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Letters

Senator Bob Dole, Mary Hatwood Futrell, Representative Jack
Kemp, Antonio Navarro, Paul Craig Roberts,

William A. Rusher, Wayne S. Smith, Jude Wanniski

Supply Sighs

Dear Sir:
As chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers during

1981-82, Murray L. Weidenbaum
was more concerned about his
place in the pecking order than with
the substance of President Reagan’s
economic policy. Mr. Weiden-
baum’s selection as CEA chairman
was made late, after much of the
work on the Reagan economic pro-
gram had been completed. More-
over, he had not been a part of the
team that during the latter half of
the 1970s had achieved bipartisan
congressional support for the sup-
ply-side policy on which Ronald
Reagan campaigned for the presi-
dency.

Consequently, he was unsure of
his role in an administration that
had decided on its policy before it
had appointed its CEA chairman.
He has always reassured himself by
telling everyone who will listen that
“Roberts was just the Treasury’s
economist” and “such subcabinet
appointees normally do not partici-
pate in top-level meetings.” In
other words, he portrays me in his
review of my book (Summer 1984)
as irrelevant to the policy that I

helped to develop over a multi-year
period.

The story of the development of
this policy fills the first third of my
book, but there is no mention of it
in Mr. Weidenbaum’s review. In-
stead, he trys to convey the er-
roneous impression that adminis-
tration supply-siders “vehemently”
objected to a broad-based Reagan
program including monetarism, de-
regulation, and budget cutting.
This charge is preposterous and is
directly contradicted by an abun-
dance of evidence.

In my November 16, 1981, arti-
cle in Fortune, for example, I tried
to stop administration officials
from undercutting the four pillars
of the program with their numer-
ous expressions of doubt to the me-
dia. Moreover, administration sup-
ply-siders were particularly keen on
budget cutting, and we have crit-
icized OMB director David Stock-
man on many occasions for failing
to deliver on his promises.

Mr. Weidenbaum’s assertion
that supply-siders overestimated
the economy’s ability to grow is
equally preposterous in view of the
extraordinary rate at which the
economy has grown.

In his review Mr. Weidenbaum
makes many other assertions that

even a haphazard reading of my
text would not support. For exam-
ple, I do not bemoan the inclusion
of nonsupply-siders on the Reagan
team; [ bemoan the lack of loyalty
and the free ride that some made of
their appointments. It was Mr.
Weidenbaum who wrote memos to
President Reagan contradicting the
president’s stand on taxes, memos
that were then leaked to the press to
undercut the president. It was Mr.
Weidenbaum who paved the way
for the 1981-82 recession by un-
dercutting Treasury’s accurate
warning in 1981 that monetary
policy was on a recessionary
course. As my book documents,
Mr. Weidenbaum supported the
Fed and gave statements to the me-
dia that ridiculed Treasury Secre-
tary Regan.

Mr. Weidenbaum’s animosity to-
ward supply-side economists is so
great that he resorts to dishonest
debate tricks to take away their
achievement. The incentive effects
of taxation, he says, “have been a
staple of traditional economics for
almost a century.” Mr. Weiden-
baum does not tell the reader that
prior to the impact of supply-side
economics on public policy in the
late 1970s, the incentive effects of
taxation were confined to micro-
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economics. Macroeconomic policy
explicitly ignored these effects. The
unstinting efforts of a few people
overcame this grave deficiency in
public policy, and this is the story
that is documented in The Supply-
Side Revolution.

Paul Craig Roberts
William E. Simon Chair

in Political Economy
Center for Strategic &
International Studies
Georgetown University
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

It’s always a shame when one
good man attacks another, espe-
cially when there are better targets
at hand. This is the case with Mur-
ray Weidenbaum’s review of Paul
Craig Roberts’s book The Supply-
Side Revolution: An Insider’s Ac-
count of Policy-Making in Wash-
tngton.

Part of the clash seems to be a
matter of style and personality—
though I think it a bit unfair to
attack Mr. Roberts at the same time
for being too Treasury-centric and
for relying too “heavily on second-
ary sources.” Anyone could attack
Mr. Weidenbaum with equal jus-
tice for giving the impression that
our political system revolves
around cabinet meetings, or that
the Reagan strategy was first for-
mulated after President Reagan
picked his first Council of Econom-
ic Advisers. But it would be just as
big a mistake in either case. It is
precisely for their unique perspec-
tives as participants in history that
we are interested in what Mr.
Roberts and Mr. Weidenbaum
have to say.

And in my experience Mr.
Roberts has an uncanny knack for
grasping the internal logic of a sit-
uation and accurately predicting
where, as Aristotle once put it, “the
least initial deviation from the truth
is multiplied later a thousandfold.”

Mr. Weidenbaum is right, of
course, that Reaganomics consisted
not just of tax cutting, but of four
simultaneous initiatives: tax cuts,
spending cuts, deregulation, and
monetary reform. Mr. Roberts
makes the same point all the time—
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and may be more sophisticated in
understanding how these four ele-
mnts fit together in a single eco-
nomic and political dynamic.
According to Mr. Weidenbaum,
“It is in the area of spending cuts
that the results have been so disap-
pointing. While federal revenues
have declined as a portion of gross
national product since 1980, feder-
al spending has risen from 22 per-
cent of GNP in 1980 to 25 percent
in 1983.” This is quite true. But the

whole, supply-siders were right.
What I regret most about Mr.
Weidenbaum’s review, though, is
its negative and retrospective
thrust. He doesn’t show much in-
terest in offering advice on current
policy (for example, the crying need
for monetary reform), as though
the economic and political situa-
tion had been frozen at the time he
left the CEA. Let’s hope that in the
future Mr. Weidenbaum devotes
more of his estimable powers to

“Both Mr. Roberts and Mr. Weidenbawm have
been valiant warriors in the supply-side revolu-
tion, fighting for different pieces of the economic

terramm.”

Representative Jack Kemp

simple fact is that this ratio is driv-
en, on both ends, mostly by the
state of the economy. A stagnant
economy increases automatic so-
cial welfare spending and creates
pressure for additional “bailouts,”
while a weak GNP worsens the
ratio from the other end. Mr.
Roberts has never opposed spend-
ing restraint; he is saying, quite sen-
sibly, that if your political capital is
limited, you should put it where it
counts.

Mr. Weidenbaum also complains
that a “constant desire to use the
high end of the range of possible
economic outcomes—although
motivated by the desire to protect
the tax cuts from ‘backsliders’—
created unfulfilled expectations
and reduced the credibility of Rea-
ganomics.” Yet it was the supply-
siders who first predicted the conse-
quences of a perverse monetary
policy in 1981 and 1982, and who
were among the tiny minority who
accurately predicted the timing and
strength of the recovery which be-
gan in 1983. If the supply-siders
had in fact erred so consistently,
their adversaries could afford to be
merely patronizing right now.
What infuriates them is that, on the

that end, and less effort to second-
guessing friends who are earnestly
trying to do the same.

Representative Jack Kemp
U.S. Congress
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

Murray Weidenbaum’s critical
review of Paul Craig Roberts’s
book The Supply-Side Revolution
is fairly well focused. Yet, like Mr.
Roberts’s account, it is accurate
only in that it accurately represents
one dimension of the supply-side
story.

Mr. Roberts was a relatively
early combatant in the supply-side
revolution and held a medium-high
post at Treasury in the Reagan ad-
ministration. But because his inter-
est was concentrated solely on tax
policy, his viewpoint was a narrow
one. His vantage point is the equiv-
alent of a brigadier general’s in the
European theater of World War I1.

The genesis of the supply-side
revolution was niot in fiscal policy,
but in monetary policy. With the
breakdown of the Bretton Woods
agreement in August 1971, the ear-
liest supply-siders warned of global



inflation—inflation that would
impact the real economies of the
world through what became known
as “bracket creep.”

Because he never really under-
stood the primary cause of the
problem, Mr. Roberts fixed his
considerable energies and talents
on curing the secondary problems.
In doing so, though, he aligned
himself with the monetarists, those
who were primary actors in the de-
struction of the international mon-
etary system. Mr. Roberts came to
believe that tax cuts and mon-
etarism would lead the United
States out of the morass. To a large
degree, Murray Weidenbaum—
also unable to understand interna-
tional finance and world money—
believes the same. Thus his crit-
icism of Mr. Roberts for failing to
focus on U.S. domestic budget defi-
cits is wide of the mark.

Both Mr. Roberts and Mr.
Weidenbaum have been valiant
warriors in the supply-side revolu-
tion, fighting for different pieces of
the economic terrain. But we will
have to wait until the revolution is
complete for the historians to give
us a broad account of where it came
from and why, and what it
wrought.

Jude Wanniski
President
Polyconomics, Inc.
Morristown, N.]J.

Murray Weidenbaum replies:

It is always gratifying to see a
piece that you have written gener-
ate a substantial response. In par-
ticular, Congressman Jack Kemp’s
note reminds me of the many bat-
tles we have fought side by side to
cut taxes, slow down federal spend-
ing, and reform regulation.

As should be expected, each par-
ticipant comes away with a some-
what different interpretation. Yet it
is intriguing to note that 1984 finds
all of us—Jack Kemp, Paul Craig
Roberts, Jude Wanniski, and me—
strongly opposed to tax increases.

In any event, a definitive history
of the Reagan economic program
remains to be written. My confi-
dent forecast is that an objective
analysis will show that the funda-

mental contribution to Reaganom-
ics was made by Ronald Reagan.

Castro’s Revolution

Dear Sir:

There is much in Lorrin Philip-
son’s article “Castro’s Tarnished
Silver” (Summer 1984) on Castro’s
economic failures with which I can
agree. Before thé revolution, Cuba
was a middle-class society with a
very high standard of living, for a
Latin American country. Speaking
as one who lived in Cuba before the
revolution and then again 20 years
later, I would have to say the stan-
dard of living has declined.

Nor can Cuba be described as a
free society. Far from it. The press is
totally controlled by the state.
There is very little freedom of ex-
pression otherwise, and, according
to human-rights organizations,
Castro may still hold as many as
1,000 political prisoners, many of
whom are badly treated.

All this is deplorable—and un-
necessary. [ was convinced in 1959
and I remain convinced today thata
democratic revolutionary move-
ment could have achieved all the
social gains marked up by the Cas-
tro regime, but without the costs in
terms of economic dislocations and
political liberties.

There are, then, plenty of nega-
tives to point to in Cuba. The prob-
lem with Ms. Philipson’s article is
that it points only to the negatives,
and even those it exaggerates. She
gives the impression, for example,
that Cubans might starve on their
rations alone and that they must
therefore turn to the black market,
thus risking a prison sentence if
caught. This is simply not true.
Over the past few years a system of
free and parallel markets has
emerged to supplement what can be
bought with the ration book. All
sorts of goods are available now
that were not four or five years ago.
These markets have made a great
difference in the way people live,
yet Ms. Philipson does not even
mention them.

By trying to convince her readers
that the Cuban revolution is an un-
relieved series of shortcomings and

failures, that it has no significant
accomplishments to its credit, Ms.
Philipson weakens her case. Her ar-
ticle reads more like an ideological
philippic than a balanced assess-
ment. In fact, there have been some
successes: among others, a modern
fishing fleet where before there was
none; a growing citrus industry;
quadrupled cement production;
and an expanding textile industry.
Further, while some Cubans do
not live as well as they did before
the revolution, others, the formerly
downtrodden 20-25 percent, live
much better. No matter how mean
their station, all citizens have
enough to eat; all have a guaran-
teed quantity of clothing; all have
access to medical care (which is
quite good) and to an education
virtually free of charge. One sees no
children with bellies bloated by
malnutrition, no beggars, none of
the misery, in short, which over-
whelms one in the slums surround-
ing most Latin American cities. In
terms of social justice, Cuba’s rec-
ord is probably better than that of
any of its southern neighbors, a fact
I find profoundly troubling, and
which Ms. Philipson ignores.

Wayne S. Smith
Senior Associate
Carnegie Endowment for

International Peace
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

Lorrin Philipson’s “Castro’s Tar-
nished Silver” is a revealing and
welcome contribution to the truth
behind the alleged accomplish-
ments of the Cuban revolution. Ms.
Philipson, along with Norman
Luxenburg of the University of
Jowa, has taken on the thankless
job of custodian of Mr. Castro’s
statistical integrity.

The principal problem arises
from the fact that most American
visitors to Cuba do not have the
proper frame of reference against
which to compare the glowing fig-
ures provided to them by the Castro
government. Liberal American pol-
iticians like George McGovern and
Jonathan Bingham, and journalists
like Barbara Walters, return to this
country enamored of Fidel’s win-
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ning ways, and impressed by his
perennially furrowed brow, which
scowls at the unfairness of Ameri-
can policies. If not disingenuous,
then certainly naive, these self-ap-
pointed champions repeat without
question Mr. Castro’s figures on
Cuba’s social and economic prog-
ress. If any prerevolutionary statis-
tics are cited at all; these, too, come
from Mr. Castro’s less than objec-
tive officials.

The facts, however, tell a differ-
ent story. Ms. Philipson has already
disposed of the “literacy hoax.”
But let’s examine a few other statis-
tics. Cuba’s per capita income in
1957 (Castro came to power in
1959) was $360, second only to oil-
rich Venezuela in all of Latin Amer-
ica. Mexico’s, for example, was
$202, Brazil’s only $217. By con-
trast, Cuba today is near the bot-
tom of the pile in national wealth.
Even the demeaning dole of $12 to
$13 million per day (!) from Russia
fails to improve the economy be-
yond subsistence level.

Moreover, national wealth in
pre-Castro Cuba, by many indica-
tors, was unusually evenly dis-
tributed. For example, in 1957
Cuba had 900,000 radios, one for
each five inhabitants, a higher ratio
than any Latin American country
except Argentina. In addition,
Cuba had 365,000 television re-
ceivers, and more telephones than
all of Central America combined.

The theory, promoted by Wil-
liam F. Buckley, Jr., which holds
that the extrapolation of statistical
trends into the future is a valid fore-
caster of social and economic im-
provement, demonstrates the cost
to Cubans of Mr. Castro’s revolu-
tion. If the literacy rate was 78 per-
cent in 1957 and rising, is it to Cas-
tro’s credit that the literacy rate
today is 98 percent (if indeed that
figure is accurate)? Equal or higher
gains have been made by several
Latin American nations during that
same period.

Moreover, these minimal gains
made by Cuba have occurred at a
cost. As Democratic President John
F. Kennedy once said, “Learning
without liberty is always in vain.”
Education in Cuba is nothing more
than indoctrination, in which chil-
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dren are not taught to inquire, but
to obey. The lesson is that F stands
for Fidel, R for revolution, and Y
for Yankee imperialism.

Ms. Philipson, God bless her, is
absolutely correct. No, I would not
buy a used revolution from Fidel
Castro.

Antonio Navarro
Senior Vice President
W. R. Grace & Co.
New York, N.Y.

ments, however, diminish under in-
dependent scrutiny. Recently, Pro-
fessor Carmelo Mesa-Lago, direc-
tor of Latin American Studies at the
University of Pittsburgh, was per-
mitted by the Cuban government to
examine the unpublished 1970 cen-
sus, which revealed only an 88 per-
cent literacy rate for Cubans. Con-
sidering that by 1958 Cuba had
achieved a 76 percent literacy rate,
this is not such a tremendous
achievement.

“Most American visitors to Cuba do not have the
proper frame of reference against which to com-
pare the glowing figures provided to them by the

Castro government.”

Antonio Navarro

Lorrin Philipson replies:

In pursuit of a “balanced assess-
ment” of Cuba’s 25-year-old revo-
lution, Mr. Smith invites us to be-
lieve that economic gains, and very
paltry ones at that, are worth the
loss of every single human freedom
in Cuba. Far from constituting ma-
jor successes, the improvements
Mr. Smith cites are the very least
that any government does for its
citizens. In 25 years, what is so re-
markable about an expanding tex-
tile industry or quadrupled cement
production?

The peculiar line of reasoning
followed by Mr. Smith and other
Castro supporters is that whatever
happens in Cuba deserves en-
comium while comparable or
greater progress in other Latin
American countries is ignored.

Thus one does not hear much
about Venezuela’s increase in liter-
acy over the past 20 years from 50
to 82 percent, or about Costa
Rica’s increase in the number of
university students from § to 17
percent.

What one does hear is that after
Castro came to power, Cuba’s liter-
acy rate rose to between 96 and 98
percent. Such alleged accomplish-

The great progress of pre-Castro
Cuba, as Mr. Smith acknowledges,
diminishes the significance of com-
paring modern Cuba to her Latin
American neighbors. Pre-Castro
Cuba was already way ahead in
nearly every category. Some exam-
ples: Cuba’s mortality rate per
thousand in 1958 was 5.8, one of
the lowest if not the lowest in the
world, as compared to 7.8 in Vene-
zuela, 8.1 in Argentina, 8.1 in Can-
ada, and 9.4 in the United States.
Cuba’s per capita calorie consump-
tion in 1958 was 2,682, as opposed
to 2,353 in Brazil and 2,077 in
Peru. In 1957 Cuba had one physi-
cian per 1,000 inhabitants, a higher
ratio than the United Kingdom in
1959. In 1957-58 Cuba had 17.7
students in higher education per
thousand inhabitants—more than
the USSR at 9.5, Japan at 6.9,
France at 4.1, Italy at 3.2, and the
United Kingdom at 1.9.

It is equally fallacious for Mr.
Smith to assert that “in terms of
social justice, Cuba’s record is
probably better than that of any of
its southern neighbors.” Prior to
the revolution Cuba did have some
of the most advanced social legisla-
tion anywhere: 63 percent of the



Cuban labor force was covered for
old age, disability, and survivor’s
insurance, while all the labor force
was covered against occupational
accidents and diseases, and female
employees had maternity insur-
ance.

In 1959, however, unions and
the right to strike were abolished.
Even in modern Chile, despite de-
plorable conditions, union workers
can and do strike.

Similarly, the 1940 Cuban Con-
stitution forbade capital punish-
ment. Yet in January 1959 the
death penalty went into effect and
is increasingly applied.

As for Cuba’s fishing fleet, it does
double duty: aiding Soviet intelli-
gence and shipping Cuban soldiers
to Africa. The parallel markets are
no great feat either considering that
they were established to compete
with a flourishing black market.
They are hardly beneficial when the
average wage per person is $150 a
month, providing only $5 a day.
Prices on the parallel markets as of
June 1984 were: white-sauced
cheese, $3.50 a pound; rice, $1.20 a
pound; lard (a mainstay of Cuban
cooking), $3.50 a pound; tomato
sauce, $3.50 a bottle; white refined
sugar, $1 a pound; beef, $5 a
pound; and $3.50 for 1% ounces of
coffee!

Prior to the revolution Cuba’s
only rival in material wealth was
oil-rich Venezuela. Today, despite
an enormous subsidy from the So-
viet Union and a debt to the West,
Cuba with a per capita income of
only $800 per year is one of the
poorest countries in Latin America.
Only Cuba’s military expenditure,
which amounts to 10 percent of her
GNP, surpasses her Latin American
neighbors.

‘One of the main reasons for the
19th-century wars of independence
and a major issue of the revolution
was to free Cuba from its economic
enslavement to sugar. In 1958
sugar represented 78 percent of
total exports; 20 years after the
revolution it represented almost 90
percent. Mr. Castro’s sugar econo-
my, however, is far from sweet. In
25 years, he has failed to deliver
both the economic and spiritual
goods.

Infant Mortality

Dear Sir:

In Carol Adelman’s “Baby Feat”
(Summer 1984) comments of mine
on the Food Research and Action
Center (FRAC) 1983 infant mor-
tality study are quoted as the first
example of how the report was
“sharply refuted by a number of
scientists.” Your selective quote
not only fails to reflect the sub-

tioning that its survey
“should not be taken as the
‘last word’ . . . but. . .should
cause responsible people in
ublic life to take a second
ook. ...”

Peter P. Budetti

Associate Professor of Social
Medicine in Pediatrics

University of California, San
Francisco

Washington, D.C.

“Thus far there is scant evidence demonstrating
that traditional maternal child health programs
improve birthweights among the disadvantaged,
especially among blacks.”

Carol Adelman

stance of my testimony but also
serves to cloud even further the de-
bate over this critical social topic.

My statement that FRAC’s con-
clusion was not accurate referred to
the limitations of its statistical anal-
ysis. In the paragraph immediately
preceding the one cited, I com-
mented on Assistant Secretary
Brandt’s optimistic interpretation
of the flaws in FRAC’s analysis by
noting that “I believe that the in-
ference that there is nothing to wor-
ry about is nearly as unwarranted
as the conclusions that were crit-
icized.”

My concluding remarks best cap-
ture the point of my testimony:

In summary . . . many of the
factors known to be associ-
ated with infant mortality are
heading in a dangerous direc-
tion and need vigorous, care-
ful, and continuous scrutiny.
We should not require that a
statistically significant, larger
number of babies die every
year for a substantial number
of years before we pay atten-
tion to warning signs that
might indicate a reversal of
health status at such a basic
level in this country. FRAC
itself raised this point in cau-

Dear Sir:

Carol Adelman’s instructive arti-
cle “Baby Feat” puts into perspec-
tive a public policy issue that is
more often awash in the blinding
glare of emotionalism than in the
spotlight of thoughtfulness. The is-
sue—infant mortality rates in the
United States—is one in which I
have had a longstanding interest.

In her article, Ms. Adelman ob-
serves that infant mortality rates
have steadily declined in the United
States and in other developed na-
tions. Yet because we still have a
disproportionately higher number
of low-weight, high-risk infants
than countries such as Sweden and
Japan, our infant mortality rates
continue to compare unfavorably
with theirs. Thus, Ms. Adelman
continues, to reduce infant mor-
tality further in the United States it
will be necessary to lower the inci-
dence of low birthweight.

But, she also observes, we are not
entirely clear about which policies
will promote this outcome. Our
best hope seems to lie in the promo-
tion of preventive services to high-
risk mothers and their children.

I am an advocate of the Special
Supplemental Food Program for
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Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC), which was designed to pro-
vide nutritious supplemental foods
to pregnant, postpartum, and
breastfeeding women, and to in-
fants and children who are deter-
mined to be at “nutritional risk”
because of inadequate diets and in-
adequate income. WIC has consis-
tently demonstrated its effective-
ness in health terms, as well as in
cost effectiveness. A major study at
the Harvard School of Public
Health found that each $1 spent in
the prenatal component of WIC
averts $3 in hospitalization costs
due to the reduced number of low
birthweight infants requiring hos-
pitalization. A recent GAO report
states that WIC decreases the pro-
portion of low birthweights for in-
fants born to women eligible for
WIC by 16 to 20 percent. And the
Missouri Department of Public
Health found that the incidence of
low birthweight was reduced more
than 50 percent among babies born
to mothers who participated in
WIC for more than six months
prior to delivery.

Perhaps the WIC program best
exemplifies the federal govern-
ment’s approach to preventive
medicine and health promotion for
pregnant women. Our commit-
ment to this program is shown in its
budgetary increases. Between 1980
and 1984, outlays for the program
almost doubled. In fiscal year 1984,
$1.36 billion provided 3 million
women, infants, and children with
nutritional supplements.

Progress has been made and con-
tinues to be made in reducing the
number of infant deaths in our
country, although more needs to be
done. Through the provision of ser-
vices, through the promotion of re-
search, and through the nutritional
education of young mothers, public
policies have taken a lead in ad-
dressing this most vexing program.
I am grateful for Carol Adelman’s
serious review of the issue, and [ am
sure that a similar review, perhaps
done a year from now, would show
even more positive findings.

Senator Bob Dole, Chairman

U.S. Senate Committee on Finance
Washington, D.C.
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Carol Adelman replies:

I was pleased to receive the re-
sponses from Capitol Hill to my
article on infant mortality.

In matters of science and public
policy, it is essential to examine
tirst premises. The first premise ad-
dressed in Dr. Budetti’s testimony
was whether, as FRAC claimed, the
steady decline in infant mortality in
the United States was being re-
versed. On that, we agree. Officials
from the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) and various
other scientists agree with us that
FRAC’s conclusion—the major
premise of its report and indeed
cause for the debate—was wrong.

Facts are one thing. Speculation
is another. Dr. Budetti speculates
that the factors associated with in-
fant mortality were heading in a
dangerous direction. Yet this is ir-
relevant to the issue at hand:
FRAC’s inaccuracies and pol-
iticization of the issue.

Moreover, Dr. Budetti’s concern
with “warning signs” (recession
and high unemployment) is mis-
placed. Over the last several dec-
ades, infant mortality has steadily
declined regardless of economic
fluctuations.

The debate on infant mortality is
not clouded by a choice of one
quote over others. It is clouded
when a group, such as FRAC,
fraudulently claims, under the guise
of scientific facts and figures, that
infant mortality is rising.

Senator Dole has rightly charac-
terized this debate as one “awash in
the blinding glare of emotional-
ism.” 1 agree with the senator’s
general response to the low birth-
weight problem—promoting pre-
ventive services to high-risk moth-
ers and their babies. Yet it is
important to examine whether his
combination of prescriptions holds
the best hope for a remedy.

For example, the senator cites
three studies which found positive
effects of the federal food program
for women, infants, and children
(WIC). The General Accounting
Office reviewed 39 studies of
WIC’s effectiveness in reducing low
birthweight. They were able to rate
only six studies as medium to high
quality. From these the GAO

writes, “They give some support,
but not conclusive evidence, for the
claims that WIC increases infant
birthweights.”

The report underscores the need
to design better evalutions. Only re-
cently, however, has a national-
scale evaluation with the appropri-
ate scientific design begun to assess
WIC’s overall effectiveness. There
is regrettably little firm evidence
that this $1.36 billion yearly pro-
gram helps solve the problems it
was designed and is funded to
solve.

Various researchers have com-
mented on the inconclusive results
of feeding programs. A leading sci-
entist in this field, Dr. David Rush,
states that unless infant mortality is
lowered “it is not at all certain that
small changes in birthweight confer
other health benefits.” And on this
point there is virtually no credible
evidence of WIC’s effect on infant
deaths. Nor has the program been
shown to affect the most important
cause of infant mortality—pre-
mature births or babies born before
37 weeks of gestation. Despite all
the social programs in the 1970s,
prematurity declined only slightly
and blacks still show over twice the
rate of whites. Similarly, from 1950
to 1972 there was an apparent in-
crease in prematurity rates despite
general improvements in socioeco-
nomic conditions.

Thus far there is scant evidence
demonstrating that traditional ma-
ternal child health programs im-
prove birthweights among the dis-
advantaged, especially among
blacks. Some new approaches now
underway—early detection of pre-
mature labor among high-risk
mothers and its treatment, reducing
physical and emotional stress, and
controlling drugs and smoking dur-
ing pregnancy—are more promis-
ing.

An analysis by HHS, however,
reveals a perplexing disparity. Even
mature, married, college-educated
black women who have received
prenatal care remain twice as likely
to have low birthweight babies as
their white counterparts. Clearly,
we do not have all the solutions,
and much more research is needed.

Some might argue that even
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should a food program have mini-
mal nutritional results, it still pro-
vides an income transfer to the
poor, it may serve to attract poor
mothers to other needed services,
and, after all, such programs are a
small percentage of the total federal
budget. If so, until the results of the
national evaluation are completed,
WIC should be justified on this
basis and not on the basis of reduc-
ing low birthweights and mortality.

Above all, we are fooling our-
selves if, in the defense of long-
standing programs, we are pre-
vented from researching the real
causes of low birthweight and
focusing federal and private efforts
on new, more promising approaches.

Back to Basics

Dear Sir:

Chester E. Finn’s article “Gee,
Officer Krupke” (Summer 1984)
unfortunately contributes little to
the ongoing dialogue on our na-
tion’s schools. Mr. Finn continually
ascribes to NEA or the “education
profession” positions that are not
ours, then argues against these
positions.

His article, for instance, decries
the evils of social promotions, but
fails to note that teachers and the
NEA vehemently oppose social
promotions. Teachers, in fact,
often recommend retention for stu-
dents who need more time to mas-
ter basic skills only to have these
recommendations overruled by ad-
ministrators at the insistence of

parents.
Mr. Finn also writes of an
“education profession ... ob-

sessed” with a “fear” of raising
standards beyond the reach of
members of “historically disadvan-
taged groups.” But teachers do
not—and have not—supported
lower standards. Standards should
be set high, and all students should
be given the help they need to reach
these high standards.

Let me briefly outline NEA’s
stands on basic educational issues.

We want to see excellence in
every classroom. We believe that
excellence cannot be obtained
without a commitment to equity in
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education. We believe that teaching
salaries should be high enough to
attract outstanding young people
into education—and high enough
to keep outstanding teachers in the
classroom.

We believe that every teacher
ought to be regularly observed and
evaluated by trained evaluators.
We believe that incompetent teach-
ers should be dismissed, not receive
lower pay than other teachers
somehow deemed more “merito-
rious.”

