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Hijacking a Principle
This publication would not normally take
notice of a Republican politician's embar
rassing moment. But former Senate Majority
Leader Trent Lott's apparent retroactive
endorsement of Strom Thurmond's 1 9 4 8
segregationist presidential campaign is rele
vant to Ideas on Liberty. It is relevant for
this reason: the cause of liberty has been
gravely harmed by the association of certain
important ideas with slavery and stateenforced segregation. Those ideas come
under the unfortunate term "states' rights."
(Thurmond's party was the States' Rights
Democratic Party.)
States have no rights. Individuals do. But
that doesn't mean the term is worthless. It
denotes the decentralization of power and
competing legal jurisdictions, which are
approximated in the Constitution and the
Tenth Amendment. The principle comes out
of the view that political power is not to be
trusted and therefore must be diluted and
fragmented. This is why as august a figure as
Lord Acton endorsed "states' rights."
The essence of government is legal vio
lence (or the threat of it) that is available for
use not only against aggressors but also
against people who have not broken the
peace. Thus government should be limited
and its power divided among branches and
across jurisdictions. The alternative is
tyranny waiting to happen. Advocates of the
freedom philosophy understand that the
Miracle of the West is largely attributable to
decentralization. It is what permitted the
emergence of vital zones of individual free
dom and, eventually, the formal ideology of
liberty, property, commerce, and peace
known originally as liberalism.
Unfortunately, in the United States the
"states' rights" principle was hijacked by
illiberals who hitched it to slavery and then
Jim Crow. This odious association helped to
discredit the liberal cause.
That should make advocates of freedom
angry. A lovely liberty-serving principle was
disfigured and virtually destroyed by being
twisted into a defense of slavery and statist

racism. Every apologist for slavery and Jim
Crow who defended his irrational anticapitalist ideas in the language of "states'
rights" did a grave disservice to the cause of
freedom. (Similarly, the southern slaveocracy
stained the principle of property by claiming
property rights in human beings.) We live
with the poisonous consequences every day.
The Dixiecrats objected not only to Wash
ington's power grab per se, but also to the
ostensible purpose of the grab: the abolition
of forced segregation. In 1948 Thurmond
never proclaimed that he favored repeal of
Jim Crow and that his only beef was with
Washington's violation of the Tenth Amend
ment. On the contrary, his party's platform
stated, "We stand for the segregation of the
races. . . . "
That's collectivism. Races cannot be segre
gated. Only individuals can be. As Ayn Rand
wrote, "Racism is the lowest, most crudely
primitive form of collectivism. It is the
notion of ascribing moral, social or political
significance to a man's genetic lineage."
Libertarians are justified in despising those
who, in the name of "civil rights," would
abolish private property and its institutional
safeguards. Likewise, they should have con
tempt for those who have jeopardized those
things by invoking them in the service of
racial collectivism.
* **
The theoretical objections to government
land-use control have been rehearsed many
times. But we need to be reminded that reg
ulation can make hell of real people's lives.
Stephen Lathrop knows firsthand.
It's a good thing farmers can get more
crop out of an acre of land, or else there
wouldn't be enough farmland to support us
all. David A. Hendersen illustrates the prin
ciple with the humble potato.
If the creators and administrators of Social
Security were running a private business,
they'd be in jail. David Surdam's got the
goods.
The water problems of the southeast are
nothing that private enterprise couldn't

solve—if given a chance. Charles Oliver
wades in.
Is the limited-liability corporation a legiti
mate spontaneous product of the free market
and common law? Or a privileged creature
of the state? Norman Barry takes the former
position, Frank van Dun the latter. In
between, W.S. Gilbert gives his perspective
in operatic fashion.
In recent years flu vaccine has been in
short supply, and now one of the makers is
stopping production. Arthur Foulkes says
you'll never guess who's responsible.
The communist Chinese authorities have
given a ringing endorsement to . . . private
property. Good move. Now what? John
Welborn has some ideas.
The record of utopia-building is some
thing less than inspiring. Yet a certain type
of intellectual persists in believing that with
the right leader, socially planned bliss can be
achieved. Daniel Hager says beware.
For a while, it seemed as though Keynesianism was as extinct as the dodo. Alas, it's
not so, writes Christopher Lingle.
If there's ever been a more incoherent con
cept than "sustainable development," Jim
Peron has yet to hear about it.
Our columnists have been scouring the
landscape for provocative subjects, and here's
what they've come up with: Lawrence Reed
looks back on England's privately funded cel
ebration of progress, the Great Exhibition of
1851. Doug Bandow says U.S. policy toward
Saudi Arabia makes no good sense. Thomas
Szasz has another go at mental-health parity.
Stephen Davies says don't fear deflation.
Donald Boudreaux continues his discussion
of self-interest. Russell Roberts recommends
that the NCAA officials read The Wealth of
Nations. And David R. Henderson, hearing
the claim that Americans have never been
more free, remonstrates, "It Just Ain't So!"
Book reviewers this month evaluate vol
umes on the "dismal science," Ayn Rand's
philosophy, the Supreme Court and "sub
stantive due process," the secret of economic
growth, Japan, and global capitalism.
—SHELDON RICHMAN
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More Free Than Ever?

