makeup of the neighborhood. As of 2020 the region 

surrounding USC has become one of the most gentrified 

neighborhoods in America. 
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USC is not the only college in the country contributing to 

the destruction of working-class communities of color. For 

example, over the past 16 years, the home values around 

the University of Pennsylvania have skyrocketed by 200%. 

However, the increase in home value and abundance of new 

construction projects doesn’t actually contribute to the 

well-being of the community as a whole. Private colleges 

are notorious for not paying their fair share of taxes. Thus, 

the monetary compensation they gain from their wealthy 

students does little to improve the lives and amount of 

resources available to those living in the area. The Bayh 

Dole Act of 1980, lobbied by a multitude of the country’s 

largest higher education institutions, allows for schools to 

use their academic research for profit while still operating 

under nonprofit tax laws. In essence, colleges are allowed 

to function as for-profit organizations while reaping the 

benefits of non-profit organizations. This loophole has 

allowed institutions such as Yale, USC, Harvard, and more 

to continue to rake in large endowments. In the past 6 years 

for example Yale’s tax-exempt properties have increased in 

value by 690 million dollars. Due to this, New Haven has 

been starved of the benefits that could have been reaped from 

the taxation of nearly 700 million dollars. UCLA’s public 

university status allows for LA residents to use some of its 

facilities. At USC and other private institutions, however, 

the benefits reaped by low taxes are reserved exclusively for 

those that pay high tuition. Thus, the way private colleges 

function grossly exacerbates the wealth inequality and lack 

of social mobility in the towns they inhabit. 

The USC student body is not innocent either. Head to the 

annual UCLA vs. USC football game and you are sure to find 

signs made by USC students reading “UCLA parents were my 

housemaids!” These banners are more than overused (and 

wordy) insults— they are built on the ideology that blue-collar 

work is something to be ashamed of and that growing up rich 

is something to be proud of. Another Trojan favorite comes 

in the form of roasting UCLA for being a public school as if 

paying a semi-reasonable, or at least more reasonable than 

USC, tuition is inherently reprehensible. Classist rhetoric is 

simply offensive, unfunny, and unnecessary no matter which 

side is utilizing it. It is unreasonable to weaponize a factor 

about someone’s life or community that they do not have 

complete control of in order to prove oneself superior. 

Villainizing poverty at the expense of those not even involved 

in a meaningless college rivalry is deplorable. UCLA and 

USC students may have differences, but we are all studying 

at some of the best institutions in the world, both of which 

happen to be located in the same amazing city. Instead 

of disparaging the community that allowed us to receive 

our education within it, let’s use those big brains we brag 

about to think of some more innovative ways to come for 

each other. I’m still as excited as ever to be part of a classic 

rivalry, but I now know it has the potential to be even more 

enjoyable, if only we put in the work to create slander that’s 

a little more creative.
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I like Star Wars as much as the next guy, but it’s time to face 

the hard truth that the Star Wars fandom is undermining 

our democracy. 

There isn’t anything overtly antidemocratic about George 

Lucas’s classic space opera, but the online organization 

of superfans exhibits patterns shared with more sinister 

communities. Internet conspiracy groups (most famously, 

QAnon) erode democracy by spreading misinformation 

and incubating extreme political partisanship. QAnon 

and fandoms have clear parallels: both attend conventions, 

assign god-like status to their idols, and propagate a rich 

lore through fan-contributed stories. For groups that 

feel disenfranchised, conspiracies provide a false sense 

of power and autonomy—the feeling of deciphering the 

“tricks” used by your oppressors. These groups make 

average people feel like heros: a 30-year-old megafan 

pretends to be a Jedi the same way QAnon members see 

themselves as investigative journalists uncovering scandal.

