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On StandardNET:

DOYLE McMANUS: The 
Los Angeles Times columnist 
says to readers, don’t look 
now, but the 2012 election is 
turning into a national refer-
endum on what to do about 
Medicare.

***
See this column and more 

at StandardNET’s  
National Commentary

The Utah Legislature is mulling 
over House Bill 140, which 
would prohibit law enforce-
ment from setting up DUI 

checkpoints across the state. Pressure 
from law enforcement agencies and in-
terest groups may stifle that effort, but 
it’s the correct move.

There’s no evidence that law en-
forcement officers, stopping drivers 
without cause for random checks, 
saves lives. According to the National 
Transportation Safety Administration, 
there’s no change in alcohol-related 
traffic deaths between states that have 
the checkpoints and states that do not. 
A far better — and more constitution-
ally correct — solution is to have law 
enforcement officers conduct more sat-
uration patrols, which involves a heavy 
police presence on roads with officers 
specifically searching for drivers using 
a vehicle under the influence. Accord-
ing to Rep. David Butterfield, R-Logan, 
who shepherded HB140 through the 
Utah House Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice Committee, satura-
tion patrols are effective deterrences 
against drunken driving.

We have respect for law enforce-
ment, that had representatives at the 

Legislature arguing to maintain the 
checkpoints. However, pulling over 
random motorists for DUI checks is 
not only a waste of time for the vast 
majority of drivers, it is also intrusive. 
It’s a search that comes with no war-
rant and no suspicion attached. That 
rubs us the wrong way. As we have 
mentioned in these pages before, there 
has been a consistent increase in law 
enforcement excess, in all areas, in 
the past several years. We find it in a 
sinister trend and support efforts to 
roll back intrusive snooping on per-
sons who should not be considered as 
suspicious, potential lawbreakers just 
because they choose to be outside.

Supporters argue that a judge has 
to approve a checkpoint in advance. 
Frankly, the fact that judges are ap-
proving these checkpoints is another 
reason the Legislature needs to step  
in. HB140 will not disallow all check-
points. They would be retained for 
Amber Alerts, searches for fugitives 
or checks for invasive species.

Law-abiding families and individu-
als who go for a drive should not be 
inconvenienced by DUI checkpoints. 
It’s that simple. We have those rights 
and we need to retain them.

End DUI checkpoints

One of the hallmarks of the free 
enterprise system is failure.

Less than half of the businesses 
that are started in the United States will be 
operating four years later; the majority will 
have failed. 

Records for the performance of the 
Standard & Poor’s 500 Index over a 50-year 
period indicate that, on a given day, the 
stock market has a 53 percent chance of 
being up and a 47 percent chance of being 
down.

School children are taught that Thomas 
Edison tried and 
failed thousands 
of times before 
inventing a 
workable light bulb.

In a nation 
with abundant 
opportunity, many 
will take chances, 
and some will 
fail. Against this 
backdrop, it is not 
surprising that 
Utah’s colleges have 
created a system 
that gives many 
the opportunity to 
attempt to earn a college degree. 

The vast majority of students who 
apply to Utah’s colleges and universities 
are admitted. No college or university in 
the state is placed in the “most selective” 
category in U.S. News rankings. Utah State 
University admits 97 percent of those who 
apply. The admission policy at Weber State 
University is even more open.

Recently, some have criticized the 
extent to which Utah’s colleges and 
universities provide access to education. 
The concern is that in a system that allows 
many the opportunity to earn a college 
degree, some will inevitably fail. At the 
University of Utah, 42 percent of the 
students who enter fail to earn a bachelor’s 
degree in six years. More than 40 percent 
of the students who begin their studies at 
Weber State fail to earn a bachelor’s degree 
in 10 years.   

Because some students are failing to 
graduate, a 2011 state audit specifically 
recommended stricter admission policies 
with the goal of boosting graduation rates. 
The issue of graduation rates has also 
drawn national attention, and the Obama 
administration has floated various plans to 
increase graduation rates. Undoubtedly, 
graduation rates could be easily boosted 
through more restrictive admission 
policies. It is actually fairly easy to predict 
which students are most likely to succeed 
in completing their studies.

Students who study diligently in high 
school and complete a curriculum rich in 
English, math and science are much more 
likely to succeed in college. Students who 
only do the minimum necessary to earn 
a high school diploma are likely to fail 
in college. Therein lies the rationale for 
increased admission standards. If virtually 
any high school graduate is admitted to 
college, what motivation do high school 
students have to pursue a rigorous program 
of study?

There are three counter arguments to 
the viewpoint that colleges 
should only admit students 
who are guaranteed to 
succeed.

First, many of the 
most significant factors 
for predicting success in 
college are beyond the 
control of an individual 
student.  Students from 
high-income families are 
more likely to succeed 
in college than students 
from low-income families. 
Students whose parents 
earned college degrees 
are more likely to earn a 

degree themselves. Caucasian students are 
more likely to earn college degrees than 
Hispanic students.

Second, while it is easy to separate the 
students who will almost certainly succeed 
from those with a modest chance of 
success, it is much more difficult to predict 
which of the modestly gifted students 
would have been successful if given a 
chance. Some of those who appear to be the 
least likely to succeed at their high school 
graduation go on to earn a college degree 
and accomplish remarkable things.

Third, many students who fail to earn 
a degree fails for reasons unrelated to 
their ability or initiative. In Utah, family 
responsibilities and financial pressures 
derail students more often than academic 
problems.

