


Dear Choate,

      Well, folks, it’s winter. The Wallingford sky is as cold and gray as ever, the
grass is pulpy and matted, the assignments are piling up (of course they are), and the
North Face puffers are being donned. Perhaps you are reading this from the dining
hall, after we’ve flung a copy in your face screaming “New Inquiry!”; perhaps, you
are in the library procrastinating your Calc AB problem set; perhaps you are sitting
in front of the Choate store, orangina and sour-sghetti in hand, having just finished
your last exam. If it is the latter, good for you, but no matter where you are, we
hope you’ll take a moment to read what we have put together with an open mind
and skeptical attitude. We’ve put together this issue to highlight well-structured,
critical, persuasive, and engaging debate as a showcase of the mechanisms we have
to preserve our role as stakeholder in our school, community, and society as a
whole.

   The Winter term was an unsuccessful one for civic discourse at Choate. We began
the term with a broadly anticlimactic diversity day punctuated by keynote lectures
that at many moments felt conspicuously absent of ideas. This day was
overwhelmingly centered around congratulation rather than communication.
Where Angela Davis laid her provocative ideas out on the table for all to discuss, Dr.
Ilyasah Shabazz and Ndaba Mandela credited us for having the event at all. We were
commended for “getting there” (“there” being the point of social justice
enlightenment), and when asked how she would transition her father’s vision of an
equitable society into the present day, an opportunity to perhaps confront her
fathers ardently antisemitic analysis of power, Dr. Shabazz only invited us to pat
ourselves on the back once again, thereby evading any discourse on the defined
brand of antisemitism now adopted by figures like Kanye West. It is exclusively
affirming rhetoric like the kind we received on diversity day that stagnates any
progress into a more pluralistic world. In fact, this term, we have overwhelmingly
failed to spark the conversations that need to be had, and it seems that the exchange
of dialogue at Choate in general has slowed as a result.

     We do not mean to write to you with an air of defeat, nor do we mean to offer
this publication as a last beacon of hope to save our community. our writers are
not the vanguard of discourse on campus, but that is to a great extent, the point. The
essays we publish are designed with the intention of response, without which,
discourse has no room to thrive. Take what you like from each argument, refute
what you don’t. 

    our publication does not tolerate hate speech or bigotry in any form, however,
to loosely quote oscar Wilde: “a gentleman (or publication) is one who never gives
offense unintentionally.” We hope you disagree vehemently. 
   

 
 oona Yaffe, Editor-in-Chief

Elia Ahmadi, Managing Editor



     organized religion has divided discussions
throughout the past decade, and these
discussions have confused what it means to
be ‘religious’ and what it means to be
‘extremist’. In this article, the intention is to
take a step back and recognize that the intent
of organized religions is not to tear a
society apart, but to bring it closer together.
The power of religion is its influence.
organized religion has, historically, been the
biggest drive for quantifiable change in a
nation’s political system, and has often been
a call to action in bringing about justice and
order in a society. organized religion has the
capacity to create a more moral and
structured society, foster a greater sense of
community, and has been the greatest impetus
behind the most significant pieces of art,
literature, and media throughout history. 

   The majority of organized religions have
the inherent value of enforcing moral good
on society. In my opponent’s utopian society,
in which the general public all follow a
strict moral code, the importance of
religion would be mitigated; however, by
having ancient texts that inform core values
of kindness and compassion, there are
guiding principles of what a society should
look like. My opponent neglects to
understand that much of the fundamental
principles we deem right or wrong stems
from the teachings of Abrahamic religions
such as Judaism, Christianity and Islam. By
having ancient scriptures that are,
essentially, parables of what to do and what
not to do, it incentivizes adhering to
morality; it’s much harder to force someone
to do the right thing when the chance of
getting into ‘Heaven’ is off the table. This

Is organizedIs organized
Religion aReligion a
Force forForce for
Good?Good?

