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Ericson pays his tribute and makes us understand.”
—William F. Buckley, Jr.

Ericson explains Solzhenitsyn’s views on the West,
democracy, and nationalism, topics about which there
has been great confusion, and analyzes thoroughly his
most politcally programmatic essays, “Letter to the
Soviet Leaders” and "'Rebuilding Russia.” He concludes
by showing how Solzhenitsyn and his devotion to
Christianity have influenced the modern world and
helped point the way toward a more hopeful and
humane future.
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CLINTON’S FRANKENSTEIN

The Gory Details of the President’s Health Plan

ROBERT E. MOFFIT

It is January 2, 2001. Today marks three years since you
marched down to the local office of your regional health
alliance, enrolled your family in the national health plan,
and picked up your health security cards. You thought the
Clinton health plan would be the answer to many of your
old health care complaints, but frankly, it’s been a disap-
pointment.

You thought you’d have numerous choices among
health plans through your alliance, but as it turned out,
the alliance officials approved only three plans to offer
services in your region: one fee-for-service and two health
maintenance organizations. Your doctor was not among
the private practitioners in the fee-for-service plan, so you
joined an HMO because it was a litde cheaper.

You wait longer now to see a doctor than you used to,
and when he finally arrives, the doctor barely has time to
say hello, look you over, and write a prescription before
he’s off to the next patient. Waiting in the long line for a
chest X-ray, you feel cheated—you’re just a number on a
chart to your HMO. Still, you're young and healthy, and
so is your family. The kids are finally used to seeing a
different doctor at every check-up, and the problems the
pediatrics office had last year with shortages of vaccines
seems to have stabilized.

Your elderly parents are not so lucky. The state they
live in opted to administer health care directly through a
state agency, so there are no alternatives to the type of
care they receive. Because their state includes several
major cities with huge health care needs that threaten to
exceed the health care budget, physicians, services, and
the availability of some advanced technology is some-
times scarce. The doctors in their state alliance are young
and inexperienced—many of your parents’ own doctors
gave up on medicine when the health plan was enacted.

Your mother has a heart condition that could be im-
proved by a new drug which has already been approved
by the FDA. But because the drug’s cost might exceed the
allotted budget, its inclusion in the comprehensive bene-
fit package has been delayed by the National Health
Board. Your father is in constant pain from arthritis and
needs a hip replacement, but the waiting list for this
surgery is five months long. Your parents feel they get
short-changed compared to younger people, whose
health needs are fewer; you know this is probably true.

You never thought, when Bill Clinton started talking
about health reform in 1992, that you’d actually end up
spending more for (his.

BROKEN PROMISE

The plan we were promised is not the plan we got. Bill
Clinton promised Americans a new national health sys-
tem based on free market principles, a plan that would
streamline the medical system without nationalizing
medicine. He continually stressed the principles of secu-
rity, simplicity, savings, choice, quality, and responsibility.

In fact, the Clinton health plan is anything but simple,
and many of the other principles the President embraced
have been compromised in development of the plan as
well. Moreover, the power of the new federal bureauc-
racy, particularly the National Health Board, the presi-
dent has proposed to administer health care will rival any
in the history of the republic. The Clinton plan is actually
the largest federal power grab made over a sector of the
economy in peacetime. The president’s plan promises
top-down, command-and-control micromanagement of
one-seventh of the nation’s economy. As The Economist of
London observed, “Not since Franklin Roosevelt’s War
Producton Board has it been suggested that so large a
part of the American economy should suddenly be
brought under government control.”

Every aspect of the health-care system will be affected
by the legislation. The 1,342-page bill, officially called the
“Health Security Act,” details sweeping government con-
trol of the health sector of the economy. To consider just
a few of the hundreds of new rules in the bill is enough
to illustrate its breathtaking scope. One example: The
Health Security Act regulates medical education and the
training of physicians, and will set limits on how many
medical school students may specialize in a given field in
any particular period. Too bad if Junior always wanted to
be a brain surgeon; he may be restricted to becoming a
general practitioner—or a pediatrician, or an internist—
if he wants to practice medicine at all.

Then there’s the “I'm Okay, You’re Okay” approach
to insurance coverage: The regulations stipulate that

ROBERT E. MOFFIT is deputy director of domestic policy at The
Heritage Foundation.
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You thoht the Clinton health plan would be the answer to many of yr old health care complaints,

but frankly, it’s a disappointment.

everyone is the same under the Clinton plan, whether
he’s a tee-totaling jogger or a couch potato who spends
his day with a cigarette in one hand and a beer in the
other. This is promoting responsibility?

Another provision of the Act creates a government-
sponsored national data bank, into which the medical
records of every single patient in America must be en-
tered. Maybe this information really will speed communi-
cation between physicians and assist in treatment; maybe
too, it will prove to be the first step toward nationalized
care, and the end of privacy between doctors and patients.

Finally, not content to control only the health insur-
ance industry, the administraton is reaching out to grab
the auto and worker’s compensation markets as well.
These types of coverage will be coordinated with the new
standard benefits package required by the health plan.

CONTROLLING MECHANISMS
Considering how deeply the new health regulations
will be thrust into our lives, it is essential that Americans
understand the basic structure of the Clinton plan. We
must understand how fundamentally different the plan is
from the one described by the Clintons’ soothing rheto-
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ric. And we must decide if we can tolerate the govern-
ment’s new role as arbitrator in the most intimate deci-
sions of our lives. Today, lobbying for his health proposal,
the president continues to stress the principles he vowed
would be the foundations of his reforms. But the simpli-
fied, consumer-oriented reform that Bill Clinton prom-
ised America is in reality a full-scale, federal takeover of
the $1 willion health system. Lodged within the body of
the legislation are provisions that will expand federal
control over the financing and delivery of U.S. health
services, and expand the already-enormous government
bureaucracy devoted to health care.

Government control in the Health Security Act is ex-
ercised through five key mechanisms:

The National Health Board (NHB), which will have
general oversight over the entire U.S. health system.
Virtually every facet of the health system will be moni-
tored, decided or reviewed by this presidentially ap-
pointed board.

Regional Health Alliances, the state-based system of
health-insurance cooperatives that will control the avail-
ability of health plans, enforce health budgets, enroll
employers and employees in the new system, collect pre-
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miums, and generally enforce national insurance rules
and regulations. Every American will be forced to obtain
health insurance through these alliances, or through
similar corporate-sponsored plans if they work for a large
company.

A Standard Benefits Package, the detailed list of bene-
fits that must be included as standardized government
health benefits. The standard package contains not only
major medical services, but also coverage for routine care,
such as eye and ear exams, and even elective abortion and
expensive treatments for substance and alcohol abuse.
The standard benefits will be tax free to all Americans;
those wishing more coverage than the standard package
must pay for it out-of-pocket with after-tax dollars.

Employee Mandates, which require all employers to
provide at least the standard package and to pay at least
80 percent of its cost, with special subsidies and provisions
depending on the size of the company. Premium costs
are limited to 3.5 percent of payroll for small firms and
7.9 percent for larger companies. Firms with over 5,000
employees will still have to provide at least the standard
package, but they may opt out of the alliance system and
form their own cooperatives.

Government Budgets and Spending Caps. The Clinton
plan isriddled with price controls; the central cost control
mechanism of the plan is not competition, or even “man-
aged competition,” but a rigid set of caps on public and
private health insurance spending, plus fee controls for
doctors in private practice. Under the plan, the growth

THE POWER OF THE NEW
FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY THE
PRESIDENT HAS PROPOSED TO

ADMINISTER HEALTH CARE

WILL RIVAL ANY IN THE
HISTORY OF THE REPUBLIC.

in health-care spending is to be forcibly ratcheted down
each year until it is in line with the growth of inflation.
The target date for this goal is 1999.

At first glance, the Clinton plan may not seem unrea-
sonable —it may even look generous and friendly. It is in
reviewing the details, which follow below, that the coer-
cive nature of the plan becomes clear.

THE SUPREME COURT OF HEALTH

. The first of the key elements is the National Health
Board (NHB), a new federal agency in the executive
branch of government. It is created primarily for the
purposes of setting national standards for the new federal
system and for overseeing the administration of the
health care systems in the states once they are up and
running. The NHB will be comprised of seven members,
appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate,
each serving a four-year term. The chairman of the NHB

will be able to serve a maximum of three terms.
Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna Sha-

lala, during congressional testimony last October, de-
scribed the National Health Board as a “minor oversight
group”—completely miscasting the board’s power and
scope. In fact, the board will have wide rule-making,
standard-setting, and oversight authority, making it, in
effect, the “Supreme Court of Health.” The National
Health Board’s responsibilities include:

Oversight of the health-care system established in each
state. The board will establish standards and require-
ments for health insurance plans in the states, approve
state implementation of health-care reform, and monitor
compliance.

Control over changes in the comprehensive health-
care benefit package. The NHB will have almost absolute
authority over which benefits will or will not be included
in the standard health benefits packages available to
Americans. Its decisions are final, unless Congress inter-
venes. The NHB is also charged with establishing and
enforcing compliance with a global budget for national
health-care spending. The board will issue regulations for
implementing a national health-care budget in the form
of price caps on health-insurance premiums. The board
will determine per-capita premium targets, or baseline
budgets, for every regional alliance in the country, taking
into account “regional variations” in price, inflation, and
other factors. The board will also certify compliance of
the regional alliances with the national health budget.

Establishing and managing a “quality management and
improvement system” for health-care delivery. The board
is to establish and have ultimate responsibility for a per-
formance-based system of quality management and im-
provement through a new federal program called the
“National Quality Management Program.” The day-to-day
management of the program is to be run by yet another
new federal agency, the “National Quality Management
Council,” composed of 15 members appointed by the
president who are “broadly representative of the popula-
tion of the United States"—although none of these mem-
bers may be a doctor, health-care provider, insurance
company employee, or in any way connected with the
health-care industry. The council is to develop measures
of quality—through consultations with doctors, consum-
ers, insurers and state officials, as well as other health
experts —in order to standardize the measurement of the
performance of the health programs. In other words, the
council will attempt to quantify “quality.”

Monitor breakthrough drug prices. The National
Health Board is not authorized to set drug prices. How-
ever, the board is charged with establishing a special
committee of its own membership —the “Breakthrough
Drug Committee”—which will, in conjunction with an-
other new group, the “Advisory Council on Breakthrough
Drugs,” monitor breakthrough drug prices to determine
whether the initial prices are “reasonable.” A break-
through drug is defined in the language of the bill as a
drug “considered to be a significantadvance over existing
therapies.” The bill language, however, does not give
either the Council or the NHB explicit powers to roll back
a drug price. But the National Health Board is no cheer-
leading section for high risk investment in new break-
through drugs.

The power and scope of the National Health Board is
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For many Americans,

awesome. Normally, the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) can review regulations proposed by a
federal agency and block them if they would be too
onerous. But the current language of the Health Security
Act suggests that OMB will not have this authority over
regulations passed by the National Health Board. In other
words, the board will be able to make its decrees without
risk of being over-ruled except by Congress. Considering
how far-reaching the Clinton plan is, this is an enormous
concentration of authority for one government agency.
Moreover, it will be extremely difficult to appeal Board
decisions once they are made. In fact, all decisions of the
NHB over insurance pricing are exempt from either
judicial or administrative review.

The bottom line: The NHB will decide exactly what
benefits and treatments will be available and at what
price. And unless the Congress intervenes, no significant
change in any aspect of the American health-care system
may be implemented without the approval of the NHB.
The Clinton administration has clearly attempted to in-
sulate the NHB from the normal means of review faced
by other federal agencies. No wonder some critics are
calling it the “Health Politburo.”

THE APPARATCHIKS
If the National Health Board is the Politburo of health
policy, the individual states are the apparatchiks. It will be
the legal obligation of each state to make sure that every
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a basic concern is whether they will be able to keep their own doctors under the Clinton plan.

citizen armed with a “Health Security Card” is enrolled in
a health plan. The states will certify health plans, admin-
ister subsidies for low-income individuals and small em-
ployers, collect data on health-alliance and health-plan
performance, and meet federal quality, management,
and fiscal solvency requirements. And by January 1, 1998,
each state must have established a regional alliance sys-
tem for the enrollment of employees and employers in
approved health-care plans.

The regional alliances are the powerful cooperatives
through which health coverage will be purchased and
regulated. The alliances may be either public or private
entities, a matter left totally to the discretion of state
officials. They could simply be state agencies, even an
extension of the Governor’s office. A board of directors—
made up of employers and consumer representatives, but
no representatives from any health-related agency or
business—will help run the alliance system in each state.

Americans will be required to purchase their health
coverage through the regional cooperative to which they
are assigned, based on where they live. The boundaries
for each region are to be determined by the individual
states; each geographic area will have only one regional
alliance. The only alternative method of providing health
care available to a state other than the alliance system is
a single-payer system. That is, a state may choose to
control health care directly through a state agency. Under
a single-payer system, of course, consumers are denied
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is

' equal.

