
Dear editor,
Commissioner John Douglas made a motion in Tues-

day night’s Board of Commissioners meeting (before a 
huge crowd) to do away with the 2050 Plan. 

He referred to keeping the plan as putting lipstick on 
a pig, but still ending up with a pig — A great statement 
that I fully agree with. 

However, his motion to end the 2050 Plan failed by 
a 3-2 vote with Commissioner Henderson voting with 
Douglas. Commissioner Henderson stated that during 
his election he had only two calls supporting the 2050 
Plan and many against. Think whatever you want about 
some of Commissioner Henderson’s votes, but he does 
seem to put what his voters want ahead of his personal 
views. Is this not what a commissioner is supposed to 
do — represent the citizens in their district? 

Commissioners Douglas and Henderson got the 
message from the citizens in their district. 

Yet at the end of the meeting Commissioner Levie 
Maddox, with a motion decided to go ahead and put 
lipstick on the 2050 pig by moving it to the County 
Development Services Department, hoping it will be 
able to make this pig into something else. Commis-
sioners Nancy Schulz and Lanier Sims agreed to try to 
make this lip stick pig into something else by voting 
with Maddox.  Commissioner Maddox said that he had 
talked with a former long term commissioner who had 
spent 10 years on the 2050 Plan and sat in on over 200 
meetings and he did not want the plan thrown out.  

Let me submit what this former longtime Commis-
sioner did while on our BOC.  He was part of the vote 
to change our form of Government to a County Manger 
Government without the vote of the citizen.  He was part 
of taking $5 million of your tax dollars for a Civic Center 
in the 2005. A civic center that has and shouldn’t be built 
yet they still have your $5 million gathering dust. He vot-
ed to take much more of your 2011 SPLOST to build a 
Agriculture Center  which has not nor should be built. 
He was in office during the glory time when tax dollars 
were flying into our county yet they saved nothing for the 
rainy days that we are in.  He was part of the BOC that 
allowed the buildup on the Westside we have today by 
lack of good zoning or voting to let zoning be bypassed. 

How many of you average citizens were allowed in 
the 200 2050 meetings that the former commissioner 
sat in on? Yet Commissioner Maddox , Schulz and 
Sims vote to adhere to his wishes and against the wish-
es of the majority of citizens of Newton County. 

I believe they will end up passing this pig onto us as 
a land use plan in the near future. This is a Clint East-
wood Quote “Don’t urinate down our backs and try to 
tell us it’s raining. “ That is exactly what they are trying 
to do to the Newton County Citizens with this 2050 Pig. 

Dennis Taylor
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Good decisions made for 2050

We believe Tuesday’s Board of Commissioners 
meeting was the most critical in recent memory, and 
we applaud the commissioners for their efforts.

The biggest take-away was of course the 2050 Plan. 
Three commissioners voted to retain the plan.

To continue to work on a plan for the future of New-
ton County was an important and brave decision for fu-
ture generations. There has been a tremendous amount 
of public outcry about the proposed ordinances, the 
most vocal of course being to squash it.

It is good to see elected officials braving the storm 
and willing to make adjustments so the next wave does 
not crash so hard as to bring down the house.

A plan for the future of the county is necessary to 
avoid erratic and unreasonable building and developing 
that has occurred in Newton and other counties.

The vote to fight on is not the most popular decision. 
The meeting’s following proposal, however, was with a 
unanimous vote to eliminate the 10- and 20-acre issue 
in the proposed baseline ordinances.

During public hearings on the 2050 Plan, time and 
time again people spoke out about being restricted in 
building on their 10- and 20-acre lots in rural and con-
servative zones. The commissioners proved they were 
listening, and they proved they were listening to the 
public’s input and thinking through their policies.

In the evening’s other important vote for the county’s 
future, the commissioners continued to work on setting 
the tone for Newton County’s future.

Thanks to a 3-2 motion, the BOC will host a work 
session on the county’s form of government.

Our form of government is a manager-council (in 
this case commission) style, where the manager works 
on the day-to-day business. However, Newton County 
has a full-time chairman, a full-time outgoing manager 
and a full-time manager-in-waiting. That is too many 
cooks in the kitchen trying to add their own spices.

We need to settle on one flavor of government, and 
Tuesday night was a big step in doing that. The Aug. 
26 work session will be an even bigger step, and we are 
looking forward to see which way it will take the future 
of Newton County. 

We welcome editorial cartoons and 
letters to the editor. Please include full 
name, hometown and phone number. 
Letters must be 350 words or less to 
be considered for publication. 
• Mail: Editor, The Covington News, 
P.O. Box 1249, Covington, GA 30015
 • In person: 1166 Usher St. 
Covington, GA 30015 
 • email: news@covnews.com

HAVE YOUR SAY
Josh McKelvey said: “ I suggest 
that if the 2050 plan passes, that we 
should visit any commissioner’s home 
who voted for it and “boot” their car......
we could tell them they can still own the 
car, they can still sell the car, they just 
can’t DRIVE the car, because we want to 
“preserve” it for the future.......then we 
will see how they like having something 
they own effectively confiscated against 
their will.......remember the 2050 plan 
at election time.”