   The majority of Americans in 2019, according
to a survey conducted by the Pew Research
Center, believe that churches do more good
than harm in our society. organized religion
has the objective of creating a structure for
what is right and wrong, what dictates good
and evil, and thus has the power to enforce
this in the status quo. More so, religion has
the impact of encouraging its followers to
do even more for their society; consider
church bake sales, flea markets that benefit
charities. These substantial acts of good
samaritanism are encouraged in many
organized religions, as a method of giving
back to those less fortunate than themselves.
Similarly, Islam enforces a rule in which
Muslims must donate 2.5% of their yearly
wealth to charity in a process called zakat.
The opposition fails to understand that
organized religion is still a necessary pillar
of our society to uphold many of the values
we have built our foundation on.
Furthermore, another tangible example of the
moral good of religious institutions is their
obligation to provide sanctuary; often,
homeless people go to churches or other
places of worship to receive shelter, food,
clothes, and other necessary provisions. The
impact that organized religion has is its
capability to incentivize morality, but also the
achievement of greater, quantifiable positive
change in a society. 

   Furthermore, religious communities, such
as that of regular church, mosque or
synagogue participants have a greater sense
of belonging and relation with one another
than that of non-religious communities.

intrinsically makes
society more moral
and creates the basis
for what we believe
to be ‘right’ and
‘wrong’. Although
some rules within
these ancient
religions are archaic
nowadays, the major
ideologies stay true;
“love thy neighbor as
thyself”, “love peace
and pursue peace”. 



 What religion often provides people is a safe
haven, a place in which people feel a kinship
with one another through their shared
experiences.

  This not only provides an outlet for
members of the church to share their
struggles with a community but also, most
notably in churches, donations are made to
people in their parish going through
financial struggle. If a member of a parish,
or other organized religious community,
voices their adversity, there are collective
funds put together, with no objective of
being remonetized. This act of solidarity
from a community is less common in non-
religious communities, and is thus vastly
more difficult to come by. By reinforcing
and reinvigorating the community through
open dialogue and voicing of their
struggles, it can help members of the
community feel a greater sense of
connection with one another, and improve
upon mental health. Furthermore, religious
communities providing financial aid to
members of their congregation is a prime
example of the strong community religious
institutions provide, and the same scale of
that simply hasn’t been provided in the status
quo by non-religious associations. 

     The final contention is that organized
religion has had a lasting, positive effect on
the arts and media in our modern society. The
Renaissance period, arguably the most
prominent epoch in art history, was greatly
influenced by the old Testament, reflecting
the most important events to have happened
in the Biblical realm. A sizable portion of the
art, media, and literature that is considered a
revolutionary piece have been allegorical of
Biblical pieces, or, quite literally depicting a
Biblical scene (consider da Vinci’s ‘The Last
Supper’). A lot of the great art that has stood
the test of time would be paled, if not
eradicated, by the lack of religious
influence. Furthermore, religion has had an
enormous impact on architecture and how
we view great buildings. Gothic and
Byzantine architecture have both been most 

notably used for sacral Christian
architecture, and Islamic architecture has had
vast repercussions throughout the globe,
with buildings like the Taj Mahal drawing
from Islamic mosques. Similarly, many
notable pieces of theater and literature has
been impacted by religion; Shakespeare was
raised in a Catholic household, likely
bringing about the famous imagery of the
Three Witches in Macbeth, as well as newer
classics, such as that of ‘Prodigal Son’ by
John Patrick Shanley, which takes it’s name
from the biblical story ‘Parable of the
Prodigal Son’. Henceforth, many of the
formative pieces of art in history have been
shaped by religious texts. The impact of
religion on art is not simply relegated to that
of ancient history, however; consider the
Emmy nominated, critically acclaimed TV show
‘Ramy’, which illustrates a spiritual journey
of an Egyptian-American in his Muslim
neighborhood, and its primary focus is the
evolution of Muslim and religious identity.
ultimately, the influence of religion has been
a conduit for the creation of great art. 

