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editorial 
João Gomes Diretor Pedagógico

O projeto Public Speaking constitui um recurso 
para a construção de ambientes de aprendizagem 
diversificados e inclusivos na sala de aula de Inglês. 
Associa a reflexão sobre temáticas atuais ao desen-
volvimento de competências linguísticas ao nível da 
comunicação interpessoal, verbal e não verbal exi-
gidas num contexto cada vez mais global, em linha 
com o perfil dos/as alunos/as à saída da escolarida-
de obrigatória e com as competências para o século 
XXI. Os/As alunos/as são postos em contacto com 
problemas reais, demonstrando as suas capacidades 
de oralidade em tópicos por si selecionados e apre-
sentados em público. 

O projeto visa proporcionar um nível elevado de 
proficiência em língua inglesa (abordando o ensino da 
língua estrangeira como se da língua materna se tra-
tasse), a partir da elaboração e da apresentação de um 
texto argumentativo sobre questões atuais; desenvol-
ver competências de comunicação; e estimular o pen-
samento crítico e a argumentação. 

A adaptação, a aprendizagem contínua, a ousadia de arriscar e experimentar 
novas abordagens e a disponibilidade para aprender com os erros estão entre as 
chaves para a resiliência e o sucesso num mundo (cada vez mais) imprevisível. 
Para capacitar os nossos alunos a tornarem-se cidadãos sensíveis, ativos e res-
ponsáveis, é nosso desígnio promover um ambiente de aprendizagem desafian-
te onde cada um tenha um papel ativo na construção do saber. Neste sentido, 
na disciplina de Inglês, no 11.º ano, todos os alunos são convocados para uma 
atividade de escrita de texto argumentativo e para a sua apresentação pública. 

Além de promover o bilinguismo, esta iniciativa as-
sume-se como um estímulo para o desenvolvimento 
de competências cognitivas, tais como o raciocínio, o 
pensamento crítico e a criatividade, e contribui para a 
construção de uma identidade própria de cidadão glo-
bal na relação com os outros, alicerçada em atitudes 
e valores humanistas, visando a preparação dos/as 
nossos/as alunos/as para a vida, para serem cidadãos 
democráticos e participativos, numa época de diversi-
dade social e cultural crescente. 

A multiplicidade de temas e abordagens, que está 
bem evidente nos textos publicados nesta edição es-
pecial da Gazeta Valsassina, é reveladora das diferen-
tes preocupações e experiências dos/as alunos/as e 
da consciência da interdependência universal dos se-
res humanos e destes com a biosfera. 

Termino felicitando todos/as os/as alunos/as e 
professores/as envolvidos/as neste projeto (Public 
Speaking), o qual foi distinguido com o Prémio Selo 
Europeu para as Línguas 2022.

O desenvolvimento da consciência crítica, da capaci-
dade de fundamentar uma opinião e do saber debater 
com respeito pelo adversário são competências funda-
mentais a promover no ensino para que os jovens se 
tornem participantes ativos nas suas comunidades, no 
sentido de consolidar a democracia e desenvolver a 
capacidade de problematizar as dificuldades com que 
nos confrontamos local e globalmente. 

Todos os anos, na disciplina de Inglês, os nossos alu-
nos de 11.º ano elaboram uma atividade de escrita e 
subsequente apresentação oral de texto argumenta-
tivo. 

Os alunos escolhem um tema que esteja relacionado 
com as suas preocupações, ideologias ou até angústias 

pessoais. Investigam sobre esse tema, de modo a ava-
liar a sua relevância e a compreender os fundamentos 
que regem o debate público sobre o mesmo. De se-
guida, apresentam o discurso perante a turma, tarefa 
que é, em si mesma, muito desafiadora e, muitas vezes, 
também de superação, já que esta audiência tem de 
ser cativada, informada e persuadida. 

Ao exporem assuntos pessoais, polémicos ou de to-
mada de posição, os alunos não só se desafiam inter-
namente como constroem pontes e tentam derrubar 
muros. Pontes entre si e com quem os escuta, tendo 
como objetivo principal fazer eco na sociedade atual. 

Maria João Godinho e Rodrigo Abecasis 
Professores de Inglês

Be still when you have nothing to say; when genuine passion moves 
you, say what you’ve got to say, and say it hot. 

D.H. Lawrence 
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Before we try to answer this question, it’s important 
to understand how it emerges, and so, in that regard, 
let's first look at one of Searle’s thought experiments. 
Searle suggests we imagine a man imprisoned in a 
room with nothing but a Chinese to English dictionary, 
pen and paper; the people keeping the man locked 
send in a Chinese woman to start putting little notes 
(in Chinese) under the door. The man, in the midst 
of boredom, decides to try and reply to the woman's 
note. This woman, with no knowledge of who is inside 
the room, quickly falls in love with the man, which she 
thinks is very charming and fluent in Chinese, hence 
intelligent, when in reality the man doesn’t understand 
what he is writing. The experiment, this way, puts 
into question the bare definition of intelligence, by 
questioning us if this man is actually intelligent. Does 
he need to have some sort of understanding in order 
to be considered intelligent? 

From my point of view, the man cannot be considered 
intelligent. He has no understanding of the effects of 
his actions, acts out of pure tedium, doesn’t even know 
if he is speaking to an actual human, and has very little 
knowledge of the situation he is in. Machines work 
likewise - they are given a set of tools and a problem to 
solve; in this respect, the evolution of AI’s intelligence 

Is Artificial Intelligence intelligent?
Alexandre Pinto 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

is, in its majority, very much predictable. Like the man 
in Searle’s thought experiment, AI solely tries to adapt 
to the circumstances around it despite having no real 
knowledge of what it’s doing. In this sense, because 
AI lacks understanding, it cannot be considered 
intelligent. Today's AI is still not truly intelligent, 
not because it is made of different materials and 
building blocks than the human brain, but because it 
is designed to solve problems chosen by humans. An 
example closer to our reality would be school: does 
getting good grades make us smart? Even if I don’t 
know what the hell I am doing, and I am just following 
books, instructions: am I intelligent? 

Furthermore, AI will always try to arrive at the most 
‘correct’ solution. In a situation where you have to 
choose A or B, AI will always choose the answer that 
seems best, while humans will make different choices 
when presented with the same problems. In other words, 
from a rational perspective, the idea of correct and 
wrong framings makes no sense. Formally, even if these 
alternatives aren’t identical and one is clearly better, 
humans will still choose differently. Some people might 
say that this is an example of human stupidity rather 
than human intelligence. But, on the other hand, such 
errors can tell us something important about how we 
make decisions. These and other psychological events 
show that our thinking and intellectual processes have 
a complexity that is not always on pair with how we 
often conceive of intelligence. We jump to conclusions. 
We are more easily persuaded by arguments that we 
believe to be true or that are presented in one context 
rather than another.  In this sense, our stupidity, our 
vulnerability to commit errors, is in some way part of 
what makes us intelligent. 

The biggest argument defending the intelligence of 
AI is that they are intelligent because they replicate 
the human brain and systematise it, making thinking 
and decision making much faster. This, in turn, 
would lead to the conclusion that artificial intelligent 
machines are in fact intelligent. This argument sends 
us again back to the core definition of intelligence, 
asking us if there isn’t also a need for the capacity 

to be innovative, creative, and emotional, or in 
other words, human, to achieve any sort of real 
intelligence? Can anything other than living beings 
have the capability of being intelligent? I think not. No 
matter how many centuries we spend improving AI, 
it will never be a living being. It cannot be. No matter 
how much we improve emotional machine learning 
the fundamentals of an AI will remain emotionless, 
uncreative. If AI is truly intelligent, it must pursue its 
own goals and seek solutions to all problems for their 
own sake. AI is designed to improve the welfare and 
prosperity of humans, not to improve itself. Looking 
at the big picture, AI that does not develop its own 
goals will remain one of the many tools that humans 
have invented in order to increase the efficiency of 
their work. 

Summarising, despite how amazing machines are, 
I cannot see a future where we can call them truly 
intelligent. In the current day, AI is more of a tool 
for humans than a being in itself. It lacks experience 
and understanding; it lacks, so to speak, being. So 
much so, it is bound to the reality that living beings 
(in this case humans), subject them to, in the sense 
that AI is incredible at pretending to be intelligent 
by systematising and optimising most of our actions. 
But AI will never pursue its own goals and, if it does, 
it’s because it was programmed to do so. The same 
goes for errors: AI won’t commit errors unless he is 
programmed badly or specifically commanded to do 
so. All and all, AI will never be able to achieve more 
than to convince us that it is intelligent.

“These and other psychological 
events show that our thinking 

and intellectual processes have 
a complexity that is not always 

on pair with how we often 
conceive of intelligence.”

“In this sense, our stupidity, 
our vulnerability to commit 
errors, is in some way part of 
what makes us intelligent.”
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Climate change, in recent years, has been one 
of the most talked about issues and one that could 
potentially affect every single life-form on Earth. 
Everyone discusses it constantly, maybe more so than 
any other topic. Governments talk about it all the 
time, especially about how they are trying to combat 
it; companies try to use it as a compelling reason to 
buy their products, which they promise are “eco-
friendly;” environmentalists declare that we should 
all stop using cars and conspiracy theorists say that 
there is a hidden agenda behind all of it. Despite this, 
not many actually know what climate change actually 
means. People talk about climate change so much 
that it has become exhausting just hearing about it, 
so much so that many can’t go through a day without 
listening to these two words. Despite all of this, the 
common person has nothing but questions regarding 
this topic. Is climate change real? Is it a problem we 
should concern ourselves with? And are we sure 
it isn’t aliens causing it? Well, global warming is, 
undoubtedly, one of the most concerning threats to 
our planet and something that could place the future 
of humanity in danger if we don’t try to counteract its 
effects immediately. 

 To explain it simply, the Earth has an atmosphere. 
Certain gases, labelled “greenhouse gases,” upon 
reaching the atmosphere, trap the incoming heat 
from the sun which would otherwise be absorbed by 
the Earth; the heat is then released in all directions, 
therefore acting as a heater and warming up the 
planet. The main, but not only, human activities that 
lead to the excessive production of these gases are: 
burning fossil fuels (oil, gas and coal); deforestation 
and agriculture. By definition, climate change is “A 
long term change in global or regional temperature 
and weather patterns,” but the effects of it are much 
more complicated than the planet simply becoming a 
little warmer. In 2020, NASA stated that “the smallest 
changes in temperature, even just 1 or 2 degrees 
Celsius, have a monumental impact on the entire 
world’s ecosystems and environment”. In addition to 
this, climate change over-intensifies weather events 
like storms and hurricanes, leading to more droughts, 
causing rise in sea levels and potential floodings or, in 
more extreme cases, it could even lead to the sinking 
of entire islands in the Pacific Ocean. In 2016 alone, 
it is estimated that $200 billion dollars were spent on 
adapting to impacts such as the ones mentioned. 

Is climate change a real threat? 
António Tripa 11.º 1B (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

This plethora of consequences is something we 
should be very worried about; it poses a very real 
threat to humanity and could even spiral into a 
potential catastrophe. The Earth’s ecosystem is very 
fragile and the slightest alterations could have the 
biggest effects.   Even if we consider ourselves an 
adaptable race that could survive all these natural 
disasters, other species, whether be they plants, 
insects, or animals, face possible extinction from even 
the smallest weather alterations. World biodiversity 
has declined by more than half in a century. In the past 
100 years we have ended 50% of the world’s species. 
Studies show that almost a third of the ones alive 
right now are in danger of going extinct in the near 
future. Unfortunately, the effects of climate change 
are mostly irreversible, as extinct lifeforms and altered 
weather patterns can’t just be put back to how they 
were. Despite all this, if we try to put a stop to it fast 
enough, we could prevent further damage and allow 
the Earth to stabilise. However, if we were to maintain 
our current unsustainable actions, we will be placing 
our world in potentially catastrophic danger. 

Some argue that global warming isn’t exclusively 
our fault and, of course, there are natural changes to 
the climate like alterations in the Earth’s orbit around 
the sun and volcanic eruptions, but these are a mere 
fraction compared to what we are doing to the planet. 
Studies made by Italian scientists in 2019 have shown 
that we contribute to an overwhelming 99.3% of the 
total global warming experienced. Saying that climate 
change is natural is totally incorrect. We are to blame 
for this serious problem and need to improve our 
industrial methods to solve it. 

Furthermore, something to also keep in mind is that 
the adaptability argument isn’t valid because we aren’t 
immune to the effects of climate change. Many experts 
believe that secondary effects of climate change, like 
the aforementioned natural disasters and pollution, 
pose a serious threat to human health, and this could 
reflect in the decline of the life expectancies for the next 
generations. Former US president Barack Obama said 
in a statement that “the risks posed by climate change 
could dwarf those of any single disease,” meaning that, 
if we don’t put an end to this, we could very well be 
leading our race to an environmental disaster. 

In conclusion, based on the reasons presented in 
this essay,  we can safely say that climate change is a 
very real threat affecting our entire planet right now, 
a trend that could turn into an irreversible calamity if 
we don’t combat it soon. Climate change is the biggest 
threat our race – no, the Earth – has ever faced. All 
of us need to acknowledge the consequences of our 
actions. Therefore, the next time you want to get in 
your car to go to the store, take your bike: you’ll be 
helping the planet and your health simultaneously and, 
rest assured, this isn’t the work of little green men!

“ Even if we consider ourselves an adaptable race that could survive all 
these natural disasters, other species, whether be they plants, insects, 
or animals, face possible extinction from even the smallest weather 
alterations.”

“… we can safely say that 
climate change is a very 
real threat affecting our 
entire planet right now, a 
trend that could turn into an 
irreversible calamity if we 
don’t combat it soon.”
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According to historic records, sports have been 
around for at least 3000 years. After all this time, 
diversity within sports teams remains to this day a 
common issue. Such is the case with transgender 
athletes, whose participation in competitions against 
cisgender-based teams has caused a fair amount of 
controversy, mainly concerning transgender female 
competitors. The reason behind the conflict is the 
idea, that’s shared by many, that female trans athletes 
carry a significant advantage over their sportswomen, 
which results in an unequal playing field. However, 
advantages, some way or another, always exist, 
whether they result from the transition from male 
to female or from innate biological factors. In other 
words, gender identity should not be a reason to 
exclude transgender athletes from sports. 

Being transgender means not identifying with 
the gender that’s assigned to you at birth, which is 
usually in conformity with one’s sex (i.e. the physical 
characteristics that differentiate male from female). 
Those who do identify with the label they were given, 
whichever it may be, are cisgender. A transgender 
woman is someone who initially was labeled as a 
man but, later on, realized she identified as a woman. 
Someone who is trans can choose whether they want 
to transition or not. The transition period is different 
in every case and it can include changing wardrobe, 
appearance, pronouns or even undergoing hormone 
therapy in order to change certain physical aspects 
that reflect, on the outside, the gender someone 
identifies with on the inside. 

Transgender women were first allowed to compete 
in 2004, with the condition that they underwent 
genital surgery. Currently, all that is required is that 
athletes complete at least one year of hormone 
therapy, though testosterone levels must be kept 
under a certain minimum. The time stamp for 
testosterone suppression is still under debate. While 
some say one year is enough, pediatrician Dr. Timothy 
Roberts, director of the adolescent medicine training 
program at Children’s Mercy Hospital in Kansas City, 
claims it’s insufficient. Roberts’ studies were based 
on adult soldiers in the Air Force, a situation that, 
although different, is still comparable. His studies 
consist in the review and evaluation of medical reports 
and fitness tests (number of situps and pushups 
per minute and the time it takes to run 1.5 miles), 
throughout five years. The results showed that, in the 
first two years, transgender women did, in fact, have 
a physical advantage over other female soldiers, but 
those differences are quickly subdued after the two 
year mark. As a matter of fact, Roberts stated that 
trans soldiers “were fairly equivalent to the cisgender 
women.” 

Even so, some still believe that trans women 
shouldn’t compete against their cisgender peers, 
seeing as it doesn’t provide the latter with an equitable 
space to play and so ultimately affects the integrity of 
women’s sports. Truthfully, if the athletes complete 
hormone suppression therapy, the treatment doesn’t 
fully eliminate the advantages in regards to body mass 
and grip strength, two variables that are present at a 

Transgender female athletes
Beatriz Jansen 11.º 1A (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“There is no way to completely remove an individual’s advantage 
because, despite their gender identity, the number of resources 

one has access to will, for example, ultimately result in some 
athletes having the upper hand.”

higher rate in male athletes. Nevertheless, not only 
can advantages be provided by a variety of factors, 
such as body type or different sets of skills, but a 
direct relation between individual testosterone levels 
and performance has not been established. It isn’t 
necessary to have transgender women in teams for 
there to be considerable advantages between the 
individual participants. 

Moreover, according to Katrina Karkazis and Rebecca 
Jordan-Young’s book Testosterone: An Unauthorized 
Biography, it’s mainly due to different abilities and 
resources that athletes show advantage over others.  
There is no way to completely remove an individual’s 
advantage because, despite their gender identity, 
the number of resources one has access to will, for 
example, ultimately result in some athletes having the 
upper hand. Whether the teams have solely cisgender 
members or also transgender athletes, the game has 
never been completely fair. Why should trans inclusion 
all of the sudden be seen as problematic when 
advantages, natural or not, have always existed? It is 

important to note, nevertheless, that these results must 
be taken with a grain of salt, for we should take into 
account that any data regarding transgender athletes is 
still very vague. 

On the whole, transgender athletes have as much 
of a right as anyone else to play sports. Feeling like 
a stranger in one’s body may be an experience that’s 
uncommon to many, but it is a lived reality to some. 
Recently, transgender teenager Lia Thomas, after 
competing as a woman for the first time, claimed she 
felt happy to finally be able to compete as her true 
self. Matters of gender identity can’t be part of the 
criteria that defines one’s ability to compete because, 
contrary to popular belief, and as said previously, the 
advantages that remain after hormone therapy have 
been shown to be not as significant as they were once 
thought to be. In reality, they’re easily trampled by the 
biological factors and resources that may also confer 
other advantages. Sports should be a safe and diverse 
space that’s open to all, regardless of someone’s 
gender identity, sexual orientation, race or gender. 
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Nowadays, human trafficking is a worldwide concern 
and a sickening reality that we need to change. At the 
present moment, vulnerable people are being coerced 
through the use of force and abused without any 
consent. Should we allow this? This is what the crime 
of exploitation and human trafficking consists of. The 
traditional definition of this crime is the transportation 
of a person, followed by coercion and, lastly, 
exploitation. However, human trafficking can assume 
many forms, which is why so many people get so 
easily entangled in it. For example, sexual exploitation, 
forced labour, organ trafficking, and even slavery, are 
just some of its modalities. Can you even imagine 
yourself in any of these situations? Unfortunately, this 
problem is getting worse and worse everyday and it is 
impossible to understand its full dimension, since so 
many people would rather stay ignorant and, as a result, 
many cases are never discovered. When it comes to 
solving a problem such as this, we should adopt specific 
measures to prevent it. 

On one hand, when it comes to the solution of the 
problem, we should start by trying to acknowledge 
how widespread of an issue it really is. Trafficking 
is often associated with contraband, prostitution, 
immigration and asylum seeking, being essentially 
an illegal business that generates profit for criminals 
alone. Most of the time it involves transporting the 
victim across borders, yet it can still happen within a 
single country and even a city. Criminals frequently 
trick people with the intention of trapping them 
in an exploitative situation. In fact, that is why the 
most vulnerable are usually targeted, since they can 
be convinced that they are moving towards a better 
life. For instance, statistics show that women are the 
most exploited group (51%), followed by children 
(28%). Currently 12 000 children are working in cocoa 
plantations in West Africa and 2.4 million women have 
been trafficked into labour work. 

From my point of view, there’s two ways in which 
we can approach this situation: first, we should 
create anti-trafficking strategies so that people are 
less exposed to human trafficking (such as improving 
female education so that girls are less vulnerable to this 
type of crime). According to a 2013 UNESCO study, in 
developing countries, 25% of girls have not completed 
primary school and two thirds of the illiterate 
population are women. Furthermore, governments 
should also improve their police force and security, 
especially on the borders, and also to raise awareness 
about the problem so that people are careful about 
any suspicious offer they may unwittingly receive. The 
media should also be used to alert people and report 
human trafficking situations. For example, social media 
is a useful tool to share about a missing trafficking 
victim because it has worldwide reach and trafficking 
often involves traveling across countries. However, 
internet and social media can also be harmful, and 
therefore schools should alert children about the 
dangers of the internet, since many cases of human 
trafficking start with a simple text from a stranger. A 
case of possible human trafficking is the kidnapping of 
Rui Pedro. He was an 11 year old boy when he started 
talking to a 22 year old man on the internet. That man 
invited the boy to meet him and on the day of their 
encounter Rui Pedro disappeared. This boy was never 
found but the police has reasons to believe he was led 
into a prostitution human trafficking ring. 