Heavy smokers will be rated exactly the same as dedicated joggers.

the freedom of choice of alternative health coverage
plans, because there are no alternatives.

Although the Clinton administration is downplaying
the regulatory strength of the regional alliances, they will
have impressive powers. They will decide which insurance
companies will compete in their regions and which will
be excluded, and will negotiate contracts with the insur-
ers and other health-care providers they approve. The
alliances will collect all health insurance premiums; they
also will strictly monitor and distribute consumer infor-
mation on the various plans allowed to participate. The
alliances will “represent the interests” of both employers
and employees in negotiating coverage with the plans in
their regions, as well as enforce the strict federal health
budgets. The alliances also have the authority to impose
separate budgets and fee schedules on doctors. Ult-
mately, all issues related to health care and health insur-
ance coverage in a particular area will be funneled
through the local alliance.

PoLITICAL HEALTH CARE

The basic flaw in the alliance system is clear: Health
concerns will become political concerns. The alliance
plan will politicize health care at every level while severely
limiting competition in the health-care market.

First, since so much discretion in staffing boards of the
individual alliances is left up to the states, alliances will
inevitably reflect their local state politics. It is likely that
conservative governors or state legislatures, not immune
to pressure from their supporters, will develop an alliance
system that reflects their views; likewise for liberal state
governments. The structure of a state’s alliance network
will become a political bargaining chip in state elections.

But partisan pressure will be just the beginning. Be-
cause of the many competing groups that have interest in
how the regional boundaries for each alliance are drawn,
there is the inevitability of “gerrymandering”—the crea-

tive drawing of regional district boundaries—in order to
provide better prices to favored constituencies.

Elizabeth McCaughey, a fellow at the Manhattan Inst-
tute in New York who has written extensively on the
Clinton plan in the Wall Street Journal, notes that “The
system promises to pit black against white, poor against
rich, city against suburb.” There will be strong pressures
on state officials by groups wanting to be included or
excluded from certain alliances. Since each alliance will
be required to enforce strict budgets for total health care
provided in its region, voters will want areas with higher-
than-average incidence of older citizens or retirees, preg-
nantteens, violent crime, or HIV infection excluded from
their alliances, and areas of low potential health cost
included. As Ms. McCaughey observes, “Everyone will
figure out that you get more health care for your dollar
or pay lower premiums in an alliance without inner<ity
problems. The plan will be an incentive for employers to
abandon cities and relocate.” In spite of regulations in
the health legislation prohibiting any type of discrimina-
tion in setting boundaries, there are likely to be intense
politcal battles and many lawsuits over this issue.

And laying aside geography, let’s consider the intense
lobbying that will result from the alliances’ veto power
over insurance plans. Technically, an alliance is required
to approve any health plan that wants to offer coverage
in its region so long as the plan meets all the federal
requirements set down by the National Health Board. But
what will prevent a weak, but politically well-connected,
plan from being retained in the system? What prevents a
good plan from being barred from competing in an
alliance system because it poses a threat to politically
influential, well financed plans? If the Clinton health plan
is enacted, such political problems will spill over to the
insurance market place, already heavily politicized.

The only exception to enrollment in a regional alli-
ance—or state health program, in those states opting to
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manage health care directly—is for companies with over
5,000 employees nationwide. Such companies may clect
to set up their own alliance rather than join a state-based
regional alliance. In general, corporate alliances must
meet all the same criteria as a regional alliance, but
oversight of these corporate groups is delegated to the
Department of Labor rather than the Department of
Health and Human Services and the National Health
Board, and they may initially use different insurance
rating systems. The corporate option is discussed further
below in the section on employment issues.

I'M OK, YOU'RE OK

How will insurance be offered in the alliance system?
There will be standard methods, and each state will setup
its individual alliance system or systems in accordance
with federal rules. But on one issue there is no question:
All insurance companies are legally required to offer
insurance at the same premium for any individual or
group, regardless of health risk. As opposed to the cur-
rent system, insurance companies are forbidden to take
health histories, lifestyles, and other factors that affect
health risk into account when offering insurance.

This insurance rating system—known as community
rating—is supposed to guarantee that no one will be
denied insurance because of his prior medical history; no
one will have a “pre-existing condition” that will affect
premiums. But in the same way that insurance rates will
not discriminate against the sick, they will not be able to
reflect better health conditions either.

Imagine what this means. Those who overeat, smoke,
drink, abuse drugs, and engage in promiscuous sexual
behavior will be rated exactly the same as fervent health
nuts. The logical outcome of such a system is that the
healthy—who require less medical services—will subsi-
dize those who are choosing riskier lifestyles. Not only
does community rating discriminate against the healthy,
it actually rewards those who abuse their health. So much
for encouraging personal responsibility.

Another problem with community rating is the stress
it will cause on alliances with higher-than-average inci-
dences of health problems. Alliances serving inner cities
facing, for example, the higher rates of drug abuse, vio-
lent assault, and premature birth that are endemic to
urban areas will spend their health budgets faster than
alliances serving suburban or rural areas. Premiums will
eventually have to rise to meet the higher costs for an
alliance with these pressures.

Where it has been implemented—for example, in the
state of New York—community rating has tended to result
in higher average insurance costs. Of course, the Clinton
plan solves this problem by simply capping premium costs
above a mandated level.

The National Health Board is also directed to setup a
national risk-adjustment system to compensate for the
inequalities inherent to community rating. But these
steps are unlikely to eliminate the central weakness of
community-rating systems: If a plan attracts higher-risk
individuals and groups, but its premiums cannot be
raised, the plan may face huge pay-outs and financial
collapse. The only alternative is to bail it out, and more
costs to the taxpayers are likely.
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“Health Security Cards” be issued to every
American as we are forced to purchase health
insurance through our regional alliances.

KEEPING YOUR DOCTOR

Although the president has emphasized consumer
choice as a main principle in reforming health care, the
choice available to families is limited by the government,
with few exceptions. Unless you receive health benefits
through Medicare, military or veterans benefits, or unless
your spouse works for a large company, the law will
require you to buy health insurance from the limited
choices offered by your alliance. And all families must join
a regional alliance, or face penalties.

For many Americans, a basic concern is whether or not
they will be able to keep their own doctors under the
Clinton plan. Theoretically at least, they will be able to do
s0. The Health Security Act requires each alliance to offer
at least one fee-for-service plan—a plan where families
choose the doctors they want and the doctor is reim-
bursed by the insurance company for his services. But the
Clinton plan places harsh regulatory burdens on those
who practice fee-for-service medicine, including strict fee
schedules and budget limits. Politically, it is easy to clamp
down on doctor’s fees. The fees doctors will be allowed
to charge are unlikely to even meet their overhead, much
less allow them any profit.

Many doctors may find it impossible to continue in
private practice under these conditions. As Newsweek re-
cently reported, “Despite the president’s attempts to be
reassuring about the changes that will ensue, there is a
very good chance that our relationship with our current
doctor will be disrupted—the physician may leave medi-
cine altogether or join a health plan we do not choose to
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join.” The wealthy will still be able to go outside their
plans and pay for a physician’s services out-of-pocket, with
no tax deductions, but for average Americans such ex-
penses will be prohibitive. Private practice medicine will
become a luxury item reserved only for those who can
afford it .

ONE SIZE FITS ALL

A particularly mind-numbing section of the Health
Security Actis the 56-page section devoted to the standard
benefit package that every health plan must offer to its
subscribers. This benefits package is not just 2 minimum
or catastrophic package. It is a comprehensive benefit
package covering a broad range of medical services, and
it is this precise package—no more and no less—that
health plans are required to offer.

Bill Clinton promised America “Fortune 500 health
care,” and his standard benefits package certainly gives
that impression. It will provide major medical coverage,
including an impressive array of hospital and physician
services, diagnostic services, preventive care, mental
health and substance abuse benefits, family planning and
“pregnancy related services™—including abortion—pre-
scription drugs, hospice, home health and rehabilitative
services, vision and hearing care, and preventive dental
care for children. Among the items specifically excluded
from the benefit package: in vitro fertilization, sex change
operations, and dental implants.

Who could argue against such lavish coverage? Some
doctors and patient groups do, claiming that it is still not
comprehensive enough. But the problem with the bene-
fits package is not so much what it covers now, but what
it might not cover in the future. Once the standard
benefits package is finalized, approved by Congress, and
executed by the health alliances, it may become very hard
to amend.

Other federal experiences in setting benefits suggest
thatit will be extremely difficult, once the standard bene-
fit package isin place, to add new treatments, procedures,
or benefits to it. Medicare, the federal insurance program
that cover some 35 million elderly and disabled Ameri-
cans, provides a good example of the delays that can
occur in evaluating new technologies, medical proce-
dures, and medicines. The bureaucratic method used in
the Medicare system to evaluate new treatments involves
several government agencies and a lengthy review proc-
ess. Consider medical technologies: In 1991 and 1992,
only 18 such evaluations were completed of the many
pending. Some assessments have been buried in the
bureaucracy for as long as three years. And when consid-
ering the procedures for adding new benefits to the
package, Americans should also give serious thought to
the history of long delays in drug approval by the Food
and Drug Administration. Bureaucratic delays by the FDA
in approving lifesaving drugs actually caused the Bush
administration to launch an overhaul of the approval
process and expedite approval of drugs to treat deadly
diseases such as AIDS, cancer, and cystic fibrosis.

Americans should be alarmed at the prospect of ap-
proval procedures like these for the general health care
system. Not only might vital new medicines, treatments,
and technologies be excluded from the benefits package,
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or only become available after long delays, but such a
system invites special interest pressure. Inevitably, what is
or is not included in the benefit package will become the
subject of intense political debate and heavy lobbying,
with Congress and the National Health Board pitted
against medical specialty boards, groups afflicted with
particular conditions, and other special interest groups.
This will compound the politicization of health care,
already established through state-government manage-
ment of the regional alliances.

YOUR HEALTH OR YOUR JoB

The Clinton plan places the enormous burden of
insuring America on American employers. Every em-
ployer in America will be required to participate in the
financing of health-care reform, whether that employer
is a private household employing a nanny or a huge
corporation employing hundreds of thousands.

For full-ime employees, the employer must pay atleast
80 percent of the average premium for the individual or
family coverage of the employee. The employee pays no
more that 20 percent of the average cost, plus any extra
premium for selecting a higher-than-average cost plan.

Employers of under 5,000 workers—small busi-
nesses—must place all their employees in a regional
alliance; the employees will then have their choice of
plans from among those offered by that particular alli-
ance. The federal government has placed a cap on the
total contribution made by employers whose employees
Jjoin a health alliance: The difference between this cap
and 80 percent of the average premium will be picked up
by the federal government. Counting this subsidy, the
employer contribution for firms with 75 or fewer workers,
as a percentage of payroll, ranges from 3.5 percent for
low-wage employers to 7.9 percent for high-wage employ-
ers. No employer in a regional alliance will be obliged to
pay more than 7.9 percent of payroll for health insurance.
Low-wage workers—such as minimum wage workers or
some part-time employees who join regional alliances—
will also receive government subsidies to help them pay
their share of the insurance premiums. In the Clinton
plan, no family with an adjusted income of less than
$40,000 will pay more than 3.9 percent of income in
premiums.

A company with 5,000 or more workers has two op-
tions. First, it may place all its employees in regional
alliances, and take advantage of the employer-contribu-
tion caps and other subsidies available for those in the
regional alliance system. Or the corporation can elect to
setup its own corporate alliance. If a business chooses this
option, the corporation’s managers would organize their
employees into a distinct corporate purchasing coopera-
tive, where at least three different types of plans must be
offered: a fee-for-service plan and two other plans thatare
not fee-for-service. Oversight to these corporate alliances
is designated to the Secretary of Labor, who may dissolve
them if they do not meet budget targets on time.

Although the Clinton plan does provide the corporate
option, there are strong disincentives to creating a corpo-
rate alliance. Firms choosing this option face a double
whammy. First, it is the employer, and not the govern-
ment, that subsidizes the employee’s share of the pre-
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Under the Clinton plan, virtually every aspect of American health care will be coxmﬁed by the government.

mium for low-wage workers. And second, subsidies are
not available to corporate-alliance employees—in other
words, the payroll caps on premiums do not apply to
corporate-sponsored alliances.

A “SMALL” IMPACT?

A simple rule of economics is that any mandate on
employers to provide health insurance necessarily adds
to the labor costs of firms that do not now offer health
insurance, or offer a package less generous than the
Clinton benefits package. Higher labor costs translate
into higher prices for consumers or reduced compensa-
tion for employees, either in wages or benefits. Depend-
ing on the size of the firm, the higher labor costs will
translate directly into lower wages or job loss.

