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L
ast week, Republican 
presidential candidate 
Rick Santorum, in a 
speech at an Americans 

For Prosperity forum, made another 
distinctive gaffe, calling President 
Obama a “snob” for believing that 
everyone should go to college.

While Santorum was mistaken 
about the President’s beliefs (the 
President believes that training pro-
grams and vocational schools are 
included under the umbrella term 
“college”), we still take issue with 
Santorum’s implication, that attend-
ing a four-year college designates 
someone as a snob.

Santorum’s original point was 
that people have dreams and goals 

for their lives that don’t include 
four-year colleges, and we under-
stand that sentiment. Four years 
at a university, and the education 
it provides, isn’t for everyone, and 
there are plenty of jobs that you can 
get without going to a school like 
Wash. U.

However, that doesn’t mean 
that choosing to attend a four-year 
institution makes someone a “snob” 
or implies that he or she is more 
qualified for “real life” than some-
one who decides to attend a trade or 
vocational school.

We at Wash. U. all chose to spend 
four years putting our lives on hold 
in order to better ourselves, and get 
an education that we deem valuable 

enough to be worth all that time and 
money.

As the type of “snobbish” stu-
dents that Santorum was referring 
to, we take offense at the idea that 
we are somehow trying to make 
ourselves better than anyone else by 
going to college. Yes, we are trying 
to better ourselves, and make our-
selves more valuable to the world, 
but never do we believe that we are 
trying to make ourselves into a class 
that is better than any other.

By calling President Obama 
a “snob” when he mistakenly 
believed that the President wanted 
everyone to go to a four-year col-
lege, he was implying that four-year 
colleges were inherently snobbish 

in and of themselves, and that their 
version of education is somehow 
less valuable.

We believe that Santorum 
shouldn’t try to disparage any form 
of education, because, as he says, 
any form of it is valuable. Yes, some 
people decide to go to commu-
nity college or vocational school, 
but some decide that a four-year 
college is the choice for them. Just 
because we chose to get a four-year 
education, doesn’t make us any 
less valuable, and doesn’t make us 
“snobs” because we determined 
that that type of education was 
good for us.

The President was right to 
try to promote higher education 

for everyone. No, not everyone 
should be forced to go to college, 
but everyone should have the 
opportunity should they choose to. 
That isn’t snobbery, that is giving 
everyone equal access to methods 
of self-improvement.

Santorum shouldn’t call four-year 
education snobbery offhandedly, 
because it ultimately attacks a large 
portion of Americans who are 
only trying to better themselves by 
going to school. Rick Santorum 
should know the value of a college 
education, because he has a B.A., a 
J.D. and an M.B.A. If we are snobs 
for attending college, he is snobbier 
than us all.
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The value of education

S
pokesmen for the Occupy 
Wall Street movement 
reported Feb. 23 that 
the movement does not 

support the Occupy Conference. 
The Occupy Conference will take 
place in Philadelphia later this year 
with two representatives from each 
congressional district in order to 
create a list of  grievances to send to 
Congress.

Han Shan, a member of  the 
Occupy Wall Street PR team, 
reported to the Associated Press 
that they could not support the 
conference because “We think it’s 
critically important to truly build 
consensus; this was not something 
that was built around consensus.”

Now, I understand the prospect 
of  not agreeing with the conference 
for various political reasons, but if  
the Occupy movement is going to 
continue, it will need to get off  its 
high horse and consider the pros-
pect of  working by a system other 
than consensus.

Working by consensus holds a 
great appeal. You argue for your 
case and then work to find a course 
of  action upon which everyone can 
agree, a middle ground that every-
one will accept and feel energized 
about working toward.

But consensus is one of  those 
impossible political ideals that will 
simply never occur. It cannot hap-
pen, because not everyone thinks 
the same way, and in every political 
decision, someone has to “lose.”

Have you ever been in an orga-
nization that tries to work solely by 

consensus? People still get shafted. 
If  you can’t make the meeting to 
argue your case for a certain course 
of  action, what are you supposed 
to do when a decision is made 
against your will? Does the entire 
group stop working because of  that 
loner who was stuck in traffic?

Making decisions by consensus 
doesn’t even work for non-political 
interactions. I love the people with 
whom I currently live. We all get 
along incredibly well; I consider 
them to be a second family. 
Nevertheless, nobody can agree on 
where to eat dinner. It simply isn’t 
possible for 10 people at any given 
moment to decide where they all 
simultaneously want to eat dinner, 
and we aren’t even talking about a 
potentially divisive topic.

Now think about the Occupy 
movement, with its thousands 
of  members, all from different 
backgrounds and different walks of  
life, trying to work toward a better 
America.

Can you picture how long it 
would take them to make any 
decision where if  one person 
wasn’t at least somewhat happy, 
they had to start over? They didn’t 
approve of  the Occupy Conference 
because when it was proposed to 
the Occupy Wall Street General 
Assembly it “generated more con-
troversy than consensus.”

