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How are Americans supposed 
to respond when the private 
peccadilloes of elected officials 

become public? All of us have problems, 
some more serious than others, some that 
are very disturbing. And notwithstanding 
the seeming glee we express in tracking 
the troubled lives of celebrities, most 
of us would prefer not to have our own 
problems made public. In fact, we would be 
embarrassed.

Further, no real good comes from 
announcing our problems to the world.

Dealing with life — working out our own 
salvation, if you will — is and should be 
a private matter. As we would ask in our 
own behalf, we should afford our neighbors 
great latitude to work out their lives as they 
see fit, in their own time and in their own 
way.

So it is no surprise that, when faced 
with the scandals of public figures, we 
search for the appropriate way to cope with 
disappointing news.

Politics as usual tends only to use it as 
fodder. Modern culture tends only to use it 
to titillate. And technological advancements 
tend only to exacerbate personal problems 
to a global scale in a matter of nanoseconds.

The Mark Foley saga is a good case 
study in this regard. Like Congressmen 
Studds, Frank, Gunderson and Kolbe 
before him, Mark Foley had been a closeted 
homosexual. And like each of these others, 
Foley conducted his private life in ways 
that ultimately besmirched the image of the 
House of Representatives.

In circumstances similar to Foley, Studds 
was formally censured, Frank was formally 
reprimanded, Gunderson was forced 
politically to resign, and Kolbe is under 
investigation and is not seeking re-election. 
Of course, Foley just resigned. The first 
two congressmen are Democrats and both 
remained in Congress after their scandals. 
The other three are Republicans and, with 
Kolbe’s announced departure, all three will 
be gone. The Democrats stayed and were 
empowered through their scandals while the 
Republicans were shamed and resigned.

Perhaps the most important lesson 

in all of this lies deeper 
than someone’s personal 
problems and touches on 
how the rest of us respond 
to these problems. The 
Democratic Party and its 
primary constituencies 
rallied around Congressmen 
Studds and Frank. With that 
support, they were able to 
move forward with their 

personal lives and political careers.
It would be easy to conclude that 

Republicans, representing the “party 
of values,” had shunned their closeted 
colleagues. Actually, it was quite the 
opposite. All three men were placed in key 
positions within the Gingrich revolution 
of 1994. In fact, Gunderson ran Gingrich’s 
House campaign for speaker, Kolbe was 
appointed to the Appropriations Committee, 
and Foley served on the Ways and Means 
Committee.

In a democracy, political power is 
derived from the people. Scandal is not 
driven by misconduct alone; scandal also 
depends upon how we, the people, respond 
to it, and our response is typically embedded 
in the kind of culture we embrace that 
either enables it or suppresses it.

Congressional Republicans of the 
Gingrich revolution are as much 
responsible for the Foley scandal as he is. 
They knew Mark Foley was gay, they knew 
what that meant in his personal behavior 
(they witnessed the Studds and Frank 
precedents), they accepted it and they put 
him in leadership positions. No one in the 
Republican Party should be shocked. As of 
1994, congressional Republicans abandoned 
Ronald Reagan’s social conservatism and 
embraced a secular, laissez-faire attitude 
about personal conduct.

Regrettably, people will always have 
problems. Thankfully and appropriately, 
most of them will remain private. When 
they are made public, after allowing for 
natural consequences to follow, perhaps we 
should use these experiences to re-evaluate 
the culture and climate that gave aid and 
comfort to those problems in the first place.

Mero is president of the Sutherland 
Institute, a conservative public policy think 
tank in Salt Lake City.

Scandals should not shock us

I grew up in the shadow 
of Wal-Mart, the world’s 
largest retailer. My 

hometown of Springdale, 
Ark., is less than 25 miles 
from Wal-Mart’s corporate 
headquarters. In 1962, Sam 
Walton opened his first Wal-
Mart store within a 10-minute 
drive of our home. In the 
1960s and ’70s, my hometown 
was torn between loving and 
hating Wal-Mart. Although 
we didn’t know it at the time, 
we were on the cutting edge 
of a debate which still rages 
around the globe.

Our town’s initial reaction 
to Wal-Mart was positive. The 
Wal-Mart stores were larger 
than anything we had seen; 
as a kid I was impressed with 
the size of the toy department. 
Everyone was happy with the 
low prices. People quickly 
discovered that almost 
everything was cheaper at 
Wal-Mart.

But soon we began to see 
the downside to Wal-Mart’s 
“everyday low prices.” 
The dozens of small retail 
businesses that lined Main 
Street couldn’t compete.

The small retailers 
observed that Wal-Mart 
could sell products cheaper 
than they could buy them. It 
didn’t take long for Wal-Mart 
to take its toll on these small 
businesses.

When I started grade 
school, over three dozen 

small retailers lined Main 
Street selling toys, paint, 
hardware, appliances, 
televisions, cameras, shoes, 
jeans, dresses and anything 
else one might need. By the 
time I graduated from high 
school, all but four or five of 
the locally owned stores had 
gone out of business. You may 
notice that the local retailers 
in downtown Ogden had a 
similar experience.

Small retailers weren’t 
the only businesses to feel 
the squeeze. In order to keep 
prices low, Wal-Mart went 
wherever it needed to buy 
manufactured goods.