The question of whom to admit to 
college and whom to deny is a balancing 
act. The decision is best made by each 
individual college and university in light of 
their mission and the students they serve. 
Admission policies should not be imposed 
by regulators.

Most policy makers would bristle at 
the suggestion that the ability to start a 
small business should be subject to host 
of regulations to weed out all but those 
entrepreneurs most likely to succeed. Is 
it unreasonable to apply the same logic 
to a student who hopes to earn a college 
degree?

Free to fail

Michael
Vaughan
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Top of Utah Voices

Michael Vaughan is Weber State University’s 
provost. He accepts e-mail from readers at 
mvaughan@Weber.edu

Editor,
Now that we are getting 

to the bottom of figuring 
out why the housing market 
crashed, causing hundreds 
of thousands of Americans to 
lose their homes and others 
to see their investments 
shrink rapidly through 
property devaluation, I would 
like to know why we could 
not take those losses as tax 
write-offs.   

Whether through 
foreclosure, or through 
the fact that their homes 
have been severely 
devalued, people should 
be able to take those as 
investment loses brought 
on by risky Wall Street 
and the mortgage lenders 
predatory lending practices? 
It was a combination of 
both the government’s and 
private lending institutions’ 
excessive risk taking that has 
harmed all of us. 

My home was worth 
$368,000 two years ago, 
and now I am lucky if is 
worth $240,000. Those were 
investments made that will 
now not be realized for 
some time because of the 
irresponsible practice of risk 
taking. 

Some of us planned 
our retirements based on 
the expected value of our 
property as a due to modest 

appreciation percentages. 
The consumers were in 
the dark on these risky 
mortgage-product lending 
schemes perpetrated against 
them over and above what 
is normally expected within 
this industry. 

If banks and mortgage 
lenders can take tax write-
offs for their investment 
losses, why can’t we, 
especially at a time when 
there was negligence in 
executing flawed businesses 
practices?  

I think there should be 
a class action lawsuit filed 
on behalf of homeowners 
against these lenders for 
negligent and predatory 
lending practices at a 
minimum.   

The federal government 
should grant the authority 
for taxpayers to take those 
losses and deduct them from 
their income taxes over a 
period of time to recover 
some of their investment 
losses. 

Homeowners across 
America should demand this 
as part of rectifying what has 
caused this housing collapse, 
regardless of current tax 
laws that did not take into 
account something like this 
could happen.

Brian Wayman
Layton 

We should be able to deduct loss on home value

Editor,
This is a reply to the 

letter of Feb. 7, “Newt’s had 
his share of government 
checks.” What’s the 
difference between Newt, 
Bill Clinton and Barack 
Obama? Clinton was 
adopted by his stepfather 
and many believe Obama 
also was. Why condemn 
Newt for being adopted?

All members of 
Congress, after leaving 
Congress for whatever 
reason, may be paid a 
pension under strict 
guidelines. Newt earned his 
pension.

Newt was not shamed 
out of office. After having 
been reprimanded for 
House ethics violations, 
paying a $300,000 bill and 
facing a rebellion in the 
Republican caucus, on 
Nov. 4, 1998, Newt was 
elected as Georgia’s U.S. 
representative for the 11th 
time. That’s “re-elected” 10 
times. Georgians must have 
liked him for some reason. 

The next day, Nov. 5, 
1998, he announced his 
stand-down as speaker and 
resigned in January of 1999. 
Unless the writer lived in 
Georgia in 1998, he has no 
right to complain!

Newt could not have 
been paid to attend college 
under the GI Bill, because, 
unlike me, he was not a 
veteran. Like millions of 
other young men, Newt 
earned a legal deferment 
from the military draft 
because he was a college 
student during the Vietnam 
War. The military draft was 
ended by an act of Congress 
on Jan. 27, 1973.

Also, since when does 
a legal citizen’s parents’ 
wealth, or lack of it, 
have anything to do with 
his or her ability to run 
for president? From all 
accounts, Harry Truman’s 
parents and Bill Clinton’s 
parents were a long way 
from wealthy.

Bob Thayer
Bothwell

Newt unfairly criticized

Editor,
Society gets tobacco from 

the tobacco giants, and we 
get the rest (nicotine) from 
our lovely pharmaceutical 
giants. Where do the 
pharmaceutical giants get 
their nicotine? Yup, you 
guessed it, from the big 
tobacco giants.

Where do agencies trying 
to ban electronic cigarettes 
get their money?  

Agencies like American 
Cancer Society of Utah, 
American Lung Association 
of Utah, Utah Department of 
Health? Follow the funding 
my Utes. They get their 
funding from not just the 
tobacco settlement that the 
state squanders, but they get 
it from Big Pharma who are 
100 percent in bed with Big 
Tobacco.

They all sit around and 
rub each others shoulders 
while people die, all while 
attempting to ban a proven 
alternative that works and 
is proven to be hundreds, if 
not thousands of times safer. 
E-cigs are publicly dragged 
through mud to attempt to 
discredit their efficacy rates 
to protect corporate and 
state profits. Why? Follow the 
money!

Ask elected Utah 
leaders to do what is right 
for the public by ceasing 
the attempted ban of 
indoor usage on electronic 
cigarettes and stop focusing 
on only the bottom line.

Aaron Frazier
West Valley

‘E-cigs’ much safer, 
shouldn’t be banned