The thing is, every important 
issue generates controversy! 
You can’t have a political move-
ment that isn’t at least somewhat 
controversial. That is what makes 
debating these things so important. 
You can’t simply avoid the impor-
tant issues because building ideas 

by consensus is more important.
Think about the things that 

would never EVER happen if  
we worked in a consensus-based 
political system. Civil rights, gay 
marriage, women’s rights, could 
have never been a remote possibil-
ity in a consensus world, because 
some people are intractable on 
certain issues.

No, consensus systems don’t 
work. I don’t have a better system 
in mind than our current politi-
cal system, but I am 100 percent 
confident that working things out 
by consensus will leave us with a 
slower, less progressive country 
than the Occupy movement is 
looking for.

In every important political deci-
sion someone has to lose. It is the 
way of  the world. Someone isn’t 
going to get a military contract; 
someone is going to have her way 
of  life disturbed. Someone might 
have his sensibilities assaulted. 
Those people will always oppose 
the consensus.

Some issues are too important 
for people to ignore because they 
“generate too much controversy.” 
I’m not saying Occupy Wall 
Street needed to approve of  the 
Philadelphia Conference. But if  
they really want to continue as a 
movement and really want to try 
to make this country a better place, 
they need to understand that not 
everyone can always win out when-
ever more than one person needs to 
make a decision.

The faulty logic of working 
by consensus

DANIEL DEIBLER
SENIOR FORUM EDITOR
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O
n Monday, Student 
Life reported that 
Bon Appétit, the uni-
versity’s food service 

provider, has unveiled new protocols 
for the humane treatment of the 
animals it purchases for consump-
tion. These new policies include the 
boycott of gestation crates for pigs 
and veal crates for calves, as well 
as the insistence upon “cage-free” 
conditions for laying hens. 

I applaud these changes, in 
particular the abolition of veal and 
gestation crates, which confine 
animals at all times in a space too 
small to even turn around: they will 
produce concrete benefits for count-
less animals. However, I urge anyone 
who is sincerely concerned with 
animal welfare to consider becoming 
a vegetarian. 

First of all, the implication 
that these measures ensure truly 
“humane” treatment of the animals 
is misleading at best. The reality 
of “cage-free” laying hens does 
not conform to the idyllic image 
the term may produce of an “Old 
MacDonald” style farm with a 
few hens pecking around a green 
barnyard. In reality, the hens are 
kept densely packed (nine birds per 
square meter) in massive sheds, and 
often never have the opportunity 
to go outside. The hens attack each 
other so often (due to the discomfort 
of their close confinement) that part 
of their beaks are cut off shortly 
after hatching, in order to limit the 
damage they can do to each other. 
Furthermore, male chicks (which 
obviously make up 50 percent of  
the hatched birds) can’t lay eggs and 
thus have no commercial value to 
the industry. As such they are killed 
immediately after hatching, often in 
gruesome ways such as being ground 
up alive. 

While the ethical arguments 
for vegetarianism are numerous, 
nuanced, and often mutually exclu-
sive, I’m just going to mention a few 
over-arching points here: there seems 
to be something fundamentally 
amiss with the idea of demanding 
“humane” treatment of an animal 
whose sole reason for existing is to 
be slaughtered during the physical 
peak of its life. Believing in humane 
treatment for animals tacitly implies 
the assumption that animals are con-
scious beings with their own feelings 

and preferences, which ought to be 
respected when possible, and are 
capable of suffering, which ought 
to be limited. It seems difficult to 
maintain this view while supporting 
an industry that does not: intensive 
animal farms treat animals as meat-
producing machines, just like any 
other piece of factory equipment. 
As such, the quest for efficiency and 
the bottom line often comes at the 
expense of the animals’ well-being. 
Construing animals as “things” to 
be used as we see fit promotes an 
attitude that severely impairs any 
effort toward increased well-being for 
farmed animals. 

It is true that small, independent 
farms exist which don’t share factory 
farms’ attitude towards their animals, 
and as a result treat them relatively 
well (aside from the slaughter which 
is still the end goal). However, it is 
nearly impossible to produce meat 
on the industrial scale necessary to 
meet Americans’ demand without 
succumbing to the agribusiness 
model. 

All of this is not even to men-
tion the environmental reasons to 
become vegetarian (animal-based 
foods are much more energy-inten-
sive to produce than plant-based) and 
the well-documented health benefits 
of decreasing one’s meat intake. 

Becoming a vegetarian is a 
personal choice, and a big one at 
that. Many people balk at the seem-
ingly ascetic nature of this decision. 
Fortunately, Wash. U. and Bon 
Appétit are incredibly supportive 
of such a venture. Delicious and 
healthy vegetarian food can be found 
at every campus eatery, from black 
bean burgers and stir-fry to the dedi-
cated vegetarian station at the DUC 
(which recently has been introducing 
new, classy, and interesting dishes, 
which I can’t recommend highly 
enough). 