     The major crux of this debate has been this
question; does religion still hold value in
reinforcing moral good? The opposition
argues that religion has done good in the
past, but is no longer necessary in the
present. This is a major foible; not only have I
outlined how religion still massively has the
power to ground a society, but this also
concedes that religion has been a major
force for good for centuries. The opposition
simply cannot provide the boundless positive
impacts on our society, in which organized
religion has, historically, brought about a
structured society by enforcing moral good,
and reinforcing the importance of
community and security within a
congregation.  



Is organizedIs organized
Religion aReligion a
Force forForce for
Good?Good?

    Before I begin my criticism of organized
religion, I want to acknowledge the missing
elephant in the room. By this, I mean I would
like to explain my choice to ignore the wars,
genocide, and hatred that have been justified
by organized religion. No, I have not
forgotten them. I simply believe that
organized religion is not really in the
business of generating new ideas, hateful or
not. Although the words of prophets and
saints were undoubtedly inspirational, I
believe that the general ideas of religion,
ideas that ultimately justified the
aforementioned atrocities, are more of a
reflection of the values of a society at the
time of the religion’s creation. Sure, the
people writing the scriptures were more
verbose and insightful than the general
population, but I don’t think that the ideas
that those people wrote can be attributed to
the organized religion itself. Yes, Christianity
contains some homophobia, but I think that
people at the time of the founding of
Christianity were probably pretty
homophobic, which is why it got transcribed
into religion, not because religion itself
generated this idea. I have decided to focus
on how religion has affected these ideas
(that would have existed regardless of
religion) once they were accepted by
religion. How did the structure of organized
religion morph the way that these ideas
manifest themselves in society? The most
evident answer to that question is that it
legitimizes the values it is presented with by
claiming that they are enforced and
supported by a higher power. This divine
legitimacy, though, can lead to trouble. This
essay will explore the issues with divine
legitimacy by breaking them down into three
main categories: The dangers with
legitimizing individuals, ideas, and answers.

    Let’s start with legitimizing individuals.
Whereas typical organizations choose their
leaders through meritocracy, democracy, or
even through violence, religious
organizations typically view their leaders as
appointed by God themselves, to some degree.
Since God’s reasoning cannot be questioned,
this leads to unchecked power that inevitably
becomes corrupted by the human that holds
this power. Although egregious examples of
this exist throughout all of history,
contemporary examples may serve to remind
people that this issue is still extremely
prevalent. Take Peter Popoff for example. He
is a televangelist and self-proclaimed
clairvoyant. Along with claiming the power
to cure chronic diseases, he encouraged his
viewers to “break free from the devil” by
ridding themselves of their prescription
medications. Popoff used a hidden earpiece to
receive information about his audience
members that he would then proclaim out
loud, citing his “supernatural knowledge” as
evidence for his supposed personal
connection with God. Even after his fraud
was widely publicized, his television show is
still running in 2023, allowing him to amass
an estimated net worth of 10 million dollars.
of course, any reasonable person would
stop believing him, but because of the way
religion is organized, many believe that that
would be to stop believing in God himself.  

This issue becomes
exacerbated tenfold
when believers don’t
have access to a
service like the
internet that might
provide
contradictory
information to their
beliefs. In 1515, Pope
Leo decreed that
monetary
contributions to the
church would
excuse the sins of the 

donor even though the claim had no biblical
support, enriching himself off the fact that
his church had exclusive access to
interpretation of the Bible. Religion is used to
legitimize the authority of people like Pope
Leo and Peter Popoff, and as long as the 



only thing holding them accountable is a 
 God that, for some reason, put them there in
the first place, that legitimacy is harmful to
society. 