It Just Ain't So!
n a November 2 0 0 2 Washington

Times

column titled "Americans Enjoy More
Freedom Today Than Ever," Jonah Gold
berg stated, "Today, we worry desperately
about our personal and political freedom
even though we are more free today than at
any time in our history." Attempts to mea
sure freedom are inherently difficult because
we must weight our freedoms to come up
with an overall measure. How important is
it, for example, that every American has lost
his freedom not to use a seat belt while rid
ing in a car? If I would virtually always use
my seat belt anyway, have I lost a great deal
of freedom? I'm not sure.
But Goldberg doesn't get into issues of
weighting freedoms. Instead, he finesses the
problem in four ways. First, Goldberg carves
out a subgroup of people and considers
whether they are freer. Second, he simply
ignores the myriad of ways in which we are
less free. Third, he confuses freedom with
wealth. And fourth, he finds dark periods in
our history in which we were less free than
today and then implicitly assumes that those
comprise the total of our history.
The subgroup he carves out for considera
tion includes women and black people, who,
he points out, "are no longer the subject of
legal discrimination." But even here he gets it
wrong. Blacks and women are the subject of
legal discrimination. Affirmative action gives
legal privileges to women and blacks, whether
in college sports (women) or in hiring and
promotion (women and blacks). These legal
privileges don't diminish their freedom, but
they certainly do make them "the subject of
legal discrimination." And they certainly do
diminish the freedom of association of those
who are required by law to hire them.
4

Because Goldberg doesn't detail for us the
ways black people and women are freer, let
me do so. Black people today are far less
likely to be lynched than was true 100 years
ago and cannot legally be prevented from
doing jobs that government-backed white
racist unions prevented them from doing
from the early 1900s to the 1960s. Women,
who were not free to own property for most
of this country's history, can now do so. But
notice something interesting about these
freedoms: women and blacks have had them
for at least the last 35 years. So it's hard to
use that evidence to support Goldberg's case,
which is not just that we're freer than we
were 35 years ago but that we're freer than
we've ever been.
But in many other ways even women and
black people, like the rest of us, are less free
than they were 35 years ago. Let me count
just some of the ways.
No one is free to advertise cigarettes on
television or radio. We cannot get on an air
plane without a government-mandated
search of our bodies and our possessions,
and airlines are not free to hire security with
guns to protect us on flights. Since the mis
named Bank Secrecy Act of 1970, Americans
have not been able to have a bank account
free from government snooping.
Since the Occupational Safety and Health
Act of 1970, employers and employees have
not been free to negotiate their own safety
rules and standards. Since 1965, the federal
government has taken substantial funds
from almost every working American for
Medicare, its socialized health plan for the
elderly. Doctors who try to bill certain
patients over the amount that Medicare pays
can, in some cases, be fined or even sent to
prison for doing so.
For virtually every drug crime, you can go
to prison for a much longer term today than
was true 35 years ago. This, incidentally, has
caused a major decrease in freedom for hun
dreds of thousands of black men. Moreover,
before 1 9 1 4 , when the Harrison Act was

