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ver the past 4 years, the 
political chaos is the United 
States has increased beyond 
measure. But even as our 
sense of normalcy has been 

warped and distorted, one thing must 
remain clear: human rights are not 

political. It?s time for the United States to 
affirm these basic necessities - not just for 
itself, but around the world.

Since 2002, the US has not ratified any 
substantial human rights treaties. That 
includes the UN Human Rights 
Convention, the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child, and the Convention of 
Elimination of Discrimination against 
Women. 

This puts us in the company of 
countries with some of the worst human 
rights violations in the world, including 
Somalia, Iran, and Sudan. So why hasn?t 
the United States ratified these treaties? 
The Global Justice Center explains that the 
primary factor preventing the ratification 
of human rights treaties is partisanship. 
The ratification of human rights treaties 

requires a supermajority of the Senate, 
something that has become rare in the 
increasingly polarized political 
atmosphere of the United 
States. 

In fact, a 2014 study from 
the Pew Research Center 
found that from 1973-2012, 
Republicans and Democrats 
became more partisan and 
polarized. Party members 
stopped forming bipartisan 
compromises. This partisanship is the 
primary cause of Senate gridlock, causing 
policies to be passed along party lines. 

That same gridlock is responsible for 
our negligence in human rights. But what?s 
ironic is that these human rights treaties 
don?t contradict American law, but rather 

affirm it instead. These treaties protect 
laws concerning due process, 
non-discrimination, and other core values 
that American laws are already consistent 
with. Our unwillingness to ratify these 
treaties isn?t grounded in legal or even 
political inconsistencies, but rather our 
flawed notion of American exceptionalism. 

Change can only happen when we start 
to realize that America is an equal part of 
the global community and has to act as 
such. In the meantime, let?s take a look at 
the consequences of our inaction. Our 
failure to take on international human 
rights has undercut our international 
leadership on key issues, limiting United 
States influence, stature, and credibility in 
promoting human rights around the 
world. But not only do we isolate 

ourselves from the international 
community, we delegitimize domestic 

movements for human 
rights by refusing to 
ratify them in treaties. 
The problems facing us 
are clear. But so is the 
solution. First, the 
United States needs to 
unconditionally commit 
itself to ratifying 
international human 

rights treaties which have been ratified by 
an overwhelming majority of countries. 

This requirement can come in different 
ways, but easy examples include a 
supermajority of countries on the United 
Nations Security Council or the G20. 
Committing ourselves to a collective 

multinational effort 
places our 
responsibility for 
international human 
rights in the hands 
of an international 
council. We cannot 
continue to let 
partisan politics and 
flawed political 
ideologies dictate 
our attitudes 
towards human 
rights. Secondly, the 
US Congress needs a 
method of oversight 
over our new 
ratification process. 
But rather than 
deciding the 
ratification of 

treaties, its role needs to be reversed to 
rejection of ratification. 

Rather than a Senate supermajority 
being necessary to ratify a treaty, a Senate 
supermajority should be required to reject 
the ratification of a treaty. Thus, we place 
the ultimate power of oversight back in 
the hands of Congress, but still ensure that 
it can only be used for extreme 
circumstances. 

Ending disdain for human rights begins 
with a simple step. Our actions today can 
ensure a world where stability reigns free, 
democracy reigns true, and people live 
freely.

A p ocaly p t i c 
Pol i t i cs an d  
H u m an     
Ri gh ts

O

America cannot  
be a beacon of 
hope unless 
that  beacon is 
lit . 

BY ISAAC KAN



ccording to the World 
Health Organization, 
worldwide obesity has 
almost tripled since the 
mid-1970s. Kuwait?s obesity 
prevalence has been on a 

gradual incline over the past few decades. 
More than 40% of Kuwait?s population is 
obese, making it one of the countries with 
the highest percentage of obese people and 
ranking higher than the United States for 
this matter.

This growing prevalence and the 
corporal ill-effects of the disease in the 
country have been well documented by 
nutritional scientists and epidemiologists, 
but there is still very little to be said about 
how exactly this disease affects the 
performance of young Kuwaitis in 
education. 

A newly published study in the Journal 
of Nutritional Science has attempted to fill 
this void of knowledge by answering the 
question: is there a link between obesity 
and educational attainment in Kuwait, 
particularly with young women? 

Answering this question may provide 
new reasons for increasing investment and 
the push on obesity prevention and 
treatments. Kuwait?s 
government has already 
launched nationwide 
strategies and initiatives, 
such as the Kuwait 
National Program for 
Healthy Living to empower 
its population to make 
healthy lifestyle choices. 
The study, led by Dr 
Hanouf Al-Hammadi, looked at a sample 
of first and second-year students at 
Kuwaiti University College of Social 
Science between March and May 2019. 

The 400 Kuwaiti female citizens, all 
less than 20 years old, were weighed and 
measured. 163 of these students were 
categorized as obese based on their BMI- a 
value derived by only taking into account 
weight and height. However, the study 

found that over half of the participants 
carried excessive amounts of fat based on 
bioimpedance data- a method that uses a 
weak electric current that passes through 
the body to build an image of body 
composition. To measure educational 
attainment, the study used the Grade Point 
Average (GPA) system. The study found 
significant differences in educational 
attainment for obese and non-obese 
students. The mean GPA for those whose 
BMI was identified as obese was 2.51, 
whilst the mean GPA for 
those who did not was 
2.80. 

This meant that an 
overwhelming majority of 
the non-obese students 
were distributed in the 
upper and middle quartiles 
of GPA distribution, 
whereas a smaller 
percentage of obese 
students were found in these ranges. 
Similarly, a larger percentage of obese 
students were found in the lower quartile 
of GPA distribution compared to their 
non-obese counterparts. Since society in 
Kuwait places huge importance on 
education, this finding may provide 
obesity prevention tactics in Kuwait new 
avenues to infiltrate. 

Dr. Al-Hammadi?s team suggests that 
?universities should be more aware of the 
increased risk of poorer attainment among 
undergraduates with obesity and have a 
particular responsibility to do so if some of 
this attainment relates to stigmatization by 
peers and staff.? Differences in 

achievement may 
encourage universities to 
be more proactive about 
tackling obesity to raise 
attainment outcomes. Yet, 
Dr Al-Hammadi?s team 
have stated that this 
difference cannot be 
explained by 
socioeconomic factors as 

the study did not factor in the 
undergraduates? socioeconomic 
backgrounds. The study was originally 
designed to identify disparities in young 
women?s educational attainment with 
respect to obesity, but not to pinpoint the 
underlying mechanisms that give rise to 
such differences. Perhaps, similar 
trends are commonplace in American 
universities?

Much of what we know about obesity 
comes from scientific research conducted 
in high-income Western countries, where 
income inequality and poverty are 
common. This research has often shown 
that poverty is associated with, both, 
poorer levels of educational attainment 
and obesity. 