Human trafficking – A crime against humanity 
Carmo Lebre 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

There are further ways to help prevent this type 
of crime. For instance, if you see someone in an 
exploitation situation you should immediately alert the 
police. Besides that, in order to stop forced and child 
labour, you should avoid buying certain products. As 
an example, more than a third of the world’s chocolate 
comes from the Ivory Coast, where child trafficking 
and forced labour is a frequent reality. So, by buying 
these products, you are promoting exploitation. 
For reasons such as this, you should buy “friendly” 
products, such as chocolate that comes with the Fair 
Trade certificate. 

On the other hand, people may argue that this 
problem is impossible to solve because of its very 
dimensions. Look at Maddie McCann’s example: 
she was kidnapped and probably sent into a human 
trafficking organized crime ring, and despite all efforts 
to find her throughout the years there isn’t even a 
strong suspect to hold up to account. What makes 
it so hard to stop crimes of this nature is the fact 

that traffickers often transport their victims across 
borders. In such cases, it is almost impossible to stop 
the trafficking. Although the numbers of convicted 
traffickers is alarmingly low – in 2016 there were 
only 14,894 prosecutions and 9,071 convictions for 
trafficking globally – we should continue to fight 
because every number is a person that is rescued from 
this inhuman crime. 

Overall, human trafficking has been an ongoing 
problem for numerous years that severely affects the 
lives of countless people. So what should we do to save 
their lives? We should try to stop it essentially through 
education because the more we educate ourselves 
and the ones that surround us, the more we can 
help those who got trapped in this horrible business. 
Moreover, if you “see something, say something”, and 
if you think you can help in any way, do it! Because, in 
reality, human trafficking is a violation of human rights 
and “to deny people their human rights is to challenge 
their very humanity”.

“… social media is a useful 
tool to share about a missing 
trafficking victim because it has 
worldwide reach and trafficking 
often involves traveling across 
countries.”

“Criminals frequently trick 
people with the intention of 

trapping them in an exploitative 
situation. In fact, that is why 

the most vulnerable are usually 
targeted, since they can be 

convinced that they are moving 
towards a better life.”
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High school is a time of growth for everyone. These 
are, debatably, the four defining years in a teenager’s 
life. It is the time when us students are desperately 
trying to find our true selves, to shape our minds and 
personality, which in turn makes it one of the stages in 
our life where we are the most impressionable. In a time 
where we search for encouragement and validation, it 
is daunting that it is also when we start uncovering the 
inequality present in the educational system. While 
women are more affected by sexist assumptions in 
the classroom, boys are affected by them too. They 
are taught to narrow their expectations and stick to 
what they are good at, like sports or maths, instead of 
being pushed to go outside their comfort zone, to do 
better. Unfortunately, all of this leaves us wondering: 
is sexism a myth or have we been a victim of it for so 
long that we can no longer recognize it? 

From my point of view, and as a student myself, 
only while confronted with the information I came 
across in articles and stories was I able to see how 
true the reality of sexism is. We are wired to normalize 
this, but the truth is that in a classroom, boys and 
girls are treated differently. On one hand, girls have 
always been seen as more independent, goal oriented, 
and quieter, which generally leads to them having 
better results. However, this assumption tends to 
translate into them receiving less help and attention 
from teachers. Another issue directed to this gender 
disparity is representation in textbooks or reading 
materials. Although it may sound like a stretch, the 
truth is that even though these evolved over the 
past decades, they still portray women as being more 
helpless and dependent than men. 

The future in the hand of sexists 
Carolina Lopes 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

On the other hand, and passing on to the female 
gender, studies have shown that teachers tend to 
tolerate behaviour in boys that they don’t in girls, 
using the excuse that, “boys will be boys”. This stigma 
states that because they produce testosterone, 
they aren’t physically able to sit still and quietly in a 
classroom, and therefore it’s perceived that boys are 
harder to control. Be that as it may, these assumptions 
are not always correct, seeing as the hormone system 
is very complex and most of these actions are a result 
of these pupils’ environments and surroundings. All 
these facts lead to women being under-represented 
in areas such as maths, science, engineering and 
business leadership, while men tend to avoid biology, 
literature and foreign languages. Therefore, it is safe 
to say that gender bias is quite evident as students 
move into the workforce. Not only do men tend to be 
given jobs with higher status and salaries than women, 
women’s average earnings with a high school diploma 
are 85% of men with the same level of education. 

Many people argue that although all these facts are 
true, if we demand equal treatment in all classes, then 
why is it that, in Physical Education, it is acceptable to 
give girls and boys different grades when they have 
executed the same performance? If you are a girl, 
while being assessed in fitness areas such as running 
or push-ups evaluation, in order to achieve the best 
grade, you are always demanded less than if you are 
a boy. If gender equality involves empowering all 
students and providing them with the same human 
rights, why do we allow there to be exceptions made 
in subjects like Physical Education? 

Although there are more similarities than differences 
between these two genders, especially during the 
early years, strength does not fit neatly into such 
a category. It is known that this fact is commonly 
exaggerated, but women aren’t as physically capable 
as men. Accordingly, studies have shown that men 
have a higher speed, a stronger grip and physical 
strength when compared to women. The biggest 
reason behind this comes from the fact that men 
possess more muscle mass than women. Nonetheless, 
social and cultural influences also have a say in these 
results. Thus, by judging girls and boys differently 
in what concerns physical capabilities, we are not 
so much negating gender equality as we are simply 
promoting gender equity. 

Summing up, because school is already hard enough 
on most teens, fighting the prejudices associated with 
gender is a step in the right direction. It is important 
that girls keep being expected to go “outside the box”, 
but at the same time we should apply this also to 
boys. Indeed, all possible help should be provided to 
both genders. Teachers have to learn that, because a 
boy doesn’t hand in homework or is misbehaving, it 
doesn’t mean this happens because he is male, and 
although girls naturally do better in certain areas, 
they should still be offered the same conditions as 
boys. Ergo, in the pursuit for gender equality, we 
will stumble across issues like this – of whether boys 
and girls should or shouldn’t have different physical 
evaluations. Regardless of how we judge such issues, 
we must keep our goal firmly in mind, and using what 
we already know about gender equity I believe the 
time has come to make the difference. As Kofi Annan 
once said, “Gender equality is more than a goal itself. 
It is a precondition for meeting the challenge of 
reducing poverty, promoting sustainable development 
and building good governance.” 

“Not only do men tend to be 
given jobs with higher status 
and salaries than women, 
women’s average earnings with 
a high school diploma are 85% 
of men with the same level of 
education.”

“Thus, by judging girls and boys 
differently in what concerns 
physical capabilities, we are 
not so much negating gender 
equality as we are simply 
promoting gender equity.”
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How many times do you cry in a month? And how 
many times do you think the person next to you has 
cried this month? Why did you think less or more 
than your number? Because they don’t have many 
problems? Because you don’t have problems? Or, 
specifically, because girls cry more than boys? If I was 
to guess, most of you, albeit unconsciously, chose a 
number based on this last one. The question here is, 
why do you think men cry less than women? Everyone 
knows it’s true, we see it, but why? Is it because men 
are insensitive and/or don’t get affected the way 
women do, or do they just cry less? I don’t know about 
you, but I believe in the last option, that men are as 
fragile as women in terms of emotions, but simply cry 
less. Believe me when I say that men are really, really 
sensitive. 

Why do we associate being emotional with crying? 
And why do we associate being emotional to women? 
For two main reasons. First, there is a long history 
of classifying emotion in a pejorative way and then 
condemning the uterus for it. In the 19th century, 
women were considered predisposed to a uniquely 
female problem: hysteria. The idea was that women 
were emotionally unstable and thus were expected 
to develop behavioral problems, while men were 
stable and wouldn’t develop this kind of problems, 
chiefly because they do not possess a uterus. Then 
there is the question of how men and women express 
emotions. Specifically, we describe men’s and women’s 
emotions in discriminatory ways. As Adriene Beltz, 
assistant professor of psychology at the University 
of Michigan, shared in a press release, a man whose 
emotions oscillate during a sports event is described 
as "passionate." But a woman whose emotions change 
due to any event, even if instigated, is considered 
"irrational." So, you’re telling me I can’t cry because 
of a TV show that I love, but men can cry due to 
football…, where, exactly, is the difference between 
these examples?! I’m sorry, but I really don’t see any – 
do you? Both men and women are as emotional as the 
other, the difference between these two lies in society 
and its norms regarding the acceptability of emotional 
displays. 

Therefore, why do men cry less frequently? Women 
are often viewed as “sensitive,” meaning that it is 
socially acceptable for them to express their feelings, 
such as sadness or fear. But men, who are seen as 
strong and fearless, are not motivated to outwardly 
express their emotions. Because of these expectations, 
I always thought that men were afraid to drop a tear 
in public. Tears make a man less masculine (I mean, 
there’s even a song: Boys don’t cry, by The Cure). But in 
reality, though, things are not so clear-cut. 

Man up! 
Carolina Pignatelli 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“Both men and women are as 
emotional as the other, the 

difference between these two 
lies in society and its norms 

regarding the acceptability of 
emotional displays.”

Studies, by the makers of eye-drop Hycosan Fresh, 
have shown that men are less embarrassed about 
crying in front of others, with four in ten claiming they 
wouldn’t mind shedding a tear in public compared to 
just a third of women. Well, then, what is it then that 
makes them cry less often? Some experts in the matter 
of crying, like Vingerhoets, a clinical psychologist who 
focuses on stress and emotion, suggest that men may 
also be biologically built to shed fewer tears. The tear 
ducts, for example: “There are several studies over the 
years that have shown that men have larger tear ducts 
in their eyes, so that it is less likely for the tears to 
well up to the point of spilling over the eyelid onto 
the cheek,” said Dr. Geoffrey Goodfellow, an associate 
professor at the Illinois College of Optometry in 
Chicago. 

There’s also a paper from the 1960s, in which a 
physician from the University of Michigan reports 
how he used male and female skulls to measure the 
length and depth of tear ducts, finding that women 
were shorter and shallower. Another explanation 
for these differences between men and women are 
hormones, including testosterone, which, Vingerhoets 
believes, constraints crying. But this isn’t just about 
testosterone. Back in the 1980s, biochemist William 
H. Frey and his team analysed the chemical makeup of 
emotional tears and compared them to tears caused 
by irritants. They found, among other things, that 
emotional tears tend to contain prolactin, a hormone 
produced by the pituitary gland that is associated with 
emotion. Vingerhoets mertions a 2012 paper from 
a team of Nigerian scientists that he said may help 
connect this to the gender difference in crying. Other 
differences are in the way women and men channel 
their feelings. Women, as we know, tend to cry. If 
they’re angry, afraid, sad or happy. On the other 
hand, men are more likely to channel those feelings 
into different emotions that are seen as more socially 
acceptable. For instance, a man who is experiencing 
sadness or depression might be more likely to act 
aggressively or to get angry over something small, 
rather than cry. I mean, of course throwing a punch at 
a wall is better than crying. I wonder why I didn’t think 
of it before... 

Concluding, as much as crying may feel well, and do 
well, lots of people are not used to it, and they end up 
expressing their emotions in several other ways. And 
that just means we’re all different. Nevertheless, all 
humans feel happiness, desire, love, grief, and shame 
the same way, and there’s not a single argument that 
would make me believe differently. Women must treat 
men the same way they treat other women, because, 
deep down, it’ll have the same impact. Be careful with 
your words, you know nothing about the person who 
might be listening.

“They found, among other 
things, that emotional tears 
tend to contain prolactin, 
a hormone produced by 
the pituitary gland that is 
associated with emotion.”
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Some people might say that fake news are 
inoffensive, but what they don't realize is that the one 
possible outcome is one where society all but looses 
the capacity for critical thinking. After all, a population 
that finds itself believing in what does not correspond 
to the truth ends up making choices according to 
what they perceive to be the truth. Before we blindly 
believe in everything we read, we must look for facts 
that support the claims we read. Fortunately, many 
companies these days, such as Facebook, begin to 
have a greater concern with what they publish on 
their websites and seek to verify the veracity of their 
advertisements. It is very important not to form ideas 
based on news that aren’t completely true because we 
should not judge others on the basis of facts that aren't 
real. Such would be unfair and can eventually lead 
to conflicts and other misunderstandings. Another 
example of fake news related to the pandemic is that 
hot water can kill the virus, a message that is being 
widely shared on social media. This made many 
believe that drinking hot water will kill the virus. 
However, the ministry of health points out that the 
body temperature is at least 36ºC, therefore, drinking 
liquids at the suggested temperatures would not make 
any difference. 

To conclude, it all comes down to the quote “The 
only thing we can be sure of is uncertainty” by the 
sociologist Bauman, which refers to the dangers of 
fake news, showing the need to confirm information 
before sharing it. The point is that we must reflect 
before we believe in everything we read or listen to. 
Currently, fake news are part of our daily lives and 
we have to deal with this problem in order to remain 
objective. We must establish boundaries between 
what is reality and what is the world of illusion that 
fake news promote. It is necessary to make a collective 
and continuous effort to analyse the information. It 
is essential to know how to filter incoming messages! 
We must be part of the solution if we want revolution! 
And that's the only way for evolution! 

“… a population that finds itself 
believing in what does not 
correspond to the truth ends 
up making choices according 
to what they perceive to be the 
truth.”

Fake news is becoming a major problem in today’s 
society. It is designed to attract the viewers’ attention 
and misguide them with content that sometimes seems 
unreal. Every day, every hour, and even every minute, 
fake news are being disseminated, whether through 
television, radio, newspaper or social networks. But the 
problem is that people continue to share them, which 
in turn motivates the creators to write more news 
articles without thinking about the consequences, the 
damages, and the problems such a practice may inflict 
upon the world. Unfortunately, every day we read 
much online that isn’t true, and social media is in large 
responsible for the propagation of such pieces. The 
examples are endless, not to mention the fact that 
almost 50% of the news nowadays are fake. Anyone 
can write false information about an event and, in a 
matter of seconds, it will spread faster than the speed 
of light. With the resources and advances in technology 
that people have access to today, information can be 
sent, received, and sent again instantly with just the 
push of a button. 

The reasons for creating fake news are diverse. In 
some cases, authors create absurd headlines with 
the clear intention of attracting traffic to their sites, 
which in turn leads to more ad revenue. If you ask 
someone if they agree with these practices, they will 
probably say immediately that they don´t, not at all, 
without realizing, however, that they are, in a way, 
the “transport” or the “energy” that gives life to each 
fake news cycle, allowing these to have broader and 
broader audiences. The problem is that fake news 
have a negative impact on several sectors of public 
life, such as politics, health and security. In this way, 
celebrities, politicians and companies are harmed. This 
is what happens, for example, during electoral periods, 
in which specialized companies create rumors with the 
purpose of supporting one of the candidates. Recently, 
the amount of news related to covid-19 has been 
increasing day after day. For example, the news that 
the flu vaccine would increase the risk of contracting 
the new coronavirus has added to the difficulties faced 
by the flu vaccination campaign.  Also, even if an article 
that presents inaccurate information is debunked, 
the damage to the people’s mindset has already been 
done. There is no reversing that. The widespread use of 
social media is a large contributing factor in the general 
availability of fake news. 

Is there a fake news problem? What is its source? 
Carolina Resende 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“ Also, even if an article 
that presents inaccurate 
information is debunked, 
the damage to the people’s 
mindset has already been 
done. There is no reversing 
that.”

“Before we blindly believe in 
everything we read, we must 

look for facts that support the 
claims we read.”
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Art, since the beginning of human life, has had a 
significant influence in, and importance, to all cultures. 
In its many forms, the expression or application of 
human creativity is deeply intertwined with society’s 
mentality, affecting religion, language, economy and 
human behavior overall. The various branches of self-
expression, such as painting, literature, and dance, are 
labeled as arts. 

It's believed that artistic representation first 
appeared 30000 years ago, within the first human 
populations in Africa. During the Paleolithic Era, 
Homo Sapiens Sapiens started practicing sketches on 
cave walls, usually known as cave paintings. These 
represented several species, situations like hunts, 
fishing or other activities they practiced. 

Art has been used since the beginning of times. It 
highly influences society’s perspective of the world, 
holding its crucial importance since the starting 
point of our species until now. However, is it actually 
something essential for human life? If humanity didn’t 
have access to artistic representation, not having 
therefore, a way to express creativity, would that 
affect us negatively? Is art useful? 

The University of Victoria, located in Canada, has 
developed a study about how our brain analyses art 
and the impacts it has on each person, physically and 
mentally. The results were extremely positive, allowing 
me to establish my first assertion: art is useful for 
us, individually. This same study has concluded that 
seeing a piece of art, for example, reading a poem 

Is art useful? 
Diogo Correia 11.º 4 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

or attending a concert, stimulates the release of 
dopamine, the “feel-good hormone,” into our bodies. 

It also reduces the levels of cortisol, the “stress 
hormone”. In that way, feelings of anxiety or depression 
are lowered while our confidence levels and overall 
happiness is increased. 

In my personal experience, art usually alleviates 
symptoms of stress because it distracts me from 
reality. It allows me to reach a comfort zone, and 
therefore I find it useful in my life. Teenagers, in 
my opinion, should be more connected to artistic 
representation, since adolescence is an anxious period 
of life. Although art is useful for teens, researchers 
from Newcastle University proved that it´s helpful 
for children and elders too. These scientists found 
that viewing contemporary art had positive effects 
on the reasoning ability of nursing-home patients, 
including people with dementia. They also revealed 
that competence for appreciating art is helpful for the 
development of the brain, especially in the first years 
of life. This justifies why visual arts is and should be a 
mandatory subject at school. 

Since it’s a crucial factor in today’s world, art 
can also be related to economy, defining cultural 
movements in society. For example, the Renaissance 
Era, an artistic movement that affected the whole of 
society during the 15th and 16th century, which in turn 
justifies my second assertion: art influences human 
life and thus society has a whole. As the National Art 
Education Association points out, art is economically 
viable. The creation, management and distribution of 
art employs many people, from art collectors, critics, 
to people working in exhibitions and everyone related 
to the kind of activities we typically associate with art. 
This, albeit seeming like a minor technicality, is in fact 
a positive factor for the world’s economy. 

Like I referred to before, art defines trends and 
historical eras, which promotes diverse perspectives 
over the same set of objects. This can be showed 
in fashion, for example. If you compare clothing 
items from the 2000´s and 2020´s, you´ll find major 
differences in style. Likewise, in different time periods, 
art has suffered change. For instance, there are many 
schools of artistic thought and expression, such as 
surrealism, classicism or contemporary art. 

From another point of view, since art is profoundly 
influential, can it cause any kind of discomfort? We 
have discussed positive impacts art has in us as 
individuals and in our society as a whole, but can it 
also have negative impacts or consequences? In other 
words, can art be prejudicial ? For instance, art can 
be used to incite a riot or a revolution, which can in 
turn lead to indignation from the people who would 
oppose said protest or revolution. An example of this 
is the “Triumph of Will”, a movie where art is used 
to achieve unsavory political ends. Leni Riefenstahl, 
the filmmaker, was contracted by Hitler to document 
emotionally staged political rallies (700,000 nazis 
attending) at Nuremberg. The film contains excerpts 
from speeches given by Nazi leaders at the Congress, 
including Adolf Hitler himself. As you can see, art can 
be used with the wrong intentions, since displaying 
your creativity isn’t always necessarily a good thing. 
We can express anger and disagreement through 
art. For example, graffiti might be a way to protest 
something in the world you’re not satisfied with, but 
many people still consider it vandalism. 

Art is the only human activity that allows for the 
unbridled expression of creativity. From my point 
of view, art is extremely useful for daily life. It’s 
something that helps me deal with stress, helps brain 
development, while simultaneously being an area I 
hope to pursue in the future. It´s also helpful for our 
society in defining aesthetic norms, trends and in being 
an economically viable resource, given the amount of 
employment it provides. There is art in everything 
humanity has created, therefore, art must be useful. 