passed, there was almost complete freedom
in the United States for people to consume
drugs, including marijuana, cocaine, and
heroin. And before 1 9 1 3 , there was no
income tax in the United States either.
This is the tip of the iceberg of the bad
news on freedom.
Of course, there are some substantial ways
in which we are more free. Here are a few,
although they are a greater percentage of the
iceberg: Since 1 9 7 4 , Americans have been
free to own gold. Since 1973, young Ameri
can males have not been drafted into the mil
itary. Liquor sales in some states are more
liberally allowed than they were 30 years
ago.
Although I bet I could find a long list of
other increased freedoms, the list is still
much shorter than the list of lost freedoms.
How, then, does Goldberg maintain that
we are freer? He does so by confusing
wealth, or options, with freedom, or the
absence of coercion. Here are the key items
that, according to Goldberg, make us freer:
birth control pills, the Internet, cell phones,
laptops, and cars. It's true that we have more
of all these things than we had, say, 30 years
ago, when the Internet, cell phones, and lap
tops didn't even exist. It's also true that all
these things have made our lives easier in
innumerable ways. Finally, it's true that they
all resulted from a free economy. In "The
Joy of Capitalism," one of the chapters of
my recent book, The Joy of Freedom: An
Economist's
Odyssey, I celebrate the boun
ties of capitalism that have allowed even
Americans below the poverty line to live
what was, as recently as 1 9 7 0 , a middleclass lifestyle.

You can even make the case, as economist
David Friedman does, that the Internet will
make it harder for government to regulate us
and will create more freedom. But that's not
the case Goldberg makes. His basic case is
that those innovations give us more oppor
tunities, which is absolutely correct but is
irrelevant for the issue of freedom.
Finally, remember that Goldberg is trying
to assuage those of us who are concerned
about the federal government's new assault
on our civil liberties. Many of us get nervous
when we see Americans thrown in prison
indefinitely without being charged with a
crime, as Jose Padilla recently was. Many of
us get even more nervous when we learn that
the federal government now has the power
to compel our Internet service providers to
disclose records of our Internet activity.
How does Goldberg handle this concern?
He changes the subject by pointing out, cor
rectly, that the situation is not nearly so bad
as that in World War II, when over 100,000
Japanese-Americans were placed in U.S. con
centration camps. He's right. The situation
today is much better than that. But what
does that have to do with his initial claim?
Goldberg didn't start by saying we are freer
today than we were in our least free periods.
He claimed that we're freer than ever. But
here it's very clear: given the government's
willingness to suspend habeas corpus and its
new powers to intrude in our private lives,
we are far less free in this country than we
were just two years ago.
— D A V I D R . HENDERSON

(drhend@mbay.net)
Naval Postgraduate School and
Hoover Institution
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My Regulatory Nightmare
by Stephen

Lathrop

am an independent homebuilder in Gran
ite City, Illinois. If I told you that while
building a housing development, I created
a dangerous and mosquito-infested dump,
ripped up a pristine pond, and created severe
flooding for my neighbors, you would
rightly be outraged—perhaps enough to call
for government regulators to throw the book
at me.
Hold that thought. . .
It is true that I did set out with a plan to
build houses on some land in my hometown.
But in the process of doing so, I removed a
mosquito-infested dump from my neighbor
hood, created a peaceful pond my neighbors
could enjoy, and drafted rock-solid plans
that would alleviate many of my neighbors'
chronic flooding problems that have plagued
their property for decades.
In spite of all the side benefits of my work,
I am still having the book thrown at me by
government bureaucrats.
The red tape and regulatory intransigence
have shut down my effort to build afford
able homes. It has me, my wife, Ruth, and
our two daughters teetering on the brink of
financial ruin. And, with government offi
cials seemingly blocking my every avenue, I
wonder in this post-9/11 world what it really
means to be an American.
My story started more than a decade ago.
In 1 9 9 0 I bought the dump at the end of my
Stephen Lathrop's e-mail address is swlathrop©
hotmail.com.
6