According to a review by the Institute 
of Education, University of London, 
obesity may make a young person more 
vulnerable to bullying and discrimination 

which in turn leads to poor 
self-esteem, which may 
lead to a higher rate of 
absenteeism, which leads to 
poor academic 
performance. 

Obesity in the West is 
also associated with other 
conditions that may 
influence school 
performance: sleeping 

disorders; mental health issues; the impact 
of obesity on the brain structure and 
function; and changes in cardiometabolic 
health linked to reduced cognitive 
function. 

What is interesting to note is that, 
compared to high-income Western 
countries such as the United States, 
Kuwait has negligible levels of poverty and 
much lower levels of income inequality. 
Therefore, it is unclear how much 
socioeconomic factors influence obesity 
and educational attainment in Kuwait. 
Nonetheless, there has been some 
suggestion in the scientific community 
that although obesity carries stigma and 
psychological impacts for young women in 
the West, this may not be the case for 
young women in Kuwait. 

However, before we can draw any solid 
conclusions about this, there is still room 
for future research to investigate why this 
disparity exists.

More importantly, such studies may 
provide countries such as the United 
States, where obesity and poor lifestyle 
choices are still one of the most pressing 
health issues, a gentle nudge to start 
putting a foot on the gas pedal when it 
comes to considering connections between 
health and education when formulating 
effective policy. 
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welve months ago, it would 
have been hard for anybody 
to believe that so many 
chaotic health-related, 
economic, social, and 

political events could occur at the same 
time?each having to battle their way for 
spotlight on the mainstream media. My 
Twitter feed has been looking like a 
competition for each subsequent news 
headline to appear more ridiculous than 
the next (whoever thought a fly landing on 
the Vice President?s head would become a 
contemporary icon?). 

But it hasn?t just been funny headlines 
and drama-filled news articles; if there?s 
anything that scrolling through social 
media for upwards of 8 hours a day?a new 
record, coincidentally coinciding with the 
advent of quarantine?has shown 
abundantly clear, it?s that cracks are 
forming within our communities with 
each passing week, as new issues arise that 
cause ideologically-opposed demographics 
to become even more polarized in their 
stances. Seriously, I haven?t seen 
Americans this divided since Yanny vs. 
Laurel! It?s easy for Americans to take 
notice of the fissures that have been 
growing in our society in recent months, 
but for far too many years, we?ve 
overlooked the literal cracks growing in 
our country: in our roads, in our bridges, 
even in our sidewalks. 

Our infrastructure problem certainly 
hasn?t been on the top of our mind since 
COVID-19 started, after all, many of us, 
myself included, haven?t been on many 
extensive excursions lately, and even when 
we have been outside, that pothole in the 
ground doesn?t seem to be as significant of 
a worry as it was half a year ago. 
Nonetheless, if (I shy away from saying 
?when? out of a desire not to jinx our 
chances) our country recovers from the 
virus, we will once again be taking to the 
roads to make our morning commutes, 
and those infrastructural problems will be 
as present as ever. Let?s zoom in on some 

of these structural deficiencies but also 
understand how we might go about 
correcting them.

First things first, how has the 
coronavirus impacted road repair projects? 
Well, just like everything else, it?s 
grounded these to a halt. A report from 
USA Today on May 4th states that states 
like Ohio, Missouri, and North Carolina 
postponed over a hundred transportation 
projects valued collectively at over $2 
billion. The cause isn?t directly due to the 
coronavirus, rather the effect that the 
coronavirus has had on drivers. 
Nationwide state stay-at-home mandates 
have caused a rapid decrease in driving, 
which in turn result in less revenues being 
collected through federal and state gas 
taxes as well as decreases in bridge tolls. 

Patrick McKenna, president of the 
American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials, projects that 
there has been a 30% decline in 
transportation revenues since the 
coronavirus began. State and local 
governments have shuttered 
transportation projects over fears of 
mounting debt. 

This pushback on infrastructure 
improvement initiatives makes an already 
deplorable situation even worse. Every 
year, the ASCE Committee on America?s 
Infrastructure generates the Infrastructure 
Report Card, an analysis of America?s 
physical foundation, ranging from parks 
and recreation to waste management. 
They have consistently given America a 
D+ rating, which they describe on their 
website to mean that ?[t]he infrastructure 
is in poor to fair condition and mostly 
below standard, with many elements 
approaching the end of their service life. 

A large portion of the 
system exhibits significant 
deterioration. Condition and 
capacity are of serious 
concern with strong risk of 
failure.? They rate the ?Solid 
Waste? category a C+. I don?t 
even want to know the 
real-life implications of such a 
rating. And oftentimes, the 
real-life implications of poor 
infrastructure don?t get 
realized immediately.  For 
instance, the run-down, 
weathered roads that you take 
on your way to work might 
seem unassuming at first 

glance, but they are actually deteriorating 
your vehicle. The US 
Department of Transportation finds that 
Americans spend $543 million annually on 
repairs caused by poor road conditions. 
?Why does that light keep flashing on my 
dashboard?? It?s probably because your 
car?s condition is battered and bruised after 
driving on poor roads for years. And of 
course, there?s the infamous culprit of 
potholes. The American Automobile 
Association finds in 2016 that more than 
16 million drivers have suffered from 
pothole damage over the last 5 years. 

The problem of poor road quality is 
especially noticeable in rural areas, since 
they often get overlooked in infrastructure 
renovation initiatives. TRIP, a national 
transportation research group, found in 
June 2017 that poor roads increase costs 
for farmers, forcing them to pay for extra 
gas or repairs. These costs are passed onto 
the rest of the country in the form of 
higher costs of goods. This is why the 
USDA finds that investments into rural 
roads would actually bring down the cost 
of produce for the majority of Americans. 

But aside from economic benefits, 
negligence over road quality results in a 
profound loss of life. The US Department 
of Transportation attributes the cause of 
up to 26,000 crashes yearly to be the result 
of poor roads. Drivers can do everything 
in their power to be safe on the road: 
abstain from substances, keep their phones 
away, and stay fully concentrated, but the 
literal ground beneath them continues to 
put their lives in jeopardy. That is a sign of 
negligence on the part of local, state, and 
federal governments. Change is necessary. 

The root of any solution, inherently, 
must come from funding the repair of 
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roads and bridges. A 2017 report from the 
AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety found 
that spending $146 billion on 
improvements would save 64,000 lives and 
reduce serious traffic injuries by 350,000 
over the next 20 years. Where would this 
funding come from? Many have proposed 
a raise in the federal or state gas tax. The 
current gas tax is 18.4 cents per gallon and 
hasn?t been raised since 1993. Adjusted for 

inflation, it would be around 33 cents per 
gallon. A 10 cent increase in the gas tax 
would raise $20 billion in revenue while 
only costing households an additional $9 
per month. However, critics assail the gas 
tax to be regressive, imposing a larger 
burden on impoverished communities.