“ Art is the only human activity 
that allows for the unbridled 
expression of creativity. 
From my point of view, art is 
extremely useful for daily life.”
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Portugal has one of Europe’s best-graduated 
students of all time, but most of them desire to 
emigrate, to leave their home country. As time goes 
by, the younger generations think about emigrating 
earlier than the previous ones. But how did we get 
here? How did Portugal become such an undesirable 
place to start your life and to develop yourself? 

For starters, most of these young people already 
had some type of experience in a foreign country, 
like the Erasmus program. Sure these experiences are 
enriching and bring a lot of knowledge, but emigrating 
can’t be the only plan of a recently graduated 
Portuguese student, because,  as the data shows, when 
young people emigrate, they usually think it will be for 
a short stay, though it later turns out to be either a 
long or a permanent stay. 

According to the study “Os jovens em Portugal, hoje,” 
by Fundação Francisco Manuel dos Santos, only a 
third of the population graduated from a university, 
and only half have finished high school. 70% studied 
only at public schools and 27% studied at both public 
and private schools. 1 out of 5 students already 
studied across borders. 77% want to go to college 
to have a better salary. Out of the 23% that don’t 
want to go to college, 40% of them take this decision 
due to the lack of money or the necessity to work 
to sustain their family. 7 out of 10 that have already 
finished studying have a paid job, but almost 3 in 4 
workers only get paid up to 950€, and only half of 
them have an employment contract. 57% of those 
inquired, when asked with who they live, answer that 
they live with their family due to economic instability 
or because they’re taking care of their parents. Only 
5% live by themselves. This can be explained by the 
high prices of the houses near the city’s CBD that 
only keep rising. Without any type of financial help 
from the government and the lack of good work, 
the newer generations have no other choice than to 
live with their family. Portugal is the 5th country in 
the European Union where young people leave their 
parent’s house later. According to the United Nations, 
Portugal is the country in the European Union that has 
more emigrants in proportion to residents, 22% (2.2 
million) to 78%. We are the 27th country of the world 

Why do the Portuguese emigrate? 
Duarte Saraiva 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

with more emigrants. Most of these emigrants have 
a low education and represent cheap manpower. In 
recent years, however, qualified labor has risen 88% 
among emigrants, while non-qualified labor only rose 
8%. This is often called ‘brain drain’. 

On the other hand, Portugal can take advantage of 
emigration. First, if controlled, emigration can relieve 
pressure in overcrowded labor markets, propping up 

wages and easing unemployment. Moreover, migrants 
send home remittances and bring knowledge and ideas 
as they return, which helps to develop their local culture 
and can later be used as leverage in the labor market. 
Despite these advantages, emigrants rarely return. 

A study conducted by the Universities of Porto, 
Lisboa, and Coimbra of 1011 emigrants concluded 
that 52% think that it’s unlikely that they will return to 
Portugal. This happens because the financial wealth 
of the younger generations increases substantially 
when they leave the country. Before emigrating, 
36% of them were unemployed, and after emigrating 
only 8% stayed unemployed. Before emigrating, only 
54% were employed in the area that they studied, 
after emigrating that number rose to 75%. Before 
emigrating, 70% received less than 1000€ as monthly 
income and, after emigrating 50%, received over 
2000€ of monthly income. Even the ones that were 
employed already chose to emigrate to pursue better 

incomes. Portugal, as a country, is the biggest loser 
in all of this. An estimated 8.8 thousand million is 
spent on the education of these emigrants, yet there 
is no return for the initial investiment, for they won't 
pay taxes in their home country anymore. In the last 
decade, this brain drain has escalated compared to the 
rest of the European Union. This makes human capital 
unprofitable in the origin country, making the markets 
that receive these immigrants much more profitable. 
The main reasons that lead to emigration are to look 
for a job, better income, and personal realization. 

But how do we fix this? With policy. The journalist 
Aitor Hernández-Morales says that Portugal’s political 
system privileges politicians that want to win the next 
elections, investing in the short-term with tourism 
and construction, rather than the ones that want to 
invest in the country in the long term. These short-
term investments create low-income jobs, and, after 
a certain time, the drawbacks associated with this far 
outweigh the benefits. 

In the end, the low investment, in addition to an 
economy based on volatile tourism and low income 
causes a lack of opportunities. Even in the solutions to 
recover some of the emigrants, the Portuguese political 
system only thinks in the short-term. The lack of tax 
discounts that can compensate someone who leaves 
a good job across borders to come back to their origin 
country contributes to the 52% of emigrants who do 
not consider coming back, as mentioned earlier.  To 
make the return of emigrants attractive to them, we 
need to invest heavily in our industry and we need 
to create more sustainable jobs. A radical change in 
work culture is also required, in order to prevent over 
saturating the labor market. Quoting the Hernández-
Morales, our current model merely incentivizes cheap 
labor, poor work conditions, foreign subservience, and 
favors speculation.

“… as the data shows, when 
young people emigrate, they 

usually think it will be for a  
short stay, though it later turns 

out to be either a long or a 
permanent stay.”

“ To make the return of 
emigrants attractive to them, 
we need to invest heavily in 
our industry and we need to 
create more sustainable jobs.”
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Nowadays, there isn’t anyone who’s not aware of 
the environmental issues our generation is facing, 
making this subject a discussion topic in many 
different areas. Socially, politically, and economically: 
climate change affects us all. The fact that the biggest 
part of the world’s population lives in cities might 
make us think that the measures that could have a big 
positive impact on this field are still far away from our 
reach. However, one might forget about a particular 
area that has a large impact on this matter and that 
is also connected to the cities: the economy, which is 
in turn highly dependent on consumerism. We can’t 
deny that most environmental problems are related to 
consumerism. So, a question arises: should we put the 
environment above everything else, should we put the 
economy in that place, or should we balance between 
these two fields? 

For decades, Europeans and Americans have 
contributed to unsustainable over-consumption. The 
fast catching-up of developing countries is causing 
a worsening of effects on the environment, since 
we are now largely living in a society with a «throw-
away» mentality. It’s a fact that, in the United States, 
there are more cars on the road than licensed drivers. 
Consumption has increased so much throughout the 
course of History, in particular after the Industrial 
Revolution, that what we consider nowadays as 
necessities used to be a valuable luxury. This proves 
that our society is far from ready to quit these 
consumerist habits. The economy, of course, plays 
a huge role in this: companies that give us access 
to all kinds of products are profiting from our over-
consumption, as well as governments in general. More 
money means better life quality and that creates peace, 
stability, giving more power to all countries around the 
world. However, if the economy is that powerful, why 
are we not using it to fight climate change? 

If you ask a large group of people what they would 
do to revert the situation our planet is currently in, 
they would probably tell you about all those green 
activist measures that are, as they’ve been proven to 
be, unrealistic. Radicalism is never the answer. Yes, we 
want quick changes in the way we relate ourselves 
to the environment, but the environment should 
never be taken as an absolute priority. Controversial? 
Maybe. That’s because our so-called environment has 
been, in a large measure, colonized. Human presence 
is noticeable in almost every landscape. We’ve been 
exploring our natural resources more and more as time 
progresses. If you consider, for example, our country, 
the crop fields you see are someone’s property; the 
greenhouses that feed us throughout the whole year 
belong to companies; animals have owners. All these 
entities invest their money on the exploration of 
natural resources and we ourselves take advantage of 
it. The economy of local communities, and the larger 
state to which each community belongs, depend on 
these activities. Even the survival of the natural world, 
as we now know it, depends on continual human 
activity. 

Like I said, the path to follow can’t be separating 
man away from nature. If we want change, it won’t 
be achieved by putting the environment over the 
economy, because the first needs the latter in order to 
be as it currently is. Although it’s true that the desire 
for economic profit leads to unsustainable use and 
exploration of our resources, we can’t deny the fact 
that, due to our urgent need for change, the appeal 
of money remains the best motivating strategy for 
achieving such change quickly. Both the economy and 
the environment need each other. 

Double E: Environment and Economy 
Gonçalo Campos 11.º 3 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

What we’re looking for is a balance between these 
two areas – not putting one over the other, but 
balance. Stopping the economy's action on natural 
resources isn’t an option: even though it causes much 
harm, it creates jobs for many people who need it and 
thus contributes to the country’s financial growth. We 
should also consider that many vegetable and animal 
species have only made it to today because economic 
interests have protected them. Nature is, in fact, a 
money-making machine. Coral reefs, for example, are a 
clear proof of this scenario: diving along the coral reefs 
is worth around 2 million euros per year from tourism 
alone; coral reefs also serve fisheries. Because of this, 
not only green activists are happy about protecting 
the reefs, but also governments, since many benefit 
from them as tourism is the pillar of many country's 
economies. If coral reefs seem too exotic, take the 
pharmaceutical industry as an example instead, as 
nature is the source for more than 80% of medicines 
found in stores. 

Balance is the only option. Make it a double E world: 
we live, in fact, in a world of consumerism, where we 
always want more and more from everything, and 
that’s not going to change soon. Over-consumption 
will take place in our everyday lives and, although it 
is destructive towards nature, it boosts the world’s 
economy dramatically. So, let’s boost the economy 
as well, allow it to grow and use it to protect the 
environment, use it as a tool to solve the problems our 
civilization is facing. Don’t blame the world’s economy. 
Turn the environment and the economy into allies. Go 
double E.

“Consumption has increased so much throughout the course of 
History, in particular after the Industrial Revolution, that what we 

consider nowadays as necessities used to be a valuable luxury.”

“Although it’s true that the 
desire for economic profit 
leads to unsustainable use and 
exploration of our resources, 
we can’t deny the fact that, due 
to our urgent need for change, 
the appeal of money remains 
the best motivating strategy for 
achieving such change quickly.”

“Balance 
is the only 
option. Make 
it a double E 
world.”
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As climate change evolves into a climate emergency, 
scientists search for a way to solve this problem. It was 
in this context that the concept of Geoengineering 
was born. This consists in large-scale interventions 
in Earth’s climate system, which may prove to be the 
last resort in order to provide humanity additional 
time to adapt our lifestyle to an Eco-friendlier one. 
However, the impacts such a technology may have 
upon the world are, for the moment, unforeseeable, 
so that in the end it may introduce new obstacles that 
could become as difficult to surpass as our current 
predicament. By the end of this brief exposition, I 
hope you will better understand the dilemma that 
Geoengineering brings to the table. 

Geoengineering is broken down into two distinct 
categories: Carbon Geoengineering and Solar 
Geoengineering. In this essay, I will only deal with 
Solar Geoengineering. 

Solar Geoengineering techniques aim to partly 
reflect the Sun’s energy, diminishing the effects 
caused by increased levels of greenhouse gases. 
One possible approach is the injection of sulfur 
dioxide directly into the stratosphere. As a reflective 
particle, sulfur would increase Earth's albedo or, in 
other words, Earth's capacity to reflect sunlight. This 
technique was developed by examining volcanic 
eruptions, specifically the one of Mount Pinatubo in 
1991. This eruption injected around 20 megatons of 
sulfur dioxide into the stratosphere, causing a global 
cooling effect for a couple of years. So, in the best-
case scenario, this method would temporarily reverse 
the rising temperature levels that we have been 
experiencing. 

The controversy surrounding this topic begins 
with three problems. First, the fact that this is an 
unexplored area. There is the possibility that changing 
the climate system might impact global weather on 
an unforeseen scale. Massive droughts, destructive 
tornados, ozone depletion, or ocean acidification are 
examples of possible consequences. Research done by 
National Center for Atmospheric Research regarding 
Mount Pinatubo has shown that it caused a vast 

hydrological response. Moreover, eruptions of other 
volcanos located in the tropics have been reported 
to have changed the atmospheric circulation, which 
caused winter warming in the Northern Hemisphere. 
At the American Geophysical Union meeting of 2007, 
researchers presented preliminary findings from 
distinct models that simulated the conditions after 
Solar Geoengineering usage. These models pointed to 
reduced precipitation over vast regions, condemning 
hundreds of millions of people to drought. 

The second problem is the response to 
Geoengineering and its effects. The biggest myth 
regarding Geoengineering is that it might be a solution 
to the climate emergency. This is totally false. These 
techniques cannot lower the abundance of carbon 
dioxide or other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, 
nor does this approach stop the emission of greenhouse 
gases. Thus, Geoengineering would only buy us time, 
so that we may have a second chance to change the 
way we live our daily lives. The past has shown us the 
difficulty of achieving any meaningful emission cuts. 
The failure of the Kyoto Protocol is an example of this. 
Therefore, in order to go ahead with such an endeavor 
as Geoengineering, besides considering all of its 
possible side effects, all countries would need to agree 
and actively contribute to reduce their greenhouse 
gas emissions. To achieve this, not only afforestation 
and peatland restoration would need to be pursued 
but, for instance, the development of wind power, 
hydro-power, geothermal power, or solar power, 
would also have to be expanded. If governments and 
industry leaders ignore the imminent catastrophe 
and use Geoengineering as an argument to stall any 
changes, then humanity might see itself plunged into 
a cataclysmic situation. 

Finally, the last problem I want to address is the 
irreversible nature of the project and the possible 
consequences of its failure. Once scientists inject 
sulfur dioxide into the stratosphere, it cannot be 
removed. Simultaneously, scientists cannot depend 
too much on this technology, risking that all the 
problems related to natural phenomena such as 
climate would worsen over time. As I said before, 

Geoengineering: a valid weapon to combat climate changes? 
Guilherme David 11.º 1A (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2020)

the lack of an endeavor to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions during Geoengineering activity would have 
disastrous effects. Though this would have no impact 
during the period where gas is injected into the 
stratosphere, the period following this injection would 
see a severe rise in the warming effect. The cooling 
effect of the sulfur injection will eventually vanish, 
and as greenhouse gases increase there will be a more 
extreme warming effect. A colossal environmental 
change would threaten all Earth's ecosystems. The 
sixth massive extinction on record could take place at 
that stage. 

Although it may prove to be a dangerous weapon, 
we have to look at Geoengineering as a last 
case resource to overcome delays in moving to a 
greener, sustainable life. Restraining emissions is a 
longstanding project. The Paris Agreement establishes 
milestones for climate action, which are ambitious 
and need full commitment. A Carbon Brief analysis 
shows that the world might exceed the +1.5ºC mark 
(hotter than pre-industrial time) between 2026 and 
2042 and the +2.0ºC between 2034 and 2052, which 
is the maximum temperature rise talked in the Paris 

Agreement. A 0.5ºC difference, although it seems 
irrelevant, will not pass unnoticed. Some of the impacts 
of this would be minus 9% water availability in the 
Mediterranean, up to 1.5 months of heatwaves, a 2% 
increase in heavy rainfall intensity, a 10cm sea-level 
rise, lower crop yields (especially wheat and maize), 
and 98% of endangered coral reefs. We would do well 
to remember that we haven't reached a 1.5ºC, so the 
differences between the current rise (around 1.1ºC) 
and the 2.0ºC mark would be even more dramatic. 
Time is running short as greenhouse gases levels 
continue to rise. Even if we started changing now, we 
might not have enough time to turn the table. The 
time for decisive action may be nearer than it seems. 

In conclusion, ongoing research in Solar 
Geoengineering has to be accelerated to better 
understand how, when, and what, are the full range 
of its consequences. As a multinational project, the 
consequences of failure would be extensive. Thus, if 
we can reduce human error, we can prevent part of the 
collateral effects. Treating it as a solution or ignoring 
it are both irresponsible views. Geoengineering is a 
viable last case resource, nothing more, nothing less. 

“If governments and industry leaders ignore the imminent 
catastrophe and use Geoengineering as an argument to stall any 
changes, then humanity might see itself plunged into a cataclysmic 
situation.”
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“You shouldn’t laugh about that,” “what you just 
said is offensive,” how many times have we heard 
these things, when we make a joke or when we say 
something to someone who disagrees with us? Times 
are changing, and what used to be acceptable ten years 
ago now seems to be taboo. In the few last days, due 
to an event that occurred during the academy awards 
ceremony, we’ve all been forced to ask ourselves: is 
there a line that distinguishes what’s acceptable from 
what’s not? We witnessed a public figure slapping a 
comedian because of a joke. As offensive as the joke 
was, Will Smith had no right to resort to violence, and 
by doing so he went beyond the limits of acceptable 
behavior. 

There is no clean line that separates what’s 
acceptable from what’s not. We have to be the ones 
to make the call and know precisely when we should 
stop being funny or start being offensive. Comedians 
are in the very center of this controversy. Some of 
them believe that there are limits to who can joke 
about what, yet the majority holds that if we value 
freedom of speech no topic should in principle be 
taboo. Jessica Davis, coordinator of the Australasian 
Humor Studies Network, says that humor is a bit like 
nuclear power: “You can use it for good or you can 
use it aggressively to hurt people.” Dr. Milner has a 
very interesting perspective over the latter category, 
humor that hurts people. She says that it can have a 

You shouldn’t laugh about that 
Guilherme Moreira 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

very positive effect, because "Within a small group, 
joking about people outside that group actually has a 
very bonding effect, [it] brings people together," she 
says. 

In the eyes of a comedian women of color, Candy 
Bowers, comedians need to take responsibility for 
the harm their humor may cause, particularly when 
vulnerable groups are involved. Bowers adds she 
doesn’t think “any sort of material is out of bounds, 
but it has to be approached with a level of cultural 
safety and intellect”. In my opinion, this quote is 
correct, and it remits to whether there is a clear line 
separating being humorous from being offensive. The 
only way that we can draw such a line is by studying 
the background of the people that we are joking about 
and getting to know if the joke we have in mind it is 
a little bit extreme but still very funny, or if it is just 
offensive and not funny at all. 

On the other side, we have people that say that there 
is a very clear line that you can’t cross. These people say 
that humor is a weapon of mass destruction and if you 
use it with bad intent you must be punished. This was 
the case in Canada, when in 2016 Quebec comedian 
Mike Ward was ordered to pay $37,000 in damages to 
the subject of a series of jokes he told between 2010 
and 2013. On February 15 of this year, Mr. Ward’s 
case was argued at the Supreme Court. His jokes were 
about a young disabled singer, and consequently they 
led to the boy being bullied in school, and to have 
suicidal thoughts. Of course no one thinks that this is a 

good thing. This kind of jokes that may have unwanted 
consequences are the reason the discussion about the 
limits of humor is so complicated. As I see it, as bad 
as the jokes are, it shouldn’t be up to the government 
to decide if the comedian can say it or not because, 
by doing so, they are limiting freedom of speech and 
intimidating or silencing other comedians. Ultimately, 
the job to “police” should be up to the public, and not 
the government. 

Professor José Maria Perceval has a really interesting 
point about this : “(…) Then we must consider: does 
humor have limits? Humor does not, because it is an 
instrument. It's as if you said: does science have limits? 
Neither. It is humans who can destroy the planet with 
science, and it is humans who can harm you with 
humor. It is a problem of pointing, not of humor itself.” 
We are again in the same situation, humor it’s not 
something you can control, and it isn’t something that 
you can impose limits on. You can only try to persuade 
comedians to be careful and instruct them to make 
sure their joke does more good than harm. 

In summary, I would like to clearly indicate that I truly 
believe that humor has no limits, because by avoiding 
to speak or laugh about any subject or problem we are 
just avoiding having to deal with it. Imagine a world 
where everything would be off limits, and by saying 
anything slightly harmful you would be thrown into 
jail. I probably would be behind bars, and the world 
would be a humorless place I would not like to live in. 

“… humor it’s not something you can control, and it isn’t 
something that you can impose limits on. You can only try to 
persuade comedians to be careful and instruct them to make 
sure their joke does more good than harm.”



ga
ze

ta
 V

al
sa

ss
in

a
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ub

lic
 S

pe
ak

in
g

ed
iç

ão
 e

sp
ec

ia
l

m
ar

ço
 2

02
3

ga
ze

ta
 V

al
sa

ss
in

a
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ub

lic
 S

pe
ak

in
g

ed
iç

ão
 e

sp
ec

ia
l

m
ar

ço
 2

02
3

26 27

There’s always been some sort of discussion towards 
the queer community. Gender identity, sexuality, or 
the invalidation of them, has been discussed to a point 
where, if someone were to say that they were fed up of 
hearing about it, I wouldn’t be surprised. Instead I’d say 
this, as I’m saying it now to you, why has there been so 
much talk about it? Why is it still needed that we keep 
talking about it? And why do people of its community 
never get tired of cannibalizing their own movement? 

