
Madame Mayor, City Council, 

I remember the first City Council meeting I attended b ack in April. I 
listened to stadi um subsidy fans express support for the stadium because 
they felt unsafe having tailgate parties in the Candlestick parking lot·. 
I remember thinking at the time that it would be cheaper and more 
efficient to just hire armed escorts for Santa Clara residents than to 
subsidize a stadium. 

But I knew that Santa Clara is a great little city, that we have a 
history of forethought and fiscal prudence. So, I assumed you would look 
at the data and move on. 

In the intervening months, I've learned a lot more about the proposed 
subsidy and the results o f the so-called feasibility study. 

Fo r example, the 49ers -- a for-profit corporation -- want us to raid our 
Redevelopment Funds for this subsidy. They want us to mortgage the 
future of our General Funds for this subsidy. All so that they can play 
in a new state-of-the-art stadium and increase their corporate worth. 

I have examined the financial material made public so far -- including 
the 49ers' view of how Santa Clara could benefit -- and I can assure you 
that the puddle at the bottom of the so-called waterfall will barely 
muddy your patent leather pumps . 

This is not a winner financially. 

And just today, I 've learned that this for-profit corporation is asking 
us to change our city charter -- our basic DNA -- just so they can 
increase their corporate wealth. 

I've lived in Santa Clara over 18 years, and have always assured people 
that this is a well-run city and a great place to live . After we turn 
over our future and city charter to the 49ers, we may as well change our 
name to Yorktown 

And I'm not convinced that Yorktown will be such a great place to live. 

·~·er ru~~t ~ ' 
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That Which is Seen, and That Which is Not 
Seen 

by Frederic Bastiat, 1850 
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In the department of economy, an act, a habit, an institution, a law, gives birth not only to an effect, 
but to a series of effects. Of these effects, the first only is immediate; it manifests itself simultaneously 
with its cause- it is seen. The others unfold in succession- they are not seen: it is well for us, if they 
are foreseen. Between a good and a bad economist this constitutes the whole difference - the one takes 
account of the visible effect; the other takes account both of the effects which are seen, and also of 
those which it is necessary to foresee. Now this difference is enormous, for it almost always happens 
that when the immediate consequence is favourable, the ultimate consequences are fatal, and the 
converse. Hence it follows that the bad economist pursues a small present good, which will be 
followed by a great evil to come, while the true economist pursues a great good to come, - at the risk 
of a small present evil. 

In fact, it is the same in the science of health, arts, and in that of morals. It often happens, that the 
sweeter the first fruit of a habit is, the more bitter are the consequences. Take, for example, 
debauchery, idleness, prodigality. When, therefore, a man absorbed in the effect which is seen has not 
yet learned to discern those which are not seen, he gives way to fatal habits, not only by inclination, 
but by calculation. 

This explains the fatally grievous condition of mankind. Ignorance surrounds its cradle: then its 
actions are determined by their first consequences, the only ones which, in its first stage, it can see. It 
is only in the long run that it learns to take account of the others. It has to learn this lesson from two 
very different masters- experience and foresight. Experience teaches effectually, but brutally. It makes 
us acquainted with all the effects of an action, by causing us to feel them; and we cannot fail to finish 
by knowing that fire burns, if we have burned ourselves. For this rough teacher, I should like, if 
possible, to substitute a more gentle one. I mean Foresight. For this purpose I shall examine the 
consequences of certain economical phenomena, by placing in opposition to each other those which 
are seen, and those which are not seen. 
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I. THE BROKEN WINDOW 

Have you ever witnessed the anger ofthe good shopkeeper, James B., when his careless son happened 
to break a square of glass? If you have been present at such a scene, you will most assuredly bear 
witness to the fact, that every one of the spectators, were there even thirty of them, by common 
consent apparently, offered the unfortunate owner this invariable consolation- "It is an ill wind that 
blows nobody good. Everybody must live, and what would become of the glaziers if panes of glass 
were never broken?" 

Now, this form of condolence contains an entire theory, which it will be well to show up in this 
simple case, seeing that it is precisely the same as that which, unhappily, regulates the greater part of 
our economical institutions. 

Suppose it cost six francs to repair the damage, and you say that the accident brings six francs to the 
glazier's trade - that it encourages that trade to the amount of six francs - I grant it; I have not a word 
to say against it; you reason justly. The glazier comes, performs his task, receives his six francs, rubs 
his hands, and, in his heart, blesses the careless child. All this is that which is seen. 

But if, on the other hand, you come to the conclusion, as is too often the case, that it is a good thing to 
break windows, that it causes money to circulate, and that the encouragement of industry in general 
will be the result of it, you will oblige me to call out, "Stop there! your theory is confined to that 
which is seen; it takes no account of that which is not seen." 