street. Since the 1950s the dump has been
filled by a 500-foot-long pile of concrete
road slabs, bricks, concrete from demolished
buildings, old sewer manholes, and other
refuse. In addition to all the rubble, the
dump had been overtaken by weeds, mos
quitoes, snakes, and rats. Most of my neigh
bors considered it a peril to their children,
and little more than a hangout for thieves
and vandals.
The dump also was a chief cause of a 4 0 year flooding problem in my neighborhood.
In the process of developing home sites, I
saw an opportunity to clean the dump and
create a lake to serve as a storm reservoir.
My plan was to build new homes around
the lake in this bedroom community just
nine miles from St. Louis's Gateway Arch.
Along with turning the neighborhood dump
into a lake, my plans included the creation of
wildlife habitat. Numerous trees were to be
left in place, and inside the lake would be an
island for endangered waterfowl.
I was sure I had stumbled across my
American dream—until U.S. government
officials turned it into my American night
mare.
I cleaned up most of the dump and was
eagerly embarking on my plan to spruce up
the neighborhood when the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers stepped in. Based on
observations of cattails growing through the
concrete and rubble at the dump, the Corps
ordered me to halt activity or face fines of up
to $25,000 per day. The unsightly mountain

of concrete slabs, bricks, and refuse was a
wetland.
But even the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) labeled the dump a "non
functioning" wetland. This raised a ques
tion: How can it be a "wetland" if it is non
functioning? In my opinion, it was the
bureaucrats who were "non-functioning."
The Army Corps knew all about the dump
and how my plan would help alleviate the
town's storm-water flooding problems.
Because of the wetlands vegetation growing
in the concrete slabs, however, Corps offi
cials told me they had no choice. They not
only ordered me to stop work, but they also
ordered me to fill in the reservoir I created
and restore the dump to its original state.
Knowing I risked going to prison for 21
months as a "wetland violator," I refused to
comply with the Corps' directives. In return,
the federal regulators wouldn't allow me to
fill in a dangerous temporary construction
ditch or smooth the dirt so I could cut the
weeds on my property. During the hot,
humid summers in the St. Louis area, the
weeds grew out of control and several times
caught fire, endangering my home and those
of my neighbors.

Prison and Financial Ruin
Still with the threat of prison hanging over
my head and the specter of financial ruin
knocking on our door, for the next four
years my family and I stood our ground. I
decided to take a proactive path by submit
ting several freedom-of-information requests
to the Army Corps to find out what was in
the file regarding my project.
You'll never guess what I found.
When the Army Corps stomped on my
project in 1990, they were also taking a new
look at three studies they conducted on my
neighborhood during the 1980s. According
to documents that I hold dear, these Army
Corps studies reported average home dam
ages in my neighborhood of more than
$ 3 1 5 , 0 0 0 annually due to floods.
Digging a little deeper, I also found a
$ 9 0 , 0 0 0 study from 1 9 7 2 that recom
mended a storm reservoir or lake to alleviate

the flooding problem. The government's
solution—very similar to the one I already
put into action—was projected to cost tax
payers millions of dollars. Flood-wise, the
results would have been identical to my
plan.
There were at least two governmentstudied solutions to the flooding problem,
both costing more than $4 million. The top
per—I would have built the flood-control
structures for free.
My family's most terrifying run-in with
our government came in May 1994, when
we were served with a "voluntary settlement
agreement." That document proposed that I
leave the reservoir, never mow within 35 feet
of it, and excavate all or part of the adjacent
nine lots into a swamp.
I immediately called the Army Corps'
chief of enforcement. My question cut to the
chase. If Corps officials knew something
should have been done about the flooding,
why did they not support my project? I also
informed the Corps of my intention to build
a home for my family on the flood-control
lake I planned.
The reply I received will forever burn in
my mind. The Corps official coldly told me:
"You can think about building on your
property and you can think about putting
food on your family's table—but, you know,
'Daddy's in jail' makes for a bad show-andtell [presentation for your little daughter]."
Ruth and I were terrified, but we stood
our ground.