     The second danger in the divine legitimacy
of organized religion is in the way that it
preserves ideas long beyond their societal
expiration date. By definition, organized
religion officially codifies values in things
like religious texts, rituals, and hierarchical
structures. When these values are codified,
they become significantly less susceptible to
change, even if that change is positive.
Although I do not blame religion for
creating these ideas, the structure of
organized religion inevitably keeps them
around longer than they should be. A
particularly striking example of this is the
Christian justification of American slavery.
When the Bible was written, slavery was
widespread, as seen in Ephesians 6:5, which
compelled those in servitude to “Be obedient
to them that are your masters according to
the flesh, with fear and trembling, in
singleness of your heart, as unto Christ.” of
course, over the centuries leading up to
American slavery, enlightenment thinkers like
Locke and even the Founding Fathers
advanced society towards a more liberal
perspective on personal agency. However,
because the values of the Bible’s era were
organized into an official religion and set
of beliefs that endured until the time of
slavery in the u.S., slaveholders in modern
America could use the Bible to justify their
actions. Although America was far from
completely beyond slavery in that era, the
Bible and therefore organized religion acted
as a force against positive reform, slowing
American society’s progress away from
slavery. Likewise, the Caste system emerged
over 3,000 years ago with the development of
the Hindu belief system, and it is still
prevalent in Indian society today. While the
values that make up an organized religion
were originally made from the society that
the religion comes from, organized religion
keeps those values around far longer than
they should be, limiting a society’s ability to
move forward. 

   Even with its negative effects, organized
religion does have some good deeds to point
to. It provides divine justification for 

morality it encourages in its texts through
divine decree or a promise of rewards in the  
afterlife. However, hidden in these good
deeds is the third and final negative effect of
organized religion, the legitimacy it gives to
the answers it provides for hard questions.
of course the question of why anyone
should act with anyone but themselves in
mind is a difficult one to answer, and I
commend organized religion for finding an
answer to it that has lasted this long.
However, these justifications are quickly
losing traction. Scientific advances make
religious claims more and more implausible,
leaving society with a vacuum of
justification for morality that was once
filled by organized religion.  The gradual
decline of organized religion reveals that
the answers to these questions were not
truly sufficient answers. Motivating people
to be good in one life just so they can be
rewarded in another is not true morality.
Religion doesn’t actually answer this
question, it simply finds a workaround to
manufacture morality in this lifetime. And of
course it didn’t find the answer to these
questions. These are existential questions. By
definition, they cannot be answered in a
universal text that one is meant to just
accept. In order to truly begin to face the
existential questions surrounding morality,
existence, and purpose, and grow spiritually
as a species, we must reject the simple
workarounds that religion provides us with.
only by building a culture of individually
wrestling with these questions and each
finding our own answers to them will our
society be able to build a sense of morality
that is impermeable to scientific advances.
only by rejecting the simple answers to
existential questions that religion gives us
will we begin the long, and possibly never
ending task of truly answering them. 



ShouldShould
CriminalCriminal
Justice be aJustice be a
Force forForce for
RetributionRetribution
overover
Deterrence?Deterrence?

 There are objective moral wrongs that
the government has the responsibility to
punish.
Trust in government is better established
in a retributive system as opposed to a
consequentialist system.

   Imagine this scenario: your family is
murdered. You’re devastated — this horrible
human being has taken from you what’s
most important in this world. Luckily, the
murderer is caught, charged, and found to
be guilty in a court of law. You attend the
sentencing in the hope of seeing this
criminal serve the rest of his life behind
bars.
   But no! The court has had a massive
technological breakthrough! There’s a
device that can ensure that this criminal
never has the propensity to commit murder
again. He’ll continue living his life but will
never break the law in the future. So, the
court figures, what good is locking this
man up? They release him into the world to
live among law-abiding citizens. You are
justifiably outraged.
 This is the world operating under a
utilitarian theory of criminal justice. It
seems like a good idea: the criminal justice
system ought to focus on preventing
future crime rather than giving offenders
what they “deserve.” However, this
perspective ignores three concepts that are
critical to the function of the American
government and morality:

1.

2.