Thankfully, there are ways to shore up 
revenue without having to place an undue 
burden on American families. The 

nonprofit Americans for Tax Reform 
explain that gas tax funds are often abused 
by politicians and diverted for 
non-infrastructure related uses. For 
instance, $112,000 was spent constructing 
a white squirrel sanctuary in Delaware. 
These abuses add up, and a Government 
Accountability Office report finds that 
only 50 cents out of each dollar that is 
generated through the gas tax actually goes 

to infrastructure improvement funds. 
However, the report furthers that if these 
abuses were curtailed, the gas tax would 
have enough funding to fix 98% of 
infrastructural needs over the next decade 
without having to raise the tax by a penny. 

Although deteriorating infrastructure is 
all too prevalent in our country, viable 
solutions are far and few. Bureaucratic red 
tape has made it so that American roads, 

bridges, and highways have regressed into 
antiquated artifacts of their time. Corrupt 
political interests have precluded any 
wholehearted funding solution. And 
Americans have continued to suffer at the 
hands of state and federal indifference. 
This nation?s infrastructure problem has 
grown into a critical issue much larger 
than life, but the longer we continue to 
brush aside a solution, the longer we put 

vehicles in disrepair, the longer we burden 
the livelihoods of rural Americans, and the 
longer we put actual American lives at 
risk. It?s time for the federal government 
to put on its hard hat and begin drafting a 
blueprint to rebuild America?s foundation 
from the ground up. 



he words of Supreme 
Court Nominee Amy 
Coney Barrett ring 
through the tens of 

millions of Americans who have 
gained coverage through the 
Affordable Care Act: "Chief 
Justice Roberts pushed the 
Affordable Care Act 
beyond its plausible 
meaning to save the 
statute." In a time 
where the American 
people need, more 
than ever, a 
healthcare system 
that works for them, the people 
in whom hold the fate of which 
seem to prioritize nuking it with 
no suggested replacement. 

Lobbyists galore up Mitch 
McConnell and Kevin 
McCarthy?s pockets, many of the 
most prominent politicians seem 
to prefer a government run by 
the healthcare industry. The 
quandary that is the American 
healthcare system provides an 
ideal situation for lobbyists while 
simultaneously costing us 
American lives by the day. The 
most common-- and very 
effective-- argument put forth by 
those in opposition to building 
on the Affordable Care Act 
centers around jobs, being that 
any further healthcare efforts 
would cost us countless. When 

talking about a transition to a 
Single-Payer system, what is 
mostly brought up is the fact that 
annually, Americans pay roughly 
half a trillion dollars for 
administrative costs collectively, 
and the argument that small 
businesses hurt the most from 
the requirements of the 
regulatory ACA. Those 
arguments have a ton of grey 
area to them, and simply work 
toward the argument of why a 
transition to a single-payer 
healthcare system works best for 

the public. In the half 
a trillion dollar 
argument, the 
status-quo leads to 
that money going 
overhead of the 
patient and keeping 
the privatized 
insurance companies 

up and running. As a matter of 
fact, 1999 data from Canada, a 
wealthy nation with a 
single-payer system, reveals that 
while the average American paid 
$1,059 in overhead costs for 
healthcare, the Canadian spent 
just $307. Given, the decades-old 
data should be taken with a grain 
of salt due to the fact that the 
numbers have surely gone up, 
but the point still stands on the 
cost of overhead expenses vs. 
actual healthcare costs for the 
citizen. 

For the latter argument on the 
basis of small business, the most 
understandable part of a 
transition to single payer, that it 
takes the healthcare burden off of 
the small business, goes 
unnoticed for the purpose of a 

straw man convenience. The 
current system is obviously 
employer sponsored, and a 
transition away from that helps 
close the gap between the small 
business and large corporations. 
Employer-sponsored insurance 
has kept wages flat for the 
worker while the CEO receives a 
hiked salary and additional 
bonuses on the workers? expense. 
A single payer system would give 
employers more freedom to keep 
wages in line with rising costs 
and would also free up small 
businesses to devote their energy 
to innovation and production 
instead of endless paperwork and 
phone calls with insurers. 

One horrifying pattern in 
American society that suggests 
that a transition to full and 
absolute healthcare coverage 
across the board is the 
unexpected drop in life 
expectancy over the past 6 years, 
meanwhile there has been a rise 
in such worldwide. With the 
current system, those who have 
compromised health on account 
of substance abuse or those 
struggling with climbing obesity 
are those in whom this expansion 
looks to benefit. So, what does 
this all mean for the future of 
American healthcare? Well, the 
politics are perilous, given the 
amount of dark money flooded in 
by the insurance conglomerate, 
however as we see a drop in life 
expectancy totally absent from 
the public health crisis we are 
amid currently, we have no 
reason to not expand upon the 
progress we have made in the 
ACA.

BY JACOB SINGER
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lease Stop Saying ?You?re not 
Like Other Girls?: This 
Compliment to One is an 
Insult to Millions. Last week 
in my Advanced Sociology 

class, we did an activity called ?The Mask 
in Us.? Part of the activity entailed 
anonymously submitting words we would 
want others to use to describe us. 
Synonyms for ?unique? and ?different? 
were abundant. Meanwhile, on my sheet I 
wrote ?normal.? 

At first, this didn?t make much sense to 
me, but I soon realized that when the 
majority of the class was white females, a 
lot of the students wanted to stand out and 
be seen as individuals, not just part of the 
crowd because otherwise, they aren?t 
special. Unfortunately, this is the reality 
for many girls across the nation. They 
think they aren?t heard. We, as females, 
tend to think that the only way to catch 
others attention is to act like we aren?t like 
every other woman in the room. 

As some of my friends and I often say, 
sometimes us females like to come across 
as ?cute and quirky? so that we catch 
someone?s eye as ?special.? If you are still 
confused about what this means. There is a 
quite popular meme that goes something 
like, ?I?m not like other girls, I play video 
games? or ?I?m not like other girls; I like to 
draw deep pictures when other girls like 
shopping? or ?I?m not like other girls; I 
don?t go to parties. I read books.? 

At face value, this seems harmless, but 
this pushes a very dangerous ideology. 
Kurtis Conner puts perfectly in his video 
titled ?The ?I'm Not Like Most Girls? 
Phenomenon? that this is truly just 
internalized misogyny. Sadly, to make 
ourselves stand out as women, we are, 
maybe unconsciously, willing to put other 
women down. 

How? Well let?s look back at one of the 
examples I gave earlier: ?I?m not like other 
girls; I like to draw deep, stimulating 
pictures when other girls like shopping.? 
This rhetoric heavily insinuates that 
women are not capable of higher levels of 

thinking. The one girl 
who said this is the 
exception and only she is 
able to pursue deeper 
meaning in life and 
thoughts. Meanwhile, 
every other woman only 
cares for materialistic 
things like shoes. 

