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We’ve all been warned about the power of 
our words: that we should be careful what we 
say, lest our message be lost somewhere in 
the shades of meaning built into each string of 
vowels and consonants we construct when we 
attempt to communicate. We’ve had to create 
systems and conventions to regulate the use 
of language and govern the way we interact, 
evinced in table manners and text etiquette. Uti-
lizing words to encompass and embody entities 
unto themselves, however, exposes the vulner-
abilities of language. Words take on a meaning 
greater than their phonetic construction, coming 
to represent, more abstractly, things and ideas. 
And because words are not the things they refer 
to, some meaning may be lost in translation.
Labeling has become an indispensable tool in 
the way we understand our environment and 
place within it, whether that entails race, political 
party or gender identity. While labels are useful 
for self-identification and placement in society, 
this self-identification may be detrimental to 
one’s development because it introduces an ex-
pectation of behavior and limits room for growth.

In the past, people banded together in groups 
and fomented a sense of identity and belonging 
through the assignment of labels. Labels were 
a viable means of asserting membership within 
the social arena, shaping the way people related 
to each other and interacted. In early societies, 
loyalty following from the sense of belonging of-
fered by a labeled group contributed to a larger 
sense of communal identification which made 
survival in an often harsh natural world a little 
less difficult, not to mention more meaningful. To 
be a part of a group offered strategic allies in the 
task of prolonged sustenance, companionship 
and a sense of purpose.

Today, however, the concept of family and com-
munity has broken down, pushing disconnected 
individuals to label themselves in association to 
alternative groups. Larger families are now an 
economic burden, and coming out of the nuclear 
family of the American twentieth century was a 
normalization of the diminished role of family in 
society. It is far more common for modern youth 
to find this sense of “family” and belonging in 

chosen groups of friends or the communities 
they engage in. Rather than inheriting a sense of 
belonging, it is created and sought out as the re-
quirements for survival have, as can be expected, 
drastically shifted since the dawn of civilization. 
In the wake of these changed circumstances, 
social grouping becomes less advantageous be-
cause it stunts the progress of the individual who 
has become the standard unit of modern society. 
 
Growing up, identification with place has been 
a significant contributor to my assumed sense of 
identity. When I lived in Massachusetts, I was an 
academic lover of the arts, adopting the hal-
lowed elitism which seeped from the inner city 
towards the suburbs. A chilled, reserved qual-
ity became my default during the long winter 
months and I warmed with the onset of summer 
as the world came back to life. Massachusetts 
became everything I was for a period of time, 
until I moved to Los Angeles. It was then the 
laid back West Coast indifference that found 
me, and I called myself a Californian. While this 
association with place offered a broader sense 
of unity and belonging in the physical realm, it 
was doubly confining because it meant, for me, 
a personality shift each time I moved or even 
visited my hometown during holidays. Trying to 
occupy past spaces after the present version of 
myself had been somewhere else for a while was 
difficult, and confused the sense of self I’d built 
up in each place I’d been. In this way, my deep 
identification with place limited my potential to 
grow when it came time to move or leave. 
 
In a similar vein, labels have facilitated the asser-
tion of self in a broader social group, providing a 
means for people to present themselves to soci-
ety. For expressions of gender and sexuality, la-
bels allow people to both quickly understand the 
preferences and identity of other people as well 
as quickly communicate their own. The variety of 
labels encompassing the full gamut of existence 
and experience is both liberating and limiting, 
as there is suddenly a label for anything anyone 
ever might be or want to be. But the selection 
of any label inadvertently has the effect of plac-
ing yourself in one box as opposed to another. 
Words and labels are rigid, in the sense that they 

are only as much as what they seek to represent. 
The depth and complexity of one’s perception 
of their gender or sexuality thus cannot be suffi-
ciently accounted for by any given label. Further-
more, the creation of labels spawns communities 
as a number of individuals congregate under a 
shared status. Unlike evolutionarily advantageous 
groupings which were once necessary for sur-
vival, these identity-based groups may provide 
a sense of belonging only insofar as members 
are able to conform to a shared identity, again 
placing a limitation on the potential for individ-
ual experience and expression. There is a very 
established 
notion of 
what it means 
to be gay, for 
instance, and 
it may well be 
that a giv-
en person’s 
“gayness” 
differs from 
what society 
considers to 
be the norm. 
The assign-
ments of 
these labels 
must then be 
taken with a 
grain of salt, 
weighing the 
communal 
benefit against the restriction derived from the 
label’s sociopolitical connotation and rigidity.
 
Perhaps the most concrete instance of label po-
larization may be found in modern day American 
politics, where the identity struggle has taken on 
a life of its own. The political party system was 
introduced as a hallmark protection of democ-
racy, giving voices to groups of people hoping 
to achieve a similar political end with regard to 
national decisions. Of late, partisan conflict has 
escalated beyond a level of productive disagree-
ment. Party identification has become a more 
transgressive matter involving personal morals in 
lieu of any effectable national policy change. The 

social demarcation of status and belief resulting 
from political identity is detrimental to the ex-
pression of one’s person, as the assignment of 
political labels brings a very specific and polariz-
ing notion of identity which may or may not be 
appropriately placed. 
 
It remains that the assignment of labels in any 
regard introduces a level of expectation when 
character is considered, curtailing individual 
growth. Whether a label’s implied status/identity 
is as polarizing as political designation or inno-
cent as the place one is from, a dimension of 

character comes 
with each label 
identification. 
Following one’s 
intersectional 
relation to vari-
ous communities 
and groupings 
banded under 
any given label, 
a consciousness 
of identity aris-
es in conflation 
with this multi-
faceted render-
ing of self. The 
development 
of an individual 
identity is hand-
icapped in this 
way, remaining 

subject to the existing social pressures intro-
duced by belonging to these groups.

In order to preserve the integrity of one’s charac-
ter and individuality, an effort to understand the 
limitations of labels and movement away from 
self-definition is necessary. It is far more import-
ant to live through experiences vicariously than 
to try to put a name to them. The separation of 
experience and existence from an insufficient de-
scription or categorization is vital to maintaining 
an honest relationship with ourselves.
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THE MAJOR 
SYSTEM 

REQUIRES 
MAJOR 
CHANGE     

We are all in a rat race. Whether it’s college 
admission, GPA, internships, graduate school 
or a full-time job: as students and adults, we 
are always in competition for the next phase of 
our lives. The past two decades exemplify the 
University of California’s attempt to expand its 
educational infrastructure to accommodate the 
increasing student demand for higher education. 
This expansion, however, has contributed to a 
college experience that is overly competitive and 
doesn’t allow students to develop holistically. 
UCLA would benefit from a system that encour-
ages students to take classes across departments 
without needing to major or minor in them. 

The impacted major system is one method that 
the UC’s manage this increased population. Due 
to high demand, certain majors are capacity 
constrained so that students must apply and be 
accepted into it on the basis of completing pre-
requisites and maintaining a GPA requirement. 
The acceptance rates into competitive majors, 
notably Economics and STEM, have lowered as 
demand increases making them less accessible. 

From the start of our college careers, we’re 
forced to focus on getting into majors where we 
may or may not be accepted. Not only do stu-
dents have to complete major prerequisites for 
department admission, but we also must balance 
general education, lower and upper division 
requirements to be eligible for graduation. Tack 

on the fact that class enrollment is ultra-compet-
itive and perhaps one of the most stressful times 
for students because of how hard it is to get the 
classes you want. These bureaucratic hoops limit 
students’ academic scope as there is little room 
for error.

Cultivating academic curiosity and preparing stu-
dents with skills for career success are key com-
ponents of a successful college education. Ide-
ally, students should be able to develop a mind 
that is passionate for a subject while also build-
ing on additional skills that maximize hireability. 
However, a students’ major choice isolates them 
to focus only on a single subject. 

As a sociology major, I find this isolation to be 
true. While I am incredibly passionate about so-
ciology and hope to obtain a PhD in the future, 
I am also well aware of how competitive the job 
market is. I want to develop technical skills at 
UCLA that can better prepare me for high paying 
jobs to support me through grad school or allow 
me to be flexible with my future. However, the 
current enrollment system at UCLA makes it diffi-
cult since I cannot enroll in most STEM classes.
It is not the major or job market demand itself 
which creates low hireability: it is the public 
university system restricting less career oriented 
majors from developing strong, hireable skills. 
Statistics, for example, is now an essential skill 
set for any job regardless if it is in STEM or not. 
In fact, statistics is now seen as so essential that 
the California public school system is planning 
on de-emphasizing calculus and expanding high 
school curriculums to include data science and 
statistics classes. However, with capacity ceilings, 
only select students admitted into the major or 
pre-major are allowed to take statistics classes 
above Stats 20. This fact is true in data science, 
math, and computer science classes as well–de-
spite the subjects being essential building blocks 
for job candidacy. 
In other words, your choice of major limits what 
you can learn and pursue. This limitation could 
perhaps explain why the humanities have such 
strong stigmas attached to them within the UC 
system. We are unable to develop the same kind 
of technical skills that STEM majors can, not be-
cause of a lack of interest or ability, but because 

of bureaucratic processes limiting our choice. 
This system is especially restrictive to transfer 
students, despite the transfer process being 
advertised as a better/cheaper path to UC ad-
mission. Transfers must apply to a certain UC 
major, and once admitted, cannot switch to 
another capped major even if they satisfy pre-
requisites. For example, if you transfer into UCLA 
as a sociology major, you cannot switch into the 
economics major even if you have a competitive 
GPA and satisfy every requirement. 

I’ve experienced this first hand as a community 
college student myself. As soon as I started com-
munity college, I was told by counselors to stay 
organized and focus on completing prerequisites 
for a specific major. The alternative to not know-
ing what I wanted to major in, they said, was 
most likely staying for a 
third or even fourth year. 
It took me countless 
hours to identify which 
classes would transfer 
into the UC system and 
how to satisfy my cred-
its in time. This wasn’t 
made easier by the fact 
that UC’s, CSU’s and 
private schools all had 
different requirements. 
Luckily, I had AP credits 
from high school that 
helped provide me flexi-
bility. But some students 
don’t have that luxury 
due to outside respon-
sibilities in high school 
or a lack of resources 
within their high school 
to even take them. 

When I reviewed the 
low transfer acceptance 
rates by impacted ma-
jors into UCLA, reality 
struck in that I needed to decide on my major 
quickly and excel in specific classes. I didn’t see 
much room for academic exploration. 
Transfer students are robbed of a holistic college 
experience as from the get-go they are funnelled 

into this competitive system of requirements 
and standards. Without the right guidance, it 
is very easy as a community college student to 
fall behind or be steered away from the transfer 
process altogether. 

The UC system must reevaluate the structure of 
enrollment and major capacities to create a more 
flexible system that encourages exploration. Per-
haps this looks like increased state and federal 
funding, or an expansion of certain departments 
using incentives for new teachers. Whatever 
the case may be, the UC system has a respon-
sibility as a top public school to set the tone for 
what a quality education looks like. This lenien-
cy and restructuring will help students become 
well-rounded and better prepared for the real 
world. 
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 Chris Collins Chris Collins  

For the sake of all our college experience, we, 
as UCLA students, need to stop wearing head-
phones on campus. Headphones are over-
whelmingly easy to spot at UCLA. Stroll down 
Bruin Walk, or anywhere on campus, and you 
risk drowning in a sea of white plastic earbuds. 
Unfortunately, the damage they cause is not as 
outwardly apparent. 

Headphones blast music into your ears, poten-
tially leading to permanent hearing loss. We’re 
all aware of this fact, yet we purposefully disre-
gard it. It’s easy to shrug and listen at full volume 
because none of us are experiencing that dam-
age right now. However, there is an immediate 
threat: headphones are wasting our scarce time 
in college by encouraging us to isolate instead of 
interact.