We believe that control of edu-
cation should remain with local
communities and that all levels of
government—local, state, and fed-
eral—should help provide local
school districts and colleges with
the support they need to achieve
excellence.

Finally, we believe that educa-
tion must be a top national priority,
not a political football. We reject
those who play “show and tell”
with education’s needs before elec-
tions, and then play “hide and
seek” with education funding after
the voters have gone home.

NEA’s 1.7 million members do
not expect everyone to agree on all
the various proposals about how
to achieve educational excellence.
But we do believe it’s time for all
concerned to work cooperatively
toward the educational excellence
everyone seeks.

Mary Hatwood Futrell

President

The National Education
Association of the United States

Washington, D.C.

Chester E. Finn replies:

I do not doubt that Mrs. Futrell
believes what she says, but the or-
ganization of which she is president
regrettably does not seem to agree
with her.

The National Education Asso-
ciation (NEA) at its july 1984
convention in Minneapolis cate-
gorically rejected the reforms that
Mrs. Futrell claims it supports.

The Los Angeles Times reported:

After a year of internal de-
bate, the NEA has not de-
cided to change its basic

views. Its report, for example,
restates the union’s “unal-
terable opposition” to so-
called “merit pay plans” or,
for that matter, “any alter-
native compensation plan”
that is not based on “across-
the-board salary increases
[for] all teachers.”

The New York Times also found
the NEA hostile to reform:

There is little sympathy
among the leaders of the 1.7
million education group [sic|
for any change in promotion
and evaluation procedures
that some say might pit teach-
ers against each other. The
difference of opinion here re-
volved only around the ques-
tion of how firm the rejection

should be.

A recent poll undertaken by
Louis Harris and Associates reveals
that the NEA does not represent the
views of the vast majority of Ameri-
can teachers, over 80 percent of
whom favor teacher testing, teach-
er career ladders, and more expedi-
tious means of dismissing incompe-
tent teachers, as well as more
rigorous requirements and promo-
tion standards for students.

Today the National Education
Association is not responsive to or
reflective of the views of most
American teachers. It is certainly
not responsive to or reflective of the
views of most American parents
and taxpayers.

At a time marked by the most
remarkable public enthusiasm for
better schools that anyone can re-
call, our largest organization of ed-
ucators has chosen to stonewall.
This is not the view only of cranks,
Republicans, or union-baiters. Said
the Los Angeles Times editorially, a
few days after the NEA convention,
“The only obstacle still left to merit
and competency systems is union
leadership itself. Leaders would
certainly be well advised, particu-
larly in light of their aggressive re-
formist rhetoric, to join in support
for these programs. . . . If they do
not, they could choke off the momen-
tum toward education improve-
ments. If that happens, teachers as
well as students would suffer.”
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Better Off?

Dear Sir:

I write to contest Adam Meyer-
son’s claim in his article “Better Off
Than Four Years Ago?” (Summer
1984), that Americans have be-
come far better off economically
during the Reagan term than dur-
ing the preceding years of the
1970s. Citing the average weekly
earnings of the American employ-
ee, Mr. Meyerson argues that the
Reagan administration has re-
versed the downward economic
trend that characterized much of
the Carter term of office. This claim
is incorrect. In fact, the average in-
come for individual Americans ad-
vanced about as quickly under
President Carter as under President
Reagan, and did so at a far lower
price to the nation.

For reasons described below, the
commonly used standard to mea-
sure the economic advance of indi-
vidual Americans is the growth of
the after-inflation and after-tax in-
come per American (otherwise
known as “the real disposable per
capita income”), not the average
weekly earnings per employee. Use
of the standard measure discloses a
very different picture from the one
Mr. Meyerson reports. Real dispos-
able income advanced from $4,158
per American in 1976 to $4,489 in
1980, an increase of about 8 per-
cent. From 1980 to 1984, under the
Reagan administration, income per
American has grown from $4,489
in 1980 to a projected $4,910 in
1984, amounting to a gain of just
over 9 percent.

Moreover, the price of advance
was far less costly under the Carter
administration. The 8 percent ad-
vance from 1976-80 was pur-
chased at an economic stimulative
cost over the four years of $180
billion in federal budgetary deficits
whereas the price under the present
policies to accomplish their 9 per-
cent gain has been several times
higher, a total of $547 billion in
federal budgetary deficits. The
largest single yearly deficit was $60
billion under President Cacter com-
pared with $200 billion under Pres-
ident Reagan. As a result, Am.ri-
cans now have to pay an incredible
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$125 billion a year to finance the
federal debt, about $70 billion
more yearly than under the policies
that came before the Reagan ad-
ministration.

Nor should yet another stiff price
be ignored: the unevenness of the
expansion under the current poli-
cies. Tragically, despite the full year
of recovery in 1983, poverty still
spread to neatly one million more
Americans. This is a sharp contrast
with the initial recovery of 1976,
the year following the last recession
of 1974-75. Then poverty declined
by nearly one million Americans.

Readers may wonder why the per
capita real disposable income mea-
sure produces such a different con-
clusion from the one reached by
using the average weekly earnings
per employee. For one, the latter
measure is insensitive to the total
number of people for whom the
economy has generated employ-
ment.

Contrary to conventional wis-
dom, the economy provided and
filled 3 million more jobs from
1976 to 1980 than from 1980 to
1984. No fewer than 10.5 million
full-time jobs came into being and
were filled from 1978 to 1980 com-
pared with just over 7 million from
1980 to 1984. The economy in
1976 through 1980 was still having
to generate huge numbers of jobs to
meet the enormous employment
needs of the tail end of the baby
boom. That the economy provided
for many more people from 1976 to
1980 than 1980 to 1984 is reflected
in the per capita real disposable in-
come measure but is not in the aver-
age weekly earnings per week per
employee.

Nor does Mr. Meyerson’s mea-
sure successfully deal with changes
in the types of workers the econo-
my has accommodated. From 1976
to 1980 the demographics of the
baby boom tide brought hundreds
of thousands more young adults
aged 16 to 24 into the labor market
in these years than entered after
1980. Women entered the labor
market in larger numbers in the
197680 years, too. Traditionally
each of these groups of workers has
received comparatively low wages.
Understandably, the entry and

presence of larger numbers of com-
paratively low-paid workers from
1976 to 1980 relative to 1980 to
1984 had the effect of decreasing
the average earnings per week per
employee in the former period
more than in the latter period.

Naturally, too, the advance of
average earnings per week per em-
ployee that Mr. Meyerson uses it-
self correlates closely with the par-
ticular stage of the business cycle.
The Reagan years from 1982 to
1984 to which Mr. Meyerson refers
constitute the first two years of a
recovery. How well did these two
Reagan years perform relative to
comparable years during the
1970s? Average earnings improved
in the Reagan years from 1982 to
1984 by $6 per week; during the
initial two years of the last such
recovery, from 1975 to 1977, aver-
age earnings rose by a similar $5
per week.

John E. Schwarz

Associate Professor
Department of Political Science
University of Arizona

Tucson, Ariz.

Adam Meyerson replies:

Mr. Schwarz argues persuasively
that life under the Carter adminis-
tration was not as grim as we some-
times paint it. The average Ameri-
can’s inflation-adjusted after-tax
income did go up from 1976 to
1980, despite the shrinking of the
average wage-earner’s paycheck.
The reason, as Mr. Schwarz points
out, was a boom in employment:
More than 10 million more Ameri-
cans had jobs in 1980 than in 1976.

But this hardly means we were
better off four years ago than we
are today. Under President Carter,
with take-home pay taking a tum-
ble, the average family faced an un-
pleasant choice: Either its income
would decline or more members of
the family, usually the mother,
would have to work. For female-
headed families, the prospect was
even grimmer: Every year the aver-
age working mother brought home
less and less bacon.

Now that take-home pay has sta-
bilized, families with only one
wage-earner have more of a chance

Policy Review



to get ahead, or at least to stand
still. If mothers with working hus-
bands take jobs themselves, it is
more because they want to, than
because they are forced to.

It is no wonder that President
Reagan draws his strongest support
from young people. Young families
were among those most demor-
alized by the choices that declining
take-home pay made necessary.

Human Rights

Dear Sir:

In the article “Paddy, We Hardly
Knew Ye” (Spring 1984), Dinesh
D’Souza incorrectly states that the
International Reserve Committee
“catalogued human-rights viola-
tions across the globe.” It did not
when Senator Daniel Patrick Moy-
nihan worked on its publicity nor
has it—to our knowledge—since.

It did bring thousands of West
European refugees who had es-
caped from Nazi-occupied coun-
tries and East Europeans who had
been in relocation camps after

World War II to the United States.

In addition the IRC has since
helped Vietnamese, Haitians, and
others come to the United States
and establish roots.

Henry H. Urrows
Ridgefield, Conn.

Good as Gold

Dear Sir:

Congratulations to Karl
O’Lessker for his highly perceptive
article “Pyrrhic Defeat” (Summer
1984). Barry Goldwater’s nomina-
tion in 1964 was indeed the foun-
dation for the conservative move-
ment’s later successes, despite his
landslide defeat at the hands of
Lyndon Johnson that November.

Dr. O’Lessker is right, too, in
pointing out that there was nothing
in the least quixotic about the idea
of running Senator Goldwater
against John Kennedy. Time maga-
zine (no friend of Senator Gold-
water’s) remarked in its October 4,
1963, issue: “Until recently most
political observers figured that
Democrat John Kennedy was a sure
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1964 winner, and that it did not
make much difference who the
GOP candidate would be. Now,
many are changing their minds. . . .
A state by state survey by Time cor-
respondents indicates that at least
Republican Barry Goldwater could
give Kennedy a breathlessly close
contest.”

Kennedy’s assassination less
than two months later changed the
picture dramatically. But by then
the Goldwater drive had too big a
head of steam to be denied the Re-
publican nomination.

I would take issue with only one
point: Barry Goldwater vetoed
Choice (a documentary that had
been prepared for his campaign)
not because it “was racist” but only
because he feared its use of film
clips showing black rioters might
give rise to false accusations of rac-
ism. The distinction is of some im-
portance to the honorable, and
thoroughly nonracist, people who
prepared the documentary.

William A. Rusher, Publisher
National Review
New York, N.Y.
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Labor’s Bad Bargain

The AFL-CIO Lurches Left

Max Green

rIl‘xe American Federation of Labor and Congress of
Industrial Organizations is undergoing a metamorphosis
that has profound and disturbing implications for the
future of American politics. For decades the labor move-
ment has been criticized by the left for being conser-
vative, if not reactionary. But today there is hardly an
item on the most up-to-date liberal agenda that does not
have the AFL-CIO’s official endorsement. It is a prime
supporter of statist remedies for America’s economic
problems, real and imagined. It supports the current
objectives of the civil rights, women’s rights, and even
gay rights movements. Its foreign-policy resolutions echo
the isolationist left: It favors a nuclear freeze and cuts in
the administration’s defense budget, and opposes aid to
countries threatened by Communist subversion or inva-
sion.

These positions are the opposite of what the AFL-CIO
has long stood for. They represent a fundamental trans-
formation in the character of the American labor move-
ment, and in particular the abandonment of the guiding
principles of its founder, Samuel Gompers. Unlike most
of the world’s labor movements, the AFL-CIO under the
influence of Gomperism had kept its distance both from
socialism and from partisan politics. But that has
changed. Today, it is forsaking the benefits of indepen-
dence and forging an alliance with the ideological left of
the Democratic Party.

Gompers’s Philosophy

Described as either “voluntarism,” “trade unionism
pure and simple,” or “business trade unionism,” Gom-
perism holds that the central purpose of unions is to
engage in collective bargaining in order to raise the wages
and improve the working conditions of the workers they
represent. This is an inherently conservative strategy be-
cause it assumes that workers under capitalism can and
will prosper once organized into unions. As such, it
contrasts sharply with the contending socialist philoso-
phy that very nearly prevailed at the turn of the century.
The socialists argue that whatever gains are made at the
bargaining table are necessarily evanescent, certain to be
vitiated by the dynamics of the capitalist political econo-

» W«

14

my. Therefore, to be effective in the long run, labor must
commit itself to a political movement dedicated to the
overthrow or, at the very least, the radical reform of
capitalism. In either case, collective bargaining would
obviously take second place to political action.

Ironically, Gompers’s decision to give priority to col-
lective bargaining was based initially on a vulgar Marxist
analysis of capitalist society. He agreed with the socialists
that the capitalist state was the “executive arm of the
bourgeoisie” and, therefore, that state intervention in the
economic life of the country would inevitably be on
behaif of business and, ipso facto, against the interests of
the working class. So strong was his and other labor
leaders’ fear of state action that for the first several
decades of its existence the American Federation of La-
bor refrained even from supporting minimum-wage leg-
islation on the theory that what started out as a minimum
wage could very well become the maximum. In George
Meany’s interpretation, if “you depended on the law”
you would end up being “controlled by the law.” It
followed that labor’s political objectives, as Daniel Bell
has written, should be nothing more nor less than the
“negative state,” which would allow labor to organize
and negotiate contracts with employers.

With the advent of the New Deal, labor began to see
government intervention as a tool that could be used to
improve society in general and the lot of the workingman
in particular. The CIO and to a lesser extent the AFL
became major forces in Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s
New Deal coalition, and were instrumental in passing
social-security and minimum-wage legislation, as well as
the National Labor Relations Act. Over the next several
decades, labor was more often than not in the forefront
of efforts to expand the horizons of government. And by
the late 1960s George Meany proudly proclaimed that
the AFL-CIO had long since left behind what he now
derisively referred to as the parochial “bread and butter
unionism” of the past. Citing labor’s often decisive sup-

Max GREEN, a former staff member of a leading national
union, is a special assistant to the staff director of the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights.

Policy Review



port for virtually every piece of the
Great Society legislation, he an-
nounced that it had become “the
people’s lobby,” a title to which it
still lays claim.

Bread & Butter Issues

Yet, throughout the Great Soci-
ety era, labor remained true to
Gomperism to the extent that it
continued to seek the bread and
butter from employers at the collec-
tive bargaining table—not from the
federal government. While pushing
for establishment of the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Adminis-
tration and other regulatory agen-
cies, the AFL-CIO remained com-
mitted to a market economy in
which fundamental investment de-
cisions were left in private hands.
Therefore, labor strongly opposed
the no-growth factions of the en-
vironmental and consumer move-
ments.

As long as labor’s strategy em-
phasized collective bargaining, it
remained faithful to Gompers’s
“reward your friends, punish your
enemies” philosophy of political
action. The AFL-CIO endorsed and
worked for candidates who had
long pro-labor records, such as
Hubert Humphrey. But it did not
commit itself to any political move-
ment or party. As George Meany
argued, if labor ever tied itself to a
political party it would be “saying
in effect, we do not only want better
conditions for the people we repre-
sent, we not only want to raise the
standard of life, we want to run the
country.” And indeed, though the
labor movement was mostly associ-
ated with Democratic politicians, it
had close relations with Republicans, e.g., Nelson
Rockefeller, and through the 1960s many craft union
leaders identified themselves as Republicans.

This nonpartisan stance has been the subject of vir-
tually every energy-sapping conflict within the “House of
Labor.” To take one well-known and often misun-
derstood example: When Walter Reuther pulled the
UAW out of the AFL-CIO in 1968, he could not, when
challenged, name a single significant, unresolvable differ-
ence that he had with the AFL-CIO leadership concern-
ing any trade-union or public-policy issue. But there was
an unbridgeable gulf with respect to partisan politics:
Reuther wanted to develop “stronger ties with labor’s
historic and essential allies in the liberal intellectual and
academic community and among America’s young peo-
ple,” an unimportant concern for the majority. As a top

party politics.

Labor’s Bad Bargain
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Under founder Samuel Gompers, the AFL steered clear of socialism and

AFL-CIO official was to note: “Reuther wanted to be
known as a leader of the liberal community and was so
recognized by many. On the other hand, Meany was a
leader of the labor movement. Where he agreed with the
liberals he was with them, but he was not part of the
liberal movement. He was the leader of the labor move-
ment, a broad spectrum from far left liberals to far right
conservatives.”

Political Independence

Under Gompers, under Bill Green, under George
Meany, labor remained independent of larger move-
ments for economic, social, and political change. Conse-
quently it was free to develop its own positions on the
issues of the day.

This was particularly true of civil rights. Though some
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craft unions earned a reputation for excluding blacks, the
trade union movement as a whole became integrated
earlier than most other institutions in America. More-
over, the AFL-CIO properly deserves a lion’s share of the
credit for the passage of the landmark legislation of the
1960s. The 1964 Civil Rights Act included a fair employ-
ment practices provision at labor’s insistence, and the
1965 Voting Rights Act and 1968 Fair Housing legisla-
tion were passed only after intense lobbying by the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights, which the AFL-CIO
had organized together with the NAACP.

But labor never joined the civil-rights movement. As an
institution, the AFL-CIO did not participate in the move-
ment’s protest actions, not even in the historic 1963
March on Washington, because it believed that more
harm than good would result from mass demonstrations.
The AFL-CIO denounced President Nixon’s Phila-
delphia Plan for racial quotas in the construction indus-
try, which had received the enthusiastic support of vir-
tually all civil-rights organizations.

Labor also refused to tailor its foreign policy to the
shifting fashions of middle-class liberalism. From the end
of World War II through the mid-1970s, the AFL-CIO
was the bulwark of anti-Communism in America. This
was partly the legacy of bitter struggles against Commu-
nists who had tried to subvert the trade union movement
in the 1920s through the 1940s. It was also based on a
recognition that free trade unions have always been

The basic AEL-CIO line, from which
it did not diverge for decades, was that
American democracy was locked in
mortal combat with the international
Communist movement.

among the first institutions to be destroyed by Commu-
nist regimes.

The basic AFL-CIO line, from which it did not diverge
for decades, was that American democracy was locked in
mortal combat with the international Communist move-
ment, whose “ultimate end and unalterable aim was
world domination.” In his first speech after the founding
convention of the AFL-CIO, George Meany argued that
“no country, no people, no movement can stand aloof
and be neutral in the struggle” against this political evil.
This uncompromising anti-Communism virtually deter-
mined labor’s positions on all conflicts between the free
and Communist worlds. It gave unqualified support to
the United States effort to save South Korea from inva-
sion from the North, even though the former was ruled
by the repressive regime of Syngman Rhee. And it like-
wise supported the U.S. intervention in South Vietnam,
despite its succession of more or less authoritarian gov-
ernments. Among liberals, labor got the reputation for
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having a “reactionary anti-Communist” foreign policy.
Indeed, the AFL-CIO’s insistence on publicly supporting
South Vietnam against Communist totalitarianism pre-
cipitated a decade-long political battle with the “New
Politics” movement.

The seriousness of this conflict first became fully ap-
parent in 1968 when the New Politics Democrats gave
lukewarm support at best to labor’s oldest and best
friend, Hubert Humphrey, because he did not come out
soon enough for a program of unilateral withdrawal of
American troops from Vietnam. Four years later labor
turned the tables on this “constituency of conscience”
when it refused to endorse George McGovern. Said
George Meany: “[McGovern’s] record reflects no real
appreciation of the perils of isolationism nor of the con-
tinuing need to participate in the defense of human free-
dom and human rights in a dangerous world.”

This was labor’s Last Hurrah, the last time it stood
alone in defiance of liberal opinion. Soon, to argue for
such independence would be viewed in the labor move-
ment as a sign of eccentricity or crankiness.

Labor’s Leftward Drift

In retrospect, the first clear harbinger of what lay
ahead came in 1972. The motion to remain neutral in the
presidential contest that year passed the Executive Coun-
cil overwhelmingly, by a vote of 27 to 3. But the vote was
not binding on the affiliate unions, which were free to
endorse a candidate. And, in the end, unions representing
approximately half of all AFL-CIO workers endorsed
McGovern. On the whole, the leaders of these unions
were hostile to the anti-anti-Communism of the New
Politics. Moreover, they realized from the start that
McGovern had no chance of winning, and therefore
devoted almost all of their considerable political re-
sources to campaigning for House and Senate seats.
Their endorsement was symbolic. It was a gesture of
support for the Democratic Party, a signal that they
wanted to come to terms with the movement against
which the Meanyites had declared war.

This set the stage for a revival of the old debate over
partisan politics. The only difference was that this time
the advocates would win.

For several years there was a stalemate. The Meany-
ites, led by Al Barkan, director of the Committee on
Political Education, tried to rally labor against the New
Politics takeover of the Democratic Party. But he failed;
he could not even get union delegates to the 1974 Demo-
cratic Party charter convention to oppose a quota system
for delegates that put unions at a disadvantage. On the
other hand, the so-called progressives had neither the
strength nor the intelligence to beat Meany at political
infighting.

This stalemate was broken by increasing doubts about
the Gompers-Meany emphasis on organizing and collec-
tive bargaining. At the time of the AFL-CIO merger in
1955, the combined organization represented over 30
percent of America’s non-agricultural work force. That
figure has continuously declined ever since, and is now
about 15 percent. While a cause of occasional breast-
beating, this decline was not a matter of great concern
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within the AFL-CIO, because labor was still able to
negotiate generous contracts for its members during
most of the postwar period. But by the mid 1970s, rising
competition from non-union firms—both abroad and at
home—was eroding the strength of unionized businesses
and thus weakening labor’s negotiating leverage at the
bargaining table. In the mid 1970s, construction unions
that had once enjoyed a stranglehold over trades were
reduced to negotiating “give-backs.” A few years later
the once mighty industrial unions, the automobile, steel,
and rubber workers, for example, began to negotiate job-
security provisions in lieu of increased wages, and then
they too were forced to grant concessions.

Statist Economics

These setbacks have led to a dramatic reversal in la-
bor’s approach to economic policy. Once a defender of
the market economy, it now supports legislation the sole
purpose of which is to protect already unionized in-
dustries from competition. This is most visible in its
advocacy of such protectionist measures as domestic-
content laws and import quotas. Formerly a strong pro-
ponent of free trade, the AFL-CIO now favors “fair
trade,” in which labor costs would not be an element of
competition. It opposes efforts to lower trade barriers on
imports from developing nations (for example, the Ca-
ribbean Basin Initiative), on the disingenuous grounds
that for their own good such countries ought to develop

Labor’s Bad Bargain
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Forty years ago, labor kept to the American mainstream. Today it is mired in partisan politics.

their internal markets rather than “exporting to the
United States market at the expense of United States
workers.”

As a domestic complement to protectionism, labor is
calling for a tripartite National Industrial Policy Board,
made up of representatives of organized labor, govern-
ment and business. The board would oversee the opera-
tions of a new Reconstruction Finance Corporation that
would be authorized to make guaranteed loans “to the
nation’s sick industries and decaying communities” and
to “new industries with promise for the future.” Labor is
fully aware that there already exists an abundance of
venture capital for new businesses. Its obvious purpose
here is to inject capital into struggling, heavily unionized
industries.

Labor is also backing legislation that would require
corporations planning to shut down inefficient and/or
money-losing plants to give workers up to a full year’s
notice and to justify their decisions to the secretary of
labor.

This new economic policy is a radical rejection of the
free-market economy in favor of state capitalism. Unlike
the AFL-CIO of old, which had no desire to “run the
country,” labor today believes its very survival as an
institution depends on the enactment of legislation that
would transform the structure of the American economy.

To enact such radical proposals would require much
more political power than labor ever had, and they are
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being made at a time when labor’s political clout is
declining. In 1977, legislation at the top of the AFL-
ClO’s agenda—including a common situs picketing bill
and a set of “labor law reforms”—went down to defeat,
and labor had to acknowledge that it no longer had the
political muscle to get legislation through Congress on its
own. As George Meany put it in a speech to the 1977
AFL-CIO convention that signaled a new strategy of
coalition politics: “No group, not in the labor move-
ment, not in the civil-rights and women’s groups, can by
itself match the raw political financial might of big busi-
ness. But together these groups represent millions of
people, and people, not money, are what this country is
all about.” No more going it alone, no more fights with
potential allies, no more sitting out elections. All thatis a
luxury labor no longer feels it can afford, because so
much, everything, now depends on the outcome of politi-
cal elections. This new perspective has led to a partisan
political strategy, with labor, as Walter Reuther wanted,
becoming part of a larger, liberal-left movement for eco-
nomic, political, and social change.

Sellout to the Left

But, as it is finding out, political alliances do not come
cheap. The cost, as labor’s former leaders feared and
predicted, has been nothing less than the AFL-CIO’s
traditional political independence and integrity. For in-
stance, a strong alliance with the civil-rights movement
was unthinkable unless labor first compromised—or bet-
ter yet, abandoned—its long-standing opposition to
quotas. This logic explains its 1983 policy statement on
affirmative action, which “strongly advocates that the
federal government abandon its retreat from affirmative
action efforts and vigorous enforcement of equal oppor-
tunity legislation and regulations.” Actually, the only
difference between the Reagan and Carter administra-
tions on affirmative action is that the Reagan Justice
Department has opposed racial quotas. Not so long ago,
labor would have hailed any administration, Republican
or Democrat, for this change in policy. But political
considerations—the new link to the civil-rights move-
ment—act now as a censor. Labor is no longer free to
speak its own mind on such issues.

Labor’s position on women’s issues has been similarly
revised to facilitate its new relationship with the feminist
movement. Well into the 1970s, the AFL-CIO opposed
the Equal Rights Amendment. Then, at its 1979 conven-
tion, the AFL-CIO reversed field with a vengeance. It
refused to schedule meetings in the states that had not
ratified the amendment, an unusual strategy that the
AFL-CIO had never even used against states with right-
to-work laws.

At the same convention, the AFL-CIO endorsed the
feminist concept of “equal pay for comparable worth.”
Lane Kirkiand, who succeeded George Meany as presi-
dent, has recently claimed that comparable worth is one
of the “foundation stones” of the labor movement. The
truth is different, as AFL-CIO Vice President Joyce Miller
(one of two women on the Executive Council) testified in
1982. “Unions have traditionally opposed job evaluation
systems” (the sine qua non of comparable worth) for the
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obvious reason that they limit the ability of unions to
negotiate, which is what their business used to be. In
addition, comparable worth is decidedly not in the eco-
nomic interest of most union members, the overwhelm-
ing majority of whom work at so-called male jobs, which
would have to be downgraded under a comparable
worth plan.

A further example of the new partisanship is a resolu-
tion passed at the AFL-CIO’s 1983 convention, calling
for legislation guaranteeing the civil rights of homosex-
uals in employment, housing, credit, public accommoda-
tions, and public services. In 1972, AFL-CIO leaders
complained about the number of “open fags” at the

Under Gompers, under Bill Green,
under George Meany, labor remained
independent of larger movements for
economic, social, and political change.

Democratic convention. Their unreserved endorsement
of gay liberation’s legislative agenda today is described
by one top staffer as “smart politics.”

Soft on Communism

For those familiar with labor’s history, even this, how-
ever, does not quite prepare one for the current rewriting
of the AFL-CIO’s anti-Communist foreign policy. This
transformation has been so dramatic that it can only be
explained by a desire to conciliate the left wing of the
Democratic Party, which showed in 1968 that it was
willing and able to sabotage any liberal movement that
did not subscribe to its foreign-policy views. It also seems
to be motivated by a desire to bring back into the fold
those “progressives” in the labor movement whose for-
eign policy has become identical to the isolationist left’s.

The AFL-CIO still denounces the actions of Commu-
nist regimes throughout the world, and its International
Department, headed by the 73-year-old Irving Brown,
still encourages the development of democratic trade
unions in countries as diverse as Poland and El Salvador.
But in the AFL-CIO as a whole, there has been a subtle
yet profound change in orientation. Communism is no
longer seen as the epitome of political evil, but only as
one evil among many. Arguing against the Reagan ad-
ministration’s foreign policy as expounded by Jeane
Kirkpatrick, Lane Kirkland declared in 1981: “They
have sought to base a fine choice between the lice who are
totalitarian and the lice that are authoritarian. We reject
such a choice.” This new refusal to support the “lesser
evil” means that labor can no longer be counted on to
back anti-Communist struggles.

The AFL-CIO’s current resolutions on Nicaragua and
El Salvador are cases in point. One does criticize the
totalitarian Nicaraguan regime, but it is abstract, mean-

Policy Review



ingless anti-Communism since it fails to mention, much
less endorse, U.S. support of anti-Sandinista contras.

The resolution on El Salvador opposes those “who
would impose a Cuban-style dictatorship.” But it also
opposes any further military assistance to the Salvadoran
government unless and until there is progress in imple-
menting land reform, protecting trade union rights, es-
tablishing a just judicial system, and bringing right-wing
death squads under control. In the meantime, the people
of El Salvador will just have to rely on their own re-
sources, as did the South Vietnamese after the United
States’ withdrawal.

Lane Kirkland played an important role on the Kissin-
ger Commission, which was established to build support
for U.S. policy in El Salvador, and the AFL-CIO did pass
a resolution hailing the report. But the resolution goes on
to say that “Labor is not convinced that the government
of El Salvador has met the conditions set forth in the
Commission report, and we, therefore, do not support
military aid to that government at this time.” This has
been the AFL-CIO’s position for the past several years.