Fandoms and conspiracy groups are communities 

IRUPHG� RQOLQH� DURXQG� D� K\SHU�VSHFLÀF� LQWHUHVW�� 7KHVH�

communities are dangerous because they offer easy social 

connections with little depth. Communicating over the 

internet, members leave the majority of their personality 

RIÁLQH� DQG� FRQQHFW� H[FOXVLYHO\� RQ� D� VSHFLÀF� LQWHUHVW��%XW�

our communities become our identities and online groups 

DPSOLI\� WKH� K\SHU�VSHFLÀF� IDQGRP�HVTXH� LQWHUHVW� XQWLO� LW�

HFOLSVHV�RXU�VKDUHG�KXPDQLW\��7KHVH�K\SHU�VSHFLÀF�RQOLQH�

communities rob individuals of control over their group 

and pave the road to extremism. Traditional communities 

based on our geographies and the shared human 

H[SHULHQFH� FDQ� IXOÀOO� RXU� QHHG� IRU� FRPPXQLW\� DQG� DEDWH�

America’s concerning descent into partisanship.

People need communities. Research by UCLA psychologist 

Mathew Lieberman demonstrates that the human brain 

is hardwired to be social—the need for communities is 

built-in. Every person can connect with others through 

our shared experiences: standard experiences like love, 

parenthood, and confronting loss. Before the advent of 

the internet, we found groups of like-minded individuals 

through public institutions, mutual connections, and even 

QHZVSDSHU�DGV��7RGD\��LW�LV�HDVLHU�WKDQ�HYHU�WR�ÀQG�JURXSV�

for our particular interests and connect with individuals 

all over the world. Online connections in fandom-esque 

communities are easy to build on the groundwork laid by 

a shared niche interest. With our “old-fashioned” purely 

person-to-person groups, we weren’t as likely to share the 

exact same interests or beliefs. What would we talk about? 

It is easy to forget that before the Internet, we just talked to 

whoever was around.

%XW� WKH� ´HDVLHU� RSWLRQµ� WR� JHW� RXU� VRFLDO� À[�� RXU� RQOLQH�

communities, fails to deliver genuine human connection. 

A New York Times investigation into a QAnon chatroom 

revealed that QAnon members discuss conspiracies 

less than one might assume. Rather, members share 

mundane events in their daily life and wish each other 

“happy birthday.” QAnon members are looking for 

friendship and human connection in their online group. 

This desire increases when members’ theories drive away 

their family and friends. But since QAnon membership 

is based around conspiracy theories, members connect 

through increasingly extreme beliefs to strengthen their 

connection to the community. Bonding in this way creates 

the dangerous “echo chamber,” a positive feedback 

loop careening towards extremism. Extreme beliefs are 

a substitute for human connection in a community that 

The QAnon Fandom                         

Jason Lim
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ERQGV�RYHU�D�K\SHU�VSHFLÀF�DVSHFW�RI�LWV�PHPEHUV��

Compare this to a typical non-online community. Any 

group that meets in-person gives members the opportunity 

to casually converse about their lives without relation to 

the group’s purpose. A hiking club, for example, will 

naturally spawn interactions that go beyond discussions 

of trails and hiking boots. The diversity of beliefs in such 

D�JURXS�DUH�DOPRVW�FHUWDLQO\�VXIÀFLHQW�WR�DYRLG�H[WUHPLVP��

:LWKRXW� WKH� K\SHU�VSHFLÀFLW\� RI� DQ� RQOLQH� IRUPDW��

hiding members’ humanity behind their screens, human 

connection can emerge without breeding extremism.  

Even benign online communities, like the Star Wars 

fandom, threaten members. The object of a fandom’s 

adoration is controlled by a third party, in this case, the 

Walt Disney corporation. Like QAnon, membership in the 

Star Wars fandom is based on a preference for a handful of 

movies, a minuscule fraction of one’s total experiences. 

Attempting to grow connection to this community 

involves expanding this fraction, making a member’s 

love of Star Wars more essential to their identity. This 

allows Disney’s decisions to have undue impact on fandom 

members. When an announcement by Disney ordered 

the removal of all extended universe content (hundreds 

of additional novels and comics) from the canon of the 

original movies, the Star Wars fandom was outraged. Star 

Wars fandom members crowdfunded a billboard near 

LucasFilm headquarters reading “Please continue the 

original expanded universe” in an unsuccessful appeal to 

Disney.