It is not seen that as our shopkeeper has spent six francs upon one thing, he cannot spend them upon 
another. It is not seen that if he had not had a window to replace, he would, perhaps, have replaced his 
old shoes, or added another book to his library. In short, he would have employed his six francs in 
some way, which this accident has prevented. 

Let us take a view of industry in general, as affected by this circumstance. The window being broken, 
the glazier's trade is encouraged to the amount of six francs; this is that which is seen. If the window 
had not been broken, the shoemaker's trade (or some other) would have been encouraged to the 
amount of six francs; this is that which is not seen. 

And if that which is not seen is taken into consideration, because it is a negative fact, as well as that 
which is seen, because it is a positive fact, it will be understood that neither industry in general, nor 
the sum total of national labour, is affected, whether windows are broken or not. 

Now let us consider James B. himself. In the former supposition, that of the window being broken, he 
spends six francs, and has neither more nor less than he had before, the enjoyment of a window. 

In the second, where we suppose the window not to have been broken, he would have spent six francs 
on shoes, and would have had at the same time the enjoyment of a pair of shoes and of a window. 

Now, as James B. forms a part of society, we must come to the conclusion, that, taking it altogether, 
and making an estimate of its enjoyments and its labours, it has lost the value of the broken window. 

When we arrive at this unexpected conclusion: "Society loses the value ofthings which are uselessly 
destroyed;" and we must assent to a maxim which will make the hair of protectionists stand on end
To break, to spoil, to waste, is not to encourage national labour; or, more briefly, "destruction is not 
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profit." 

What will you say, Monsieur Industriel-- what will you say, disciples of good M. F. Chamans, who 
has calculated with so much precision how much trade would gain by the burning of Paris, from the 
number of houses it would be necessary to rebuild? 

I am sorry to disturb these ingenious calculations, as far as their spirit has been introduced into our 
legislation; but I beg him to begin them again, by taking into the account that which is not seen, and 
placing it alongside of that which is seen. The reader must take care to remember that there are not 
two persons only, but three concerned in the little scene which I have submitted to his attention. One 
ofthem, James B., represents the consumer, reduced, by an act of destruction, to one enjoyment 
instead oftwo. Another under the title of the glazier, shows us the producer, whose trade is 
encouraged by the accident. The third is the shoemaker (or some other tradesman), whose labour 
suffers proportionably by the same cause. It is this third person who is always kept in the shade, and 
who, personating that which is not seen, is a necessary element of the problem. It is he who shows us 
how absurd it is to think we see a profit in an act of destruction. It is he who will soon teach us that it 
is not less absurd to see a profit in a restriction, which is, after all, nothing else than a partial 
destruction. Therefore, if you will only go to the root of all the arguments which are adduced in its 
favour, all you will fmd will be the paraphrase of this vulgar saying- What would become of the 
glaziers, if nobody ever broke windows? 

IT. THE DISBANDING OF TROOPS 

It is the same with a people as it is with a man. If it wishes to give itself some gratification, it naturally 
considers whether it is worth what it costs. To a nation, security is the greatest of advantages. If, in 
order to obtain it, it is necessary to have an army of a hundred thousand men, I have nothing to say 
against it. It is an enjoyment bought by a sacrifice. Let me not be misunderstood upon the extent of my 
position. A member of the assembly proposes to disband a hundred thousand men, for the sake of 
relieving the tax-payers of a hundred millions. 

If we confine ourselves to this answer - "The hundred millions of men, and these hundred millions of 
money, are indispensable to the national security: it is a sacrifice; but without this sacrifice, France 
would be tom by factions, or invaded by some foreign power,"- I have nothing to object to this 
argument, which may be true or false in fact, but which theoretically contains nothing which militates 
against economy. The error begins when the sacrifice itself is said to be an advantage because it 
profits somebody. 

Now I am very much mistaken if, the moment the author of the proposal has taken his seat, some 
orator will not rise and say - "Disband a hundred thousand men! do you know what you are saying? 
What will become of them? Where will they get a living? Don't you know that work is scarce 
everywhere? That every field is overstocked? Would you turn them out of doors to increase 
competition, and weigh upon the rate of wages? Just now, when it is a hard matter to live at all, it 
would be a pretty thing if the State must find bread for a hundred thousand individuals? Consider, 
besides, that the army consumes wine, clothing, arms - that it promotes the activity of manufactures in 
garrison towns - that it is, in short, the god-send of innumerable purveyors. Why, any one must 
tremble at the bare idea of doing away with this immense industrial movement." 

This discourse, it is evident, concludes by voting the maintenance of a hundred thousand soldiers, for 
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