When I first thought of college, I imagined a 
home of discourse and discussion; a campus 
flowering with interactions, and a noticeable 
sense of togetherness. In actuality, I’ve found 
that almost everyone lives in a world of their 
own: one that exists in the six-and-a-half inches 
between their right and left ear. And so seldom 
do our six-and-a-half inch worlds overlap with 
each other’s. 

When we wear headphones, we take the 419 
acre campus of UCLA filled with some 45,000 
odd students and confine it to the six-and-a-half 
inch world separating us from everyone else. 

As students currently living the college experi-
ence, it’s hard to know what the most important 
and lasting decisions we make will be. It’s hard to 
know how the habits we fall into will define our 
time in college. But what is clear, is that we all 
want the most out of this experience, and we’re 
trying to figure that out as we live it. 

We shouldn’t only be learning for ourselves, we 

need to be learning what we can from others as 
well. We should listen to experts like Dr. Daniel F. 
Chambliss, an American Sociological Association 
prize winner and author of How College Works, 
who explains that what really matters in college 
“is who meets whom, and when.” What makes 
the difference between a positive college experi-
ence and a wasted one, according to an expert, 
are “the people.”

 For us, figuring out the ‘when’ part isn’t 
the problem. It’s right now: the few years that we 
share with tens of thousands of people who run 
around calling themselves Bruins. The problem 
becomes figuring out ‘who’ we’re supposed to 
meet when headphones are destroying the num-
ber of people we can meet. 

It’s hard to meet any person wearing head-
phones, not only because they can’t hear you, 
but because we recognize headphones as a shut 
and locked door to soliciting conversations. A 
study out of Bitkom Research Institute in Ger-
many found that 42% of one-thousand people 
intentionally wore headphones to tell the peo-
ple around them that they didn’t want to be 
disturbed. And when people are wearing head-
phones, we assume that we are the disturbance. 

There are many more reasons to wear head-
phones and I’ll be the first to admit that it’s 
lovely to listen to music, to stare up at the trees, 
to have the right song hit, making every step 
you take fall on beat with the season. Howev-
er, the problem is, wearing those headphones, 
intentionally or not, broadcasts a clear message: 
you’re uninterested in having the conversations 
that Chambliss claims make college matter. 

Whether it’s 42%, or 100% of headphone users 
who consciously decide to project a ‘don’t talk to 
me’ attitude, anyone wearing headphones com-
municates that same message, regardless of their 
intent. 

A study evaluating college students’ percep-
tion of others wearing headphones found that 
students who wore headphones were seen as 
“socially introverted” and “less likely to engage 
in social interaction.” The study, conducted by  
Dr. Susan Krauss Whitbourne, a Psychological 
and Brain Science Professor at the University 
of Massachusetts Amherst, concluded 
that we create our “own isolated world 
by donning the guise of someone who 
prefers isolation, whether [we] want to 
or not.” She goes on to say that those 
headphones cause others “to back off 
from you, which in turn reinforces your 
feeling of isolation.”
 
Reinforcing feelings of isolation and 
causing tens of hundreds of those 
potential people we’re meant to 
meet to back off is a waste. It’s not 
just a waste of the tens of thou-
sands dollars or the years of our 
lives we commit to being here, 
but it’s a waste of others’ time 
and money who maybe want 
more than isolation and deaf 
ears. It’s a frivolous, unneces-
sary waste especially since 
every streamable inch of 
content you could be con-
suming on those head-
phones is eternal. That 
song won’t go away, that 
podcast can’t magical-
ly disappear, they will 
always be there. What 
won’t are the “who” 

Try. Nothing will happen. Not immediately. One 
day won’t turn a campus of isolation into the 
budding place we imagined it could be, but one 
day is the start to something that can turn that 
place into a reality. Try. Nothing will happen. 
One day without headphones won’t make you 
worse and another day with won’t make you any 
better. And we deserve better. So I urge you, for 
your own sake and the sake of everyone you call 
a Bruin, walk on campus in the silence that the 
world gives to you and not the one you make for 
yourself. 
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Spring 2020 was an era unlike any other. Not 
only was it characterized by the onset of the first 
worldwide pandemic in over a century, but also 
by significant political and social changes.The 
notion of being “stir crazy” reached new heights, 
and with that came an onslaught of trends, all of 
whose mention transports us back to the feeling 
of that unique time. It’s easy to remember things 
like “Tiger King,” Dalgona “whipped” coffee, 
and Animal Crossing, which seemingly defined 
that stretch of lockdown. We were able to do 
these from the comfort of our homes—a relaxing 
way of dissociating from the stresses of the world 
around us. In a sense, it’s easy to almost miss it.

Harder to remember, though, are the toilet paper 
and PPE shortages, the skyrocketing death toll 
combined with the skyfall of mental health rates, 
and the inescapable fear of the outdoors where a 
killer virus might be lurking. 

These events shouldn’t be hard to recall. Still, 
there has been an emerging trend on platforms 
like TikTok and Instagram romanticizing the for-
mer aspects of early quarantine while ignoring 
the latter. The horror of quarantine is not “hard 
to recall” in such a way that we don’t remem-
ber what kept us locked indoors for months, 
but rather, social media has bombarded viewers 
with a sugar-coated portrayal of this time period, 
packed with reminders of an “extra long spring 
break” and Doja Cat’s “Say So.” 
The idea of developing positive feelings towards 
the point in our lives where we were confined 
to our rooms is not completely unfathomable; 
rather, it is reminiscent of something far more 
sinister: stockholm syndrome. It may seem like an 
exaggeration to insinuate that our entire gener-
ation is subject to some sort of mass psycholog-
ical delusion, but in reality, the resemblance is 
clear. Stockholm syndrome is loosely defined as a 
psychological condition in which captives devel-
op positive feelings toward their captors. Social 
media is riddled with these “positive feelings” 
toward early quarantine. Simply searching the 

phrase “quarantine nostalgia” on TikTok will fill 
your For You Page with audios that transport you 
into a different lockdown; one that was filled with 
time to relax and focus on mental health, one 
that wasn’t littered with social injustice and crip-
pling isolation. Is it so far-fetched, then, to refer 
to ourselves as captives? The world undeniably 
went on hiatus during this period. Aside from 
front-line workers, most stayed in their homes 
for fear of what would happen upon stepping 

outside. As former captives, maybe it is easier 
to imagine that we had some sort of autono-
my in this time: we weren’t socially isolated, we 
were choosing to focus on ourselves. We chose 
to learn how to make bread, to pick up puzzle 
making and learn how to use NetflixParty. We 
become nostalgic when we selectively remember 
the semblance of autonomy we had while ne-
glecting the constant disorder that dictated early 

quarantine. 

The danger in this lies in the inherent meaning of 
“nostalgia.” Nostalgia, from the Greek “nostos” 
for “return home” and “algos” for “pain,” loose-
ly means “the pain in longing for some event in 
the past.” Quarantine nostalgia, therefore, is the 
longing to return to early pandemic—this is our 
“event in the past.” 
Except—quarantine isn’t really in our past. Al-

though the grocery store shortages have ceased, 
quarantine, and more importantly the virus that 
caused it, remain. The idea of yearning for a time 
in which the path towards a vaccine was narrow 
and prolonged feels self-destructive at best. 
Upon our long-awaited release from our savage 
captor, we paradoxically feel a yearning to return 
to its suffocating grasp. Still, by feeling nostalgic 
for this point in our lives, we convince ourselves 

we are past quarantine. We are nostalgic be-
cause it is over.

Nostalgia does not occur within a matter of 
months. Without the label of quarantine, we 
would be feeling a deep sense of longing for 
a return to barely over a year ago. Although a 
worldwide pandemic is enough to define cer-
tain months as “early quarantine,” this does not 
equate to an entire socio-cultural shift: the trends 
popularized during early quarantine still endure 
in mainstream culture today. Doja Cat and “Love 
is Blind” did not cease to exist or even fall out of 
convention the minute lockdown phase 3 shift-
ed to phase 4. Truly, the only defining part of 
this era was the uncertainty we had of the world 
around us.

We are not nostalgic for the impending sense of 
doom that defined this era. Rather, we are nos-
talgic because it is far easier to feel sorrow for 
something that is gone than admit that we still 
feel this uncertainty—this fear—which command-
ed us a year ago. By looking back at our past, 
we turn away from the fact that our future with 
covid remains unclear. From booster shots to the 
Delta-variant, we are far from the “out of sight, 
out of mind” mentality that the word “nostalgia” 
carries. We are nostalgic because it is easy, but 
the world around us is far from that.

There is no cure for Stockholm Syndrome. Yet, 
it’s an affliction all those who are “nostalgic” for 
quarantine currently bear. Thankfully, mass psy-
chotherapy is not necessary to treat the entire 
American public. Instead, we must reframe our 
mindsets. Remembering the coronavirus death 
toll is one thing, but we must also recognize that 
it is still growing. We have made progress. This 
is undeniable. But it’s dangerous to feel nostal-
gic, to believe that we are past that which is still 
consuming so much of our world. It’s far easier 
to romanticize our former captivity than to admit 
that, although we may have escaped the prison 
lockdown served as, we still remain trapped in 
the hands of our original captor. 

NO, YOU DONT MISS 
QUARANTINE
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No, it’s the period slay hunty finna on god boots 
the house down chile sis for me. Comment 
sections on various social media platforms 
are riddled with these words in strings 
that are unintelligible to the casual viewer. 
These words are not new by any means, 
but have somehow been absorbed by 
Generation Z as colloquialisms that serve 
various purposes for which they were not 
originally intended. I suppose it’s trendy to 
use these words and phrases on the latest 
TikTok video, hoping that you’re able to 
get at least a few thousand likes, however, 
the misappropriation of verbiage that has 
been used by black and queer communi-
ties for decades is somewhat irresponsible. 
It is upsetting to see people who do not 
belong to these communities take credit 
and receive benefits for something that, 
when created and used by its originators, 
garnered nothing but ridicule. For those 
who are not within the cultural epicen-
ter of fame and success, these words are 
deemed inappropriate, unprofessional, 
illiterate, and ghetto –– a complete rever-
sal of the effect white cishet TikTok users 
experience for using the same language.

What was once a unifying form of com-
munication amongst marginalized black 
and queer communities, has now become 
an integral part of the ‘internet speech’ 
lexicon. Many have argued that the roots 
of this so-called internet speech are not a 
direct distillation of African American Ver-
nacular English (AAVE), extracting the most 
important aspects of the language and 

doing away with them for they have no innate 
connection to the people who have adopted 
them. AAVE, also known more controversially 
as ebonics, is typically used by working-  and 
middle-class African Americans. A significant 
portion of the grammar and phonology can be 
traced back to rural dialects of the Southern 
United States due to the historical connection 
(hint: it’s slavery) between the Southern states 
and African Americans. The attitude surrounding 
this form of communication that demonstrates 
consistent internal logic and grammatical com-
plexity, has been primarily negative. Oftentimes, 
those who speak in this fashion are well-versed 
in code-switching, which is essentially switching 

between AAVE and standard English to avoid 
ridicule for presumed ignorance or laziness on 
the account of their grammatical practices.

