
Who wants $56 million?

That is how much Oregon’s 36 counties will 
be sharing if Governor Kulongoski signs Senate 
Bill 994, which passed in the closing days of the 
latest legislative session. 

Much of the press about this appropriation, 
tucked in the last sections of the bill, has high-
lighted how the funds are an unexpected “gift” 
for counties that will be struggling once the 
fiscal year 2007 extension of the Secure Rural 
Schools and Community Self-Determination 
Act of 2000 expires.

But the distribution of the SB994 funds, and 
justification behind it, is likely to cause tension 
for many reasons — and it should.

First of all, the funds are characterized as be-
ing a way to help pad Oregon counties’ operat-
ing budgets in this time of crisis, but they are 
specifically targeted only at the maintenance 
of existing county roads. With many counties 
worried about how they will fund public safety, 

it is expected that budgets for roads would be 
slashed long before sheriffs, fire and medical 
services, which will themselves remain short.

Funding road maintenance will not enable 
counties to shift dollars they already won’t 
have, once the federal government cuts off sup-
port. And we were lucky to see the current ex-
tension of federal payments floated through on 
the Iraq and Afghanistan wars funding bill. We 
should not expect that again.

Second, the bill appropriates a minimum of 
$400,000 to each of Oregon’s 36 counties, in-
cluding three that do not benefit from the feder-
al timber-related dollars. Granted, timber coun-
ties will take the bulk of the funds — over half 
to just five counties — but including non-tim-
ber counties in a provision meant to aid timber 
counties undermines the principle underlying 
the move.

Third, the source of the dollars, which are 
to be drawn from the Oregon Department of 
Transportation, is likely to impact projects 
planned for state highways in various coun-
ties. Just because a county receives $400,000, 
or even a couple million, from ODOT, it does 
not mean that state roads within the county will 
receive maintenance. In fact unexpectedly shift-
ing $56 million from the ODOT budget increases 
the likelihood that some counties will see main-
tenance or improvement projects canceled for 

the state roads within their borders.
Lastly, Oregon’s counties already receive 

about $350 million annually from ODOT. If 
counties are in danger of losing dollars used for 
essential public safety funding, it makes more 
sense to directly fund the safety budget rather 
than fund the roads budget and hope that the 
counties can then find what they need to fund 
sheriffs, health and fire departments from else-
where.

The closing lines of the bill reads: “(this) 2007 
Act being necessary for the immediate preserva-
tion of the public peace, health and safety, an 
emergency is declared to exist and this 2007 Act 
takes effect on its passage.” Yet no sections of 
the bill, which includes sections on funds trans-
fers and judicial salary raises, directly address 
the public peace, health and safety emergency 
that Oregon’s counties are facing. 

This is not a serious attempt to address the 
very real funding shortfall issue facing our coun-
ties which have been dependent first upon tim-
ber dollars and next upon federal dollars meant 
to replace the loss of federal timber sales.

A real long-term solution will address ways 
in which counties can rebuild their tax bases 
either by re-invigorating traditional industries 
or aggressively developing new ones- be it tour-
ism, energy, or something else.

These are the bills our legislature needs to  

author and pass.
Once people get to know a little more 

about this sweet gift from the state, they will  
recognize that this appropriation has nothing to 
do with counties’ budget crises. Pushed through 
at the last minute and not directly addressing 
the issue that it claims to, this is pork if I ever 
saw it. 

Normally appropriations like this are labeled 
at the outset as pork, but our legislature has 
salted and smoked this funding and packaged 
it as bacon.

It reminds me of a great friend of mine who 
swears that she doesn’t eat pork, of any kind 
— not for religious reasons, just out of disgust. 
Of course she’ll even try to deny pork consump-
tion between bites of a bacon burger or bacon 
— wrapped scallop appetizers. “Bacon is not 
pork. It’s different,” she says, “pork is just 
filthy, but bacon is yummy.”

I wonder if our counties’ citizens will apply a 
similar rationale to this $56 million pork buffet. 
Will they critique it for its short-sightedness and 
failure to address the issue in a more meaning-
ful way, or will they take it, spend it and deny 
that it is what it is? 

I expect many will do the latter, because our 
legislature really does make it seem more like 
bacon, not pork.

jgrenzsund@dailyemerald.com

The release of the new iPhone has thrown me in the 
midst of an existential crisis. I thought I would be able 
to resist the seemingly endless flow of promotional cam-
paigns and rave reviews. It turns out I’m just a powerless 
consumer, which is why I shamefully admit that my big-
gest aspiration is now that of owning an iPhone. Forget 
about doing well in school and getting a decent job. Hav-
ing an iPhone is all I need to get ahead… or so the ads 
claim. An iPhone would make me feel relevant again, 
and I would no longer be out of the loop when it comes 
to the latest electronics. 

Who knew high-tech gadgets could have such a pro-
found effect on our self-image and self-worth? Deep 
down, we are all aware of the fact that these gadgets are 
gradually taking control of our everyday lives but we 
refuse to consciously acknowledge it. Case in point: the 
highly anticipated Apple iPhone that has techno-lovers 
all over the world saving up and queuing outside stores 
for hours on end in order to obtain the latest “IT” device.  
I don’t usually buy into the media hype, but even I have 
to admit that the all-in-one media convergence marvel 
that is the iPhone makes a convincing case for throwing 
all other gadgets out the window (or, at least, disposing 
of them on the eBay Web site). The problem is, I just 
recently convinced myself to give into the camera phone 
craze. But, alas, that investment turned out to be just an-
other outdated device. 