As the fervor of labor’s anti-Communism has sub-
sided, so has its support for defense spending. Atits 1981
convention, it passed a resolution that “defense problems
cannot be solved by blindly throwing money at them,”
something it has never said about any domestic program,
no matter how ill-conceived. More recently, it adopted a
statement that acknowledged the massive Soviet military
buildup of the past decade, yet recommended an increase
in defense spending only “in the range of 5 to 7 percent a
year, with a number of affiliates favoring the lower end of
that program, or less” (my emphasis). The second half of
this sentence is just one of many indications that labor
will move even further to the left on foreign and defense
policy issues.

Even now, on the level of strategy and tactics there is
little to divide the AFL-CIO from other liberal-left orga-
nizations. For instance, it endorsed and participated in
last year’s March on Washington (commemorating the
1963 march that labor did not endorse) despite the fact
that the march was organized to provide a public forum
for advocates of such causes as the Palestine Liberation
Organization, the overthrow of the government of El

Labor’s Bad Bargain

Salvador, the nuclear freeze, and a 25 percent cut in the
defense budget.

Labor’s Loss

The AFL-CIO’s new political strategy is best ex-
emplified by its endorsement of Walter Mondale long
before either party’s nominating convention. From la-
bor’s point of view, Mondale is the perfect candidate,
precisely because he is the “candidate of the special inter-
ests.” His civil-rights policy is that of the civil-rights
movement. His women’s policy is that of the women’s
movement. His foreign policy is perfectly compatible
with middle-class liberalism’s. And his economic policy
is the labor movement’s. He is, therefore, the personifica-
tion of the coalition which labor is now attempting to
build within the Democratic Party.

Which prompts one to ask, what has labor got for all
its compromising of principle? With the help of labor,
civil-rights groups won an extension of the Voting Rights
Act that they hope will go a long way toward establishing
a right to proportional representation by race. In coali-
tion with labor, women’s groups have lobbied successful-
ly for comparable worth legislation in states throughout
the country. If not with labor’s support, then in the
absence of labor’s traditional opposition to similar ef-
forts, liberals have caused no end of problems for the
Reagan administration’s anti-Communist policies in Lat-
in America. Meanwhile, labor’s economic policy has
gone nowhere in Congress.

And the odds are that it never will, even if Walter
Mondale is elected president. For the American people,
including many union members, are unlikely to agree to a
vast increase in the power of the federal government now
that they have tasted the potential benefits of a less
regulated economy.

Unfortunately, there is also little reason for believing
that labor will turn back from the bad bargain it has
struck with the ideological left. With each passing year it
becomes mired more deeply in the kind of partisan pol-
itics it resisted successfully for nearly a century. The
fiercely independent labor movement, I fear, will slip
entirely from our view, and American democracy will
have lost one of its most distinctive institutions. &
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Retreat from Radicalism

The Times It Is A-Changin’

Dinesh D’Souza

E)r the busy reader, there is no more accurate and
complete summary of events around the world than the
New York Times. Boasting “all the news that’s fit to
print,” the Times represents journalism and New York
liberalism at its most sophisticated—and arrogant. It also
sets the standard for thorough, and in most cases objec-
tive, reporting under deadline. By almost every criterion
it is the best general-interest newspaper in America,
probably in the English language.

The Times has won 54 Pulitzer Prizes and has not had
to give any of them back. Its roster of newspaper greats
would make any rival publisher envious. The legendary
managing editor Carr van Anda, probably the only news-
man to discover a mistake in Einstein’s equations while
editing a story about them, helped to secure the world-
wide exclusive story on Robert Peary’s trip to the North
Pole. Edwin James filed a set of spectacular reports on
Charles Lindbergh’s flight across the Atlantic in 1927.
Meyer Berger won a Pulitzer for his eyewitness account
of a mass murder spree in Camden, New Jersey. James
MacDonald filed the first eyewitness account of a bomb-
ing raid, when he accompanied a Royal Air Force squad-
ron over Berlin in 1943. And over the furious objections
of the State Department, James Reston uncovered the
details of the Dumbarton QOaks conference in 1944, re-
vealing U.S.-British-Soviet plans for a postwar United
Nations. In another famous scoop, Mr. Reston turned a
bout of appendicitis while visiting Peking in 1971 into a
firsthand account of Chinese acupuncture.

With a circulation of 970,000 the Times is exceeded in
readership by the Wall Street Journal, the New York
Daily News, USA Today, and the Los Angeles Times. But
it wields huge political and intellectual influence. No
paper’s impact is as multiplied over other news outlets. A
recent Gallup poll of reporters and editors nationwide
showed that 66 percent read the Times daily, compared
with 29 percent for the Washington Post. The Times also
seems to be the only newspaper with a reserved seat in the
State Department hierarchy for its national-security cor-
respondent, whether Leslie Gelb, director of politico-
military affairs under President Carter, or Richard Burt,
current assistant secretary for European affairs.
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The most glaring exception to the Times’s otherwise
exemplary coverage has been its treatment of Commu-
nist movements and regimes in their early stages. From
Stalin in the 1930s, to Fidel Castro in 1957 and 1958, to
Ho Chi Minh and the Viet Cong in the late 1960s and
eatly 1970s, to the Sandinistas in Nicaragua from 1979
to 1982, the Times has romanticized Communist leaders,
sometimes even denying their Marxism itself and their
connections to the Soviet Union. In the last two decades
the Times has given far more attention to the repression
under right-wing dictatorships than to the often more
sanguinary consequences of Communist takeovers. This
has undermined the legitimacy of the United States’ anti-
Communist foreign policy and advanced the interests of
left-wing totalitarianism in the world.

Justifying Stalin

The first example of this misreporting is Walter Duran-
ty’s coverage of the Soviet Union in the 1920s and 1930s.
Duranty was previously famous for his reporting from
France during World War I, and had been among the first
Western correspondents to recognize the significance of
the early Bolshevik uprisings in Russia. Transferred to
Moscow, he seemed to view his mission as justifying the
ways of Stalin to America. “Stalin is giving the Russian
people—the Russian masses, not Westernized landlords,
industrialists, bankers, and intellectuals, but Russia’s
150 million peasants and workers—what they really want,
namely, joint effort, communal effort,” he wrote in 1931.

Duranty wrote off Stalin’s barbarisms as the natural
growing pains of a new republic. Some of the worst
atrocities he did not even bother to report, the most
astonishing of which was the indescribably tragic famine
in the Ukraine, which drove people to cannibalism and
claimed, in all, nearly 5 million lives. This man-made
famine—the Soviets were exporting grain at the time—
was part of an effort to break the back of peasant resis-
tance to Communism.

DiINESH D’Souza, editor of Prospect magazine at Prince-
ton University, is author of Before the Millennium, 2
biography of Jerry Falwell.
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But Duranty wrote only about a “famine
scare,” which he attributed to “partial crop
failures.” Food shortages that existed, Du-
ranty suggested, were all the result of un-
cooperative monsoons and slothful peasants
who abandoned their crops and went to the
cities. In September 1933 Duranty wrote that
he had completed a 200-mile trip through the
Ukraine and could “say positively that all talk
of famine is now ridiculous.” No wonder that
Malcolm Muggeridge, an eyewitness to the
famine, called Duranty “the greatest liar of
any journalist that I have met.” No wonder
that Duranty won the 1933 journalism award
from the Nation and praise from Stalin him-
self. In a book published in 1941, The
Kremlin and the People, he wrote of the
forced confessions obtained during the
Moscow purge trials: “It is absurd to suggest
or imagine that men like this could yield to
any influence against their own strong hearts.
It is unthinkable that Stalin and Voroshilov
and Budenny and the Court Martial could
have sentenced their friends to death unless
the proof of guilt were overwhelming.”

One might wonder how a reporter of such
sympathies could survive at the Times, which
was then an empbhatically anti-Communist
institution under the aegis of Publisher
Adolph Ochs, who was a Republican friend
of Calvin Coolidge and Herbert Hoover. Ac-
tually Ochs received numerous complaints
from readers about Duranty’s reporting, but
apparently could not bring himself to believe
them, perhaps because of Duranty’s aristo-
cratic manner and impeccable English accent.
Whatever the reason, the Times continued to
teature Duranty.

Praising Mr. Castro

In 1957 the New York Times sent editorial
writer Herbert Matthews to Cuba to cover
what looked like brewing unrest. Matthews
had earlier covered the Spanish Civil War,
assuring Americans that “there is precious
little Communism™ on the anti-Franco side.
In 1945 Matthews wrote an article in Col-
lier’s urging the United States to give the Sovi-
et Union the secret of the atomic bomb. “By
refusing to share the secret, we are bolstering
Russian suspicions,” he argued. In Cuba
Matthews interviewed one of the rebels chal-
lenging the Batista regime, and profiled him
in a series of articles that appeared in the New
York Times starting February 24, 1957.
“Fidel Castro is alive and well in Cuba,” Mat-
thews trumpeted. “Havana does not and can-
not know that thousands of men and women
are heart and soul with Fidel Castro. . . .
Fidel Castro and his 26th of July movement
are the flaming symbol of this opposition to
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STALIN DOMINATES
RUSSIA OF TODAY

By WALTER DURANTY.
Continued from Page One.

ment unrivaled since Charles Murphy
died.

Stalin is giving the Russian people
—the Russian masses, not Western-
ized landlords, industrialists, bank-
ers and intellectuals, but Russia’s

150,000,000 peasants and workers—
what they really want, namely, joint
effort, communal effort. And commu-
nal life is s acceptable to them as
it is repugnant to a Westerner. This
is one of the reasons why Russian
Bolshevism will never succeed in the
United States, Great Britain, France
or other parts west of the Rhine.

Stalinism, too, has done what Lenin
only attempted. It has re-estaklished
the semi-divine, supreme autocracy
of the imperial idea and has placed
itself on the Kremlin throne as a
ruler whose lightest word is all in
all and whose frown spells death.
Try that on free-born Americans, or
the British with their tough loyalty
to old things, or on France's con-
sciousness of self. But it suits the
Russians and is as famjliar, natural
and right to the Russian mind as it
is abominable and wrong to Western
nations,

Key to Stalin’s Power.

This Stalin knows and that knowl-
edge is his key to power. Stalin
does not think of himself as a die-
tator or an autocrat, but as the guar-
dian of the sacred flame, or ‘‘party
line,”" as the Bolsheviki term it,
which for want of a better name
must be labeled Stalinism.

Its authority is as absolute as any
emperor’s—it is an inflexible rule of
thought, ethics, conduct and purpose
that none may transgress. And its
practical expression finds form in
what is known as the five-year plan.
The Soviet five-year plan is a prac-
tical expression of the dominant prin-
ciple—which for convenience the
writer will call Stalinism, although
Stalin still terms it Leninism—which
rules Russia today with absolute
authority.

In a sense it is far more than a
plan—and in another sense it ir not a
plan at all. It is a slogan for a na-
tional polic{ a.nqbpurpose rather than
the glorifled udgetary rogram
which it appears at first sight to be.
Most persons outside Russia seem to
think that if the five-year plan
‘failg’’ it will be the end of Bol-
shevism and that if it ‘‘succeeds” it
will mean the end of capitalisra else-
where. Nothing could be more ab-
surd or more wrong.

The five-year plan i{s nothing more
or less than applied Stalinism, and
its mass of bewildering figures is

. what Bolshevism {tself offers.

only the thermometer to measure the
degree of heat engendered by the ap-
plfcation of the plan, but is not other-
wise intrinsically important, The fig-
ures have been changed so often and
80 considerably as to cease to have
real value save as an indication of
the “tempo,” or rate, at which Sta-
linism is gaining ground.
Five-Year Plan Provides Goal.

To the rest of the world it is only
a menace, in the sense that Bolshe-
viem ftself is a menace—which may
or may not be true. To Russia it is

only a hope or promise in terms of

But
to the Russian people the five-year
plan is infinitely more besides—it ia
& goal to aim at, and its inception
cannot be regarded as a stroke of
genius by any one famiiar with the
Russian nature. )
Russfans, ignorant or wise, have
a positive passion for plans. They
almost worship a plan, and the firat
thing any one, two or more Russians
ever do about anything is make a
plan for it. That, after making his
plan, the Rugeian feels satisfied and
seems to lose sight of the fact that
a plan must next be carried out is
of the great obstacles Stalin and his
associates are now facing.
So, to concelve a whole national
})olicy and everything in the national
ife as one gigantic plan was the
olitical tour de force that put
talin in the highest rank. Every
one who has employed Russians or
worked with Russians or knows Rus-
sfans finds that if he wants them to
ump on & chair, he must tell them
o jump on a table, and aiming at
the table they will reach the chair.
The important thing is that they
have something to jump at and make
an effort—whether they actually get
there all at once or not does not
really matter in a country of such
vast natural resources and with such
a tough and enduring population.
What matters is that they keep
on trying, and that js what Stalinism
and its five-year plan is set to make
them do., In others words, the five-
year plan js. something for the Rus-
sians to measure at, not for the rest
of the world to measure Russians by.
This sounds confusing, but it is true,
and if you cannot understand it you
cannot understand Russia.

Chiet Purpose Is Direction.

The whole purpose of the plan is
to get the Russians going—that ig, to
msake a nation of eager, conscious
workers out of a nation that was a
lump of sodden, driven slaves. Out-
siders ‘‘viewing with alarm’’ or hoot-
ing with disdain as they take and
play with Soviet statisticsa might as
well be twiddling their own thumbs
for all it really counts.

at does count is that Russia 1s
being speeded up and fermented—
and disciplined—into jumping and
Into making an effort and maki g it
all together in tune to the Kremlin's
music. That is why the Soviet press
utters shouts of joy about the five
year plan for oil production being
accomplished in L1'vo and a half years
and does not care a rap when some
meticulous foreigners comment about
the fact that nothing like the five-
year amount of oil has actually been
produced.

What the Soviet press really m.
is that In two and a half years the
daily production rate—or tempo—has
reached the point set for the end of
the fifth year of the plan—in short,
that Oil has jumped on the table way
ahead of time. That the said rate
may only be maintained with the
utmost difficulty has small impor-
tance to Russian logic, and rightly
50, because a successful effort has
been made and what a man has done
once that man can do again.

Russia and Russians and Russian
logic are different, but the fact that
they are different does not neces-
sarily mean they are wrong.

In succeeding dispatches the writer
will try to show what this difference
is and how it works. More immed;-
ately, how the five-vear plan works
in practice in this, which the Rus-
sians call, the ‘third and decisive
year.” And, incidentally, by ‘‘deci-
sive’’ they do not mean critical or
deciding of success or failure, but
victorious—deciding success only.
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the regime.” Matthews pooh-poohed the suggestion that
Mr. Castro was a Communist. “This is not a Communist
revolution in any sense of the word, and there are no
Communists in positions of control,” he reported on
page one of the Times. Shortly after Mr. Castro ousted
Batista, Matthews wrote in a Times summary, “In the
eyes of nearly all his compatriots, Doctor Fidel Castro is
the greatest hero that their history has known.” As for
the prospect of democracy, Matthews wrote on July 16,
1959, “Most Cubans today do not want elections. The
reason is that elections in the past merely meant to them
the coming of corrupt politicians seeking the spoils of
power.” Meanwhile, the rest of the news media reported
M. Castro’s ascent with somewhat greater skeptictsm.
Their skepticism angered Matthews, who attacked them
in front of the American Society of Newspaper Editors in
April 1960, “In my 30 years on the New York Times, |
have never seen a big story so misunderstood, so badly
handled, and so misinterpreted as the Cuban revolu-
tion.”

Matthews’s fidelity to Mr. Castro was bitterly resented
by Earl Smith, then U.S. ambassador to Cuba, who
wrote, “The U.S. government agencies and the U.S. press
played a major role in bringing Castro to power. Three
front-page articles in the New York Times in early 1957
by the editorialist Herbert Matthews served to inflate
Castro to a world stature and world recognition. Until
that time Castro had been just another bandit in the
Oriente mountains.” President Eisenhower suggested
that Matthews had “almost single-handedly made Cas-
tro a national hero.” The historian Theodore Draper
wrote a series of articles in the New Leader thoroughly
refuting Matthews’s assertions that Mr. Castro was nota
Communist. And a former Castro official says his boss
once turned down Matthews’s request for an interview
because “both Matthews and the New York Times could
be considered practically in our pockets, so it was better
to keep them in reserve for the future.”

Like Duranty, Matthews was protected from rebuke at
the Times because he was favored by the ruling family.
His brilliant idealism and flamboyant personal style were
admired by the quiet and influential Iphigene Sulzberger,
daughter of Adolph Ochs and wife of his successor,
Arthur Hays Sulzberger. (Later she would be godmother

to Matthews’s only son.) Matthews was also valued

politically by Adolph Ochs’s relative John Oakes, the
left-wing editorial editor who used Matthews’s reporting
to justify his strident opinion pieces.

The View from Hanoi

At several key points during the Vietnam War, mis-
reporting by the Times helped to weaken public support
for the U.S. military presence. For example, in a series of
articles from North Vietnam in late 1966 and early 1967,
Harrison Salisbury gave the impression that the United
States was deliberately bombing civilian rather than mili-
tary targets, and he used casualty figures, unverified,
from Hanoi. Shown around the city of Nam Dinh by its

Communist mayor, Mr. Salisbury reported that she-

“regards her city as essentially a cotton-and-silk textile
town containing nothing of military significance. Nam
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Dinh has been systematically attacked by American
planes since June 28, 1965. The cathedral tower looks
out on block after block of utter desolation. . .. No
American communiqué has asserted that Nam Dinh con-

Cuba Has aOne-Man Rule
And It__If Called Non-Red

Youthful Castro Regime,
Beset by Problems, Is
Learning by Doing

By HERBERT L. MATTHEWS
Spectal to The New York Times.

HAVANA; July 15—Halt a|
year after the revolt against| .
the Batista regime, Cuba is in
the midst of the first great so-
cial revolution in Latin America
since the Mexican Revolution
of 19810.

The overthrow of the dicta-|.
torship of Gen. Fulgencio Ba-
tista Jan. 1, 1959 merely ended
the political phase of the strug-
gle for power. In the process, s
the entire structure of govern-|#Ng
ment as it then existed was de-
stroyed and a revolution to
establish a different social, eco-
nomic and political status was
begun,

For one who has followed the
struggle closely from its be-
ginnings two and a half years
ago and has just spent nearly
two weeks in Cuba, it is pos-
sible to draw an outline of the
situation as it really is. This
being a period of creation,
gestation aad transformation, forces that fought and won the
such an ow line cannot be sim-|military phase of the struggle,
ple or com:lete, but the raain [iS NOwW so powerful personally
features are clear enough. that for all practical purposes

Premier Fidel Castro, the _—
young man Wwho headed the Continued on Page 2, Column 8

The New York Times, July 16, 1959

Associated Press

Premier Fidel Castro

tains some facility that the United States regards as a
military objective.” In fact, as Guenter Lewy has shown
in America in Vietnam, Nam Dinh was “a major trans-
shipment point for supplies and soldiers moving south”
and “on at least three prior occasions, American commu-

_niqués had referred to the bombing of military targets in

Nam Dinh.”

Asked recently why he only reported the North Viet-
namese version of the war, Mr. Salisbury told Policy
Review, “If you are reporting from North Vietnam, you
are going to have their figures.” He attributed criticism of
his reports to the Defense Department’s desire to dis-
credit him “because I was devastating to them.”

During the Tet offensive of 1968, Times coverage
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helped give the misleading impression that the Americans
and South Vietnamese were losing. Charles Mohr, who
reported on Tet for the Times, now admits that the
offensive was “a serious tactical defeat for the Viet Cong
and their North Vietnamese superiors.” At the time,
however, as Peter Braestrup, former Times correspon-
dent in Saigon, has documented in his book Big Story, the
Times and most of the media presented Tet as a massive
victory for the North Vietnamese. Mr. Mohr admits the
veracity of Mr. Braestrup’s study. He concedes that
“massive erosion of domestic American public support
for the war” followed Tet. Yet he defends media cover-
age of Tet as essentially accurate.

Throughout the Vietnam War, the Times printed story
after story about the corruption and brutality in the
Saigon government, while playing down or ignoring in-
human acts by the Viet Cong and the North Vietnamese.
On September 4, 1969, for example, the Times published
a front-page obituary of Ho Chi Minh. It would be hard
to fault the newspaper for quoting Hanoi’s official state-
ment on “the great, beloved leader of our Vietnamese
working class and nation, who all his life devotedly
served the revolution, the people, and the fatherland.”
But there was no mention in the obituary of Ho’s blood-
baths, or of the millions of refugees who fled south from
his regime, a foreshadowing of the exodus of the boat
people after the conquest of South Vietnam in 1975.

Indeed, readers of the Times were so accustomed to
reading about American excesses that they were poorly
prepared for the atrocities that followed the U.S. pullout.
Times reporter Sydney Schanberg won a much-deserved
Pulitzer for his valiant reporting of Communist genocide
in Cambodia. But shortly before the holocaust, he re-
ported from Phnom Penh that “unlike administration
officials in Washington . .. most Cambodians do not
talk about a possible massacre and do not expect one.”
And throughout the Cambodian holocaust the Times
made sure its reports on the killings were balanced by
cheerful features: “Vietnamese Salute Independence
Day,” July 14, 1975; “Life is Peaceful in Delta,” Sep-
tember 16, 1975. According to a survey by Accuracy in
Media, the New York Times and the Washington Post
together mentioned human-rights violations in Southeast
Asia only 13 times in 1976, at the height of the blood-
letting. By comparison they had 124 stories on human-
rights abuse in Chile and 85 such stories on South Korea.

Excusing the Sandinistas

Until recently New York Times coverage of Central
America tended to italicize human-rights negligence in El
Salvador while virtually ignoring greater suppression of
freedom in Nicaragua. Alan Riding of the Times pub-
lished without skepticism Sandinista claims that they
sought a pluralistic, democratic society; when elections
were repeatedly postponed he quoted various excuses.
He praised the literacy program in Nicaragua but gave
short shrift to its highly charged ideological content. Mr.
Riding did concede that “some conservative groups have
protested that the campaign is being used to promote the
Sandinista National Liberation Front, and even to indoc-
trinate the population along leftist lines.” He did not cite

Retreat from Radicalism

what was being taught in literacy primers—for example,
that Yankees are “the enemy of humanity” or that “the
guerrillas vanquished the genocidal National Guard.”
Warren Hoge reported in January 1982 that “it is
indisputable that Nicaraguans today suffer less state re-
pression of fundamental freedoms than do the people of
countries in the region like Guatemala and El Salvador
whose right-wing governments do not draw the same
kind of critical comments from Washington.” This state-
ment may have seemed plausible at the time, but the
important point, which Mr. Hoge failed to make, was
that the Sandinistas were moving in a totalitarian direc-
tion, while their neighbors were moving toward free
elections, partly as the result of U.S. pressure.

Readers of the Times were so accus-
tomed to reading about American ex-
cesses in Indochina that they were
poorly prepared for the atrocities that
followed the U.S. pullout.

Mr. Hoge dismissed the Reagan administration’s theo-
ry that Nicaragua was arming itself beyond its defensive
needs, noting simply that this opinion was “not shared by
Latin American and European diplomats in Managua.”
He did not identify these diplomats. Asked today about
his pro-Sandinista reporting, Mr. Hoge appears puzzled
by the question. “I am a very nonideological person,” he
says.

On January 11, 1982, Raymond Bonner, a former
litigator for Ralph Nader, filed a story in the Times
charging that U.S. military advisers had watched Sal-
vadoran military personnel torture two teenagers. The
article was prominently featured on page two of the
Times. It turns out that all the information in it was based
on charges made by a deserter from the Salvadoran mili-
tary, whose testimony contained several contradictions.
No attempt was made to confirm the charges, nor could
the Times produce corroborating evidence when the U.S.
State Department denied the allegations and asked for
proof. Now Executive Editor Abraham Rosenthal con-
cedes that Mr. Bonner’s story was “overplayed” and
probably should not have been run. “Legitimate criticism
of that story can be well taken,” he told Editor and
Publisher.

The torture story was only the most conspicuous ex-
ample of the credibility Mr. Bonner attached to any
criticism of the Salvadoran government or U.S. policy. In
fact, Latin-based journalists say that, given the sympathy
Mr. Bonner developed for the guerrillas, he could not
view the civil war with any degree of detachment. The
Columbia Journalism Review, in a story favorable to Mr.
Bonner, quoted one Central American correspondent

23



saying, “Ray allowed the outrage we all feel to boil over.
He allowed his hate for the Salvadoran military to boil
over. And he saw the left rather romantically.” Mr.
Bonner himself told Policy Review, “A lot of reporters
have been stunned by the brutality of the El Salvador
government and have been outraged that the United
States has been supporting that government and deceiv-
ing the American people.” But Mr. Bonner seems to have
been so obsessed with the misdoings—both real and
imagined—of a U.S. ally that he paid little attention to
what was actually going on in El Salvador. The interna-
tional surprise following the enthusiastic voter turnout in
the Salvadoran elections of 1982 was an excellent indica-
tion that reporters such as Mr. Bonner had not been
properly covering the country’s politics.

A Generation of Left-Leaning Reporters

These stories somehow fell outside the New York
Times tradition of speedy, accurate, and disciplined re-
porting. Founder Adolph Ochs promised his readers bal-
anced coverage that would “allay, rather than excite,
agitation, and substitute reason for prejudice, a cool and
intelligent judgment for passion, in all public action.”
His editorial policy was sternly anti-Communist. In 1917
the Times’s patriotism was questioned when it advocated
a negotiated settlement with Austria at a time when the
Allies had all but beaten her into surrender. The Herald
of New York made a bid for some of the Times’s read-
ership with its advertisements, “Read an American pa-
per,” a scarcely veiled reference to Ochs’s German ori-
gins. But it was Ochs’s view that the United States could
negotiate from a position of strength and stop the blood-
bath. He was so aggrieved by accusations of apostasy
that he considered having the Times appear without any
editorials at all.

In 1945 Ochs’s successor, Arthur Hays Sulzberger,
declared that the Times “would not knowingly employ
any so-called Communist or any other kind of total-
itarian in our news or editorial departments, for we have
a deep-rooted prejudice for democracy and a deep-seated
faith in our capacity to develop under a system of law.”
In the early 1950s Sulzberger unhesitatingly fired a Times
copyreader who pleaded the Fifth Amendment when
asked by a congressional committee about his ties to the
Communist Party. When the Soviets invaded Hungary in
1956 a Times editorial summed up its attitude toward
Moscow: “We accuse the Soviet government of murder.
We accuse it of the foulest treachery and basest deceit
known to man. We accuse it of having committed so
monstrous a crime against the Hungarian people yester-
day that its infamy can never be forgotten or forgiven.”

Today Times editorials have the same accusatory tone,
but the scolding finger is more likely to be pointed at a
president who saves Grenada from being turned into a
Soviet satellite like Hungary. A Times editorial called the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 a failure of
U.S. diplomacy; meanwhile, columnist Anthony Lewis
wrote that “the West can help most by remaining quiet
and calm.” Times editorialists in recent years have bent
over backwards to avoid criticizing the Soviets for arms
control violations, for complicity in the papal assassina-
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tion attempt, and for the horrifying use of chemical and
biological warfare. Yellow rain charges against the Sovi-
ets, wrote the Times in 1982, “have not been fully con-
firmed. Besides, they describe small-scale use against
unprotected people in remote areas.” Nobody was hurt,
that is, but little brown people.

Much has been written about how Watergate and the
Vietnam War aroused an abiding press suspicion of the
U.S. government. At the Times, distrust had been build-
ing since 1961, when the paper prepared an exposé of
President Kennedy’s plans for invading Cuba. At the
suggestion of James Reston, Times publisher Orvil Dry-
foos ordered the story moved to a less prominent place on
page one, and any mention of an “imminent invasion” of

Until recently Times coverage of Cen-
tral America tended to italicize
human-rights negligence in El Sal-
vador while virtually ignoring greater
suppression of freedom in Nicaragua.

Cuba deleted. This caused resentment among several
editors, whose grumblings were vindicated by the Bay of
Pigs fiasco, after which even Kennedy admitted that per-
haps the Times had been too diffident: If it had published
all it knew, the invasion might have been cancelled and
the tragedy averted. This incident was repeatedly cited 10
years later by Times editors to justify printing the Pen-
tagon Papers against government wishes. In Bad News, a
critical book on the Times, former New York Daily
News correspondent Russ Braley argues that the Pen-
tagon Papers case placed the Times in institutional op-
position to the elected government; indeed, it had a
vested interest in the humiliation and collapse of the
government. That is why Watergate was so savory to the
Times: It reinforced its sense of the presidency as self-
serving, and the press as virtuous and the true protectors
of the people’s interest.