Considering that individuals who speak in this 
manner have been disparaged due to their form 
of speech, the appropriation of this language 
by those who do not understand it’s significance 
is frustrating. To make matters worse, I and 
many other of my peers use these words both 
on the internet and interpersonally, ironically 
and unironically. With that being said, they have 
become such a staple in our daily interactions, 
without even knowing what they mean, how to 
use them, or the purpose that they served and 

continue to serve for their originators. It is almost 
as though we believe these words represent us 
as a generation on- and offline, while simultane-
ously alienating those who first popularized them 
within their communities despite the often seri-
ous repercussions they faced for doing so. 
Our comfort with donning these words as if we 
were trying on clothes at a local store, not look-
ing at the label to see where they came from or if 
the materials were sourced ethically is indicative 
of where we truly are as a society. Trying on dif-
ferent words in a comment section may seem like 
innocent fun, but it is a means of stripping some-
one of their native tongue for the amusement 
of another until it’s no longer of use to us. The 

discrepancy lies between this generation’s 
desire to be champions of change while 
maintaining flippant attitudes regarding the 
very matters we claim to care about. We 
frequently talk about this generation be-
ing ‘the one to get it done.’ The elusive ‘it’ 
being world peace, saving the glaciers from 
melting, or something to that effect. There 
is a huge responsibility that has been placed 
upon the shoulders of young individuals 
who are still, for the most part, trying to find 
themselves. In doing so, finding the causes 
we care about and working towards disman-
tling the systems that maintain their grip on 
society, are we developing blind spots? The 
various causes that our generation has been 
saddled with may be obstructing our view. 

We put in so much work to be politically 
correct social justice warriors that perhaps 
the real repercussions of using words like 
these go unnoticed. Even after reading this 
some may catch a fright as if the finger of 
immorality is at long last being pointed at 
us! Consider for a moment the implications 
of this epiphany, if we can’t even stomach 
the possibility that some of our seemingly 
inconsequential habits are exacerbating the 
problem, then we are not the solution we 
aim to embody. 

Elise Bryan
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During Week 3 of Fall Quarter, an effort by UCLA 
lecturers and professors flew under the radar. 
Over the past six months, the UC President, 
Michael Drake, had been in stalled negotiations 
with the lecturers across all ten UC campuses. 
On the table were pressing issues such as health-
care, salary adjustments, and job security. Lectur-
ers, who make up nearly 40% of the professors 
at UCs, had no rehiring rights or contract guar-
antees, and often had to work at multiple insti-
tutions to keep up with California living costs. 
With students finally coming back to 
campus, UC- AFT, the council that 
represents all University 
Lecturers in California, 
saw an oppor-
tunity to gain 

traction by having an in-person demonstration.

Despite an active Twitter presence and attempts 
from UC-AFT and the Labor Studies Department 
to spread the news of an impending demonstra-
tion, most students were not aware of the pick-
et’s existence, let alone educated on the issue. 
It seemed illogical: here is an issue that most 
students can directly contribute to, on a campus 
inclined to support social justice initiatives. Yet 
most of us were more aware of whatever fringe 
infographic was circulating on instagram during 
the week’s news cycle. 

When examining the situation with UC Lecturers, 
one could argue that they did not market well 
enough to the students, which would explain the 
low visibility. Though that may be true, it also 
proves just how much we are influenced by social 
media marketing campaigns. We cannot truly be 
educated on the important issues if our involve-
ment with social justice solely depends on the 
Instagram stories we mindlessly scrolled through. 
By subscribing to ideas in such a way, We spread 
our attention thin. Of course, there are issues 
outside our immediate life worth getting invest-
ed in, but it’s equally important to prioritize how 
we dedicate ourselves to them.

Compared to the international scale of petitions 
online, the UC Lecturers’ fight for better con-

ditions is in our backyard. Many of these 
lecturers are able to dedicate more 

effort to providing a meaningful 
quarter of teaching, unfet-

tered by the necessity 
to do research, 

and end up as 
mentors. 
Since the 

burden is in 
the hands of 

the UC Board 
to negotiate in 

good faith, direct 
pressure from the 

students has real 
purpose. If even a frac-

tion more of the student 
body had been educated 

in their immediate environment, UC 
management and President Drake 
would have been actively pressured 
to act in good faith and bargain 
with lecturers. Recognizing 
where additional support 
could quickly shift the tide 
is an important step to 
ensure that activism 
has a tangible out-
come. Since the 
initial picket, lec-
turers were thankfully 
able to secure a tentative 
agreement, but not without 
doubling down on promotional 
efforts. In the future, having a more 
engaged community would benefit local 
initiatives that may not have the resources to 
market themselves.

Prioritizing is difficult - it’s hard enough to decide 
whether or not to go to lecture, let alone vali-
date and rank the importance of passing head-
lines. According to The Equal Justice Initiative, 
a nonprofit committed to social justice, some 
ways to choose include: judging how local the 
issue is, learning about the immediate support 
groups working to fix the issue, and aligning 
the problem with your own belief system. If all 
of the above points have feasible answers, then 
perhaps the fight is worth joining. Getting more 
involved within the immediate community in-
creases our awareness of issues that may not be 
as widely promoted on social media. Of course, 
there are always exceptions to the rule. When 
there arises an urgent issue that warrants imme-
diate support (think the peak of BLM protests last 
summer), it makes sense to shift focus. Ultimate-
ly, it’s up to our moral compass to prioritize social 
justice efforts in a way that balances both individ-
ual and shared interests.

In the long run though, it’s these local, grass-
roots movements that help build towards larger 
achievements. In 2020, during the Presidential 
Elections, the state of Georgia tipped the scales 
because of the organizing done by local labor 
unions. These unions were originally established 
two decades ago for marginalized communities, 

but 
heavi-
ly gained 
local trust 
since. By solving the 
pressing issues that we 
have immediate influ- ence 
over, the community around us is 
strengthened from the ground- up, leaving 
it in prime position to lend support to the big 
issues when they emerge.

As students at UCLA, we all have a responsibility 
to our immediate community, and to be edu-
cated on the issues important to us. As the role 
of media in our lives continues to expand, con-
stantly bombarding us with new information and 
“breaking news,” organizing meaningfully will 
be a challenge.  It’s far too easy to keep scrolling 
through global headlines, and forget to look out 
the window. Progress will only be possible if a 
majority of us are able to filter through this white 
noise and focus on the injustices that exist right 
under our nose.



Whether intentional or not, third-wave fem-
inism has steered away from the traditional goal 
of feminism—the equality of men and women—
and reversed gender norms and roles. Men and 
women have lost sight of what they actually want 
for themselves and each other. Without a unified 
sense of what men and women want third-wave 
feminism to achieve, the movement becomes 
nothing but a disillusionment or performance, 
and both parties are left feeling the same or 
worse than they were decades ago. 

One area where the gender role reversal man-
ifests is the student population at colleges and 
universities in this country. According to spring 
2021 enrollment estimates from a nonprofit 
organization called the National Student Clear-
inghouse, 59.5 percent of college students in the 
U.S. were women, while 40.5 percent were men. 
An even more shocking statistic reveals that male 
students at U.S. colleges and universities have 
decreased by 71 percent compared to five years 
ago. Douglas Shapiro, the executive director 
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of the research center at the National Student 
Clearinghouse, told the Wall Street Journal that 
if this trend continues, two women will obtain a 
college degree for every man. 

Of course, women aiming to reach equal op-
portunity in male-dominated fields like science 
and technology is not a problem, but equal 
opportunity is not a one-way street. If women 
continue to outnumber men on college and 
university campuses, then men will have to 
work low-wage jobs, and women will secure 
their breadwinner status. With men unhap-
py about their jobs, women are going to be 
unhappy too; a study conducted by Harvard 
sociology professor Alexandra Kilewald found 
that divorce rates were a third higher among 
couples in which the wife out-earned the hus-
band. What is supposed a feminist move actu-
ally hurts women, especially considering that 
most of them are unwilling to marry men with 
lower incomes or educational levels than their 
own. To ensure long-lasting marriages, well-ed-

ucated and high-achieving women might have to 
lower their standards, which is not ideal. 

A more obvious indication of third-wave fem-
inism leading to a gender role reversal is the 
hypersexualization of women and girls. Under 
the guise of female empowerment and freedom, 
women and girls are taught to embrace their sex-
uality and therefore claim their independence. 
Online platforms like OnlyFans allow women to 
take ownership of their bodies, but on a larger 
scale, they center exclusively around male satis-
faction—as all sex work does. Since the platform 
relies on the commodification of the female 
body, it reinforces the idea of women as subordi-
nate (though it gives an illusion of female control) 
and inadvertently contributes to phenomena 
like the gender pay gap and unequal division of 
labor in the family. 

Sexualized media content is on the rise and is 
much more accessible than it was years ago, 
which has consequences for how women per-
ceive themselves. In a study carried out by 
psychologists at the University of Kent, it de-
termined that there is a direct link between the 
objectification of women and acts of aggres-
sion and violence against them. Unsurprisingly, 
sex workers are most subject to violence and 
sex abuse. Consuming more sexualized media 
content also leads to more female self-objecti-
fication, which can foster cognitive fragmenta-
tion, body dissatisfaction, appearance anxiety, 
depression, and low self-esteem. On top of 
that, self-objectification results in less social and 
political engagement, affirming the notion that 
“objects don’t object.”

Men are suffering from female hypersexualization 
and self-objectification as well. Many of them 
are no longer just consuming sexual images but 
going out of their way to pay for them. Digital is 
easy, requires no risk, and demands little to no 
effort, which is part of the appeal. Since younger 
men are growing up in a digital age where phys-
ical interaction is no longer required for sexual 
gratification, they are less likely to approach 
women in real life, and when they do, they have 
a difficult time navigating the female mind and 
body. Women are left feeling either unwanted 

or wanted just for their bodies, and men are so 
used to women initiating everything and being 
in control that they take a step back and tap into 
their “submissive” roles. 

The reversal of gender norms and roles does 
not benefit men or women in the long-run. With 
women claiming their individuality and bodies, 
yes, they are fighting against traditional gender 
norms and roles, but mostly in ways that hurt 
them in the long-run or exclusively appeal to 
men. And while men think that this change bene-
fits them, it actually does more harm than good, 
not only emasculating them but distorting their 
understanding of what they and women want. 
A lot of us forget that feminism is supposed to 
uplift both men and women, so we must reach a 
consensus on how to do so. Men, who have his-
torically benefited from unequal power relations, 
must work with women to develop a vision for 
equality that caters to female wants and needs 
without drastically interfering with theirs—that 
is the only way equality can coexist with gender 
norms and roles
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A Buddhist perspective should be 
included in our political theory classes; 
without it, students cannot fully under-
stand how many geopolitical conflicts 
around the world Christianity caused 
and how the East and West came to 
be today.

I was completely shocked when I 
learned that Augustine, whose mon-
umental work Confession marked a 
triumph in political science history by 
combining Plato’s philosophy with 
Christianity, is African (Berber from 
North Africa). It came natural for me 
to associate medieval Christianity 
explicitly with the white, European 
Western world. Ironically, Augustine’s 
work greatly influenced the devel-
opment of Christianity and Western 
philosophy, which themselves have a 
history white supremacy. Ever since, 
Plato became associated with Chris-
tian ideology, even though Plato died 
centuries before the birth of Christ. As 
a religion critical to the development 
of the Western civilization, Christianity 
is a central topic throughout the po-
litical theory courses at UCLA. How-
ever, Buddhism, which was founded 
before Plato was born and also had a 
large impact on human civilization and 
political theories, is nowhere to be 
seen within the context of the class. In 
the same way that Christianity greatly 
impacted Western civilization, Bud-
dhism had as much impact on Eastern 
civilization. By largely dismissing the 
Eastern perspective in many American human-
ities classes, the result is a European-centered 
curriculum.

By sticking to this eurocentric model, we miss 
a lot of perspectives from all around the world. 
Although I love my political theory class dear-
ly, as a Taiwanese student with a background 
in Buddhism (Zen and Mahayana Buddhism), I 

keep thinking about how much better the course 
would be if it incorporated Eastern philosophies. 
Adding Eastern perspectives in the political 
science disciplines has two benefits: it great-
ly expands students’ worldviews and it invites 
students to think about approaching the legal 
justice system in a new light. 