3. The retributive system undergirds every
right granted to American citizens

  opponents of retributivism assert that
such a system allows the government to
impose moral axioms, claiming that this is a
dangerous step toward tyranny. However,
this fear-mongering ignores that every
government action in human history has
imposed some moral axiom. Why do we have
taxes? Because there’s a societal (and
therefore, a moral) benefit to creating
public goods. Why do we punish murder?
Because murder is a moral wrong. 
 In the same way, punishing criminals is the
government’s moral duty. If you’re
religious, you can find justification for
retributive justice in almost every sacred
text — Levitucus’ “eye for an eye” verse for

 Jews and Christians and the Quran’s Qisas
principle for Muslims. If you’re a moral
relativist, the fact that virtually every
American would prefer to see their family’s
killer imprisoned, even if it doesn’t reduce
crime, is evidence of the existence of this
moral principle. So, the theory of
retributive justice is just as strong a moral
axiom as “murder is wrong.”

    Second, as with every law or principle
the government stands behind, we must
consider how it will impact the citizenry’s
view of government. My opponent 



postulates that a retributive system puts
worry in the minds of Americans — it
encourages a brutal system of punishment
that is sure to make us distrust our
government. However, we don’t have to
speculate about the “cruelty” of a
retributive system — it’s our current system
in the united States. While we can
acknowledge the faults of our current
system, it’s a far cry from the overreaching
tyrannical government that we’re told is
the result of a retributive system.

  In reality, a retributive system better
communicates a consistent message to
those subjected to it. It objectively punishes
criminals for their crimes based on a set of
maximum and minimum prison sentences,
most often with little regard to specific
circumstances. A consequentialist system
would mandate criminals be subjectively
judged case-by-case — if the goal is simply
to better society, it’s justifiable to lock up
some criminals but not others. on the other
hand, with a retributive system, it’s
exceedingly clear what the law is and the
punishment for violating it. So, which of
these systems really produces more trust in
the government? It must be the one that has
an objective set of rules.

  The utilitarian theory of justice also
threatens many of the rights we hold dear
in our nation. The Eighth Amendment to the
u.S. Constitution prohibits “cruel and
unusual punishment.” Regardless of the
brutality of the crime, every American
citizen has the right to not be excessively
or strangely punished. A utilitarian
perspective throws this principle out the
window. Certainly, if the government was
to torture criminals brutally, potential
perpetrators would think twice before
violating the law. If we don’t adhere to any
universal moral principles, why not give
excessive punishments when it might help
deter more criminals? 

   The same can be said for the right to a
fair trial. If we abolished the right to due
process, citizens would be wary of being
falsely accused of crimes. This would 

likely result in people avoiding dangerous
situations and being more cautious about 
associating themselves with untrustworthy
people — a net benefit to society. But even
though we acknowledge the benefits of
eliminating due process, the u.S.
government rightfully considers it an
inalienable right.

   If the only principle we value in our
criminal justice system is the number of
utils it produces, the government can
justify all kinds of moral wrongs for the
sake of a “better outcome.” However, if you
agree that there exist moral principles that
supersede the simple pluses and minuses
that it produces, you can join the
retributivists in protecting the ethical
principles that are critical to our free
society. 



Should CriminalShould Criminal
Justice be aJustice be a
Force forForce for
Retribution overRetribution over
Deterrence?Deterrence?

   My opponent has chosen a very flashy
analogy for his opening statement, so in
return I will offer one of my own. Your
family is murdered! You’re devastated! oh,
the humanity! The murderer is caught, tried,
found guilty, and punished exactly in the
way he deserves to be. You want him
tortured? He’s tortured. You want him
imprisoned? He’s imprisoned. But there’s a
catch. In exchange for the punishment of
your choice, he gets to murder five more
people’s families. Bonus points if you meet
every single one of them before the
murders. In what world is that a justifiable
method? 