The term used to 
describe these girls is 
often ?basic,? but what?s 
wrong with basic? Basic 
just means it's been tried 
and works for millions. 
Yes, other girls listen to 
pop music, but what?s 
wrong with that? It?s 
probably good music if it 
has millions of streams. 
Meanwhile, the artist 
that the ?quirky? girl has 
been listening to for 
years with less than 
10,000 streams was 
listened to, and people 
didn?t think it was worth 
sharing and listening to again. 

There?s nothing wrong with listening to 
this music, but there?s nothing wrong with 
all the girls who listen to the music on the 
radio. Miranda More explains the phrase 
?not like other girls? is just the cousin to 
the phrase ?like a girl.? By this point it?s 
become quite clear that society shouldn?t 
use the phrase ?like a girl.? The phrase ?like 
a girl? often holds the same harmful 
connotation. The phrase used in the 
context of, ?You fight like a girl,? or, ?You 
run like a girl.? Here?s the thing: to all the 
boys out there, there is probably a girl who 
could beat you in a fight or a race. 

Why do we still say this then? Because 
underlying misogyny and gender 
socialization has allowed us to follow the 
mindset that women are inherently 
weaker than men. Now put this in the 
context of ?I?m not like most other girls? 
--? I?m not like most other girls; I?m strong 
and I lift weights.? In order for this girl to 
feel special, she?s saying pretty much every 
other girl is weak, but she isn?t; she?s just 
the exception. Aparna Elizabeth Mammen 
at shethepeople, an Indian based media 
site, states there is a term for this female 
rivalry: female intrasexual competition 
through indirect aggression. 

She also explains that this is closely 
related to the ?queen bee phenomenon? 

where women pursue professional success 
in male-dominated fields by distancing 
themselves from other women in the field. 
This is alarming as we are no longer just 
discussing a little girl getting a boy?s 
attention. This is the girl growing up and 
keeping the mindset that now she has to 
adopt these strategies to just survive in her 
professional field. The simple solution 
would be for everyone to stop thinking 
that women are dumb and weak, and only 
a few exceptions exist. 

However, it is not as easy as that 
because this concept has been drilled into 
society for decades and since we were all 
just kids. An article by Mia Ambroiggio, 
published in the Loyola Phoenix, brings 
about such examples. The first stories we 
often recall being told are those of Disney 
princesses. Belle from ?Beauty and the 
Beast? is a prime example of this 
phenomenon as Belle is the most coveted 
girl in the story because she?s ?different.? 
Unlike the other girls, she spends her time 
in the library. 

She?s daring and intelligent. This tells 
girls that if you want to get the boys? 
attention, you have to be different. It 
doesn?t matter who you truly are; you just 
have to be unique. What makes this worse 
is this mentality will only continue to be 
taught to our young, impressionable girls. 

Stop  Gett i n g 
T an gled
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 IMDb shows the newest version of the 
movie was just released 2017. Clearly, this 
movie isn?t going anywhere. Yet the fix 
could have been easy. In 2016--or 
whenever the script was being 
written--they could have just made Beauty 
surrounded by intelligent, brave women 
who were just as driven as her. 

Unfortunately, the 70-year-old man 
who was the producer probably would 
have said something like, ?What makes 
her special then?? Oh, I?m not sure; maybe 
her sense of humor, her passion, her 
specific interest in a topic, the way she 
interacts with others, other aspects of her 
personality. Now that I think about it, the 
options are endless. 

There?s no need to develop the 

characters of all the other women in the 
room, but they don?t need to make them 
seem like shallow brats either. So, what 
can we do? The sad reality is that 
Hollywood will likely continue to portray 
female characters in such a fashion because 
they still continue to profit much off of 
these storylines. 

However, we, as normal people, can 
stop romanticizing this ?I?m not like other 
girls? phenomenon that pits women 
against each other. It will take years to 
actually unpack this underlying misogyny, 
but we can actively seek to see that this 
ideology is not passed down. Girls, we are 
each unique, but there is no such collective 
as ?other girls.? 

The first step to solving this issue is 

quite simple: ask, ?Why?? When someone 
tells you, ?You?re not like other girls,? ask 
them, ?Why?? I guarantee they will likely 
not have a response. If they do, it probably 
won?t make sense. Look at the man sitting 
across from you, there?s probably a woman 
with more knowledge, can lift heavier 
weights, and can run a whole lot faster. As 
a girl, how does it feel to know that 
millions of others are reducing you to just 
part of the ?others? or the collective. You 
are no longer an individual. 

That is what happens to every other girl 
when you say, ?I?m not like other girls.? 
This small change in our everyday 
vernacular allows us to finally recognize 
each individual female as exactly that, 
individuals.



n his book A Tragic Legacy: How a 
Good vs. Evil Mentality Destroyed 
the Bush Presidency, Glen 
Greenwald pragmatically remarks, 
?the fact that war is the word we 

use for almost everything? on terrorism, 
drugs, even poverty? has certainly helped 
to desensitize us to its invocation; if we 
wage wars on everything, how bad can 
they be?? This mentality has set a 
dangerous precedent which has left the 
United States numb to ceaseless bloodshed, 
eroding the nation?s ability to effectively 
fight wars. Since the tragic event of 9/11, 
the United States has waged war 24/7. The 
cost of the War on Terror ?  which 
encompasses government-wide homeland 
security efforts, international funding 
programs, drone strike operations, and the 
wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria ?  
totaled $2.8 trillion between fiscal year 
2002 and 2017. 

In the status quo, the United States 
operates bases involved in 
counterterrorism operations in 40 nations, 
provides counterterrorism training and 
assistance in 65, deploys American combat 
troops in 14, and executes drone strikes in 
7. The opportunity cost of the United 
States? investment in the War on Terror is 
an inherent depletion of resources to fight 
domestic issues from hunger to 
homelessness. American policymakers 
must answer to their 
constituents living in 
chronic poverty when 
posed the question ?is the 
opportunity cost of the 
War on Terror worth the 
benefits of the policies 
associated with it?? To 
justify the domestic 
opportunity cost of the 
War on Terror, the United States must 
effectively combat terrorism. However, 
considering the fact that in 2014, there 
were eight times as many terrorist attacks 
in the world than in 2001, politicians must 
analyze the efficacy of counterterrorism 
efforts for the sake of their constituents. 
Moreover, when one out of three 

individuals killed in counterterrorism 
operations are innocent women and 
children, politicians must reevaluate 
counterterrorism strategy on the basis of 
morality. This paper will argue that the 
United States should prioritize 
humanitarian aid over military 
intervention with regards to 
counterterrorism operations. The efficacy 
of this prioritization will be contextualized 
through the power of the executive branch 
in the War on Terror, the humanitarian 
catastrophe caused by perpetual war and 
its impact on terrorist recruitment, and the 
necessity of humanitarian aid to root out 
the causes of terrorism.