In this period it wasn’t just the Times’s editorial pages
that moved to the left, but also its news sections. The new
ideal was for reporters to undermine those in authority.
For this journalists searched endlessly for anyone dis-
gruntled with the present leadership or seeking change,
whom they pressed for denunciations and rewarded with
favorable coverage or, where the occasion demanded it,
anonymity. The Bay of Pigs, Vietnam, and Watergate
also provided political direction for enterprising report-
ers. Stories revealing the moral and strategic folly of the
use of American force, the inspirational value of Com-
munism to the suppressed masses in the Third World,
and the discrepancy between the heroic ideals and un-
ethical behavior of U.S. leaders, brought high praise from
the journalistic community.
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Yet Times reporters and other newsmen were proba-
bly not being consciously ideological. As Hilton Kramer,
former arts editor at the Times and currently editor of the
New Criterion, puts it, “For most liberal journalists their
political prejudices do not strike them as liberal. They
feel they are simply reporting the state of nature. Those
who disagree with them are viewed as ideologues.”

Weary of Partisan Reporting

But one important man at the Times has grown weary
of partisan reporting in the tradition of Duranty and
Matthews, which, ironically, has reached its apogee dur-
ing his own term as executive editor and man-in-charge.
Abraham Rosenthal personally interviewed and hired a
generation of left-leaning reporters for the Times, the
vast majority of them from Columbia and other top
journalism schools. He took them for their enterprise and
skill, but seemed to regret their monolithic views as early
as 1967, when at a seminar held by Professor Chris
Argyris of Harvard he complained that “the editorial
page has gone toward the left, the columnists are liberal
to liberal-left, and many of the bright reporters have
come out of an atmosphere of advocacy.” Mr. Rosenthal
was then assistant managing editor after reporting for the
Times from Poland, Japan, and India. He argued that the
Times had “to pull back to center. The paper should not
be politically discernible.”

M. Rosenthal became executive editor in 1969, but
only recently has he acted to curb ideological reporting in
the newspaper. Gay Talese in The Kingdom and The
Power describes how Mr. Rosenthal triumphed over the
various duchies and fiefdoms that fought among each
other for control of the Times. Perhaps he wanted to
consolidate his power at the newspaper before attempt-
ing to reform its news coverage.

Reporters at the Times also suggest that Mr. Rosenthal
postponed his effort to restore balance because he be-
lieved, with some justification, that even though his re-
porters were liberal they were among the most talented
and experienced hands in the business. All his colleagues
describe Mr. Rosenthal as a perfectionist, so it is under-
standable that he would be reluctant to restore political
centrism at the cost of losing news scoops to rival news-
papers. Yet Mr. Rosenthal has always had old-fashioned
views about journalism. “He hates ideological or emo-
tional baggage,” a Times reporter in the Washington
bureau says.

Many Times reporters also say, often with regret, that
Mr. Rosenthal has become more conservative. Charles
Kaiser, former Times reporter now with the Wall Street
Journal, describes Mr. Rosenthal as a “neoconserva-
tive.” He has “shifted gradually to the right over the
years,” Mr. Kaiser says. Unquestionably he is anti-Com-
munist. Recently he was attacked for printing Claire
Sterling’s 6,000-word summary of the Italian judiciary’s
investigation into Bulgarian connections with the Pope’s
would-be assassin Ali Agca. Mr. Rosenthal did not ask a
Times staff writer to do the story, as is customary; his
selection of Miss Sterling was particularly telling, be-
cause she broke the initial story in Reader’s Digest, and
Times reporters had been hostile to her conclusions.

Retreat from Radicalism

Perhaps even more extraordinary, in 1982 Mr. Rosen-
thal sent a letter to the editor of his own newspapetr,
denouncing an obituary that appeared in his own news
columns. The obituary stated that Wladyslaw Gomulka,
the late Polish leader, had demonstrated that a Commu-
nist country could be ruled “without resort to overt
police terror.” Wrote Mr. Rosenthal: “That statement is
incorrect and an insult to all the Poles who suffered under
[Gomulka’s] rule.” The executive editor described
Gomulka as “repressive, harsh, ideological, and his gov-
ernment stayed in power only because the Poles knew
that its overthrow would mean invasion by the army of
the Soviet Union.”

A second explanation is Mr. Rosenthal’s responsive-

“We accuse the Soviet government of
murder. We accuse it of the foulest
treachery and basest deceit known to
man.”

—Times editorial after the

Soviet invasion of Hungary, 1956

ness to the paper’s market. The newspaper has proved
time and again that it cannot be blackmailed by adver-
tisers, but it is affected by its readership. One of Mr.
Rosenthal’s major accomplishments as editor was to
avoid what his business staff predicted would be a finan-
cial debacle in the 1970s. He did this by breaking with the
Times’s tradition of antiseptic reporting and unoriginal
layout. Special sections such as “Sports Monday” and
“Weekend” were introduced. The writing and headlines
were livened up; for the first time salty features such as
Erica Jong’s recipes, titled “Fear of Frying,” began to
appear. Readership soared as a result of the less forbid-
ding format. Mr. Rosenthal is also not above catering
articles to targets of the latest circulation drive. He has
been criticized for assigning fewer stories about run-
down sections of New York, and more celebrations of
life in the Hamptons. If Mr. Rosenthal can adapt his
newspaper to the cultural preferences of his readers, why
should he ignore political shifts? Surely he is aware of the
rightward drift of New Yorkers, particularly Jewish and
Catholic readers. The city now elects Edward Koch as
mayor, not John Lindsay.

Rosenthal’s Reforms

The most conspicuous venue of reform is the New
York Times Magazine, once mostly independent of the
daily newspaper, but now directly under the executive
editor’s control. This year, the magazine has published
several reassessments of liberal enthusiasms. In “What
Constitutes a Civil Right?” Morris Abram argued
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against reverse discrimination and quotas. An article by
Richard Bernstein on the United Nations was not only
critical of the UN’s anti-Israeli and anti-American posi-
tions but also questioned the desirability of the organiza-
tion’s continued existence. Anti-Communist articles
have appeared frequently in the magazine, among them
Victor Krasin’s “How I Was Broken by the KGB,” Nich-
olas Gage’s “Looking for Eleni,” and Mr. Rosenthal’s
moving evocation of Poland before and after Soviet oc-
cupation. Another remarkable piece that the Times
would probably not have featured five years ago was Fox
Butterfield’s account last year of revisionist scholarship
on Vietnam, which punctured every left-wing orthodoxy
about the war. The Times Magazine has also featured the

The front page is less likely now to
feature articles on suffering welfare
mothers, and more likely to chronicle
the resurgence of patriotism and fami-
ly values.

second thoughts of feminist radicals who have re-
discovered the institution of the family. Fran Schumer’s
“A Return to Religion” noted the increase in religious
interest among intellectuals and the East Coast elite.
Since the news sections of the Times are not overtly
opinionated, their rightward shift is much less evident. It
should not be overestimated, but it is there, and can be
measured by the increasing agitation over the Times on
the part of Alexander Cockburn, who writes press crit-
icism for the Nation. Foreign Editor Warren Hoge says
that “if there is one phrase that Rosenthal uses over and
over again here, it is “We’ve got to get the pages straight
politically.” ” Mr. Hoge adds that “if there is a story that
is naive or uncritical toward either right or left, we hear
about it from Abe.” As a result of this conscious effort
toward balance, it is not unusual to find such stories as
“America’s Astounding Job Machine: Employment is
Growing at a Record Rate—Even in Manufacturing. It’s
the Delight of Reagan and the Envy of Europe.” This
article, on page one of the Sunday business section, went
on for several columns, and was in marked contrast to
the Reagan-bashing slant of the paper’s previous eco-
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nomic reporting. The front page is less likely now to
feature articles on suffering welfare mothers, and more
likely to chronicle the resurgence of patriotism and fami-
ly values in various parts of the country.

There are still some activist reporters on the Times, but
they are in the minority, and none of them covers a major
beat. Even those reporters who are liberal are careful not
to let their personal views surface in their stories. The
term that best applies to such men as Bernard Gwertz-
man, Thomas Friedman, Francis Clines, R. W. Apple,
John Burns, Craig Whitney, Hedrick Smith, and Bill
Kovach is professional. One media analyst observes,
“These guys are not looking to save souls or overthrow
governments. They are professionals of the old type.”
One of the best reporters, Paris Bureau Chief John Vin-
ocur, has been denounced by Mr. Cockburn as a “sedu-
lous Reaganaut” for his reports on the growth of French
anti-Communism and the collapse of President Mitter-
rand’s socialist policies. The most politicized reporters
for the Times in the past are either retired, like Harrison
Salisbury, on the op-ed page, like Tom Wicker and
Sidney Schanberg, or employed outside the newspaper
business, like David Halberstam, Seymour Hersh, and
Raymond Bonner.

An American Comeback

What's in store for the New York Times? Abraham
Rosenthal’s effort to restore balance is welcome, but how
long will it last? That could depend on whether his ideals
of uniformly skeptical reporting are taken up by other
editors. Mr. Rosenthal is only three years away from
retirement, and though there are rumors about his stay-
ing on, he told New York magazine he would “probably”
step down when he reached 65. The most commonly
mentioned names for Mr. Rosenthal’s successor are As-
sistant Managing Editor Craig Whitney, Foreign Editor
Warren Hoge, Editorial Editor Max Frankel, National
Editor David Jones, and Washington Bureau Chief Bill
Kovach. Obviously the new executive editor’s political
and journalistic convictions will influence the future
course of the Times.

But what we are witnessing now is a distinctly Ameri-
can comeback. The New York Times, America’s greatest
newspaper, is reaffirming its greatness by retreating from
the radicalism of the last two decades and once again
taking up responsible journalism. It is the first liberal
institution to identify the excesses of liberalism, mainly
its flirtation with Communism, and to seek to correct
them. Many Times readers feared that the newspaper did
not have such resilience. Abe Rosenthal is proving them
wrong. x
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Taking Liberties

The ACLU Strays from Its Mission

Richard Vigilante and Susan Vigilante

E)r over sixty years the American Civil Liberties Union
has been the nation’s most able and dedicated advocate
of the liberties guaranteed us in the Bill of Rights.

It has defended free speech and opposed censorship; it
has fought for racial equality; in labor disputes it has
defended the rights of workers and “bosses” alike. In the
1930s it opposed the censorship of Joyce’s Ulysses. In
Brown v. Board of Education, the 1954 case that ended
legal segregation in public schools, it supported the
NAACP with an amicus curiae brief. Throughout the
1960s it was active in the civil-rights movement, provid-
ing legal assistance for civil-rights activists of all races.

In defending what it sees as the principles of the Bill of
Rights, the ACLU has never shrunk from unpopular
causes. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, it defended the
right of Communist leaders to free speech and free assem-
bly. In the 1970s, the ACLU was instrumental in obtain-
ing the right to abortion on demand. It also defended the
right of American Nazis to demonstrate in various com-
munities in the United States, some of them with large
Jewish populations. The most widely publicized of these
cases, involving Skokie, Illinois, cost the ACLU an esti-
mated 35,000 members, at least 10 percent of its mem-
bership.

Though widely considered a liberal institution, the
ACLU has long attracted the support of many conser-
vatives. In recent years, however, conservatives have fre-
quently complained that the organization has gone be-
yond the defense of civil liberties to do battle for partisan
and even bigoted and anti-American causes. The most
frequent charges are three:

1. That many members of the organization are anti-
religious, with some carrying their hostility toward con-
servative religious denominations to the point of bigotry;
and that the organization itself has sought to intimidate
or penalize the exercise of religious belief;

2. That in the sphere of social conduct the ACLU has
gone beyond advocating tolerance and now works to
actively undermine traditional moral standards;

3. That in its foreign-policy cases the ACLU has consis-
tently worked to hamper U.S. efforts to contain Commu-
nism.

28

Pursuit of the Absurd

“Congress shall make no law respecting an establish-
ment of religion or restricting the free exercise thereof.”
In the ACLU’s interpretation, this clause of the First
Amendment not only forbids the establishment of a par-
ticular national church but also excludes virtually all
religion from public life. This stand does not make the
organization antireligious, says the ACLU’s Executive
Director Ira Glasser; in his view, a strict separation of
church and state actually benefits religion. He contends
that religious belief flourishes in societies that keep re-
ligious disputes out of public life.

Even if the ACLU is not hostile to religion, the objec-
tive effect of its efforts has been to reduce the place of
religion in American life and to restrict religious speech in
a way the ACLU would never allow other forms of
speech to be restricted. And on occasion the ACLU’s
scrupulous pursuit of the separation of church and state
has led it to the point of the absurd.

A perfect example is the ACLU’s view of Christmas
celebrations. Most cities and towns in the United States
give Christmas some kind of public nod—wreaths on
office buildings, fir trees strewn with colored lights, city
sidewalks dressed in holiday style, silver bells, and so on.
But the ACLU is constantly vigilant lest these holiday
celebrations violate the establishment clause. In 1981 the
Rhode Island affiliate of the ACLU sued the City of
Pawtucket to stop the display of a créche of the Christ-
mas nativity scene. The ACLU lost the case this spring,
when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that portraying a
historical event does not constitute an establishment of
religion. In 1979 the ACLU sued the public schools of
Sioux Falls, Iowa, to stop the singing of “Silent Night” at
the annual Christmas assemblies.

The ACLU is relentless even outside the Christmas
season.

In Minnesota the organization sued a high school to
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force it to cancel plans to have a prayer recited at its
graduation ceremonies. (The school backed down, as do
many potential defendants faced with ACLU lawyers.) In
April 1982 the superintendent of a school district in
Spanaway, Washington, was lectured, if not threatened,
by the local ACLU chapter for permitting a high school to
put on Jesus Christ, Superstar as its spring play. The
ACLU president informed him that Bethel High School
was “engaging in religious instruction,” and that
“further violations of this kind may result in more direct
and more drastic action by the ACLU.”

The ACLU is led into absurdities because it sees re-
ligion as an almost irresistible persuasive force. Nat Hen-
toff, the Village Voice columnist, is something of a gadfly
to the ACLU, though he himself is a member who has
served as a director of both the national ACLU and the
New York affiliate. He explains that a “slight majority of
the national board and some of the national law-
yers . . . seemed to be . . . afraid of making religious
speech first-class speech, the way all other speech is.” The
reason: “They really ascribe these extraordinary powers
to religious speech.”

As aresult, the ACLU is constantly anticipating estab-
lishments of religion where there is little practical danger
of any such thing. It is true that organized school prayer,
even when voluntary, raises complicated issues on which
reasonable constitutionalists can disagree. But the ACLU
has frequently gone far beyond opposing organized
school prayer, to opposing virtually all religious expres-
sion in the schools. It has opposed such innocuous solu-
tions as moments of silence. It opposes vouchers and
tuition tax credits. It even opposes most forms of so-
called “equal access”—the proposition that student re-
ligious groups should be able to meet in public schools
after school hours on the same basis as other student
organizations—which is supported by many groups, in-
cluding religious denominations, that oppose organized
school prayer.

Silence in the Schoolroom

Connecticut, like more than twenty other states, al-
lows a moment of silence at the start of the public-school
day. The Connecticut affiliate of the ACLU opposes this.
Quoted in the New York Times, Connecticut CLU Direc-
tor William Olds called the periods of silent meditation
“clearly religious,” and cited complaints that teachers
folded their hands during the periods, or told students
that they, the teachers, pray during the minute of silence.
Mr. Olds objected because he believes the action of any
teacher pressures students to do likewise. “The younger
the student,” he said, “the greater the pressure to follow a
teacher’s direction, however subtle that may be.”

The implied attitude—that any display of religion is by
nature coercive—becomes even more evident when the
subject is equal access. In the ACLU’s first equal-access
case, Tinker v. Des Moines in 1969, the organization
actually came out in favor of permitting religious speech
in the schools, but under very peculiar circumstances.
Mary Beth Tinker, the daughter of a Methodist minister,
was suspended from her high school for wearing a black
armband as part of Vietnam protest. But, she explained,
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she was wearing the armband not as an act of political
speech, but as an act of religious speech. She wore it
during two days of the Advent season as part of an act of
religious mourning for the dead. The ACLU sued on Miss
Tinker’s behalf and won. In virtually all subsequent
cases, however, the ACLU has been on the other side of
the equal-access question.

The mostimportant equal-access case is Lubbock Civil
Liberties Union v. Lubbock Independent School District
(1982). For some years previous to the case the public
schools in Lubbock, Texas, had been allowing morning
Bible readings over the schools’ public-address systems.
After protests and threats of a lawsuit the practice was
dropped. But enough people were upset with the loss of
the Bible readings that the school board enunciated the

At the very least, the ACLU is sus-
picious of religion, so suspicious in fact
that on occasion ACLU affiliates have
clearly violated their own principles in
order to punish the devout.

following policy: “The school board permits students to
gather at the school with supervision either before or
after regular hours on the same basis as other groups to
be determined by the school administration to meet for
any educational, moral, or religious purpose, so long as
attendance at such meetings is voluntary.” The Lubbock
ACLU sued to have the policy overturned and won.

We asked a number of ACLU spokesmen to explain the
danger in allowing students to meet voluntarily after
school to hold religious meetings. Invariably the danger
they saw was that other students might perceive the
religious activity as being endorsed by the school and
perhaps be offended, or converted.

David Isbell is a Washington lawyer who serves on the
Executive Committee of the ACLU’s board of directors.
The danger to be guarded against, he argued, is that “so-
called voluntary activities, when examined closely,
turned out not to be voluntary. . . .The school tends to
be in the position of sponsoring [religious activity], or to
be perceived to be in the position of sponsoring it.”

We asked why this possible “perception” mattered,
especially if it were incorrect? The ACLU does not nor-
mally condition a speaker’s rights on the unpredictable
perceptions of whoever might be in the audience. Why
did they do it with religious speech?

Mr. Isbell’s answer was that he was sure that compul-
sion was at work, because he distrusted the motivations
of the people who desired these meetings to be held.

“Why so much insistence on the so-called right to
voluntary prayer in public school?” he asked. “Why
must it be in school?. . . ’m not aware of any religion
that considers the public schools to be an important place
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of prayer.” He suggested that religious activity, even on a
professedly voluntary basis, is “intended to be compulso-
ry. . .. I don’t really think that people who want to see
prayer in the public schools are concerned that their
children are being deprived of the opportunity to pray.
They are concerned that other people’s children aren’t
getting enough prayer. . . . I think the religious groups
who are most in favor of school prayer are also the
evangelical groups, who are interested in recruiting oth-
ers. . . . It tends to be, I think, characteristic of those
which favor school prayer that they want to convert
people. And I think they correctly perceive school prayer
as a good way of converting, and | maintain the suspicion
that that is a major motivation.”

We asked how he would respond if an outraged parent
came up to him and said, “The ACLU is willing to let the
Hitler Youth meet in school, but you won’t let my child’s
prayer group meet.”

His answer, he said, would be, “Why does your kid
have to pray in school? . . . Are you really interested in
your kid praying . . . or isn’t your real interest in getting
other people’s kids to pray?”

We asked the obvious question, which was, “The
Hitler Youth, whom you wish to allow, are there because
they want to convert other people to hating Jews. Why
don’t you analyze their motivations before letting them
exercise their rights?”

“There is a difference between religious speech and all
other kinds of speech,” he said, “and there is a difference
in the kind of involvement the government can have in
it.” This pretty much sums up the ACLU position: Re-
ligion is a special kind of speech from which children
must be protected. We asked the Reverend Barry Lynn
the Nazi question. Mr. Lynn is the ACLU’s legislative
director and leader of its fight against various equal-
access bills in Congress. His answer: “There is clearly a
distinction made between religious speech and activity
and any other speech and activity. . . . There is an estab-
lishment clause which limits and tempers only religious
speech and activity. There is no establishment clause
which in any way limits economic, cultural, historical, or
philosophical expression. . . . The state may embrace
any economic, political, or philosophical theory; it may
not embrace or enhance any religious activity.” Religion
is a force so powerful that the Constitution protects us
from it and was clearly meant, by at least some of the
Founding Fathers, to do so.

Led by Barry Lynn, the ACLU succeeded in preventing
any strong equal-access legislation from passing in Con-
gress. The version of the bill that did finally become law
did so without the ACLU’s opposition. It would allow
religious groups to meet in public schools, but only at
those schools with very liberal policies on extracurricular
activities—that is, if the Nazis could meet, then so could
the Presbyterians. The day after the equal-access bill was
passed, Mr. Lynn told the New York Times he was
pleased with the legislation, not for religious reasons, but
for reasons of free speech. “To the extent that the bill
protects and clarifies secular free-speech rights it’s a good
bill,” he said. “I suspect that if two years from now we
find American troops in Nicaragua, it would be a real
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good tool for students who want to organize groups
against that.”

Because of its positions on these questions the ACLU
has often been accused of being antireligious. This is a
difficult charge to assess. As Nat Hentoff pointed out, it
is hard to ascribe bigotry even “to individuals, let alone
to a group,” especially one as diverse as the ACLU. On
balance, Mr. Hentoff at least does not think the ACLU is
motivated by religious bigotry. But he also told us, “I
used to think I was the most anticlerical kid on the block,
until T got on that national board.”

Saving the World from Jerry Falwell

The ACLU is certainly sensitive on the point. Five years
ago it surprised many of its critics by supporting the right
of Pope John Paul II to say Masses on state and federal

The Virginia ACLU was actually try-
ing to punish Liberty Baptist gradu-
ates on the basis of some private beliefs
it only suspected them of holding.

property during his visit here. On the face of it, this
support was simply in keeping with the official ACLU
policy that public areas “must remain open to all groups,
both religious and nonreligious.” But it was also good
public relations. As Ralph Temple, then executive direc-
tor of the ACLU’s National Capital Area affiliate,
boasted in the ACLU newsletter, Civil Liberties, “The
Pope’s visit gave us an excellent chance to show how
unideological we are.”

At the very least, the ACLU is suspicious of religion, so
suspicious in fact that on occasion ACLU affiliates have
clearly violated their own principles in order to punish
the devout. One of the most glaring incidents of this was
a 1983—84 battle over the Virginia State Board of Educa-
tion’s accreditation of the biology education program of
Liberty Baptist College (founded by the Reverend Jerry
Falwell).

Accreditation of the program would have qualified
Liberty Baptist graduates to be hired as biology teachers
by Virginia public school districts and, through reciproc-
ity arrangements, by public schools in other states. The
ACLU of Virginia opposed accreditation on the grounds
that Liberty Baptist students were taught creationism,
and therefore to allow them to teach in the public schools
would be tantamout to an establishment of religion.

It was an extremely aggressive position to take. Liberty
Baptist teaches evolution in its biology classes, and its
graduates are at least as well acquainted with the facts of
evolutionary theory as the typical public school biology
teacher. The college also exposes students to creationism,
and notes that neither theory has been proved. (Dr. Pierre
Guillermin, president of the college, explains that the
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school has a doctrinal commitment to the belief that the
literal truth of the six-day, 24-hour Genesis account of
creation will eventually be vindicated.)

The ACLU’s objections as stated to the press and
explained to us by Chan Kedrick, executive director of
the Virginia ACLU, were:

1. That Jerry Falwell, in sermons delivered not at the
college but at his church (a separate entity), has con-
demned evolution and argued that Liberty Baptist stu-
dents should learn evolution in order to refute it. Mr.
Falwell holds no executive position with the college,
though he sits on its board of directors. But, according to
M. Kedrick, “Anyone who doesn’t believe Jerry Falwell
runs Liberty Baptist is living in a dream world.”

2. That all teachers at the college are required to sign a
doctrinal agreement professing that they accept the liter-
al truth of every word of the Bible; and

3. That Liberty Baptist College had accepted accredita-
tion from an association of fundamentalist colleges that
itself endorses creationism.

The implications of the Virginia ACLU’s position are
staggering. Creationism is already banned from the pub-
lic schools, thanks to the ACLU, and teachers employed
by the public schools have always been required to stick
to state-approved curricula. But the ACLU’s position
presumes without evidence that fundamentalists would
violate state law and sneak creationism into the schools.
It seeks, therefore, to punish fundamentalists not for any
wrongdoing but for their privately held religious beliefs.
Indeed, because it is the Liberty Baptist faculty, not the
students, who must sign the doctrinal statement, the
Virginia ACLU was actually trying to punish Liberty
Baptist graduates on the basis of private beliefs it only
suspected them of holding.

Mr. Kedrick denied that this was the ACLU’s goal, but
refused to give an alternative explanation. We asked
Executive Director Ira Glasser what he thought of the
case. He wouldn’t criticize the Virginia affiliate, but
clearly had his doubts: “It is not usual for us to get
involved in affirmatively seeking to deny accreditation to
a college; we normally don’t do that. . . . To my knowl-
edge we have never engaged in that kind of thing before,
but whether it is proper . . . depends on the facts.”

By ACLU standards Mr. Glasser is something of a
moderate. Like everyone with whom we spoke he denied
that the ACLU was antireligious; indeed, he brought up
the subject before we did. But he did think that there was,
among many ACLU members, a shortage of sympathy
for believers, particularly fundamentalists and others as-
sociated with the “Religious Right”:

“In part because we are always in an adversarial posi-
tion with some of these forces,” he explained, “you get to
see each other as enemies. . . . I think on a larger level a
lot of ACLU people do not see the agony I think some of
the fundamentalists are in.” He believes that, like “the
Amish in Pennsylvania,” many fundamentalists feel that
“the outside world is a source of evil. They feel assaulted
by much of what is modern. I think that goes for sexual
mores, for movies, for television, for many forms of enter-
tainment. . . . A lot of fundamentalist groups . . . feel that
they have somehow lost control over their right to bring
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The ACLU imputes dangerous and almost magical
powers to religious speech.

up their children the way they want, they have somehow
lost control over their right to transmit to their children
their values and not somebody else’s values. . . .The in-
stitutions of the family and the church until very recently
in history have been the institutions that have transmit-
ted those values.” The fundamentalists feel that those
“institutions have been swept away by the larger society
and that the two instruments that have been most de-
structive are the public schools and television. I have
myself some sympathy for that,” he says, “because I
think that people have a right to bring up their children
the way they want.” However, he explains, the funda-
mentalists’ enemy is not the government but the prevail-
ing mass culture. And, unlike the Amish, “their attitude is
not to withdraw from [for instance] the schools, their
attitude is to go in and control the schools, and that’s
where we get into conflict.”

Beyond Tolerance

The ACLU has always vigorously defended the rights
of those whose lifestyles place them in conflict with
established social norms. However much some conser-
vatives might disapprove of the ACLU’s activities in this
area, it is impossible to deny that the organization’s
position has been genuinely civil-libertarian; it is difficult
to conceive of a civil-libertarian organization that would
condone laws regulating sexual mores or other private
behavior.

Occasionally, though, the ACLU has gone beyond
advocating tolerance all the way to working for the
overthrow of traditional moral norms. This has been
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especially clear in regard to the traditional family and the
respective rights of parents and children. Though in some
cases the ACLU has firmly defended the rights of parents
against interference from social-welfare agencies and
other state institutions, in a number of controversial
cases the ACLU has come down decisively for overturn-
ing traditional views of the family, sometimes so slighting
the rights of parents as to put their children in danger.
The ACLU has defended the right of young adults to
remain within so-called “cult” religious groups, such as
the Hare Krishnas, against efforts by their parents to
kidnap or “deprogram” them. The ACLU has also vig-
orously supported the notion that students subjected to
school discipline have due process rights similar to those
of accused criminals and cannot be punished without

In the ACLU’s world, parents who
resist the sexual revolution should lose
their children to the state.

courtlike procedures. In the opinion of some education
experts the ACLU’s activities in this area have severely
undermined school discipline and academic effective-
ness, thus hurting the very students the ACLU meant to
help.

But the ACLU’s most controversial activities regarding
the “rights” of children involve minors’ reproductive
rights. In 1983 the Department of Health and Human
Services announced a regulation that opponents branded
“the squeal rule.” It said that clinics receiving federal
funds that distributed prescription contraceptives to un-
married minors must notify the child’s parents within ten
working days. The ACLU, along with Planned Parent-
hood and others, immediately went to court to overturn
the regulation. The plaintiffs claimed that the rule would
scare youngsters away from clinics, thereby inviting an
increased number of teenaged pregnancies. The ACLU
also claimed that along with violating the adolescents’
right to privacy, the proposed rule also discriminated on
the basis of sex, since the only prescription contracep-
tives currently available are for women. Despite protests
from pro-family groups and others, the ACLU position
prevailed, and a federal judge granted an injunction
against the rule.

In a similar case in Akron, Ohio, the ACLU took a
more aggressive position. An ordinance there required
that in the case of a minor seeking an abortion her
parents would have to be notified before the operation
could take place. The ACLU sued to have the law over-
turned. But they didn’t stop there.