A threat to a fandom’s subject is a threat to the community, 

and thus a threat to the identities of the group’s most 

dedicated. The online environment compels members 

WR�EXLOG� LGHQWLWLHV�DURXQG�D�JURXS·V�K\SHU�VSHFLÀF� IRFXV��

In the case of fandoms, identities built around externally 

produced media are vulnerable to the whims of the 

producer. In-person communities tend to employ a form 

of casual self-government which puts members’ needs 

ÀUVW�� 0RUH� LPSRUWDQWO\�� LQ�SHUVRQ� FRPPXQLWLHV� QHYHU�

absorb members’ entire personalities in service of one 

VSHFLÀF�LQWHUHVW��WKDW·V�D�FXOW���DYRLGLQJ�LGHQWLW\�FULVHV�RI�

this form entirely.

7KHUH� DUH�� RI� FRXUVH�� OLPLWDWLRQV� WR� WKH� EHQHÀWV� RI�

traditional groups. For example, partisanship can’t be 

completely solved by communities of neighbors because 

we tend to live grouped by socioeconomic status. However, 

any group that highlights everything we have in common 

RYHU� RQH� K\SHU�VSHFLÀF� LQWHUHVW� LV� VXEYHUWLQJ� H[WUHPLVP�

and building connections between coalitions. In-person 

communities can generate opportunities to empathize 

with people different from ourselves, people that might 

otherwise become “others.” Our ability to recognize the 

legitimacy of our fellow citizen’s struggles will reduce 

America’s NIMBY-ism and tendency for majorities to 

exploit minorities to the fullest possible extent.

It is now commonly said that while humans in the Internet 

Age are more connected than ever, we are more alone. 

0RGHUQ� FRPPXQLFDWLRQ� WHFKQRORJ\� DOORZV� XV� WR� ÀQG�

a wealth of easy-to-join interest-based communities 

that appear to satisfy our fundamental need for social 

connection. However, these communities substitute 

narrow, shared-interest bonds for a connection based on 

the shared human experience. Traditional communities 

inject an in-person element of humanity into the 

connection, building shared experiences and combatting 

partisanship. And that’s something we can come together 

on.
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Since influencer culture first gained traction on social 

media, critics have taken issue with the unpleasant 

byproducts of its unrealistic standards, shameless 

attention grabs, and questionable messaging regarding 

our consumerist society. As the ability to disseminate 

information using social media has become increasingly 

valued, media consumption has fueled a separation 

between public figures, who are perceived as gods, and 

their fans, who become loyal disciples willing to defend 

their actions regardless of the offense. 

The numerical affirmation provided by engagement 

statistics often promotes unchecked narcissism among 

the rich and famous, and the space between an average 

individual and their cultural idol is often inconceivable. 

With enough followers to populate an entire continent, 

the Kardashian-Jenner families and their associated acts 

make it very clear that their god-complexes can survive 

any number of controversies. The marketing structure of 

their family’s corporate empire is aimed at permeating 

every form of mass media, and dedicated fans hooked by 

constant public exposure create an environment in which 

their cultural relevance is unwavering. Operating on a 

platform of unattainable wealth and strict conformity 

to current beauty standards, the Kar-Jenners profit off 

of the consumerist desire to close the gap between the 

lowly man and his billionaire-celebrity superior. By 

pitching products under their cohesive branding, quality 

production becomes secondary to the element of luxury 

and a sense of participation in a lifestyle that is meant to 

be watched but kept far out of reach.

Kanye West, Kim Kardashian’s recent ex-husband, and 

Travis Scott  , Kylie Jenner’s partner, are also members 

of this elite sect of the rich and famous. Both of these 

men have mass fanbases irrespective of their partners, 

Fame, Fortune, and Fragile Egos                             
Angel Perez
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and, when some voices began to speak out against their 

irrefutably damaging behaviors both on- and offline, 

the effects of this toxic media culture became evident. 

While research suggests that narcissistic personality 

types are more consistent among frequent social media 

users, this effect is greatly exacerbated when prominent 

individuals start to receive criticism. This contrast 

between their usual god-like treatment and sudden 

accountability for basic standards of human decency is 

the problematic disconnect, and defensive responses 

that trigger divisiveness among consumers often follow 

public outcries.