Ultimately, American military 
intervention through drone strikes only 
serve to perpetuate the problem it aims to 
solve. At the very least, the tactics 
employed by the executive branch to 
eradicate terrorism should fulfill the 
intended purpose. Paradoxically, the 
contrary is the case. Dr. Thomas Gries of 

The London School of Economics 
analyzed the nexus between U.S. military 
aid and intervention, human rights, and 
terrorism using panel data from 126 
countries for the period between 1984 and 
2008. Consistently, Dr. Gries concluded 
the combination of local oppression and 
military aid indeed leads to more 
anti-American terrorism. In fact, a country 
with a substantial level of human rights 
violations and American opposition to the 
acts of violence and human rights abuses 
exhibit 10 times more anti-American 
terrorism. 

While this reality is perplexing, the 
causations are intuitive. American military 
intervention through drone strikes ?are 

causing more and more 
Yemenis to hate America 
and join radical militants; 
they are not driven by 
ideology but rather a sense 
of revenge and despair. 
Rather than eradicating 
terrorism, drone strikes in 
Yemen threaten to turn the 
country into a safe haven 

for ISIS and the Houthi insurgency. A 
father who returns to his village from 
work to a decimate home with the remains 
of his loved ones, having lost everything, 
has nothing to lose joining an insurgency.

Extreme poverty conditions, compounded 
by grief, propel terrorist recruitment. In 

essence, extreme poverty is the greatest 
incentive for individuals to join terrorist 
organizations and insurgencies who offer 
the most basic necessities for survival. 

Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Archbishop 
Desmond Tutu said, ?You can never win a 
war against terror as long as there are 
conditions in the world that make people 
desperate ?  poverty, disease, ignorance.? 
Former U.S. Secretary of State General 
Colin Powell stated, ?We can?t just stop 
with a single terrorist or a single terrorist 
organization; we have to go and root out 
the whole system. We have to go after 
poverty.? Terrorism already fosters in the 
poorest nations in the world, and the 
United States is only perpetuating poverty 
by destroying already limited water and 
agricultural infrastructure, villages, 
hospitals, and livelihoods. As a 
recruitment strategy, terrorists develop 
communities and work towards poverty 
alleviation. 

In Israel, Hamas spends the majority of 
its resources providing social, welfare, 
cultural, and educational activities for the 
Palestinian people, and Hezbollah operates 
schools, hospitals, and agricultural services 
for poor Shiites in Lebanon. The Taliban 
build madrassas to offer free education to 
the poor in Pakistan and Afghanistan. 
Imagine participating in backbreaking 
labor eighteen hours a day to provide for 
your family with no assistance from your 
government, but you are still unable to 
consistently put food on the table for your 
family. When an insurgency offers your 
kids an education and your family 
consistent food and running water, there is 
only one choice on the table: provide for 
your family, whatever the cost. 

Thus, instead of destroying critical 
infrastructure and exacerbating poverty, 
the United States should use humanitarian 
aid to root out the incentives for 
individuals to join terrorist organizations 
in the first place.

To strengthen the advocacy of 
prioritizing humanitarian aid over military 
intervention in counter terrorism efforts, 
addressing the central argument against 
this proposition is imperative. Benjamin 
Crost of the Belfer Center at Harvard 
University explains that insurgencies can 
use violent attacks to purposefully disrupt 
humanitarian projects and threaten the 
security of the project staff, leading the 
implementing agency to withdraw. Even if 
it continues, insurgents can hinder its 
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successful implementation by attacking 
project staff and destroying project 
infrastructure. 

Crost?s analysis is centered around 
prioritizing military aid before 
developmental aid simply because that 
order is what makes the most sense; if the 
region is more stable, it will be able to 
attract more investors who will have a 
higher chance of completing projects that 
can benefit real people. There are three 
responses to this argument. Principally, if 
the United States turns a region into a 
warzone through AUMFs, arms sales, and 
drone strikes, projects cannot be initiated, 
let alone be completed. Second, American 
military intervention, as previously 
mentioned, exacerbates terrorism and 
increases poverty by destroying critical 
infrastructure. 

This creates a perpetual cycle of 
necessity for projects and diminution of 
safety necessary for these projects to be 
completed in the first place. 
Correspondingly, as 
poverty increases and 
terrorism increases, more 
military intervention is 
employed, sustaining the 
pernicious cycle. Third, 
Crost?s analysis does not 
inherently interact with the 
advocacy of prioritizing 
humanitarian aid over 
military intervention. The 
entirety of his argument is 
contingent upon the 
assumption that 
peacekeeping and security 
forces are removed from 
the regions in which 
humanitarian projects are 
occurring. However, under 
the adoption of the 
aforementioned 
proposition to prioritize 
humanitarian aid over 
military intervention, 
peacekeeping and localized 
security forces are not 
mutually exclusive with 
humanitarian assistance. 
This is true because these 
forms of increasing security 
are to protect civilians, 
rather than directly 
fighting against terrorist 
organizations. The 
Princeton Encyclopedia of 

Self-Determination provides a second 
warrant for this argument against Crost?s 
advocacy by explaining Peacekeeping 
involves monitoring and enforcing a 
cease-fire agreed to by two or more former 
combatants, while military counter 
terrorism efforts revolve around 
eradicating terrorist organizations through 
violent tactics including drone strikes. 

Essentially, peacekeeping falls under 
humanitarian assistance, which allows the 
benefits of peace enforcement to be reaped 
under the framework of prioritizing 
humanitarian assistance over directly 
fighting terrorist organizations. After all, 
the presence of international peacekeeping 
forces is a form of humanitarian aid and 
reduce the risk of a recurring war after an 
initial conflict by 84% and can reduce the 
chance of initial conflicts by over 60%. 

Ultimately, the central argument 
against the thesis of this paper, although 
advocated for with noble intent, is 

contingent upon faulty assumptions.
To justify the $2.8 trillion cost of 

counterterrorism operations to the 
millions of Americans living paycheck to 
paycheck, the United States must 
effectively combat the growth of 
insurgencies. To do so, policymakers must 
prioritize humanitarian aid over military 
intervention so that perpetual wars at the 
disheartening cost of thousands of 
innocent mothers, fathers, and children 
must come to an end. 