Since the Clinton plan places such a large additional
cost burden on employers, there is virtually no question
that some workers will pay for the plan with their jobs.
Most economists, and even administration officials, agree
that job loss will occur, but disagree on how much. Time
magazine reported an estimate of 1 million jobs lost. A
recent study conducted by Baruch College Professors
June and David O’Neill for the Employment Policies
Institute estimates the job loss caused by the new em-
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ployer mandates at 3.1 million. The more conservative
estimates from the Employee Benefit Research Institute
range from 200,000 to 1.2 million. Even Council of Eco-
nomic Advisors Chairman Laura Tyson admits that job
loss will occur, although she estimates the loss at roughly
600,000 jobs —an impact she considers to be “verysmall.”

How MucH Is TOO MUCH?

President Clinton has always argued that one of the
most important reasons to reform the natdonal health
system was to get the price of health care under control.
And controlled it will be. The Clinton plan calls for
spending reductions starting in 1996 that will align health
spending increases with the consumer price index (CPI)
by 1999. The National Health Board will set a global
budget—the total amount that may be spent on health
care in America in a given year—and set a per-capita
premium target for every regional alliance in the country.
In other words, the federal government will decide how
much America can spend on all aspects of health care, in
what regions, and set a budget. And this budget will
become the law. To help achieve this budget, the plan will
constrain the price of health insurance, also by pegging
its cost increases to the CPL
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It will be the job of the National Health Board to
enforce the global budget. If a regional alliance in any
state exceeds its official budget target, an “assessment”
—in other words, a fine—will be imposed on each plan
whose premium exceeds the limit for the alliance. Fines
will also be imposed on the doctors and other health-care
providers in the existing plans.

The wisdom of using the consumer price index as a
benchmark for health prices remains in doubt. The CP1
is a particularly rigid standard; moreover, the GPI is not
a crystal ball that can accurately predict coming health
costs. Using the CPI target, according to one federal
expert, “would create a tighter spending control system

GLOBAL BUDGETING FOR
HEALTH CARE WILL
INEVITABLY LEAD TO

RATIONED HEALTH CARE.

than that of any other nation.” Elizabeth McCaughey,
writing in the Wall Street Journal, is also skeptical: “Man-
datorylimits on health care spending may wring waste out
of the system for the first year or two, but will cause
hardship in succeeding years as the 77 million baby
boomers age and require more medical care. Limiting
spending growth to the CPI, in defiance of this popula-
tion trend, will have predictable results. In Britain, where
health care is rationed, people over 55 are routinely
denied kidney dialysis.”

What will be the practical effect of the price cap on
health insurance? Ms. McCaughey has said it well: “Lim-
iting how much people can choose to pay for insurance
limits how much money is in the pot to take care of them
when they’re sick.”

What happens if health-care consumers in a regional
alliance spend their budget before the end of the year,
even if there are still patients left to treat? The alliance
and the plans will cut, slow down, or even Stop payments
to doctors, hospitals, and other providers—even though
these same providers are legally required to treat mem-
bers of the alliance, regardless of whether payment will
be received.

It is entirely possible that, in a particular alliance, an
unanticipated surge in spending could result from a nasty
flu epidemic, an increase in AIDS in the region, or an
outbreak of other types of infectious disease. These are
all pressures many regions are facing today. But even such
understandable spending increases might be labeled ex-
cessive under a pre-set system of rigid spending caps.

Insurance companies will be the organizations with
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the strongest incentives to hold down costs in such a
system. Desperate to avoid fines, insurance companies
will do everything possible to restrain what they consider
to be “unnecessary” medical practices, procedures, and
diagnostic tests. The easiest way for insurance companies
to restrain costs is to refuse payment for certain kinds of
care. Doctors will be more hesitant to order treatments
they are afraid will not be covered. They may end up
curtailing some necessary procedures in the process.

The inescapable fact is that in a global budget system,
the only ways to hold down spending are to impose price
controls and limit services. The global budget will inevi-
tably lead to rationed health care.

THEY’RE NOT BUYING. . .

A final question every American should ask about the
Clinton health plan: If it’s so great, why are federal
workers refusing to sign up for it?

Because today, federal workers are covered by a popu-
lar health benefits system known as the Federal Employ-
ees Health Benefits Program (FEHBP). FEHBP covers
some 10 million federal employees and retirees, includ-
ing all members of Congress and the executive branch of
government. The program allows federal workers to
choose from among dozens of health plans; FEHBP relies
on the principles of choice and competition to control
costs. Competition works: The federal government re-
cently announced that many workers enrolled in the plan
would actually see their premiums decrease next year,
and many will receive “new or improved preventive care
services.”

The FEHBP has worked for federal employees for 33
years, and they’re not willing to give it up without a fight.
So when President Clinton proposed abolishing FEHBP
and folding federal workers into a national health plan,
pressure from federal unions and certain influential
members of Congress forced him to delay their inclusion
in a system some of them will actually run. In an extraor-
dinary letter to Hillary Clinton, which highlights the
benefits of a delay, Office of Personnel Management
Director James King wrote, “I think that it is important
the FEHBP population be given the opportunity to see
that national health reform is working before they are
transitoned into it.” It seems that not even those govern-
ment workers with access to the best information from
the White House are willing to take a chance on the
Clinton plan. The result: Federal workers are not to be
enrolled in the Clinton plan until January 1998, after
everyone else.

The health plan that’s good enough for you is clearly
not good enough for your congressman, your mailman,
or any other federal worker—at least not until you try it
out first. Think about that the next time the president
asks you to sign up and make your “contribution.” zx
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Leave technology
fo industry

Nobody would argue that technology, and
America’s ability to create and develop the
technologies for tomorrow, will be important
to the nation’s economic future.

Where there is room for argument, how-
ever, is whether business or government
should be charged with the task of developing
particular technologies. The answer lies in
determining who would be better and more
efficient at accomplishing the task. And the
answer to that is: business.

Yet, there is legislation presently in Con-
gress that would put government in the fore-
front of determining which technologies to
pursue. The cost to taxpayers for such pro-
grams over the next few years is estimated at
more than $2 billion.

And the rewards could be less than
expected. Particularly if you consider the gov-
ernment’s past record in making decisions
about which technologies to boost.

A few that come to mind are synthetic
fuels, breeder reactors and semiconductors.

The Energy Security Act of 1980, for
example, created the Synthetic Fuels Corpo-
ration (SFC) in order to reduce U.S. depen-
dence on imported crude oil. The idea behind
the SFC was to give purchase commitments
and price guarantees to companies that
developed synthetic fuels —enough to pur-
chase 2 million barrels a day by 1992. At the
time, you see, nearly everyone thought the
world’s supply of crude oil was running out.

Of course, we know now it hasn’t, and
won't for the foreseeable future. Because a
better conservation ethic took hold and the
petroleum industry did its job in finding new
reserves of crude oil and natural gas, much
of which was accomplished by new technolo-
gies developed through the private enter-
prise system.

Even before the Energy Security Act of
1980, Congress, in 1970, authorized the Clinch
River Breeder Reactor project—expecting it
to solve America’s energy problems. Delays,
cost overruns and changing demands in
power ultimately caused Congress to kill the
program in 1983 —after wasting $1.5 billion
of taxpayers’ money. The authors of a Brook-
ings Institution study labeled it “the quintes-
sential example of a technological turkey....”

More recently, we’ve seen the govern-
ment fund a research and development con-
sortium called Sematech, which was sup-
posed to help the U.S. semiconductor indus-
try compete against foreign manufacturers.
After spending $500 million, Sematech is
semi-dormant and being left behind by smal,
entrepreneurial firms that concentrated on
design rather than manufacturing technology.
It was simply a matter of those in the industry
knowing more about the problem than gov-
ernment bureaucrats. In 1992, largely
because of the industry’s technological
advances, America’s worldwide share in the
semiconductor market exceeded Japan's for
the first time in a decade.

Government’s role in enhancing technol-
ogy should be to encourage research and
development across the broad spectrum of
technology through tax credits and other
incentives to those companies and industries
investing in new technology.

In times when money is tight and the
nation’s electorate calls for reduced spend-
ing, Congress should not be cooking up an
increase in spending for the purposes of
advancing whatever technology may catch
its fancy. That's a recipe that could soon
begin to smell strongly of pork. Not a very
tasty meal when you consider past servings
of the same dish.
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Kristor BarL

William Kiristol Looks at the Future of the GOP

AN INTERVIEW BY ADAM MEYERSON

William Bennett once commented on the irony that
many of the most effective conservative politicians these
days are former academics. “Conservatives who come
from universities have learned to cope with ideological
hostility,” Mr. Bennett said. “It isn’t such a big shock to
meet a group of hostile reporters or hostile members of
Congress after you have been dealing with faculty col-
leagues.”

It is remarkable how many of the GOP’s most influen-
tial leaders used to be professors. Newt Gingrich, the next
leader of Republicans in the House, taught history. Sena-
tor Phil Gramm and Representative Dick Armey were
economics professors. Mr. Bennett is an erstwhile phi-
losophy teacher.

William Kristol, a former teacher at Harvard’s Ken-
nedy School of Government, is universally regarded as
one of the most capable and brilliant political strategists
in conservatism. Chief of staff to Vice President Dan
Quayle, and previously to Mr. Bennett at the Department
of Education, Mr. Kristol last year directed the Bradley
Project on the 90s. He is now chairman of a new organi-
zation, the Project for the Republican Future, whose goals
are to challenge the premises and purposes of liberalism,
and to serve as a “strategic nerve center for a network of
thinkers, activists, and organizations committed to a co-
herent agenda of conservative reform.”

In November 1993, Mr. Kristol talked about Clinton-
ism and its vulnerabilities, and the future of the Republi-
can party in an interview with Policy Review editor Adam
Meyerson.

Policy Review: The congressional elections of 1994 will
probably be the most important elections in this country
since the Reagan landslide of 1980. How many seats in
the Senate and House should Republicans aim at picking
up? What are the most important defining issues for
Republican congressional candidates to run on?

Kristol: Republicans should aim at picking up a majority
in both the House and the Senate. There is no point in
setting one’s sights any lower. The great opportunity for
Republicans will be to run against Clintonism, and to
mount a whole-hearted challenge to contemporary liber-
alism. Running against the Clinton health program will
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obviously be very important, because it is the grandest
and most striking embodiment of contemporary liberal-
ism. Butwe need to challenge the premises and presump-
tions of today’s liberalism across the board.

This means making the case for limited government,
and then explaining as well that limited government is
more energetic and more effective government. We have
to say there are certain things we expect government to
do, such as making the streets safe and national defense.
And there are certain areas where government is ineffec-
tual or shouldn’t be involved in the first place. We have
to show how a conservative agenda in areas such as
education and health care will address the problems that
people are concerned about—without increasing, and in
many cases actually reducing, the scope of government.

P.R.: Does George Bush bear primary responsibility for
the disappointing performance of GOP congressional
candidates in 1992? Or has there been a deeper problem
in the party, reflected in the GOP’s loss of the Senate in
1986, and the failure of Republicans to win many open
House seats during the Reagan presidency? What must
Republicans do better in 1994 and 1996 if they are to win
control of the Congress?

Kristol: George Bush has to bear some responsibility for
the disappointments of 1992. His departure from Rea-
ganomics was very damaging. But Republicans were hurt
as well by the absence of an aggressive conservative re-
form agenda on a broad range of domestic issues such as
health care, crime, and education. This wasn’t just
George Bush’s fault. The party as a whole didn’t do as
much work as it should have done in some of those areas.

P.R.: Many Democrats as well as Republicans are sharply
criticizing President Clinton over his performance as
commander-in-chief, arguably the most important re-
sponsibility of the presidency. Do you think foreign policy
will re-emerge as an important election issue in the 1994
congressional races and the 1996 presidential race? If so,
how should Republicans best be framing the foreign
policy debate?

Kristol: Ideological and partisan battle lines in foreign
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policy aren’t as clear as they used to be, so I'm not sure
Republican Senate candidates will be able to run as hawks
or doves, as isolationists or interventionists. People in
both parties seem to be all over the lot on these issues.
But I do think that Clinton’s incompetence in foreign
policy will hurt the administration’s general approval
rating, and that this in turn will hurt the Democrats
generally in 1994. In 1996, when there’s a presidential
election, the issue could bite more deeply, and Democrats
could be hurt very badly if the world looks dangerous and
Clinton still looks so feckless. Foreign policy would then
come back as a major voting issue in the presidential race
and could spill over into congressional elections.

P.R.: Let’s talk about hegalth care some more. Why have
Republicans been so slow in responding to President
Clinton’s health care plan? Why is it so important for this
plan to be defeated? How can Republicans—and conser-
vative Democrats for that matter—turn this issue to elec-
toral advantage?

Kristol: The health care plan is, as Clinton himself has
said, the centerpiece of his presidency and the center-
piece of contemporary liberalism’s domestic agenda. Itis
important that it be defeated not only because it would
be bad for health care in this country, but because it could
be the key to unraveling Clintonism, and thereby laying
the groundwork for a counter-offensive on behalf of the
conservative reform agenda. We have the opportunity to
turn the health care debate into liberalism’s Afghani-
stan—the over-reaching that exposes liberalism’s weak-
nesses and causes its collapse.