A group of Ohio parents had entered the case on the
side of the government (in defense of the notification
requirement), contending that their rights of parental
control would be violated if the law were overturned.
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The presence of individual “intervenors,” as they are
called, transforms the government’s case from one in
which government prerogatives are being defended
against the assertion of individual rights (for example,
the rights of the minors seeking abortions) into one in
which two sets of individual rights (in this case, parents v.
minors) are being disputed.

The ACLU won the case and sued for attorney’s fees.
This has become customary in civil-rights cases, but only
when it is the government that loses. Because the govern-
ment has lots of money and is usually seen as defending
its own prerogatives rather than someone’s rights, the
courts have not hesitated to stick the government with
the bill when it fails to prove its case. But in this case the
ACLU was able to stick the parents, who entered the case
to defend their rights, with a $100,000 bill for attorney’s
fees. The effect of such a tactic will certainly be to dis-
courage other private citizens from defending their rights
against the ACLU. According to Professor Grover Rees
Il of the University of Texas Law School, should the
ACLU succeed in frightening away such intervenors, it
will be able to monopolize the “individual-rights” posi-
tion in civil-rights cases. Since the individual-rights side
has in practice great legal advantage over the govern-
ment-prerogatives side, intimidating other groups from
defending their rights will help the ACLU win more
cases.

In both the above cases the ACLU’s advocacy of chil-
dren’s rights produced a revolutionary change in family
law in which parents lost part of their right to raise their
children, not because of any wrongdoing but merely
because they differed with the state on clearly debatable
moral points. In the ACLU’s world, parents who resist
the sexual revolution should lose their children to the
state. In fact, defense of the sexual revolution is, con-
sciously or not, one of the ACLU’s most important tasks.
In abortion cases, in which parents’ and childrens’ rights
are at stake, the ACLU has explicitly or effectively taken
the side of the sexual revolution.

Right to Abortion

The ACLU is committed foursquare to the right to
abortion. It supports a full-time lobbying and litigating
effort called the Reproductive Freedom Project. Its posi-
tion is that abortion is a basic civil right, rather than a
controversial political question. In a strongly worded
fundraising letter the ACLU lists the religious right’s
opposition to abortion as one reason it fears that move-
ment is spearheading a new McCarthyism. As Nat Hen-
toff, who is anti-abortion, has pointed out, it has even
passed up opportunities to defend the free-speech rights
of pro-lifers.

The ACLU has not taken any position on the various
Baby Doe infanticide cases in which handicapped chil-
dren have been denied lifesaving medical treatment that
would ordinarily be extended to other children. In the
view of some ACLUers, like Mr. Hentoff, the inactionis a
glaring violation of the ACLU’s usual standards. Or-
dinarily the organization can barely restrain itself from
entering cases in which helpless defendants are being
denied the equal protection of the laws.
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Mr. Hentoff, in fact, has been agitating for almost two
years to get the ACLU to take a stand, but the only action
the organization has taken has been to set up a committee
to look at the question. The ACLU has refused appeals
from Mr. Hentoff and several civil-liberties lawyers to
get involved in an Oklahoma case in which doctors have
withheld treatment from handicapped children on the
basis of a prospective-quality-of-life formula, by which
children who come from poor or deprived backgrounds
were less likely to receive treatment than those with
wealthier parents who could provide a better “quality of
life.”

M. Hentoff explained that “Ira [Glasser] was mad at
me because I said in some column that the ACLU did not
react to this, because he said he didn’t even know about
it. Well, that may have been sloppy writing on my part.
But . . . he knows about it now, and the ACLU has still
notsaid anything about it. A numberofus . . . have been
trying to get . . . the Reagan administration to stop this
in Oklahoma, and to bring suit against the doctors in-
volved, and we have had not one whit of help from the
ACLU. I find this incredible on the basis of equal protec-
tion of the laws and due process.”

It is possible the ACLU position will change some-
what. Ira Glasser told us that he was outraged by the
1982 Indiana Baby Doe case in which a Down’s syn-
drome child with an easily treatable, and not uncommon,
blockage in his esophagus was denied treatment and
slowly starved to death. But about other cases involving
more serious defects he was less sure. He also thought it
was possible that some ACLUers had not come out in
favor of the Babies Doe because they didn’t want to be on
the same side as the right-to-lifers.

Sorrows of Young Walter

There is, of course, one particularly famous case in
which the ACLU thought it imperative to defend not the
rights of the children but that of the parents—the case of
Walter Polovchak.

In January 1980 Michael and Anna Polovchak emi-
grated to the United States from the Ukraine. Within a
year Michael decided to return to the Soviet Union.
Subsequent court testimony suggested that he had never
intended to stay: He had a mistress in the USSR and
wanted to drop his family here and return to her. He
proceeded to make arrangements to do just that. But the
Soviets wouldn’t cooperate. They would not let Michael
back into the Soviet Union unless he brought his family
with him.

Walter, who had been raised by two aunts and had had
little contact with his father, refused to return. The fa-
ther’s first reaction, according to Walter’s lawyer, Julian
Kulas, was to ask the court to legally dissolve the rela-
tionship between him and his son, perhaps thereby facili-
tating his return. But just at that point the ACLU sought
out Polovchak senior and offered him their services in
helping get Michael back to the Soviet Union. The ACLU
won in court but lost in practice—before Walter could be
sent back he turned 16 and was granted asylum on his
own behalf.

The case embarrassed some, though hardly all,
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ACLUers. And the explanations for why a civil-liber-
tarian organization would want to send people to the
Soviet Union varied with the degree of embarrassment.
Some of the ACLU leaders we spoke with argued, almost
apologetically, that the case was an unfortunate one that
the ACLU entered only because the court in which it was
brought was insufficiently solicitous of the parents’ pro-
cedural rights. These procedures, they argued regretfully,
had to be protected even when they might produce unde-
sirable consequences.

Nat Hentoff was forthrightly opposed to sending Wal-
ter back to Russia: “I think that there are times when not
only the ACLU but a good many liberals and people who
regard themselves as civil libertarians place too much
stress on the authority of the natural family, as against

The explanations for why a civil-liber-
tarian organization would want to
send people to the Soviet Union varied
with the degree of embarrassment.

the rights of the child. In this case I had no doubts at all,
because if you say that the natural family had the right to
take the kid back to the USSR, that would be the end of it.
You know, usually you can say, Oh well, when he reach-
es the age of majority he can decide for himself, whether
he wants to be Catholic or whatever. Once he gets back
to Russia there is no second shot.”

But there was a strong unembarrassable faction. Frank
Haiman, the ACLU national board member from Iili-
nois, where the Polovchak case was brought, argued that
the “principle that was paramount was the right of par-
ents to bring up their children in their own way. If they
were going to take him to Canada or Australia nobody
would have had a second thought about it. It was because
they were going to Russia that people got all excited
about it and wanted the state to intervene.”

We asked how he reacted to the idea that the desire to
take the child back to the Soviet Union was in itself proof
of the unfitness of the parents.

He thought it was “ridiculous. It’s like saying that
Amish people who want to keep their kids out of public
schools and educate them privately because they don’t
want them to be exposed to our material worldly values,
that we should take those kids away from them. . ..
Maybe the kid wants to go to public school and doesn’t
want to be part of the orthodox Amish community. No,
it’s just part of our tradition that until the kid is 18 or 16
or whatever . . . the parents have the right to bring him
up as they please as long as they don’t engage in physical
child abuse.” (Mr. Hentoff’s response on hearing Mr.
Haiman’s answer: “An Amish kid can always walk off
the farm and go to the nearest city.”)

Certainly, we asked Mr. Haiman, he could see a differ-
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ence between the
Amish and the Sovi-
ets?

“What’s the dif-
ference?”

The Soviets are
totalitarians.

“What if they
wanted to take
them back to South
Africa or Cuba? It
just seems to me,
the parents are go-
ing back to Russia,
they want to take
their children with
them. I don’t think
the government
they are going back
to is relevant to
whether or not our
government or our
society has a right
to intervene.”

There is an inter-
esting footnote to
the story. Accord-
ing to Julian Kulas,
Walter Polovchak’s
lawyer, shortly af-
ter the Polovchak
case gained nation-
al attention, the
New Jersey ACLU undertook to defend a Chilean child in
circumstances almost identical to Walter’s. The Chilean
child wanted to remain in the United States rather than
return home. The ACLU lawyer in the case called Mr.
Kulas to ask him for advice. Mr. Kulas, surprised, in-
quired about the inconsistency. The New Jersey ACLU
lawyer pointed out that the two state affiliates were not
responsible for each other’s actions but also explained
that the difference in the two cases was that Chile was a
fascist dictatorship, while Russia was a socialist country.
(The lawyer says today she doesn’t remember making the
remark, and doubts she would have said it.)

Aiding Communism?

Though the Polovchak case was not strictly a forergn-
policy issue, it highlighted another major criticism of the
ACLU: that it has ventured beyond its original purpose
by entering the foreign-policy arena, and that its posi-
tions on this subject, rather than being civil libertarian,
are merely left-wing. And in some cases, it is charged,
ACLU positions may have the unintended effect of ad-
vancing not liberty but Communism.

The ACLU’s history does not aid its reputation in this
area; it has frequently given observers cause to worry
that it is soft on Communism. Roger Baldwin, who
founded the ACLU to defend American freedom, was in
one important way the man least qualified for the job: He
was a Communist sympathizer, a self-avowed soldier in
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the march of so-
cialism. Although
Baldwin himself
was never identified
as a card-carrying
Communist, mem-
bers of his first
board of directors
were: Max East-
man was editor of a
Communist news-
paper, The Masses;
William Z. Foster
later became presi-
dent of the U.S.
Communist Party;
and Helen Gurley
Flynn was long as-
sociated with the
Daily  Worker.
Baldwin himself, in
his 30th Reunion
Harvard Class-
book, wrote, “I am
for socialism, dis-
armament, and ulti-
mately for abolish-
ing the state itself as
an instrument of vi-
olence and compul-
sion. I seek social
ownership of prop-
erty, the abolition
of the propertied class, and sole control by those who
produce wealth. Communism is the goal.”

As the years went by, Communism became an embar-
rassment for the organization, and by the 1930s the
ACLU had fallen under government suspicion. In 1931
the House Special Committee to Investigate Communist
Propaganda reported, “The American Civil Liberties
Union is closely affiliated with the Communist move-
ment in the United States, and fully 90 percent of its
efforts are on behalf of Communists who have come into
conflict with the law.” Twelve years later the California
Senate Subcommittee on Un-American Activities as-
serted: “The American Civil Liberties Union may be
definitely classed as a Communist front or ‘transmission
belt’ organization.”

In 1940 the ACLU decided to rid itself of Communist
influence. It adopted what came to be known as the 1940
Resolution, which said that Communists, Ku Klux
Klansmen, and others who failed to meet “the test of
consistency in the defense of civil liberties in all aspects
and all places” would thenceforth be banned from gov-
erning positions within the union. But that resolution
was itself banned 27 years later. And in 1976 the ACLU
board “rehabilitated” Helen Gurley Flynn who had been
ousted under the 1940 resolution.

Today there is no prohibition against Communists on
the board, but there are no known Communist Party
members on the board, either. However, in two 1mpor-
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tant ways the modern ACLU is aiding the Communist
cause, albeit unintentionally,

1. The ACLU has fought repeatedly in Congress, the
courts, and public debate to hamper U.S. efforts to aid
our anti-Communist allies or punish Communist coun-
tries that export revolution.

2. It has mounted a campaign to restrict public debate
by intimidating those who would raise painful questions
about Communist and Soviet participation in the Ameri-
can political arena. Ironically, it has done this in the name
of protecting “dissent” and free speech.

The ACLU’s foreign-policy efforts are spearheaded by
the Center for National Security Studies, which it spon-
sors jointly with the Fund for Peace, and headed by
Morton Halperin. The center’s motto, displayed on every
issue of its newsletter, First Principles, comes from a
letter from James Madison to Thomas Jefferson:
“Perhaps it is a universal truth that the loss of liberty at
home is to be charged to provisions against danger, real
or pretended, from abroad.”

The slogan is not mere boilerplate. For the ACLU, at
least as represented by the center, the principal foreign
policy goal is to play down or reinterpret threats from
abroad so they will not be used to restrict civil liberties as
the ACLU understands them.

The ACLU opposes, and has fought in either Congress
or the courts, virtually all “covert action,” most
“clandestine intelligence” gathering (i.e., spying), and in
one case aid to an important U.S. ally with a poor human-
rights record. The net effect of these efforts has been to
hinder U.S. opposition to Communist expansion. The
ACLU may, at some point, have undertaken some major
initiative that advanced U.S. interests and hindered Com-
munist expansion, but our research never turned one up
and no ACLU leader ever mentioned one to us.

Singling out El Salvador

In 1982 the ACLU board of directors, after a vigorous
debate, voted to work toward halting U.S. aid to El
Salvador on the grounds that by aiding the Salvadoran
military the United States was directly aiding the death
squads and violating the human rights of Salvadorans.
Along with America’s Watch the ACLU has issued a
number of reports on human rights in El Salvador, all
highly critical, placing almost all the blame for the politi-
cal violence in that country on the right. The reports seek
to discredit President Reagan’s biannual certifications to
Congress that the human-rights situation in El Salvador
Is improving. By law, without those certifications U.S.
aid to El Salvador would have to cease,

The principle at work here, explained Ira Glasser, is
that the United States should not help other countries
deny their citizens the basic rights that the United States
extends to American citizens. Nat Hentoff believes the El
Salvador position is proper and perfectly consistent with
the ACLU’s general civil libertarianism. He did not think
it was at all an indicator of leftist sympathies.

The ACLU, however, has never protested U.S. aid to
left-wing or Communist regimes. It did not protest U.S.
aid to the Sandinistas during the several years they were
receiving American aid; it has never protested the gener-
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ous credit terms the United States extends to the Soviet
Union, which amount, in effect, to aid; it has never
entered the battle against technology transfer to the
USSR though American computer technology has cer-
tainly assisted in the surveillance and repression of Soviet
citizens. Indeed, to the extent that it has been involved in
technology issues, the ACLU has advocated reducing
restrictions on what can go to the Soviets or anywhere
else.

Mr. Glasser admits the point, though he thinks that the
aid we send to most Communist regimes is too indirect to
be compared to aiding the Salvadoran military. But he
also explains that many ACLU board members opposed
the ACLU’s activities on the Salvadoran question pre-
cisely because of this inconsistency. The present consen-
sus, he says, is that the ACLU will not take such a
position again.

In 1976, according to Morton Halperin, director of the
Center for National Security Studies, the national board
went so far as to find all U.S, employment of “clandestine
intelligence” improper, dangerous to civil liberties, and
perhaps unconstitutional. In practice, Mr. Halperin ex-
plains, the ACLU has never acted on the prohibition.
Most board members now feel that the finding was too
extreme and will probably be repealed soon. But though
he will admit some spying, Mr. Halperin and the Center
for National Security Studies are steadfast in regarding
covert action as out of bounds. Congress has no right, he
maintains, to approve such operations in secret, because
it thereby precludes free debate on the subject.

A long account of the administration’s actions against
Nicaragua, published in First Principles, reveals clear
political bias. The Sandinistas are referred to constantly
as “leftists,” as if the policy of the Reagan administration
were aimed at keeping Central America from falling to
roving bands of McGovernites. The Sandinistas’ at-
tempts to revolutionize the cultures and forcibly confis-
cate and collectivize the lands of the Miskito, Rama, and
Sumo Indians are referred to as “well-intentioned, but
insensitive attempts by the Sandinistas to integrate the
east coast into the mainstream of Nicaraguan life.” The
Sandinistas are portrayed as “increasingly fearful and
intolerant” while their enemies are “increasingly brutal
and destructive.”

Another lengthy article in First Principles criticized the
secrecy of U.S. arms shipments to Afghan rebels. Such
secrecy, it contended, makes it impossible to debate real
U.S. goals in the region. It is possible, the article also
suggested, that the Afghans owe their present predica-
ment to the United States, because, according to Moscow
at least, the Soviet invasion was “a response to U.S.,
Chinese, and Pakistani ‘interference.’”

Everyone in the ACLU denies sympathy with the Sovi-
ets. There is no reason not to accept these denials—it is
getting harder and harder to find even openly committed
leftists who admire the Soviets. Nat Hentoff was very
confident on the point: “If you were implying that there’s
some kind of softness on Communism, that’s the one
thing you won’t find in the ACLU. . . . You cannot be for
total dissent, total exchange of opinion, and have any
kind of support for Communism. . . . The notion of a
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bunch of Com-symps,

sensitive to that stuff. I rea
and I’ve never forgotten it.
of that attitude. And I haven’t
in the ACLU. . . . There may

lt 2

as they used to be called, pro-
liferating inside the ACLU is not right at all. T'm very
d Darkness at Noon as a lad
So I reach out for intimations
found very much of it at all
be, but I just haven’t found

Fighting the Red-Baiters
Rather, the ACLU po
terized—and the prominence it gives the M
supports this—as anti-
posed to Communism,
posed as, for instance, all decent
to be fanatically opposed to Nazis

sition might best be charac-
adison quote
anti-Communist. They are op-
but they are not fanatically op-
Americans have agreed
m. Thus their second

Over the years the ACLU has de-
fended free speech on behalf of
everybody from Henry Ford to the
Ku Klux Klan. In 1977 the Illinois
affiliate of the ACLU attracted na-
tionwide attention when it went to
court to defend the right of a group
of American Nazis to hold a dem-
onstration in Skokie, a predomi-
nantly Jewish suburb of Chicago.
The ACLU won its case, but it cost
the organization nearly a third of its
members. Despite such cost, how-
ever, the ACLU did not give up. In
March 1978, for example, the
Northern California affiliate ar-
gued with the San Jose City Council
to allow a Nazi rally. Again, the
ACLU won. (Even on this issue,
though, the ACLU has its limits.
The Texas CLU declined to defend
the right of local Nazis to offer, by
means of a recorded telephone mes-
sage, a reward of $5,000 “for every
nonwhite person killed during an

“WORTHY OF DEBATE”

attack on a white person.” The
ACLU decided the First Amendment
does not extend to bounty offers.)

The Nazi cases, more than any
others, show how seriously the
ACLU takes the right to free
speech. Many of the ACLU’s mem-
bers are Jewish; Aryeh Neier, who
at the time of the Skokie case was
ACLU executive director, is himself
a Jew who fled Nazi Germany.
Nevertheless, he defended the
Nazis’ right to speak.

Why? For the ACLUers free
speech is a sacred right, to be de-
fended with the same sort of faith—
and zealotry—with which some be-
lievers defend the Bible.

We asked ACLU Legislative Di-
rector Barry Lynn how defending
the Nazis benefited society. His an-
swer was that all contending ideas,
no matter how absurd or repulsive,
deserve a serious hearing. “The no-
tion that certain racial groups

ought to be treated differently from
the way they are now [is a] serious
idea. We might find [these ideas]
abhorrent, but they are not trivial
issues. They are still worthy of de-
bate. The idea that some people
ought to be subservient to other
groups [is an idea] that has shaped
modern history.”

Mr. Lynn defended pornography
on the same grounds: The ideas re-
flected in pornography have been
around a long time; therefore, they
are serious ideas. “A fundamental
argument of pornography,” he
said, “is that women ought to be
subjugated. Now, that is an idea
which has held sway in much of the
world for the last two thousand
years, or even longer. It is certainly
an important idea, even though it is
an idea we as a society are coming
to repudiate. But it is a serious idea,
and not an idea which ought to be
suppressed.”
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major foreign-policy activity—fighting the red-baiters.

The 1983 “Peace Links” controversy gives a perfect
example. Senator Jeremiah Denton, speaking from the
Senate floor, loudly denounced Peace Links, a group of
pro-freeze wives and mothers, for including on its adviso-
ry council the Women’s International League for Peace
and Freedom and the Women’s Strike for Peace, both
widely suspected of being, or at least cooperating with,
Soviet front groups. The Washington Post ran an edi-
torial criticizing Mr. Denton for using “guilt by associa-
tion” to discredit the freeze. But the editorial also took
Peace Links to task for allowing the freeze movement to
be tainted by such suspect associations.

The ACLU, in the persons of Executive Director Glas-
ser and President Norman Dorsen, was furious at the
Post for inviting “a revival of McCarthyism?”:

The Post questioned the “judgment” of Peace Links
in “tainting” itself with such associations. The im-
plication is that Peace Links should dissociate itself
from such organizations and question its other as-
sociations so it does not invite the kinds of attacks
made by Reagan and Denton. Is the Post suggesting
that Peace Links should impose a loyalty oath: Are
you now or have you ever been a “Soviet front”
group or connected with one? . . . McCarthy used
innuendo and guilt by association to destroy free-
dom of association. Let us not have that again.

In other words, questioning the propriety of conscious
associations with pro-Communist groups is itself im-
proper. The ACLU believes that such assertive anti-Com-
munism, though it involves no government action, chills
debate, constricts free speech, and threatens freedom of
association.

Barry Lynn, the ACLU’s legislative director, has writ-
ten a 60-page monograph titled “Polluting the Debate”
on this and related points. The monograph was pub-
lished originally by “The Douglas Inquiry Into the State
of Individual Freedom,” but is distributed by the ACLU’s
Center for National Security Studies.

Mr. Lynn sets out his thesis with a quote from Justice
Douglas himself: “We seem largely incapable of conduct-
ing [an invigorating dialogue] because of the growing
rightist tendencies in the nation that demand confor-
mity—or else. We are inhibited when we should be unre-
strained. We are hesitant when we should be bold.” The
monograph is a blunt, partisan attack on the legitimacy
of the anti-Communist right’s very participation in the
national-security debate. He claims that the anti-Com-
munists pollute the debate when they try to intimidate
their opponents by questioning “the loyalty and indepen-
dence of those who hold non-orthodox views.” (“Non-
orthodox” and “dissenting” are used throughout as sub-
stitutes for “left-wing.”)

This plea for diversity quickly becomes ironic—even
comic. Not only does Mr. Lynn, in the name of vigorous
debate, rule out whole areas of discussion, such as pos-
sible Soviet influence in American politics, he seems to
tind virtually any vigorous criticism of left-wing
institutions beyond the pale of decent political
behavior. No left-wing individual or organization is ever

Taking Liberties

accused of engaging in debate pollution.

Mr. Lynn was furious that the New York Times Maga-
zine, through a piece by neoconservative journalist
Joshua Muravchik, associated itself with the veteran con-
servative accusation that the Institute for Policy Studies is
suspiciously sympathetic with Soviet foreign-policy
goals. (Mr. Muravchik did not claim that the IPS was
funded or directly controlled by the Soviets.) For Barry
Lynn, IPS merely represents the left of center, and any
more serious charge smacks of McCarthyism. What es-
pecially irritated him in this case was the unaccustomed
success of the conservative media in getting its story into
a mainstream newspaper.

Human Events’ exposé of the National Education As-
sociation’s politically charged curriculum on nuclear war

The ACLU has been so successful in
protecting constitutional principles
that there are few genuine civil liberties
issues at stake today. The devil makes

work for idle hands.

was picked up by the national media, including the
Washington Post. It didn’t charge the NEA leaders with
being Com-symps or commit any obvious breach of jour-
nalistic ethics: Like all news stories it contained debat-
able points, but it was well within reasonable bounds.
Yet Mr. Lynn cites the national media’s attention to the
story as an example of pollution.

For similar reasons he disapproved also of the contro-
versiai “60 Minutes” exposé of the National and World
Councils of Churches’ support of Marxist governments,
revolutionary groups, and organizations. Not only did
the “60 Minutes” story provide a “veritable field day for
right self-congratulation,” it illustrated “that insidious
form of pollution of debate which occurs when distorted
information, inaccurate characterizations, or illogical
conclusions prepared for an initially limited audience are
adopted uncritically and then disseminated by persons or
institutions which themselves have a high degree of pub-
lic credibility.” In this case the “pollution” included
“permitting Methodist Pastor Edmund Robb of the Insti-
tute on Religion and Democracy to claim that the NCC
was engaged in ‘a pattern of support of totalitarian leftist
regimes . . . across the world’ as well as ‘apology for this
type of oppression.’”

Though the accuracy of Mr. Robb’s charges would
seem to go to the very root of whether the program was
responsible, Mr. Lynn never even attempted to refute
them. He does claim that NCC and WCC spokesmen got
too little air time to respond. But again, though his
complaints are a little obscure, the essence of his argu-
ment seems to be that the very subject matter should be
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out of bounds. He was also indignant that CBS could
make such enthusiastic use of a source such as the Insti-
tute for Religion and Democracy.

In a section titled “Current Trends Opposing Dissent,”
he identifies the religious right’s entry into foreign-policy
issues as one of those trends. When left-wing activists
make incriminatingly pro-Soviet remarks, the rules of
debate, for Lynn, forbid conservatives from mentioning
them. Thus, when Ms. Randall Forsberg, a freeze leader,
makes statements such as “I think that if all these factors
work together—the peace movements, the political lead-
ership, and the Soviet government—in a very careful,
focused, coordinated, and clear way, the [deployment of

The truth is that the United States in
1984 is dizzyingly, gloriously free.

American] missiles can be stopped,” he doesn’t censure
her for inviting the Soviets to interfere in American pol-
itics. He does censure anti-Communist writet John Rees
for the “McCarthyite” tactic of quoting Forsberg’s re-
mark and calling it a “shocker.”

Legal Adventurers in a Free Land

Why does the ACLU seem to have strayed so often
from the path of genuine civil libertarianism? One reason
may be that it has been so successful in protecting con-
stitutional principles that there are few genuine civil
liberties issues at stake today, and the devil makes work

for idle hands.
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When the ACLU was founded six decades ago, there
was an urgent need for an organization committed to
protecting even our most basic civil liberties. Jim Crow
still ruled in the South, accused criminals were commonly
interrogated under improper conditions and tried with-
out benefit of counsel, denominational prayer and Bible
readings were foisted on school children of diverse faiths,
the freedom of political speech was not nearly as all-
encompassing or as secure as it is today. The ACLU
entered the lists, and now, largely because of ACLU
efforts, things are drastically different.

The ACLU today warns about an “unprecedented
threat” to civil liberties from the Reagan administration,
but this is hard to take seriously. The Reagan administra-
tion is disputing some important points in the courts, but
if it won every one of them it would not reduce practical
liberty in this country one iota. The truth is that the
United States in 1984 is dizzyingly, gloriously free—
ignoring some restrictions on economic behavior, it is the
most radically free society in the history of the civilized
world.

The problem for the contemporary ACLU is that
though the protection of our basic liberties as laid out in
the Bill of Rights is a hard jobitisalso a simple one—all
our most important rights are clear, concrete, and rela-
tively easy to define. With those basic liberties secure, as
they are today, civil-libertarian watchdogs have two
choices. They can resign themselves to the noble but
perhaps tedious job of conserving already secured basic
rights, or they can become legal adventurers, discovering
or creating ever more obscure and abstract constitutional
liberties. The latter is the course the ACLU has taken.
And all too often the new discoveries have turned out not
to be liberties at all. =z
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Conservatives and Black Americans

Overcoming the Barriers

Adam Meyerson

Conservatives today draw strength from a newfound
diversity. We enjoy the support of Jews, Protestants, and
Catholics, of union members, farmers, and businessmen,
of college students and pensioners, from all regions of the
country. We are beginning to draw substantial support
from our Hispanic hermanos. But an important group is
missing from this roster. Black Americans.

There is a river, a wide Mississippi, that separates the
maijority of black Americans from the conservative polit-
ical movement, and until it is crossed conservatives can-
not make a full claim to national leadership. We conser-
vatives must build bridges, we must wade through
muddy waters, we must reach across this river in any way
we can. We will never be able to create the America we
want if it is sundered by racial barriers.

How far we have to go is grimly revealed in opinion
polls. Ronald Reagan has aroused the fear and hostility
of black America as no political figure has since Barry
Goldwater in 1964. Even whites who disagree with Presi-
dent Reagan tend to like him personally. Blacks do not. A
poll in early August showed that 76 percent of blacks
planned to vote for Walter Mondale this November, only
4 percent for Mr. Reagan. In scores of close senatorial,
congressional, and gubernatorial races, Democratic and
liberal strategists are counting on a high anti-Reagan
turnout among blacks to make the difference for their
candidates.

What makes this division so tragic is that on many
issues black Americans and conservatives are natural
allies. Richard Viguerie, publisher of Conservative Di-
gest, put it well in a recent article urging that blacks be at
the forefront of President Reagan’s election campaign:

Most (blacks) oppose busing and reverse dis-
crimination. Sixty-four percent favor a voucher
system for education, 96 percent want more disci-
pline in the schools, and 89 percent favor a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the budget. Less
than 40 percent support abortion-on-demand, and
a whopping 85 percent believe the American eco-
nomic system is the best system for industrialized
countries. Two-thirds are “extremely proud to be
an American.”
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Old wounds continue to ache, however, and even
while many blacks cherish conservative values, they feel
there is no place for them in a conservative America.
Conservatives must speak out loud and long and clear
with the message that we stand for opportunity for all
Americans, and that we will toil ceaselessly until racial
discrimination and prejudice has been banished from our
land. President Reagan has begun to do this. In 1983, in
what was one of the most eloquent speeches of his career,
he said:

Our nation, too, has a legacy of evil with which it
must deal. The glory of this land has been its capaci-
ty for transcending the moral evils of our past. For
example, the long struggle of minority citizens for
equal rights, once a source of disunity and civil war,
is now a point of pride for all Americans. We must
never go back. There is no room for racism, anti-
Semitism, or other forms of ethnic and racial hatred
in this country.