At their cores, both Buddhism and Christianity 
are about explaining the meaning of life and 
finding salvation to enlightenment. But the two 
versions tell a very different story: for Christianity, 
you are fallen creatures on Earth because of the 

original sin. The goal of Christianity is to get rid 
of sins and find redemption by connecting with 
the one and only God. So, hierarchies are thor-
oughly embedded within Christianity which are 
heavily intertwined with the ideas of love, grace, 
and sacrifices.

But Buddhism suggests some-
thing different: every single soul 
was once a God like Buddha (yes, 
even the strictest math teacher 
you ever know). Buddhism be-
lieves in reincarnation (rebirth). 
All souls fall into this world of 
endless cycles of suffering and 
rebirth in between the different 
worlds/kingdoms(animal, heaven, 
human, etc), caused by an original 
unwise blink of thoughts that lead 
us to make bad choices. Instead 
of getting redeemed by Buddha, 
the goal is to find true eternal 
happiness. So, Buddha is more 
like a teacher that helps guide 
you towards Nirvana (enlighten-
ment), something that can truly 
last forever. 

The sharp ideological differences 
between these two religions helps 
explain the differences between 
Christianity and Buddhism’s im-
pact on politics. The exclusive-
ness of Christianity, born from 
heaven being limited to Chris-
tians, helped it take a leading role 
in Western politics(especially the 
medieval period) because of all 
the specific rules that promote 
an ambiguous but rigid agendas 
rooted in the question of who 
should have the access to heav-
en and how. Buddhists, however, 
tried to detach themselves from 
politics because it was distract-

ing, and because Buddhism’s worldview is more 
inclusive, it tended to be peacefully adapted into 
different cultures. Therefore, the development 
of Christianity often 
reflects big political 

HOW TO IMPROVE OUR 
WHITEWASHED POLITICAL THEORY
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revolutions in the Western world and the de-
velopment in Buddhism often reflects cultural 
differences according to the places it reached. If 
humanities classes at UCLA only teach a Chris-
tian, Western perspective, the diverse philoso-
phies that offered new possibilities from Eastern 
civilizations will be ignored. 

Knowing Eastern philosophies also helps us bet-
ter understand our entire justice system. In Chris-
tianity, everything is about good and bad, hero 
and villain, proton and electron. Well, division 
is basically the first thing that happened in the 
first chapter in Genesis: God separates the day 
and the night. He 
draws lines. Dual-
ity in Christianity 
is very prominent 
and has had a 
huge impact on 
Western civiliza-
tion, and, given 
the domination of 
Western culture 
in modern history, 
subsequently the 
whole world. 

The Western le-
gal justice system 
is founded with 
the idea that 
moral responsibil-
ity—which relates 
itself to Christianity’s culture—should guide our 
laws. Nietzsche, for example, viewed the division 
of “creditor” and “debtor,” those who have the 
power to punish and those who are subject to 
punishment, as a source of inequality rooted in 
the making of our moral values. The “creditor” 
and “debtor” relationship parallels how moral 
responsibility in Christianity is deeply tied with 
fundamental guilt towards God (the creditor). 
And, since Christianity dominates Western civili-
zation and Western civilization in turn dominates 
the globe, the modern West’s mode legal system 
is also imitated all over the world. 

But justice in Buddhism is not as rigid as Christi-
anity’s “Thous shalt or thou shalt not”. Buddhists 

seem much less passionate about spreading their 
religion because, well, you don’t necessarily have 
to go to hell if you don’t believe in Buddhism. 
Also, since you have multiple lives, you have 
more than one chance.  Buddhism suggested 
something besides black and white solutions 
and asked questions as to whether there can be 
more approaches to our criminal justice system 
beyond its focus on punishment. Many students 
who study the humanities and political science 
specifically end up going into law. And in our 
rapidly changing, globalised world, it makes no 
sense to try to stick to one rigid form of a legal 
system with a white-washed history. Thus, in-

cluding Eastern 
concepts in polit-
ical science and 
history classes 
will foster new 
ideas for creating 
a better world in 
the future. 

Growing up in Tai-
wan, I remember 
seeing some peo-
ple pride them-
selves in being 
Christian because 
it was Western. 
However, this 
whole label of the 
West and the East 
is actually more 

ambiguous than many think it is. The East is a 
label imposed literally almost everywhere else 
that is not the West by Western colonizers. Here, 
we must acknowledge that as long as the label 
persists, white supremacy persists. What is really 
similar between Mongolians and Koreans, for ex-
ample? Still, bringing in an Eastern perspective is 
very important because it is the first step towards 
ending the damage of our current white-washed 
political science curricula. Teaching Eastern per-
spectives will help deconstruct a one-dimension-
al, eurocentric narrative and encourage students 
to discover other culture’s philosophies which 
have been overshadowed in their education.

On June 10th and 11th of this year, I spent 20 
hours working on a final. I worked from 10:00am 
Thursday to 7:48am Friday, breaking only occa-
sionally and briefly. When I finished, I felt ex-
hausted, defeated, and physically sick.

This test experience, a final for an upper-divi-
sion math class, was not an anomaly. Rather, it 
was the unintentional result of a math depart-
ment policy. The 
COVID-19 pandem-
ic moved UCLA’s 
entire 2020-21 
school year online. 
In response, the 
UCLA math de-
partment created 
a policy mandating 
all instructors to al-
low a time window 
of at least 24 hours 
for students to work 
on their exams. The 
intention of the 
policy was to equal-
ize testing in the 
online environment 
by ensuring that all 
students, regardless 
of timezone, would 
have some conve-
nient, daytime window in which to take the test. 
Instructors also permitted students to use their 
notes and online resources during the tests. The 
overall policy had the additional goal of reduc-
ing academic dishonesty. On one hand, a single 
24-hour window prevents students who took the 
test earlier from communicating answers to those 
who took it later, as is often the case with exams 
that occur across multiple time windows. On the 
other hand, open-note policies simply permitted 
what was previously considered cheating rather 

than making it more difficult to cheat. Students 
were still prohibited from collaborating on tests, 
but there was practically no enforcement to 
discourage it. So while students were prevented 
from seeing exam questions early, a simpler form 
of cheating was allowed to run rampant.

In practice, the 24-hour exam policy was an 
almost immediate failure. In spring quarter 2020, 

when students were 
given use of their 
notes, lots of time to 
check their answers, 
and easy ways to 
collaborate without 
being caught, av-
erage scores sky-
rocketed far higher 
than what standard 
grading curves could 
handle. I remember 
the average score 
of my first 24-hour 
math midterm being 
over 90% while most 
math test averages 
lie in the 75-85% 
range. When ev-
eryone scores an A, 
you have to as well 
to end up with an 

“average” grade. With this higher class score 
distribution, one small error was enough to drop 
a near-perfect score to below average. I found it 
essential to thoroughly check my answers using 
my extra exam time. Moreover, math professors 
responded to the jump in class averages by 
making tests harder. To clarify, I have no prob-
lem with hard tests under normal circumstances: 
you get beat up for 50 minutes, pull out a B-, 
then get curved up to an A. Hard tests are a 
legitimate way to avoid a skewed, half-the-class-
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got-100 distribution that is harder to curve gen-
erously. But when given 24 hours with access to 
notes and internet resources, one could feasibly 
tackle all the multi-part, proof-based questions 
on a hard math test, scoring close to perfect if 
one worked long enough. Thus, averages re-
mained high but students spent drastically more 
time working on exams. By spring quarter of 
2021, when I worked on my final for 20 hours, 
it was not uncommon among my peers to hear 
of students spending upwards of 15 hours on a 
final.

The 24-hour exam policy created unnecessary 
hardship for students in the name of equality. 
However, the policy created greater inequality 
in testing for the groups most impacted by the 
COVID-19 pandemic. When students began to 
spend significant time on each exam, students 
in international time zones would have to start 
their exam in the middle of the night to spend as 
much time on the test as their California-based 
peers. The 24-hour exam policy ended up hurt-
ing the very students it was designed to benefit. 
Furthermore, students with obligations beyond 
schoolwork, like a job or caring for family mem-
bers, weren’t able to dedicate as much time to 
the exam as their peers. Lastly, students who 
used support services like the Center for Ac-
cessible Education (CAE) were denied previous 
accommodations under the 24-hour exam policy, 

based on the belief that every student would 
have more than enough time to work on the 
exam. The students placed at a disadvantage 
by the policies intersect with groups that were 
most impacted by COVID-19. But this inequality 
is not inherent to online testing. In fact, many 
professors avoided the online testing question 
altogether by creating projects or essays in 
place of traditional tests. Even when restructur-
ing an assessment is difficult, UCLA could look 
to our existing in-person testing as a model for 
strengthening equity in online exams. 

The in-person collegiate testing environment 
works because, more than anywhere else, equal 
testing conditions can be achieved. Every stu-
dent is in the same room at the same time taking 
the same test. Furthermore, support systems like 
CAE exist to further equalize the testing experi-
ence. The closest online substitute for traditional 
testing is a digital proctoring service like Respon-
dus LockDown Browser, which times students 
while locking down the computer and record-
ing the student to check for cheating. At first 
glance, Respondus is textbook Orwellian but it’s 
important to note its similarities to standard test 
environments: no notes, time limits, and mon-
itoring from proctors. There are many areas in 
which Respondus could be improved and alter-
nate online proctoring systems that trade some 
security for greater ease of use. But for the sake 

of argument, Respondus was one option readily 
available to UCLA that could have mimicked our 
in-person testing procedures during the online 
year.

The issue with an online testing solution like 
Respondus is inequality in students’ access to 
technology at home. In timed, high-stakes test-
ing environments, technical difficulties are disas-
trous, making the tech disparity more problemat-
ic than in standard teaching tools like CCLE and 
Zoom. Furthermore, online proctoring tools are 
difficult to set up and have greater hardware re-
quirements, such as a stable internet connection, 
working webcam and microphone, and adminis-
trator access to the testing computer. While the 
Bruin Tech Award provided limited funding for 
students to purchase technology for their home 
learning environments, there was, in my experi-
ence, a lack of guides and assistance on staying 
connected to campus digitally. We needed UCLA 
IT services to provide purchasing guides and 
assistance for instructors and students setting up 
virtual learning tools. The extensive requirements 
and lack of guidance placed students without 
easy access to tech resources at a serious disad-
vantage. Equalizing technology access deserves 
the same amount of effort we put into creating 
equal testing environments in-person. With this 
technological support in place, UCLA would be 
able to consistently replicate a traditional testing 

environment. 

I sincerely hope that another campus closure can 
be avoided for a long time to come. However, 
in the case that UCLA ever moves online again, 
the math department should know that their 
supposedly helpful exam policy created unnec-
essary stress for many of their students during 
an already-challenging time without deterring 
cheating nor bolstering equity. Considering 
the secondary effects of a 24-hour exam policy, 
UCLA would have reduced student distress and 
promoted equal testing by choosing to replicate 
the in-person testing experience with proctored 
online testing environments. While Respondus 
(and similar tools) is surrounded with negative 
student opinion, a supportive UCLA could have 
made the testing tool feasible and accessible. 
Among undesirable online assessment policy 
options, Respondus presents the best choice for 
fairness and student wellbeing: one in which a 
student undergoes standard test-related stress 
for a reasonably short period, instead of anxiety, 
exhaustion, and exam related stress for an entire 
day.
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Absolutely these factors must be considered 
and consulted but to trade in our previous gen-
eration’s model of a human that lives entirely in 
carefree expenditure for the modern dream of 
an entirely unrealistically socially conscious new 
build is in disregard of our own human wellbeing 
and needs. I firmly believe that a hybrid model of 
values including both the well-being of the self 
and the wellbeing of the collective is in order. 
The hot new model is a balanced and grounded 

existence 
in which 
it is pos-
sible to 
live wholly 
conscious 
of the so-
cial (polit-
ical, envi-
ronmental, 
capital) 
conse-
quences 
of our 
actions. If 
we restrict 
ourselves 
for the 
“collec-
tive” then 
we are 
guaran-
teed to 
burn out 
before we 
are able to 
make any 
real social 
change to/
for said 
collective. 

