
Thursday, March 25, 2004 A11Editorials Old Gold and Black

Matt Wilson
O L D  G O L D  A N D  B L A C K   

C O L U M N I S T

Jacob Lyles
O L D  G O L D  A N D  

B L A C K  C O L U M N I S T

On Nov. 7, 2002, I wrote what I believed 
qualified as a fairly scathing editorial, 
criticizing the board of trustees seven 

percent tuition increase for the present school 
year.  In that column, I stated that “it seems 
absurd that this university cannot survive without 

tuition increases three times the rate of inflation.”
This past fall, I seemingly passed the “scathing-

editorial-for-tuition-increase” torch to John 
Harman, who in his column of Oct. 23, 2003, 
was more sarcastic about the proposed increase 
than even I could have been.  In response to 
Chairman Murray Greason’s comments about 
the financial accessibility of Wake Forest, Mr. 

Harman wittily remarked: “Relatively accessible?  
Are you kidding me?  Accessible to who?  Bill 
Gates?”  Given the recent recession, it is a point 
well taken.

Yet since that column, we have seen several 
more disturbing trends warranting another 
indictment of our university’s financiers.  This 
semester, an announcement was made regarding 
a salary freeze for faculty and staff to take effect 
next year.  

The response has been as expected: resolutions 
condemning the action from the faculty, a 
negative Old Gold and Black editorial board 
column, even posters in Tribble calling students 
to question why their favorite professor is 
transferring.

Let us again look at how the tuition increase is 
not the only cost rising next year.  Room rental 
for a double room will increase 8.15 percent 
from $2,330 to $2,520 per semester.  A $100 
student activity fee has been added, $50 of 
which we will never use (though earmarked for 
a desperately needed recreation center).  And 
for good measure, the campus monopolies 
exercised by both ARAMARK and the bookstore 
will undoubtedly push the limits of fiscal 
irresponsibility.

Combine this with the 6.5 percent tuition 
increase, the 11 percent increase in automobile 
registration costs, and voila, the university has 

successfully raised nearly every cost associated 
with attendance and has yet to inform us of 
the increased services we will be receiving.  It 
seems that our board of trustees and treasurer’s 
department formerly worked with U.S. Airways 
and United Airlines.

Many of the students, including myself, would 
be much more satisfied with rising costs if we 
could see the substantive benefit of those costs.  
As I did last fall, I point to inflation and the 
consumer price index – if our cost increases 
paralleled a rising dollar value on expenses, we 
would certainly understand.  

However, the World Factbook places inflation 
at merely 1.6 percent for 2002 and a slightly 
higher 1.9 percent for 2003.  Even if we take 
chairman Greason’s assumption from Harman’s 
column, that the cost of running a university is 
double the prevailing inflation rate, the Board 
still does not account for 2.7 percent of the 6.5 
percent tuition increase.

There is a discrepany at Wake 
Forest between increasing 
costs and diminishing returns. 

So where is the money going?  Even in the 
wake of faculty and staff salary freezes, what other 
expenses are so out of control that they merit 
rising costs across the board?  Students deserve to 
know this information – our SBAC budgets are 
stagnant, mold still grows in the corners of most 
dorm rooms and the parking lots still have more 
potholes than a New York City street.  

Thankfully our basketball team is winning; then 
again, even sports’ marketing is developing a 
similar knack for dismissing student concerns.

This is a great university and even as my time 
here grows shorter, I will not hesitate to improve 
it for future students to have a similarly amazing 
experience.  

However, I cannot be persuaded that 
unilaterally raising every cost will better this 
university without corresponding service 
increases.  

So I ask again, where is the money going?  Do I 
have to start a petition to get an answer?  Or can 
I merely go to the treasurer’s office, get a copy 
of the budget and pour over it until I find fiscal 
irresponsibility?  

Somebody tell us because the students 
and faculty would sure like an answer better 
than “we’re keeping the institution relatively 
accessible.”   

