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While I am somewhat 
sympathetic to the 
views that Jacob Lyles 

expressed in his article last week 
concerning international tariffs, 
his diagnosis of the motivations 
behind United States policy had a decisive technological 

advantage over many of these 
nations, a few of them had a 
sufficiently developed economic 
infrastructure such that they 
could provide some sort of 
competition, specifically in areas 
of agriculture. 

Furthermore, these nations 
had available to them 
significantly cheaper labor, an 
especially huge advantage in 
such a labor driven industry.

Realizing that this was one 
area in which its international 
competition might have an 
advantage, the United States 
has done its best up till now 
to greatly limit foreign access 
to American markets. After 
all, allowing such access might 
allow these developing nations 
to actually develop! 

It is much better to keep their 
economic infrastructures in their 
dilapidated and continually 
“in development” state, than 
to allow these nations to 
become large scale economic 
competitors with the U.S.

As technology becomes 
more and more available 
globally, unless the United 
States is able to establish 
economic dominance in these 
nations early on in the stages 
of development, forcing their 
governments and industries 
to work through them, the 
globalization of technology will 
only go to weaken the status 
of the United States as the 
world’s preeminent economic 
superpower. 

Other than our state of 
technological development, 
there is really very little that sets 
the United States apart from 
other nations economically. 
Undeveloped nations have far 
more untapped resources and 
far cheaper labor than we do 

here in America. 
Were these nations allowed 

to develop domestically and 
independently, as they have 
the potential to do, specifically 
in the case of agriculture in the 
short term, the U.S. would cease 
to be as globally important 
as it has been economically 
throughout our lifetime.

Personally, I think this 
speaks nothing in favor of 
maintaining our domestic trade 
barriers. The United States has 
no divine right to being the 
world’s preeminent economic 
superpower, and cannot justify 
its maintaining that status at 
the cost of oppressing less-
developed nations. That being 
said, this isn’t a cut and dry 
“win-win” situation. 

While opening our domestic 
markets to international 
competition may cause sugar 
prices to drop, it will also 
cost thousands of individuals 
their livelihoods. Though the 
immediate response is to say 
that these farmers need to get 
with the times and start working 
in the technologically based 
fields where the United States 
maintains its superiority, once 
the gates have been open, there 
is no guarantee that we will 
maintain this superiority. 

I am in absolute agreement 
that proper globalization can 
bring benefit to millions upon 
millions of human beings across 
the globe, but one must realize 
that this is not a personally cost-
free benefit. The money these 
countries are gaining has to 
come from somewhere, and as 
the richest nation in the world, 
we are one of the likely sources. 

I, for one, feel an obligation 
to make such a sacrifice, but it 
should be quite obvious how 
pure self-interest can explain 
the United States’ present day 
stance. 

It is not that policy makers in 
Washington feel compelled to 
battle for human rights for those 
abroad, far from it. Rather, they 
are primarily concerned with 
maintaining the standard of 
living here at home. 

Ryan Doerflor is a senior 
philosophy major.

seemed confused. 
I don’t think Jacob is alone 

with regards to his misdiagnosis 
of the situation, as it does have 
a certain prima facie plausibility. 
However, when he says that 
the United States is missing out 
on a “win-win” opportunity by 
leaving trade barriers intact, this 
isn’t entirely true.

The United States has been 
one of the world’s biggest 
proponents of modern 
economic globalization, and 
understandably so. Given this 
nation’s level of industrial and 
technological development, 
eliminating trade barriers 
provided our American 
corporations access to massive 
new markets, especially 
markets in economically under-
developed nations that lacked 
any sort of domestic producers 
that could seriously contend 
with its new international 
competition. 

By throwing open the trade 
floodgates, the United States 
was free to move in and set 
up shop before any domestic 
competition had any chance 
to develop, and once a 
stranglehold was gained on the 
market, any possibility of such 
domestic development was 
extinguished.

Of course, though being 
a huge proponent of the 
elimination of trade barriers 
abroad, the United States took 
a much different policy stance 
here at home. 

Though the United States 
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Trade barriers 
arenõt always either 
negative or great.

The United States has done its 
best up till now to greatly limit 

foreign access to American 
markets. After all, allowing 

such access might allow these 
developing nations to 

actually develop! 