I know that you’ve been horrified, as have I, by
the resurgence of some hate groups preaching bigo-
try and prejudice. Use the mighty voice of your
pulgits and the powerful standing of your churches
to denounce and isolate these hate groups in our
midst. The commandment given us is clear an
simple: “Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.”

These comments never received much media coverage.
They were lost in all the attention devoted to two other
words in the same speech: “evil empire.” And yet, Mr.
Reagan’s denunciation of racism was as significant as his
denunciation of the Soviet Union. It was all the more
significant because it was delivered in Orlando, Florida,
until recently a segregated city, before a conservative
white audience, the National Association of Evan-
gelicals.

No previous administration has articulated a more
fair-minded philosophy of racial justice than the Civil
Rights Commission of Clarence Pendleton and Linda
Chavez and Morris Abram. They are articulating the
vision of society expressed by Martin Luther King, Jr.,

ApAaM MEYERSON is editor of Policy Review.
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Jack Kighdinger/The White House

From the White House to the schoolhouse; President Reagan salutes achievement in a Washington classroom.

and Roy Wilkins, and Thurgood Marshall in his brilliant
arguments against segregated schools—a society where
the law does not look at the color of your skin, where
individuals are judged as individuals and not as members
of groups, and where constitutional rights of all individu-
als are protected by federal law, if necessary, as the
president says, “at the point of a bayonet.”

Reaching Across Party Lines

But if we are to win the trust of black Americans, it is
not enough just to make speeches and articulate philoso-
phies. Not only words but deeds must demonstrate that
we care about blacks as people, and want to expand
opportunities for them as much as we do for all Ameri-
cans.

We must appoint blacks to positions of real power and
influence and visibility, and not simply “black jobs.”
This is already happening, in some unexpected quarters.
Senator Jesse Helms hired an articulate young black,
Claude Allen, as his campaign press secretary. James
Watt hired J. J. Simmons III as his number-two man at
the Department of the Interior. Gerald Ford, of course,
chose for secretary of transportation one of the nation’s
most distinguished lawyers, William Coleman. Perhaps
Mr. Reagan, if he wins a second term, should offer the
chairmanship of the Council of Economic Advisers to
Thomas Sowell, one of the towering intellects of conser-
vative thought,

We must salute black accomplishments. President Rea-
gan recently visited Jefferson Junior High School in
southwest Washington, D.C., a model of educational
excellence. He invited to the White House one of the
nation’s most inspiring leaders, Coach John Thompson,
and his Georgetown University basketball champions. In

Conservatives and Black Americans

his latest State of the Union address, he paid tribute to
Barbara Proctor, “who rose from a ghetto to build a
multimillion-dollar advertising agency in Chicago.”

And we should go to the ghettos. We should applaud
and support the black police captains who are smashing
the crime that has paralyzed black neighborhoods. We
must reach across party lines. Just as we turn to Jeane
Kirkpatrick and Richard Perle for the best foreign-policy
talent the Democratic Party has to offer, so we must
salute black mayors such as Wilson Goode of Phila-
delphia and Thomas Bradley of Los Angeles, who are
working for racial peace and economic growth in their
cities, unlike divisive politicians such as Chicago’s
Harold Washington, who is setting race against race.

We must take our message to black communities, and
listen as much as we talk. Representative Robert
Livingston, a Louisiana conservative, visits the housing
projects of New Orleans, accompanied by his black staff,
and asks the people there how he can serve them. This is
probably one of the reasons that he wins about 85 per-
cent of his black constituents’ vote. Senator Strom Thur-
mond of South Carolina has close ties with the presidents
of the state’s black colleges. Representative Newt Gin-
grich takes his ideas to inner-city Atlanta. “How many
people here have jobs?” Mr. Gingrich asks a crowd.
About half the audience raise their hands. “How many
receive less in take-home pay than you expected?” Same
number of hands. “How many want more money to be
taken out of your paycheck so that spending on food
stamps can rise?” No hands. The people in that room
probably won’t vote conservative this November. But
they have just started thinking about the conservative
opportunity society.

“Conservatives can best appeal to minority commu-
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nities by simply taking an interest in them,” says Paul
Weyrich, director of the Committee for the Survival of a
Free Congress. “Most of the interest that we have shown
has been theoretical. They don’t know us as people.
When they get to know us as people they will listen to our
ideas. But we spend far too little time where they are.”

Perhaps the most significant bridge-building is taking
place in the Protestant churches, historically the most
segregated institutions in America. The Reverend Jerry
Falwell, president of the Moral Majority, preaches regu-
larly at black churches around the country, and fre-
quently invites black pastors such as the Reverend E. V.
Hill of Los Angeles to preach on his televised “Old-Time
Gospel Hour.” “Black fundamentalists and white funda-
mentalists,” Mr. Falwell tells black congregations, “have
far more in common with each other than either of us
with either of the major parties.” He admits that he grew
up with all the racial prejudices of the southern town

Conservatives must speak out loud
and long and clear with the message
that we stand for opportunity for all
Americans.

where he was born. Not until he started reading the Bible
did he realize that prejudice is wrong.

- For several years, Jerry Falwell and the Moral Major-
ity have been working with a coalition of 500 black
pastors in Washington, D.C., headed by the Reverend
Cleveland Sparrow. Their projects include a feeding pro-
gram for the elderly poor. Every summer Liberty Baptist
College sends about 150 students to work in inner-city
ministries, among them a Watts neighborhood program
directed by Mr. Hill. Next year, Ronald Godwin, execu-
tive vice-president of the Moral Majority, is planning to
host a major interracial convention of conservative Prot-
estant ministers.

Mr. Godwin has already helped put together the
American Coalition for Traditional Values, an organiza-
tion that is bridging the traditional differences between
charismatics, Pentecostals, Southern Baptists, and other
conservative Protestant denominations. “Wouldn’t it be
historically significant,” he asks, “if that group could be
brought together with outstanding black ministers from
across the country? When that meeting occurs, neither
the Democratic nor the Republican Party will ever be
able to take either group for granted again.”

Climbing the Ladder

Speaking recently before the Opportunities Indus-
trialization Centers of America, a black job-training or-
ganization, Representative Jack Kemp stated the central
domestic-policy challenge for conservatives: “The great-
est statesman of this century, Winston Churchill, used to
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say that a true welfare society places a floor beneath
which people shouldn’t be allowed to fall, and builds a
Jadder on which all should be allowed to climb.” The
political strength of liberalism is that it offers help to the
needy. But it does not offer them a way out of poverty.
Conservatives will truly speak for the majority when we
offer all Americans a way up the ladder.

The most important program we can provide is sus-
tained economic growth without inflation. Of the 6.4
million new jobs created between December 1982 and
July 1984, more than 900,000 were for black Americans.
This is not enough, of course; we must go further. But
these are real jobs, not dead-end CETA or Model Cities
jobs. They offer more opportunity for blacks than any
welfare program.

We must also recognize that some people will need a
helping hand, even in a growing economy. The conser-
vative opportunity society means supporting—and ex-
perimenting with—those government programs that
genuinely help people move out of welfare dependency.

An example would be a program that successtully
eradicated illiteracy. One of the principal barriers to
black economic advancement is that 47 percent of blacks
over the age of 18 cannot read or write beyond the
fourth-grade level. If you cannot read, you cannot fill out
job applications, you cannot balance a checkbook, you
cannot read safety instructions on machinery, you can-
not do clerical work in offices. You cannot participate, in
other words, in a modern economy.

It is by no means clear that a new government program
could teach adults to read and write. Evidently an old
program, the public schools, failed to teach them when
they were young. There would be no point in supporting
a program that didn’t work. But we must look for ways
to devise a successful program. We would be performing
a supply-side miracle: releasing the energies of millions of
Americans, who had previously been prevented from
making fullest use of their talents.

“The cry coming from black Americans is a cry fora
chance to make it in the system,” writes Representative
Mickey Edwards, chairman of the American Conser-
vative Union. “And that is the cry that Republicans must
respond to if their fishing expedition is to bring up more
than rubber tires and old shoes.”

When William Brock, currently the administration’s
special trade representative, was chairman of the Repub-
lican National Committee, from 1977 to 1981, he made
a special effort to recruit black candidates and to encour-
age state and local parties to broaden their base at the
precinct level. “The majority of blacks,” he says, “are
working very hard and desperately trying to hold to-
gether their families. They have pride in themselves, am-
bition for their children. They have the same concern as
the majority of white Americans. They just have a bitofa
tougher time.”

M. Brock says it is “particularly appropriate for con-
servatives and Republicans to seek out these people who
have demonstrated so much character in overcoming
hardship. They epitomize the American dream.”

This dream is what today’s conservatives stand for. We
must work to achieve it for all Americans.
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Economic Paralysis in El Salvador

What the Guerrillas Don’t Destroy,
Central Planning Does

Claudia Rosett

On a narrow street in San Salvador, an American
adviser to the Agency for International Development
slows his armored jeep and peers ahead. “A dead end,”
he says. “I don’t go down dead ends.”

In a country terrorized by roughly 9,000 Marxist-
Leninist guerrillas, his caution is wise. But coming from
an economic adviser, his words are ironic. During the
past four years, both the United States and the Sal-
vadoran governments have gone down too many dead
ends in their efforts to reform and support the economy.
Massive intervention by the state has eroded incentives,
stalled production, and aggravated the terrible poverty
that creates fertile ground for insurrection.

Four years ago the Salvadoran government tried to
break the traditional oligarchic control over the economy
with three major “reforms.” It monopolized control over
credit by nationalizing all domestic banks, it monopo-
lized trade in the country’s chief export, coffee, as well as
in sugar, and it expropriated hundreds of the country’s
largest estates and thousands of small plots, in a sweep-
ing agrarian reform. The effect was to take ownership
and control of resources that had been concentrated in
the hands of a few, and concentrate them even more—in
the hands of the state. With one jump, El Salvador went
from an almost feudal system to a quasi-socialist system,
without ever giving capitalism a chance.

Not all is grim, however. For the first time in half a
century the people of El Salvador have a democratic
government, and they are eager to make it work. Their
enthusiasm is clear from the high voter turnout in recent
elections, despite guerrilla threats. But before democracy
can take firm root in Salvadoran soil, newly elected
president Jose Napoleon Duarte must do more than find
a way to defeat the guerrillas. He must also dispel the
economic problems that are likely to persist as long as the
country has a command economy.

Since 1979 El Salvador’s gross national product has
dropped 25 percent, and average pet capita income has
dropped 29 percent. Over the same period, unemploy-
ment has risen from 6.7 percent to 30 percent, and as
much as 40 percent in the countryside. And since 1979,
private investors have pulled an estimated one billion
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dollars—or more than 25 percent of one year’s GNP—
out of the country, fearing not only violence but further
confiscations.

The United States, and to a lesser extent multilateral
lending institutions such as the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, have tried to help by supplying almost one
billion dollars in economic aid via loans and grants since
1979. But so far the best AID can say is, in the words of
one official, “We consider it a great achievement to have
gotten GNP growth up to zero last year.” Zero growth
is also projected for 1984. That is not enough for a
country where agriculture has been set back 20 years,
and where per capita GNP in 1983 was estimated
at $720.

Economy Under the Gun

What would clearly help the Salvadoran economy
most would be to win the war. This calls into question the
United States’ stress on economic over military aid—a
ratio of three to one in 1983, although less today. The
effort to “overwhelm the guerrillas with resources,” as
one U.S. embassy official put it, breeds waste and corrup-
tion. The only way to pump capital into an economy and
keep it there under adverse conditions is to close the
economy and direct where the capital goes. While that
may be to some extent unavoidable during a war, itisa
recipe for poverty. Even if the war is won, El Salvador
may be left with a centrally planned economy, unable to
compete in world markets, and geared to subsist on uU.s.
handouts. As a country in continuing economic distress,
it would remain a ripe target for future Communist-
backed agitation.

This does not have to be. In the 1960s and early 1970s,
prior to the political turmoil and extension of state con-
trols over the private economic sector, El Salvador’s GNP
had been growing at a relatively rapid 5.5 percent aver-
age a year, while receiving less than one-tenth the amount
of foreign aid it gets today. It was no free market; the
oligarchy had a considerable hand in the economic pro-
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cess, and used its power to economic advantage. But the
country was starting to industrialize, and the economic
future held some promise for the poor as well as the rich.
Banker Luis Escalante Arce, for example, former presi-
dent of the Banco Agricola, found in the 1970s that
because other banks were reluctant to lend to small
farmers, he could make money with a loan package
tailored to that market. In the end, even entrenched
oligarchs will do business with the poor, because both
can profit from it. The Salvadoran people have a reputa-
tion for industriousness, and their willingness to work
and find a way is the reason the economy has not sunk
even further. On the streets of San Salvador multitudes of
peddlers go to work early and stay late. On the farms they
grow crops even though the penalty levied by the guer-
rillas can be death. The businessmen carry guns and hire
guards to watch their factories and shops, but they carry
on.

Much of the economic decline, of course, is due di-
rectly to the civil war. The guerrillas have aimed their hit-
and-run attacks less at military targets than at power
stations, bridges, and businesses, with the explicit aim of
destroying the country’s economic base. Symptoms of
this violence are everywhere. Two private guards keep
watch over a McDonald’s restaurant in San Salvador to
prevent a repeat of past bombings. Many offices are
protected by high walls, metal doors, and private guards
carrying machine guns. A businessman, asked whether
he fears kidnappers, flips back his jacket and pulls a .45
caliber pistol out of a shoulder holster. All this makes it
hard to concentrate on business.

But the threat of armed violence is too often invoked as
a blanket excuse for what ails El Salvador’s economy. Itis
the biggest single problem, but the economic reforms of
1980—backed by the Carter administration—would
have crippled even an economy at peace.

Uncertain Property Rights

El Salvador’s most damaging economic policy prob-
lem today is the uncertain status of property rights fol-
lowing the expropriation of banks and farms. People are
wary of investing capital in property that is not clearly
their own, or that may be taken away in the future. This
problem is especially acute on farms, where only a small
fraction of the land seized by the government in 1980 has
since been deeded to the peasants. After four years of
bureaucratic gear-grinding, title had been transferred to
the peasants as of July 1984 for only 54 of the roughly
400 large estates (official estimates of the number of large
estates vary), and to fewer than 11,000 of the 62,692
small plots targeted for reform. The rest are still the
property of the government agency ISTA, the Salvadoran
Institute of Agrarian Transformation.

On the large estates, property rights are not even clear-
ly settled when title is granted. By law, these estates
cannot belong to individuals. They must be managed as
peasant cooperatives and run by committees. Members
of these cooperatives are not genuine owners, because
they cannot sell their shares. A member who wants to
leave his coop must simply abandon whatever invest-
ment he has made. This has to some extent the effect of
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freezing coop members on the farms where they hap-
pened to be working at the time of the agrarian reform, a
feature reminiscent of medieval feudalism. The rigidity of
the plan hurts production by hampering the trade of
goods and services. But to grant equity rights, says one
Salvadoran political observer, “would destroy the spirit
of the collective.”

The peasants seem less interested in the spirit of the
collective than in trying to make a living, however. An
agricultural economist who advises the cooperatives re-
ports that many of them have developed a feature for
which Soviet collectives have long been famous: the pri-
vate farm plot. “Generally the cooperatives give their
members a small plot to grow their own vegetables,” he
says. Recently on the large Nancuchiname cooperative in

Even if the war is won, El Salvador
may be left with a centrally planned
economy, unable to compete in world
markets, and geared to subsist on U.S.
handouts.

the eastern Usulutan province, some 40 members went a
step further and petitioned the coop’s board of directors
for permission to rent plots of about 70 acres each from
the coop, a request at the grassroots level which would
effectively undo the land reform. Some peasants have
been even more direct; several of the cooperatives have
petitioned to have the land returned to the former
owners. Their requests have been refused by the govern-
ment.

On the medium-sized farms, originally slated to be
given to the peasants, but never expropriated, produc-
tion incentives have been damaged. The threat of expro-
priation has hung over the owners “like a sword of
Damocles,” according to one landowner who grows cof-
fee on his medium-sized farm.

Property rights have been further called into question
by the government’s decision to compensate former land-
owners primarily with near-worthless government bonds
that yield only 6 percent a year and mature at nominal
value in about 20 years. There is talk, favored by some
members of President Duarte’s Christian Democrat Par-
ty, of allowing the holders of agrarian bonds to swap
them for shares in bankrupt industrial concerns currently
owned by a government holding company, CORSAIN.
This trade of worthless bonds for worthless state com.-
panies would at least have the desirable effect of putting
the companies in private hands. But nothing has yet been
done in this direction, and the once-burned former land-
holders are unlikely to work hard to turn the companies
around unless they have guarantees that they would not
be stripped of the proceeds a second time.
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Trouble Brewing in Coffee

Besides the nebulous or nonexistent property rights to
some land, farmers face another kind of disincentive.
Since 1980 the government-run coffee institute, IN-
CAFE, which formerly competed with a dozen or so
major brokers, has been the monopoly buyer of coffee for
export (there is a similar state monopoly on the sugar
trade). INCAFE sets the price at which it will buy coffee,
and the farmers have no legal recourse. After paying
export taxes of $35 a bag, farmers get about $40 for a
bag that sells for $140 to member countries of the inter-
national coffee cartel. At that rate, says one grower, it is
“worth smuggling” to Guatemala, where farmers can get
up to 50 percent more for their beans. The government
wants coffee to subsidize the rest of the economy, says

Since 1980 coffee production has
dropped about 25 percent. Sugar pro-
duction is down more than 30 percent

from 1979.

this grower, pointing out that the coffee export tax raises
about 20 percent of total government revenues. “But
that’s like trying to support yourself on a drowning
man’s shoulders,” he adds.

INCAFE also pays growers at its own pace, which is
not fast. At times the institute has been more than a year
in arrears to some growers, who are left without cash to
finance fertilizers and pesticides for the next year’s crop.
And one Salvadoran economic analyst calls INCAFE,
which has about 800 employees, the kind of institution
that can easily be “a beautiful mechanism for financing
graft and payoffs.”

There were two rationales for the creation of INCAFE,
and it is not clear that either has been well served. The
first was to break the grip of the oligarchy on the coffee
trade. But that grip has merely been transferred to the less
efficient, more powerful hands of the state. The second
rationale was to ensure that foreign exchange earned by
selling coffee was reinvested in El Salvador. But because a
producer must get government approval in order to
spend his earnings, he has less incentive to produce—
which lowers foreign-exchange earnings and worsens the
very dollar shortage that the government wants to cure.

Although no one has satisfactorily separated the ef-
fects on crop production of violence, low commodity
prices in recent years, state trade monopolization, and
the land reform, the numbers tell a dismal tale for which
the land reform and INCAFE must bear at least some
responsibility. From 1975 to 1980 coffee production
rose about 50 percent. Since 1980 it has dropped about
25 percent. Production of sugar, another important crop,
is down more than 30 percent from 1979 levels, and
cotton production today is half what it was in 1979.
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More shocks are in store. Although 5 percent of the
coffee trees must be replanted each year to maintain
production, for the last five years there has been virtually
no new planting. Since coffee trees take a few years to
mature, this neglect will not take a heavy toll until the late
1980s. But it lies like a jagged reef across El Salvador’s
future economic course. Coffee is the country’s dominant
industry, and its sale abroad brings in more than half the
country’s foreign exchange.

Rationed Credit

Another economic problem all Salvadorans face is the
result of the bank nationalizations: the rationing of cred-
it. Although even private banks “ration” credit in the
sense that they dole it out from a limited supply, they are
able to accommodate the needs of individual borrowers
by varying the interest rates according to the merits of the
projects being financed. This flexibility is critical to the
smooth working of an economy. It allows a bank to take
a chance on someone with a new idea, or tide a business-
man over a period of uneven income. There is room to
adapt to the varying credit needs of an unpredictable
world. And private banks must try to please a custom-
er—or risk losing him to another bank.

But the nationalized banks have no such flexibility or
need to please. Interest rates are fixed by the government,
and blocks of credit are earmarked for projects the gov-
ernment favors. Because the state-owned banks must
deal constantly with other government agencies, there
can be long delays and mind-boggling tramites, the Span-
ish word for red tape. At Manufacturas de Papel, a
corrugated box manufacturing company on the outskirts
of San Salvador, the owners say they don’t lack orders,
but they are constantly strapped for the credit that would
enable them to process those orders. “They give us credit,
but not as much as we need,” says Eduardo Aviles, co-
owner and general manager of the factory.

Nor is bank credit the only bottleneck. In 1980 the
government also imposed strict foreign-exchange con-
trols to keep capital from leaving the country. Anyone
who wants to buy dollars to pay for imports must get
Central Bank approval. Factories stand idle because they
cannot get the dollars needed to buy raw materials. Mr.
Aviles says that one of his biggest problems is obtaining
dollars to buy cardboard from the United States. Some
companies must wait so long that they go out of business.
This past July, for example, two soap factories closed
because they could not get dollars to buy tallow.

The foreign-exchange situation is further complicated,
and made even more wasteful, by the existence of two
exchange rates, a set-up notorious for the illegal ar-
bitrage opportunities it provides at government expense.
The Central Bank sells foreign exchange to some custom-
ers at the official rate of 2.5 colones to the dollar, and to
others at roughly four colones to the dollar, with the aim
of giving a favorable rate to importers of raw materials or
basic consumption necessities. But it is tempting for im-
porters with access to the official rate to present padded
invoices, buy extra dollars at the official rate, and resell
them for a profit on the black market, a practice known
as “over-invoicing.” As one U.S. embassy analyst admits,
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“A certain amount of leakage is inevitable” with a system
of differential exchange rates such as this. The Central
Bank has recently beefed up its efforts to check invoices,
but the only thoroughly effective way to eliminate the
leakage would be to return to a single, realistic exchange
rate. Differential rates effectively subsidize those who are
allowed to buy at the lower rate, and they invite graft and
cronyism, along with fraud. If subsidization is the goal, it
is more efficient to do it directly.

The United States tries to alleviate the foreign-ex-
change problem by providing dollar loans or grants. But
with this aid we bring conditions and programs that
specify how resources must be used, and make the Sal-
vadoran economy even more inflexible. Most of our aid
can be used only to buy U.S. goods, even if a better deal
can be had elsewhere. One AID official explains that this
condition is “designed to help American businessmen,”
which seems an odd priority in this tiny, war-wracked
economy, though it may be practical politics back in
Washington.

Enlisting Market Incentives

The common defense of aid to El Salvador is that
without it the Salvadoran economy would collapse under
the pressures of war. There is sense to this argument. But
along with it usually comes an explanation that the entire
roster of controls and nationalizations is also necessary
to keep the economy going long enough to win the war.
Much of that is nonsense. Victory is not achieved by
creating a centrally planned economy and force-feeding
it capital as if it were a rebellious infant. That brings on
the kind of economic indigestion that afflicts El Salvador
today. State intervention in the private economic sector
should go only far enough to be useful in winning the
war, not so far that it becomes another enemy of the
people.

For now, investors in both the United States and El
Salvador are still waiting for President Duarte to estab-
lish the economic policy direction of his new administra-
tion. That direction will affect whether El Salvador will
continue to be a country in which zero growth is regarded
as an achievement, or whether it will begin to realize the
potential of its hard-working people.

Economic Paralysis in El Salvador

The United States has enormous influence over eco-
nomic policies in El Salvador. The agrarian reform was
designed largely by an American law professor, Roy
Prosterman. Our aid programs double as considerable
bargaining chips, as embassy officials concede. We
should be looking for every viable means to restore mar-
ket incentives in El Salvador, thereby urging the country
toward economic health instead of dependency on for-
eign handouts. The United States should encourage the
rapid establishment of genuine property rights, both on
the cooperatives and the small farms. One way of bring-
ing capital into the country while restoring faith in prop-
erty rights would be to compensate the former land-
owners in full—the most solid form of assurance that
they will not be stripped of profits on future investments.

State intervention in the private sector
should go only far enough to be useful
m winming the war, not so far that it
becomes another enemry of the people.

The banks should be denationalized, as should the coffee
and sugar trade monopolies. The special subsidies and
aid programs should be streamlined by establishing one
realistic exchange rate, and aid recipients should be al-
lowed to spend their money wherever they can get the
best bargain, instead of trying to squeeze help for Ameri-
can business into an already long list of priorities.
Some economic controls and subsidies may be vital to
the effort to win the war. But both the United States and
Salvadoran governments should be looking for every
chance to get rid of controls that shackle the economy
rather than brace it for a fight. Free-market incentives are
powerful allies of freedom and economic progress. They
should be enlisted in EI Salvador to help win the war and
build for the future. x
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Democracy’s Hall of Fame

Anti-Conumunist Heroes of the Third World

Michael S. Warner

One of the supreme ironies of our times is that Marx-
ists are so shameless in their hero worship. For all their
talk of the dialectic and laws of history, Marxists under-
stand that in practice revolutions are by no means inev-
itable; they must be waged and won by revolutionaries.
Lenin, Mao, Ho Chi Minh, Sandino—Communist move-
ments everywhere have erected cults of personality. They
recognize the power of heroes, even dead heroes, to
crystallize popular hopes and resolve.

We might do well to take a page from their book.
Democracy has heroes of its own, and not only Western
leaders such as Washington, Lincoln, and Churchill. The
Third World also can boast of democratic men and wom-
en who have defeated Communism, or are valiantly
fighting it now. Ramon Magsaysay of the Philippines,
General Sir Gerald Templer in Malaya, Romulo Betan-
court of Venezuela, Jonas Savimbi of Angola, and Eu-
genia Charles of Dominica have successfully fought for
freedom and human dignity, and their stories can provide
both instruction and inspiration for anti-Communist
democrats everywhere.

Ramon Magsaysay: Huks on the Run

After World War II and the Communist seizures of
China, North Korea, and North Vietnam, Marxist insur-
rections threatened nearly every country in Southeast
Asia. The Philippines, newly independent from the
United States in 1946, were particularly vulnerable. Sta-
linist agitators fanned the grievances of Filipino peasants
in the late 1940s, and soon bands of rebels, the Huks,
were wreaking havoc on the dominant island of Luzon.

Huk guerrillas seemed to be everywhere in central
Luzon—attacking police posts, ambushing vehicles, kid-
napping, killing, and otherwise terrorizing their enemies.
The Huk politburo brazenly operated in Manila itself,
the capital city. By the summer of 1950, 10,000 guerrillas
were fighting the Filipino army, and because of the war in
Korea, little American aid could be spared. The lack-
adaisical government of President Elpidio Quirino ap-
peared ineffectual in dealing with the threat.

But in September 1950 President Quirino appointed a
new secretary of defense. Ramon Magsaysay, a former
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bus mechanic, had been a hero in the resistance against
the Japanese occupation, and after independence served
as chairman of the armed services committee in the Fil-
ipino House of Representatives. His impact as defense
secretary was almost immediate. On the night of his
inauguration Mr. Magsaysay met secretly with a member
of the Huk politburo, who wanted to defect. Shortly
afterwards, a series of raids in Manila netted six polit-
buro members, almost 100 other Huks, and thousands of
valuable documents.

Mr. Magsaysay was determined to smash the Huks,
and in the following months he seemed to be everywhere.
Roaming the countryside in a jeep, oblivious to the dan-
ger of ambush, and often accompanied only by American
adviser Colonel Edward Lansdale, he checked on the
progress of the war and ferreted out corruption. His
portly figure and loud Hawaiian shirts were soon famil-
iar to the troops and people of “Huklandia,” as the
Manila press dubbed the battle zone, and his surprise
inspections became legendary. So did his hot temper.
Colonel Lansdale recalled that the possibility of a visit
from Mr. Magsaysay reformed many petty criminals
both in the military and outside it. “Every time I have the
drawer open with all that stamp money in it and start
getting tempted to help myself,” remarked one postal
clerk, “I get to thinking that that damn guy would take
that moment to show up and catch me.”

Mr. Magsaysay emphasized two ideas, both basic to
successful counterinsurgency operations.

First, the military had to be made a reliable anti-
guerrilla force. Mr. Magsaysay improved discipline and
morale, reorganized the army into 1,200-man Batallion
Combat Teams, created special reconnaissance and raid-
ing patrols, and promoted officers on the basis of their
combat performance rather than their desk-top dili-
gence. He told commanders in his ungrammatical but
effective way, “Take officers who could lead and yank
out those who are inefficient in your outfits, and I will
back you.” Realizing that in Mr. Magsaysay they had a

MicHAEL S. WARNER is a graduate student in history at
the University of Wisconsin.