Doug Hutton is a junior political science major. 

It seems that our board of trustees 
and treasurer’s department

 formerly worked with 
U.S. Airways and 
United Airlines.

Students demanding more for their money, tuition 

Ah, early spring.  Birds are 
audible from the trees for the 
first time in months, the air 

is crisp in that hay feverish sort of 
way and people have started wearing 
less and less clothes – a definite plus.  

And, of course, students hungry for 
advancement are doing that seemingly 
never-ending task:  filling out 
applications.

Personally, I can’t even remember 
the last time I didn’t have to fill out 
at least a couple of applications in the 
springtime – be they for a job or a 
scholarship or housing or to actually 
get into college or a program.  

And if it isn’t applications for things, 
people all around the campus and 
elsewhere instead have to write up 
justifications as to why they deserve 
whatever it is they applied for and 
received last year or the year before. 

 Simply, we students have an 
immense burden to prove our worth, 
perhaps a more immense burden now 
than at any other time – be it to an 
employer or a graduate school or an 
administrator. 

Frankly, that creates a pretty huge 
problem.

Because we have to have done so 
much impressive stuff, and things have 
become so competitive that the old 
standard by which merit was judged 
– that is, being a good student – isn’t 
good enough anymore on its own, 
it seems that everyone has become 
obsessed with being “good enough.” 

 Need an explanation for grade 
inflation?  

How about the increasing lack of 
importance of the grades themselves 
in comparison to other activities or 
distinctions?  But I digress. 

 We’re so wrapped up in being 
impressive now that, not only have so 
many students stretched themselves 
too thin with so many activities on 
their plate, we’ve forgotten how to be 
genuine.  

Think about it:  how many times 
have you heard someone say that he 
or she is involved in an activity just 
because it “looks good on a resumé?”  

I know I’ve said it.  
Academic activities, various clubs 

or groups including fraternities and 
sororities, work for campus institutions 
and publications, – like, ahem, this 
paper – even charity work and 
religious group participation, it’s all 

so often done for the sake of “looking 
good.”  Essentially, it’s a problem of 
intentions.

Now, that’s not to say that nobody 
has good intentions anymore.  

I mean, people don’t join groups or 
take part in campus events unless they 
have some level of interest in the cause 
or the advancement of art or whatever 
else. 

At least people do it out of some 
sense of responsibility.

 Nonetheless, so many times the 
idea “this’ll look good come April” 
is there to some degree, maybe even 
subconsciously.  

And, I don’t know, even though it’s 
good that people are doing charity 
work or getting together in the name of 
religion, isn’t it somehow diminished 
by the fact that at some point it’s going 
to go on a resumé or a list of activities?  

Isn’t it troubling that it’s going to go 
for the person’s later advancement?  

And that, with the competitive 
environment of schools and the job 
market, that this listing of activities 
becomes unavoidable? 

 I’m not sure there’s a clear solution 
to this problem because it is so 
pervasive. 

If somebody does the work, they 
have every right to put what they did 
down on a resumé, right?  I suppose it 
comes down to need.  

It’s the fact that people need to 
do things like charity work that 
differentiates between whether they’re 
“good enough” or simply a good 
person.  

And, I know it’s not going to happen, 
but wouldn’t it be great if people could 
just be good again?

Matt Wilson is a junior sociology major. 

Competition muddles 
the motivations for 
extracurricular activity. 

   Battling for credentials 

Senator John Kerry and 
his fellow Democrats owe 
America an apology for 

promoting the anti-free trade 
hysteria that is sweeping the 
country. For 200 years economists 

growth was a mere tenth of what 
it was during the nineties, and 
yet politicians blame imports for 
unemployment.

Fears about the “outsourcing” 
of American jobs, while they 
might make political sense, are 
economic idiocy. “Insourcing” 
or Americans being hired by 
foreign companies, has grown 
faster than outsourcing in recent 
years, according to the Cato 
institute. 

