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The media frenzy over the last several weeks covering President Clinton and the latest, possible, scandal has focused some attention on how we, the American public, perceive various actions or behavior.  The pundits of the beltway can’t figure out how President Clinton’s approval rating can increase when common sense says it should be plummeting.  





I have two thoughts on this.  First, there is a fairly well accepted theory that our moral standards and how we perceive social activities was set by whatever the accepted moral and social standards were during our late teens and early twenties. 





I have participated with several groups where the perspectives (setpoint) of people who went through this development period during the 1930’s depression, post World War II, the 50’s and the 60’s were subject to discussion.  The moral and societal expectations were different for each of these time periods and there was a difference of social and moral standards within the group.  It was strange to witness such disparity within the group but agreement within the subgroups who grew up in each different decade.





Regarding President Clinton and the latest media outrage, I believe this theory about our moral and social setpoint is the reason.  The 1930’s, 40’s and 50’s weren’t all that morally or socially different.  A major change in the nation’s moral and social perspectives came about during the 1960’s.





This was the era of the hippies and flower power, the introduction of effective birth control, and the high point of the public discourse about Vietnam. Together, these resulted in a significant change in the public’s perception of the individual, authority, and responsibility.





If we focus on those who were twenty year’s old in 1965 ( the midpoint age of the setpoint theory and of the 60’s decade) we see they are those we now call the Baby Boomers.  They were born in 1945, had their views established in the mid sixties, and have been a force in our society ever since .  These people are in their early fifties.





So is President Clinton.  Is it so strange then that his personal moral and social standards don’t seem unsettling to most of those under fifty?





If you combine this group with those who don’t think a person’s private life is anyone’s business as long as he does his job, this might explain why his approval rating is so high.  If you also add in those who believe Ken Starr is conducting a publicly financed witchhunt and is just out to get President Clinton, the positive ratings are understandable.





The second reason I believe for the general lack of concern regarding President Clifton’s possible actions is that the public ranks the morality of most state and federal elected officials as a combination of cats in heat and embezzling bookkeepers.  If you don’t expect much from a profession, it’s difficult to become outraged except for partisan reasons.





It seems to be a general public belief that all politicians (except the ones we personally voted for) are in the pay of special interests and have little concern for the well being of the average voter.  If this is valid, nothing that is happening in Sacramento or Washington D.C. should shock anyone.  


 


As a third and personal reason, I think it’s the public’s subconscious thought that, if President Clinton has been in politics all his life and still has no personal wealth, even a home, he can be forgiven almost anything.  He hasn’t committed the unforgivable sin of dipping his hand into public funds for personal profit nor has he financially benefited from rich and powerful friends or special interests.





That’s about as close to a servant of the people as we’re liable to get now-a-days. 