There are still so many people not liking other people 
just because of something as insignificant as who they 
love, what pronouns they prefer, or who they are. These 
people went so far as to make a new “sexuality” just to 
say that they don’t date trans people. If you’re unaware, 
the name is “super straight”, and no, it is not an actual 
sexuality, it’s just transphobia with extra steps. But it’s 
not only these “super straights” that are hindering the 
LGBT community. People often use their religion as an 
excuse to be transphobic or homophobic, yet this idea 
is based on a misconception. Since most people using 
these arguments are Christian, they should be aware 
that in the Christian Bible the individual is accepted for 

what he is – it is his actions that are judged. So, stop 
being so hateful and, as the books of your Lord have 
taught you, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself” 
(Matthew 22:39). And it’s not just random people on 
the street too, politicians and governments themselves 
are also a huge part of the problem. A study on how 
safe countries are to travel to as a LGBT+ person in 
2021, says that 42 countries got a negative number as 
their LGBTQ+ travel safety index, and only 17 scored 
300 or over, with 25 being the 270 mark. Still out of 
those 25, only 7 had constitutional protection against 
discrimination, 5 still don’t view violence against LGBT 
as a hate crime. 

Manifesto
Guilherme Torres 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Moving from specific people to society as a whole, 
gender roles are still a thing a lot of society expects 
from people, and if someone deviates from these, 
they will be put apart without any consideration for 
their safety or security. I’m not exactly condemning 
this reaction, for it is a basic instinct, and even I am 
guilty of it; yet what I want to do now is to elevate 
this issue and hopefully help most of you understand 
and change your natural reaction to it. A person’s 
gender expression has absolutely nothing to do with 
their biological sex, and making fun of people whose 
gender identity is misaligned with their biology seems 
absolutely ridiculous to me. Let people express 
themselves, they’re happy, and you shouldn’t waste 
time making fun of them. And also, may we please 
stop the stupid stereotypes, they’re never good. They 
either make someone feel invalidated because they 
don’t fit the stereotypes; they make someone super 

self-conscious as they try at all costs to either conform 
or avoid said stereotypes, stopping them from maybe 
discovering something they wouldn’t otherwise; or 
they stop someone from feeling comfortable doing 
what they want because doing that makes them be 
viewed as something they are not. Let people do 
whatever they so desire; who knows, maybe you’ll 
find something you like that you’d never think you 
would. And it’s not that the stereotypes are a really 
bad thing in themselves, it's what people do if they 
find someone that fits them. It can go both ways: 
they might find someone that is like them, or they 
might find a target to harass. The LGBT community is 
harassed constantly, to the point where there’s already 
online therapy options created specifically for this 
community. And some of the things I said here are also 
problems inside the community itself. Imagine being 
in a community where your peers invalidate what you 
think or are. Oh wait, that’s basically any community. 

Love is such a weird thing to gatekeep, don’t you 
think? Why are people so against others being 
happy? Is your heterosexuality so fragile that if you 
get a smell of “the gay” you start to riot and make a 
problem where there never was one? Why is it not ok 
to explore what you are, to find something new or to 
reinforce what you know? Why do people think this 
minority is invalidating the majority, just because they 
are louder, because they need to be overwhelmingly 
louder just to be considered? I don’t really understand 
why people don´t try to, but I’ll gladly support this 
community, as I hope I made you do it too. Why stop 
people from being happy, why not just let everyone 
be themselves?

“Moving from specific people 
to society as a whole, gender 
roles are still a thing a lot of 
society expects from people, 
and if someone deviates from 
these, they will be put apart 
without any consideration for 
their safety or security. I’m not 
exactly condemning…”

“Why stop people from being 
happy, why not just let everyone 
be themselves?”

“The LGBT community is 
harassed constantly, to the 
point where there’s already 

online therapy options created 
specifically for this community.”
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Religion is all around us. Even if you don’t consider 
yourself a religious person, if you think about it, religion 
affects you too. That’s because throughout the course 
of History, religion has always been an important part 
of people’s life: religion finds itself implied in education, 
justice, politics, etc. Even though we’re now living in 
what can be called a secular era, our judeo-christian 
cultural influence is still noticeable, as for example in 
our law system, for the principles in which laws are 
based have their origins in religious principles. In spite 
of that, modern society has been passing laws that 
go against religious beliefs; along with that, removing 
religion from the school curriculum has become a 
popular measure. That makes us wonder about what 

should be the role of religion in today’s world: does 
it cause more good or harm to the ones who practice 
a particular faith? Can we say that religion is a way of 
guiding people towards the good? And since nations 
also need guidance, should humanity follow a path of 
aligning religion to politics? After all, can governments 
such as theocracies actually work? 

Although these political systems could have fit 
former societies perfectly, the global world we live 
in nowadays does not allow them to work anymore. 
While looking at the theocracies that currently 
exist, they all gather both doctrine and ethical flaws. 
Regarding the first topic, we must keep in mind that 

Faith in Politics
Inês Paixão 11.º 3 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

all religions defend love and compassion, encouraging 
believers to spread them through the ones around 
them and, largely, through the whole world. Despite 
that, one of the most important pillars in religion is 
freedom: freedom to choose between good and 
bad, to practice a certain faith, to interpret the holy 
scriptures (beaconed, of course, by a general doctrine) 
– but still, freedom. Therefore, if God was creating a 
society, it would have space for that freedom. But that 
does not take place in theocracies, and they actually 
end up, many times, as tyrannies: minorities are often 
marginalized and persecuted, and even within the 
same religious beliefs people have their own unique 
faith and opinions about certain topics. Let’s see, for 
example, birth control: some christians are against the 
use of contraception while others are not. Therefore, 
any country governed by Christianity could change 
this law depending on who is in charge at the time. 
Having someone ruling a country in behalf of God can 
lead to having their own interests come first, since 
that person can also (and probably would) practice the 
faith in a personal way. 

Accordingly we can, then, take love, compassion, and 
freedom, as key religious principles. But are they seen 
and practiced in theocracies? No God would allow a 
woman to be killed if she committed adultery – yet 
it would happen to an Afghan woman, for example. 
Is it correct to break certain pillars of the faith just to 
preserve the order of a country? Should that be the 
chosen punishment for that woman? Is religion used 
the right way in these political systems? Maybe not. 

Allying religion to politics can be seen, in theory, 
as a good way to rule a country. If you think about 
it, a perfect country to rule is one where people are 
united and share the same ideas and convictions, as 
it makes it easier to approve laws and other political 
measures. Having people under one large umbrella 
might also be good when it comes to social unity – 
due to the religious ceremonies that people, by law 
and, ideally, by faith, would attend to in their daily 
lives – promoting a better relationship between close 
neighbors, for example. This looks like the perfect 
scenario for a country, but quite unrealistic, right? 
That’s because it is unrealistic, and that can be proven 
by looking, for instance, at Saudi Arabia or Afghanistan, 
where conversion from Islam to any other religion is 
punishable by death and governments operate under 
extremely strict laws and teachings. 

The dark side of theocracies is that their main goal 
is to keep their corresponding countries peaceful – or 
better, uniform. Religion, like I said at the beginning, 
has a huge impact on everyone, but even more 
so if you practice a certain faith. So, by living in a 
theocracy, religion is in fact very present in people’s 
lives. It dominates them, whether people «want» to 
be dominated or not. A divine argument is, for sure, 
a strong one. It is powerful. It is, in societies like 
these, enough. But where is the love? Where is the 
compassion? Where is the freedom? Perhaps only in 
an utopian political model where religion and politics 
can work as allies, respecting each other’s integrity. 

“But where is the love? Where 
is the compassion? Where is 
the freedom?”

“A divine argument is, for sure, a 
strong one. It is powerful. It is, in 
societies like these, enough.”
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In the dynamic world we live in, industry is a big part 
of our lives, dictating what we wear, eat, use, and do. 
Frequently, the problems we face are being described 
as wicked problems, due to their complexity and how 
wide spread they are. In an increasingly competitive 
marketplace, businesses cannot afford to carry any 
additional weight that doesn’t help them succeed. 
So, how does having a diverse workforce further a 
company’s goals? Many of the members of minority 
communities complain about the lack of diversity in 
some professional areas, saying the employers should 
hire with a wider mindset, open to a wider variety 
of people. So, should businesses hire to be more 
representative of the communities they are in? Or is 
it a radical change that should just be treated as a call 
for attention? Should businesses be required to hire 
for diversity? 

On one hand, a diverse cast of people in a workplace 
brings a lot of diverse experiences. People that belong 
to minorities had contact with different environments, 
cultures and thoughts, and consequently may reach 
a bigger percentage of the market. Many studies 
have shown that companies with higher degrees 
of diversity on their teams tend to show more 
profitability than others. At times, a 35% increase in 
sales for the company with greater racial diversity 
in their management structure. This is due to the 
increase in innovation and creativity, originated by the 
increase in cross-cultural understanding and sense of 
belonging. If the workplace has diverse employees, 
it has been proven that they will feel more included 
and more productive, even up to 30%. Usually, when 
people have co-workers who are different from them, 
then sensitivity levels in the workplace also increase. 
People start to look for ways to find common ground, 
there is more time given to each team member to 
share ideas. 

On the other hand, hiring for diversity can improve 
company reputation, making it more appealing to 
more people and more communities. Being a diverse 
company can make it more advertisable because 

a more ethnically diverse marketing team is more 
sensitive to current culture. For example, a young 
co-worker in a marketing campaign can pick up some 
cues to address more people in a current market 
to sell a product better than a senior one. Diversity 
widens audiences to any business, attracts more 
people, either to buy the product or to contract as 
an employee. Many studies show that an appealing 
company improves their income by up to 40%. As 
Debbie Storey observes: “Inclusion is critical to 
attracting and retaining the workforce of the future, 
and is critical to meeting the needs of our customers.” 

Yet, someone could say: “But diversity can be 
uncomfortable in the workplace.” This is an actual 
argument that is used to justify not hiring people that 
belong to minority groups. It doesn’t make much sense 
using this argument as the reasoning behind it is that it 
leads to discussion and confusion, and destabilizes the 
workflow. The truth is that discussion leads to new 
ideas that may represent better the market companies 
are trying to target. Those discussions can eliminate 
bias and make decision-making based on facts, as an 
often-overlooked by-product of diverse organizations 
is that they tend to focus on facts in their decision-
making process. In order to remain objective, these 
groups shy away from old ways of thinking. 

Should businesses be required to hire for diversity? 
João Araújo 11.º 1B (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“Enterprises should understand 
the positive side of having a 

diverse team. If companies 
think of it as an obligation, it 

defeats the whole purpose of 
the movement…”

Another counter-argument to this thesis is: “To 
fix these issues, business should follow quotas, for 
example: 40% of the workforce needs to be feminine.” 
There is a major flaw in this thought process, as 
diversity should not be forced nor imposed, but come 
naturally. Enterprises should understand the positive 
side of having a diverse team. If companies think of 
it as an obligation, it defeats the whole purpose of 
the movement, and so, no benefits will come from 
diversity in the workplace. If anything, the evidence 
presented above should show how it has a positive 
impact and it is a plus, something that adds to the 
company. Some studies show forcing diversity in 
companies will produce less favorable outcomes. 

Diversity without inclusion won’t get any results. 
People need to be comfortable about expressing 
their opinion, as diversity without inclusion will make 
everyone uncomfortable. 

Diversity and inclusion in the workplace are almost a 
necessity to a company that is trying to thrive in today’s 
market. The lack of it will lead into less creative and 
innovative outcomes, a less attractive company, both to 
new talent and to new customers. As uncomfortable as 
it may be, it results in better discussions, based on facts, 
and eliminates bias. Diversity shouldn’t be looked as a 
negative implementation in the workforce. Companies 
should look forward to hiring a diverse cast of people. 

“At times, a 35% increase in sales for the company with greater 
racial diversity in their management structure. This is due to the 
increase in innovation and creativity, originated by the increase 
in cross-cultural understanding and sense of belonging.”
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We have all found ourselves in a situation where 
getting up from the sofa and go do our homework 
or study for that important test we have next week 
seems impossible and incredibly tiring. We have all 
been there. Most people, after scrolling through 
their phone for a while, recognize that they have 
something urgent to do, and come around to go back 
to their desk and get the work done. However, there’s 
a not that small group of people (2.5% worldwide, 
to be exact), for whom that simple action of getting 
up and getting things done is not that easy. ADHD, 
or attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, is a 
condition that causes unusual levels of hyperactivity 
and trouble concentrating. For people with ADHD 
getting distracted happens way more often and to 
a far greater extent when compared with people 
who don’t have this condition. This imbalance in the 
level of neurotransmitters in the brain (dopamine 
and norepinephrine) has a significant effect on their 
studies, work and overall mental health. I chose to 
present this topic because I think it’s not talked about 

enough, and it’s often overlooked as insignificant or as 
something that will pass as people get older. 

In my opinion, people with ADHD need some 
accommodations; however, they can still learn the 
same as any other person and in some cases even 
better. One thing that's important to be clear about 
from the very beginning is that ADHD has nothing to 
do with how smart a person is, even though society 
often underestimates people with this condition. On 
top of that, ADHD symptoms can vary besides the basic 
“not being able to focus,” and they differ from person 
to person: it can go from appearing unable to listen or 
to carry out instructions, having poor organizational 
skills, inability to prioritize, trouble recalling memories, 
difficulty managing their emotions and a skewed sense 
of time, to simple and more specific things that most 
people don’t pay much attention to, like excessive 
talking, interrupting conversations, trouble falling 
asleep, continually starting new tasks before finishing 
old ones, fidgeting, being forgetful and losing things. 

Do students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 
have the same learning abilities as everyone else? 
Leonor Falcão 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 20210/2022)

So, despite what pop culture would have us believe, 
ADHD is not a one size fits all stereotype that’s easy to 
spot. In addition to this, studies have shown that girls 
are often under diagnosed since they usually show the 
inattentive type of ADHD rather than the hyperactive 
and impulsive type. In fact, girls are three times more 
likely than boys to be treated for depression before 
they are ever diagnosed with ADHD. 

Throughout my life I’ve seen people perceive ADHD 
as something that everyone relates to - for example, 
people often say, “Well I get distracted too”, or “you 
just need to focus and try harder.” While everyone 
gets distracted every now and then, there’s a line that 
separates a normal attention span from an abnormal 
one. Just like you can get sad and not suffer from 
depression, you can get distracted and not have 
ADHD. That, or people view it as a condition that 
makes people either slow, dumb, or less capable of 
pursuing certain carriers. 

ADHD is not a failed version of a normal standard; 
people’s brains just work differently, and with those 
differences come a lot of strengths. For example,   
people with ADHD are more willing to take risks and 
jump head first into challenges and opportunities 
when others would rather play it safe; they’re also 
more resilient than most people, and when put in 
stressful situations, while everyone is freaking out, 
ADHDers are working on solutions; they’ re creative, 
whether it comes naturally, or is something they 
develop as a result of having to find their way in a 
world that's not built the way they are. People with 
ADHD tend to think outside the box, find solutions 
where other people see only walls. Lastly, the quality 
that most people get surprised about is the fact that 
people with ADHD can hyper focus, that is, they suffer 
from an inability to switch their attention off of one 
task. When people with ADHD are doing something 
that they’re really passionate about, sometimes they 
get into a state of hyper focus where they can’t do 
anything else before that specific task is done. In fact, 
a lot of successful CEOs credit their success to their 
ADHD for this reason. 

So, at some point, you're going to meet someone 
with ADHD, work with them, give birth to them, or fall 
in love with them. Chances are you already have. And, 
at some point, you're going to ask yourself, “What 
is going on in their brain?!”. After some research I 
gathered some important information: ADHD is real, 

it’s not something that everyone has, or an excuse to be 
lazy and not do their work, it’s a neurodevelopmental 
disorder that affects kids, adults, boys, girls, gifted 
students, people with autism or dyslexia; this is why 
it’s important for schools to give accommodations for 
students with ADHD. 

As ADHD coach Brett Thornhill puts it, “it’s like your 
brain keeps switching between 30 different channels 
and somebody else has the remote”. Albert Einstein 
once said “If you judge a fish by its ability to climb a 
tree, it will live its whole life believing it is stupid.” It’s 
foolish to judge everybody by the same set of metrics, 
while not considering their individual strengths and 
weaknesses. Our differences should be celebrated 
and embraced, not stifled. In the words of Steve jobs 
"Here's to the crazy ones, the misfits, the rebels, the 
troublemakers, the round pegs in the square holes... 
the ones who see things differently - they're not fond 
of rules, and they have no respect for the status quo 
(...). You can quote them, disagree with them, glorify 
or vilify them, but the only thing you can't do is ignore 
them because they change things. (...) They push the 
human race forward, and while some may see them as 
the crazy ones, we see genius, because people who 
are crazy enough to think that they can change the 
world, are the ones who do."

“…  people with ADHD are 
more willing to take risks and 
jump head first into challenges 
and opportunities when others 
would rather play it safe; 
they’re also more resilient 
than most people, and when 
put in stressful situations, 
while everyone is freaking 
out, ADHDers are working on 
solutions…”
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Same humans same rights 
Luís Almeida 11.º 1B (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

The recognition of same-sex marriage is multifaceted; being a 
political, social and religious issue. Consequently, same-sex marriage 
is a very controversial topic. Legal acknowledgement of same sex 
marriage is commonly referred to as marriage equality. Many advocates 
of marriage equality argue that laws restricting marriage to only 
heterosexuals discriminate against homosexuals. On the other hand, 
those who are against argue that it would invalidate long-standing 
traditions and change the meaning of marriage in a damaging manner. 
In this essay I will be arguing for same-sex marriage. Ultimately, the 
main question is: Is it fair to go against homosexual marriage? 

First, I will discuss the importance of marriage equality. Marriage 
equality is undoubtedly in the best interest of family life. Essentially, 
allowing homosexuals to form stable committed relationships, through 
marriage, would engender more robust homosexual relationships. You 
cannot prevent people from being homosexual; however, giving those 
people the right to marry can help them experience greater personal 
fulfilment. Furthermore, studies have suggested that not only does 
legalizing marriage in a given area make homosexual individuals in 
that same area happier, as it also makes them physically and mentally 
healthier and saves them money on health care. I don’t see any 
compelling reason to strip homosexuals of the fundamental right to 
marriage. As such, one can clearly see how the right to homosexual 
marriage is, in actuality, a human right. 

Marriage naturally creates families by providing the conditions for 
a healthy environment that is beneficial to the upbringing of children. 
Opponents of same-sex marriage often ground their arguments 
on parental and religious concerns. In my opinion, we should just 
acknowledge that homosexual people have the same rights to marry 
as heterosexual people. The most important thing is the love and 
happiness that the legalization of homosexual marriage provides. The 
people who do not recognise the legalization of the same-sex marriage 
as a fundamental right commonly argue that it is not religiously 
conforming. They say that marriage should happen between a woman 
and a man who love each other; however, those are the same people 
that do not talk about the fact that a lot of priests have maintained 
sexual relationships and thus have broken their vows. Christ told us 
to love each other; moreover, homosexual people cannot control their 
passion for people of the same sex. It is understandable that many 
people link homosexual marriage to a diminishing birth rate. However, 
there are plenty of heterosexual couples that make the conscious 
decision to not procreate. Homosexual couples should also be allowed 
to adopt children that do not have parents that can raise them. Socially, 
it is more acceptable to acknowledge that homosexual people have the 
same right to marry and create a family as heterosexual people because 
they are just normal people. Allowing everyone to demonstrate their 

“The right to marriage 
in Portugal has little to 

do with the religious 
and spiritual meaning of 

marriage. It has a lot to 
do with social justice by 

extending a civil right to a 
minority group.”

love through a legally-bonding marriage is conducive 
to the sustainability of a happier society where no one 
is forced to live within the margins under the shadow 
of homophobia. 

Notably, marriage is not solely defined as a 
relationship between a man and a woman. The 
definition of marriage has varied throughout history, 
depending heavily on religious and political views of 
each individual society. Many differing ideas challenge 
and change the meaning of marriage; however, 
marriage should ultimately serve to legally bind people 
together. According to a 2005 Jornal Expresso study, 
10% of Portugal’s population deemed themselves 
queer. Therefore, incriminating homosexual marriage 
would negatively impact a large portion of the 
population. 

I argue that banning same-sex marriage is 
discriminatory. It is discriminatory because it denies 
homosexuals the many benefits granted to heterosexual 
couples. The right to marriage in Portugal has little to 
do with the religious and spiritual meaning of marriage. 
It has a lot to do with social justice by extending a civil 
right to a minority group. The freedom to marry is a 
fundamental right irrespective of sexual preference. 