Clinton’s health care plan embodies many of the char-
acteristics of contemporary liberalism—the amazing faith
in government, the distrust not just of market forces but
of normal people making decisions about their lives, the
arrogance of taking over 14 percent of the economy and
trying to shape it from Washington. The whole corpora-
tist structure of “alliances” and price controls is hostile
not only to free markets and to good health care, but to
the very character of a free society.

Republicans have been too timid and defensive so far
in their reaction to Clinton’s plan. The goal over the next
several months should not be simply to wound the pro-
posal, to nitpick the numbers or criticize some of the most
onerous provisions, but to defeat the Clinton plan root
and branch. This is important on the merits. It is also
crucial as a matter of political strategy.

Mr. Clinton’s health care proposal is a huge political
opportunity for Republicans and conservatives. It gives us
a chance to delegitimize contemporaryliberalism in away
that normal policy debates don’t. That is why the organi-
zation I am involved with, the Project for the Republican
Future, is going to make defeat of the Clinton health care
plan one of our very top priorities. We want to use the
health care debate as a model for routing contemporary
liberalism and advancing an aggressive conservative activ-
ist agenda.

P.R.: Mike Joyce of the Bradley Foundation has been

urging conservatives to embrace the “New Citizenship”
as a unifying principle for the great political and cultural
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“We have the opportunity to turn health care into
liberalism’s Afghanistan—the over-reaching that
exposes its weaknesses and causes its collapse.”

debates of the 1990s. What are some of the most impor-
tant examples of the “New Citizenship” that are already
working well? What are some of the most promising
opportunities to get citizens more involved in rebuilding
their schools, neighborhoods and communities?

Kristol: Mike coined the term the “new citizenship” to
distinguish it from the kind of citizenship encouraged by
contemporary liberalism—the idea that citizens should
yote every year or two, but otherwise should play virtually
no role in governing themselves. Rather, they should be
treated as clients or dependents of government. This
modern conception of citizenship is in sharp contrast to
the expectations of our Founding Fathers for a vigorous,
self-governing citizenry.

The heart of the “new citizenship” is that citizens
should take charge of their own lives and not be intimi-
dated by the so-called “experts’—the government bu-
reaucrats, social welfare providers, therapists, and their
friends in the media, who are trying to radically limit the
ability of families and individuals to control their own
destiny. School choice is at the center of the new citizen-
ship agenda because education is so important to fami-
lies, and because there has been such a massive transfer
of power from the family to a distant bureaucracy. This is
why the educational establishment resists school choice
so vehemently. The education establishment may claim
to think choice is bad educational policy, but, what they
really fearisn’t that parental choice will fail; they fear that
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it will succeed. Its success—of which there’s already evi-
dence—strikes at the heart of the education estab-
lishment’s power and its claim to rule.

The new citizenship looks to strengthening civil society
against government. Liberals think that being a citizen is
voting for your elected official, who in turn should defer
to bureaucrats and “experts.” We think being a citizen is
participating actively in shaping the civil society in which
we live.

The fight over the Boy Scouts is indicative: The Left
despises and is trying to destroy the Boy Scouts not simply
because it dislikes particular provisions in the Boy Scout
oath. What the Left really hates is that thisis a private civic
organization of parents and community leaders who
band together to teach and pursue common objectives.
Conservatives want to liberate civil society from the thera-
peutic welfare state, and encourage groups like the Boy
Scouts to flourish.

P.R.: School choice is a hot-button issue for conservative
activists, but, as the California initiative this year shows,
it hasn’t yet won at the ballot box—or in state legislatures.
Is this an idea whose time will come soon? Or are conser-
vatives perhaps putting too much emphasis on politics in
pushing for greater access to private education?

Kristol: The advocates of school choice were outspent by
$15 million in California, and it is almost impossible to
win in those circumstances. But school choice’s time is
coming, and we have learned some important lessons
from the results in California. The main one is that it is
hard to ask citizens to scrap the entire education system
they’re used to, and put their faith in something that so
far is untried.

This is a case where we should pursue radical ends by
incremental means. We should make sure that private-
sector voucher programs are set up much more widely
throughout the country, so that people can see the bene-
fits of vouchers, especially for low-income families and
children. We should focus on school choice efforts in
specific cities and localities, more than in entire states.
And even statewide, we might want to look at targeting
the vouchers, at least in the first years, to lower income
families who are hurt most by the current system. This will
help build support for choice among middle-class fami-
lies who are worried about an untested new experiment.

It’s important to remember that many middle-class
parents have worked very hard to buy a house in an area
with decent public schools. To these families school
choice seems to endanger the financial investments they
have made, and the quality of the schools that they have
worked so hard to get their kids into. We may think that
it is unwise for parents to have these fears, and we may
think we have good policy answers to those fears, but
those fears are real and they are understandable. It will
take an incremental strategy to show those fears are
wrong.

If we do pursue incremental steps in school choice,
then I think fundamental change will come very rapidly.
The first anti-tax initjative lost in California in 1968, 1
believe, and by 1978 Proposition 13 passed. The parents’
revolt against the teachers’ unions and the public school
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monopoly has the potential to be in the 1990s what the
tax revolt was in the late 1970s.

P.R.: Do you agree with the prevailing wisdom that Re-
publicans lost the “family values” debate of 19927 What
sort of mistakes did Republicans make? And what kind of
rhetoric on issues such as homosexuality, abortion, and
working mothers would enable Republicans to appeal to
social conservatives without frightening away other con-
stituencies?

Kristol: Even elite opinion—including President Clin-
ton—now concedes that Dan Quayle was right in pointing
to the breakdown of the family as key to many of Amer-
ica’s worst social ills. Barbara Whitehead’s important
article in The Adantic, called “Dan Quayle Was Right,”
pulled together the massive empirical evidence of devas-
tation resulting from the collapse of families.

Having said that, though, let me admit that too much
of the Republican “family values” debate in 1992 seemed
to be simply moralizing about values instead of explain-
ing the human costs of the breakdown of certain value
structures. This is the key lesson I learned from 1999,
People may agree with you in general about the rightand
wrong ways to lead one’s life, but I think they expect
public officials to focus on concrete outcomes. We should
have been clearer than we were in pointing out that a
society with a lot of illegitimacy will be a society with too
much crime, too much poverty, and too little educational
achievement.

I don’t buy the conventional wisdom that “social is-
sues” are terribly divisive for Republicans, or that we are
in danger of being a permanent minority party because
of our allegedly intolerant positions on abortion and
homosexuality. Indeed, on abortion I believe we can
achieve a great deal of unity in opposing Mr. Clinton’s
radical policies, such as federal taxpayer funding for
abortion on demand.

I'am pro-life, but I acknowledge thatwe are unlikely to
achieve much of the legislative pro-life agendain the near
future, beyond some limitations such as the denial of
taxpayer funding. I do think that the pro-life agenda is
very much worth fighting for over the long term. For now,
we can seek whatever legal restrictions in abortion are
feasible, and we especially need to try to vigorously op-
pose the left’s efforts to totally legitimize abortion on
demand and to make it virtually impossible to raise moral
objections to abortion in public discourse

Here we can benefit by stressing Mr. Clinton’s own
statement that he wants to make abortion “safe, legal, and
rare.” He has, of course, done nothing to make it rare—
quite the opposite. But itis striking that he felt compelled
to say that. After all, if abortion is simply a right like every
other right, like the right to free speech or the right to
assembly, then whywould he want to make it rare? Surely,
President Clinton is acknowledging there that there is
something troubling about abortion or at least about the
huge number of abortions we have in America. I think we
can begin from that acknowledgement by the president
and work to educate our fellow Americans in such a way
thatwe lay the groundwork for much more pro-life public
policies in the future,
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“What the Left really

hates about the Boy Scouts is that this is a private civic organization of parents and

community leaders who band together to teach character and pursue common objectives.”

P.R.: Fifteen states have now passed term limits, and the
term limits movement has brought into the political proc-
ess hundreds of thousands of activists looking for reform
in Washington and state legislatures. So far the term Limits
movement seems to have hurt GOP candidates as much—
if not more—than Democratic candidates. How can Re-
publicans and conservatives do a better job turning the
term limits movement to their own political advantage?

Kristol: I wish the Republicans were more aggressive in
identifying with the term-limits movement, which is a
genuinely populist movement. Perhaps the main prob-
lem is that Republicans have many incumbents of their
own, though not as many as the Democrats, of course. But
it is shortsighted to protect these incumbents at the
expense of the Jonger-term good of the party and the
country.

Term limits have to be supplemented by other consti-
tutional public policy reforms that attack the pathologies
of the welfare state. But term limits are a useful remedy
for one of the biggest problems in our government to-
day—the capture of policy-making by an “iron triangle”
of special interest groups, bureaucrats, and the congress-
men and their staffs who dominate the relevant congres-
sional committees. Term limits strike at the “iron
triangle” by striking at the current seniority system and
committee system, which are key pillars of interest-group
welfare-state politics.

P.R.: Earlier this year, many commentators referred to the
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Perot movement as the most important swing vote in
America today. Do you agree with this assessment? How
can Republicans best appeal to the Perot movement, and
especially its activists?

Kristol: The key to understanding the Perot movement is
that it really isn’t a Perot movement. It is a reflection of
great popular dissatisfaction with business as usual in
Washington. Mr. Perot became the vehicle for this dissat-
isfaction and tapped into it extremely well. But I'm not
sure Ross Perot can maintain his position over the next
few years as the poster boy of this dissatisfaction.

It is important for Republicans to criticize Mr. Perot
when he becomes dangerous for the country, as he was
with his opposition to NAFTA. Republicans also have to
make sure that Ross Perot isn’t seen as the alternative to
Bill Clinton, which pushes Republicans off the stage. The
best way to appeal to Perot voters is not to imitate Mr.
Perot’s demagoguery, but to have an aggressive agenda
for reform, and not to be what President Bush was per-
ceived to be, a comfortable captive of the status quo.

P.R.: Who have been the most effective heads of the
Republican National Committee in recent years? What do
you think should be Haley Barbour’s priorities?

Kristol: Haley Barbour is doing a good job as Republican
National Chairman. There are some limjtations in the
nature of the job that neither he nor his predecessors can
overcome, and that is why I think there is room for an
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“Elite opinion—méiud&g ﬁiton—now concedes
that Dan Quayle was right: The breakdown of the
family is the key to many of America’s worst social ills?”

organization like the one we have started. Given the shock
of losing the White House for the first time in 12 years, 1
think the RNC did pretty well in opposing Mr. Clinton’s
tax-and-spend package earlier this year, and is doing a
decent job of fighting the health care plan. The RNC is
constrained by the need to speak for the broad spectrum
of Republicans and therefore can’t take quite as sharp a
tone as I know Haley would like, and as I think we can
take as an independent organization. Bill Brock was an
effective chairman because he had the good sense to put
the RNC on the side of the supply-side movement in 1978,
He saw that the supply-side movement could be key not
Just to winning in 1980 but to changing the character of
the Republican Party and to establishing, at least for a
while, a governing majority. I think Haley is modelling
himself on Bill Brock, and I hope that he has the chance
to achieve as much over the next few years.

P.R.: The late 1970s were a period of extraordinary crea-
tivity and party-building for the GOP, even though the
Democrats had control of the White House and whopping
majorities in both Houses of Congress. Are there any
other important lessons from that period that should
apply to the GOP today?

Kristol: The story of the supply-side movement is worth
studying. There a small group of thinkers, elected offi-
cials, publicists and Capitol Hill staff members took a new
perspective on economic policy and promoted it not Just
as a new way of thinking about taxation but as a way of
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changing the character of the Republican party. Supply-
side economics broke us free of some of the traps that
kept us in minority status, and turned Republicans into
the party of populism and optimism. And Mr. Reagan of
course took that message to victory in 1980. We at the
Project for the Republican Future hope to do in several
areas of policy what the ad hoc group of supply-side
activists did in the 1977-1980 period.

Another lesson from that period is that if you beat the
incumbent Democratic administration in the right way,
you do not just stop their momentum or deal them a
setback, you really lay the groundwork for a counterof:
fensive and for your own governing agenda. Jimmy Car-
ter’s energy plan was announced with almost as much
hullabaloo as Clinton’s health plan. It collapsed partly as
aresult of real-world events, but also because David Stock-
man, Ronald Reagan, and a few others really attacked it.
Mr. Reagan didn’t just challenge the Carter energy plan
as too costly or too unwieldy, he challenged it on its
premises.

And indeed in 1981, when he became president, Mr.
Reagan decontrolled oil and gas—something that was
politically unachievable just four or five years earlier
before the failure of Jimmy Carter’s big government
energy plan. So I would say again that beating Clintonism,
if done on the right grounds, can lay the groundwork for
making progress on a governing agenda in the opposite
direction.