With tariffs, no absolutes

Having already written two 
columns on the nature of a 
college campus, its pursuit 

of constructive dialogue through the 
fostering of free speech, I realized that 
I was addressing details of a larger 
topic – that of the undergraduate 
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education itself. The 4,000 students 
composing the undergraduate 
population of Wake Forest University 
are here primarily because they believe 
that the four years spent here earning 
a bachelor’s degree will provide them 
with more resources and tools to 
succeed in the “real world.” 

There is an unquestioned faith in the 
undergraduate education that its tools 
and methods will enhance not only 
students’ academic development but 
also their worth as a member of civil 
society.

Depending on the variable used to 
indicate “success,” these claims are 
on the whole quite true. The income 
differential between those with a high 
school diploma and an undergraduate 
degree continues to widen, with 
those holding a bachelor’s degree 
earning nearly $1 million more over 
their career. Because of the increased 
number of students going to college, 
the undergraduate degree is almost a 
necessity to land a desirable position 
after graduation.

Yet these materialistic values attached 
to the undergraduate degree may 
undermine the true purpose of the 
undergraduate education. It can be 
seen in many of our classrooms today – 
apathetic students sitting through class 
unengaged, knowing that an average 
grade will suffice for a divisional 
requirement. 

As undergraduate colleges continue 
to educate higher percentages of 
America’s youth, universities must 
solidify the undergraduate academic 
experience and prevent college from 
becoming America’s second high 
schools.

The task of undergraduate institutions 
is then multi-dimensional. For many 
years, they have filled the role of being 
a platform for careers, an educational 
terminus leading to a professional 
beginning. 

Let us be careful, however, not to 
confuse this more vocational point with 
the materialistic job entitlement point 
expressed previously.

In upper echelon private schools, 
they molded character and promoted 
leadership, creating responsible 
citizens ready to carry the torch from 
the previous generation. But as the 
more meritocratic system emerged 
on academic grounds, is has been the 
primary function of the undergraduate 
college to educate, promote critical 
thinking and expand the intellectual 
capacity of its students.

“Thinking” can be substituted for 
the western ideas of “learning” or 
“education.” Plato, Aristotle and other 
Greek philosophers, whose musings 
still form the basis for philosophy 
departments everywhere, were above 
all thinkers, using logic to try and reach 
‘truth.’ 

With the creation of the scientific 
method, this principle of thought 
could finally be tested. Rather than just 
thinking that A caused B, or C was the 
result of D, experiments could be done. 
Hypotheses could be proven, theories 
tested, and data examined. Thinking 

became something tangible.
Yet the virtue of thought, and more 

specifically, critical thought, seems 
to be fading in the undergraduate 
education. 

Philosophy has the smallest number 
of majors within the university and 
many students seek the easiest way to 
fulfill the philosophy divisional. 

Are students becoming scared to 
think? Have the values of logic, reason, 
and criticism fallen so far in this 
materialistic, tangible world? 

Perhaps students avoid philosophy 
because it seems to have no direct 
effect on the probability of landing a 
mid-level corporate job. 

However, the trend can serve 
to illustrate two possibly clashing 
movements in undergraduate 
education that threaten to undermine a 
true system of learning. 

First, students are planning for the 
future more than ever, knowing early 
on in the undergraduate experience 
where their post-graduation path will 
lead. 

Second, the undergraduate college 
has failed to assert itself as an 
important stage of academic and 
intellectual development, resulting 
in students bypassing courses of 
intellectual strength for those with 
“practical” applications.

Undergraduate colleges must then 
find a way to reignite the passion 
for intellect and critical thought, 
and market those two as the means 
to achieving a successful career. 

Admittedly, accounting majors may 
have a profound dislike for biology, but 
there is no reason why philosophical 
ethics should not be a part of their core 
knowledge. 

Taking the notion of classical 
knowledge and critical thought to 
the extreme, St. Johns College in 
Annapolis, Md., does not have majors, 
but rather every student reads the 
“great books” starting as far back as 
Homer and graduates with the same 
degree. 

I do not believe that these students 
will be any less prepared to enter a 
competitive job market, in fact, some 
may benefit from this highly literary 
and critical approach to learning. St. 
Johns has chosen this path to retain the 
thinking aspect of learning; many will 
choose others.