Equal dignity in the eyes of the law should act as an 
essential tenet of our constitution. We need to keep 
fighting for homosexual marriage, we need to keep 
improving our society. We cannot just stay put, and 
if heterosexual people do not help this cause then 
nothing will ever change. As a way of answering the 
question I posed in the introduction: no, it’s not fair to 
be against homosexual marriage! Let’s make the world 
a better place!

“Allowing everyone to demonstrate their love through a  
legally-bonding marriage is conducive to the sustainability of a 
happier society where no one is forced to live within the margins…”



ga
ze

ta
 V

al
sa

ss
in

a
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ub

lic
 S

pe
ak

in
g

ed
iç

ão
 e

sp
ec

ia
l

m
ar

ço
 2

02
3

ga
ze

ta
 V

al
sa

ss
in

a
Sc

ho
ol

 P
ub

lic
 S

pe
ak

in
g

ed
iç

ão
 e

sp
ec

ia
l

m
ar

ço
 2

02
3

36 37

Happiness is suffering 
Madalena Filipe 11.º 1B (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Happiness: an inalienable right, a worthy life goal 
and the yearning of every soul. Have you ever heard 
the proverbs “Every cloud has a silver lining” and “A 
blessing in disguise?” Personally, I think about these 
a lot. What would life look like without hurt and 
disappointment, without pain? We do not learn and 
grow from easy experiences. For example, when you 
are a kid and your parents are teaching you how to ride 
a bike, you must repeatedly fall in order to succeed. 
Achieving happiness is just like riding a bike: it requires 
suffering. Life itself is a form of suffering. There is a 
problem that underlies a lot of our beliefs, namely the 
idea that happiness is somehow algorithmic, that it can 
be worked for, earned and achieved as if it were a really 
complicated Lego set. But happiness is not a solvable 
equation. Dissatisfaction, unease, rejection and anxiety 
are inherent parts of human nature, and therefore are 
necessary components to creating lasting happiness. 

We suffer for the simple reason that suffering is 
biologically useful. It is nature's preferred agent for 
inspiring change. We have evolved to always live 
with a certain degree of dissatisfaction, uncertainty 
and insecurity, because it is the mildly dissatisfied, 
uncertain and insecure creature that is going to do 
the most work to innovate and survive. We are wired 
to become dissatisfied with whatever we have and 
satisfied only by what we do not have. This constant 
dissatisfaction has kept our species fighting and 
striving, building and conquering. So, no - our own 
pain and misery do not run counter human evolution. 
They are, in fact, a feature of evolution. Pain, in all its 
forms, is our body’s most effective means of spurring 
action. Take something as simple as stubbing your 
toe. If you are like me, you will probably blame some 
poor inanimate object for your suffering. “Stupid bed,” 
you say. Maybe you even go as far as to question 

your entire interior design philosophy based on 
your throbbing foot: “What kind of idiot puts a table 
there?”. That horrible stubbed-toe-induced pain exists 
for an important reason. Physical pain is a product of 
our nervous system, a feedback mechanism to give 
us a sense of our own physical boundaries. When we 
exceed those limits, our nervous system duly punishes 
us to make sure that we pay attention and never do it 
again. And as much as we hate it, it is useful. 

Pain helps us to be careful when we are young 
and careless, it shows us what is good for us versus 
what is bad. It teaches us to understand and adhere 
to our own limitations. However, pain is not merely 
physical. In fact, research has found that our brains 
do not register much difference between physical 
and psychological pain. Like physical pain, our 
psychological pain is an indicator of something out of 
equilibrium, some limitation that has been exceeded. 
As much counter-intuitive as this may sound, pain, 
especially psychological, is desirable. Just like stubbing 
our toe teaches us to walk into fewer tables and beds, 
the emotional pain of rejection or failure teaches us 
how to avoid making the same mistakes in the future. 

You may salivate at the thought of a problem-free 
life, full of everlasting joy and eternal passion, but 
back here on earth problems never cease, they simply 
evolve into other problems. Problems are a constant 
of life. When you solve your health problem by buying 

a gym membership, you create new problems, like 
having to get up early to get to the gym on time, 
sweating for thirty minutes on an elliptical. Problems 
never stop, they merely get upgraded. 

I am aware that a lot of people nowadays believe 
that a constant positive attitude and view of life are 
the best way to achieve happiness. There is a problem 
with such perspective though: it incites an ideology 
according to which happiness is either black or white, 
an easy and quick answer to a yes or no question. The 
dilemma, from my standpoint at least, is that happiness 
will always reside in the grey area of life. Here is the 
what's wrong with all the “How to be happy” stuff 
that has been shared eight million times on social 
media: the desire for more positive experience is 
itself a negative experience; and, paradoxically, the 
acceptance of one’s negative experience is itself a 
positive experience. 

Happiness comes from solving problems. The 
keyword here is “solving”. If you are avoiding your 
problems or you feel like you do not have any 
problems or the ones you have cannot be solved, then 
you are going to make yourself miserable. In order 
to be happy we need to solve problems. Happiness 
is therefore a form of action; it is an activity. You do 
not find it waiting for you in a place, an idea, a job 
or even a person. Happiness is a constant work in 
progress, because solving problems is a constant 
work in progress - the solutions for today’s problems 
will lay the foundation for tomorrow’s problems, and 
so on. There is a complex and dynamic relationship 
between happiness and suffering. There is a Chinese 
saying, “The extreme form of happiness produces 
sorrow.”. Just as happiness may lead to suffering, 
so does suffering lead to happiness. Have you ever 
wondered what would happen to each one of us if we 
had never experienced suffering? I believe we would 
be ignorantly joyful, but never happy, because true 
happiness occurs only when you find the problems 
you enjoy solving.

“Here is what's wrong with all 
the “How to be happy” stuff 
that has been shared eight 
million times on social media: 
the desire for more positive 
experience is itself a negative 
experience; and, paradoxically, 
the acceptance of one’s 
negative experience is itself a 
positive experience.”

“ Achieving happiness is just 
like riding a bike: it requires 
suffering.”
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On average, athletes spend more than 25 hours 
a week on sports-related activities other than 
competitions, such as practice, workouts, general team 
meetings, film sessions, and travel. Compared to this, 
the athlete spends less than eight hours on academics 
outside of class, such as writing papers, studying, 
getting tutored, or working on group projects. This 
lack of balance is institutionally constructed and 
perpetuated. Perhaps most disturbingly, most student-
athletes perceive this lopsided situation as “normal.” 
Being an elite athlete and maintaining your focus on 
school is just too demanding, and schools do not make 
any special concessions for athletes’ additional time 
commitments. So, why aren’t schools doing enough to 
support athletes? Academic rigor and athletic success 
shouldn’t be incompatible goals. 

Student-athletes need the help of coaches, 
educators, and their school system to perceive 
themselves as scholars as well as athletes. But how 
exactly can the school system support student athletes’ 
academic and athletic success simultaneously? 
According to a study by the University of Illinois, lead 
by microbiology and geology professor Bruce Fouke 
and Joseph L. Cross, schools can better support their 
athletes’ scholarly pursuits by encouraging them 
to find personal connecting points between their 
academic achievements and skills to achieve success 
and fulfillment. It takes an enormous amount of 
commitment to be a high school athlete – with the 
daily routines of classes, team practices, weight and 
conditioning training, game-day competition, travel, 
media interviews, family, and other obligations. 
Oftentimes, this isn’t recognized. 

Schools may want to adjust their programs –
reschedule physical education classes; offer extra 
courses during the three periods and over the summer 
because athletes aren’t always available thanks to 
competitions where they go to represent their country 
– in order to meet the needs of these scholar-athletes 
without diluting academic rigor. 

Being a student-athlete 
Margarida Nunes 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Sports have been viewed as a way to stay healthy 
and fit, but its benefits go much further– it also 
helps the overall development of students.   Playing 
sports teaches lessons in life, such as teamwork, 
accountability, self-confidence, responsibility, and 
self-discipline. 

Most people consider that being a student is the 
most enjoyable and stress-free part of our life. This is 
the stage where we are exploring different things in 
our environment. This is the stage wherein we have 
a lot of ambition or goals, that we push our limits to 
achieve more in the future. But a student-athlete is 
going through so much more than that: the athletes 
in today’s generation are overwhelmed with much 
more than their sport; they have to worry about 
other priorities like school, family, and free time, so 
that many athletes do not have the satisfaction of 
enjoying what we would consider normal life. To be 
a great student-athlete means you have unwavering 
determination and are ready to work hard. It means 
you have or are willing to develop the necessary traits 
to help you achieve your goals daily, weekly, monthly, 
and yearly. 

Being a student-athlete has its consequences 
however. A study showed that revenue sports may 
be the real source of the low academic progress of 
athletes, and I think that’s due to practice hours and 
preparation for game day that undoubtedly take 
athletes away from their studies. It’s not because they 

don’t want to study, but rather because there’s a lack 
of initiative from schools in regards to creating better 
supporting structures for student-athletes. 

Besides the negative points, I’m still a firm believer 
that the positives of athletic participation outweigh the 
negatives and studies have shown that participation 
has a positive impact on learning and development 
(Bonfiglio, 2011).  

There are many benefits to being involved in athletics 
as a young student. The personal traits one develops 
such as teamwork, perseverance, responsibility, physical 
endurance, commitment, time management, and 
personal and emotional health all can be carried over 
into college and professional life. Living life as a student-
athlete is no easy feat by any definition of the world. 
As said by the former setter for the women’s volleyball 
team, Alexa Hill: “Grace volleyball was so much more 
than just a team to me, I learned how to perfect my 

craft and how to be a leader for Christ. I wouldn’t trade 
my four years playing at Grace for anything.”  Taking 
ownership of the many responsibilities that come with 
being a student-athlete and learning to prioritize your 
time are both essential skills that will prepare you for 
everything that comes after college.  

To current student-athletes, imagine what life would 
be without your sport. The enjoyment and challenge 
of balancing your schoolwork and athletic activities 
makes all the difference. Student-athletes have a love/
hate relationship with their sport. Without it, they’d be 
a completely different person. But it adds the stress of 
handling more responsibilities to the stress of regular 
daily life. Whenever you are sitting at your desk and 
you have to write a paper, yet you are tired and it's 
late, and you just arrived home after hours of exercise, 
remember that you are doing all of this because you 
fundamentally love to do it. No matter what, you will 
be determined to be the best and achieve your goals. 

“ Playing sports teaches 
lessons in life, such as 

teamwork, accountability, 
self-confidence, 

responsibility, 
and self-discipline.”
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The current school system has been, for a long 
time, open for discussion. Many think it's great, and 
countless don't agree with it. Does the current school 
system overburden students? If so, how does this 
affect them? Do grades define us? What are the usual 
psychological or emotional effects of stress you've 
noticed on yourself? What are the most critical stress 
factors in your current academic context? Do you feel 
like your work/schoolwork is suffering because of 
stress? 

While it's necessary to challenge students, grades 
should never exceed their well-being. The school 
day lasts around 7-8 hours, not counting how long 
it takes to complete homework. Kids are expected 
to sit through 90-minute classes, do their work, and 
not break their concentration. Some of them practice 
sports on top of all that. They end up not having 
time for themselves. Any student below the target is 

likely to get extra homework, intervention lessons at 
lunchtime or after school, parent's evenings, and mock 
exams. This process can happen for 4 or 5 subjects. 

This pressure can become unbearable. In 2001, 
Denise Clark Pope shadowed five high-achieving high 
school students who willingly compromised their well-
being to get ahead in school. I'm sure they represent 
a large portion of the student community. In a study 
conducted by NYU, nearly half (49%) of all students 
interviewed reported feeling a great deal of stress daily, 
and 31 percent reported feeling somewhat stressed. 
Grades, homework, and preparing for college were 
the dominant sources of stress. A substantial minority, 
26 percent of participants, reported symptoms of 
depression at a clinically significant level. Students felt 
they were working as hard as adults, or even harder, 
with little time left for relaxation or creativity. When 
exploring how students managed stress, researchers 

Into the pressure cooker
Margarida Perry 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

found they used a variety of coping strategies. The 
main ones were listening to or playing music, playing 
video/computer games, meditating, or getting away 
from school. Some tend to substance abuse as a way 
to relieve stress.

Most students reported feeling lethargy due to 
emotional exhaustion. Stress commonly leads to 
mental health problems such as depression and 
anxiety. According to the Coalition to Support 
Grieving Students, close to one in five high school 
students has considered suicide, and 2 to 6 percent of 
children attempt suicide. According to Mental Health 
America, depression in youth increased from 5.9 to 
8.2 percent in three years. Until someone decides 
to pay more attention to students' mental health, it 
will only worsen. According to the National Alliance 
on Mental Illness, 20 percent of teens ages 13-18 
have a mental health condition, 8 percent being an 
anxiety disorder. Research indicates that when we 
feel overwhelming stress, it demotivates us to do the 
work, reduces our overall academic achievement, and 
can lead to increased dropout rates. It shows how this 
stress can keep students from doing their best.

Many may say: “Schools are not putting too much 
pressure on students these days.” or “There is the 
same amount of pressure that there was back in the 
day!” Some teachers think the only way to prepare 
students for adult life is by driving them to their limits. 
Some consider this is the only procedure to get into 
college. Is it? We mustn't think the only way to gain 
college access is to give up on our well-being. We 
must not define students using only scores or GPAs 
as a measure. How can a test decide our whole grade? 

Above all else, we must reduce the load on the 
school's calendar. Students end up not having any time 
left for themselves. We should choose quality over 
quantity. With the current amount of work imposed, 
students don't learn anything. They memorize for 
the test and don't acquire any real knowledge. With 
the current school system, students aren't learning. 
They live each day mentally drained, just trying to 
do their best and score the best possible grade. It's 
not productive and doesn't reflect the student's true 
abilities. Being overscheduled can lead to headaches, 
irritability, and sleep deprivation. Students should 
have 8-10 hours of sleep a night. However, research 
shows that 45% of adolescents report getting 
insufficient sleep. According to The National Alliance 
on Mental Illness, 80% of college students said that 
their academic responsibilities were the cause of their 
lack of sleep. These habits aren't healthy and should 
change. For that to happen, the whole school system 
must change also. 

To summarize, I believe the current school system 
drains students. Homework, sleep deprivation, and 
over scheduling can all play a significant role in the 
origin of chronic stress issues. It also affects academic 
performance and physical and mental well-being. It 
is not healthy to put teenagers through this amount 
of stress. As a teenager myself, I tell you: we are 
not learning. The ongoing educational system is a 
burden to students. It's deteriorating us inside a little 
bit more each day. Is that what we wish for the next 
generations?

“I believe the current school 
system drains students. 
Homework, sleep deprivation, 
and over scheduling can all play 
a significant role in the origin of 
chronic stress issues.”

“Homework, sleep 
deprivation, and over 
scheduling can all play a 
significant role in the origin of 
chronic stress issues. It also 
affects academic performance 
and physical and mental  
well-being.”
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Why is pain the way forward?
Maria Inês Calmeiro 11.º 3 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Improvement at anything is based on thousands of tiny failures. 
Therefore, the magnitude of your success is based on how many 
times you have failed at something. If someone is better than you at 
something, then it is likely because that person has failed at it more 
than you have. If someone is worse than you, it is doubtless because 
that someone has not been through the painful learning experiences 
you have. If you think about a young child trying to learn to walk, that 
child will fall and hurt herself hundreds of times. But at no point does 
that child ever stop and think, “Oh, I guess walking is just not for me. I 
am not good at it.” At some point, most of us reach a place where we 
are afraid to fail, where we instinctively avoid failure and stick only 
to what is placed in front of us or what we are already good at. This 
confines us and stifles us. We can only be truly successful at something 
if we are willing to fail at it. If we are unwilling to fail, then we are 
unwilling to succeed.

Imagine what it must be like to be a high-profile athlete in a renowned 
global sports team. Your mind probably goes straight to the feeling of 
winning, the financial reward, the adoration of millions. Now consider 
missing a key shot in the final minute of the game, to feel responsible 
for your team’s loss. Imagine finishing your career having had this very 
experience of last-minute failure repeated more times than any other 
player in history. How would you judge your career? How would you 
measure yourself? Well, this did happen to a basketball player, and his 
name was Michael Jordan, the star player for the Chicago Bulls in the 
late 1980s and 90s. His record for failing in the closing few minutes of 
a game was only matched by his record of success. Yet he happened to 
make more last-minute shots to win the game than any other player in 
the history of the NBA. That is a testament to his willingness to invest 
in loss along the path to being the best he could be. To truly learn and 
get better, you must give yourself up in the learning process. Put the 
ego to one side while pursuing new skills and abilities, even if it means 
getting beaten.

If you fail to accept failure as part of the learning process, then the 
mechanism of learning, which you have relied on so heavily to get at 
where you are, starts to seize up. Once this happens, it is difficult to get 
back on track. You get anxious about failing at an essay. That anxiety 
cripples you and you start wondering why you are so anxious. Now you 
are becoming anxious about being anxious. Oh no! Doubly anxious! Now 
you are anxious about your anxiety, which is causing more anxiety. Quick, 
where is the whiskey? You are definitely going to fail your essay now.

“We can only be truly 
successful at something if 
we are willing to fail at it. 
If we are unwilling to fail, 
then we are unwilling to 

succeed.”

Indeed, we like the idea that we can alleviate our 
suffering permanently. We like the idea that we can 
feel fulfilled and satisfied with our lives forever. But 
we cannot. In fact, for many of us, our proudest 
achievements come in the face of the greatest 
adversity. Our pain often makes us stronger, more 
resilient and grounded. Many cancer survivors, for 
example, report feeling healthier and more grateful 
after winning their battle for survival. Military 
reports show that mental resilience is gained from 
withstanding the dangerous environments of being in 
a war zone. Author William Marston writes, «If there 
is any single factor that makes for success in living, 
it is the ability to draw dividends from defeat. Every 
success I know has been reached because the person 
was able to analyze defeat and actually profit from it 
in the next undertaking.» 

On the other hand, some measure their lives by the 
ability to be positive about them, while focusing on 
their successes and putting aside their failures. Lost 
your job? Great! That is an opportunity to explore 
your passions. Did your wife cheat on you with your 
brother? Well, at least you are learning what you 
really mean to the people around you. Sometime in 
the 1960s, developing “high self-esteem” – having 
positive thoughts and feelings about oneself and, 
consequentially, life – became all too fashionable in the 
field of psychology. Research found that people who 
thought highly about themselves generally performed 
better and caused fewer problems. Many researchers 
and policymakers at the time came to believe that 
raising a population’s self-esteem by being simply 
appreciative of their flaws could lead to some tangible 
social benefits: lower crime, better academic records, 
greater employment, and lower budget deficits.

Nevertheless, all things considered, if we force 
ourselves to stay positive at all times, we deny the 
existence of our life’s problems. And when we deny 
our problems, we rob ourselves of the chance to 
solve them. Constant positivity is a way to avoid life’s 
problems, not a valid solution to these – problems 
which, also, if you are choosing the right values and 
metrics, should be invigorating you and motivating 
you. As Freud once said, “One day, in retrospect, the 
years of struggle will strike you as the most beautiful.” 
This is because our struggles determine our successes. 
There is no escaping the reality of pain, for pain is the 
experience of life itself.

“In fact, for many of us, our 
proudest achievements come 
in the face of the greatest 
adversity. Our pain often 
makes us stronger, more 
resilient and grounded.”
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Afterlife 
Maria Pestana 11.º 4 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Do you believe in life after death, or do you think 
it’s just a myth? Well, I do. The afterlife is a purported 
existence in which the essential part of an individual's 
identity or their stream of consciousness continues 
to live after the death of their physical body. Major 
views on the afterlife come from religion, but do you 
have to be religious to believe in it? Of course not. 
I´m not very religious, for example, but not all afterlife 
theories consist in believing in God figures, there are 
many others such as reincarnation that consists of 
being reborn into the world as a different individual 
with no memory of the past.

If you think about it, the fact that life exists at all is 
wonderful. It's incredible how we've progressed over 
the years, from being cavemen in the beginning to 
constructing and inventing everything we now have. 

If there wasn’t something afterwards, what about 
babies and kids who die, people who live on the 
streets and have nothing in life, people in poverty, etc? 
Do they not get a shot at any other life? It’s beyond us, 
we’ll never know, and we’re clearly not supposed to, 
otherwise that would change everything. 