In an ideal culture wherein we have perfectly 
balanced ourselves, the graphed trend of hu-
man enjoyment is a flat line. A line of balance 
is reflective of the mental balance between the 
humanistic self and altruistic society. 

reason you should have to suffer to be deserving 
of the respect of your elders, your peers, or even 
yourself.

 In fact, if we are to examine those who are con-
sidered the most successful in society, often their 
stories involve very very little struggling and a 
whole lot of indulgence, just look to the high so-
ciety old money clans evolving into the front-fac-
ing media of the modern age like the Hiltons and 
the Kar-
dashians. 
We 
shouldn’t 
have to feel 
guilt for a 
moment of 
joy under 
capital-
ism just 
because 
society has 
painted our 
sex, eating, 
spending, 
and fan-
cifulness 
as sin. We 
already 
carry the 
burden of 
being the 
generation 
who active-
ly demands 
and works 
toward the 
rectifica-
tion of the 
errors of 
the past. 
With global overpopulation, climate change, 
and the constant threat of war under unstable 
dictators being acknowledged and valued as real 
issues in our modern perspective, it has seem-
ingly become our generation’s task to present a 
model of humanity that is constantly conscious 
of their own actions, calculated for the bettering 
and improving ours and our childrens’ collective 
potential to survive.

People are quick to dismiss the “live fast, die 
young” ideology as a whimsical and humorous 
naivety, but I’m here to defend it. It is our collec-
tive cultural understanding that the best time of 
your life is when you are a young adult. We can 
perceive this in widespread media (news, litera-
ture, television, socials) representation. Suppose 
we label this phase as being roughly 17-26 years 
of age; this phase is the mathematical peak of 
our lifetimes in terms of general physical and 
mental wellbeing, enjoyment, beauty, opportu-
nity, and friendship. The rest of our lives (if we 
understand a human lifetime as being a right-
skewed uniform graph wherein our enjoyment is 
the Y-axis and our age is the X) following mathe-
matical probability the trend should slowly taper 
into an exponentially decreasing average enjoy-
ability till our eventual death. This is not to say 
that “mathematically speaking” our later lives will 
be unbearable sinks of hell, but that never again 
will we be able to enjoy life quite to the extent 
we have in our young adulthood. Absolutely 
attempts have been made at directly recreating 
this peak, but we recognize these as mid-life 
crises, not midlife revivals. The fact they are de-

scribed as “crises’’ points to the general recogni-
tion that these fruitless or unhinged attempts are 
the consequences of coping, perhaps with the 
loss of youth or perhaps a youth whose beauties 
were squandered.
 
So why do we care so much about conserving 
our bodies for the future if it is our bodies right 
now that are actually of best use? Almost every 
painful step students at UCLA endure seems 
to be a push for a brighter tomorrow, yet every 
voice from the futurized perspective cautions 
the younger generation that “the best years are 
now”. We are encouraged to work mind-numb-
ingly average jobs in a desperate reach for the 
corporate ladder and once we’re there we find 
ourselves applying makeup, surgery, and diet 
regimes, the newest in clothes and cars in an 
attempt to conceal our aging bodies, and bol-
ster our faded spirits. We must realize we cannot 
have corporate success, a youthful mindset, and 
physical ability at once. Sadly, while high-level 
corporate jobs are frequently waitlisted for the 
“maturer” ages (another objectionable fact) our 
bodies and minds will not wait for us. If we aren’t 
lucky enough to make it rich quick in the influ-
encer/Tiktoker sphere, one day we’ll wake up to 
an epiphany that all our joyless labor in the name 
of bureaucratic approval did was alienate us from 
our world, our bodies, and ourselves. Should this 
trend continue, we —like every generation be-
fore us— will counter-intuitively continue to delay 
gratification in pursuit of financial or corporate 
resources only to fritter those resources in search 
of something we never learned to enjoy. Human 
life already extends way beyond its natural con-
straints due to modern medicine, but despite 
all this added time, we still haven’t discovered a 
revival of the joys of our youth, so live like you’re 
young, while you’re young. 

No, I’m not saying you MUST go out and engage 
in bloated consumerist culture, eat, dress and 
do as much as possible, or else *shock, horror* 
you’ve wasted your youth. My stance is simply to 
tolerate a little less, enjoy a little more. Rid your-
self of the paranoid impulse to restrict yourself 
in every moment, your beauty should not rely on 
pain, nor should your self/social-worth or later 
your employability. There is no morally legitimate 
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with the rules of the game, she gets “shot”. This 
video got over 54 million views and 5 million 
likes. However, the entire premise of the video 
is insensitive to the show as a whole. There were 
a few comments that highlighted this insensitiv-
ity, with one user commenting, “No one would 
dance if they were doing red light green light in 
squid game :/” It’s clear that modern audiences 
tend to focus on fragments of film and television, 
often avoiding their primary message, and do 
not reflect deeply in their online discourse. 

The app cannot be blamed in this case for how 
social media users perceive TV shows. Its users 
and creators control mainstream content. TikTok 
is not trying to be TED, so it has no obligation to 
promote serious videos or even encourage mak-
ing them. But if the algorithm can control which 
videos are promoted, I have to ask if television 
and film  have a responsibility to be informative 
to their viewers and pose serious questions. 
Squid Game is a step in the right direction since 
it is an entertaining informed comment on soci-
ety.
 
Whether we want to or not we’re always taking 
something away from the media we consume. 
That doesn’t necessarily mean we have to learn 
something every time we watch TV. It’s unreason-
able to expect that all media will be educational 
and impactful in “the right ways”. As users, if 

we try to be aware of it, we can make our media 
consumption and social media content more 
informed. If a show has a serious message, we 
don’t need to ignore it for the surface-level glam-
or. We should have conversations about what 
art is trying to convey to an auience in order to 
better educate ourselves. 

Conversation would first acknowledge the intent 
of the creator. Beyond this, it promotes discourse 
on current issues and exposes audiences to new 
perspectives, which is critical in expanding our 
belief sets as individuals. Discussion of the mes-
sages conveyed by art raises awareness of the 
ideas art highlights. Engaging in these conversa-
tions would help you form conclusions that could 
lead to social change. Even if it does not, being 
aware is a significant step forward. Especially in 
this time and age, we have access to art from all 
over the world. This gives us plenty of opportu-
nities to educate ourselves on different cultures 
and issues in different global contexts. 

I say enjoy the drama and the thrill of movies and 
TV shows. Marvel at the absurdities. Acknowl-
edge the underlying themes. Tell your friends 
you think Player 067 is hot. Just don’t make a 
TikTok about getting murdered because you like 
to dance.
 

From over a hundred million views to nine hun-
dred million dollars in revenue, Squid Game has 
reached the heights of its squid fame. Don’t get 
me wrong, I think it’s great that the world is com-
ing together to appreciate this show and place it 
at the forefront of pop culture. However, are we 
missing the bigger picture? The issues addressed 
by television and movies fail to be acknowledged 
when portrayed by the mass audience on social 
media since they’re enamored with a surface-lev-
el thrill. 

Many modern drama shows use the allegory of 
a dystopian universe to highlight real problems. 
Set in South Korea, Squid Game centers around 
a group of people in deep debt, who have been 
invited to play a series of six children’s games 
for a chance to win money. The twist? You lose, 
you die. What the show tries to highlight is the 
greed that exists in our society, the stark class 
difference between the über rich and desper-
ately poor, and the cruelty of the new liberally 
capitalist Korea. The stories come from personal 
experiences, something a mass audience could 
relate to. As mentioned by Forbes Magazine, the 
creator of the show, Hwang Dong-hyuk, wrote 
the story from a place of financial insecurity. He 
says, “I wanted to write a story that was an al-
legory or fable about modern capitalist society, 
something that depicts an extreme competition, 

somewhat like the extreme competition of life.” 

Film has a unique storytelling capacity. Messag-
es can be of any kind, from political to comical. 
Creators want their audiences to interpret their 
work and acknowledge this. We as consumers 
do this by sharing our experiences on social 
media. Hwang Dong-hyuk’s message in Squid 
Game is far from subtle. Every time the rich are 
portrayed in this show, they are surrounded by 
extravagance. The long robes and bejeweled 
masks of the investors are the exact opposite of 
the monochrome tracksuits donned by the play-
ers. Their betting on the outcomes of the game 
shows the ugly side of wealth through the eyes 
of Hwang Dong-hyuk-- the rich prey on the poor. 
It seems increasingly obvious that the point of 
the show was to highlight wealth disparity. So 
why are TikTok creators and consumers focusing 
on all the wrong things? 

People focus on aspects of the plot and use 
them as a vehicle to deliver a different message. 
They take what they think will go viral, and use 
it to make lighthearted content about some-
thing that isn’t necessarily lighthearted. Take 
Bella Poarch for example. In a recent TikTok of 
hers, she is playing Red Light, Green Light. She 
runs up to the doll when it sings, and freezes 
when the music stops. Suddenly, PnB Rock’s 
High comes on. She starts dancing, and in line 
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children that someday, with hard work, they can 
do it too. 

The irony of such displays of pettiness, humility, 
and desperation— of distinctly human emotion—
in such a thoughtfully constructed “professional” 
processes (in theory) designed to eliminate just 
those, yet, does not escape us; and such discon-
nect between our knowing we are living a life of 
ingenuity but con-
tinuing on anyways 
destroys us from the 
inside out. What can 
we do but play, to 
conform, to try to 
eliminate ourselves 
and our individu-
ality from our own, 
human, construc-
tions of profes-
sionalism? You’d 
think if enough 
actors opted out, 
the performance 
would be disrupted 
to the point of ruin, 
and we could relax 
into a less dramatic 
version of human 
nature. 

I encourage emerg-
ing professionals to 
do just that. Begin 
to decouple the 
genuine success 
and achievement 
from validation by 
competitors and 
perceived superiors. Although dismantling such 
deeply ingrained structural processes will certain-
ly require the courage of many generations com-
ing to the widespread realization that a society 
full of the same copy-pasted finance bro under-
mines the creativity and beauty that humanity 
is capable of, we risk losing more than we can 
afford. By playing this game, we gatekeep suc-
cess, limit our capacity to create, and, most egre-
giously, we gamble with our sense of self and our 
ability to truly empathize. In the end, this is what 

it will cost us, as these are the things that differ-
entiate our primordial ancestors from humanity 
as it exists today. The slow process of opting out 
of such strict requirements of conformity begins 
with the individual. By fostering genuine passion 
and embracing our individuality, society at large 
will eventually notice the resulting innovation and 
creativity. Genuinity may come at great risk, but 
it also comes with great reward, and as much as  

survival instincts 
rule human behav-
ior, also at our core 
lies curiosity, an ap-
preciation for beau-
ty, and a desperate 
need for a genuine 
connection (as op-
posed to the super-
ficial mimicking or 
ass-kissing of some 
basic prototype) 
with others.

 There is value in 
remembering that 
the games we play 
are constructions 
that we each up-
hold by engaging 
in them, and that 
remaining complic-
it, in many ways, is 
just as threatening 
to our well-being 
as risking rejec-
tion from others. 
Although profes-
sional competition 
is somewhat inevi-

table, there is little value in competing in games 
that we, at our core, have no interest in or pas-
sion for, if not motivated by fear. It is possible to 
remain a competitive member of society, and live 
without sacrificing yourself in the process; such 
competitions just require abandoning confor-
mity and the rigid 
demands of the 
corporate proto-
types by redefining 
success. 