  We are constantly caught up in the
ongoing question “what does our
government owe us?” Deontologists might
say we are owed the enforcement of a
collection of moral paradigms by which
our society should operate,
consequentialists might say we are owed a
society which maximizes the quality of life
for the most people. Either perspective can
be used to justify anything 

from the welfare state to policing to
infrastructure, but key differences in
ideology emerge when we are faced with
the question of how to punish our
wrongs. Where a deontologist might say it
is the government's job to “do the right
thing” (demonstrate a standard to hold our
citizens), a consequentialist would claim
that the importance of punishment lies in its
capability to reduce crime. I am taking the
consequentialist perspective in this article,
asserting that the purpose of criminal
justice is to prevent crime, not to smite the
members of our constituency that don’t
obey our laws. Despite the benefits of
validating victims, it is not the government’s
responsibility to offer a retributive
criminal justice system, which fails to
prevent crime, and empowers the state in a
way that is not sustainable in a democracy.

     It is undeniable that a state is stronger
when its constituents feel protected. of
course, a quick way to achieve that feeling
of protection is to give citizens the
impression that if they are wronged, their
government will enact swift and brutal
revenge. That being said, for every criminal
who is brought to their knees at the altar
of Themis, there is a community around
them who is bound to closely witness
needless cruelty at the hands of power. As
this distrust in government spreads, as
distrust is wont to do, there becomes an
increasingly rarified group of “good
ones” in the eyes of the criminal justice
system, and an increasingly mainstream
group of those who have been wronged.
Retributive justice does not breed security,
it breeds resentment.

  This “revenge as law” is also an ineffective
deterrent for crime. My opponent also
raises the issue of subjectivity in the way
criminals are tried. He claims mandatory
minimums and maximums produce clarity
and equity. In fact, mandatory minimums are
inevitably higher than is sustainable, and
mandatory maximums are so high that they
fail to exist as a maximum at all. This leaves
punishment just as inequitable as it would  



be in an outcome-driven system, without the
benefits of the, well, outcome. There is a
time in life, around the late twenties to late
thirties when statistically speaking, people
stop committing crimes, non-violent and
violent, respectively. 

    Criminal careers are overwhelmingly
short, but their sentencing can extend
through fifty years to life. In prison, crime
is still alive and well, it just isn’t recorded
or prevented in nearly the capacity it is in
the outside world, and for offenders
released before the age of 40, even those
with sentences of over 20 years, there is a
60% rate of recidivism. Simply put, retributive
justice, which my opponent notes is what
we have now, is not working to keep crime
down. Instead, we can see that it creates
vicious cycles of vulnerable communities
who have massive holes where their
members are in prison, which in turn
produce more young people who are likely
to be arrested. Sentencing that outlasts an
offender's ability and interest in committing
crimes fails to reduce crime at all, and
instead spends countless man hours and
dollars on what boils down to sending a
message and abusing a convicted individual
out of ever being a productive community
member. Half of all people in prison have a
child. With sentences that stretch across
many lifetimes, these children are brought
up with the knowledge that their
government is keeping a caretaker out of
their life. Whether or not these parents are
deserving of these punishments, their
absence from their communities is a
necessarily destabilizing force, which can
begin cycles of criminal activity.

     Retributive punishment gives the state the
power to enforce moral axioms, which is a
dangerous step in the direction of
authoritarianism. It is obvious that murder
should be illegal, but the purpose of
making murder illegal is so fewer murders
occur, not so the government and declare
their distaste for the crime.

Deontology in government is a slippery
slope. If legislation is put into place on the
basis of arbitrary assignments of virtue, the
responsibility falls to the select few in
power to define what “virtue” means. our
country is divided into those that make and
enforce laws, and those that obey them. In
roles like judges, prosecutors, district
attorneys, (roles that are overwhelming the
ones actually controlling how convicted
people are treated), there is no real
obligation to a constituency. These are
appointed figures, not elected ones. In the
absence of true scandal, they are not
particularly at risk of removal if they fail
to improve their communities. Without the
accountability offered by elections, it is
that much more of a risk to leave the
definition of justice in the ever fickle hands
of whichever technocrats rule over a given
hamlet. Judges become feudal lords
punishing peasants according to their ever
shifting favors. “Good works” in the eyes
of the government cannot become a
question of arbitrary identification
delegated to all-powerful agents, but a
process designed to elicit tangible benefits.
  