In the midst of a mental health crisis, Kanye’s incendiary 

language on social media regarding his current divorce 

received a wide range of responses from his fellow 

celebrities, media outlets, and the general public. When 

comedian Trevor Noah referred to a series of Kanye’s posts 

as harassment of Kardashian, Kanye’s public retaliation 

featured racial slurs that resulted in a ban of his account. 

The suspension of a prominent media figure’s “face,” 

his only source of support in propagating his narrative, 

elicited some complaints regarding freedom of speech 

and the treatment of those suffering from mental illness, 

while others praised Instagram’s decision for combating 

social media’s culture of hate and Kanye’s aggressive and 

highly public stances against his public critics.

However, Travis Scott’s Astroworld tour fiasco caused 

a fallout far worse than Kanye’s online attacks. When 

videos revealed Scott smiling and continuing to perform 

as fans sustained significant injuries and death, the 

divide formed between those who felt Scott should be held 

accountable and those who placed the fault on his “team” 

or on other factors beyond his control. Following the 

tragedy, Scott took to social media to offer “prayers” and 

“support,” but the short video clip he shared was only a 

thinly veiled attempt to claim ignorance and win back the 

public’s support.

Frankly, calling this an apology video is a stretch. Clips 

from the show detail concertgoers screaming about the 

chaos and destruction in the audience from the stage, 

which only elicits a smile. Whether Scott was actually 

aware of his surroundings, although it seems unlikely 

that he was not, the messaging regarding this incident 

reeked of carelessness and disregard. When social media 

has amplified someone’s voice, as is the case with Scott, 

refusing to acknowledge fault echos across every mass 

media platform as if to say, “I can do no wrong.”

The same pattern of media-fueled god complexes held by 

public figures is revealed in this scenario. Scott has been 

built-up as larger than life, an entity that looks over his 

subjects but never enters their sphere–even if it means 

preventing tragedy. As a result, when the public calls 

his behavior into question, accountability is practically 

evaded altogether. Viewing themselves as entirely 

separate from their fans, celebrities risk dehumanizing 

them by regarding their support only as a numerical 

value, as one fish in a sea of hundreds of millions of loyal 

followers. 

 By replacing the words “follower” and “influencer” with 

“worshipper” and “god” respectively, the dangerous 

framework of social media in generating narcissism 

among the wealthy and famous becomes apparent. 

Uplifting these individuals by placing them on a pedestal 

and seeking to justify even the most concerning actions 

causes mass media to promote this sense of immunity 

from basic morality. Media consumption is fueling this 

growing divide between the ruling class of social media 

celebrities, and we, the lowly peasants of the real world, 

are destined to do their bidding and maintain their status 

while they become increasingly disconnected from those 

providing a platform.
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I want to tell a story about a quesadilla. What I consumed 

this one day at Bruin Plate was, in retrospect, not 

shocking coming from this designated “healthy” dining 

hall. B Plate purposefully “edits” normal dishes. They 

take a food and reduce it to the lowest calorie state it 

can possibly inhabit without having to disregard the 

food’s name. This quesadilla I consumed—a generous 

designation—contained mashed brussels sprouts, two 

slivers of a red bell pepper, encased in a toasted whole 

wheat tortilla. You know, the classic Mexican way. Silly 

me, expecting a quesadilla with cheese.

A quesadilla does not have to be filled with brussels 

sprouts to make it acceptable to consume. It is okay to 

“just” eat a quesadilla. A quesadilla is a food that exists; 

it does not need an edit. Brownies do not need to be made 

of zucchini, as their menu boasts. Chocolate is not a 

bad word, B Plate. If students want zucchini, they can 

mosey on down to The Farmstand across the dining hall. 

Students go to the dessert table to eat dessert, just like the 

false “quesadilla” pretenses that unfortunately led me to 

this dining hall in the first place. Cheese is not a crime, 

B Plate.

Flash forward to the afternoon. I’m sitting in my eating 

disorder check-up appointment in Santa Monica, 

because I could not get an appointment at the Westwood 

location due to its overflowing number of patients. 