In today’s hyper-competitive corporate land-
scape, the most valuable professional skill is the 
ability to bullshit. We suit up in our intellectual 
cosplays each morning, robotically shake the 
hands of our competition, giggle at just the right 
time, show just the right amount of skin, and 
kiss the asses of our superiors, all in the name of 
ceremony. And then, at the end of the day, we 
get drunk. We unzip, we argue with our partners, 
and we scheme about getting ahead, because 
hey, that’s what everyone does. “All the world’s a 
stage/And all the men and women merely play-
ers,” right? We live formally, carefully, thoughtful-
ly, using status, connections, and squeaky clean 
appearances as strategically as pawns in a game 
of chess. But, of course, we never mention it— 
everyone knows that working the hardest, being 
the best, and (most importantly) connecting with 
just the right person on LinkedIn is the key to 
success. So long, of course, as you know how 
to go through the motions of righteousness and 
morality required by the HR department. Why 
does professionalism require that we pretend 
we’re not all putting on a show, subjecting our-
selves to a slow and polished suffering, as we all 
squeeze ourselves into some version of the same 
bland prototype? We manipulate every unique 
part of ourselves— and all, to varying degrees, 
at the expense of our morality, our individuality, 
and our ability to create. These are the very traits 
that make us more than mere animals. 
 
Maybe we do it, not because we are all selfish 
creatures with a natural drive for manipula-
tion, but because in today’s world, we’ve been 
programmed to believe that validation from 
the higher-up version of that same prototype 
equates to success. It seems, although “suc-
cess” of course is a relative term, that the most 
primal parts of our brains have begun to identify 
traditional, hierarchical, “corporate” success as 

the most viable path to survival, a shift likely 
inspired by the understandably pressing fears 
of instability. What if we’re never able to buy 
a house, or afford a family, or reach a place 
where we can sleep through the night without 
jerking awake, filled with anxiety over our credit 
scores? Everyone wants to survive, to thrive, 
to know with certainty that our soul-crushing 
efforts will be worth something— so, we play 
the game, keeping in mind that the fastest way 
to lose this type of game is to acknowledge its 
existence at all. We are trapped in our own det-
rimental, mechanical games by our own natural 
survival instincts, which may be the most ironic 
part of being human of all. Morally damned and 
crushed by the pressure to conform by play-
ing the game, but arguably fucked in life if you 
don’t. It’s the ultimate Catch-22, the most tiring 
example of “damned if you do, damned if you 
don’t,” because, it’s simple really: “all you’ve 
[really]  got to do is lay there and die a little.”  
So we weigh our options, our survival instincts 
kick in, and very often, we play.

Work hard, be smart, follow the rules, and 
success will follow, they say. Look the part, 
act the part, and have the right friends, they 
whisper. Read the classics, and reference them 
often—but laugh at their pretentiousness, at 
the pretentiousness of those who actually read 
them. Slip your most esteemed accomplish-
ments into casual conversation, develop an 
enthusiasm for pleasuring the men around you, 
and laugh at jokes that aren’t funny. Never go 
off-script, perfect the art of humble-bragging,  
prepare intensely for ceremonial job interviews, 
and do it all without revealing that your ability 
to conform so perfectly comes at such a price. 
In such games, there are appearances to keep 
and people to fool, and as much as we’d like 
to think of the success as something attainable 
through genuine passion and unique skill, such 
structures don’t allow for much of that. Gen-
erally, while investigating the self-proclaimed 
“self-made men” of the world, you’ll learn that 
those who are truly self-made “owe their lack 
of success to nobody.” But, the not-really-self-
made-men (who only received a small loan of 
a million dollars to fund their start-ups) flaunt 
their status regardless, and tell underprivileged 
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demotivation and disillusionment, contributing to 
a trend of nihilism that already permeates public 
discourse. It does this by battering us with those 
demoralizing headlines left and right (and with-
out any context), keeping us trapped in a perpet-
ual cycle of media consumption. 

Consider for a moment the evolution of the news 
media and the extent to which our relationship 
with information changed alongside it. The truth 
is that the 24-hour news cycle is a modern cre-

ation, 
one 
that 
wasn’t 
seen as 
neces-
sary or 
even 
partic-
ularly 
valu-
able 
until 
recent 
de-
cades. 
What’s 
more, 
the fact 
that 
most 
major 
news 
outlets 
are 
backed 

by private corporations lends a for-profit incen-
tive to what should be unbiased news delivered 
in the public interest. In truth, the very existence 
of modern news corporations should raise red 
flags.

With that having been said, I stand by the ar-
gument that we are not more knowledgeable 
than our forefathers; we simply have access to 
more information. But random servings of de-
centralized information are hardly conducive to 
the spread of knowledge; on the contrary, they 
thicken the already muddy waters of intellectual 

discourse and augment the difficulty of parsing 
treasure from trash. This is not to say that free 
speech should be discouraged, but instead 
that we should look beyond the dim scope of 
television soundbites and journalistic clickbait 
in our ceaseless search for knowledge.

In a world where quite literally anything could 
be described as news by one publication or 
another, we’ve become increasingly blind to 
the issues that really matter (issues which have 
a direct and lasting impact on our lives and 
our relationship to the world, not issues which 
we can’t do anything about and which simply 
reinforce negative perceptions of humankind), 
and the only remedy is a self-enforced period 
of news media detox. It’s hardly a novel idea; 
thinkers like Henry David Thoreau and Ralph 
Waldo Emerson were well known for singing 
the praises of a lifestyle detached from tech-
nological stimuli and constant exposure to 
information. Such a life may seem solitary to 
us, but by cultivating a closer relationship with 
the natural world and disconnecting from the 
muck and mire of media, we’re each capable 
of achieving something akin to peace of mind. 
But in the midst of a technological revolution 
which birthed the society we live in today - a 
society so dependent on the arbitrary report-
age of potentially irrelevant facts that it can’t 
conceive of a news-deficient lifestyle - such 
ideas come across as fanciful. This is a mistake. 

To quote Thoreau himself, “We are in great 
haste to construct a magnetic telegraph from 
Maine to Texas; but Maine to Texas, it may be, 
have nothing important to communicate.” The 
habit of constant news consumption is ulti-
mately tantamount to constant communication, 
but the questions of communication with whom 
and whether such communication is really 
warranted have yet to be answered. When 
it comes to our relationship with news, then, 
this is society’s modern struggle: letting go of 
the need to know and embracing instead the 
desire to be. Allow me to repeat myself. Stop 
watching the news.

Stop watching the news. This is not a politically 
motivated call to action, nor a statement made 
with any intention to shock. It’s a hope, a plea, 
and above all a critique of the news media and 
the incredibly destructive relationship that we 
(both as human beings and as consumers) have 
with it. 

We live in a day and age where information is 
prioritized above all else and young people are 
being encouraged to engage with the news (af-
ter all, it’s important to stay informed), but things 
aren’t necessarily what they seem. Contrary to 
the conventional wisdom that engaging with the 
news and subsequently expanding one’s cultur-
al/social/political palette is conducive to more 
knowledge and more prosperity, the truth is that 
we should all cut down on news consumption if 
we want to lead fulfilling lives. 

In considering the myriad problems associat-
ed with excessive news consumption, we first 
have to understand the time limitations which 
guide the life of a college student. After all, our 
schedules are tight enough without having to 
worry about the news. But in spite of the obvious 
obstacles which invariably prevent us from giving 
sufficient time to the news, we’ve been condi-
tioned to believe that news is something we 
need as opposed to something we occasionally 
use. Such a belief is, quite frankly, ridiculous.

The issue of time is really just the tip of the ice-
berg when it comes to understanding our rela-
tionship with the news. Even more troubling is 
the fact that, regardless of political orientation or 
ideological leaning, the mainstream media tends 
to present viewers with a decidedly pessimistic 
view of the world, one that subtly (and perhaps 
even intentionally) encourages nihilism, passivity, 
and sociopolitical resignation. Such behavior is 
detrimental to our being insofar as it keeps us 
from taking initiative to change things, having 
instead grown accustomed to the status quo and 
been trained to accept life as a continual cycle of 

harm, suffering, and cruelty.

Assuming we’re all aware of the mental health 
crisis which continues to plague this generation, 
it’s time to ask what role the news media plays in 
creating and exacerbating said crisis. It should be 
clear by now that excessive news consumption is 
nothing but a detriment to our mental health and 
wellbe-
ing, not 
to men-
tion the 
dulling 
effect 
it has 
on our 
capac-
ity for 
political 
partici-
pation, 
activism, 
and 
general 
involve-
ment. 

It’s dif-
ficult to 
get up 
off the 
couch 
when 
the TV 
(or the internet, or whatever source you use to 
obtain your news) is showering you with the dark-
est side of humanity 24 hours a day and 7 days 
a week. When international tragedy, domestic 
crime, political corruption, and the hate-fueled 
rancor of a disaffected populace follow each oth-
er up with increasingly concerning news blurbs 
on CNN or Fox, not even the most youthfully 
energetic viewer will come away from the screen 
feeling motivated, mobilized, or intellectually 
enriched. On the contrary, modern news media 
provokes in the general populace a feeling of 
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how problematic this hierarchy is.

A cumulative problem is the demographic repre-
sentation of students engaging in outdoor spac-
es on social media. If you try searching #grano-
lagirl on Instagram, an exclusively white, skinny, 

and cisgen-
der female 
feed shows 
you exactly 
who society 
believes 
is entitled 
to the out-
doors, and 
even more 
important-
ly: who 
isn’t. These 
cisgender 
white wom-
en have 
every right 
to enjoy out-
door spaces, 
but the lack 
of publicized 
diversity 
in nature 
suggests to 
young peo-
ple of color 
that they are 
outsiders in 
these spac-
es. 

This outsider feeling can not only make it intim-
idating for POC to explore outdoor parks but 
dangerous too. Considering that many national 
parks are in less progressive areas of the coun-
try, it is understandable how communities of 

color may fear racism and violent attacks in a 
white-dominated space. When coupled with 
the “granola” gear hierarchy, exploring these 
outdoor spaces can feel almost impossible for 
marginalized groups.

As students, we can open up the outdoors to 
all communities by supporting local brands and 
movements embracing diversity in the out-
doors. Instead of #granolagirl, we should look 
to  #DiversifyOutdoors: a campaign started by 
Danielle Williams, a black and disabled wom-
an, to create safe spaces for underrepresented 
communities. Another example is Ambreen 
Tariq’s Brown People Camping, an initiative fo-
cusing on promoting diversity in public lands by 
utilizing personal narratives and digital storytell-
ing.
 
A final, and perhaps the most important, way 
to embrace outdoor diversity is by respecting 
the origins of the land that our National Parks 
stand on. We often forget that American soil is 
stolen land from Indigenous peoples; therefore, 
these whitewashed misrepresentations of the 
outdoors are overwhelmingly harmful and dis-
respectful–especially given the violent history of 
white colonizers toward Indigenous people. 

Nature is a special place: full of healing, peace, 
and appreciation. And in the age of COVID 
and Instagram, getting lost in nature might be 
exactly what all students need most; but until 
access to nature is no longer gatekept by those 
touting expensive gear and iPhones, this reality 
cannot be realized. In light of our generation’s 
mental health epidemic and an incoming en-
vironmental crisis, we must place more impor-
tance into making the outdoors a welcoming 
place for everyone.