People that don't believe in an afterlife normally say: 
“When you are dead, you are dead; you go six feet 
under and that’s it; end of story.” Stephen Hawking, for 
example, said: “I regard the brain as a computer which 
will stop working when its components fail. There is 
no heaven or afterlife for broken down computers. 
That’s a fairy story for people afraid of the dark.” Yes, 
death is a fearsome thing and that darkness we all 
must in the end enter affords us no guarantees. Some 
find consolation in faith, but there is no computer 

program for faith. We must look for such answers 
elsewhere. I don´t judge the people who think like this 
because I don´t think that everyone must share my 
beliefs, but I do think that everyone should be open 
minded about this subject because we might not have 
proof that there is more than the one life we’re given, 
but likewise we do not have any proof that there 
isn't. I believe that our body is just an impermanent 
wrapping for the soul and the seven billion people on 
this planet are wrapped in different colors, shapes and 
sizes, but inside, each one of us has a spark of divinity, 
commonly thought of as the soul. Some have better 
wrappings than others, but at the end of the day, they 
are all wrappings and death removes them. The soul, 
alone, continues to live, I believe.

Studies have shown that 55 percent of people are 
certain there is an afterlife, 37 percent are not certain, 
and 8 percent are certain there isn't. But for some 
who have been through near-death experiences, 
the question has a clear answer. Anita Moorjani, for 
example, who considers herself more spiritual than 
religious, was losing her battle to cancer and she 
slipped into a coma. She believes that she crossed over 
into the afterlife and back and she said it was like being 
in an unlimited space and time and that it was just 
incredible, because, for the first time, all the pain had 
gone. She also said she decided to return to her body 
because she believed “it would heal very quickly”, and 
it did, because within four days her tumors shrunk by 
70 percent. The doctors were shocked, and she kept 
telling everyone that she’s going to be okay because 
she knows it’s not her time to die.

For many, lack of hard, physical proof, is the main 
reason for disbelieving that there’s a life after death. 
I would argue that something does not have to be 
physical to be real; as a matter of fact, something 
that is spiritual can be more real. For example, we 
cannot “see” time, or truth, or love, or gravity, or air, 
yet they are all real. Another advantage of believing 
in an afterlife is that when someone close to us dies, 
we believe that person is in a better place and is still 
looking out for us, rather than simply thinking that 
they are gone forever. 

In conclusion, we are mere transient beings if there 
is no life after death; but if there is, we can approach 
death with serenity, perceiving it as a portal to 
another life. Moreover, recognizing that our terrestrial 
existence is part of a larger drama, we can forge a 
sense of lasting purpose for our lives. So not only is 
belief in the afterlife reasonable, it's also good for us. I 
believe that a more beautiful and thrilling world awaits 
us when we lose our temporal wrappings, and no one 
knows enough to be pessimistic about these matters.

“… death is a fearsome thing 
and that darkness we all must 
in the end enter affords us 
no guarantees. Some find 
consolation in faith, but there 
is no computer program for 
faith. We must look for such 
answers elsewhere.”
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it’s added to the blockchain. That way, the only way 
a hacker could tamper with a block, and get away 
with it, would be by controlling more than 50% of the 
computers connected to the chain, which is virtually 
impossible. This process is very energy and processing-
intensive, so the blockchain will reward the miner with 
some cryptocurrency, to make doing this work a valid 
and profitable activity for them.

To sum it up, an NFT is an ownership certificate for 
anything (most commonly art) that’s made, or rather 
“minted”, and verifiable through a blockchain. This all 
sounds pretty useful and practical when it’s laid down 
like this. But it isn’t. From the atrocious volatility and 
speculative aspect of the market, to the environmental 
damages, to the perversion of the very concept of art, 
NFTs are filled with problems.

First, an NFT is nothing but a digital piece of code 
that says you own something. It does not have any 
legal ownership value, much less any copyright over 
what that NFT is associated with. That’s why you most 
commonly see extremely ugly pieces of art associated 
with NFTs. Because it is not about the art, it’s about 
the ownership from an entirely monetary perspective. 
Art is made to be appreciated, to be observed, to mean 
something; ownership is a secondary effect caused 
by the value that the things listed above infringe on 
the physical or digital artwork. When you strip away 
the art and put the focus on ownership, I can’t help 
but feel this whole ordeal is an exercise in futility. It 
doesn’t help that it is a purely speculative market, as 
there is no real-world value or good associated with 
the ownership of an NFT. The only reason to buy an 
NFT is to later sell it for more money to someone who’s 
looking to do the same thing. It is the pure definition 
of a pyramid scheme.

Some NFT defenders will argue that NFTs are very 
useful for tracking ownership in digital spaces (such as 
Facebook’s Metaverse, among others), but none can 
reasonably explain why there is a need for the use of 
blockchain technology in all of this, which leads us to 
arguably the strongest argument against NFTs, namely 
its environmental impacts.

Blockchain, as described above, is a structure that 
depends on thousands if not millions of computers 
running at full speed, 24/7, to keep it going. That has 
massive environmental impacts. As one study by the 
USA’s House Energy and Commerce Oversight and 
Investigations panel found, the world’s two most 
used blockchains (Bitcoin and Ethereum) alone were 
responsible for emitting more than 78 million tons of 
co2 into the atmosphere. And Ethereum being the 
preferred blockchain for NFTs, we can conjecture that 
many of those emissions are caused by it. And whilst 
Crypto needs a blockchain to function and has the 
noble utopic principle of a decentralized economy, 
which we can use to justify its pollutant effect like we 
accept the emissions caused by cars with our need 
for locomotion, NFTs do not need blockchain nor do 
they have a sensible motive behind them. They only 
use blockchain to capitalize on the fame and goodwill 
towards crypto, while only being a get-rich-quick 
scheme.

NFTs are a dreadful practice that not only is an 
epitome of the profit-thirsty economy we live in but 
also a hazard to the planet, having in the end very little 
to show for themselves.

“As one study by the USA’s 
House Energy and Commerce 
Oversight and Investigations 
panel found, the world’s 
two most used blockchains 
(Bitcoin and Ethereum) alone 
were responsible for emitting 
more than 78 million tons of 
CO2 into the atmosphere.”

Argumentative essay on NFTs 
Mário Viana 11.º 1A (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

The NFT market is booming, millions of dollars worth 
of cryptocurrency are spent every day buying these 
digital goods, and while some call them “the future of 
digital art,” it is remarkably hard to ignore all the issues 
attached to NFTs. In this essay, I’m going to explore 
the most relevant arguments either in favor or against 
the use of NFTs and the NFT market.

All this analysis is however rendered useless if the 
reader does not know what NFTs are. Allow me to 
explain: NFT stands for Non-Fungible Token, and it 
is, simply put, an ownership certificate minted onto 
a blockchain. As I understand, most people have no 
idea what a blockchain is. Fair enough. A blockchain 
is a decentralized, growing list of records, called 
blocks, that are linked together using cryptography. 
Each block contains a cryptographic “signature” of the 
previous block, a timestamp, and the transaction data 

that it is storing. What this means is that instead of a 
central entity like a bank, Visa, or MasterCard having 
the records of monetary transactions, everyone can 
access the blockchain. And not only can everybody 
access it, but they also contribute to it. This doesn’t 
mean everyone can see where the transactions are 
coming from or going to, but they can see enough 
to determine if the transaction is valid, an important 
process called mining. The people who keep the 
blockchain running are called Miners, and that is what 
they do: validate transactions. 

Simply put, so we can get on with the argumentative 
part of this essay, Mining is a process in which a 
computer mints a block into the blockchain. After it 
does that, every other computer on the blockchain will 
look through it and see if the information it contains 
makes sense. If more than 50% of them deem it valid, 
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“Many refugee camps today are places of insecurity and outright 
danger, both for refugees and volunteers. So, are emergency 
shelters harmful or helpful?”

How would you feel if suddenly your country was 
attacked by a foreign power or devastated by a Natural 
disaster, and in order to survive you had no choice 
but to escape? You would become a refugee, and you 
would need shelter, water, and food. A refugee camp 
would have to be set up, and the camp would need to 
be very well planned as well as made very quickly in 
order to prevent further suffering. Although camps are 
designed to offer protection and refuge, people living 
there often continue to remain at risk and in danger. 
Many refugee camps today are places of insecurity 
and outright danger, both for refugees and volunteers. 
So, are emergency shelters harmful or helpful? 

When you get to a refugee camp, you experience 
a sense of isolation and neglect. For most, comfort 
and privacy are elusive luxuries. Inside many camps, 
refugees are subject to intimidation, violence, and 
harassment from a variety of groups and individuals. 
The physical threats to refugees range from theft, 
assault and domestic violence to child abuse, rape and 
human trafficking. Imagine that you already left your 
country, leaving everything you knew behind, and you 
find yourself in the middle of thousands of people 
who you don't know and, just like you, are willing 
to do anything to survive and protect their loved 
ones. Furthermore, in your vulnerable state, you also 
become more susceptible to all sorts of manipulation.

Many people, especially women, have inadequate 
protection from sexual and gender-based violence. 
Minimum standards are not legally binding and rarely 
enforced or monitored, while dozens of women 
interviewed said they had experienced sexual 
harassment, lack of support, and reported living in 
fear of being assaulted. It is now acknowledged within 

the humanitarian community that displacement 
has very specific gender dimensions, and that the 
protection concerns of refugee women and girls differ 
in many respects from those of men. For instance, 
in addition to being disproportionately affected by 
sexual and gender-based violence, women often do 
not get equal access to humanitarian assistance and 
asylum opportunities. In 2004, Amnesty International 
conducted interviews with hundreds of internally 
displaced and refugee women from Darfur, who had 
suffered rape, abduction, sexual slavery and torture. 
With the majority of displaced people still trapped 
across the border, and the widespread stigma of 
rape keeping many women silent, those interviewed 
comprised but a small fraction of the total number of 
victims.

Poorly planned camps that do not take into account 
the needs of women and girls can also expose them 
to abuse. Attacks are more common when women are 
forced to travel unprotected to remote areas in search 
of food, water and firewood. When food and other 
necessities are in short supply, women may not get a 
fair share of what is available. Sadly, there have been 
cases where humanitarian workers and peacekeepers, 
the very people responsible for the well-being and 
protection of refugees, have abused their power. 
Due to powerful socio-cultural and legal obstacles, 
sexual and gender-based violence is one of the most 
challenging issues for a humanitarian organization. It is 
an extremely under-reported crime in countries where 
victims of sexual assault are stigmatized. Women and 
girls remain silent due to shame and the acute fear 
of being shunned by their families and communities. 
Moreover, traditional justice systems do not always 
provide the victim with protection.

Are emergency shelters safe for refugees?
Marta Paulo 11.º 3 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Many people believe that these camps are very safe, 
because refugee camps accommodate people who 
have crossed international borders seeking safe haven. 
The initial services provided during an emergency 
include water, food, shelter and emergency relief 
items. In situations of long-term displacement, these 
services are expanded to include educational and 
livelihood opportunities as well as materials to build 
more permanent homes to help people rebuild their 
lives and achieve self-reliance. The services provided 
in refugee camps are often also offered to the host 
communities. The rest of the world, who have never 
seen what a refugee camp really looks like, may think 
this is the safest place for the displaced victims when, 
in reality, even though it still is safer than the situation 
they escaped from, it still is a place where people need 
to be cautious and not trusting of each other. 

To solve this problem, a number of experts have 
proposed in recent years that camps are at the 
foundation of protection issues, and that eliminating 
camps would go a long way toward fixing these issues. 
So, should we stop building refugee camps, and find 
other solutions? I don't think so. Even though most 
of the emergency shelters are not safe and probably 
never will be, at least not entirely, camps cannot and 
should not be eliminated; they are an important part of 
the humanitarian response to the refugee crisis, both 
in their effectiveness as assistance programs and as a 
potential source of protection and safety for refugees. 
What's needed is a shift in humanitarian aid priorities 
away from satisfying refugees' physical needs and 
toward assuring their security and protection.
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As we know, there are inherent flaws within the 
education system. The education system is a failure. 
It only provides meaningless resources to students 
that make them think learning is not a good thing. 
The human being is supposed to enjoy learning. Why 
does the learning system provide students with the 
idea that learning is extremely awful and boring? 
This makes me raise an even bigger question: are we 
actually here to learn?!

First of all, the problem isn’t that high schools and 
colleges set standards. Standards are good, they 
motivate us, they set objectives. It’s how they measure 
success; furthermore, according to Anjila Bista in her 
essay The High School Education System And Its Flaws, 
education has an obsession with student’s ability to 
juggle extracurricular activities while being able to 
maintain high grades and still attend to college level 
courses. But if having standards isn’t bad, why is our 
education system wrong? In order to succeed in a 
mandatory system such as the one we have, we need 
to constrain ourselves to a linear view of the world, 
the view that schools and colleges want us to have. 

“Schools kill creativity”, Leyla Acaroglu said. Some 
argue that certain subjects are meant to target the 
more creative parts of the mind, but I beg to differ. 
One example of these subjects is Philosophy. In 
my personal experience, I don’t get to manifest my 
creativity or my ideas when doing evaluation tests. 
I feel like I just need to memorize different theories 
(that are interesting nonetheless). However, the 
mechanical feeling school imparts to learning just 
makes Philosophy feel like History (not to put down 
the latter, just that it depends on memorization to a 
greater degree). School is not designed to teach us 
how to think for ourselves. From where I stand, an 
education system that doesn’t foster the ability of the 
student to think for himself has already proven to be 
a failure.

Regarding the impact of school on its students, “more 
than 1 in 3 high school students had experienced 
persistent feelings of sadness or hopelessness in 
2019, a 40 percent increase since 2009. In 2019, 
approximately 1 in 6 youth reported making a suicide 
plan in the past year, a 44% increase since 2009,” 

What is wrong with our education system?
Martim Ramos 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

according to the CDC mental health department. It 
surely is a coincidence, right? It surely is a coincidence 
that there is so much pressure in students to “do 
well” that 1 in 6 considers suicide. The pressure made 
on students isn’t all the school's fault though. A lot 
of students also become extremely stressed when 
it comes to evaluations because of their parent’s 
pressure. But is it really their parents’ fault? School 
values grades, not creativity or our ability to think for 
ourselves. There is no creativity in schoolwork; rather, 
it is mechanical, overbearing, and the fact every single 
student’s future depends on but a few numbers in a 
scoreboard merely foments the increasing levels of 
overall anxiety.

Despite the uncreative, overly pressured ‘ecosystem’ 
established in modern education, society has done 
less than the bare minimum to even try to make a 
change in how the school system works. The question 
that rises from this lack of interest is: why? Why is 
there no change? The reason this is happening is one 
of the most common counter-arguments that are 
often spoken about regarding this topic. Let’s take a 
look at Portugal as an example. Many people argue 
that Portugal simply does not have the resources to 
allow for such a big change in the educational system. 

However, a lot of the changes needed don’t rely on 
resources but on the mentality of what the disciplinary 
system should be. Finland is the perfect example of 
what the system should be. Finland tends to value 
the actual learning purposes of school. While most 
Americans see the educational system as one big 
Darwinian competition, the Finns see it differently. 
Sahlberg, a Finnish educator, author and scholar, 
quotes a line from a writer named Samuli Paronen 
which says: “Real winners do not compete.”

All in all, I don’t believe the education system 
should forgo of all rules and become merely anarchic. 
Students should learn to follow rules. Students 
should have standards. Students should have some 
systematic organization in their lives, as well as an 
understanding of what having to follow specific orders 
without question is, for these are important lessons 
that teach us to understand what our own limitations 
are. Nonetheless, this does not mean school and 
college should restrict education to factors such as 
this. The children we are teaching are our future, the 
future relies on them; if we fail out teaching them 
properly, we fail also the world.

“From where I stand, an 
education system that doesn’t 
foster the ability of the student 
to think for himself has already 
proven to be a failure.”

“… allow for such a big change 
in the educational system. 
However, a lot of the changes 
needed don’t rely on resources 
but on the mentality of what 
the disciplinary system should 
be. Finland is the perfect 
example of what the system 
should be. (…) Real winners do 
not compete.”
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We live in the information era. Never before had 
anyone, from any social class or position, access to 
even a small fraction of the information available to us 
today. But that comes with a cost. Highlighting truthful 
information within the vast ocean of misinformation 
requires such an effort it becomes impractical to fact-
check daily news. Fake news is a well-known topic and 
one which has already been thoroughly discussed, so I 
take on the challenge of presenting a new but closely 
related issue, disinformation attacks. By the end of this 
speech, I hope to have exposed the dreadful impacts 
of information mishandling on our society and to have 
given the reader a new perspective on a less-debated 
side of the problem.

Fake news has been pestering the global community for 
more than a decade. However, a new trend has already 
been noticed in recent years: quick disinformation 
attacks during key moments, capable of causing greater 
damage than the traditional false claims.

These offensives take advantage of the dense 
network of fast connections laid by social media 
platforms and prey on their popularity-based 
architecture – rather than credibility-based – to 
efficiently spread disinformation over the course of 
a few minutes to hours. Such moves are intended 
to create a quick reaction, not to survive numerous 
fact-checking attempts. Their key tactic is exploiting 
their target’s uncertainties, confirming them and 
thus inciting them to act in a certain way. This is 
much easier than changing someone’s opinion, as 
they are predisposed by confirmation bias to believe 
in any information that goes according to their pre-
established ideas. 

Let’s picture the scenario presented by John 
Villasenor in a 2020 article published by the 
Brookings Institution[1]: “On the morning of Election 
Day in a closely contested U.S. presidential election, 
supporters of one candidate launch a disinformation 
campaign aimed at suppressing the votes in favor of 
the opposing candidate in a key swing state. After 
identifying precincts in the state where the majority of 
voters are likely to vote for the opponent, the authors 
of the disinformation attack unleash a sophisticated 
social media campaign to spread what appears to be 
first-person accounts of people who went to polling 

places in those precincts and found them closed.” In 
this case, people who were already considering not to 
vote may be tempted to believe the posts, regardless 
of their source, and not bother to leave their homes. 
The article advances: 

For some of them, the resulting uncertainty is 
enough that they decide not to vote. Many others 
decide to wait until later in the day to vote under 
the assumption that more time will bring more 
clarity. This creates a flood of people arriving at 
polling stations in the mid and late afternoon, 
resulting in lines with waits that rapidly grow to 
over an hour. Some people, unwilling or unable 
to wait that long, go home without voting. In 
the aggregate, the disinformation attack leads to 
tens of thousands of lost votes across the state 
– enough, as it turns out, to change the election 
outcome at both the state and national level.

These attacks are a real threat and no traditional 
monitoring can prevent them. A careful attacker could 
create a massive number of accounts, make them 
comment posts to give them a human appearance and 
use them to spread disinformation when the moment 
arrives. If automated scripts are a requirement to 
cause these massive disruptions – in order to prepare 
a large number of fake accounts – such technology 
is also a solution to the problem. No number of 
humans can scour the depths of social media to find 
dangerous posts in a few hours, so the answer must lie 
in a tool with the necessary attributes to analyze vast 
quantities of information in a short period of time. 
We are of course talking about AI or, more precisely, 
machine learning algorithms. 

Machine learning can identify dubious posts and 
alert human moderators, who could then mark them 
as disinformation. However, it must first learn - the 
most important part of the process, which gives 
the name to the whole system - what makes a post 
likely to be disinformation. If a series of posts falsely 
claiming the effectiveness of a drug against a certain 
disease were tagged as fake news, the AI would be 
able to recognize a pattern and mark as disinformation 
any further posts claiming the same thing. This is 
called supervised learning and it requires someone to 
manually feed these bits of training data into the AI’s 

Fake news
Pedro Martins 11.º 1A (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

database. In other words, through this method the AI 
cannot learn on its own, it needs a human to provide 
it with test cases, which must be marked as (in this 
case) either disinformation or truthful information. 
This learning process is rather quick, but in a situation 
like the election day scenario there is no possibility of 
having a prepared array of training cases to feed to 
the AI. The moderators who train the AI couldn’t have 
guessed exactly what fake news would be spread and 
so couldn’t have preemptively trained the algorithm 
to identify it. Supervised training requires the AI to be 
trained against every specific type of disinformation 
before acting on them, so, while it is effective for 
stopping a well-known fake story from spreading, 
it cannot deal with newly-made false claims. Thus, 
supervised learning AIs aren’t a solution to quick 
disinformation attacks like the one mentioned.