Even if you don’t end up becom-
ing vegetarian, if you are genuinely 
concerned about animal welfare, 
please keep what I have written in 
mind. Perhaps eat a couple fewer 
eggs every week, or get pizza with 
onion and green peppers instead of  
pepperoni. Even small steps such as 
these can help you become a more 
well-rounded person, physically as 
well as ethically, in addition to pro-
moting the truly humane treatment 
of animals.

Concerned about animal 
welfare? Consider 

vegetarianism
ALEX LUKE
OP-ED SUBMISSION
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This wasn’t the start the Washington 
University baseball team was expecting. 
Not by a long shot.

Four games into the 2012 season, the 
Bears are just 1-3, and in a three-game 
sweep at the hands of  DePauw University 
this past weekend at home, were out-
scored by 24 runs, allowed 21 walks and 
committed 11 errors.

“We didn’t see that coming. We had 
a tremendous amount of  respect for 
DePauw, having played them last year, 
knowing that they had almost their 
entire team returning, but no, we didn’t 
anticipate the game being out of  hand 
on Sunday like it did and certainly didn’t 
anticipate losing three games in a row,” 
head coach Steve Duncan said. “But I 
think it points to our youth and inexpe-
rience more than anything, not to our 
talent level.”

In the second leg of  last Sunday’s 
doubleheader, Wash. U. jumped out to 
an early 4-0 lead, but the Tigers quickly 
clawed back into the game with four runs 
in the fourth inning. An 11-run seventh 
inning, in which DePauw sent 16 men to 
the plate, put the cap upon a demoralizing 
22-9 defeat.

The trouncing prompted a lengthy team 
meeting immediately after the game’s 
end.

“There wasn’t much that needed to be 
said. The game spoke to how we were 
playing, and so [Duncan] really didn’t 
need to say much other than, ‘Take what 
we experienced here and use that as moti-
vation for the rest of  the season,’” senior 
outfielder and pitcher Brandon Rogalski 
said.

With just two returning starting posi-
tion players, sophomore center fielder 
Kyle Billig and junior infielder Greg 
Gleicher, inexperience has cost the Bears 
in this early season.

“Inexperience and youth are partly to 
blame, but it was also just a wakeup call 
for us that there’s some more work that 
needs to be put in. The guys have worked 
tremendously hard throughout the offsea-
son, so it wasn’t for a lack of  effort or lack 
of  preparation, but it did show us that we 
have a ways to go to where we want to 

be,” Duncan said. 
But all is not lost. DePauw is con-

sidered an out-of-region team, and as 
such, the losses do not harm Wash. U.’s 
chances at making the postseason, and on 
Tuesday, also at home, the Bears got their 
first win of  the season, thanks to a ninth-
inning rally against Greenville College at 
home. 

“I think we did wake up. The prac-
tice we had on Monday, we focused 
exclusively on defensive work, and I 
saw a renewed focus within the players 
on improving their own fundamentals 
because no one likes to experience the 
kind of  game we experienced on Sunday 
when it got out of  hand,” Duncan said. 
“These guys have a lot of  pride, and they 
work really hard, so I think we’re all 
determined to not happen ever again this 
year.”

Faced with a three-run deficit to start 
the final frame, Wash. U. forced two 
walks and a hit batsman. A two-RBI 
single, a run-scoring wild pitch, and an 
Andrew Dwoskin walk-off-single gave the 
Bears a tally in the win column. 

Tuesday’s win, in which Wash. U. 
committed no errors and freshman first-
basemen Zack Kessinger turned a critical 
triple play, is a promising sign, but the 
team’s schedule does not get any easier. 
No. 16 Buena Vista University and No. 
13 College of  St. Scholastica will visit for 
two games each this weekend.

“This past weekend, we weren’t playing 
up to our abilities, both offensively, defen-
sively and in pitching,” Rogalski said. “As 
long as we play to our potential, I don’t 
think we’ll have a problem. We’ll defi-
nitely compete. Whether or not we win 
isn’t really a question, but we’re going to 
compete with the teams, and we’re going 
to give ourselves a chance to win every 
game.”

The first pitch against Buena Vista is 
scheduled for 2:30 p.m. on Friday.

“We’re looking forward to this week-
end. It’s a stiff  task; there’s no question 
about it. These are two of  the best teams 
in the country, and we’ve got two games 
against each of  them. We’re going to be 
tested, but I feel a little confident going 
in. I think our guys are ready for it,” 
Duncan said. 

Bears on road to recovery 
after woeful weekend

ALEX DROPKIN
ASSOCIATE EDITOR

Starting pitcher Taylor Berman delivers home against DePauw University on Sunday. Berman threw 3.2 
innings and gave up four runs in a no decision, but the Bears eventually lost the game 22-9.
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