P.R.: What explains the sudden change in big-city poli-
tics—with moderate to conservative Democrats taking
over cities such as Philadelphia, Milwaukee, and Cleve-
land, Republicans winning in Los Angeles and New York,
and a conservative Republican winning by a landslide in
mostly black and Hispanic Jersey City? Do the gains by
Republicans in mayoral elections offer opportunities to
build a stronger Republican party in grass-roots urban
politics?

Kristol: We shouldn’t overstate what has happened. It is
going to take quite a while for the political character of
the big cities to change as much as we would like. But we
can see these recent local elections as a sign of the
fundamental weakness of contemporary liberalism. The
failures of the welfare state are nowhere more evident
than in the biggest cities, for if any place has been the
object of liberal solicitude and experimentation, it has
been our biggest cities and especially our inner-cityneigh-
borhoods. And it is precisely these places that are suffer-
ing most in America.

So, I think there is a real opportunity not simply to win
some votes in cities but to illuminate much more clearly
Just how disastrous contemporary liberalism has become.
America is a strong country, and many of our suburbs can
shrug off the ravages of contemporary liberalism with
some success. Butin the big cities, unfortunately, commu-
nities and neighborhoods aren’t as strong, citizens aren’t
aswealthy, and families aren’t as stable, so the pathologies
have a much more virulent effect. The human damage in
inner cities is heartbreaking. But it’s also a useful wake-up
call for the rest of us about the natural effects of contem-
porary welfare state liberalism going unchecked. a
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RevorT Acainst GOD

America’s Spiritual Despair

WILLIAM J. BENNETT

We gather in a spirit of celebration. But tonight I
speak out of a spirit of concern—for this evening my task
is to provide an assessment of the social and cultural
condition of modern American society. And while many
people agree that there is much to be concerned about
these days, I don’t think that people fully appreciate the
depth, or even the nature, of what threatens us—and,
therefore, we do not yet have a firm hold on what it will
take to better us. We need to have an honest conversation
about these issues.

A few months ago I had lunch with a friend of mine, a
man who has written for a number of political journals
and who now lives in Asia. During our conversation the
topic turned to America—specifically, America as seen
through the eyes of foreigners.

During our conversation, he told me what he had
observed during his travels: that while the world still
regards the United States as the leading economic and
military power on earth, this same world no longer be-
holds us with the moral respect it once did. When the rest
of the world looks at America, he said, they see no longer
a “shining city on a hill.” Instead, they see a society in
decline, with exploding rates of crime and social patholo-
gies. We all know that foreigners often come here in
fear—and once they are here, they travel in fear. Itis our
shame to realize that they have good reason to fear; a
record number of them get killed here.

Today, many who come to America believe they are
visiting a degraded society. Yes, America still offers plenty
of jobs, enormous opportunity, and unmatched material
and physical comforts. But there is a growing sense
among many foreigners that when they come here, they
are slumming. 1 have, like many of us, an instinctive
aversion to foreigners harshly judging my nation; yet I
must concede that much of what they think is true.

“YOU'RE BECOMING AMERICAN”

I recently had a conversation with a D.C. cab driver who
is doing graduate work at American University. He told
me that once he receives his masters degree he is going
back to Africa. His reason? His children. He doesn’t think
they are safe in Washington. He told me that he didn’t
want them to grow up in a country where young men will
paw his daughter and expect her to be an “easy target.”
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and where his son might be a different kind of target—the
target of violence from the hands of other young males.
“It is more civilized where I come from,” said this man
from Africa. I urged him to move outside of Washington;
things should improve.

But it is not only violence and urban terror that signal
decay. We see it in many forms. Newsweek columnist Joe
Klein recently wrote about Berenice Belizaire, a young
Haitian girl who arrived in New York in 1987. When she
arrived in America she spoke no English and her family
lived in a cramped Brooklyn apartment. Eventually Ber-
enice enrolled at James Madison High School, where she
excelled. According to Judith Khan, a math teacher at
James Madison, “[The immigrants are| why [ love teach-
ing in Brooklyn. They have a drive in them that we no
longer seem to have.” And far from New York City, in the
beautiful Berkshire mountains where I went to school,
Philip Kasinitz, an assistant professor of sociology at Wil-
liams College, has observed that Americans have become
the object of ridicule among immigrant students on cam-
pus. “There’s an interesting phenomenon. When immi-
grant kids criticize each other for getting lazy or loose,
they say, ‘You're becoming American,”” Kasinitz says.
“Those who work hardest to keep American culture atbay
have the best chance of becoming American success
stories.”

Lastyear an article was published in the Washington Post
which pointed out how students from other countries
adapt to the lifestyle of most American teens. Paulina, a
Polish high school student studying in the United States,
said that when she first came here she was amazed by the
way teens spent their time. According to Paulina:

In Warsaw, we would talk to friends after school, go
home and eat with our parents and then do four or
five hours of homework. When I first came here, it was
like going into a crazy world, butnow [am getting used
to it. I'm going to Pizza Hut and watching TV and

WILLIAM J. BENNETT, formerly Secretary of Education, is pres-
ently a distinguished fellow at The Heritage Foundation and
editor of The Book of Virtues. This article is adapted Jrom an
address by Mr. Bennett on The Heritage Foundation’s 20th
anniversary.

19



doing less work in school. I can tell it is not a good
thing to get used to.

Think long and hard about these words, spoken by a
young Polish girl about America: “When I first came here
it was like going into a crazy world, but now I am getting
used to it.” And, ‘I can tell it is not a good thing to get
used to.”

Something has gone wrong with us.

SOCIAL REGRESSION

This is a conclusion which I come to with great reluc-
tance. During the late 1960s and 1970s, I was one of those
who reacted strongly to
criticisms of America that
swept across university cam-
puses. I believe that many
of those criticisms—
“Amerika” as an inherently
repressive, imperialist, and
racist society—were wrong
then, and they are wrong
now. But intellectual hon-
esty demands that we ac-
cept facts that we would
sometimes like to wish
away. Hard truths are truths
nonetheless. And the hard
truth is that something has
gone wrong with us.

America is not in danger
of becoming a third world
country; we are too rich, too
proud and too strong to al-
low that to happen. It is not
that we live in a society com-
pletely devoid of virtue.
Many people live well, de-
cently, even honorably.
There are families, schools,
churches and neighbor-
hoods that work. There are
places where virtue is
taught and learned. But
there isa lotless of this than
there ought to be. And we
know it. John Updike put it

still live well cannot ease the
pain of feeling that we no
longer live nobly.”

Let me briefly outline some of the empirical evidence
that points to cultural decline, evidence that while we live
well materially, we don’t live nobly. Earlier this year I
released, through the auspices of the Heritage Founda-
tion, The Index of Leading Culiural Indicators, the most
comprehensive statistical portrait available of behavioral
trends over the last 30 years. Among the findings: since
1960, the population has increased 41 percent; the Gross
Domestic Product has nearly tripled; and total social
spending by all levels of government (measured in con-
stant 1990 dollars) has risen from $142.7 billion to $787
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“If I am right and the chief problem we face is spiritual
this way: “The fact that... we impoverishment, then the solution depends, finally, on
spiritual renewal.” —William J. Bennett

billion—more than a fivefold increase.

But during the same thirty-year period, there has been
a 560 percent increase in violent crime; more than a 400
percent increase in illegitimate births; a quadrupling in
divorces; a tripling of the percentage of children living in
single-parent homes; more than a 200 percent increase
in the teenage suicide rate; and a drop of 75 pointsin the
average S.A.T. scores of high-school students.

These are not good things to get used to.

Today 30 percent of all births and 68 percent of black
births are illegitimate. By the end of the decade, accord-
ing to the most reliable projections, 40 percent of all
American births and 80 percent of minority births will
occur out of wedlock.

These are not good
things to get used to.

And then there are the
results of an on-going
teacher survey. Over the
years teachers have been
asked to identify the top
problems in America’s
schools. In 1940 teachers
identified them as talking
out of turn; chewing gum;
making noise; running in
the hall; cutting in line;
dress code infractions; and
littering. When asked the
same question in 1990,
teachers identified drug
use; alcohol abuse; preg-
nancy; suicide; rape; rob-
bery; and assault. These
are not good things to get
used to, either.

Consider, too, where
the United States ranks in
comparison with the rest
of the industrialized
world. We are at or near
the top in rates of abor-
tions, divorces, and unwed
births. We lead the indus-
trialized world in murder,
rape and violent crime.
And in elementary and
secondary education, we are
at or near the bottom in
achievement scores.

These facts alone are evidence of substantial social
regression. But there are other signs of decay, ones that
do not so easily lend themselves to quantitative analyses
(some of which I have already suggested in my opening
anecdotes). What I am talking about is the moral, spiri-
tual and aesthetic character and habits of a society—what
the ancient Greeks referred to as its ethos. And here, too,
we are facing serious problems. For there is a coarseness,
a callousness, a cynicism, a banality, and a vulgarity to our
time. There are just too many signs of de-civilization—
that is, civilization gone rotten. And the worst of it has to
do with our children. Apart from the numbers and the

Chas Greer/The Heritage Foundation
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specific facts, there is the on-going, chronic crime against
children: the crime of making them old before their time.
We live in a culture which at times seems almost dedicated
to the corruption of the young, to assuring the loss of their
innocence before their time.

This may sound overly pessimistic or even alarmist, but
I think this is the way it is. And my worry is that people are
not unsettled enough; I don’t think we are angry enough.
We have become inured to the cultural rot that is setting
in. Like Paulina, we are getting used to it, even though it
isnotagood thing to getused to. People are experiencing
atrocity overload, losing their capacity for shock, disgust,
and outrage. A few weeks ago eleven people were mur-
dered in New York City within ten hours—and as far as I
can tell, it barely caused a stir.

Two weeks ago a violent criminal, who mugged and
almost killed a 72-year old man and was shot by a police
officer while fleeing the scene of the crime, was awarded
$4.3 million. Virtual silence.

And during last year’s Los Angeles riots, Damian Wil-
liams and Henry Watson were filmed pulling an innocent
man out of a truck, crushing his skull with a brick, and
doing a victory dance over his fallen body. Their lawyers
then built a successful legal defense on the proposition
that people cannot be held accountable for getting
caught up in mob violence. (“They just got caught up in
the riot,” one juror told the New York Times. “1 guess maybe
they were in the wrong place at the wrong time.”) When
the trial was over and these men were found not guilty on
most counts, the sound you heard throughout the land
was relief. We are “defining deviancy down,” in Senator
Moynihan’s memorable phrase. And in the processwe are
losing a once-reliable sense of civic and moral outrage.

URBAN SURRENDER
Listen to this story from former New York City Police
Commissioner Raymond Kelly:

A number of years ago there began to appear, in
the windows of automobiles parked on the streets of
American cities, signs which read: ‘No radio.” Rather
than express outrage, or even annoyance at the possi-
bility of a car break-in, people tried to communicate
with the potential thief in conciliatory terms. The
translation of ‘no radio’ is: “Please break into some-
one else’s car, there’s nothing in mine.” These ‘no
radio’ signs are flags of urban surrender. They are
hand-written capitulations. Instead of ‘no radio,” we
need new signs that say ‘no surrender.’

And what s so striking today is not simply the increased
number of viclent crimes, but the nature of those crimes.
Ii is no longer “just” murder we see, but murders with a
prologue, murders accompanied by acts of unspeakable
cruelty and inhumanity.

From pop culture, with our own ears, we have heard
the terrible debasement of music. Music, harmony and
rhythm find their way into the soul and fasten mightily
upon it, Plato’s Republic teaches us. Because music has the
capacity to lift us up or to bring us down, we need to pay
more careful attention to it. It is a steep moral slide from
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Bach, and even Buddy Holly, to Guns 'n Roses and 2 Live
Crew. This week an indicted murderer, Snoop Doggy
Dogg, saw his rap album, “Doggystyle,” debut at number
one. It may be useful for you to read, as I have, some of
his lyrics and other lyrics from heavy metal and rap music,
and then ask yourself: how much worse could it possibly
get? And then ask yourself: what will happen when young
boys who grow up on mean streets, without fathers in their
lives, are constantly exposed to music which celebrates
the torture and abuse of women?

There is a lot of criticism directed at television these
days—the casual cruelty, the rampant promiscuity, the
mindlessness of sit-coms and soap operas. Most of the
criticisms are justified. But this is not the worst of it. The
worst of television is the day-time television talk shows,
where indecent exposure is celebrated as a virtue. It is
hard to remember now, but there was once a time when
personal failures, subliminal desires, and perverse taste
were accompanied by guilt or embarrassment, at least by
silence.

Today these are a ticket to appear as a guest on the
Sally Jessy Raphael show, or one of the dozens or so shows
like it. I asked my staff to provide me with a list of some
of the day-time talk-show topics from only the last two
weeks. They include: cross-dressing couples; a three-way
love affair; a man whose chief aim in life is to sleep with
women and fool them into thinking that he is using a
condom during sex; women who can’t say no to cheating;
prostitutes who love their jobs; a former drug dealer; and
an interview with a young girl caught in the middle of a
bitter custody battle. These shows present a two-edged
problem to society: the first edge is that some people want
to appear on these shows in order to expose themselves.
The second edge is that lots of people are tuning in to
watch them expose themselves. This is not a good thing
to get used to.

