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In recent weeks, I have been 
thinking about a question that 
Robert Hyde, chief financial 

officer for the Utah Jazz and 
president of Fanzz, told me the 
Jazz organization poses in job 
interviews. First, the interviewer 
sets the stage for the question by 
providing some information. 

“Employee theft can be a 
problem. From time to time, 
employees take company property 
home for personal use. Some 
will take paper and pencils for 
their kids to use in school. Some 
will take Utah Jazz hats and T-
shirts for their friends. On rare 
occasions, employees may take 
company property and resell it.” 

Then, the interviewer poses 
the question: “Are you the kind of 
person who steals a little or are 
you the type of person who steals 
a lot?” A surprisingly common 
answer given by job candidates 
is that if they are lucky enough 
to get a job with the Jazz 
organization they will only steal a 
little.

In recent weeks, similar 
scenarios have been played 
out on the national scene. 
Candidates for positions in the 
Obama administration are being 
questioned about how much they 
have stolen.

Treasury Secretary Timothy 
F. Geithner failed to pay several 
thousands of dollars in federal 
taxes. After the unpaid taxes 
were detected, he coughed 
up $43,200 in back taxes and 
interest. Seemingly, this qualifies 

as “stealing a little” because 
Geithner was confirmed by the 
Senate Finance Committee.

Apparently, Tom Daschle 
crossed the line between stealing 
a little and stealing a lot. Daschle 
withdrew his nomination to 
lead the Health and Human 
Services Department when it was 
discovered that he failed to pay 
$128,000 in taxes.  Apparently, 
$128,000 amounts to “stealing a 
lot.”

Geithner and Daschle are two 
high-profile examples, but they 
are not the only examples. Nancy 
Killefer, who was appointed 
by President Obama to a new 
position to scrutinize government 
spending, resigned from the 
Office of Management and Budget 
because of questions with her 
taxes.

These cases aren’t unique 
to the Obama administration. 
You may recall that President 
Bush’s nominee for secretary 
of homeland security, Bernard 
Kerik, withdrew his nomination 

because he had not paid 
employment taxes on a domestic 
worker who was an illegal 
immigrant. 

Another Bush nominee, 
Linda Chavez, who was an 
outspoken critic of minimum 
wage increases, withdrew her 
nomination to be labor secretary 
when questionable employment 
relationships with an illegal 
immigrant were uncovered. 
Regrettably, I could continue with 
a long list of examples for prior 
presidential administrations, 
and I could expand the list with 
countless examples from state 
and local government.

The humorist Will Rogers was 

fond of calling the politicians 
in Washington, D.C. the “hired 
help.” I think that Rogers was 
correct in his view that politicians 
are simply employees of the 
citizens of this country. This being 
the case, politicians should be 
subjected to the same scrutiny as 
any candidate for a job.

This brings me back to the 
question posed in job interviews: 
“Are you the type of person 
who will steal a little or the type 
who will steal a lot?” What does 
the Jazz organization do when 
candidates for a job say they will 
only steal a little? The answer 
is the organization doesn’t hire 
them. 

The only successful candidates 
are the ones who say they won’t 
steal anything and would be 
uncomfortable working in an 
environment where theft is 
regularly tolerated.

It would be a refreshing 
change to see the same standard 
applied to the nation’s “hired 
help” in Washington D.C.

Steal a little or steal a lot
... politicians should 

be subjected to the same 

scrutiny as any candidate 

for a job.
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Like most Americans, 
I’ve pondered the 
severe economic slump 

we’re in, thought about what 
caused it, and wondered who 
we can blame. 

I think I’ve come up with 
a good candidate 
for a scapegoat. I 
hereby nominate 
Arthur Laffer, the 
economic adviser 
to President 
Ronald Reagan.

To begin 
with, we need 
to clarify a few 
things. Laffer 
didn’t invent the 
“Laffer curve” 
or the economic theory 
behind it. The premise is 
simple. Expected long-term 
income from taxes will be 
zero at both 0 percent and 
100 percent tax rates. In 
between is a hill-shaped 
curve, with the top of the hill 
representing the optimum 
tax rate for maximizing 
revenue. 