County 
commissioners 

vote to 
continue with 

2050 plan 
for Newton 

County’s future 
— minus the 
10- and 20-
acre issue.

   While we might like to 
think that voters research 
the issues, review the candi-
dates, and then vote for the 
candidate that best reflects 
their views, the reality, 
based on political science 
research, is much differ-
ent. According to George 
Washington University 
Professor Danny Hayes’ 
research paper “When 
Gender and Party Collide: 
Stereotyping in Candidate 
Trait Attribution,” “stereo-
types are relevant in politics 
because citizens are willing 
to devote only limited time 
to thinking about political 
matters. As a result, polit-
ical judgments — wheth-
er about issues, events or 
candidates — are often the 
result of a few salient cues. 
Stereotyping is the assign-
ment of ‘identical charac-
teristics to any person in a 
group regardless of the ac-
tual variation among mem-
bers of that group.’”

Yes, while voters don’t 
want to be stereotyped and 
fight against stereotypes, 
they stereotype candidates. 

The good news is that 
Hayes found that “voters are 
likely to use party stereo-
types in making inferences 
about candidate traits, but 
that gender stereotypes are 
not as influential.” 

The bad news is party 
stereotypes are influential, 
regardless of whether or not 
they are in fact accurate.

This might lead you to 
wonder, as did I, what the 
standard Republican and 
Democratic Party stereo-
types are? This baseline 
voter stereotyping was 
discussed in “Candidate 

Qualities through a Par-
tisan Lens: A Theory 
of Trait Ownership,” by 
Hayes and published in 
the “American Journal of 
Political Science.”

“Republicans tend to 
be regarded as more ad-
ept at handling matters of 
defense, taxes and social 
issues (such as so-called 
family values). Democrats, 
meanwhile, own the issues 
of social welfare and social 
group relations.”

While these might be the 
stereotypes, there are Re-
publican candidates who 
work at reaching out to the 
elderly and the working 
class and Democrats who 
focus on leadership and na-
tional security.

What do these stereo-
types mean in today’s envi-
ronment? 

Based on a Gallup Poll 
released last week, dis-
satisfaction with govern-
ment (18 percent) was the 
greatest concern facing 
this country, (1,032 adults, 
aged 18 and older, 95 per-
cent confidence level, plus 
or minus 4 percent). This 
was closely followed by 
immigration (15 percent), 
economy in general (14 

percent) and unemploy-
ment (12 percent). 

Maybe it’s more that just 
dissatisfaction with govern-
ment. Rasmussen Reports 
released survey results 
last week that echoed this 
theme, finding that “60 per-
cent of American Adults 
believe the federal govern-
ment plays too big a role in 
the lives of average Ameri-
cans. Only 8 percent think 
the feds play too small a 
role, while 22 percent think 
the level of government in-
volvement is about right.” 
(1,000 Adults, 95 percent 
level of confidence, plus or 
minus 3 percent).

Interestingly enough, 
while Republicans might 
paint Democrats as the 
party of big government, 
and therefore Republi-
cans should have an edge, 
since the Democrats own 
the issue of social welfare, 
they could leverage this 
issue to cast themselves 
as pro-social groups, an-
ti-government.

Core issues — issues that 
normally have a large gap 
between the Democratic 
and Republican positions, 
are falling in concern. One 
of the key Democratic 
wedges, the gap between 
the rich and poor is at a 
lowly 3 percent while the 
Federal budget debt/deficit, 
a key Republican issue, has 
also fallen to 3 percent, ac-
cording to Gallup.

The issues that for so 
long created clear compar-
isons between the parties 
are not as important — so 
the parties must rethink 
their strategies in approach-
ing the voters.

Hayes found that while 
voters stereotype, the can-
didates that talked about 
issues the other party 
normally dominates influ-
enced “the personal char-
acteristics voters attribute 
to them.” This is reminis-
cent of President George 
W. Bush’s compassionate 
conservatism.

According to Hayes, “a 
politician who appears to 
care about the welfare of 
the needy cultivates for 
himself an image of be-
ing compassionate and 
empathetic.”

Along those lines, “a 
Democrat who establish-
es himself as an unusually 
strong leader or a Repub-
lican who comes across 
as especially empathetic 
—  might win over voters 
looking for information 
to distinguish between the 
two candidates. Likewise, 
a candidate who falls short 
of these party-based ex-
pectations — a Republican 
who shows little leadership 
ability or a Democrat who 
seems cold-hearted -- may 
lose standing in the eyes of 
voters who expected more.”

   So the take away for 
candidates is to, rather than 
simply rally their bases, 
keep their base but run as if 
they were a candidate from 
the opposite party, thereby 
bridging the difference be-
tween the two parties.