The necessity of this prioritization is 
evident through the executive branch?s 
excessive power under the Authorization 
for Use of Military Force, 
counterproductive drone strikes which 
propel terrorist recruitment, and how 
waging a war on poverty, rather than 
people, is a more effective means of 
thwarting the expansion of terrorism. The 
fight against terrorism should be won with 
humanity, not at the cost of humanity.



emocracy isn?t as clear cut as 
people think it is. Instead, it 
is a malleable weapon whose 
rules can be bent in order to 
produce more desirable 
outcomes for those who 
hold it in its grasp. As a 

whole, Americans seem to accept this fact 
of democracy, yet many of us do not 
process and apply it. We think of 
manipulated democracies as a foreign 
concept; something suffered bay a 
third-world nation far away from our 
country?s interests and hearts. Perhaps due 
to this cognitive dissonance, America has, 
in recent years, found its democracy bent, 
twisted, hammered, and crying for help to 
no avail. Americans no longer vote for 
who we wish to lead us; the individuals 
who wish to lead us divide us, sequester us, 
and bend the democracy to install 
themselves in power. 

One of the best examples of this 
?bending? of the American democracy is 
gerrymandering, the practice of 
manipulating electoral districts to benefit 
an individual or political group. To 
illustrate this, I?ve created a simplified 
electoral map above, with the red squares 
representing 30 voters of the ?red? party 
and the green squares representing 20 
voters of the ?green? party. Let?s assume 
that the party in power needs to divide up 
these 50 individuals into 5 electoral 
districts of equal population, and they wish 
to do so in a manner that will benefit 
them. If the red party is in power, this is an 
extremely easy exercise. 

All the red party has to do is draw 
completely horizontal districts to turn 
their 30-20 voter advantage into a 5-0 
electoral landslide. This is done through a 
technique known as ?cracking?, whereby 
the voters and political power of one party 
(here the ?green? party) is diluted across 
many voting districts. But what if you?re 
green? Well, before we talk about an 
optimum redistricting scenario for them, 
we need to understand the true objective 

of any partisan mapmaker. The 
goal is not to maximize your 
votes in each district; instead, in a 
two-party system, the goal is to 
get as close as possible to 50% 
without reaching or going under 
it. Every vote (minus one) above 

50% is considered a ?wasted vote?. For 
example, if a red candidate wins an 
election by 55%, that means that votes of 
the extra 5% that the candidate garnered 
over a majority were unnecessary and 
could have instead been used in other 
districts to make more red candidates win. 
The objective isn?t to win as many votes as 
possible: it?s to win as many seats as 
possible. With this in mind, let?s take a 
look at how the green party can take 
power with just 40% of the vote. 

First, the greens maximize red?s wasted 
votes by drawing two red-only districts. 
This practice is known as ?packing?. Then, 
the greens crack the rest of the red vote, 
diluting it to produce two green-majority 
districts. In this way, the 
Greens have parlayed their 
40% of the total vote share 
into a 3-2 majority, and as 
many American legislative 
decisions only require a 
simple majority, this means 
they effectively have 100% 
control of the electoral 
body. 

This isn?t just 
hypothetical theorizing; gerrymandering 
using these basic principles of packing and 
cracking is present across America. A great 
example is Ohio?s current congressional 
map, shown below. 

Drawn by Republicans, the map packs 
much of the Democratic vote into districts 
9, 11, 13, and 3, cracking the rest of the 
state to create a republican super majority 
in the Ohio congressional delegation. The 
results of this gerrymandering are as clear 
as they are ominous: in the 2018 house 
elections, while Democrats won 47% of the 
statewide popular vote, they won just 25% 
of the state?s congressional districts. 
 Then, there?s the Wisconsin State 
Assembly map, which yielded this result 
(shown below) in 2018. Thanks to an 
egregious partisan gerrymander, 
Democrats won about 53% of the vote (8% 
more than the Republicans) yet won barely 
over a third of the seats. This gerrymander 
had real consequences; thanks in part due 
to the lack of coronavirus restrictions 

implemented by the Wisconsin 
government, Wisconsin has some of the 
highest rates of COVID-19 at the moment, 
resulting in tens of thousands of 
unnecessary deaths. 

On the whole, most gerrymanders at 
the moment tend to benefit Republicans at 
the detriment of Democrats. This is not 
due to any difference in both parties? 
stances on gerrymandering; instead, the 
last redistricting across much of America 
happened right after the ?red wave? 
election of 2010, meaning Republicans 
tended to be in power during the last wave 
of redistricting. In addition, as Democrats 
tend to be concentrated in large urban 
centers, Democrats naturally tend to have 
a large number of wasted votes, making 
them easier to pack and crack. However, 
this doesn?t mean that there are no 
Democratic gerrymanders in place at the 
moment; just one look at the Maryland 
congressional map below should prove 
that gerrymandering is both a bipartisan 

phenomenon. 
For many states stuck in 
such partisan 
gerrymanders, there seems 
to be no end in sight. 
Although redistricting 
usually occurs every 10 
years immediately after the 
decennial census, most 
states delegate this task to 
their state legislatures. This 

enables parties that have gerrymandered 
themselves into power to stay there 
through such dishonest means. 

This is why this election matters so 
much. For the most part, the local officials 
elected in 2020 will be the ones in control 
of redistricting caused by the 2020 Census. 
The consequences of not voting in such 
elections right before redistricting are 
clear; low turnout and the Tea Party 
movement allowing Republicans to ride to 
power in 2010 is the cause of many of the 
gerrymanders across modern America. 
Therefore, if we wish to ensure a 
minimization of gerrymandering and/or a 
fairer democracy over the next 10 years, 
we need to vote. 
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ur government failed to pass 
a second stimulus package 
for Americans. According to 
the New York Times, it is 
unlikely that another 

stimulus will be passed before the election. 
Struggling Americans will have to face this 
tough recession without direct help from 
our government. Republicans knew before 
they even voted on the bill that it would 
not be passed. Democrats failed to 
cooperate with any discussions as well. 

The stubbornness of both sides resulted 
in political failure. Republican senator 
Mitch McConnell blamed democrats for 
caring more about ?politics rather than 
[the average American family].? This 
recent example exposed one of our 
country's biggest problems: polarization.  
Democrats and Republicans have failed to 
work together and help Americans in 
need. "Are you a Republican or Democrat? 
Are you conservative or liberal?? Both 

questions seem to have only one answer. 
But, in reality, we know that these 
questions have more than just a quick 
answer. Once we are labelled as Democrat 
or Republican, we are presumed to have 
certain beliefs. Once we hear from our 
biased news sources, we feel that we must 
agree with whatever they are saying. 

Republicans and Democrats want to 
claim each of us. But we shouldn?t be 
claimed by either! I feel that we need to 
make our decisions. Our independent 
minds should influence our views, not the 
platform of a political party.

Maybe you believe climate change is 
real, but you don't believe it should be a 
top priority. Maybe you can favor police 
reform and support the Black Lives Matter 
movement without declaring that 'All 
Cops Are Bastards'. Maybe you can be 
religious and still believe that sexism and 
patriarchy are problematic. My point is 
that I don?t want the label Democrat or 
Republican, but our politicians are using 
those labels to divide us. 

Today, America seems more polarized 
than any other time in history since the 
Civil War. Our country seems to divide 
every issue into conservative vs. liberal 
and Democrat vs. Republican.