Perhaps before social media, there was a time 
when the phrase, “escaping into nature,” em-
bodied what it implies: quiet, isolation, and a 
genuine appreciation for the outdoors. Scrolling 
through posts of materialistic and exclusionary 
Zion trips on Instagram, I am skeptical that these 
same peaceful characteristics continue to define 
“outdoorsy” culture in 2021. Rather than solely 
for the purpose of embracing nature itself, being 
“Granola” has become a rising media trend with 
deep-rooted classist undertones. These under-
tones only serve to gatekeep the outdoors to 
white communities of higher socioeconomic 
status.

Accessibility to the outdoors goes beyond aes-
thetics; it is a matter of well-being. The down-
ward trend of mental health in our generation 
is both a result of the isolating Internet age and 
the recent COVID-19 pandemic. At the university 
level, increasing isolation has created a wave of 
lonely students struggling with unforeseen levels 
of anxiety and depression disorders. And while 
we may be depressed, we’re not helpless. Plenty 
of scientific articles and research demonstrate 
that time in nature can improve your mental 
health. Furthermore, spending time in nature 
helps our generation gain exposure and appreci-
ation for the outdoors: a key sentiment in main-
taining our environment.

If it is well-known that spending time in nature 
can improve mental health and increase environ-
mental awareness, the next question is then why 
college students may have trouble engaging 
with it. The answer lies in the underlying “grano-
la” social hierarchy surrounding outdoor activi-
ties.  

One facet of the “granola” hierarchy lies in the 
prestige associated with outdoor gear. Most of 

us can recognize brand names like Patagonia, 
LuluLemon, and North Face. And while these 
brands may be notable for their quality equip-
ment, in college they are more notable for the 
social clout - hence, price tag - that comes with 
them. Unsurprisingly, the students who buy these 
brands tend 
to come from 
families of high-
er economic 
status.

While not own-
ing a Patagonia 
quarter zip will 
not stop you 
from venturing 
outdoors, the 
problem with 
the “granola” 
gear hierarchy 
is that it socially 
characteriz-
es those with 
more expensive 
gear as more 
equipped for 
and deserv-
ing of time in 
the outdoors. 
Expensive gear 
creates the pre-
sumption that 
an individual 
is more expe-
rienced and 
“knows what they’re doing” which is discourag-
ing to students who can’t afford these brands. 
The fact that the divide between students’ who 
can and can’t afford these name-brands seems 
to reflect racial and class divides further justifies 
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to the public. Clearly, these blatant 
cases of fatphobia are unaccept-
able. The idea that someone is not 
allowed to love themselves unless 
they check certain boxes paints a 
grim picture for anyone who is not 
a skinny, cisgender, white woman. 
Confidence as a BIPOC plus-size 
woman, shouldn’t be considered a 
form of protest that must either be 
wildly celebrated or brutally torn 
down.

This toxic media culture expands 
far beyond the entertainment 
world and influences how women 
outside the public landscape inter-
act in the world. A 2011 Institute 
of Leadership and Management 
study questioned managers on 
their perceived job performance; 
they found that “half the female 
respondents reported self-doubt 
about their job performance and 
careers, compared with fewer than a third of 
male respondents.” This stems from the reality 
that the few women who do display confidence 
in their work are often punished. A 2016 report 
found that women projecting self confidence 
in the workplace are more likely to be seen as 
bossy and ineffective. In short, our outdated atti-
tude towards self-assured women forces society 
to reflect One Direction’s debut hit song, “You 
don’t know you’re beautiful”. That’s what makes 
you beautiful.” The way we treat female confi-
dence has tangible effects on women’s societal 
success. The gender pay gap is often attributed 
to having children or general misogyny in the 
hiring process of upper level positions: but we 
must also acknowledge women’s self-harming 
contribution of not putting themselves up for a 
promotion in the first place because of their ten-
dency to feel undeserving. This gap explains why 
women, despite obtaining higher education and 
entering the workforce at an equal percentage 
as men, still hold far fewer high level leadership 
positions than men. 

This disparity highlights how a lack of confidence 
plays a direct role in limiting how women navi-

gate through life. Low self esteem isn’t “quirky 
and fun”; it’s exhausting and sad and our current 
internet culture is just exacerbating the issue. 
Our portrayal of confident women must change. 
Insecurity can no longer be the most powerful 
clickbait tool a woman can use. But as the future 
of the workforce, for this to happen, we as col-
lege students must change first. 

So, to the next generation of men: I invite you 
to question why that “bossy” girl in your class 
discussion is actually ticking you off, and to con-
sciously choose to encourage women’s self-assur-
ance in their work and worth. And to my fellow 
women: stop making yourself the butt of every 
joke. Verbalize your self-love as often as you can. 
Normalize giving yourself credit where credit is 
due–the next generation of young women de-
serve to live in a world where “relatable girls” are 
not just confident, but are relatable BECAUSE 
they’re confident.

Like every other 
tween growing up on the internet in 2015 many 
of my evenings were spent watching my fellow 
teenage girls on youtube: specifically, young 
female “lifestyle” bloggers praised as “relat-
able girls”. They were insanely beautiful, rich, 
almost exclusively white: but most importantly, 
they absolutely hated themselves. 

These prototypical influencers built their “re-
latable” brand off of this self-imposed hatred. 
Endemic jokes about how ugly and stupid they 
were dominated. They apologized profusely for 
the tiniest pimple or slightest lilt in their voice. 
As an impressionable twelve-year-old girl who 

was neither rich, pretty, white, or charis-
matic, their constant self-depreciation 
sent me a clear message: if even the 

most gorgeous girls can’t outwardly 
love themselves, I definitely couldn’t 
either. We made insecurity popular 

and indoctrinated our entire gener-
ation of young women to believe that 

self-hatred was marketable and their confi-
dence was a detriment.

The media exemplifies this reality all the time. 
If a woman projects confidence, she is  labeled 
unapproachable and standoffish. Traditional-
ly “feminine” characteristics, like the ability to 
empathize or be vulnerable, are disparaged. In 
essence, in order to be confident, female char-
acters must act like men, causing us to associate 
confidence as an exclusively male trait . As such, 
female characters who embrace this confidence 
must be perfect in every other way, thus limiting 
female viewers’ ability to relate to her powerful 
character. Carina Chocano, a contributing writer 
for the New York Times, describes this reality; 
she argues that any media depiction of confident 
women tolerates “little blubbering, dithering, 

neuroticism, anxiety, melancholy or 
any other character flaw or weakness 
that makes a character unpredictable 
and human.” This lack of relatability 
tells the audience that confidence as 
a woman is unattainable, for it is a 
trait exclusive to the flawless.

This paradigm is further complicated 
for women who don’t fit the “mold” 
of someone society deems “worthy” 
of being confident. Lizzo, a plus-size 
pop artist, is frequently praised for 
being unapologetically herself, sing-
ing lyrics about being “100% that 
bitch’’ on the regular. Yet every time 
she wears an item of clothing that 
shows her body, trolls run to twitter, 
arguing over whether she should be 
allowed to do so. Simply existing as 
a plus size person without hiding in 
shame somehow becomes a “radical 
act” promoting unhealthy lifestyles 
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depression and anxiety, two things almost every 
UCLA student has experienced. Many people in 
our school talk about the importance of mental 
health awareness, but no one really discusses or 
even knows where mental health issues come 
from. Most depression and anxiety patients feel 
the way they do because of an imbalance of 
neurotransmitters or be- cause of toxins 
produced by certain gut 
bacteria that feed off of 
things only found 
in animal prod-
ucts. Because of 
the increase in 
certain nutrients 
and decrease in 
animal proteins, 
veganism will 
help to regulate 
neurotransmitters 
and hormones 
and physically 
change how 
your gut op-
erates! We 
all know that 
legitimate 
help for men-
tal health 
is hard to 
come by, 
so if you 
want to 
actually have an 
impact on reducing 
anxiety and depres-
sion or genuinely care about the mental health of 
your friends and family, perhaps start by eating 
and promoting more plant-based foods. 

Lastly, it is estimated that around 925 million 
people around the world suffer from the effects 
of hunger daily, with 870 million of them suf-
fering from malnutrition. That is close to three 
times the population of the United States. The 
reason I bring this up is that there is certainly 
enough plant-based food produced on earth 
to feed all of these people but a majority of it 
is actually used to feed livestock that people 
in affluent countries eat. To really sum up how 

Twenty years ago, if one was to walk up to a 
random person at school and mention vegan-
ism, there’d be a high chance that person would 
have a puzzled look on their face. Nowadays, 
any random person on campus would know what 
veganism is and would probably have his or her 
own opinion about it. Veganism has progressed 
exponentially over recent years, especially in 
the area our school is located, and it has gained 
a massive amount of passionate supporters for 
multiple reasons. Although many people have a 
basic understanding of what veganism is, I want 
to shed light on the genuine effects of simply 
following a plant-based diet. 

I’m sure the average student here knows that 
many people adopt a vegan diet because of 
animal cruelty and environmental reasons. There 
is already indisputable evidence that being 
vegan lowers your carbon footprint and greatly 
minimizes a person’s effect on the urgent and 
ever-growing problem of climate change, so 
I won’t bore you with the statistics. Especially 
since we go to UCLA, it is impossible not to see 
a poster or infographic around campus that talks 
about how veganism is one of the easiest ways 
to slow down global warming. If this doesn’t 
already make you immediately want to be vegan, 
meaning that you do not care about the planet 
you call home, perhaps some of these other con-
sequences of veganism will break through your 
shell of ignorance.

Most, if not all, college students care about 
trying to spend the least amount of money on 
everything possible because of the looming 
threat of student debt in the near future. If you 
do not want to be in any more student debt than 
you will be due to unnecessary purchases that 

waste your money, listen up. It should be clear to 
any person that has set foot inside a supermarket 
that vegetables, fruits, and grains are significant-
ly cheaper than meat and dairy products. Con-
sumers of meat and dairy products waste a huge 
amount of money every year on foods that are 
less nutritionally beneficial than vegan foods and 
contribute to all of the major health concerns in 
the world today. The packaging used for these 
products is also a considerable contributor to air 
and water pollution and animal endangerment. 
Picture this: A healthy college graduate with little 
to no student debt ready to take on the world or 
a financially unstable anti-environmentalist who 
is forced to live in deficiency all because he or 
she can’t give up a burger. All joking aside, in 
the long run, the cumulative effect of following a 
plant-based diet will have a major impact on not 
only your savings for the rest of your life but also 
the environment you and every other human live 
in.

Heart disease, cancer, stroke, alzheimer’s, the list 
goes on and on. It is hard to find one disease 
that eating meat doesn’t increase your risk for. 
Especially since meat and dairy products are 
extremely processed nowadays, they are horrible 
for your body and will pose serious health prob-
lems that can make you and your loved ones’ 
lives living hells. Now that so much research has 
been done on the topic, it is impossible to ar-
gue that an omnivorous diet is healthier for your 
body than a plant-based one. Research has also 
shown that veganism undeniably poses numer-
ous health benefits since it automatically cuts out 
many processed foods, refined carbohydrates, 
and sugar that people generally regularly con-
sume in omnivorous diets. Perhaps the cure for 
all of these incurable diseases has been right in 
front of us all this time. Studies have even shown 
that a global vegan diet would result in 8.1 mil-
lion fewer human deaths per year! Developing 
life-threatening diseases and dying far too early 
is unfortunately on many peoples’ minds, but by 
making a simple diet choice, all of this human 
suffering could be greatly reduced.

I also want to talk about what veganism will 
do to your mind. Plant-based diets have been 
proven to treat and help people recover from 

crazy this sounds, researchers calculated that if 
all of the world’s plant-based foods produced on 
earth were fed only to humans and not livestock, 
it would feed an additional 4 billion people! It 
should be clear that even reducing the amount 
of meat and dairy products you eat will have a 
huge effect on solving world hunger and helping 
fellow humans that face life-threatening hard-
ships just because they weren’t born in a country 

like ours.