The introduction of the iPhone to the consumer mar-
ket has given all other high-tech gadgets an inferiority 
complex. Who needs a plain camera phone when you 
can have an all-in-one mobile communication system 
in — literally — the palm of your hand? Call me a tech-
nophobe, but I find the desire to constantly upgrade our 
techno-gadgets troublesome. As clichéd as it sounds, 
material consumption is often an attempt to fill a void in 
our lives and a means of fulfilling our desire to belong. 
Upgrading your cell phone to an iPhone might temporar-
ily validate your consumer identity by keeping you up 
to date with technological progress, but the satisfaction 
of possession is fleeting because there is always an up-
grade to be made, always a more advanced model to be 
purchased. 

Take the iPod for instance. If you were one of those 
impulse buyers who rushed to get the iPod Shuffle, you 

have probably tried to resell it on eBay by now. I per-
sonally held out for a more versatile model like the iPod 
Nano, but — to my dismay — the Nano was quickly 
upstaged by the iPod Video. Admittedly, the iPod Video 
is redundant if you are content with simply listening to 
music. Nonetheless, as a consumer, I still feel that the 
value of my little Nano is somewhat undermined by the 
fact that there are newer iPods out there taunting me for 
not being on the cutting edge of techno-fashion. Let’s 
not even get into the various “generations” of iPods that 
Apple keeps coming up with to sustain consumer interest 
and thus make us feel that our old iPods do not measure 
up to newer generations. 

You will therefore have to excuse my skepticism when 
it comes to new gadgets. Maybe I’m just bitter because 
I cannot yet afford the iPhone. Or perhaps I’m secretly 
holding out for its inevitable upgrade. In any case, the 
iPhone is the epitome of “cool” at the moment — at least 
for the myriad consumers who already own one. There 
are numerous iPhone micro-communities forming as we 
speak. On the Internet, consumers have started blogging 
about their iPhone-related experiences and are inces-
santly exchanging user tips. Even YouTube has been 
inundated with videos regarding this new technological 

invention. Apparently, owning an iPhone automatically 
makes you a member of an exclusive VIP club. 

Cutting-edge gadgets like the iPhone and BlackBerry 
aim to improve global communication through features 
such as portable Internet access. Ironically, though, 
they further isolate us from each other by overwhelm-
ing us with individualized features that make us want to 
spend more time getting to know our gadgets than each 
other. Alternatively, we get to know each other through 
these gadgets, as in the case of iPhone blogs and user 
chat rooms. All around the world, people are constantly 
encouraged to embrace their consumer identities and to 
celebrate their ability to purchase. Simply put, consumer-
ism is power… or so we are led to believe.  

To what extent do our technological devices define us? 
Ultimately, the question is not where we would be with-
out our gadgets, but who we would be without them. 
High-tech manufacturers are making it difficult to feel 
relevant in today’s world without owning the latest giz-
mo. Soon enough, we will be reminiscing about the days 
where the primary function of cell phones was to make 
calls with the same nostalgia old people now reminisce 
about their Walkmans and VHS tapes.

Marina Hassapopoulou is a freelance reporter for the Emerald

Wednesday, July 11, 2007 OPINION EDITORIAL BOARD 
LAURA POWERS | Editor in Chief

MATT SEVITS | Pulse Editor 
KATIE MICHAEL | Copy Editor
BRYN JANSSON | Copy Editor

NEWS STAFF
(541) 346-5511

 LAURA POWERS
Editor in Chief

JILL AHO
STEVEN R. NEUMAN
News Editors

DOUG BONHAM
Sports Editor

KEVIN HUDSON
Sports Reporter

MATTHEW SEVITS
Pulse Editor

BRENNA CHEYNEY
Photo Editor

ASHLEY CHASE
Designer

RYAN HEIDT
Graphic Artist

BRYN JANSSON
KATIE MICHAEL
Copy Editors

BUSINESS
(541) 346-5511

JUDY RIEDL
General Manager

KATHY CARBONE
Business Manager

STEPHANIE DYBSKY
Administrative Assistant

JONATHAN DEAN
MORGAN HARTER

MARK HOLLINGSWORTH
BILLY JOHNSON

SALI DEL ROSARIO
BRENDAN STATER-WEST

Distribution

ADVERTISING
(541) 346-3712

LINDSEY FERGUSON
Advertising Director

TARA SLOAN
Asst. Advertising Director

BRYAN DAVIDSON
KELLEY JOHNSON

HILARY JONES
KELLI MAKS

BRITTANY MOSS
STACEY STEWART

Sales Representatives

PRODUCTION
(541) 346-4381

MICHELE ROSS
Production Manager

KIRA PARK
Production Coordinator

RYAN DUFF
DREW TRAN
Designer       

The Oregon Daily Emerald is published by 
the Oregon Daily Emerald Publishing Co., 
Inc. at the University of Oregon, Eugene, 
OR, daily Monday through Friday during 
the academic year and three times per 
week (Monday, Wednesday and Friday) 
during summer term. The Emerald oper-
ates independently of the University with 
offices in Suite 300 of the Erb Memorial 
Union. The Emerald is private property.  
Copyright 2007

TALK TO US | letters@dailyemerald.com • Limit your submission to 600 words •Submissions should include name, phone number and address • The Emerald reserves the right to edit all submissions • One submission per calendar month

IN MY OPINION | JOSH GRENZSUND

FAHRENHEIT 350

IN MY OPINION | MARINA HASSAPOPOULOU

iPhone frenzy 
just shows 

modern tech 
fickleness

PATRICK FINNEY | Illustrator

If it looks like bacon and smells like bacon, it’s still pork