We shouldn?t watch our Speaker of the 
House rip up the President?s speech on live 

television. We shouldn?t have to watch our 
president call the Speaker ?high tax high 
crime Nancy Pelosi.? We shouldn?t watch 
the State of the Union to see the half of 
people cheering and applauding and half of 
the people sitting and pouting. To me, 
these examples scream one thing: division. 
With all that is going on in our country 
today, we should be coming together not 
furthering the divide. We need leaders in 
government to heal this division. Our 
politicians are constantly trying to engrave 
their ideas into our heads instead of 
allowing us to make decisions for 
ourselves. Since they are so divided, we 
often forget that neither side is really pure 
evil. Both sides are fighting for what they 
think will be the betterment of the country 
and for our citizens. 

See, I really believe that we are more 
the same than we are different. I assume, I 
hope, that we all believe in quality 
education, and not just at PCDS but at 
every public school across the country. 
And, I would hope that we all believe that 
we need a roaring economy with awesome 
jobs and good pay. I think we all believe 
that everyone deserves a shot at their 
dream, the freedom to choose our own 
destiny, whether that is starting a business, 
being a teacher, being the best soccer 
mom, or being president of the United 
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States. 
And, I certainly expect that we all want 

to breathe fresh air, drink clean water, and 
be safe within our communities. I think we 
all want mostly the same things, and our 
politicians are trying to divide us by 
applying labels so they can get our vote, 
and they can keep their jobs. We hear so 
often about ?undecided? voters. The people 
who make a difference in elections are the 

ones that are open minded 
to the politicians 
themselves rather than to 
the party that they 
represent. They are willing 
to listen to both sides and 
decide for themselves 
which candidate is better 
for them. They can have 
discussions which 
ultimately push our 
country forward. 

We shouldn?t feel shame if we?re 
undecided. We need to allow our citizens 
to have discussions that don?t result in 
resentment. We need to listen to others? 
ideas without quickly labelling them as 

racist, homophobic, transphobic, stupid, 
etc. We need to inform rather than 
criticize. We need to welcome new ideas 
rather than just laugh and say they are 
wrong. I was once in a class where I 
learned about the concept of the ?male 
gaze.? In case you haven?t heard of this 
idea, it asserts that women are often 
sexualized by heterosexual filmmakers for 
their straight male audiences. As we were 

looking at the teacher?s 
example on the board, it 
seemed to me that the men 
on the board were also 
being depicted in a sexual 
manner. When I tried to 
point this out, my 
recollection is that the 
teacher told me I was 
saying something unrelated 
to the topic. I left the class 

uneasy. I got the impression that a firm 
commitment to the concept of the ?male 
gaze? had rendered the teacher unable to 
consider an alternative way of looking at 
that concept. I definitely did not want to 
come off as sexist, but I really was curious. 

And isn?t education supposed to inspire 
curiosity? 

When our educational systems only 
allow for one perspective, understandably, 
the students have a tougher time being 
open-minded to new ideas. Similarly, for 
adults, their source for education often 
comes from their audience-targeted news 
outlets whether Fox or MSNBC. When we 
enter a debate with one another, we 

should not be 
coming in with 
our party?s name 
on our back. We 
should be coming 
in open minded, 
ready to share 
what we think, 
independent of 
party or ideology. 
There should be 
no pride for a 
particular party, 
there should only 
be pride in the 
United States. 
While this may 

seem awfully 
nationalist, isn?t it 
worse to be so 
connected and 
loyal to a certain 
ideology that you 
cannot even 
consider its 
shortcomings. 
Intolerance for 
others? views 
creates division. 
The polarization 
of our parties that 
is prevalent in the 

United States today is creating division. 
Our political parties are creating division. 
Our audience-targeted news sources are 
creating division. 

We are forgetting how to accept, listen, 
and learn from others? views. I understand 
that we may have strong opinions about 
certain causes and may never ?switch 
sides.? However, it doesn?t hurt us to listen 
and learn from others' perspectives. It?s 
time to put our differences aside and listen. 
It?s time to lose the label that political 
parties have placed upon us and it?s time 
for the country to come together once 
again and be strong.

Fact ionalism's 
consequences 
affect  both 
part ies. So why 
does it  persist?



s both an avid debater 
(sorry non-debate 
readers, lots of speech 
technique analysis 

coming up) and citizen of the US, 
I was no less than appalled with 
the Presidential debate at the end 
of September. The rudeness, the 
personal attacks, and general 
flaunting of decorum were 
indescribable, incomparable, and 
undeniably disgraceful. Trump?s 
actions at the debate showed 
democracy at its lowest, to the 
shame of our nation.

The first American campaign 
debate was held in 1858, between 
Abraham Lincoln and Stephen 
Douglas, vying for a Senate seat 
for Illinois, discussing the ethical 
and economic implications of 
slavery. For international 
readers, President Lincoln 
abolished slavery in his second 
term in office in 1865 to end the 
civil war. While the practice was 
dropped in the following sixteen 
presidential election cycles, and 
practiced infrequently over the 
next century or so, the practice 
has been a hallmark of the race 
for the Oval Office since 1976. 
Needless to say, in the list of 
chaotic moments at presidential 
debates, any given minute in the 
most recent debate probably 
outperformed. They are 
moments for candidates to prove 
their dignity, knowledge, 

diplomacy, empathy, 
compromise, and mental 
acuity. 

 The Presidential Debate 
of 2020 ignored those standards. 
There is a certain unspoken 
decorum in debates, taught to us 
from the moment we begin to 
talk: listen to others and wait to 
speak until they are done talking. 
Trump broke this rule. Starting 
just after the 
seven-minute mark 
and continuing 
throughout the 
debate, the President 
interrupted Vice 
President Biden and 
Mr. Wallace an 
astonishing 128 
times at least. At the very 
start of the debate, the moderator 
clearly outlined the fact that 
during each of the 15-minute 
topic-based segments, the 
candidates would first take turns 
outlining their position on the 
provided issue, and then they 
would segue into back-and-forth 
debate. While both candidates 
disregarded this rule, Trump was 
by far the worst offender. In a 
way, his disregard for the debate?s 
rules perhaps mirrored his 
flaunting of our nation?s laws 
outside of the hosting Cleveland 
Clinic?s chamber.

 In the past, we have all seen 
how he has ignored the Hatch 
Act, various education laws, 
trade policies, anti-housing 
discrimination laws, and was 
impeached, to start. But that 
wasn?t brought up during the 
debate, so I digress. Regardless, 

their interruptions did serve a 
larger purpose: they showed that 
they didn?t actually care about 
informing the public and aiding 
us in our quest for learning who 
is the best candidate; on the 
contrary, the interruptions 
showed the true ruthlessness of 
the pair?s desperate thirst for 
power.