Laffer’s fame was 
based on his claim that 
the peak of the curve was 

at a much lower tax rate 
than commonly accepted. 
His theory was the main 
impetus behind the massive 
tax cuts early in the Reagan 
administration.

History tells us Reagan 
embraced this concept fairly 
late in his political career. He 
was originally a “balanced-

budget” conservative 
who stressed the 
importance of the 
nation paying its bills. 
That philosophy was 
expressed well by an 
earlier conservative, 
Utah author Howard 
Ruff, who claimed 
those who pushed 
for a balanced 
budget were “closet 
liberals” because true 

conservatives would pay off 
the debt.

The historical record 
points to a few other facts. 
Contrary to claims by his 
disciples, Reagan wasn’t an 
ideologue on this issue. They 
praise the tax cuts early in 
his presidency, but forget to 
mention Reagan’s subsequent 
tax hikes. Reagan recognized 
things weren’t working 
according to Laffer’s theory 
and made an honest attempt 

to raise revenue and balance 
the budget.

The promised increases 
in American productivity 
from lower taxes also didn’t 
happen. Annual productivity 
increases from 1980 onward 
were about half what they 
were compared to the 
1945-1973 post-war period. 
This was accompanied by 
stagnation in real wages by 
the middle class and a steady 
transfer of wealth upward. 
Maintaining family income 
was often financed by full-
time homemakers entering 
the workforce in larger 
numbers during this period.

It gets worse. Much as 
liberal politicians in the 
1960s and 1970s became hack 
economists and distorted 
Keynesian economics 
to justify excessive 
government spending, 
conservative politicians 
since 1980 became hack 
economists and distorted 
supply-side economics 
to justify abandoning 
their traditional fiscal 
conservatism. 

Rather than asking 
Americans to make the 
sacrifices in government 
services necessary to pay 

for their tax cuts, we were 
basically told we could 
have our cake and eat it 
too. If we just cut taxes 
deep enough, tax revenues 
would eventually recover 
sufficiently to make spending 
discipline unnecessary. 
Conservatives didn’t say it 
that way, but that was the 
message, and Americans 
bought into the free-lunch 
mentality.

Unfortunately, that 
mentality leaked out to 
the rest of the culture. We 
discarded our traditional 
American values of thrift, 
of getting ahead through 
hard work and sacrifice, 
and our sense of community 
responsibility. We replaced 
those values with massive 
government and consumer 
borrowing, a drop in savings 
rates to near zero, an over-
leveraged financial system, 

stagnating productivity 
growth, crumbling 
infrastructure, and a “get 
rich quick, every man for 
himself” attitude. (I call this 
the “Let every man prosper 
according to his genius, 
let every man conquer 
according to his strength, 
and whatsoever a man 
does is no crime” economic 
philosophy.) 

What resulted from all 
this should be no surprise. 
FDR was right: Greed is 
not only bad morals, it’s bad 
economics.

Is there hope? My 
optimism was bolstered 
while reading the Standard-
Examiner several weeks 
ago. In discussing his 
opposition to further sales 
tax reductions, State Sen. 
Peter Knudsen, R-Brigham 
City, was quoted as saying, 
“There’s a disconnect in 

the public in terms of the 
services they want and the 
fact that we have to have 
revenue to pay for them.”

Wow. A Republican with 
the courage to look us in the 
eye and say, “Guess what, 
folks. You can’t have your 
cake and eat it, too. If you 
want good schools, good 
roads and functioning social 
services, you have to pay for 
them.” 

Contrast that with fellow 
Brigham City Republican 
U.S. Rep. Rob Bishop, who 
cried “Keep the Bush tax 
cuts permanent” while he 
voted for massive Bush 
spending increases and 
deficits. 

I may be a Democrat, but 
Knudsen just became one of 
my favorite politicians.

Here’s my hope: That 
Utah Republicans will 
lead their national party in 
finally repudiating Laffer’s 
voodoo economics (yes, 1980 
candidate Bush had the truth 
of it), follow Sen. Knudsen’s 
example, and get back to 
their traditional role of hard 
nose truth-telling.

Steve Olsen is vice 
chairman of the Weber 
County Democrats.