I wish to continue this dilemma of 
undergraduate education in my column 
next week; due to space limitations, it 
cannot be carried out here alone. In 
particular, it is extremely important 
to examine the give-and-take between 
internships and education. 

If students participate in different 
internship programs, comparable to 
entry level jobs, what does the rest of 
undergraduate experience provide if 
the student has already proven his or 
her capability in the workplace? 

I hope to provide some insight into 
this question and others next week.

Doug Hutton is a junior political science 
major.

With the creation of the scientific 
method, this principle of thought 

could finally be tested. Rather than 
just thinking that A caused B, or C 
was the result of D, experiments 

could be done. Hypotheses 
could be proven, theories tested, 

and data examined. 

College students fail 
to take advantage of 
learning opportunities.

Compromising educational process through apathy

Watts’ response  model 
of unbecoming behavior 

Professors are here to teach, 
but not at the expense of 
hard-working students.

I had Eric Watts for an introductory level 
communication class last semester. Upon 
the conclusion of the class, my impression of 

Watts was that he was an extremely intelligent, 
engaging, highly opinionated professor with 
some fascinating ideas. The interesting part is 

that I also know Jacob Lyles and I would be apt 
to use the same adjectives in describing him. On 
the surface, this would appear to be a case of 
two assertive, obstinate people clashing heads. 
However, contained within Watt’s editorial 
(“Professor says white bias does exist,” Sept. 18) 
are several thinly veiled insults directed toward 
Lyles. 

In conducting yourself in this manner, Dr. 
Watts, you displayed that you are utterly 
devoid of tact. It is wholly uncalled for 
and tremendously unprofessional of you to 
personally attack a student in a public, student-
run medium. 

Furthermore, as a panelist at the forum, 
you were given far more time to speak than 
Mr. Lyles had. You had the final say after his 
inquiry to you that night in the chapel, and you 
avariciously appear to desire the final say on the 
editorials page also. 

Perhaps this is because you have come to the 
realization that if you do not expediently defend 
your theories that people may be inclined to 
question them, instead of merely passively 
accepting the ambiguous rhetoric you have 
shown a discernable penchant to bombard us 
with. 

In your proclivity for being vague, yet 
somehow unsubtle, you intimate that Mr. Lyles 
may be racist, simply being the byproduct 
of a culture prone to unspoken complicity in 
accepting racism. 

Let me remind you, Dr. Watts, that you 
are part of this culture, and therefore you are 
not exempt from this claim. Just because you 
are of a different race or ethnicity does not 
exclude you from being prejudiced toward 

another group of people. Black people can 
have animosity toward white people just as the 
reverse can be true.

You brazenly surmise that Lyles has not 
learned much in his time at Wake. Well, Lyles 
is in his third year here and he is a double 
major, so I think it is safe to estimate that he has 
acquired a bit of knowledge thus far. You have 
chosen to slander him as stupid simply because 
he does not subscribe to the ideas you have laid 
out. That is not exactly higher-level logic on 
your part. 

Now before you or any of the other ignorant 
people at this school condemn or decry me for 
my words, let me provide a little background 
information on myself—it’s extremely diverse. 
My parents were born and raised not just in 
two different countries, but on two separate 
continents, neither of which happen to be 
North America. This means I have a pretty firm 
grasp of what it means to be multicultural. I am 
co-vice president of the Asian Student Interest 
Association, which strives to promote cultural 
understanding, as well as bring together people—
both minorities and majorities alike—from an 
expansive array of backgrounds. This angst you 
refer to is a universally human sentiment and 
one not inextricably tied to Caucasians. 

Everyone has the ability to feel rage and I do 
not think white people exert an overabundance 
of it, as you suggest. Furthermore, you postulate 
that no matter what a white person does it is 
simply not enough, unless they are marching 
down the streets in D.C. for equality. It is foolish 
to think that everyone can have this level of 
involvement. 

A majority of people in general are not active 
in nor adamant proponents of any cause, let 
alone one with which they do not have deep 
ties.

Marc Tandan is a senior English major.

You postulate that no matter what a 
white person does it is simply not 

enough, unless they are marching down the 
streets in D.C. for equality. It is foolish to 
think that everyone can have this level 
of involvement. A majority of people in 
general are not active in nor adamant 
proponents of any cause, let alone one 
with which they do not have deep ties.