Policy Review



Ramon Magsaysay defeated the Huks and in 1953 Wa:_

leader who wanted to win, his soldiers began to fight.

Second, Mr. Magsaysay convinced the people of
Huklandia that their government cared more about them
than the Huks did. He made his soldiers treat peasants
with respect, and he listened to the complaints and infor-
mation provided by villagers. Perhaps his best-known
measure was the Economic Development Corps program
(EDCOR), which gave land and a chance to start anew to
Huks who surrendered. Mr. Magsaysay explained his
strategy in terms no one could misunderstand: “With my
left hand I offer the Huks the way to peace, the way that
will give them a home and economic security; with my
right hand I shall crush all of those who wish to destroy
our democratic institutions.”

Secretary Magsaysay’s energy and charisma soon had
the Huks on the run, and by the end of 1952 their
remaining cadres were little more than isolated bandits.
The Philippines Free Press named him “Man of the
Year” in 1951, noting, “His efforts in fighting the Huks
have been crowned with success, resulting in the break-
ing of the ‘spinal column’ of the Communist movement.”
Almost as many Huks surrendered as were killed or
captured, a sure measure of his political as well as mili-
tary victories. In 1953 Mr. Magsaysay ran for president
and won by a landslide. Unfortunately, he died in an
airplane crash in 1957. The Philippines have not re-
mained a liberal democracy, but thanks to Ramon Mag-
saysay they were spared Communist rule and thus still
have hope for the future.

Winning Hearts and Minds in Malaya

While Mr. Magsaysay was beating the Huks, British
General Sir Gerald Templer was combatting guerrillas in
Malaya, then under British rule. The Communists were
capitalizing on unrest among Malaya’s ethnic Chinese.
Led by Chin Peng, they mounted a bloody campaign of
terror in the late 1940s. By 1951 they had frightened and
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demoralized the entire colony, and even assassinated the
British high commissioner in a roadside ambush.
Happily for all but the Communists, the man Prime
Minister Winston Churchill picked to replace the mur-
dered Sir Henry Gurney was a courageous soldier and
proved a surprisingly skillful politician. “Every inch the
soldier,” General Templer was the son of a colonel.
Schooled at Wellington and Sandhurst, he fought in the
trenches in the First World War, made the Olympic
hurdles team in 1924, and 12 years later was decorated
for gallantry in Palestine. In World War II he became
Britain’s youngest lieutenant general, and commanded
an armored division in Italy. Appointed a military com-
missioner in occupied Germany, General Templer at one
point sacked an obscure burgomaster named Konrad
Adenauer for alleged laziness and incompetence.
Like Mr. Magsaysay, the intense and deceptively frail-
looking General Templer had a near instant effect on the
war. His fiery temper and ceaseless energy were soon the
talk of Malaya. As high commissioner and director of
operations (no man had ever held both posts), General
Templer wielded more civil and military power than any
British officer since Cromwell. He grasped the impot-
tance of the war’s political facets; indeed, he coined the
famous maxim that to beat guerrillas one must win “the
battle for the hearts and minds of the people.”
General Templer was an exponent of independence
and an opponent of racism. As he put it, “You can and
should have independence if you help me to get rid of
these Communists.” He also made no secret of his disgust
for the polarizing racism of the colony’s contentious
factions, especially the persecution of the ethnic Chinese,
whom he sought to make equal partners in Malay soci-
ety. Sir Gerald did not simply run the government, he
inspired its citizenry.
The general’s first concern was implementing the
Briggs Plan (named for the former director of operations,
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Deceptively frail-looking General Sir Gerald Templer
brought hope and resolve to beleaguered Malaya.

General Sir Harold Briggs). Thousands of poor Chinese
squatters farmed the jungle’s edge and furnished supplies
and recruits to the Min Yuen, a Communist front. Tem-
pler resettled half a million Chinese in “New Villages,”
trained and armed them as Home Guards, and gave them
the chance to own the land they farmed. This proved a
mortal blow to the Communists. Suddenly bereft of their
support, the guerrillas retreated deeper into the jungle,
only to be hunted relentlessly by the British army and
Malay police.

With the help of Sir Robert Thompson he used psycho-
logical warfare against the guerrillas. Information that
led to the capture of rebels earned informants huge cash
rewards. Half a billion “safe conduct” passes scattered
over the jungle urged guerrillas to surrender. And the
secret but deadly Special Branch—a cloak-and-dagger
team including female double agents—hounded the
Communist leaders.

Where there was once despair General Templer
brought new hope and resolve, and by 1953 the rebels’
isolation and dimming prospects were clear to all. But
before leaving, the general warned against overoptimism
with characteristic bluntness, vowing to “shoot the bas-
tard who says this Emergency is over.”

General Templer resigned his post in June 1954, confi-
dent of victory but fearful his presence would over-
shadow the upcoming Malay elections. Promoted to field
marshal, he later served four years as chief of the Imperial
General Staff. He died in London in 1979. The Malaya he
fought for is now part of Malaysia, a democratic bulwark
in Southeast Asia, while Singapore, which split off from
the Malay peninsula to form its own independent nation
in 1959, is one of the most prosperous nations in Asia.
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Saving Democracy from Castro

After conquering Cuba in 1959, Fidel Castro immedi-
ately began to support Communist insurgencies in such
countries as Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Nicaragua. His
primary target for subversion was the fledgling democ-
racy of oil-rich Venezuela. But that country was to be Mr.
Castro’s first major disappointment, largely because of
the skill and tenacity of one of Latin America’s greatest
democratic leaders.

President Romulo Betancourt spent all his adult life
working to reform his country. Three times he had fled
into exile (the first when he was only 20), each time
eluding a different dictator. In Costa Rica in the 1930s he
briefly flirted with Communism, but rejected it when he
realized it offered little to Venezuela. By his 30th birth-
day Betancourt was a household name, known for integ-
rity and commitment to democratic reform. He was a
warm, scholarly man, and Venezuelans adored him.
After the ouster of dictator Perez Jimenez in 1958, Mr.
Betancourt returned from exile for the last time and won
the country’s first presidential election in a decade.

Venezuela soon faced dangers from left and right.
General Jimenez’s sympathizers in the army mutinied
twice, in 1960 and 1961, but loyal troops quickly sup-
pressed both uprisings. Having seen Venezuelan democ-
racy stifled by renegade officers in 1948, Mr. Betancourt
as president took pains to cultivate the military’s good
will. He improved their pay and living conditions,
praised their loyalty, and quietly weeded out untrustwor-
thy officers. He strengthened the army with American
counterinsurgency training and better intelligence, and
he overhauled the country’s police force, recruiting and
retraining it from the ground up.

These reforms proved fortunate when Communist
subversion began in earnest. Mr. Castro recognized that
the success of Venezuela’s democratic example was inim-
ical to the spread of Marxism in Latin America. “At the
top of their lungs,” Mr. Betancourt wrote, the Commu-
nists “proclaimed that the Venezuelan experiment had to
be destroyed.” His administration returned this enmity,
taking a strong anti-Cuban stance from the outset.

Open unrest flared in October 1960 when the
Movement of the Revolutionary Left called for revolu-
tion. Riots at the Central University and elsewhere re-
sulted, and policemen and troops battled protesters in the
streets of Caracas (the riots also precipitated a huge
demonstration of popular support for the Betancourt
government that dwarfed the student protests). More
riots erupted after the administration broke relations
with Cuba in late 1961. Early the next year leftist guer-
rillas holed up in caves in the Sierra del Coro and began a
sporadic insurgency that smoldered for the rest of the
decade. Still more riots in Caracas left 39 dead. And in
the spring of 1962 two more mutinies, of leftist marines,
had to be crushed.

Throughout this ordeal Mr. Betancourt’s faith in de-
mocracy and the Venezuelan constitution never wavered.
He never stooped to the Communists’ level by fighting
them outside the law. “Democracy cannot defend itself
by adopting the methods of dictatorship,” he wrote. Mr.
Betancourt, and the army, knew that the terrorists sought

Policy Review



. i

“Democracy cannot defend itself by adopting the methods
of dictatorship,” wrote Venezuela’s Romulo Betancourt,

to provoke massive repression, and recognized that a
military takeover would inflame popular grievances and
help bring the left to power.

Accordingly, Mr. Betancourt fought strictly by the
book. Though he suspended constitutional guarantees
more than once, he did so in accordance with the emer-
gency powers vested in his office. Only after an apparent
assassination attempt in 1963 did he outlaw the “pro-
Castro extremists,” and not until that October did Betan-
court strip the immunity of the Communist senators and
deputies in the National Congress. Venezuela’s Supreme
Court upheld both actions.

A patriot, reformer, and “man of the people,” Mr.
Betancourt knew the importance of winning and holding
popular trust. Land reform, growth, and prosperity de-
fused the Communists’ major propaganda weapons. Mr.
Betancourt made the army and police protect the law-
abiding Venezuelan, and the citizenry repaid these efforts
with information and support. His methods worked, as
he saw in 1964 when he wrote, “It would be difficult to
find another country as immune as Venezuela to the
totalitarian virus that Cuba exports.” In December 1963
Mr. Betancourt became his country’s first elected presi-
dent to complete his term and peacefully relinquish his
office. He died in New York City on a vacation in 1981.
The democracy he guarded has flourished, and today
Venezuela is perhaps the most stable country in Latin
America.

Democracy’s Hall of Fame

Rollback in Angola

Marxist guerrillas have long been lionized as freedom-
fighters. But today, the tables of insurgency have been
turned, and popular figures are waging guerrilla wars
against Marxist regimes in Cambodia, Afghanistan, An-
gola, and Nicaragua. The most successful struggle so far
has been Jonas Savimbi’s fight to liberate Angola.

The son of a native railroad worker and patriot who
died in a Portuguese jail, Jonas Savimbi decided while
still young to fight Portugal’s rule. After studying in
Lisbon and Lausanne (he holds a Ph.D. in political sci-
ence), he joined Holden Roberto’s pro-Western National
Front for the Liberation of Angola (FNLA). He rose
quickly, becoming the front’s foreign minister before his
30th birthday. But clashes with Mr. Roberto angered
Mr. Savimbi, and he resigned in 1964. For over a year he
traveled, meeting Che Guevara (whom he thought rather
stupid) and Mao Tse-Tung, and training at China’s
Nanking Military Institute. Returning to Africa in 1965,
he founded the National Union for the Total Indepen-
dence of Angola—UNITA—and installed himself as
president of its central committee.

With help from China and Egypt, Mr. Savimbi’s men
fought the Portuguese until the signing of a peace treaty
(the short-lived Alvor Agreement) in January 1975. But
despite the agreement’s provisions for a coalition govern-
ment and elections, Angola’s rival factions were soon
fighting each other. The Marxist Popular Front for the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA) with 11,000 hastily de-
ployed Cuban soldiers, seized the capital (Luanda) and
easily fended off a small force of UNITA, FNLA, and
South African units.

Unhappily for Angola’s new colonizers, however, nei-
ther Mr. Savimbi nor UNITA was broken. Rejecting a
Marxist offer to “share” power, Mr. Savimbi led a hand-
ful of loyalists on a grueling “long march” deep into the
country’s interior. In the wilderness the Portuguese called
the Land at the End of the World, UNITA regrouped and
launched a new guerrilla war. Today Mr. Savimbi bides
his time, slowly expanding UNITA’s territory and ha-
rassing the Cubans and the MPLA with his audacious
sabotage and wide-ranging attacks.

Western journalists return from “Free Angola” as-
tounded at Mr. Savimbi’s miracle. Expecting a ragged
handful of musket-toting natives, they instead find a
professional army with high morale despite shortages
and no pay. Mr. Savimbi’s more than 10,000 soldiers
have fought, and beaten, the Cubans in pitched battles.
“Free Angola” is larger than many countries, and report-
ers tell of UNITA hospitals, machine shops, command
bunkers, churches, and even a secretarial school.

Mr. Savimbi’s charisma, intelligence, and drive are
responsible for UNITA’s success. “If he were killed, I
don’t know what would happen to UNITA,” said one
soldier to the Washington Post’s Leon Dash. A big, im-
posing man with a wide beard and a liking for silver-
tipped walking sticks, Mr. Savimbi speaks seven Western
and African languages. His appeal transcends tribal lines
and commands an “almost mythical allegiance.” His
own philosophy is vaguely social democratic. He is not a
capitalist, and he told Henry Allen: “I have no capital.

51



No one in Angola has any capital.” But neither is he a
doctrinaire socialist. A recent UNITA document speaks
of national recovery and planned development, but adds
that the country’s “move into entrepreneurship” will
ensure “the attainment of economic prosperity more
rapidly and more surely” than concentration of econom-
ic power in government or in “giant-sized enterprises.”

Mr. Savimbi has been called an opportunist for taking
aid from sources as diverse as China and South Africa.
He trades with Pretoria and gets some aid from Mr.
Botha’s government, but claims he has no choice and that
he loathes apartheid. “When a man is drowning in a river
filled with crocodiles, he does not ask whose hand pulls
him to shore,” he told correspondent Richard Harwood.
It is difficult, especially for Mr. Savimbi’s critics on the
left, to remain consistent in condemning him for these
ties. Other African leaders who trade with South Africa,
notably Zimbabwe’s Robert Mugabe, are not censured.

Mr. Savimbi cannot beat the estimated 20,000 to
35,000 Cubans in Angola on his own, but he can and will
continue to make life miserable for the Communists. By
all accounts UNITA has thwarted their attempt to domi-
nate and remold Angola. In last year’s offensives, Mr.
Savimbi’s army seized and briefly held a town only 100
miles from Luanda. In February they took the diamond-
mining center Kanfunfo. The only way Angola’s ruling
Marxists can stop these inroads is to bow to Mr. Savim-
bi’s demands—expulsion of the Cubans, negotiations,
and popular elections.

Jonas Savimbi’s charisma, intelligence, and drive are responsible for UNITA’s inroads against

Communism in Angola.
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Liberating Grenada

Early on the morning of October 25, 1983, President
Reagan stood in a White House briefing room and told a
stunned world that American troops were at that mo-
ment liberating Grenada. By his side was a dignified
black woman in her sixties.

They each read their own short statements, and in the
flurry of questions that followed, one reporter asked Mr.
Reagan: “Do you think the United States has the right to
invade another country to change its government?”

He hesitated a second, but before he could speak the
woman beside him stepped to the microphone.

“And I don’t think it’s an invasion, if I may answer that
question,” she said. Surprised but obviously pleased, the
President nodded his agreement.

“What is it?” the reporter fired back.

“This is a question of our asking for support,” she
answered in a lilting Caribbean accent. “We are one
region. Grenada is part and parcel of us in organization,
and we don’t have—we don’t have the capacity ourselves
to see to it that the Grenadians get the freedom that they
require to have to choose their own government.”

She was Mary Eugenia Charles, prime minister of
Dominica. Granddaughter of a slave, she studied in
Toronto and at the London School of Economics, then
returned to Dominica to launch her career as a lawyer
and businesswoman. In 1968 she founded the Dominica
Freedom Party, and after helping lead the island’s drive
for independence from Britain (granted in 1978), she
spearheaded the
Freedom Party’s op-
position to the cor-
rupt Patrick John,
the country’s first
leader. In 1980 she
won the prime minis-
try with a landslide
victory.

The island of
Dominica is tiny and
very poor—it ex-
ports mainly ba-
nanas—with few re-
sources and no
beaches to draw
tourists. But Mis.
Charles won’t take
help from just any-
one. Among her first
acts as prime minis-
ter was stopping a
Cuban-sponsored
scholarship program
for Dominican youths:
“Too militaristic.
Too revolutionary,”
she told the Miami
Herald’s Beverly
McFarland. In De-
cember 1981 a sav-
age band of Rasta-

Yves Guy Berges/Sygma
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In 1983 Eugenia Charles moved decisively to stop the spread of Communism in the Caribbean when she requested

American help to liberate Grenada.

farians, ex-soldiers, and mercenaries (some with ties to
the Ku Klux Klan) attempted a putsch that ended in two
bloody gunfights with Dominican police.

Mrs. Charles and her Caribbean neighbors watched
with horror as Mr. Bishop began to militarize Grenada.
“It didn’t take a genius to figure out what was going on,”
she said. “You get little snippets of information,” such as
reports of Cubans, Russians, and other tourist types
“with no visible means of support driving around in
fancy cars.”

The arms buildup, Mrs. Charles told an audience last
December, made her fear those weapons were “meant
also for the other countries which had shown quite clear-
ly that they were not and would not adopt the philosophy
that was being spread in Grenada.”

“What could happen to us in a couple of hours in an
island like ours?” she asked.

In October 1983 the Grenadian pot boiled over. Marx-
ist hardliners toppled and later murdered Bishop. On
October 21 a hurriedly called meeting of the Organiza-
tion of Eastern Caribbean States, chaired by Mrs.
Charles, convened in Barbados to decide how to meet
this new danger. Governor-General Paul Scoon, the only
legal authority still alive on Grenada, requested their
help, and they “knew something had to be done. We
could not have gone on living like this.”

Democracy’s Hall of Fame

Together they could only muster about 300 men—
hardly enough to invade Grenada. “We looked for some-
one who could help us,” Mrs. Charles said in December.
Britain, France, and Canada were sympathetic but re-
fused to send troops. So they turned to America: “They
had the capacity.” She had visited the aircraft carrier USS
Independence eatlier that year, “and I knew that boat
alone could do the job that was going to be done in
Grenada.”

With no dissenting votes the organization moved to
request American help. The appeal was sent to Washing-
ton on October 23, and two days later Communism lost
its first country in 64 years.

Grounds for Hope

What links these five leaders—Magsaysay, Templer,
Betancourt, Savimbi, and Charles—is their shared effort
to stem the advance of Communism in the Third World.
Each leader and each case is different from the others in
important ways, to be sure. Yet their very diversity high-
lights an essential fact: that the leaders and the common
people of the Third World, if instilled with the desire to
preserve their freedoms and given the means to do so, can
prove more than a match for their Communist enemies.
In these violent times that is good news indeed, for it is
grounds for hope. x
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How Jimmy Carter Fooled the Arabs

And Other Oil Shockers

S. Fred Singer

Over the past 11 years the world has witnessed two
spectacular increases in the world price of oil, a quadru-
pling in 1973, from $3 to $12 per barrel, and a tripling to
$36 in 1979—80. Most experts predicted the price would
rise ever higher.

Today, however, we have an oil glut. The price cur-
rently stands at $29 and is falling, despite a worldwide
economic recovery and fears that the Iran-Iraq war will
continue to interfere with Persian Gulf tanker traffic. The
price could drop below $20 shortly (in real terms, less
than the 1974 price), but it should then rise slowly as
low-cost oil is gradually depleted.

These oil trends are not a mystery, but a proof that
economics really works. The price rises have encouraged
conservation and the substitution of oil by cheaper, com-
peting energy sources. Today less than 10 percent of U.S.
clectricity is generated by oil. In France, Japan, Taiwan,
and South Korea, nuclear power is growing at a spectacu-
lar rate. Other countries are switching to coal or gas, or
are developing hydroelectric power. OPEC’s oil output
has fallen in half, from 32 million barrels per day in
1979-80 to 17 mbd in 1984, and Saudi Arabia’s has
fallen by nearly two-thirds.

Three Lessons

To understand a variety of puzzling events in the oil
business and to demolish many popular myths, one needs
to remember only three related facts:

e Oil is a fungible substance. In spite of differences in
quality, sulfur content, and specific gravity (weight per
unit volume), one barrel of oil is essentially interchange-
able with any other.

® There is one world oil market, and therefore one
world price. The only variation, a matter of a dollar or
less, is due to differences in transportation costs to Rot-
terdam, Singapore, Houston, and other major transship-
ping ports and refinery centers.

e In spite of appearances and pronouncements to the
contrary, the price of oil is set by supply and demand—
like any other commodity.

These three principles will be useful in analyzing a
number of policy issues: the price of oil, the “need” for

54

strategic stockpiles, and the international oil-sharing
agreement.

Qil Price Mania

How does OPEC set the price of 0il? The question is
predicated on just one of many myths. OPEC does not set
the price of oil. Contract prices follow the spot market
price, which is set by free bargaining. OPEC’s only means
of affecting the spot price is to adjust its oil output and
thereby influence world supply. If OPEC cuts output, for
example, it can reduce supply and raise the price (ot keep
it from falling). But OPEC cannot influence demand;
only consumers control demand, based on their buying
decisions, which depend on the price of oil and on other
factors such as income.

An interesting point arises. If OPEC wants the price of
oil to be extremely high, it must reduce its output toward
zero—but then its revenues also drop toward zero. Con-
versely, too high an output would flood the market and
drive prices down, again lowering revenues. One can see
that there must be an optimum price for OPEC that
maximizes revenues and profits.

The “core” of OPEC, consisting of Saudi Arabia and
the other Arabian producers of the Persian Gulf, has an
interest in maximizing profits over the long term: Its
reserves are sufficient for 50 years or more; and, because
of sparse populations, the financial needs of these coun-
tries have historically been small and they can afford a
long view (although their budgets have now climbed to
match and exceed oil income).

J estimate that the 1973 price increase to $12 per barrel
was close to the OPEC optimum. That price rise came
about only after OPEC countries nationalized the oil
concessions held by multinational oil companies and
restricted the growth of oil production. In the years
preceding 1973, prices had been held down by a continu-
ous boom in oil production, which had been doubling

S. FRED SINGER is currently visiting professor at George
Mason University in Fairfax, Virginia, specializing in
energy policy. His latest book, Free Market Energy, has
just been published by Universe Books.
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every 10 years; by 1979 world production was falling.

On the other hand, the second price increase (in
1979-80) did not result in an optimal price, except for
OPEC producers with small reserves, like Algeria. A
price of $36 per barrel was contrary to the long-range
interests of the OPEC core—though the Saudis and other
core countries didn’t realize it for three years.

The proximate cause of the 1979 price increase was the
fall of the shah of Iran and the virtual cutback of Iranian
oil output. This loss was made up by increases from other
producers, especially Saudi Arabia. Nevertheless, con-
sumers, in anticipation of even higher prices, panicked
and rushed to buy and stockpile quantities of oil. The
hoarding turned into a self-fulfilling prophecy, aided and
abetted by two sudden slashes in Saudi oil production.
After the price reached the mid-thirties, Saudi Arabia,
blundering a second time, attempted to defend the price

Had the Saudis not cut production,
prices would have fallen in 1981. Nu-
clear plants and expensive oil projects
would have been put off.

by gradually reducing production from 10.5 to close to 3
mbd. By March 1983 OPEC was forced either to cut
production further or lower its price. It cut the price to
$29, but this price was still not low enough to halt
consumer conservation efforts around the world.

Had Saudi Arabia not cut its production, prices would
have fallen in 1981, and many long-term commitments
for nuclear plants, gas pipelines, and expensive oil explo-
ration projects would have been put off. But by now such
investments have become sunk costs; the price of oil
would have to drop very low to make it worthwhile to
idle them. For example, it would pay to close down our
operating nuclear plants only if the price of oil were to
fall below $4 per barrel.

What caused the 1979 buying panic and persuaded
Saudi Arabia to defend an unsustainable price—a
blunder that will surely cause them economic and politi-
cal grief? I would give a lot of the credit to President
Carter and his curious fixation on energy as the world’s
greatest problem—the “moral equivalent of war.”
March 1977 saw Jimmy Carter’s first MEOW message
and his first National Energy Plan. It went nowhere in
Congress, so other MEOW’’s followed. Each warned of
the impending energy crisis when the oil supply would no
longer keep up with demand—the famous “gap” that

any economics freshman could have dispelled. Yet these-

assertions went unchallenged, except by a few whose
voices were not widely heard.

When I visited Saudi Arabia in November 1982, I
learned that Mr. Carter’s warnings were still widely ac-
cepted as gospel. They were supported by seemingly
authoritative reports from the CIA and a variety of inter-
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national study groups, led by MIT professors and the
Rockefeller Foundation. Indeed, the Saudis believed even
then that the drop in world oil demand was a temporary
phenomenon due either to the unloading of stockpiles or
to the world recession. I suppose, in the long run, we
should be grateful that Jimmy Carter fooled the Arabs!

Rainy Day Reserves

In the past, experts agreed that in case of a supply
cutoff the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) was vital to
U.S. security and that it needed to be built up to 750
million barrels in order to protect us. But the same ex-
perts are less worried now. They tell us that our Strategic
Petroleum Reserve is already up to 400 mb; our imports
are way down (5 mbd vs. an expected 12 mbd when the
SPR target figure was set); and Saudi Arabia, our erst-
while embargoer, is now our sixth largest oil exporter. So
they figure: We have 80 days of imports in the SPR or
about 500 days of Saudi imports. And in case of a real
catastrophe, these experts look to the oil-sharing pro-
gram of the International Energy Agency (IEA) to pull us
out of trouble.

All of this, of course, is utter rubbish. Should the world
price go up because of a Saudi production cut, we would
be affected—no matter what our level of imports is and
from whom. All those who gloat about the fact that our
Saudi imports are negligible should write on the black-
board one hundred times: Oil is fungible. All oil, includ-
ing U.S.-produced oil, will be swapped out in the market
by traders until the price is roughly equal everywhere.
Our stockpile and everyone else’s SPR can moderate the
rise in this single price. Those countries that have not
invested in a stockpile will get a free ride.

It’s the Saudis, however, who should have the most
interest in keeping the price from rising again. It would
cause more conservation and it would further reduce
their long-term oil market share. They have finally
caught on and are setting up oil stockpiles outside of the
Arab world. This provides not only protection against
short-lived price increases caused by supply interrup-
tions, but also a nest egg for the Saudi family. We should
encourage and help them set up such stockpiles, especial-
ly in the United States.

There is still a debate within our government on how
to manage the SPR. It makes sense, when oil prices jump,
to release oil by a predetermined and preannounced
amount. But bureaucrats (of both parties) have resisted
the use of a trigger reaction and prefer instead to use their
judgment during an emergency. I would rather they
didn’t. Their natural conservatism will cause them to sit
on the SPR until the proverbial “rainy day,” which may
never come.

A better method would be to auction off all or some of
the oil right now by selling tradable call options of differ-
ent time durations and strike prices to the highest bid-
ders. Upon expiration, more options should be sold for
the oil held “long” in the stockpile. This privatizing of the
stockpile would remove it from bureaucratic control but
would leave the SPR as a symbol against any tendency to
reimpose price controls and allocations during an emer-

gency.
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Consumers Unite

The IEA was set up in Paris in 1974 in the panicky
reaction to the Arab oil embargo (which never worked).
The IEA was conceived as a consumer cartel—a sort of
counterpoise to OPEC (which was mistakenly believed to
be a cartel). The consumer cartel didn’t work either, so
another rationale was developed: The IEA was to coordi-
‘nate the sharing of oil supplies during an emergency (this,
after the 1974 experience had clearly shown that embar-
goes don’t work and that the world market will distribute
oil supplies).

National interests came into play in a strange way. The
United States (in the person of Henry Kissinger) believed
it would remain a target of Arab oil embargoes and
therefore wanted a sharing scheme. European countries
were afraid that the United States would outbid them on
the world oil market and split NATO apart. France never
joined the IEA but preferred instead to deal bilaterally
with Arab oil producers, notably Iraq.

They were all wrong. The United States cannot be
effectively embargoed (remember that oil is fungible and
that there can be only one world price) and never has
been. The United States does not outbid Europe. In the
first place, private U.S. companies, not the government,
purchase oil. Secondly, consumers willing to pay the
higher price, be they Americans or Europeans, outbid
other consumers. That is the essence of a free market.
France, especially, paid a heavy price for “guaranteed
access” to oil. In addition to needlessly paying extra
billions of dollars, France also made political conces-
sions, such as furnishing a nuclear “research” reactor to
Iraq that could produce nuclear weapons material.

How Jimmy Carter Fooled the Arabs

It should be clear that the IEA oil-sharing agreement is
cither useless or preposterous, depending on the price at
which the sharing is to take place. That little matter—like
sex among the Victorians—has not been openly dis-
cussed by the IEA. If the sharing price is to be the spot
price during an emergency, then everyone can buy oil at
that price and the IEA is not needed. If, on the other hand,
the much lower pre-emergency price is to be used, then
the sharing becomes a clear subsidy from low per-capita
importers (the United States and the United Kingdom) to
high importers (Japan and Western Europe).

The IEA pact is likely to cost the U.S. consumer oil, or
money, or both. But the real danger is that the IEA
scheme, which is based on demand restraints and alloca-
tions, could drag the United States back into price con-
trols and oil allocations. Strangely enough, Japan and
much of Europe, which never had price controls or oil
crises in 1974 and 1979, have now built up a control-
minded bureaucracy anxious to spring such schemes on
their unsuspecting populations. They seem to have
learned the wrong lesson from our experience!