Who's to blame? Here I would caution conservatives
against the tendency to blame liberals for our social
disorders. Contemporary liberalism does have a lot for
which to answer; many of its doctrines have wrought a lot
of damage. Universities, intellectuals, think tanks, and
government departments have put alot of poison into the
reservoirs of national discourse. But to simply point the
finger of blame at liberals and elites is wrong. The hard
fact of the matter is that this was not something done to
us; it is also something we have done to ourselves. Liberals
may have been peddling from an empty wagon, but we
were buying.

Much of what I have said is familiar to many of you.
Why s this happening? What is behind all this? Intelligent
arguments have been advanced as to why these things
have come to pass. Thoughtful people have pointed to
materialism and consumerism; an overly permissive soci-
ety; the writings of Rousseau, Marx, Freud, Nietzsche; the
legacy of the 1960s; and so on. There is truth in almost all
of these accounts. Let me give you mine.

SPIRITUAL ACEDIA
I submit to you that the real crisis of our time is
spiritual. Specifically, our problem is what the ancients
called acedia. Acedia is the sin of sloth. But acedia, as
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“It is a steep moral slide from Bach, and even Buddy
Holly, to Guns ’n Roses and 2 Live Crew.”

understood by the saints of old, is notlaziness about life’s
affairs (which is what we normally think sloth to be).
Acediais something else; properly understood, acediais an
aversion to and a negation of spiritual things. Acedia
reveals itself as an undue concern for external affairs and
worldly things. Acedia is spiritual torpor; an absence of
zeal for divine things. And it brings with it, according to
the ancients, “a sadness, a sorrow of the world.”

Acedia manifests itself in man’s “joyless, ill-tempered,
and self-seeking rejection of the nobility of the children
of God.” The slothful man Aates the spiritual, and he wants
to be free of its demands. The old theologians taught that
acedia arises from a heart steeped in the worldly and
carnal, and from a low esteem of divine things. It eventually
leads to a hatred of the good altogether. With hatred
comes more rejection, more ill-temper, more sadness,
and sorrow.

Spiritual acedia is not a new condition, of course. Tt is
the seventh capital sin. But today it is in ascendance. In
coming to this conclusion, I have relied on two literary
giants—men born on vastly different continents, the
product of two completely different worlds, and shaped
by wholly different experiences—yet writers who possess
strikingly similar views, and who have had a profound
impact on my own thinking. It was an unusual and sur-
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prising moment to find their views coincident.

When the late novelist Walker Percy was asked what
concerned him most about the future of America, he
answered:

Probably the fear of seeing America, with all its
great strength and beauty and freedom... gradually
subside into decay through default and be defeated,
not by the Communist movement.... but from within
byweariness, boredom, cynicism, greed and in the end
helplessness before its great problems.

And here are the words of the prophetic Aleksandr
Solzhenitsyn (echoing his 1978 Harvard commencement
address in which he warned of the West's “spiritual ex-
haustion”):

In the United States the difficulties are not a Mino-
taur or a dragon—not imprisonment, hard labor,
death, government harassment and censorship—but
cupidity, boredom, sloppiness, indifference. Not the
acts of a mighty all-pervading repressive government
but the failure of a listless public to make use of the
freedom that is its birthright.

What afflicts us, then, is a corruption of the heart, a
turning away in the soul. Our aspirations, our affections
and our desires are turned toward the wrong things. And
only when we turn them toward the right things—toward
enduring, noble, spiritual things—will things get better.

Lest I'leave the impression of bad news on all fronts, 1
do want to be clear about the areas where I think we have
made enormous gains: material comforts, economic pros-
perity and the spread of democracy around the world.
The American people have achieved a standard of living
unimagined 50 years ago. We have seen extraordinary
advances in medicine, science and technology. Life ex-
pectancy has increased more than 20 years during the last
six decades. Opportunity and equality have been ex-
tended to those who were once denied them. And of
course America prevailed in our “long, twilight struggle”
against communism. Impressive achievements, all.

Yet even with all of this, the conventional analysis is still
that this nation’s major challenges have to dowith getting
more of the same: achieving greater economic growth,
job creation, increased trade, health care, or more federal
programs. Some of these things are desirable, such as
greater economic growth and increased trade; some of
them are not, such as more federal programs. But to look
to any or all of them as the solution to what ails us is akin
to assigning names to images and shadows, it so widely
misses the mark.

If we have full employment and greater economic
growth—if we have cities of gold and alabaster—but our
children have not learned how to walk in goodness,
Justice, and mercy, then the American experiment, no
matter how gilded, will have failed.

I realize I have laid down strong charges, a tough
indictment. Some may question them. ButifI am wrong,
if my diagnosis is not right, then someone must explain
to me this: why do Americans feel so bad when things are
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economically, militarily and materially so good? Why
amidst this prosperity and security are enormous num-
bers of people—almost 70 percent of the public—saying
that we are off track? This paradox is described in the
Scottish author John Buchan’s work. Writing a half-cen-
tury ago, he described the “coming of a too garish age,
when life would be lived in the glare of neon lamps and
the spirit would have no solitude.” Here is what Buchan
wrote about his nightmare world:

In such a [nightmare] world everyone would have
leisure. But everyone would be restless, for there
would be no spiritual discipline in life....It would be a
feverish, bustling world, self-satisfied and yet malcon-
tent, and under the mask of a riotous life there would
be death at the heart. In the perpetual hurry of life
there would be no chance of quiet for the soul.... In
such a bagman’s paradise, where life would be ration-
alised and padded with every material comfort, there
would be little satisfaction for the immortal part of
man.

During the last decade of the twentieth century, many
have achieved this bagman’s paradise. And this is not a
good thing to get used to.

In identifying spiritual exhaustion as the central prob-
lem, I part company with many. There s a disturbing
reluctance in our time to talk seriously about matters
spiritual and religious. Why? Perhaps it has to do with the
modern sensibility’s profound discomfort with the lan-
guage and the commandments of God. Along with other
bad habits, we have gotten used to not talking about the
things which matter most—and so, we don’t.

One will often hear that religious faith is a private
matter that does not belong in the public arena. But this
analysis does not hold—at least on some important
points. Whatever your faith—or even if you have none at
all—itis a fact that when millions of people stop believing
in God, or when their beliefis so attenuated as to be belief
in name only, enormous public consequences follow.
And when this is accompanied by an aversion to spiritual
language by the political and intellectual class, the public
consequences are even greater. How could it be other-
wise? In modernity, nothinghas been more consequential,
or more public in its consequences, than large segments
of American society privately turning away from God, or
considering Him irrelevant, or declaring Him dead. Dos-
toyevsky reminded us in Brothers Karamazov that “if God
does not exist, everything is permissible.” We are now
seeing “everything.” And much of it is not good to get
used to.

SOCIAL REGENERATION

What can be done? First, here are the short answers:
do not surrender; get mad; and get in the fight. Now, let
me offer a few, somewhat longer, prescriptions.

1. At the risk of committing heresy before a Washing-
ton audience, let me suggest that our first task is to
recognize that, in general, we place too much hope in
politics. I am certainly not denying the impact (for good
and for ill) of public policies. I would not have devoted
the past decade of my life to public service—and I could
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“There was once a time when personal failures,
subliminal desires, and perverse taste were
accompanied by guilt or embarrassment. Today these
are a ticket to appear on the Sally Jessy Raphael show.”

not work at the Heritage Foundation—if I believed that
the work with which I was engaged amounted to nothing
more than striving after wind and ashes. But it is foolish,
and futile, to rely primarily on politics to solve moral,
cultural, and spiritual afflictions.

The last quarter-century has taught politicians a hard
and humbling lesson: there are intrinsic limits to what the
state can do, particularly when it comes to imparting
virtue, and forming and forging character, and providing
peace to souls. Samuel Johnson expressed this (deeply
conservative and true) sentiment when he wrote “How
small, of all that human hearts endure, That part which
laws or kings can cause or cure!”

King Lear was a great king—sufficient to all his politi-
cal responsibilities and obligations. He did well as king,
but as a father and a man, he messed up terribly. The
great king was reduced to the mud and ignominy of the
heath, cursing his daughters, his life, his gods. Politics is
a great adventure; it is greatly important; but its proper
place in our lives has been greatly exaggerated. Politics—
especially inside the Beltway politics—has too often be-
come the graven image of our time.

2. We must have public policies that once again make
the connection between our deepest beliefs and our
legislative agenda. Dowe Americans, for example, believe
that man is a spiritual being with a potential for individual
nobility and moral responsibility? Or do we believe that
his ultimate fate is to be merely a soulless cog in the
machine of state? When we teach sex-education courses
to teen-agers, do we treat them as if they are young
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animals in heat? Or, do we treat them as children of God?

In terms of public policy, the failure is not so much
intellectual; it is a failure of will and courage. Right now
we are playing a rhetorical game: we say one thing and we
do another. Consider the following:

® We say that we desire from our children more civility and
responsibility, but in many of our schools we steadfastly
refuse to teach right and wrong.

* We say that we want law and order in the streets, but we
allow criminals, including violent criminals, to return to
those same streets.

* We say that we want to stop illegitimacy, but we continue
to subsidize the kind of behavior that virtually guarantees
high rates of illegitimacy.

* We say that we want to discourage teenage sexual activity,
but in classrooms all across America educators are more
eager to dispense condoms than moral guidance.

* We say that we want more families to stay together, but we
liberalize divorce laws and make divorce easier to attain.

* We say that we want to achieve a color blind society and
Judge people by the content of their character, but we
continue to count by race, skin and pigment.

¢ We say that we want to encourage virtue and honor among
the young, but it has become a mark of sophistication to
shun the language of morality.

3. We desperately need to recover a sense of the
fundamental purpose of education, which is to provide
for the intellectual and moral education of the young.
From the ancient Greeks to the founding fathers, moral
instruction was the central task of education. “If you ask
what is the good of education,” Plato said, “the answer is
easy—that education makes good men, and that good
men act nobly.” Jefferson believed that education should
aim at improving one’s “morals” and “faculties.” And of
education, John Locke said this: “Tis’ virtue that we aim
at, hard virtue, and not the subtle arts of shifting.” Until
a quarter-century or so ago, this consensus was so deep as
to go virtually unchallenged. Having departed from this
time-honored belief, we are now reaping the whirlwind.
And so we talk not about education as the architecture of
souls, but about “skills facilitation” and “self-esteem” and
about being “comfortable with ourselves.”

4. As individuals and as a society, we need to return
religion to its proper place. Religion, after all, provides
us with moral bearings. And if I am right and the chief
problem we face is spiritual impoverishment, then the
solution depends, finally, on spiritual renewal. I am not
speaking here about coerced spiritual renewal—in fact,
there is no such thing—but about renewal freely taken.

The enervation of strong religious beliefs—in both our
private lives as well as our public conversations—has de-mor-
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alized society. We ignore religion and its lessons at our
peril. But instead of according religion its proper place,
much of society ridicules and disdains it, and mocks those
who are serious about their faith. In America today, the
only respectable form of bigotry is bigotry directed
against religious people. This antipathy toward religion
cannot be explained by the well-publicized moral failures
and financial excesses of a few leaders or charlatans, or
by the censoriousness of some of their followers. No, the

IT IS FOOLISH, AND FUTILE, TO
RELY PRIMARILY ON POLITICS
TO SOLVE MORAL, CULTURAL,
AND SPIRITUAL AFFLICTIONS.

reason for hatred of religion is because it forces modern
man to confront matters he would prefer to ignore.

Every serious student of American history, familiar
with the writings of the founders, knows the civic case for
religion. It provides society with a moral anchor—and
nothing else has yet been found to substitute for it.
Religion tames our baser appetites, passions, and im-
pulses. And it helps us to thoughtfully sort through the
“ordo amoris,” the order of the loves.

But remember, too, that for those who believe, it is a
mistake to treat religion merely as a useful means to
worldly ends. Religion rightly demands that we take seri-
ously not only the commandments of the faith, but that
we also take seriously the object of the faith. Those who
believe know that although we are pilgrims and sojourn-
ers and wanderers in this earthly kingdom, ultimately we
are citizens of the City of God—a City which man did not
build and cannot destroy, a City where there is no sadness,
where the sorrows of the world find no haven, and where
there is peace the world cannot give.

PUSHING BACK

Let me conclude. In his 1950 Nobel Prize acceptance
speech, William Faulkner declared “I decline to accept
the end of man.” Man will not merely endure but prevail
because, as Faulkner said, he alone among creatures “has
a soul, a spirit capable of compassion and sacrifice and
endurance.”

Today we must in the same way decline to accept the
end of moral man. We must carry on the struggle, for our
children. We will push back hard against an age that is
pushing hard against us. When we do, we will emerge
victorious against the trials of our time. When we do, we
will save our children from the decadence of our time.