To find out more about 
Jackie Gingrich Cushman, 
and read features by other 
Creators Syndicate writers 
and cartoonists, visit www.
creators.com.

JACKIE GINGRICH
CUSHMAN
COLUMNIST

Political Stereotyping

According to College 
Board, average tuition and 
fees for the 2013-14 school 
year totaled $30,094 at pri-
vate colleges, $8,893 for 
in-state residents at pub-
lic colleges and $22,203 
for out-of-state residents. 
Many schools, such as 
Columbia University and 
George Washington Uni-
versity, charge yearly tu-
ition and fees close to 
$50,000. Faced with the 
increasing costs of higher 
education, parents and tax-
payers might like to know 
what they’re getting for 
their money.

Campus Reform doc-
uments outrageous be-
havior at some colleges. 
Mark Landis, a former ac-
counting professor at San 
Francisco State Universi-
ty, frequently entertained 
students at his home. He 
now faces 15 charges of 
invasion of privacy. Police 
say he was discovered with 
dozens of graphic videos he 
had made of students using 
his bathroom.

Mireille Miller-Young — 
professor of feminist studies 
at the University of Califor-
nia, Santa Barbara — re-
cently pleaded no contest to 
charges of theft of banners 
and assault on a pro-life pro-
tester last March.

Every so often, colleges 
get it right, as the University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Cham-
paign did when it withdrew 
its teaching offer to Steven 
G. Salaita. He had used his 
Twitter account to tell fol-
lowers they are awful human 

beings if they support Israel, 
saying he supports the com-
plete destruction of Israel, as 
well as calling for the decol-
onization of North America.

Then there are some 
strange college courses. 
At Georgetown Universi-
ty, there’s a course called 
Philosophy and Star Trek, 
where professor Linda Wet-
zel explores questions such 
as “Can persons survive 
death?” and “Is time travel 
possible? Could we go back 
and kill our grandmothers?”

At Columbia College 
Chicago, there’s a class 
called Zombies in Popular 
Media. The course descrip-
tion reads, “Daily assign-
ments focus on reflection 
and commentary, while fi-
nal projects foster thought-
ful connections between 
student disciplines and the 
figure of the zombie.”

West Coast colleges 
refuse to be left behind 
the times. University of 
California, Irvine physics 
professor Michael Dennin 
teaches The Science of 
Superheroes, in which he 
explores questions such 
as “Have you ever won-

dered if Superman could 
really bend steel bars?” 
and “Would a ‘gamma ray’ 
accident turn you into the 
Hulk?” and “What is a ‘spi-
dey-sense’?”

The average person 
would think that the major 
task of colleges is to edu-
cate and advance human 
knowledge. The best way 
to do that is to have com-
petition in the marketplace 
of ideas. But Michael Yaki, 
head of the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights, 
disagrees. During a July 
5 briefing on sexual ha-
rassment law in education, 
Yaki explained that college 
free speech restrictions are 
necessary because adoles-
cent and young adult brains 
process information differ-
ently than adult brains.

Fortunately, the Founda-
tion for Individual Rights 
in Education has waged a 
successful campaign against 
college restrictions on free 
speech. Some of its past vic-
tories include eliminating 
restrictions such as Bow-
doin College’s ban on jokes 
and stories “experienced by 
others as harassing”; Brown 
University’s ban on “verbal 
behavior” that produced 
“feelings of impotence, an-
ger or disenfranchisement,” 
whether “unintentional or 
intentional”; the University 
of Connecticut’s absurd ban 
of “inappropriately directed 
laughter”; and Colby Col-
lege’s ban on any speech 
that could lead to a loss of 
self-esteem. Some colleges 
sought to protect female stu-

dents. Bryn Mawr College 
banned “suggestive looks,” 
and “unwelcome flirtations” 
were not allowed at Haver-
ford College.

Greg Lukianoff, presi-
dent of FIRE and author 
of “Unlearning Liberty,” 
argues that campus censor-
ship is contributing to an 
atmosphere of stifled dis-
course. In 2010, an Associ-
ation of American Colleges 
and Universities study 
found that only 17 per-
cent of professors strongly 
agreed with the statement 
that it is “safe to hold un-
popular positions on cam-
pus.” Only 30 percent of 
college seniors strongly 
agreed with that statement. 
The First Amendment Cen-
ter’s annual survey found 
that a startling 47 percent 
of young people believe 
that the First Amendment 
“goes too far.”

The bottom line is that 
many colleges have lost 
sight of their basic educa-
tional mission of teaching 
young people critical think-
ing skills, and they’re fail-
ing at that mission at higher 
and higher costs to parents 
and taxpayers.

Walter E. Williams is 
a professor of economics 
at George Mason Uni-
versity. To find out more 
about Walter E. Williams 
and read features by other 
Creators Syndicate writers 
and cartoonists, visit the 
Creators Syndicate Web 
page at www.creators.com.
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