Biden, however, was not the 
poster child of dignity and 

respect many hoped 
him to be. 
Repeatedly calling 
the incumbent a 
?clown?, telling him 
to ?shut up?, and 
sighing 
over-dramatically 

repeatedly while Trump talked. 
Regardless of the lying, 

rudeness, insensitivity, 
foolishness, personal attacks, and 
shamelessness of the President, 
whom I am by no way trying to 
defend, Biden was by no means a 
saint either. 

While not matching the 
President?s dishonorable conduct, 
he mirrored it by failing to stay 
above the chaos Trump was 
trying to create. 

Despite our best wishes, this 
hasn?t gone unnoticed by the rest 
of the world. They recoiled with 
us at the show, calling it a 
?national humiliation?, declaring 
our democracy ?tattered?, and 
?depressing? at best. Many are 
left wondering if our days as the 
leaders of the free world are 
behind us. Our days with dignity 
certainly are. 
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ccording to a Kaiser Family 
Foundation Tracking Poll, 
?53% of adults on the United 
States reported that their 
mental health has been 

negatively impacted due to worry and 

stress over the coronavirus?. This is 
significantly higher than the 32% reported 
in another KFF Tracking Poll from March. 
While the COVID-19 pandemic has 
caused many negative political and 
economic impacts, we don?t often talk 
about the negative impacts it has had on 
the mental health of Americans. Social 
isolation, job loss, and burnout among 
frontline health care workers are just a few 
of the sources of the increase in negative 

mental health across the nation.

 Social isolation was 
the first trigger for 
negative mental 
health. The initial 

state and local response to the 
coronavirus crisis was the 
required closures of 
non-essential businesses and 
the temporary closure of 
schools. Large gatherings 
were also prohibited, and 
social distancing was highly encouraged. 

While these changes were essential, they 
also produced many negative outcomes. 
Many researchers have linked social 
isolation and loneliness to both poor 
mental health and physical health. Former 
U.S. Surgeon General Vivek Murthy first 
brought attention to this link, pointing to 
its association with reduced lifespan and 
greater risk of both mental and physical 
illnesses. There was also a particular 
concern about suicidal tendencies during 

this time. Another KFF Tracking Poll 
found that 47% of those 

sheltering-in-place 
reported negative 
mental health. 
Hopefully, as the 
country begins to 
reopen and social 
distancing guidelines are 
lessened, Americans 
suffering from negative 
mental health will get 

the help they need.

 An obvious impact of the coronavirus 
pandemic was that of job loss. Economic 
turmoil is expected during any pandemic 
or crisis. At the height of the coronavirus, 
unemployment was at a record 14.7% in 
April. Research has linked job loss to 
increased depression, anxiety, distress, and 
low self-esteem, along with high rates of 
substance abuse. Naturally, job loss during 
this pandemic contributed to the increase 
in negative mental health. This can also be 
compared to the 2007-2009 recession in 
that negative mental health and suicidal 
thoughts increased by 10%. The stress and 
negativity that can come from socially 
isolating is already too much; however, 
couple that with job loss, and it becomes 
dangerous.

 The final and most ignored factor to 
negative mental health is that of burnout 
among frontline health care workers. 
During this pandemic, of course, hospitals 
across the country are overwhelmed with 
the increasing number of hospitalizations 
due to COVID-19. While we tend to focus 
on the mental health of everyday 
Americans, we forget to think about the 
health care workers during this pandemic. 
A KFF Tracking Poll found that 64% of 
households with a health care worker said 
that worry or stress has had at least one 
negative outcome such as difficulty 
sleeping or eating, increase in alcohol 
consumption, or substance abuse. The 
constant need to put the care of your 
patients above your own can be severely 
damaging to physician?s mental health. 

 It is clear that the coronavirus pandemic 
has had many negative outcomes 
specifically when it comes to negative 
mental health. Social isolation, job loss, 
and burnout among health care workers 
are just a few of the sources of the increase 
of negative mental health in this country.
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hether we accept it or 
not, America wears a 
mask. People are often 
blinded by the 
over-flaunting of the US, 

but beneath its polished surface lay many 
issues including the 
ongoing human 
trafficking epidemic. 
Ever since I was 
little, I was taught 
the phrase ?Stranger 
danger?, not 
knowing how it 
would play into my 
future. It was not 
until these past few 
years when I began 
to truly understand 
the reality of human 
trafficking all over 
the world, 
nevertheless in our 
very country. 
According to the 
Human Trafficking 
Hotline, in 2019 
alone there were 
11,500 reported cases 
of trafficking in the 
nation. If these 
statistics include only 
the reported cases, 
how many more 
victims are 
remaining 
imprisoned? Despite 
the business? ability to undermine nations 
worldwide, many solutions have been 
brought to the table. 

Writers belonging to the Borgen 
Project wrote an article titled ?Top Ten 
Solutions to Human Trafficking? on their 
page in 2019. Fundraising, volunteering, 
and advocating are few of many pitches 
mentioned in the article. Although well 
researched and executed, these pitches 
have made only a dent in the elimination 

of US trafficking. I believe the solution 
to widely diminish human trafficking 
in America can be found right in front 
of our eyes: We must protect the 
vulnerable and punish the monsters 
responsible. To protect the vulnerable, 
they must be identified. 
Humantraffickinghotline.org displays 
graphs with every type of trafficking, 

gender, and age, and more statistics. Each 
graph has equal percentages because of the 
predator?s want for diversity of their 
product. SharedHope.org states that 
although every race, gender, and age is 
technically a target, there are specific 
vulnerability factors including ?low 
self-esteem, being abused or neglected, 

poverty, homelessness, being in the foster 
care system and identifying as LGBT.? 

In order to protect the citizens fitting in 
these descriptions, America must indulge 
safety precautions into education systems 
to further prevent incidents of human 
trafficking. I believe that when a criminal 
behind an act of human trafficking is 
incarcerated by the criminal justice system, 
they should be detained and questioned 
about their situation. OHCHR.org explains 

that human trafficking is a global chain 
and a ?wide range of industries and sectors 
integrated into global markets, such as 
agriculture, information and 
communication technology, garments and 
textiles.? If this industry is such a big chain, 
the predators should be linked in some 
way, right? Criminals behind these acts 
could possibly interact with many other 
sex traffickers, and if properly questioned, 
the justice system could identify more 
predators around America. There is never 
going to be a day in America when human 
trafficking has been eliminated, however, 
there are many things we can do to 
prevent the industry from taking our loved 
ones. I propose that educating the 

vulnerable in America can drastically 
decrease the enslavement of innocent 
Americans by providing citizens with 
knowledge on how to avoid these 
predators. Questioning incarcerated sex 
traffickers could also lead to further 
detainment of similar workers in the 
industry. By following through with these 
possible solutions, America could 
minimize one of its many problems 
brought forward in 2020.
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