We have a lot of work to do. Let’s get to it. z
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FreepOM’S CHOIR

Social and Economic Conservatives Are Singing the Same Song

REPRESENTATIVE DICK ARMEY

An old ghost returned to haunt the Republican Party
during the debate over the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA). While the party’s economic con-
servatives, true to the free trade orthodoxy of the Reagan
era, immediately leapt to support the pact, the party’s
social conservatives were suspicious of it from the start.
One pro-life leader captured the depths of the mini-
schism when she remarked, “only the establishment’s for
NAFTA”—meaning “only” the economic conservatives
with whom she had made common cause for 12 years.

Like the intraparty disputes over abortion, gay rights,
taxing the rich, or a host of other issues, the NAFTA
campaign has raised serious questions in some minds
about the coherence of the Republican Party. On one
side of the party, they see economic conservatives cham-
pion lower taxes, less regulation, and free trade. On the
other, the cultural conservatives who, in their view, take
decidedly unlibertarian positions on social issues and
often seem lukewarm in their support for classical market
economics. While the two groups may have been held
together in the past by a shared anticommunism or their
mutual enthusiasm for Ronald Reagan, the argument
runs, on a number of issues the two camps are now
divided.

FEARS OF FRATRICIDE

Even the conscience of conservative Barry Goldwater,
who did as much as anyone to build the modern Repub-
lican Party, is troubled by a sense of inconsistency. Survey-
ing the cultural conservatives’ consternation over
President Clinton’s plan to put gays in the military, the
former senator told a gay newspaper, “The Republican
Party should stand for freedom and only for freedom ...
freedom means doing what you damn well please. To see
the party that fought communism and big government
now fighting gays, well, that’s just plain dumb.”

Senator Goldwater alludes to the key question: Is there
an inherent contradiction between the party’s supportfor
economic {reedom and its social agenda?

If so, the GOP is divided against itself, and presents a
potentially unstable coalition that could fly apart—par-
ticularly as we enter the new, post-Cold War world. Any
armchair political scientist could easily imagine the party
transforming itself into a “more consistent” William Weld
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party with the goal of keeping the government off our
backs and out of our bedrooms. Or it could become a
party combining social conservatives and protectionist
trade unionists—a Pat Buchanan party supporting tradi-
tional values and putting “America First.”

More likely, the party could “go the way of the Whigs,”
destroying itself in fratricidal battles and leaving Ross
Perot to occupy the ruins.

Before the professional doomsayers get carried away
about the GOP’s future, however, we should remember
that the problem of internal division has visited the party
many times since modern conservatism’s inception. The
tensions we see today pale in comparison to the dispute
that raged in the 1950s between the followers of libertar-
ian-leaning Friedrich von Hayek and the traditionalists
led by Russell Kirk. That argument was resolved so com-
pletely by William F. Buckley Jr. and the intellectual
battalions at National Review that generations of conserva-
tives—myself included—have grown up feeling perfectly
at home among the most ardent partisans of both camps.

There is, in fact, no inherent contradiction among the
strains of conservatism. If we reconsider and resolve again
this old argument between our party’s economic and
cultural conservatives, we will find that they both are
firmly united behind a freedom agenda.

THE RIGHT SIDE OF HISTORY

I happen to agree with Senator Goldwater that the best
way to describe ourselves in the 1990s is as “the party of
freedom.” That phrase best captures our basic values as
we confront the most statist administration in 30 years.

After a President flying the Republican banner—how-
ever weakly—was kicked out of the White House with 62
percent of the country voting against him, we urgenty
need a fresh way to explain ourselves to an under-
standably surly and skeptical electorate.

This does not mean recasting ourselves. Our situation
today is very different from the profound spiritual crisis
facing McGovernite-New Deal Democrats after a similar
debacle in 1980. Their deepest beliefs and policies had
been utterly repudiated by events—and they knew it. The

Dick Armey represents the 26th district of Texas and is chair-
man of the House Republican Conference.
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The cultural conservatives’ campaign against abortion is actually waged in the defense
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of freedom—an individual’s freedom to live.

Democrats’ failure to arrest inflation, or even compre-
hend its causes, proved that they did not have a clue about
how to run the government in a modern, capitalist econ-
omy. They made an enormous effort to resolve an energy
crisis which, we discovered a few Republican policies
later, did not exist. The trillions of dollars they spent
waging war on poverty netted them (and us) only an
unprecedented crime wave and a brutal subculture in the
inner cities. Their generous attempts to appease the
Soviets produced genocide in Afghanistan and 300 new
missiles aimed at Europe. In short, the Democrats’ entire
world view was shattered. Young, ambitious Democratic
candidates had no choice but to call themselves “New
Democrats,” until one was convincing enough to ride a
plurality into the White House—with a little help from
Mr. Perot.

THE PARTY OF FREEDOM
In the Republican case, our world view has been com-
pletelyvindicated by events since 1980. From the moment
our tax cuts and deregulation began taking effectin 1982,
our cconomy entered the longest peacetime expansion
in history, growing by nearly a third, an achievement

28

equal to grafting the entire German economy onto ours.
All income groups, contrary to the numbers cooked up
by the Democrat-controlled Congressional Budget Com-
mittee, saw their incomes rise by at least 10 percent. This
recovery of our economic strength, combined with Rea-
gan-inspired self-confidence and a formidable arms
build-up, relegated the Soviet Empire to the ash heap of
history, and left us more secure from foreign aggression
than at any time since 1918,

Now, as we enter the post-Cold War world, we are as
ideologically vital as we ever were. One might have ex-
pected a certain exhaustion to set in as we searched for
new policies for a new era. It hasn’t happened. The only
new ideas for addressing our schools and cities—from
school choice to enterprise zones to urban homestead-
ing—are Republican ideas. We own the crime issue, as
the public supports us on the death penalty, more pris-
ons, and more police. And there is no way to understand
what has happened to the economy since President Rea-
gan left office except as a consequence of the reversal of
his policies, demanding their immediate reinstatement.

We don’t need, then, a reworking of our platform—to
give up ideas we believe in for ones we don’t believe in,
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as Margaret Thatcher once said of her opposition. But we
do need a new way to explain ourselves to our own
followers and to the general public. “The Party of Free-
dom,” I believe, best captures the essence of what we are
about and will effectively undermine both the elitism of
Bill Clinton and the counterfeit populism of Ross Perot.

FREEDOM TO DO WHAT?

Freedom has actually been a controversial theme in
conservative history. Back in the wilderness years of the
late 1940s and early 1950s, the traditionalists, forerunners
of today’s cultural conservatives, were wary of Friedrich
von Hayek and his followers, partly out of an aristocratic
fear that the free market could erode time-tested tradi-
tions, but mainly because they smelled in their writings
the smoke of an extreme libertarian ideology. As Russell
Kirk put it in 1988, echoing his point of 30 years earlier:

The ruinous failing of ideologues who call them-
selves libertarians is their fanatic attachment to a sim-
ple and solitary principle—that is, the notion of
freedom as the whole end of civil order, and indeed
of human existence.

The emphasis on freedom, the traditionalists argued,
implied that other values—or any values—were unimpor-
tant. Freedom is a mere process, desperately begging the
question: “freedom to do what?” It was much better, in
their opinion, for conservatives to rally around substan-
tive values, like belief in God and a transcendent order in
the universe. Without such grounding, celebrating free-
dom could easily collapse into a celebration of raw liber-
tinism.

But being the party of freedom did not mean then, nor
does it mean now, that we believe individuals should be
freed from all social restraint. In contrast to our genuinely
libertarian friends, we firmly believe that the influence of
family, the weight of tradition, and above all religious
conviction are essential for individuals to live virtuous
lives, which we accept as the only proper end of human
life. We simply make a crucial distinction between these
forms of social control, which are not enforced by physi-
cal coercion, and the power of the central government,
which most certainly is.

Nor does the party-of-freedom label mean that we
necessarily oppose local and even state laws that regulate
behavior. We are certainly skeptical of them, but they at
least have the virtue of applying locally, where they are
more likely to reflect the general wishes of the governed
and are comparatively easy to repeal if they do not. They
also leave individuals with the ability to vote with their feet
and move to a less restrictive jurisdiction. When laws are
formulated in Washington, D.C. and applied to the entire
nation, there is no such escape. Anyone wishing to live
near any major American city today, for example, cannot
evade the crime spreading from inner cities laid waste by
the Great Society.

True free-market conservatives have in fact long ar-
gued that personal virtue is essential for freedom to work.
As Hayek himself wrote:

It is indeed a truth, which all the great apostles of
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freedom outside the purely rationalistic school have
never tired of emphasizing, that freedom has never
worked without deeply ingrained moral beliefs and
that coercion can be reduced to a minimum only
where individuals can be expected asarule to conform
voluntarily to certain principles.

Freedom, to us, does notmean freedom to do whatever
one wants; it means maximum freedom from government
control, particularly central government control.

As for the argument that traditional values must suffer
under the dynamism of afree-market economy, a number
of writers in our own time, especially Michael Novak and
George Gilder, have put that idea soundly to rest. As Mr.
Gilder wrote in Wealth and Poverty:

Under capitalism, the ventures of reason are
launched into a world ruled by morality and Provi-
dence. The gifts [produced by capitalists] will succeed
only to the extent that they are altruistic and spring
from an understanding of the needs of others. They
depend on faith in an essentially fair and responsive
humanity.

Or, as I would put it, the market punishes immorality.
If one is indifferent to the needs of his fellow citizens in
a capitalist economy, he will find himself in poverty, just
as he will ifhe earns a reputation for dishonesty and fraud.
As Walter Lippmann wrote, in the free market “the gold-
en rule is economically sound.” Today, as free market
economics have proven spectacularly successful across
the globe, the idea of freedom is far less controversial on
the Right than the notion that the cultural conservative
agenda is inconsistent with it. Among some economic
conservatives, and especially among moderate Republi-

AS WE CONFRONT THE MOST
STATIST ADMINISTRATION IN
30 YEARS, THE BEST WAY TO
DESCRIBE OURSELVES IS “THE
PARTY OF FREEDOM.”

cans and America’s vast political middle, a perception has
taken hold that the cultural conservatives are an illiberal
force, intent on using the federal government to impose
religious values on people who may not share them. The
charge is plainly false and stems, I think, from a funda-
mental misunderstanding of what cultural conservatives
are all about.

RISE OF RELIGIOUS CONSERVATIVES

The first thing that needs to be understood about
today’s cultural conservatives, which I rather loosely iden-
tify with the religious right, is that they are entirely a
defensive movement. It’s not as if Pat Robertson and his
compatriots were brainstorming one afternoon and sud-
denly hit upon the idea of infiltrating the government
and using its power for their own ends.
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There was never an attempt by cultural conservatives to
to use federal power to encourage an “Ozzie and
Harriet”-style family arrangement.

Rather, millions of evangelicals and orthodox Catho-
lics in the 1970s felt their way of life to be under subtle
but determined attack by federal policies. They organized
politically, after decades of shunning politics, not to im-
pose their beliefs on others, but because the federal
government was imposing its values on them.

Specifically, many leading cultural conservatives point
to the threat of government regulation of private schools
as the catalyzing event. Paul Weyrich writes:

What caused the movement to surface was the
tederal government’s moves against Christian schools.
This absolutely shattered the Christian community’s
notion that Christians could isolate themselves inside
their own institutions and teach what they pleased.
The realization that they could not then linked them
to the long-held conservative view that government is
too powerful and intrusive, and this linkage is what
made the evangelicals active.

Richard Viguerie, who observed the movement from
its inception, points in particular to a proposed IRS ruling
in 1978 that would have saddled all private schools with
the burden of proving that they were not founded to
evade antidiscrimination laws—a ruling that would have
put federal authorities in the position of denying Chris-
tian schools their tax exempt status on dubious grounds.
Ralph Reed ]Jr., the executive director of the Christian
Coalition, agrees. “The spark that ignited the pro-family
movement was the fear of increased government regula-
tion of church schools.”

Other issues were crucial as well. Phyllis Schlafly was
mainly occupied with national security issues until she was
confronted with the proposed Equal Rights Amendment
in 1972. Faced with the prospect that overreaching fed-
eral courts would use the loosely worded amendment to
Justify unprecedented intrusions into private affairs, pos-
sibly even moving against the Catholic Church for har-
boring an all-male clergy, she organized hundreds of
thousands of new political activists.

And even the enemies of the cultural conservative
movement recognize the crucial importance of the Su-
preme Court’s Roev. Wade abortion decision. “Roewas a
powerful stimulus to the right-to-life movement,” the
editors of the New Republic wrote in 1989, “which in turn
was a cornerstone of the New Right, which is still a
powerful political force today.”

Nothing provoked more justified fear among devout
believers than the sudden realization in the 1970s thatan
appointed, nine-member court could—with no account-
ability—impose its views on abortion, pornography, pub-
lic prayer, education, and even sexuality on every
community in the country.