  Earlier I asked, “what does our
government owe us?” There is no answer to
this question that does not leave the
government obligated to make a better life
for citizens. When the state degrades our
citizenry’s trust to the point of rebellion, it
fails in that obligation. When it is unable to
punish in a way that reduces crime, it fails in
that obligation. When it disenfranchises our
citizens of their representation to the point
of tyranny, it fails in that obligation. In
essence, Retributive Justice is not a
governmental function, but a mechanism of
spite, which, if left in governmental hands,
is just one stumble on the descent towards
fascism. 



Should ChoateShould Choate
ConsiderConsider
Athletic AbilityAthletic Ability
in Admissions?in Admissions?

       As I'm sure we’ve all seen on countless
web pages like Niche, Choate is
consistently considered one of the united
States’ best high schools. From what I’ve
witnessed and learned over the past three
years, I believe that Choate is such a great
school and leaves such a long term impact
because it truly is a place of many paths, as
we’re given unparalleled liberty with
choosing curriculum offerings and
extracurriculars. The student body is
diverse with talents which are displayed
through concerts, athletic competitions,
and presentations. Diverging just onto one
path, Choate’s athletes have earned their
positions just as much as any other
student. Recruiting athletes is essential to
perpetuate Choate’s mission and should
continue this practice, as Choate is a place
that is known for excelling at academics,
extracurriculars, and more.

  Choate’s admission’s process is based on
holistic review: meaning applicant’s are not
taken into consideration solely for their
academic metrics but also their experiences
and attributes which equally contribute to
the learning and teaching on campus. our
job as students is to not just enjoy Choate
and apply its many teachings towards our
future, but also to give back to Choate and
make it a better place. Choate’s varsity
teams typically put Choate on the map,
providing the school with exposure.
Through softball, soccer, and many of our
other NEPSAC title winning sports, or a
student committing to an impressive
college to continue their athletic career,
the feats of Choate’s sports are 

undoubtedly good for the school. Just look
at athletes like Hillary Knight ‘07 and Julie
Chu ‘01 that left an everlasting impression on
this community. Hearing those names as a
hockey player drew me to want to apply to
Choate, as those are inspiring peoples’
careers and people I have looked up to
throughout my life. There’s no doubt that
recruiting athletes will bring talented
students here that will have successful
athletic careers and draw positive attention
to Choate. 

   For athletes that are trying to play at the
next level in college, a high school team
can be important for recruiting. At a place
like Choate that gets lots of exposure to
colleges, deserving athletes have the
opportunity to be thrust into the spotlight.
Many high school students deserve to play
sports, go to classes, and prepare for
college at a school like Choate, but are
unable to do so because they simply don’t
have enough money to pay for tuition.
Choate should continue to recruit these
athletes so that they can have the
opportunity to get the recognition they
deserve. As an athlete, having me and my
teammate’s spots here questioned 
(I believe solely due to
the “dumb jock”
stereotype) leaves me
with confusion. Are
athletes to stop coming
here to make way for
the larger majority of
students here: students
with mostly very
wealthy backgrounds?
Additionally, many of
Choate’s athletes go to 
the united States’ top academic and athletic
schools because of their hard work,
dedication, guidance, and exposure they have
gotten from Choate. As a three sport varsity
athlete myself, the things that Choate has
taught me, including teams I’ve been on, have
been unforgettable; the experiences were
priceless, and they make me personally
indebted to Choate forever. 