Corps Threat
One week later, I received a certified letter
from an Army Corps colonel stating that if I
refused to sign the "voluntary settlement
agreement" within ten days, I would be
referred to the EPA for the imposition of
fines of up to $25,000 per day—without a
court hearing or trial.
The Army Corps also communicated with
one of my state's U.S. senators at the time,
contending that the agency was "not debat
ing the application of engineering principles"
nor my "efforts to clean up the property."
However, the Corps' letter did question my
7
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intent of building homes and making a profit
even if my neighbors benefited. To this day, I
wonder why the Corps was opposed to my
development proposal, when it knew all
about the longstanding flood problem I was
resolving.
In summary, I was threatened with jail
and fines for turning a dump into a lake and
resolving a 40-year flooding problem. In the
process of building houses, I was doing, at
no cost to the taxpayer, what two expensive
government studies had recommended—dig
ging a lake or reservoir to control flooding.
After my tussle with the Army Corps and
having been referred to the EPA for legal
action, it turned out the EPA was too embar
rassed to prosecute me. Its wetlands regula
tory chief told me the lake I had already dug
should have been sufficient mitigation, or
tradeoff, for the brick, rubble, and concretefilled dump I cleaned up. He also told me I
would have to find a way for the Army
Corps of Engineers to "save face."
So I came up with what I believed was a
perfect new proposal to clear my name, let
the Army Corps save face, and put the entire
controversy to rest. I showed the EPA chief
my plan for a second housing development
that was designed around a second, 17-acre
man-made reservoir on the farm adjacent to
my original lake. My proposal was to con
nect both reservoirs by a large pipe to per
manently resolve my neighborhood's flood
ing problem. The EPA chief agreed this plan
would satisfy the Army Corps by creating a
new lake that would, as he said, make up for
my "original sin" of cleaning up the dump.
Thus I now had my course set, and I
wasted little time in gathering capital. After
a couple of years of hard work and saving, I
had enough money to finance an offer for
the farm adjacent to my property and to pay
for the necessary preliminary work.
Things looked bright. Then, again, in
stepped the Army Corps.
In October 1 9 9 9 , Corps regulators had
told me my plan looked acceptable, but that
I would need a wetlands permit since my
new reservoir would "fill in" six acres of
"actively farmed wetland." I submitted my
wetland permit application in February
8

2 0 0 0 and was told it would be completed by
April of that year.
At the same time, a new Army Corps
study on my neighborhood's flooding was
submitted, and it suggested—believe it or
not—a flood-control reservoir on the same
farmland included in my proposals. It was
eerily identical to my plan—same farm, same
"farmed wetland," same connecting pipe to
my original lake. The main difference—the
Army Corps' plan would cost taxpayers
more than $1.1 million in excavation costs
alone. This figure did not include money for
land purchase, engineering, landscaping, or
other costs.
The Army Corps kept promising, but
never issued my permit. I was slowly
approaching financial ruin. I begged the reg
ulators to let me do for free what their
expensive studies recommended.
On July 2 5 , 2 0 0 0 , 1 met with Army Corps
regulators to discuss the permit and request
a release of my property. That was when the
Army Corps regulatory chief made an aston
ishing revelation. After ten years of stopping
my work and threatening me with prison,
fines, and financial ruin, the Corps complaint
with my original dump-to-reservoir cleanup
project was that I had not made my original
lake big enough. Amazingly, the bureau
crats' decision took so long that they forgot
they were the ones who stopped me from
making my original lake big enough in the
first place.
After that revelation, the Army Corps
assured me the permit for my new lake pro
ject would be completed by October 1,
2 0 0 0 . In reality, however, by that date my
permit had not even seen bureaucratic ink.
In November 2 0 0 0 , the full scope of the
Army Corps' misrepresentations came into
focus. That was when I learned what I now
believe the regulators knew all along: I did
not need a wetlands permit to complete my
proposal because the six acres of "farmed
wetlands" included in my plan had been
farmed for decades and were therefore
exempt from wetland regulations and per
mits.
In fact, of the 80 acres I was trying to
develop, the Army Corps had jurisdiction

My Regulatory

Stephen Lathrop surveys his nightmare

zone.

over only a one-acre stand of trees, which I
was leaving next to my new lake, and the
half-acre farm pond, which I left in two back
yards. I found out that if I did not disturb the
trees or the farm pond, no permit was needed.
By the time this information came to light,
after years of bureaucratic harassment and
misrepresentation, it was too late. Even
though no permit was needed, my family
was financially ruined, my credit destroyed

Nightmare

by the delays. T o date, more than 2 0 banks
and financial institutions have refused to
finance my project, even though I have hun
dreds of thousands of dollars in pre-sales
contracts.
To make matters worse, last summer West
Nile virus came to my neighborhood, and
the Corps of Engineers still would not allow
me to smooth out a number of bulldozer ruts
and potholes that are now full of stagnant
water, weeds, and mosquitoes.
My family and I have decided to hang
tough and take the last possible step we
can take. We are telling our story to the pub
lic to show how our own government has
treated us.
I suspect vindictiveness was the reason the
government regulators withheld vital infor
mation from me. I stood up to them and
embarrassed them, and now my family and I
are paying the price. I gave them an oppor
tunity to back down, but they took my good
will and shoved it back into my face.
For more than a decade the regulatory
division of the Army Crops of Engineers has
shackled me inside a financial prison. I won
der how many other people have faced this
kind of bureaucratic arrogance and intimi
dation. How many Americans have simply
rolled over and let the federal bureaucracy
have its way with their lives, their life sav
ings, and their livelihoods?
•