Numbers are rising and countless clinics are above 

capacity. Individuals with eating disorders are going 

unmonitored, untreated, and unsupported for several 

months.

About 1 in 5 women and 1 in 10 men battle eating 

disorders (EDs) in college. Those are the diagnosed 

numbers, and the national ones. We’re living in Los 

Angeles: the zenith of toxicity and the city with the 

highest ED rates in the nation. Knowing LA’s endless 

diet trends, “low-cal” restaurants, and the rampant 

fatphobic influencer culture, this is not a surprise.

On the UCLA app that students use to check the dining 

hall menus for the day, there is a daily “Nutrition Tip” 

blurb at the bottom of the page. These give ostensibly 

helpful facts and recommendations to guide students 

in their eating choices. They shove unsolicited advice 

onto students, giving “quick way[s] to lower your 

calories,” encouraging students to research the menus’ 

ingredients, and make a plan of what they are going to 

eat before they enter the dining hall. The tips remind 

students how many calories are in potato chips, and insist 

on snacks like baby carrots instead. They can’t even stop 

themselves from lecturing about salads, let alone potato 

chips––hey kids, ”go easy on the creamy salad dressings.” 

UCLA says it plainly: “enjoy your food, but eat less.” Not 

only do they have no basis for the need for this action, they 

have no right to say this to us. I paid for an education, not 

an eating disorder.

UCLA unilaterally demanding us to eat less is the 

opposite of helpful. UCLA blindly encourages unhealthy 

restriction when they have no idea how much we eat, 

how much we weigh, or our medical state. It is far more 

likely that these “tips” are falling on the ears of students 

struggling with eating disorders, rather than obesity. 

Additionally, not all obese people want to receive tips 

about eating habits, doctors should be the primary 

advisors in weight loss journeys, and eating disorders 

extend far beyond anorexia.

UCLA Has An Eating Disorder
Julianne Lempert
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Speaking from personal experience, eating 

disorder recovery at UCLA is miserable. And we 

all know what UCLA means by “eat less.” We see it 

everyday. When B Plate serves shrimp, we are given 

two pieces. Two shrimps, two tiny triangles of tofu, 

two tablespoons of mashed potatoes. At Epicuria, I 

have to embarrassingly ask for three servings of the 

pasta just to make sure my stomach doesn’t grumble 

20 minutes after I leave. Many dining halls have 

“sample plant-based menu” signs plopped onto 

each table. I totaled up these foods, and found that 

their ideal meal plan for students contains 1,463 

calories. This is roughly the daily recommended 

value for a male child ages four to eight. Ah, 

severe weight loss in the name of environmental 

sustainability and “health.”

While waiting to order at the Study kiosks, a massive 

sign stares you down, hurtling dozens of eating 

instructions towards students who never asked. 

The Study sign says to “reduce portions” and 

“emphasize calorie quality over quantity.” Yet, you 

can’t just eat 500 “high-quality” calories a day. You 

need the quantity. It doesn’t matter how healthy 

the food is, you cannot survive without so-called 

“calorie quantity.” UCLA incentivizes students 

to reduce their portions and dive head first into 

micros and macros—if UCLA isn’t an eating disorder 

pipeline, I don’t know what is.

In the name of health, UCLA is risking its students’ 

lives. Eating disorders are the deadliest mental 

illness, with a new death occurring from the direct 

result of an eating disorder every 52 minutes in the 

United States. Aside from the direct, physical health 

complications, more than a quarter of people with 

eating disorders attempt suicide.

In the ED epicenter of the country, UCLA stands 

complicit. Promoting healthy eating is noble, 

but a calorie-centered, all-or-nothing approach 

quickly turns toxic. UCLA should either disband 

its Nutrition Tips or change the rhetoric entirely. 

These tips could be wonderful if they read like, 

“bars with nuts are a great way to get protein on the 

go!” or “did you know that leafy greens can prevent 

cancer?” But these are not the Nutrition Tips that 

UCLA is—no pun intended—feeding their students.

Eating intuitively and in a balanced manner is 

the way to go. Unless UCLA plans to push this 

messaging, I don’t want to hear what they have to say 

about my food, my body, or my life.
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