To say athletic recruitment should play no
role in Choate’s admissions is to imply that
no one’s extracurricular activities or
involvements should be considered.
Extracurricular activities are what makes a
student stand out, separating them from
the numbers—test scores or GPA—that
people assert so much value and judgment
onto. Additionally, we are so lucky to have
countless impressive facilities for the
athletes of Choate to use. Lots of
investment has been done in order to
provide students with the best quality
courts, rinks, and fields. This is done so
that athletes of all levels can enjoy
sports. Choate has some of the best
facilities, teachers, and coaches, so we
should find the best students to work with
and to traverse Choate’s many paths.
Choate should put effort and emphasis on
finding people that will drive this
programming, finding the most talented
individuals possible. 

    By getting rid of athletic recruitment,
Choate wouldn’t be a school of many
paths; we become less attractive compared
to other schools, we stop finding people
that drive programming, and we reduce
access to talented people who deserve all
that Choate has to offer. With such a low
acceptance rate here, a Choate student isn’t
picked over possibly 10 other applicants
because they’re only an athlete. Athletes
add a plethora of interests to the student
body, and utilize the amazing facilities
Choate has to make this a better place. We
shouldn’t perpetuate the “dumb jock”
stereotype to drive out talented people
who are more than just athletes. Choate is
no “varsity blues” scandal, our recruited
athletes deserve to be here just as much as
anyone else. 
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     To say that athletics are not a significant
factor in the admissions process would be
to discount the value of a sports education,
an education that often contributes to an
applicant’s sense of cooperation, tenacity,
and confidence. However, athletic
recruitment involves the school’s
resources devoted to seeking students
through a solely athletic lens. This is not
to say that an athletic recruit cannot be an
“academic weapon,” as many call them. In
fact, I am delighted by the daily wisdom and
insight Choate student-athletes bring to the
campus’ classrooms. Nonetheless, it’s this
very point from which I derive my
argument against Choate’s athletic
recruitment. Choate’s flourishing academic
sphere (the school’s primary educational
focus) already attracts many accomplished
athletes, making the recruitment process
superfluous and, ultimately, a self-injurious
one that the admissions office should no
longer continue.

To the point of its being superfluous, the
school receives ample amounts of
accomplished athletes applying each year
without going through additional
candidate pools. Many students on campus
who “just happen to be great at a sport”
and were attracted to Choate for its
academic programs, facilities, and
community

However, by actively seeking athletes
through emails, visits, and the other various
scouting methods, athletic recruitment
steadily pushes forward an already
borderline unhealthy focus on sports into
a system of near athletic industrialization;
the student becomes, in their own eyes and
often to others, a sports machine whose
role becomes job-like. Yes, recruitment, in
this way, can be a surefire way for the
school to boost its athletics and can be a
fast track for these athletes to collegiate
levels, but the glaring issue remains. Choate
should not pursue such an endeavor
because plenty of athletically-talented
students are already applying in great
numbers. Shifting focus to athletics in turn
shifts praise to athletic ability over holistic
development. 

   From this view on development, I draw my
most pertinent questions—what is the role
of the school in the development of the
individual, and how does the school shift
its focus accordingly? Well, our mission
statement itself acknowledges that “in
classrooms, on playing fields, [and] in
residential houses, students grow in
confidence and self-esteem, and are
instilled with such fundamental values as
honesty, integrity, teamwork, generosity,
and compassion toward others.” 

     The school recognizes that the “playing
fields” are just as much a center for
development as the “classroom” (a
sentiment which I echo and hope the
school does not shy away from). However,
seeking students solely for their athletics
pushes the school beyond these healthy
balances and gives too much weight to an
activity that doesn’t carry nearly as much
emphasis on intellect as others. While “a
rigorous academic curriculum and an
emphasis on the formation of character”
are the two interwoven priorities of the
school, the practice of athletic recruitment
shifts priorities away from academics.



    Again, though, I remind the reader that
while this emphasis is frequently an
unfavorable result of the practice of
recruitment, the entire system is
unnecessary in the pursuit of “bettering
our athletics program” because of the
already-eager pool of applicants who just
so happen to have a mean swing, serve, or
mile time. These may just be the qualities that
get them that big, green “accepted!” check
by their name.
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