The author was threatened with jail and fines for turning a dump into a lake.
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Where Did All Those
Potatoes Come From?
by David A. Hendersen

A

re we running out of farmland? Wor
ried about all those new houses being
built on large lots, land that was pre
viously farmed? Will there be enough
food to go around?
You may want to relax, enjoy that second
helping at the supper table, and let the mar
ketplace do its thing. Why, you might ask,
such a cavalier attitude toward this gravely
serious subject? To answer that, let's look at
one specific food source, the French fry.
U.S. production of frozen potato products
such as French fries consumes a vast amount
of potatoes each year, estimated at 18 billion
pounds in 2 0 0 0 . A typical French-fry plant
requires up to four million pounds of raw
potatoes delivered to its door in good condi
tion every day for 3 0 0 days each year. Imag
ine rounding up that many potatoes daily.
How can the processing plants be assured
enough potatoes will be grown to supply
their facilities? The processors contract with
David Hendersen (daveh@columbiafoodmachinery.com) is president of Columbia Food Machinery
in Salem, Oregon.
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individual growers each year to assure an
adequate supply. Only the best farms are
awarded contracts. Processors can be selec
tive because more farmland is available than
necessary.
Why is more farmland available? Largely
because potato farmers become more effi
cient every year. Compare these figures
regarding U.S. potato production:
Year Total Harvested Potatoes Harvested
Total
Acreage
Per Acre
Production
1890

2,557,000

3,990 lbs.

10 billion
lbs.

1997

1,362,000

33,800 lbs

46 billion
lbs.

Source: ED PLISSEY, "MILESTONES OF THE CENTURY FOR U.S. POTATO
INDUSTRY," Valley Potato Grower, JAN. 2 0 0 1 , P. 4.

In the 107 years from 1890 to 1997, U.S.
farmland acreage devoted to potatoes
decreased
by almost half. What happened to
total production? It increased
by four and a
half times. Why? Because farmers continu
ally improved the productive use of their

land. The amount of harvested potatoes per
acre increased from less than 4,000 pounds
to nearly 34,000 pounds in that time. A
steady increase in production per acre is evi
dent throughout the span. Even if you
picked other dates since 1 8 9 0 , the results
would be similar.
Why
does
potato
<v farmland
today
produce this
abundance?
There are
too many
reasons,
b o t h
subtle
and obvi
ous, to list.
Improved seed
potatoes,
better
planting techniques, more consistent water
ing through irrigation, the use of fertilizers
to replenish the soil, chemical treatments to
stem losses from blight—these are a few of
the easily recognizable reasons. Much
progress results from the unique knowledge
acquired by successful farmers as they search
for even small improvements in yield.
Since potatoes are so plentiful in the
United States, does that mean processors can
be careless with their usage? Hardly. Com
petitive pressures drive the sloppy processors
out of the market.
Twenty-five years ago, one pound of raw
potatoes produced about seven ounces of
finished frozen French fries. Today, one
pound of potatoes produces nearly nine
ounces of finished French fries, roughly 25
percent more.
To achieve this dramatic increase, proces
sors have invested mightily in equipment,

training, and
people. They
have reduced
the
losses
due to peel
ing, installed
equipment
to
automatically locate
and remove bruise
and
discolored
sections of eac
potato, reduced
fry
breakage
throughout the
plant,
and
looked at every
part
of
the
process to improve
efficiency.
They
keep finding new
ways to reduce
waste.
So
at
lunch
today,
while
you are
munch
ing
on
y o u r
super-sized
meal, imagine one
acre of potato farmland and picture the
roughly 19,000 pounds of frozen French
fries produced from this crop. How many
pounds of French fries will be produced
from a single acre ten, 2 0 , and 50 years from
now? In a relatively free and competitive
marketplace, no one knows the answer, but
it is a safe bet to say: more—probably many
more.
•