The modern crop of 
Democrats would do well to 
follow the example of President 
Bill Clinton. 

Clinton was a staunch 
supporter of NAFTA and 
trade with China, and he had 
good reason to praise these 
agreements. Following their 
passage unemployment hit a 
30 year low and the economy 
underwent the longest period of 
sustained growth in American 
history, leading to his reelection. 

In stark contrast is the 
economic platform of 
candidate Kerry. His policies 
of protectionism, tax increases, 
and social spending mirror 
those of Herbert Hoover and 
Franklin Roosevelt that helped 
turn a recession into The Great 
Depression. If Kerry is serious 
about following through on 
these initiatives, it would set off 
massive unemployment growth 
and a sharp recession.  

Economically, trade 
protectionism has the same 
effect as the OPEC oil embargo 
of the 1970’s: it raises the cost 
of production causing inflation, 
recession, and unemployment. 

Unfortunately for America, 
Republicans aren’t making a 
bold stand for free trade either. 

President Bush’s record is 
spotty at best. The best hope 
for American prosperity is 
a resounding success for the 
Libertarian party in 2004 or 
a shift in position of one of 
the two major parties towards 
economic libertarianism. 
However while voters remain 
uninformed, both of these 
outcomes are unlikely. 

 The economies of countries 
with open trade policies grow 
faster than those that are closed 
to the world. 

At the same time, free trading 
nations experience the pleasant 
side effects of more democracy, 
better women and minority 
rights, and getting in fewer 
wars. We should promote 
such healthy policies to bring 
prosperity to America and the 
world.

And as for John Kerry, there 
are two possibilities. Either 
Kerry is economically ignorant, 
or he is a liar.  

Whatever the case may be, 
neither quality is a particularly 
desirable trait for a Senator, let 
alone President of the United 
States. 
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have known that our prosperity as 
a nation is dependent upon free 
trade with foreign countries. Yet 
Senator Kerry is exploiting popular 
misconceptions about trade for his 
own political gain. 

When Kerry criticizes NAFTA 
and the Free Trade Area of 
the Americas, it catches fire in 
the public mind. The average 
American voter is ignorant about 
the benefits of free trade because 
our public schools are horrible, 
especially when it comes to 
teaching citizens basic economics. 

However, prominent Democrats, 
having had good college 
educations, have no excuse 
for using these lies for political 
advantage. 

Free trade is vital to economic 
growth. In third world countries, 
peoples’ very lives are dependent 
on trade. 

When a plant in South America 
is closed down by a U.S. tariff 
the workers don’t have other job 
offers, they starve. Kerry’s trade 
policies would mean death for 
thousands of workers. 

Neither is free trade an act of 
charity. Free trade gives America’s 
producers access to buyers that 
are willing to pay the most, raising 
our income and creating jobs. At 
the same time, it gives consumers 
access to the lowest price 
producers, enabling the income we 
have to stretch farther. This creates 
still more jobs, as consumers 
purchase domestic products that 
they would otherwise go without. 

It can be the case that foreign 
competition displaces workers, but 
the benefits outweigh the costs. 
For example, protecting the tiny 
American sugar industry with a 
tariff drove the candy company 
Brach’s to Canada along with 
several thousand jobs, and other 
sugar-using companies may follow. 
Free trade in this case would save 
more jobs than it destroys, and 
the jobs that would be saved are 
higher-paying.

Blaming free trade for a cyclical 
spike in unemployment makes 
little sense. Import growth and 
employment move together, not 
against each other. 

As more Americans have jobs, 
they demand more goods. During 
the recession of 2001, import 

Kerry: ignorant                 
of economics? 
John Kerry’s fear of 
free trade will further 
cripple U.S. economy. 

We’re so wrapped up in being 
impressive now that, not only have 

so many students stretched 
themselves too thin 

with so many activities
on their plate, we’ve 

forgotten how 
to be genuine.  
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