Fortunately, there is another method to train an AI 
in identifying fake news. It’s called (unsurprisingly) 
unsupervised learning. Whereas in supervised 
learning the AI received a set of tagged training posts, 
unsupervised learning leaves it out in the wild with 
no guidance whatsoever. This may seem unreliable, 
but, if you think about it, it’s just how we humans 
learn. If a baby was left to grow up in the wilderness, 
receiving no tutoring, when he grew up, he would be 
able to tell apart the different species of animals that 
surrounded him. No one would have told him what an 
ant was and yet he would have no trouble recognizing 
one. This works due to our strong pattern recognition 
capabilities. Our brains are wired to break the world 

into repeating patterns, making it predictable for 
us. When we learned to say “apple” in our mother 
tongue, we couldn’t possibly have been pre-trained 
to associate the sound with the fruit. It was through 
the recognition of a constant conjunction between 
the sound and the image of the fruit that we learned 
the sound’s meaning. Therefore, this is actually the 
most promising machine learning method and the 
one which resembles human’s learning processes the 
most. The ideal result of this training would be an AI 
with the learning skill of a human and the processing 
power of a computer. 

Having said that, there are certain issues which stop 
this process from working perfectly in a situation like 
the election day scenario. As the AI has no guidance in 
this case, it might incorrectly identify a wave of posts 
claiming the voting sites are closed as truthful, hiding 
other posts and comments saying the opposite. The 
more people are tricked, the more popular the false 
information gets, the more confident the AI is that the 
posts are in fact true. As it turns out, the flexibility of 
this approach is not good to fix our problem. 

There is, however, a solution. As I mentioned before, 
the whole problem comes from the fact that social 
media are designed to be popularity-based and not 
credibility-based. The consequence of this is that the 
sheer number of false posts could mislead the AI. If 
trusted information providers, like news reporters or 
other trusted agencies, were tagged as such by the 
platform, the AI could then give those account’s posts 
and comments a bigger weight when determining the 
truthfulness of a claim. This small change would enable 
the algorithm to accurately and quickly respond to the 
disinformation attack, giving higher visibility to posts 
saying the truth. 

After all, we already have the weapons to defend 
ourselves from disinformation attacks, such as the one 
mentioned, we just need to piece them together. And 
most importantly, even the best trained AI doesn’t 
dismiss us from having common sense and a bit of 
skepticism when reading a dubious story.

[1]   https://www.brookings.edu/research/how-to-deal-with-ai-
enabled-disinformation/

Further Reading:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unsupervised_learning
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Supervised_learning
https://www.bbc.com/news/technology-43344256
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In 2022, there will be more than two thousand 
Starlink space satellites orbiting Earth and this number 
does not show any signs of decreasing, threatening to 
reach the surprising mark of 4425 by 2024, according 
to Elon Musk. What are the consequences and the 
benefits of such a large network of satellites? Will it help 
to bring a more efficient network of communications 
to Humanity, or does it represent a danger to our 
planet? I hope that I can bring your attention to such 
an important topic and make you reflect twice before 
you choose a position against such a sensitive topic. 

Starlink is a satellite internet constellation by SpaceX 
which provides internet access coverage to most of 
the Earth, and it was created by Elon Reeve Musk, 
founder, CEO, and Chief Engineer at SpaceX, among 
other innovative companies. During Starlink public 
announcement, in January 2015, Elon Musk stated 
there is still significant unmet demand worldwide 
for low-cost broadband capabilities and that Starlink 
would provide internet in every corner of Earth and 
make it accessible at lower prices. In order to do so, 
Starlink uses Low Earth Orbit (LEO) satellites instead 

of fiber-optic cables to deliver high internet speed 
with low cost to as many people as possible, regardless 
their location on the planet. Since the start of this 
project, the number of Starlink satellites orbiting the 
Earth has been continuously increasing, raising lots of 
controversy among the scientific community.

Recently, on 3rd February 2022, just a day after 
launch from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida, 
some Starlink satellites fell from the sky after a 
geomagnetic storm hit Earth, which raised discussion 
about the future of orbital traffic.

In fact, the quantity of space junk or space debris 
in Earth’s low orbit causing potential collisions and 
interfering with space science activities is currently a 
subject of huge concern. The figures reveal it: there 
are about two thousand active satellites orbiting Earth 
at the moment and there are also three thousand dead 
ones littering space. Also, there are around 34000 
pieces of space junk bigger than ten centimeters in size 
and millions of smaller pieces that could be disastrous 
if they hit something else, such as other satellites.

Starlink project: good or bad for Humanity?
Pedro Pinto 11.º 1A (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

The controversy goes further, with scientists, 
astronauts, and many space researchers raising 
questions and concerns about how the bright 
satellites in low orbit could impact the visibility of the 
night sky. Satellites could also have an impact on the 
ozone present in the atmosphere, which could lead to 
its depletion and to changing the atmosphere’s ability 
to reflect heat, according to a study conducted in 
2021. Scientists are also worried about the increasing 
number of LEO satellites posing a threat to nocturnal 
animals, since these animals use celestial signals to 
move around, and studies have revealed that these 
signals are getting weaker, leading to confusion and 
disorientation in animals such as owls, bats, badgers, 
foxes, hedgehogs, cats, among others. 

So, with all these arguments, it is easy to be against 
the Starlink Project because it represents more space 
junk and one more threat to our planet's sustainability. 
However, we have to think about the arguments in 
favor of Starlink in order not to jump immediately to 
negative conclusions.

Humanity lives in the Digital Era, synonym of 
technology and innovation. We have been watching 
significant changes in technology, in the way we contact 
with each other, in our social, political, and economic 
environment. Change has always been a part of 
Humanity’s evolution, of our story; the difference now 
is that it occurs very rapidly. Technology, information, 
and innovation, are key for our evolution.

Starlink tries to make this possible in every rural area 
or isolated place in the world. It has the main objective 
to deliver a faster internet through LEO satellites 
so that people can easily access it wherever they 
may be in the world. Thus, technology, innovation, 
communication, and speed, have to be priorities to 
take in mind in regard to technological development.

Another situation that I want to highlight is the 
recent providing of Starlink stations to Ukraine. The 
response of SpaceX and its CEO, Elon Musk, came 
immediately after the Ukrainian Vice Prime Minister 
asked for help, since Russia’s assaults on cities across 
Ukraine have left parts of the country with internet 
outages. The satellites could provide data links to 
areas of Ukraine that have lost internet access during 
the war. This is crucial to maintain communication 
and access to information in this war that we are 
unfortunately witnessing.

I hope I was able to capture your attention and 
demonstrate that, despite the controversy around the 
Starlink Project, it nonetheless provides advantages 
that are important in the era we are living in. The 
world today is different from what it previously was, 
and still continues to change; information circulates 
too fast, and so it is important to make it accessible to 
all places of the world with relative speed. Of course, 
we need always to balance this kind of innovation 
and technological advances with the sustainability 
and ecology of our planet, which constitutes, in fact, 
the most important challenge currently for Humanity. 
We need to learn how to evolve in harmony with our 
planet. 

“In fact, the quantity of space 
junk or space debris in Earth’s low 
orbit causing potential collisions 
and interfering with space science 
activities is currently a subject of 
huge concern.”
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We currently live in a moment of war. Until a few 
months ago there were no significant armed conflicts 
in Europe. Apart from Yugoslavia and Crimea no one 
here remembers war in Europe. It has been said that 
we no longer live in a moral reality where things 
are black and white, that there remains nothing but 
the grey areas where these two mingle. I disagree. I 
believe that most people in this room agree that the 
current invasion of Ukraine is wrong. Most, not all, for 
there are people in this very room who disagree. What 
is the origin of these contradictory beliefs? And which 
is right? Is either right, or is the world truly grey? How 
can we discern right from wrong? 

Our belief that this war is wrong is based upon our 
willingness to trust our media, and to some extent 
our politicians. So is theirs. We like to believe that we 
can form our own independent judgements – but can 
we? Will we? Are we willing to do so? I would argue 
that the main reason our side is right on this issue is 
that we are free, in this country, to defend all views. 
We are entitled to have opinions, even if the majority 
disagrees. 

For those doubting my statement that some of our 
colleges believe the invasion of Ukraine was the only 
option Russia had, I say this: I have talked to 2 colleges 
form our year and over several conversations incited 
them to tell me their opinion, agreeing with their every 
word so I could have a deeper access to their beliefs. 
I had great difficulties in realizing that someone who 
I consider a friend believed wholeheartedly that the 
invasion of an independent, democratic country, was 
the lesser of two evils. We all have lived in this country 
for at least over a decade, we attend the same school 
and live in the same society. Why are our views so 
completely and radically opposed? 

In Plato’s allegory of the cave, he describes the 
following situation: a few people are in a cave facing 
a wall, and in that wall are projected the shadows of 
people walking past a corridor carved over and behind 
their heads. These few people are chained and cannot 
move, they have spent their entire lives in this cave, 
and they are not at all familiar with the outside world. 
The cave and the projected shadows constitute their 
world. It is only natural, Plato says, that these people, 
who’ve never seen anything but shadows, nor have 
heard any sound but the voices of those who walk 
past the corridor, believe that shadows speak, since 
their world is limited to what they have experienced. 
Plato adds that if these people were to catch a glimpse 
of the outside world, the real world, they would rush 
back into their familiar cave, petrified with fear. I now 
ask you– who is in the cave: us or them? Which of us 
have been seeing and hearing the same thing for so 
long that we can no longer conceive of a reality that is 
not limited to speaking shadows? And if these people 
were to get a glimpse of the real world, would they 
run back into their cave, to the safety and familiarity 
of their beliefs? 

An essay on contradictory beliefs 
Pedro Saraiva 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

I believe that those who support Russia in the 
current war are the ones who are shackled in a cave. 
They have become incapable of questioning what 
their political leaders tell them. Politics is no place 
for fanaticism. If you accept that perfection is out of 
reach, then you are forced to agree that no political 
system is perfect, that no ideology holds absolute 
truth. We merely strive to reach a better way of life, 
and if democracy is to remain and thrive, as I believe 
it will, it must continue to uphold liberal values such 
as freedom of speech and access to varied sources of 
information. Only dictatorships refuse the progress 
of having educated citizens. Starting wars is not an 
easy or simple task; you need an army and, perhaps 
more importantly, you need the population of your 
own country behind you. That’s where lying as a 
political tool becomes useful. Hitler invaded Poland 
after affirming that Polish soldiers had killed a few 
Germans. The US started the war in Iraq by sending 
Collin Powell to the UN. And Putin started this war by 
saying that NATO wanted to invade Russia and that 
he needed to defend his country. 

It has been said that Ukraine is historically Russian, 
that the EU and the US and NATO are all brewing some 
foul plan to annihilate Russia. But the reality is that 
there has been an independent Ukrainian state since 
the 17th century. Their territory was partly bought 
by the Russian Czars, later becoming independent 
in 1917 following the Russian revolution. They 
were later annexed by the USSR, but regained their 
freedom in 1991 after the fall of the Soviet Union. 
And even during the years of the soviet regime they 
were not exactly a part of the USSR, but rather one of 
its many republics. If the best conjecture really is that 
which can survive the most criticism, then even if our 
system is deeply and irreparably flawed we are still far 
ahead of Russia or China, North Korea or Afghanistan, 
Somalia or Venezuela, because we can criticise our 
elected representatives and ultimately elect them out 
of office. 

“It has been said that we no 
longer live in a moral reality 
where things are black and 
white, that there remains 
nothing but the grey areas 
where these two mingle. I 
disagree.”
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In the beginning of the nineteenth century Madame 
de Stäel, who was an influential novelist during the 
French Revolution, stated: “Scientific progress makes 
moral progress a necessity; for if man's power is 
increased, the checks that restrain him from abusing 
it must be strengthened.”

Never in the 3.5 million years of human history has 
there been a time when scientific progress has been 
as fast and steady as it is today. However, with the 
scientific discoveries made in the last few years, new 
and challenging ethical issues have emerged, such as for 
instance the use of animals in scientific experiments. In 
this essay, I will not advocate the end of animal testing, 
nor do I presently consider this an option. I will argue 
instead for the utility of animal testing, and I hope that 
by the end of this text I will have convinced you that this 
is the right perspective when we take in broad enough 
of a picture.

Primarily, animal testing has proven to be a key 
method used in the research for new cures and 
treatments for a wide range of diseases. Virtually 
every major medical advance of the last century has 
depended upon research on animals. Animals have 
served as surrogates in the investigation of human 
diseases and have yielded valuable data in the process 
of discovering new ways to treat, cure or prevent 
them. The California Biomedical Research Association 
states that nearly every medical breakthrough in the 
last 100 years has resulted directly from research 
using animals. Animal research has contributed to 

major advances in treating conditions such as breast 
cancer, brain injury, childhood leukaemia, cystic 
fibrosis, multiple sclerosis, tuberculosis, and more, and 
was instrumental in the development of pacemakers, 
cardiac valve substitutes, and anaesthetics. 

Opponents of this idea, such as Dr. Akhtar 
(neurologist and author of Animals and Public Health: 
Why Treating Animals Better Is Critical to Human 
Welfare), might claim that “using animals today is 
largely ineffective in helping us understand human 
physiology, predict human toxins and find useful 
drugs” and that “animal experimentation is a relic 
of the past.” However, to my mind, statements such 
as these are at odds with reality and questionable. 
Just recently, animal testing played a crucial role in 
the development of vaccines against covid-19. The 
developmental and reproductive toxicity studies in 
animals provided important preclinical information 
on safety when evaluating the vaccine in people of 
reproductive age.

Further, nowadays there is no adequate alternative 
to testing on a living, whole-body system. Whenever 
possible, researchers do use non-animal models 
for research. Indeed, computer models, tissue and 
cell cultures, and other non-animal related research 
methods are used today in biomedical research. 
Computer models are used to screen and determine 
the toxic level of a substance in the beginning of an 
experiment and tissue and cell cultures have become 
valuable additions to the array of research tools and 
techniques. Nevertheless, animal testing remains a 
necessity. For example, blindness cannot be studied 
at bacteria level, as well as it is not possible to study 
the effects of high blood pressure in tissue cultures.

The living system is extremely complex to simulate 
through computer models. The nervous system, blood 
and brain chemistry, gland and organ secretions, and 
immunological responses are all interrelated, making it 
impossible to explore, explain, or predict the course of 
diseases or the effects of treatments without observing 
and assessing the impact on the entire living system of 
an animal. In the meantime, scientists continue to look 
for ways to reduce the number of animals needed to 
obtain valid results, refine experimental techniques, 
and replace animals with other research methods 
whenever feasible, though when you are studying 

Discussing arguments about animal testing
Ricardo Abrantes 11.º 1A (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

a whole-body system there is no such substitute 
currently available. 

Third, there are various features that make animals 
like chimpanzees and mice ideal objects of study. 
To begin with, they are remarkably similar to human 
beings. Chimpanzees share 99% of their DNA with 
humans, and mice are 98% genetically akin to humans. 
All mammals, including humans, are descendent from 
common ancestors, and all have the same set of organs 
(heart, kidneys, lungs and others) that function in the 
same way with the help of a bloodstream and central 
nervous system. Because animals and humans are 
so biologically related, they are susceptible to similar 
conditions and illnesses, including heart disease, 
cancer, and diabetes.

Moreover, animals have a shorter life cycle than 
humans. Laboratory mice, for instance, live for only 
two to three years, so researchers can study the 
effects of treatments or genetic manipulation over a 
whole lifespan, or across generations, which would 
be infeasible using human subjects. Mice and rats are 
particularly well-suited to long-term cancer research, 
partly because of their short lifespans. 

Lastly, scientists have easier control over the 
environment around animals (diet, temperature, 
lighting), which would be difficult to do with humans.

Surely, the most powerful argument against animal 
testing is stating that animal testing is cruel and 
inhumane. According to Humane Society International, 
animals used in experiments are commonly subjected 
to force feeding, food and water deprivation, the 
infliction of burns and other wounds to study the 
healing process, the infliction of pain to study its 
effects and remedies, and “killing by carbon dioxide 
asphyxiation, neck-breaking, decapitation, or other 
means.” The US Department of Agriculture reported 
in Jan. 2020 that research facilities used over 300,000 
animals in activities involving pain in just one year.

To a certain extent they are right. The harm done 
to animals as a part of animal testing is a recognised 
consequence. Nonetheless, it is a trade-off that people 
are willing to make for the benefits that animal testing 
creates. One example which illustrates this point of 
view is the statement that Tom Holder, founder of 
Speaking of Research, posted on the Harvard Law 
Petrie-Flom Center blog “Bill of Health” in his Jan. 14, 
2013, article titled “Animal Research Is an Ethical and 
Vital Tool to Fight Disease”: 

In the US alone, there are over 95 million 
prescriptions every year for asthma medications, 
primarily inhalers. So, what can over 25 million 
American asthma sufferers thank for making 
their lives manageable? The guinea pigs and frogs 
which allowed scientists to gain the underlying 
understanding about how chemical nerve 
transmitters helped to control the muscles in the 
airways, as well as create reliever inhalers with a 
long duration of action. . . . In a country where we 
eat 9 billion chickens and 150 million cattle, pigs 
and sheep every year, 25 million (approx.) animals 
(96% is estimated to be mice, rats, birds and fish) 
seems a small price to pay for medical progress.” 

Finally, as Madame de Stäel stated: “if man's power 
is increased, the checks that restrain him from abusing 
it must be strengthened.” Regarding this aspect, in the 
past few decades, there has been a significant effort 
to provide animals used in experiments with greater 
dignity and to prevent cruelty to them.

In addition to local and state laws and guidelines, in 
the U.S. for instance, animal research has been regulated 
by the federal Animal Welfare Act (AWA) since 1966. 
As well as stipulating minimum housing standards for 
research animals (enclosure size, temperature, access 
to clean food and water, and others), the AWA also 
requires regular inspections by veterinarians. 

In the U.S., all proposals to use animals for research 
must be approved by an Institutional Animal Care 
and Use Committee (IACUC) set up by each research 
facility. Most major research institutions’ programs 
are voluntarily reviewed for humane practices by 
the Association for Assessment and Accreditation of 
Laboratory Animal Care International (AAALAC).

To conclude, the addressed issues show that animal 
testing is right and should be encouraged. Even 
though some consider it an archaic and cruel practice, 
as it could be observed, animal testing is still a very 
current and useful research method on the search for 
cures and treatments for a wide range of diseases. 
When assessing medicines on a living system it is 
still the most adequate alternative to human testing. 
Certainly, animal testing is a highly regulated activity, 
since it involves a difficult trade-off between the 
benefits to us all and the loss of animal lives.
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Scientists need to have a safety validation on their 
research, such as vaccines and cosmetics, but how 
do most of them test safety parameters during their 
research? According to the American Anti-Vivisection 
Society, this is done by testing on animals. More 
than 115 million are tested yearly, with Guinea Pigs 
being the most common animal for experimentation 
with a 20.3% rate. Many people agree with it and 
many people are against it, but before expressing my 
opinion, let me inform you about its pros and cons 
since we have to judge it from both sides and not just 
by the side we agree with.

As opposed to what people may think, animals that 
are tested on are usually subjected to deplorable 
conditions, such as being forced to chemical exposure 
(such as inhaling noxious compounds, or injections in 
the abdomen and muscles) which can lead to further 
illness and pain, in some cases even death.

Should animal testing be banned? 
Ricardo Leitão 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

Beagle being the most usual dog. Why, you may ask? 
According to a study made by ScoopWhoop, the reason 
behind testing on Beagles more than on other races is, 
besides being a good size for experimentation, that it 
is also one of the races that trusts humans the most: 
"They are not too small like the toy-sized breeds and 
they aren't very huge, who are hard to handle, making 
them just the apt size. They are equally trusting and 
loyal, and easy to manipulate."

What we can agree on is that animal testing prevents 
diseases since some types of animals are very similar 
to humans in some type of way (some even share up 
to 98% of their DNA with us). In addition to that, we 
can also acknowledge that animal testing is crucial 
for biomedical reasons, since they are susceptible to 
the same diseases as us humans - cancer; diabetes; 
heart disease, among others. Moving away from the 
pros, we could argue that, besides tests, scientists also 
create artificial human diseases with which they later 
infect dogs and monkeys, so they can try and cure 
them. This, it seems to me, just reflects how limited 
this practice is, scientifically that is – to use a different 
species, to make it suffer in order to just try and cure 
a disease that never existed before, especially given 
the possibility that the animals may not react to these 
viruses the same way humans would. 