 It is truly 
amazing 
how many 

problems 
in peoples’ 
everyday 

lives and 
the world, in 
general, can 
be helped or 
even solved 
by following 
a plant-based 
diet. Even 
if you don’t 
possess the 
moral incen-

tive to help and 
protect the envi-

ronment, animals, and people 
around you, take into consideration the per-
sonal determinants a meat and dairy-based diet 
can have on your life. Many people who follow 
meat and dairy-based diets knowingly indulge 
in wasteful excess at the expense of their health 
and the prosperity of others. A shift to a plant-
based diet will inevitably cause people to live 
cleaner, simpler lives and help the world 
become an 
overall better 
place.
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where we fight over claiming the worst mental 
health struggle. We’ve made it “cool” to not 
be mentally stable, and we’ve become unable 
to healthily address our issues. We’ve gotten to 
a point in which mental illness is so trendy that 
we often best connect with our peers by talking 
about our shared feelings of extreme levels of 
stress or sadness. 

When we describe our feelings, especially 
when addressing other students on campus, 
we should 
aim to be 
accurate in 
our word-
ing to avoid 
diminishing 
the gravity 
of mental ill-
ness through 
our normal-
ized usage. 
For those 
who live with 
them, men-
tal disorders 
are not 
something 
one chooses 
to have. As 
we continue 
to use these 
terms in 
casual con-
versation, 
our societal 
understand-
ing of men-
tal disorders 
begins to diminish, along with their struggles; 
ultimately, this will (and has) resulted in a “get 
over it” perspective instead of encouraging 
proper treatment.  

Being a volunteer at the hospital, especially one 
who interacts with cancer patients, changed my 
perspective on illnesses. I saw the unruly time 
patients spent in chemotherapy, as well as the 

endless poking and prodding they suffered; I can 
safely say that I never realized how heart wrench-
ing it is to go through the recovery process. It 
was only after first-handedly watching the mental 
and physical pain cancer patients experienced 
that I fully understood the weight that words 
hold.
 
I volunteered at this hospital for four years and 
my job was, to quite literally, provide emotional 
support to patients by listening to them. En-

courage-
ment plays 
a large role 
in recovery, 
but in order 
to do this, 
you have to 
understand 
how desper-
ately patients 
want to get 
better. Like-
wise, when 
approach-
ing mental 
health, we 
should not 
use these 
conditions as 
something 
desirable, but 
point people 
back to prop-
er treatment. 
Ultimately, I 
have prom-
ised myself to 
validate the 

struggle of those who suffer from mental dis-
orders by not using these loaded terms 
in casual conversation to “fit in”; I 
invite you to do the same. 

Working with 
kids at a hospital is 

an incredible experience–
but it’s also heart-wrenching. 

One of our patients, who is around 
twelve years old, expressed his frustration 

in how his friends at school frequently used 
“cancer” as a casual term on social media and 
threw the word around as a joke in conversa-
tion. As a child who actually experiences the 
physical trials of cancer, this colloquial use of it 
diminished his hardship; he thought these can-
cer comments equated his deadly condition to 
the common cold.

I bring this up because I see the same level of 
disregard for words and their tangible mean-
ings at UCLA. Around campus, I often over-
hear students talking about how they are more 
anxious or depressed than each other as if it 
is some sort of twisted competition. Not only 
have we normalized mental illness: we’re min-
imizing the incessant symptoms people with 
mental illnesses face every day, and we use 
these disorders as a source of validation from 
our peers within the hustle culture we uphold 
as UCLA students. 

Before we get any further, I’d like to quickly 
point us to the DSM-5, or the Diagnostic and 
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, as the 
only source that should be used to define 
mental illnesses. Crucial conditions such as de-
pression, anxiety, and bipolar disorder (among 
others) should not be self-diagnosed due to 
a temporary feeling, but rather rooted in the 
tangible product of professionals. 

The DSM-5 outlines thresholds of hyper-spe-
cific criteria required for a patient to be profes-
sionally diagnosed with a mental illness; nev-
ertheless, the rate of newly diagnosed mental 

disorders continues to 
steadily increase. A study by 

Johns Hopkins states that 26% of 
adults in America are diagnosed with a 

mental health disorder in a given year, a signifi-
cantly higher rate than in previous years. 

As a society, we’ve clearly expanded our aware-
ness surrounding mental illness. But we’ve also 
developed an overwhelming hyperfixation on 
these illnesses. Sadly, this harmful glamoriza-
tion permeates our campus, too; mental health 
evolves into a personality type, an identity mark-
er, in the lives of students on campus. This toxic 
competition also contributes to the rising levels 
of diagnoses: as “instability” becomes the fore-
front of our interactions with others, it becomes 
easier for students to want to fit in and conclude 
that any intense emotions are due to chemical 
imbalances instead of a natural range of human 
emotion.

As such, we now require a professional diagnosis 
to validate healthy human emotion. Being sad 
does not make you depressed; feeling anxious 
does not mean you suffer from chronic anxiety; 
skipping one meal due to workload does not 
mean you have an eating disorder; rapid mood 
fluctuation does not mean you are bipolar. Most 
of these feelings simply embody what it means 
to be human–we react to our circumstances, 
something that never guarantees stability. 
I’d like to emphasize that all human emotions 
are valid. The overwhelming orbit of emotion is 
doubtlessly trying, and I sincerely do not wish 
to denigrate this fact. But strong (and natural) 
emotions should not be confused with a medical 
diagnosis. Our colloquial self-diagnosis will only 
belittle an experience that is not ours to claim. 
We must make sure that we are correctly and 
precisely communicating our feelings, and con-
sciously veer away from terms that have addition-
al meanings and implications. 

Most importantly (and urgently), this manner 
of speaking has seeped into the competition 
culture on campus. It has become the norm to 
want to “out do” our peers in terms of grades, 
extracurriculars, and even our social lives; this 
malignant competition triggers a toxic battle 
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killed Bryan Stow. In baseball, this kind of radi-
calism was overwhelmingly denounced by fans, 
players, and organizations everywhere. Yet in 
politics, the extremity of discourse has become 
so commonplace that it hardly warrants notice; 
it’s even encouraged. No doubt some have con-
vinced themselves that the consequences of cer-
tain outcomes in the political arena are so dire, 
that extreme response to disagreement is both 
acceptable and essential. Maybe they’ve decid-
ed to believe the voices on TV or social media 
who drum up 
hate by saying 
that our very 
democracy is 
at stake with 
every political 
election; and 
when we be-
lieve our entire 
livelihood is at 
stake, we go 
to extremes to 
protect it. 

However, we 
must remem-
ber: we are a 
country of laws 
with a Con-
stitution that 
keeps no one 
person or party from gaining too much power. 
The very framework of our nation encourages 
moderation and working together to achieve 
compromise. Our country did not irreversibly 
dissolve under Obama, Trump, or Biden -- and 
it never has in our nearly 250-year history. Our 
framework renders this nearly impossible, and 
therefore makes our war-like reaction to politics 
unjustified.

Open discussion in the world today is too often 
met with destructive animosity. Organizations like 
sports teams -- and even political parties -- have 
the potential to be institutions that unite us over 

common passions. While competition by defini-
tion can be inherently polar, people’s responses 
to division determines its characterization: by 
friendly rivalries, or by the hate-filled debates 
that litter today’s political landscape. In sports, 
a person can root for their own team, while still 
recognizing that the other team’s players are not 
the enemy. In politics, we have that same choice: 
to be civil and look upon each other as different 
teams in the same sport, or to hatefully divide 
one another with an “us versus them” mentality. 

And on that, 
our democ-
racy does 
depend. We 
must work 
toward our 
shared goals, 
while still rec-
ognizing that 
good people 
can disagree 
about how 
to achieve 
them.

Today, Bryan 
Stow remains 
an avid base-
ball fan. He 
founded the 
Bryan Stow 

Foundation, a philanthropic organization whose 
mission statement encourages people to “live 
kinder lives.” Stow speaks at schools about bul-
lying and violence, serving as a symbol of both 
bravery and hope, a reminder of the capacity 
sports have to unify. 
Despite our differences, we must stand togeth-
er and celebrate the commonalities that unite 
us. We may disagree about how to achieve life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, but at the 
end of the day, our united goal of achieving that 
dream burns strong.

On baseball season’s opening day in 2011, Gi-
ants fan Bryan Stow was found in a pool of his 
own blood outside Dodger Stadium. Stow was 
beaten up by two Dodgers fans; they dented his 
skull, deformed his spine, and left him in a nine-
month coma.

Vivid memories of this tragedy have stuck with 
me ever since that day, as they have most peo-
ple in our community. Brian Stow was from my 
hometown. His daughter and I went to the same 
middle school and played softball in the same 
league. 

I couldn’t understand at ten years old -- and I still 
can’t now -- how baseball could polarize people 
so intensely that somebody I knew almost died 
over it. This fear made me vow that I would nev-
er set foot in Dodger Stadium.

Ten years later, I broke that vow. 

When I found out that the Dodgers and Giants 
were playing each other in the National League 
Division Series, I felt the same excitement any 
true fan would. When my dad told me he bought 
tickets and was driving down so we could attend 
Game Four in Los Angeles, I began reliving some 
of the fear I felt as a child ten years ago. 

I went to the game and meekly wore my Giants 
jersey and cap, but what I felt in Dodger Stadium 
was different from what I expected: I felt no hate, 
no division or animosity -- only the electric mag-
nitude of 55,000 fans. I felt unity. 

The entire week of the NL Division Series gave 
me that same feeling. In my dorm hall, my floor-
mates and I huddled in a group around a tiny 
computer screen watching every game, both 
Giants and Dodgers fans alike. We joked, teased, 
and enjoyed our friendly rivalry, bonding not 
over which team we supported, but over our mu-
tual love of baseball. We all knew it didn’t matter 
in the end who won or lost; it was about each 
other-- the interactions fellow fans shared.

There was once a time when political discourse 
was the same way, when the animosity that 
defines the political landscape today would 
be unimaginable. Individuals had their party of 
preference, and often thought and voted dif-
ferently than the next guy. But at the end of the 
day, they were friends, neighbors, and family. 
The country didn’t burn bridges with friends or 
disown family members because of whom they 
voted for or because they held uncomfortable 
views. Nobody was categorized as a Democrat 
or Republican; they were just a person.

This is a lost world we need to find once more 
-- a place where people can bond as individuals 
over their shared passions and basic humanity, 
regardless of their opinions or affiliations. Such 
civil discourse is largely absent from politics 
today; instead, division is rampant, political ad-
versaries unabashedly cancel people and ideas 
they dislike. 

Baseball is arguably a microcosm of the politi-
cal arena. Fans push back on behaviors of hate 
and division, they stand firm against the radical 
fringes who use rivalries as an excuse to destroy 
others. Instead, they engage in congenial dis-
course that serves as an exemplar for what our 
nation’s tone of political conversation should be. 
Even baseball greats like the Dodgers’ pitcher 
Clayton Kershaw and the Giant’s former pitch-
er Madison Bumgarner, once infamous rivals, 
respect one another greatly. Kershaw said in a 
2019 interview with Yahoo Sports that “We all 
have good times ribbing him back and forth, 
between our clubhouse and theirs. When it 
comes down to it, I know everyone… has a ton 
of respect for what he’s done.” Kershaw and 
Bumgarner understand the importance of not 
letting rivalries get in the way of being human, 
illustrating how unifying institutions such as 
baseball can serve as a template for a more 
neutral world.

Extreme behavior that demonizes the other 
team produces the kind of hate that nearly 
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