To overcome the economic crisis, we need some truth-telling
Rather than asking Americans to make the 

sacrifices in government services necessary to 

pay for their tax cuts, we were basically told 

we could have our cake and eat it too. 

A travesty of justice has 
occurred in Oakland, 
California. But realities 

surrounding this local issue point 
to how the economic crisis in 
our nation is symptomatic of and 
flows from a deeper fundamental 
moral crisis.

A black pastor awaits 
sentencing, which could amount 
to two years in prison and $4,000 
in fines, for standing outside an 
inner-city abortion clinic holding 
a sign saying “Jesus Loves You & 
Your Baby, Let Us Help You,” and 
offering pro-life literature.

Walter Hoye, founder and 
chairman of the Issues4Life 
Foundation, was found guilty of 
“unlawful approach” under the 
“Access to Reproductive Health 
Care Facilities Ordinance” 
enacted in Oakland in 2008.

Under the ordinance, it is 
prohibited, within 100 feet of 
the entrance to a “reproductive 
health facility,” to approach 
within eight feet of a client 
“for the purpose of counseling, 
harassing, or interfering” with 
that person.

“Harassing” means holding up 
a sign, passing out literature or 
offering counseling.

The “reproductive health care 
facility” in question is Family 
Planning Specialists in Oakland. 
Looking over their Web site, it’s 
clear that there is only one kind 
of reproductive health care they 
provide. Abortions.

According to testimony of 

the facility’s executive director, 
they perform about 100 abortions 
per week. Assuming an average 
of $600 per abortion (from the 
fee schedule on the Web site), 
that’s about $3 million a year in 
revenue. Not bad for an inner-
city neighborhood business.

Pastor Hoye’s conviction 
is strange in that no “victim” 
testified against him — there 
was only testimony from those 
with an interest in the clinic 
— employees and volunteers, 
no specific incident was cited, 
videotape showed Hoye standing 
peacefully holding his sign and 
materials, and the convicting 
jury was given no instructions 
regarding the definition of 
“approach.”

Nevertheless, Hoye has been 
convicted and may wind up in 
jail and liable for thousands of 
dollars in fines.

But beyond the troubling 
details of this trial and 
conviction, circumstances 
surrounding the case convey the 
realities of our deeply confused 
and lost nation.

Abortion clinics such as 

Family Planning Specialists 
strategically locate to optimize 
their deadly business. This means 
in poor black neighborhoods.

A search of the 94607 zip code 
in Oakland where this facility is 
located shows that the population 
is 50 percent black, the median 
household income is 40 percent 
that of the median household 
income in the state of California 
while 30 percent earn below the 
poverty line and 58 percent of 
households with children are 
single parent households.

The poor black kids from the 
broken families and communities 
there go to failing public schools 

in Oakland where half of them 
drop out.

In these failing public schools, 
it is prohibited to teach the 
most important thing that these 
children could possibly hear. That 
there are absolutes in this world 
— that there is right and there is 
wrong.

As religion and tradition have 
been purged from public life in 
America, the most immediate 
victims have been the weakest 
and most vulnerable.

California deals with this 
problem by subsidizing it. Every 
poor girl that goes to Family 
Planning Specialists gets her 

abortion paid for by 
California state insurance, 
Medi-Cal.

This fiscal year Medi-
Cal will spend $52 million 
dollars of taxpayer funds 
paying for abortions 
of poor young women. 
This while Gov. Arnold 
Schwarzenegger has 
announced an anticipated 
deficit of over $40 billion 
and tens of billions from 
the federal government 
in the new trillion dollar 
“stimulus” package will be 
sent to bail out the state.

The stated purpose of 
the Oakland ordinance, 
which may send Walter 
Hoye to jail, is to protect 
’right of privacy.” “Right 
of privacy” of teenage girls 
not old enough to vote, but 

who can get a state paid 
for abortion without informing a 
parent.

Yet the first amendment 
of our constitution no longer 
protects the freedom of a pastor 
to peaceably stand in front of an 
abortion clinic and tell these lost 
young women there is another 
way.

Something is wrong in 
America today. Very, very wrong.
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Root of nation’s economic problems is our moral crisis