More often than not, it 
sought out manufacturers 
outside the United States.

Wal-Mart’s quest for 
cheap goods sent many U.S. 
manufacturing jobs overseas, 
often to less-developed 
countries with few regulations 

on business.
Critics of Wal-Mart 

contend that Wal-Mart 
has played a major 
role in the decay of 
downtown retailing, 
urban sprawl, the 
decline of U.S. 
manufacturing and 
the transfer of jobs 
overseas. Yet, there 
is another side to the 
Wal-Mart story.

Consider an 
example which 
highlights Wal-Mart’s 

potential to do good.
Wal-Mart recently 

announced that it is cutting 
the price on 314 generic drugs 
to $4. The $4 prescription gets 
the customer a 30-day supply 
of generic drugs in categories 
ranging from gastrointestinal 
to cardiac. It is too early to 
assess the full effect that Wal-
Mart’s $4 prescription will 
have upon the nation’s health-
care system, but experience 
suggests that it would be a 
mistake to underestimate the 
potential influence of Wal-
Mart.

The $4 prescriptions are 
now available in 27 states. The 
retailer Target has already 
announced that it intends to 
match Wal-Mart’s $4 price 
for generic prescriptions. 
Wal-Mart may also be 
successful in getting large 
pharmaceutical companies 
to reconsider their pricing 

policies. After all, the power of 
Wal-Mart has forced countless 
other manufacturers to lower 
their prices in order to do 
business with Wal-Mart.

Many small-shop owners 
from my hometown have 
passed on. Those who are still 
around have retired. They 
no longer fight to compete 
with Wal-Mart in the business 
arena. A number of them 
do fight to come up with the 
money they need to cover the 
cost of their health care, and 
a huge part of this cost is the 
price of prescription drugs. It 
is something of a paradox that 
their old nemesis may turn out 
to be their best friend.

Over 200 years ago, Adam 
Smith, the Scottish economist 
and political philosopher, 
made the paradox of the 
competitive market the 
object of his studies. Smith 
concluded that businesses 

were largely motivated by 
greed and self interest, yet 
the marvel of the market is 
that greedy motives create 
a system that is incredibly 
efficient and beneficial to 
consumers.

Another economist, John 
Kenneth Galbraith, observed 
that the power of large 
corporations is sometimes 
best kept under control by 
the power of other large 
corporations. Galbraith called 
his theory countervailing 
power.

Wal-Mart certainly 
presents a formidable force 
to the power of the large 
pharmaceutical companies, 
and the consumer may benefit 
from the clash of these forces.

My intent is neither to 
demonize nor deify Wal-Mart. 
Wal-Mart is simply a large and 
highly visible reflection of our 
country’s market economy. 

The market system isn’t 
perfect. One of its clearest 
defects is the impersonal 
nature of the market. Unless 
forced to do so, markets 
don’t generally consider 
how outcomes will influence 
individuals’ lives, society or 
the environment.

Though unintentional, 
the market is also capable 
of producing tremendous 
good. The market, attenuated 
when necessary, is the best 
economic system available. 
Milton Friedman once 
observed that: “The problem 
of social organization is how 
to set up an arrangement 
under which greed will do the 
least harm, capitalism is that 
kind of a system.” Friedman’s 
observation is applicable 
to both the market system 
and the large corporations 
spawned by the market, 
including Wal-Mart.

World’s largest retailer doing good via greed
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Try our new

HOT PASTA BAR
for a limited time !

Four great pastas
Spaghetti , Rigatoni , Penne

and Cheese Tortellini

Pasta rotates daily!

Three del icious sauces
Alfredo, Pesto and
Meaty Marinara

Trans Fat Free! Nothing Fried!

For the location nearest you, visit www.soupersalad.com
- - - - - - - - - - - -

$ 49 LUNCH OR l $ 49 LUNCH oR
DINNER l DINNER
BUFFET BUFFET

Good for 1 (one) adult buffet for $5-49. Not valid Good for 1 (one) adult buffet for $5.49. Not valid
w ith any other discounts . Tax & beverages not l with any other discounts . lox & beverages not
included. Limit one coupon per customer per visit . included. Limit one coupon per customer per visit.
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Key BusinessLease. No payments until 2007.
Key BusinessLease* offers 100% financing so you can increase your productivity with
new, state-of-the-art equipment without hindering your cash flow.

Key BusinessLease features:
: Flexible payment structure
e No fees
s Possible tax benefits
s Interest rate deduction of .5%**

To learn more about your leasing options , visit your local KeyCenter ,
call 1-888-KEY4BIZ or go to Key.com/smallbiz.

KeyBank

Leasing products are subject to credit approval. First payment due 90 days from closing. No origination or document fees means a
$99-$299 savings. Lease new or used equipment with terms of 27, 39, 51 or 63 months, Maximum transaction size of $250,000. Tax and
non-tax structures eligible. Tax structures must dose and fund by 12/31/06. Consult your tax advisor for advantages.
All lease payments will be automatically withdrawn from your checking account. .5% reduction off standard lease rates for using an existing Key
account or opening a new one. KeyBank: Member FDIC. 02006 KeyCorp.