Moreover, the Department of Energy’s regulatory ap-
paratus—defunct after oil price deregulation in 1981—
has metastasized into numerous state energy offices.
These state employees are waiting for the next crisis
when the Feds will provide their governors with set-aside
oil for “hardship cases.” It is time to drop the IEA
scheme—and quickly, before more mischief is done.

Price controls, oil hoarding, and oil sharing do not
work. In fact they are a part of the problem. If the United
States is to avoid more oil “shocks,”” we must resist our
own regulatory folly. x
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‘“The most
influential,
readable and

far-ranging
magazine now
existing in the

Western World”

S0 one of Britain's leading political commentators, Peregrine
Worsthorne, wrote of ENCOUNTER in 1983, ghortly before the
magazine's 30th anniversary. He was echoing the opinion of the
International Herald Tribune (“Encounter .. one of the few
great beacons of English-language journalism”), of George Will
in Newsweek (“indispensable”™), of Bernard Levin in the
London Times (“never produces an
it that is well worth reading and not to be found elsewhere”) ...
and many others.

As if to demonstrate its continuing vitality, ENCOUNTER
celebrated its 30th anniversary with a radical redesign. Larger
format ... colourful eye-catching covers ... better paper and clearer

type.

The contents, however, have not changed. Jeane
Kirkpatrick's challenging interview with George Urban on
American Foreign Policy, Francis Watson on the Gandhi film,
Zbigniew Brzezinski on the Tragic Dilemmas of Soviet World
Power, Sidney Hook's Memoir of Bertrand Russell, Richard
1owenthal on Karl Marx, short stories by William Trevor, Clive
Sinclair, A.S. Byatt and Penelope Lively, authoritative reviews of
political, history, film and theatre books ... all these recent
contributions are in ENCOUNTER’s established tradition of
first-class journalism, its unique blend of current affairs,
literature and the arts.

Because we think you will find ENCOUNTER
stimulating and enjoyable, we're making this special offer.
For one year we'll enrol you as a subscriber for $29.25 —

a saving of 25% on the normal air-speeded rate. Simply
return the coupon alongside (or a letter in similar terms if
you'd rather not cut your copy) with your dollar cheque,
and we'll start sending you ENCOUNTER from the next
monthly issue.

edition without something in

e
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Encounter, 59 St. Martin’s Lane,

= \—/_
| London WC2N 4J8S, England. /

Thank you for your offer. I'd like to
peceive ENCOUNTER, (air-speeded) A
for one year and enclose my cheque for $29.25.

NAME
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Tax-Slashing 1981

The Kindest Cuts of All

Grover Norquist

In the early 1870s, the United States of America became
the largest economy in the world. In 1984, America
became the world’s fastest growing major economy. We
are growing faster than Japan. Faster than West Ger-
many. Only Singapore and Taiwan have been able to
keep pace with America’s real growth of 7.6 percent over
the past 12 months.

Why? Where did this burst of economic growth come
from?

Just a few years ago we were admonished that we
suffered from malaise—that there were limits to
growth—Iimits to our future and our dreams. Taxes were
creeping ever upward. The economy was veering be-
tween double-digit inflation and high unemployment.

The Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 changed all
that. The tax cut slashed personal income tax rates by 25
percent for all Americans. It accelerated depreciation for
business investment, dropped the capital gains tax from
28 percent to 20 percent, and sharply reduced gift and
inheritance taxes.

Keynesian economists told us that the tax cut would be
wildly inflationary and raise interest rates. They were
wrong. Interest rates fell from 21.5 percent in 1980—
their highest level since the Civil War—to 13 percent.
Inflation fell from 12.4 percent in 1980 to below 4 per-
cent for the past year. The recession of 1982 ended when
the tax cut was fully implemented in January 1983.

The supply-siders who pushed for the tax cut promised
us that reducing tax rates would increase the incentives to
work, save, and invest. And that is exactly what has
happened. The resulting economic activity has been ex-
plosive.

Since the third installment of the tax cut took effect in
1983, more than 6% million new jobs have been created.
Total employment has jumped to a record 105.4 mil-
lion—S5 million above its previous peak. The percentage
of working-age Americans employed rose to a historic
high of 60.0 percent in June 1984.

Facing lower taxes and thus higher rewards for hard
work and risk-taking, more Americans are becoming
entrepreneurs. The number of self-employed has risen by
nearly 400,000 since December 1982. New business in-

Tax-Slashing 1981

corporations, as measured by Dun and Bradstreet, have
been increasing by more than 600,000 a year—twice the
rate of a decade ago.

And the job bonanza is particularly impressive when
compared with the European nations, which have fol-
lowed a model of industrial policy rather than tax cuts. In
May 1984 alone, the American economy generated
880,000 new jobs, more than the Common Market
countries of Europe have created in the past 12 years.

Investment-Led Recovery

The supply-siders also predicted correctly that tax cuts
would fuel a surge in investment. Venture capital ex-
panded by 56 percent in 1983 over 1982. Initial public
stock offerings raised $12.6 billion in 1983—more than
the total garnered in the previous 10 years.

In the first six quarters of the recovery, business fixed
investment rose by 25.4 percent. Investment in durable
equipment jumped by 32 percent. The increase in invest-
ment is almost three times stronger than in the previous
four recoveries. This is no normal business cycle. This is
an investment-led recovery highlighting the confidence
investors have in our future.

Some Keynesians, recognizing the strength and reality
of economic growth, have moved to take credit for the
recovery. They argue that the federal deficits are the true
engine of growth—not the greater incentives of lower tax
rates. Lester Thurow has joined this chorus by announc-
ing that “President Reagan has become the ultimate
Keynesian.”

But this belated attempt to take credit for a recovery
they did not predict will not work. The claimed paternity
is refuted by the facts.

Despite the Washington Post’s assertion that this is a
classic consumer-led recovery, consumption grew by
only 5.4 percent in 1983, compared with real GNP
growth of 6.2 percent. During this period, according to
Norman Ture, investment grew by 37.4 percent, six
times faster than consumption.

GROVER NORQUIST is chief speechwriter for the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce.
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Higher Tax Revenues

Tax cuts have also generated higher tax revenues, espe-
cially in the top brackets. In 1981, at the insistence of
Democratic congressmen, the top marginal rates were
cut from 70 percent to SO percent. The result was exactly
as supply-siders predicted. Money came out of non-
productive tax shelters and into productive, wealth-
creating, and taxable investments. And contrary to con-
ventional wisdom, the tax burden shifted toward the
rich.

Indeed, as syndicated columnist Warren Brookes has
reported, “those with incomes above $500,000 paid
40 percent more tax revenues in 1982 than in 1981.
One of the primary reasons for this huge increase was
a 55 percent rise in the number of returns filed by
those reporting $1 million or more in adjusted gross
income.”

The accelerated depreciation provisions of the 1981
tax bill have boosted the internal cash flow of American
companies, which are now able to meet 75 percent of
their non-financial needs internally, up from 58 percent
before the tax cut. Cash generated through depreciation
on corporate and non-corporate assets has risen to
$377.3 billion. Add undistributed profits of $78 billion
and personal savings of $118 billion, and a total of
$569.8 billion is available to finance America’s borrow-
ing needs, both public and private.

Even this larger figure does not fully state the increase
in savings. The bull stock market which ran the Dow
Jones up from 780 in August 1982 to over 1,200 ex-
panded the personal wealth of Americans by more than
$500 billion. While this jump in wealth does not show up
in flow-of-funds statistics, it represents true savings
available to finance borrowing needs.

Falling Deficit

Political opponents of the tax cut have wisely chosen to
ignore those heartening statistics. Instead, critics argue
that the tax cut has created federal deficits as far as the
eye can see. These deficits, they say, will sop up all
available capital, thus driving up interest rates, reigniting
inflation, and leading to a collapse. The solution they
offer is to increase taxes to bring down the deficit and
avoid Armaggedon.

But the tax cut of 1981 did not cause the present
federal deficit.

The deficit is the difference between total spending and
total revenue. Federal revenues now take in 18 to 19
percent of the GNP, the same as in the 1970s. Federal
spending, however, has jumped from an average of 20 to
22 percent to almost 25 percent in 1983. We are witness-
ing deficit spending—not inadequate taxation.

Further, the deficit is not $200 billion. The deficit hit a
recession-induced high of $195 billion in fiscal year
1983, but economic growth has expanded the tax base
and reduced social spending, particularly unemployment
compensation (down $17 billion in the first nine months
of FY 1984). The deficit is now running at about $170
billion and will continue to fall in real terms and as a
percentage of the gross national product.

Tax increases will not close the deficit. This was at-
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tempted with the ill-fated Tax Equity and Fiscal Respon-
sibility Act of 1982. We were promised three dollars in
spending cuts for every one of the $98 billion in tax
increase. Yet, when the smoke cleared, Congress had
spent every penny of the new revenues plus some. We got
$1.16 of spending increase for every dollar of additional
taxes. The deficit widened. Another round of tax in-
creases will only slow the growth of the economy and
increase rather than decrease the deficit.

California turned a $1.5 billion deficit in 1983 into a
$1 billion surplus after refusing to enact a statewide tax
increase. Instead, the state raised revenues through the
economic growth created by the federal tax cut. State
budgets are now $60 billion in surplus as a result of the
national economic recovery.

Economic growth raises tax revenues as more people
go to work and join the payrolls. At the same time, it
reduces federal spending on social programs and the

“The results are in—and unmistakable.
The tax cut of 1981 worked.”

demand for social welfare programs.

The results are in—and unmistakable. The tax cut of
1981 worked just as its proponents said it would. It
increased incentives for individuals to work, save, and
invest, and the American people responded quickly and
decisively. And the economic growth the tax cut created
has given us the means to further reduce the already
falling deficit.

It is ironic that just as the low tax policy of the Reagan
administration is proving itself successful on all fronts,
leading politicians of both parties have failed to under-
stand how and why the economy is growing at 7.6 per-
cent, a rate usually reserved for inflation figures.

Worse, these politicians are calling for a return to the
very policies of high taxation and high federal spending
that failed so miserably in the 1970s.

The rest of the world, however, is beginning to under-
stand why America is once again the model for economic
growth. Impressed by the vitality and entrepreneurship
he witnessed on a recent trip to Silicon Valley, France’s
President Francois Mitterrand has announced a tax cut of
8 percent. Britain’s Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher,
after experimenting with monetarism and trying repeat-
edly to cut spending first and taxes second, has come up
with a new budget with lower marginal tax rates. In the
last few years workers have held massive demonstrations
in Japan, Sweden, and Ireland, each time demanding tax
cuts.

Our secret for rapid economic growth is no secret. The
whole world has seen and marveled at the power and
strength of the American economy when tax cuts unleash
the talents, the energies, and the genius of the American
people. =

Policy Review



THE AUTHORITATIVE NEW BOOKS

FIREARMS

N {SSUES OF PUBLIC POLICY I

Edited by

DON B. KATES, JR.

Foreword by
JOHN KAPLAN

PACIFIC INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH

FIREARMS AND VIOLENCE
Issues of Public Policy

Edited by DON B. KATES, JR.
Foreword by JOHN KAPLAN

The continuing escalation of violent crime in the
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gun control issues. Firearms and Violence provides
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terly controversial subject, with topics ranging from
a comprehensive analysis of the underlying assump-
tions of gun controls to an in-depth examination

of constitutional guarantees for and impediments
against effective firearms legislation. Firearms and
Violence finds that gun controls are ineffective in
reducing crime, and that gun prohibition produces
an increasingly violent, crime-prone society; to the
particular detriment of minorities and the disad-
vantaged. Instead, the problem of crime will only
be resolved through remedying fundamental

social, economic, and political factors involved.
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The escalating problems of public elementary and
secondary education have created the widely recog-
nized need to critically reassess the public school
system. This comprehensive book examines the
relationship between schooling, education, and the
state and how the state, through the regulation of pri-
mary and secondary schooling in the United States,
restricts educational practice to an extent that is
detrimental to the general public and especially to
minorities and the disadvantaged. The contributions
to this volume are diverse in content and approach,
and range from left to right politically in their points
of view. Together they provide a unified understand-
ing of the many problems in education and offer
new directions for constructive policy reform.

“The Public School Monopoly is at once comprehensive,
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Jul examination of the political state and its monopolistic
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—ROBERT NISBET
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The Marketplace of Ideas

Forty Years of Best-Selling Conservative Books

Jean Savage

Best-seller lists are usually the terrain of sensational
novels, diet books, and Garfield the Cat. They scem
unlikely places to find the titles of serious works extolling
the virtues of individualism, freedom, and Christian mo-
rality. But the demand for conservative books is out
there, and over the past 40 years dozens of such books
have climbed to best-seller status. As defined by the
publishing trade, this means selling at least 30,000 copies
in the first flush of publication, with healthy continuing
sales.

Frequently these conservative best-sellers have been
published without advance notice, and without acknowl-
edgment by the literary establishment. Some have not
even been included on coast-to-coast best-seller lists. Nor
have they always been the most original works intellec-
tually; in many cases they have popularized ideas from
more seminal works. Nonetheless, many of these conser-
vative best-sellers have fired the American imagination
and deeply influenced the nation’s politics.

What follows here is an abbreviated list of conser-
vative best-sellers, a dozen of America’s more popular
books over the last forty years.

The Road to Serfdom

The first, and probably the most im-
portant, title on this list had one of
the most inauspicious beginnings.
Friedrich Hayek’s Road to Serfdom
was rejected by several major publish-
ing houses before it was brought out in
1944 by the University of Chicago
Press in a printing of only 2,000 cop-
ies. The book was snapped up, and
larger printings followed immediately. In early 1945, it
was condensed and reprinted by the Reader’s Digest, and
distributed by the Book-of-the-Month Club. To date, it
has sold 79,000 in hardcover, 127,000 in paperback, and
continues to sell at least two to three thousand copies a
year.

The enduring popularity of The Road to Serfdom is the
result of Mr. Hayek’s timeless, succinct warning to the
West of the dangers of collectivism and rtotalitarianism.

A classic waming
against

dangers to freedom
inherentin

sociai planoing
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In the midst of a war in which one totalitarian state was a
U.S. enemy, another an ally, Mr. Hayek showed their
common basis in socialism, and the seeds of statism in all
of Western society. He wrote of the blindness of modern
liberals to the conflict in principle between freedom and
socialism, and his words are still fresh today:

It is more important to clear away the obstacles
with which human folly has encumbered our path
and to release the creative energy of individuals
than to devise further machinery for ‘guiding’ and
‘directing’ them. . . .

Mr. Hayek became a Nobel laureate in economics in
1974, and the special importance of his book among
conservative best-sellers is confirmed by the acknowl-
edged debt of many of the other authors.

God and Man at Yale
(}(ﬂf“% How a famous institution failed to

L live up to treasured American ideals
MANat

was the takeoff point for God and
Man at Yale by William F. Buckley,
Jr., published in 1951. In his outburst
against his alma mater, written a few
years after his graduation, Mr. Buck-
ley depicted Yale as a great university
~ that claimed to uphold American val-
ues of individualism and Christianity, while inculcating
the opposite. He made detailed criticisms of books, pro-
fessors, courses, and their overwhelming leaning toward
collectivism and secularism. He ended by calling on the
alumni to challenge Yale’s policies. Although Mr. Buck-
ley’s publisher, Henry Regnery, had planned a huge pub-
licity campaign, the book caused such a furor in the
academic community and the press that no further pro-
motion was needed. God and Man at Yale sold over
40,000 copies in hardcover, and has averaged sales of
about 900 a year in Regnery-Gateway paperback.

YALE
N

JEAN SAVAGE is an editor in the copy department of The
Heritage Foundation.
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Mr. Buckley has, of course, been a best-selling author
many times since God and Man at Yale, but for the
conservative movement this was his most important title.
Its value far outstripped its sales, for it brought forward a
clear voice against the liberal hold on the intellectual
establishment. This move was soon consolidated by the
founding of National Review, with Mr. Buckley as edi-
tor, in November 1956.

Witness

Few episodes have had more impact on American
intellectuals than the 1950 trial of Alger Hiss. The classic
confrontation between Mr. Hiss, the popular, liberal
State Department official, and Whittaker Chambers, his
soul-searching, ex-Communist accuser, continues to in-
spire analysis and comment today. Witness, the 808-page
book that the trial wrung from Mr. Chambers, became a
best-seller in 1952. Its prepublication serialization in the
Saturday Evening Post reached hundreds of thousands,
and it is still in print in Random House hardcover today.
Historian George Nash ranks it with The Road to
Serfdom as “an assault on the American left at a moment
of acute uncertainty.”

Witness was far more than an account of the reasons
for Mr. Chambers’s revelations about Mr. Hiss. It was an
eloquent personal testament, linking the struggle against
Communism to the eternal religious struggle of good
against evil. One of the book’s early fans, President Rea-
gan, recently bestowed posthumously on Whittaker
Chambers the nation’s highest civilian award, the Medal
of Honor.

The Conservative Mind
In 1953 Henry Regnery, who had

Con&ative published God and Man at Yale,
Mind brought out a more scholarly, modest
frotEke o Elior best-seller. The Conservative Mind by
Russell Kirk discussed conservative
thought from Edmund Burke to
Russell Kirk George Santayana. Mr. Kirk pitted the
tensions of the modern, industrialized

Sixth Revised Edition

world against the traditional concepts
of divine order and natural law. He wrote of the connec-
tion between property and freedom, and maintained that
innovation does not automatically equal progress.

The Conservative Mind received wide acclaim as a
brilliant piece of scholarship, which showed the continu-
ity of diverse lines of conservative thought. The book
appealed to many who were reacting against collectivism
on grounds ranging from party politics to religion. It sold
over 30,000 copies in hardcover, and is still in paperback
print, selling an average of two to three hundred copies a
year.

Atlas Shrugged

Novels also have a place on the conservative best-seller
list, and one of the best known is the controversial Atlas
Shrugged by Ayn Rand, published in 1957. Although the
book deals with one of conservatism’s most pervasive
themes—laissez-faire economics—it was not accepted by
some conservative thinkers.

The Marketplace of Ideas

Ms. Rand developed a ruthless objectivist philosophy
in a black versus white tale of what happens when the
men of the mind go on strike. Technocrats, engineers,
and managers face off against the Children of Darkness,
an amorphous mass of leftists and liberal New Dealers.
The message, as proclaimed by one of her protagonists,
is: “I swear—by my life and love of it—that I will never
live for the sake of another man nor ask another man to
live for mine.” For some, this motto implied rugged
individualism. For others, a dictatorship of a technologi-
cal elite. But whatever the spread of opinion, and despite
its length of 1,168 pages, sales of Atlas Shrugged soared
to over a million copies in its first six years and to date
have reached 132,000 in hardcover and over 4 million in
paperback.

Conscience of a Conservative

Another conservative book which sold millions of cop-
ies was Barry Goldwater’s Conscience of a Conservative,
published in 1960. In this book, Mr. Goldwater made no
claim to earth-shattering new truths. Instead, he re-
affirmed traditional conservatism, strict constitutional-
ism, states’ rights, and limited government. His argument
took off from Russell Kirk and was written under the
“guiding hand” of Brent Bozell. But what counted was
M. Goldwater’s drive to put conservatism on a practical
plane. As a U.S. senator, he saw the failure of conser-
vative reason to translate into political realities:

Though we Conservatives are deeply persuaded
that our society is ailing, and know that Conser-
vatism holds tﬁe key to national salvation—and
feel sure the country agrees with us—we seem un-
able to demonstrate the practical relevance of Con-
servative principles to the needs of the day.

Conscience of a Conservative was brought out in a
printing of 10,000 in March 1960, by the virtually un-
known Victor Publishing Company of Shepherdsville,
Kentucky. But Americans recognized an authentic con-
servative, as the Chicago Tribune called him, and they
bought 3.5 million copies of his book. It became a best-
seller, made his name a household word, and helped him
gain the Republican presidential candidacy in 1964.

A Choice, Not An Echo

While Mr. Goldwater was running for president, in
1964, another author published the first in what became
a long string of best-sellers. Rarely reviewed, never on
best-seller lists, published by the Pere Marquette Press,
Phyllis Schlafly’s books have sold millions of copies. A
Choice, Not an Echo was the first. Mrs. Schlafly de-
scribes it as “The History of Republican National Con-
ventions, a longtime hobby of mine. It’s a fascinating
story. [ knew it, and I wrote it.” A briskly written descrip-
tion of the so-called kingmakers in her own Republican
Party, it commended Barry Goldwater as the people’s
choice for president and took to task those kingmakers
who would have had it otherwise. She linked the choices
of powerful moderate Republicans with their accommo-
dations to liberal philosophy. In each convention, from
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CONSERVATIVE
BEST-SELLERS

COPIES SOLD

The Road to Serfdom (1944) 206,000
by Friedrich Hayek

God and Man at Yale (1951) 69,700
by William F. Buckley, Jr.

Witness (1952) *
by Whittaker Chambers

The Conservative Mind (1953) 37,750
by Russell Kirk

Atlas Shrugged (1957) 4,132,000
by Ayn Rand

Conscience of a Conservative (1960) 3,500,000
by Barry Goldwater

A Choice, Not An Echo (1964) 3,000,000
by Phyllis Schlafly

The Unheavenly City (1970) 100,000
by Edward C. Banfield

A Time for Truth (1978) 2,550,000
by William E. Simon

Free to Choose (1979) 1,240,000
by Milton Friedman

Wealth and Poverty (1981) 350,000
by George Gilder

A Christian Manifesto (1981) 312,000

by Francis August Schaeffer

*unavailable
t1970-1972

1936 on, she referred to the pertinent issues and showed
how, in the interest of the financial world they represent-
ed, the kingmakers tended to give in to Soviet and Chi-
nese Communists. A Choice, Not an Echo sold 3 million
copies.

Phyllis Schlafly’s books (including The Gravediggers,
Strikes from Space, The Power of a Christian Woman,
Kissinger on the Couch) deserve special note because
they may have been the first to articulate the mentality of
today’s New Right conservatism. They argued for Amer-
ican well-being first, based on recognition of the Com-
munist threat, adherence to Christian principles, and
reduced statism.
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The Unheavenly City

In 1970, despite the left’s hegemony over public dis-
course, a conservative best-seller emerged. During the
“model cities” years, Edward C. Bantfield’s The Un-
heavenly City made the rash claim that the cities and
urban life were not declining, and had actually improved
in recent years. The difficulty, said Banfield, lay in gov-
ernment programs that confounded good intentions and
good solutions, and exacerbated urban problems by rais-
ing city dwellers’ expectations above possible fulfillment.

M. Banfield’s book was among the first of a new genre
of conservative writings which not only found fault theo-
retically with liberal policies, but also showed on the
basis of case studies how liberal solutions had failed. The
Unheavenly City was also among the first neoconser-
vative publications. Mr. Banfield said:

By far the most effective way of helping the poor is
to keep profitseekers competing vigorously for
their trade as consumers and for their services as
workers. This, however, is not a way of helping that
affords members of the upper classes the chance to
flex their moral muscles or the community the
chance to dramatize its commitment to the values
that hold it together.

Even diehard do-gooders had to read this book, and it
sold 100,000 copies in the first two years.

A Time for Truth

By 1978, midway through the Carter administration,
many conservatives felt a growing frustration with liber-
al spending and regulation. William E. Simon articulated
this sense in A Time for Truth, a vigorous, witty argu-
ment against government sprawl, punctuated by Mr.
Simon’s experience as secretary of the treasury and as
“energy czar.” Mr. Simon sums up his sense of urgency in
his dedication: “. .. to my children, so that they can
never say, at some future time, ‘Why weren’t we told?””

Thanks in great part to Mr. Simon’s own promotional
efforts, the book sold more than 150,000 in Reader’s
Digest Press hardcover, and more than 2.4 million were
printed in Berkeley paperback.

Free to Choose

FREE TO
CHOSE

Today, the name Milton Friedman
is widely known. The best-selling Free
to Choose, written in 1979 by Mr.
Friedman and his wife, Rose, plus the
popular TV series of the same name,
explained to a nationwide audience
his brand of free-market economics

MILTON & ROSE and its political implications. Over 1.2

FRIEDMAN million copies of the Harcourt, Brace,
Jovanovitch book are in print. But Mr. Friedman’s no-
tions had been best-seller material before, in the 1962
book Capitalism and Freedom, of which the University
of Chicago Press has sold 17,900 in hardcover and
474,000 in paperback. Mr. Friedman’s Nobel Prize in
economics was awarded between the two books, in
1976.

Free to Choose surpasses Mr. Friedman’s earlier book

A Personal Statement__
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in making clear, even to those unschooled in economics,
how the market works. Even liberal critics urged the
public to read the Friedmans.

Wealth and Poverty

Another best-selling book about
Wealth capitalism has been George Gilder’s
Wealth and Poverty, published in
and 1981 by Basic Books. Mr. Gilder
couched his discussion in three sec-
Poverty tions. “The Mandate for Capitalism”
GEORGE explained that wealth (supply-side ec-
GILDER onomics, small businesses, technolo-
gy, and private sources of creativity)
creates the only ambience in which it is possible to fight
poverty effectively. “The Crisis of Policy” debunked wel-
fare, pointing out that the collectivization of real risks
and costs harms economic well-being. And “The Econo-
my of Faith” was an encomium to optimism and risk-
taking as the soul of enterprise.
Mr. Gilder’s thesis that the motive of capitalism is
giving, rather than rational self-interest, exposed him to

argument and criticism. But his enthusiasm for capitalists
won him readers. His book has sold over 125,000 in
hardcover, and 225,000 paperback copies are in print.

A Christian Manifesto

The same year, 1981, also saw the publication of A
Christian Manifesto, by the late Francis August
Schaeffer. This book has sold 312,000 copies to date, and
is representative of a number of best-sellers which con-
nect the so-called New Right to the conservative move-
ment. They are distributed chiefly through Christian
bookstores, and do not appear on the best-seller list of
the New York Times. But they add a grassroots base to
the more purely intellectual aspects of the conservative
movement.

Like all best-seller lists, this one has left out many
significant books. Conservatives have written prolifically
over the last 40 years, and many of their books have sold
well. But the books mentioned here provide at least a
brief guide to those conservative ideas that sell, and that
have helped to shape today’s political agenda. x

Is industrial policy the solution . . .

or the problem?

Editor Chalmers Johnson and twelve
distinguished economists and political
scientists take a critical look at the
many issues raised by recent calls for a
national “industrial policy.”” THE
INDUSTRIAL POLICY DEBATE is

must reading for this election year!

““...by far the best single book available on this issue.”
Professor C. Glyn Williams

215 pages
$8.95 (paper)
$21.95 (cloth)

At better bookstores, or direct from

University of South Carolina
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A Handful ot ildealists

Changed the Nation!

Conservatives used to talk a lot...
Vote a lot...
Write letters...

Draw up programs...

Contribute to committees...

But they didn’t get results! _

That’s why a handful of conservative congressmen
organized the Republican Study Committee in
1973. Someone, somewhere, had to begintranslating
grassroots ideals into power politics, then programs,
then law!

How it was done

Conservatives Stalk the House is the inside story
of the most important, influential, sophisticated
political organization on the Right—a group hardly
anyone, even in Washington, knows about!

In that Watergate year, a handful of Republican
conservatives—a tiny minority within a minority—
organized themselves, despite the total hostility of
the GOP leadership, and the catcalls of the well-
oiled and powerful liberal Democratic Study Group.

Conservative laws

Bit by bit, over the years, the RSC became influen-
tial, gained members, and began to thwart liberal
programs and even enact legislation, such as the
legalization of gold, and the Reagan tax reform pack-
age, even though badly outnumbered by Democrats.

The RSC acquired a reputation for superb
research; gradually it supplied the political ammuni-
tion not just for conservatives—but for most of the
GOP— and a lot of conservative Democrats as well.

Reagan’s Troops

The RSC was the key to Reagan’s initial successes.
Without the RSC, the Reagan administration and
program never would have come alive.

You’ll enjoy the whole exciting story, told by
the man in the center of the whirlwind, the RSC’s
former director, Edwin Feulner (who is now presi-
dent of The Heritage Foundation).

His story—a gripping account of political success
against insuperable odds—is a must for anyone who
wants to know how rock-solid ideals can be trans-
lated into political clout. It’s one of the most
instructive books you’ll ever read.
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“Will be a tremendous resource
for generations to come”

—SENATOR JESSE HELMS

Guaranteed

Buy it at any bookstore. Or you may order it direct
from the publisher, and we’ll rush you a copy. It’s
guaranteed. If you are not delighted with it for any
reason, return it within 10 days and we’llrefund the
cost of the book, no questions asked. Do it today!

IrGreen Hill Publishers, Inc.

P.O.Box 738
Ottawa, IL 61350

Please rush me copies of Conservatives Stalk the
House. 1 enclose $14.95 per book plus $1.75 postage
and handling per order.
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