I will now venture and propose a better way to test 
without hurting innocent animals, since stating the 
obvious is not enough, and we should make changes 
now. There are many ways to experiment without 
having to use other creatures, and one of these 
consists in testing on ourselves safely: if we want it 
to work on humans, why not test it on humans? In 
a study made by Live Science, a way to do it is by 
micro-dosing: humans receive a new drug in such tiny 
quantities that it doesn't have broad physiological 
impacts, yet there's just enough circulating through 
the system for its impact on individual cells to be 
measured. This would result in not having to use 
thousands of animals, and would also eliminate the 

need to use drugs at an early stage of the research. 
This method has been proven effective and safe, 
and some pharmaceutical companies have started 
to adopt it. Besides that, there is also another idea I 
found interesting in relation to this type of research: 
to replace animals with algorithms. Despite the 
likelihood of such models being less accurate than 
direct testing on a human, they still provide affordable 
ways to do dangerous research solely with recourse to 
data and algorithms. It has already been put up to the 
test and a research team has already built a high-speed 
algorithm that compares tested chemical compounds 
with untested ones on their structural similarities and 
then makes reliable predictions on whether they're 
toxic or not depending on the observed similarities.

In conclusion, animal testing is an archaic and 
unnecessary method to derive conclusions about the 
human organism. If you were a dog, happily living your 
life, and then suddenly you got caught and taken to 
a testing center where you would spend the rest of 
your life; if you were locked in a cage for the rest of 
your life: how would that make you feel? We would 
do anything within our reach to find solutions, such as 
the ones I presented earlier (though I do not require 
it need be those I specifically mentioned – for as long 
as it is a viable solution, it is a good solution), to stop 
enslaving animals but instead to give them the chance 
to freely live their lives. All creatures are worthy of a 
peaceful life. Remember, we are all animals.

“Besides that, there is 
also another idea I found 
interesting in relation to this 
type of research: to replace 
animals with algorithms.”

In addition, animal testing often resorts to genetic 
manipulation, whether by the addition or the removal 
of certain genes. These conditions lead to a discussion 
where varied types of opinion are held, and the 
defenders of animal testing commonly say that we 
"must" test on animals first to ensure the safety of 
products, for this technique has served us well in 
the past. In the 20th century, research on dogs, in 
which the animals' pancreas were removed, led to 
the discovery of insulin, which ended up saving and 
improving the lives of millions of diabetics worldwide. 

From my perspective, it's been proven that testing on 
animals ensures safer conditions for us humans, yet I 
still find it unethical to submit animals to the necessary 
conditions for such tests to be effective. These 
conditions include going through periods of physical 
restraint for observation or examination, and also 
through periods where the animals aren't given water 
or food for long periods of time. Furthermore, animals 
like rabbits and rats are submitted to involuntary 
surgeries and to purposeful infliction of pain, so the 
way organisms react to these hardships can be studied. 
In contrast with what people think, it's not only rodents 
and monkeys that are the subjects of tests. Dogs are 
actually used more often for tests than monkeys, the 
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Did you know that, since most beauty pageants have very strict 
ideals of beauty, there are a lot of specialty pageants: for short women, 
married women, plus size women. In some countries, like Venezuela, this 
competition is taken so seriously that often women under 18 undergo 
cosmetic surgery and hormone therapies in an attempt to grow taller. In 
the USA alone, these competitions get around 2.5 million contestants 
every year. Is this a healthy practice, though? To stop growth when we 
are teenagers just to win a plastic crown? To risk our mental health for 
a few juries to sexualize us and dictate our beauty? What words must 
we use to look like a queen or a king worthy of a fake crown?

These competitions sexualize girls in ways that are inappropriate 
for their age. Let’s look at the context of these contests where the 
participants are children: one of the most controversial cases was when 
a 4-year-old was padded with fake breasts, or when another girl dressed 
as Julia Robert’s famous character in Pretty-woman; or the mother of 
an 8-year-old injecting her child with botox in order to help her meet 
society’s beauty standards. Does this even sound real? Children at 
such an early age having these bad habits will scar their lives forever. 
Perhaps France was right in banning children’s beauty contests for 
how they sexualize them, especially girls. And this does not just apply 
to children, beauty contests in general promote unhealthy practices. 
Competitors often restrict their diets to keep a slim profile and then 
work long hours at the gym, worsening any health issues they may 
already have. I have personally never participated on a beauty pageant, 
but I am glad I didn’t. These contests can have a terrible effect on the 
competitors mental and physical health. They are not as glamorous as 
it may seem. They reinforce the traditional societal roles we have been 
so desperately trying to get rid of, such as the stereotype that beauty 
exists only in youth, or that if you have children or are married you are 
automatically barred from the competition. Since 1952, the average 
body mass index of participants is that of an underweight. Is this a 
beauty standard we should promulgate?

Some might say that these competitions may be useful because 
models earn prize money which can be allocated to charities, or the 
models themselves may use this new-found opportunity to promote 
awareness of a specific cause, just like Miss America 1999 did, the first 
diabetic to win the prize.

Beauty pageants: are they truly 
beautiful?
Sara Ferreira 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“… beauty contests in general 
promote unhealthy practices. 
Competitors often restrict 
their diets to keep a slim 
profile and then work long 
hours at the gym, worsening 
any health issues they may 
already have.”

“Beauty pageants are expensive 
competitions, having gone up 
to 15 000 $ in 2014, but all that 
is accomplished by these large 
amounts of money is to ensure 
marketability.”

But does such a side-effect make up for the greater 
damage beauty pageants cause? My answer is no. 
They place beauty over talent. Most people aren’t 
able, so why not change it? Why not modernize the 
competition? 

That is the main question. Beauty pageants are 
expensive competitions, having gone up to 15 000 $ 
in 2014, but all that is accomplished by these large 
amounts of money is to ensure marketability. This 
can have detrimental impacts on self-esteem, on 
insecurities, on self-worth, etc. We can’t forget that 
most contestants are at an age when they begin to 
understand themselves, and the pressure to “be 
perfect” and to act perfect all the time isn’t going to 
help them do that. Miss USA 2019, Cheslie Kyrst, 
because of the mental stress of the competition, 
started to develop anxiety and depression, which 
eventually led to her suicide. It is imperative that a 
bigger mental support is given to the contestants.

Some might say that beauty pageants can be fixed, 
but I am uncertain about that. There is already an 
idea of what a Miss looks like, and that idea is not an 
inclusive one. These contests prioritize “the old, fake 
beauty,” not the inner beauty, the one that is most 
valuable and precious, the one that really counts. We 
must end with this beauty nonsense – that a judgment 
of a person’s beauty is allowed to dictate who they are. 
So, we need to ask ourselves, why does it still happen? 
Is it because there is a large industry around beauty 
pageants that brings value to the overall economy? 
But that is not an acceptable answer. We have to open 
our eyes and stop this undercover sexism!!!
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Recently, with the rise of the BLACK LIVES MATTER 
movement, a difficult question has begun to rise: 
Should people be hired based on diversity? That is, 
employers, when hiring, should make sure that the 
people they’re hiring are of varied races, ethnicities, 
and genders. At first this might seem great, a racist 
employer cannot choose to only hire white people; a 
xenophobic entrepreneur can no longer choose to only 
hire Europeans; a sexist boss can no longer choose not 
to hire women, etc. In fact, in the western world, the 
law already forbids this type of discrimination. Also, 
hiring people with different characteristics, even when 
not related to the job such as, for example, different 
ethnicities, can generate a more interesting working 
environment, where people have more things to talk 
about and different points of view to share.

However, there are some serious problems with 
this hiring model as well. More specifically, in small 
companies, making sure that there’s diversity can be 
extremely hard. Should companies with 10 employees 
really need to make sure that about half of them are 
women, the other half men, two being Asian, another 
two Latinos, and another two Black? The effort to have 
this kind of diversity not only is enormous, but in the 
end you’re choosing people because of attributes that 
aren’t related to the job. Also, can a group of friends, 
all from the same ethnicity and gender, no longer 
make a company where only they are employed? 
Nevertheless, in the case of big companies, making 
sure that there is diversity becomes less of a problem, 
since it is extremely unlikely that the people most 
capable to work in a company with, for example, 
more than 1000 employees, have all the same gender, 
race and ethnicity. It is also extremely unlikely that 
everyone that suits best the higher positions and 
lower positions of a company is European and Asian 
respectively. However, there are some exceptions. For 
example, a company that makes clothes for women 
could be mostly constituted by women, since, in this 
specific situation, their gender makes them better at 
understanding their target audience’s needs.

Another thing that makes hiring for diversity a 
controversial topic is that you may end up hiring 
people that are unqualified for the job. If all the best 
candidates for the job are women, you should hire 
them instead of hiring men who aren’t capable of doing 
the job, all merely for the sake of diversity. There is 
also another problem with enforcing diversity: certain 
areas employ more men than women because interest 
in said areas is not shared equally among the sexes. 
For example, men get 80% of all engineering degrees 
while women represent 77% of all education degrees. 
And when you’re blindly forcing diversity, you end up 
hiring people according to quotas that do not take into 
account these percentages. If you own a school and 
are choosing which teachers to hire based on their 
gender, you’ll end up treating women as less qualified 
for the job just because they are, well… women. 
This, obviously, would amount to sexism. Now, you 
might think that you should hire for diversity because 
you think that having different physical attributes, 
ethnicities, and genders, will make a better team, 
but this simply isn’t how things work. Usually, having 
any of these attributes different from another person 
simply will have no actual impact in the work done. For 
example, an accountant being black doesn’t make him 
a better accountant than another accountant because 
he is white; the colour of your skin doesn’t affect how 
good you are for a job, and saying otherwise is racist.

So, after taking all these points into account, I 
figured that the most balanced solution to certify 
that employers don’t resort to discrimination is 
having laws that enforce how companies should have 
diversity. These laws, though, should be very loose on 
small companies and become tighter the bigger the 
company gets. They should also consider each gender’s 
and ethnicities’ interest in each particular area. There 
should also be exceptions for situations where having 
a certain gender makes people more capable for a 
certain job. Now, if after these laws have been applied 
you note that people with certain ethnicities are still 
less likely to be employed for certain higher positions, 

Should we hire for diversity?
Tiago Silva 11.º 1C (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“To sum it up, companies 
shouldn’t hire for diversity, but 
for the people most capable for 
the job, since that’s the only 
option that doesn’t involve any 
kind of discrimination based on 
immutable characteristic! In the 
end, companies would still have 
diversity, since the people better 
suited for each position will in 
principle vary in ethnicities and 
genders.”

this probably derives from the fact that they, in 
average, do not seek levels of education as high as 
people from other ethnicities, probably because they 
were discriminated early on. This makes it so that for 
you to achieve diversity without discrimination, you 
need to first solve discrimination during education.

To sum it up, companies shouldn’t hire for diversity, 
but for the people most capable for the job, since 
that’s the only option that doesn’t involve any kind of 
discrimination based on immutable characteristic! In 
the end, companies would still have diversity, since the 
people better suited for each position will in principle 
vary in ethnicities and genders. There might be some 
exceptions, like small companies and big companies 
where your gender makes you better suited for the 
job. Still, if this came about as the result of a fair and 
square competition, then it would have been the 
correct hiring practice all along. To hire on the basis of 
immutable characteristics that have no relevance to 
the job is, after all, mere discrimination.
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Have you ever delayed a task until the very last 
minute? Or put off studying until your mom yelled 
at you? You can just admit it, you have, just as we all 
have, and there is no shame in that. Well, you may 
not realize it but that is what is called procrastination. 
Procrastination is the action of unnecessarily and 
voluntarily delaying or postponing something despite 
knowing that there will be negative consequences 
for doing so. The word originated from the Latin 
word procrastinatus, which itself evolved from the 
prefix pro-, meaning ‘forward,’ and crastinus, meaning 
‘of tomorrow.’ Oftentimes, it is an habitual human 
behavior. Therefore, being one of the most common 
problems among students, and as a student myself, 
I`ve most certainly experienced it regularly. For that 
reason, I am hoping that by the end of this speech you 
will learn something about why we procrastinate and 
how to avoid it.

As it turns out, procrastination is natural. It’s a 
response from our brain to protect us from the 
feeling of failure or disappointment. This makes sense, 
because the prefrontal cortex region of our brain, 
responsible for critical thinking and rational thought, 
only has a limited decision making ability each day, 
so our brain protects us by encouraging us to put 
off tasks, to seek distractions, and to procrastinate. 
However, that is not perceptible to procrastinators. To 
put it in simpler words, we procrastinate when there 
is lack of motivation and, what turns out to be as 
important, instant gratification. 

The mind of a person who procrastinates is fully 
aware of the fact that the right thing to do is to 
complete the task and do it on time and properly; after 
all, we are rational decision makers. But, despite that, 
when the time to get up and start working comes, a 
little voice in our head tells us to watch every Keeping 
Up with the Kardashians episode, where instant 
gratification is more readily at hand. Although this is 
a natural behavior, it becomes a problem when you 
approach everything this way regardless of what type 
of situation you’re in, mainly because it can cause 
anxiety, stress and guilt. This happens because when 
you delay a task and the deadline gets too close, you 
will only turn to its completion when the panic factor 
appears. This is basically the procrastinator's system, 
and it is not a good system. In the end, though, it 
works, right? You may end up without a perfect result 
but at least the work is done. 

I don’t know if you have ever noticed, but everything 
I talked about and the examples I have given all 
have deadlines involved, and when there are these 
deadlines, the effects of procrastination are contained 
to the short term because the panic factor gets 
involved. But there is a second kind of procrastination 
that happens in situations when there is no deadline. 
So, for example, if you wanted to have a career where 
you are a self-starter, there is no time limit at first 
because nothing is happening, not until you have gone 
out and done the hard work to get things going. And 
there is also all kinds of goals outside of your career 
that don’t involve deadlines, like going to the gym, or 
start reading a book, or even working on a relationship. 
Now, if the procrastinator's only mechanism for 
doing these hard things is the panic factor, then 
that’s a problem because, in all of these no-deadline 
situations, the panic factor doesn’t show up. So, the 
effects of procrastination are not contained, they just 
extend outward forever. And it is this long-term kind 
of procrastination that is much less visible and much 
less talked about, for it is often suffered quietly and 
privately, and it can be the source of a huge amount of 
long-term unhappiness and regrets.

The art of procrastination 
Vera leitão 11.º 2 (Trabalho realizado em 2021/2022)

“… it becomes a problem when 
you approach everything this 

way regardless of what type 
of situation you’re in, mainly 

because it can cause anxiety, 
stress and guilt.”

It can be very difficult to overcome these situations 
that we often find ourselves in. You can learn as 
much as you want about self-discipline, motivation, 
planning and time management, but unless you make 
what you learn part of your daily routine, your habits, 
your thinking patterns and your mental models, it will 
only be useless information stored in your memory 
that will never help you. However, like I mentioned 
before, there are steps you can take to actually avoid 
putting off things indeterminately. First, you must 
acknowledge that you are procrastinating; only then 
can you start by filling your day with completing a list 
of low-priority tasks for you to get use to completing. 
It is also important to have the right mindset in the 
moment, to ask yourself if the instant gratification is 

worth the long-term consequences. And I know it is 
easy to talk, yet sometimes you just need to start.

I have come to the end of my essay, and as a 
procrastinator myself, I felt the need to approach this 
subject because I often stop my life from evolving, not 
entirely out of laziness, but because of the fear of the 
unknown and not for believing in myself. I don’t know 
if I should even say this, but this essay is an example 
of that. You may or may not have learned something 
from everything I have said, but I would still like to end 
my essay with a sentence for everyone to remember 
and keep in mind: Don´t leave things for tomorrow.

Thank you.
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Encorajar mais pessoas a aprender mais línguas tem 
uma elevada importância para a União Europeia, não 
apenas por razões de ordem comercial e industrial do 
mercado único, mas também para que se promova 
uma compreensão mútua e se ajude a criar uma cida-
dania europeia. 

Como tal, é importante dar visibilidade a projetos 
inovadores e de qualidade no ensino-aprendizagem 
das línguas, estimulando uma adoção mais alargada 
dessas abordagens. 

Esta é a meta da Comissão Europeia ao propor a 
criação de um Selo Europeu. Pretende-se que este 
selo de qualidade funcione como um reconhecimen-
to do processo, distinguindo o carácter inovador dos 
projetos e o desenvolvimento criativo da motivação e 
de novas formas de aprendizagem das línguas.

O selo é atribuído anualmente a um número limita-
do de projetos em cada país participante, seleciona-
dos por júris nacionais. 

O Selo Europeu para as Línguas 2022 foi entregue 
ao Colégio Valsassina, pelo trabalho desenvolvido no 
âmbito do projeto Public Speaking.

O projeto Public Speaking visa capacitar os alunos de 
competências linguísticas, através da sua mobilização 
na criação de contextos imersivos. Este projeto apoia-
se em metodologias de trabalho baseadas no mode-
lo task-based e CLIL (Content and Language Integrated 
Learning). A atividade de reflexão e de escrita dá lugar 
à apresentação oral discurso à comunidade escolar, 
seguindo os princípios da retórica, tais como esclare-
cer, argumentar e persuadir. 

Os alunos escolhem um tema que esteja relaciona-
do com as suas preocupações, interesses, ideologias ou 
até angústias pessoais e investigam sobre esse tema, 
de modo a avaliar a sua relevância e a compreender os 
fundamentos que regem o debate público sobre esse 
tema. 

O texto é desenvolvido com a supervisão dos do-
centes. Segue-se a apresentação do discurso perante 
a turma. É durante esta fase que, num processo de 
heteroavaliação, os alunos elegem três estudantes de 
cada turma para executarem as suas prestações pe-
rante um público mais vasto, numa competição de 
escola. Os ouvintes escutam com respeito, uma vez 
que estão a avaliar e irão passar pelo mesmo. A pres-
são de estar num “palco”, em frente a uma audiência 
que tem de ser cativada, informada e persuadida, é 
enorme e potenciadora do desenvolvimento de com-
petências. Um dos objetivos, nesta fase, é a superação 
do medo de falar em público. A motivação dos alunos 
é intrínseca - exprimir a sua genuína identidade ou as 
suas ideias de forma articulada, organizada e validada 
assim como superar o “medo do palco” – mas também 
extrínseca, dado que esta atividade integra o processo 
de ensino-aprendizagem e constitui um elemento de 
avaliação. 

A utilização de atividades de competição como ele-
mento de aprendizagem constitui um fator acrescido 
de desenvolvimento motivacional e colaborativo.

Como resultado da prática, os alunos relataram um 
aumento da sua autoconfiança bem como um acen-
tuado sentimento de realização, ao saírem da sua zona 
de conforto para se tornarem comunicadores persua-
sivos e eficazes.

O podcast Gazeta Valsassina reúne textos, criados por alunos do Colégio Valsassina em 
resposta a variados desafios, e constitui-se como uma comemoração da escrita, da leitura 
e da ilustração.

As vozes que escutamos são de alunos, familiares, professores, atores, encenadores, 
amigos, que aceitaram o convite para ler em voz alta, assumindo, assim, a função e os 
sentimentos das personagens.

Este conjunto de áudios é uma homenagem à leitura, à capacidade de compreender o 
mundo através da leitura, e às vozes e mãos que lhe dão corpo e a mantêm viva. 

CLIQUE… nas imagens e aceda às plataformas digitais!

O “Projeto Public Speaking” foi distinguido com  
o Selo Europeu 2022 para as Iniciativas Inovadoras  
na Área do Ensino/Aprendizagem das Línguas

https://podcasts.apple.com/pt/podcast/gazeta-valsassina/id1556492333
https://open.spotify.com/show/63Vcb8XzEkRKM50yQLir6C
https://podcasts.google.com/feed/aHR0cHM6Ly9mZWVkcy5zb3VuZGNsb3VkLmNvbS91c2Vycy9zb3VuZGNsb3VkOnVzZXJzOjkyNTczNzA4NS9zb3VuZHMucnNz?sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiGkYOjs4LvAhUX0YUKHdiLCfoQ9sEGegQIARAC
https://soundcloud.com/gazetavalsassina
https://soundcloud.com/gazetavalsassina
https://podcasts.google.com/feed/aHR0cHM6Ly9mZWVkcy5zb3VuZGNsb3VkLmNvbS91c2Vycy9zb3VuZGNsb3VkOnVzZXJzOjkyNTczNzA4NS9zb3VuZHMucnNz?sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiGkYOjs4LvAhUX0YUKHdiLCfoQ9sEGegQIARAC
https://open.spotify.com/show/63Vcb8XzEkRKM50yQLir6C
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https://www.facebook.com/ColegioValsassina/
https://www.instagram.com/colegiovalsassina/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCfr7An9bWcBSoJUvSu2WurA
https://www.linkedin.com/company/col%C3%A9gio-valsassina/?originalSubdomain=pt
https://www.cvalsassina.pt/