Someone once quipped that “Americais a country with
a population as religious as India’s ruled by a political
elite as secular as Sweden’s.” Devout believers in middle
America have certainly long believed that to be true, and
they warily tolerated it. But once it became clear that an
arbitrary federal authority could strike down the consid-
ered laws of 50 state legislatures on a whim, extend its
control to religious institutions, and use amendments to
the Constitution to engineer social revolutions, very little
seemed safe. The cultural conservatives’ “diabolical”
agendawas, and is, simply to neutralize the government’s
influence on disputed moral questions, and then to mini-
mize the government’s power to ensure it would not
threaten their way of life in the future.

DEFENDING FAMILY RIGHTS

To be sure, the ACLU and other groups delight in
finding some religious right field organizer who takes a
more expansive view of cultural conservative goals. Occa-
sionally, some religious right leaders have made intem-
perate remarks. But we can best judge the intentions of
the movement by the issues it has actually pursued in the
national arena. Far from being the right-wing Savonaro-
las of ACLU executive director Ira Glasser’s imagination,
their goals have been remarkably modest.

Take the debate over funding for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts (NEA,) an important issue because it
served more than any other to feed the Left’s fantasies of
martyrdom at the hands of cultural fanatics. The NEA, a
government board which doles out $170 million in arts
funding, found itself in a maelstrom in 1989 when it chose
to fund an absurd work of art by the artist Andres Serrano.
Mr. Serrano used NEA money to take a crucifix, suspend
itin a jar of human urine, and photograph it. Naturally,
Christians and members of other faiths across the country
were outraged—but at what? Not especially at Mr. Ser-
rano, butat the federal governmentfor using their money
to subsidize him.

Although the Left cried censorship, I defy anyone to
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find 2 moment in the debate when cultural conservatives
questioned Mr. Serrano’s right to produce his “art.” They
simply argued that the taxpayers should not finance it. It
was as if the art community believed censorship was
having someone try to deny an artist a federal check.

I argued that if we were really opposed to censorship,
we ought to close down the NEA entirely and avoid having
an unelected government board deciding what consti-
tutes art and what does not—a position which earned me
the praise of such religious right leaders as Mississippi’s
Reverend Donald Wildmon.

Notice that the religious right did not argue that the
federal government should reverse itself and fund Chris-
tian art, only that it remain neutral, neither encouraging
nor discouraging particular works. That didn’t stop the
avant garde left from calling religious conservatives “cul-
tural ayatollahs.”

On another telling issue, a couple of years earlier,
Congress was debating a child care bill that had been
drafted, more or less, by Marion Wright Edelman of the
Children’s Defense Fund. The bill would have set up a
new federal bureaucracy of Great Society proportions to
funnel money to child-care centers-but only federally
regulated child-care centers. That meant only large, secu-
lar child-care institutions. If a child-care center was in a
church basement, it might still get money, but only after
it put tarps over any crosses or other religious ornaments
evident on the walls.

Conservatives, led by The Eagle Forum and Concerned
Women for America, strenuously opposed the plan as
“anti-family.” It was not that they objected to people
placing their children in daycare, something that was
clearly a matter of individual choice. The problem was

THE MARKET PUNISHES
IMMORALITY. [F ONE IS
INDIFFERENT TO THE NEEDS OF
HIS FELLOW CITIZENS IN A
CAPITALIST ECONOMY, HE
WILL FIND HIMSELF IN
POVERTY.

that the government would in effect be encouraging only
one type of child-rearing arrangement—working parents
who put their children in large child-care centers. At the
same time, it would force all families, including so-called
traditional families that made huge sacrifices to raise their
children in their own homes, to foot the bill.

They proposed instead a neutral alternative. Rather
than give the money to the child-care centers, why not
give it directly to parents and allow them to spend it as
they saw fit? That way, the parents could use the money
to alleviate the costs of whatever child-rearing arrange-
ments they chose—whether that was raising their chil-
dren in the home with a stay-at-home parent, placing
them in daycare, or placing their children in an informal
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child-care setting, such as in the care of a relative or
neighbor. There was never an attempt by the cultural
conservatives to use federal power to encourage an “Ozzie
and Harriet™style family arrangement, as Representative
Pat Schroeder derisively puts it. They simply asked that
the government remain even-handed and allow free peo-
ple to decide their family styles themselves, without the
decision being unduly influenced by Washington.

What about all the school textbook cases, which
earned the cultural conservatives the epithet of “book
burners” by the civil libertarians? Every once in a while

THE RELIGIOUS RIGHT DID NOT
ARGUE THAT THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT SHOULD FUND

CHRISTIAN ART, ONLY THAT IT

REMAIN NEUTRAL.

politically active Christians are charged with trying to
have certain textbooks removed from school shelves, or
have creationism taught alongside evolution, or insist that
sex education be based on abstinence. Their opponents
revel in these cases, since such issues allow them to por-
tray cultural conservatives in the worst, most anti-intellec-
tual, know-nothing light. But with rare, localized
exceptions, the religious right in these cases was defend-
ing the communities’ right of self-determination against
encroachments from distant government authorities. In
the old issue of prayer in the classroom, for example,
individual communities chose to pray in public, as they
had for as long as anyone could remember. Federal court
orders said they could not.

In other misunderstood cases, the rights of parents
themselves were threatened. For weeks this fall, in one
example, voters in Northern Virginia were carpet-
bombed with political ads charging that a Republican
candidate wanted to have the Wizard of Oz taken out of a
school curriculum. The charge was not true. In fact, the
candidate had simply given legal advice to some parents
who, for religious reasons, did not want their children
reading books containing good witches. These parents
didn’t want the book taken off the shelves; they merely
wanted school authorities to refrain from forcing their
children to read it.

RESISTING THE GAY AGENDA

Finally, let’s examine gays in the military, the issue that
so exercised Senator Goldwater. While many military
retirees opposed the policy on the grounds of military
effectiveness—a position anyone interested in preserving
freedom could endorse—the cultural conservatives were
mainly concerned that the government would be casting
an aura of legitimacy on the gay lifestyle, and thus take
sides on an issue that was being hotly debated in the
society at large.

As the cultural conservatives see it, society as a whole
is still unsure of how we should respond as individuals to
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our gay citizens. Certainly the public is becoming more
tolerant of gays, but it is not clear where this will lead.
Some believe that homosexuality is normal and healthy
and should be treated as such. Others believe it is a moral
abomination and should be discouraged. Still others, the
majority in my opinion, decline to pass judgment on gays
as individuals but shrink from endorsing their lifestyle. If
the federal government were to abruptly change a long-
standing tradition and allow gays in the armed forces, it
would throw its enormous moral authority behind the
first view, possibly preventing a different, more appropri-
ate, social consensus from developing.

Indeed, the so-called “anti-gay” agenda of religious
conservatives is geared toward nothing more than pre-
serving people’s freedom to decide for themselves how to
respond to gays. Colorado recently earned itself the en-
mity of half of Hollywood when it passed a proposition
denying gays special privileges under law. In practice, the
Colorado proposition means that if a person believes
homosexuality is normal, he is free to actaccordingly. But

NOTHING PROVOKED MORE
JUSTIFIED FEAR AMONG
DEVOUT BELIEVERS THAN THE
SUDDEN REALIZATION THAT
AN APPOINTED, NINE ~-MEMBER
COURT COULD—WITH NO
ACCOUNTABILITY—IMPOSE ITS
VIEWS ON ABORTION,
PORNOGRAPHY, PUBLIC
PRAYER, EDUCATION, AND
EVEN SEXUALITY ON EVERY
COMMUNITY IN THE COUNTRY.

if he believes that it is immoral or unhealthy and doesn’t
want his children exposed to it, he cannot be forced to
rent his spare bedroom to a practicing homosexual cou-
ple. (Significantly, when a group tried to persuade Ore-
gon voters to adopt a broader proposition, one which
would actually declare in law that homosexuality was
wrong, the voters rejected it, and the group has since
rightly confined itself to working for “no special privi-
leges.”)

We are still left to deal with the difficult issue of
abortion, however. Many who have followed this reason-
ing so far will still consider abortion as Exhibit A in their
contention that the cultural conservatives mean to inter-
fere with individual freedom. But that depends on what
one means by “individual.” If we accept the idea that the
fetus is a human being, then the cultural conservatives’
campaign against abortion is actually waged in the de-
fense of freedom-—an individual’s freedom to live. Even
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an extreme libertarian accepts an absolute obligation for
the government to protect its people from unjust aggres-
sion by others. Assuming that an unborn child is in fact a
person—as I firmly believe it is—there can be no prob-
lem, and certainly no philosophical inconsistency, in
supporting the government’s duty to defend it.

William F. Buckley Jr., I thought, put the issue quite
well. When one of this guests on “Firing Line” asked him
how he could advocate “getting the government off our
backs” at the same time he desired the government to
“reach into our homes” and restrict abortion, he replied:
“Why, for the same reason the government can ‘reach
into my home’ and tell me I can’t have a slave in the
closet.” In each case, it is merely defending a basic human
right. Whatever differences individuals within the party
have on abortion, they have nothing to do with different
philosophies about the role of government and every-
thing to do with different philosophies of humanity itself.

A CULTURAL FREE MARKET

Itis certainly true that on the most prominent cultural
issues—the values displayed in art, family arrangements,
attitudes towards homosexuals—cultural conservatives
have pronounced personal views. What is striking, how-
ever, is that they rarely look to the government, certainly
not the federal government, to enforce their views, let
alone to impose them on others. Their political program,
properly understood, is nothing more than to neutralize
the government’s influence on disputed value questions
and minimize the government’s power in order to pre-
ventit from attempting to exertany such influence in the
future. They want the government to allow people to
decide these issues by themselves.

Allow people to decide these issues by themselves. Here we can
see the clear link between the cultural and economic
conservatives. The economic conservatives are devoted to
the idea of a self-regulating free market to achieve the
best possible distribution of economic goods. The cul-
tural conservatives—as judged by their actual political
program—implicitly believe in a kind of cultural free
market in which free people, regulated through largely
noncoercive means, may arrive at the best possible solu-
tion to the social questions that currently divide us.

As they see it, if the federal government were not
subsidizing bigoted anti-Christian art, that art would be
rejected by the public and consigned to a limited counter-
culture audience. Without federal subsidies of family
disintegration—either in the form of welfare programs
that have destroyed our inner cities and child- care pro-
grams geared solely to the institutionalization of chil-
dren—the traditional family would flourish as it has in
generations past. And without President Clinton using
the enormous federal bureaucracy to express his per-
sonal view of homosexuality, a social consensus on the
subject would naturally evolve—one that neither perse-
cutes homosexuals nor accepts their lifestyle as normal,
happy and healthy. Fervent proselytizers though they may
be in their private life, the cultural conservatives’ political
program is aimed solely at minimizing the government’s
role in these issues.

Cultural conservatives fear the power of the modern
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The trillions of dollars Democrats spent waging war on poverty netted us
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an unprecedented crime wave and a brutal subculture in the inner cities.

is aimed solely at minimizing the government’s role in
these issues.

Cultural conservatives fear the power of the modern
state for precisely the reason that Hayek, the patron saint
of modern market economics, outlined 50 years ago in
The Road to Serfdom. They know that with its enormous
control of economic resources—the power to tax, to fund
programs, to regulate vast types of activiies—the state
can slowly but determinedly spread its control over their
culture and erode their way of life.

LEADING VIRTUOUS LIVES

Anyone who has spent much time around flesh-and-
blood cultural conservatives—say, your average Southern
Baptist family in Texas, for example—knows that they
have utmost confidence that, as long as the central gov-
ernment does not take sides on disputed value questions,
people are most likely to live virtuous lives, as they under-
stand them. If the only weapon being used in the so-called
“culture war” is the entirely peaceful one of persuasion
by words and deeds, they believe they will win it. Only
when coercive power is employed by a distant, central
authority will they lose. Their idea of the world is of a
hard-working, God-fearing America that would be doing
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just fine were it not for government policies that erode
traditional values. I think this view is a fair description of
our country’s plight, but whatever the objective reality, it
is clear that the cultural conservatives believe this is the
case. They thus neither seek nor desire to capture the
government themselves and use it to impose their views
on others. They simply want it to get out of the way.

What we have here is an exact parallel among the
cultural conservatives to what our economic conservatives
are doing in the economic sphere. Just as the economic
conservatives do not want the government telling us what
type of HDTV we should develop, the cultural conserva-
tives don’t want it telling us what type of art we should
buy. As the economic conservatives object to Hillary Clin-
ton ushering us all into health alliances against our will,
the cultural conservatives object to the government en-
couraging us to adopt Pat Schroeder’s view of the ideal
family arrangement. The economic conservatives don’t
want the government telling us to buy domestic goods
when we believe a foreign product may be superior; the
cultural conservatives don’t want the government telling
us to rent our extra room to homosexuals if we believe
the gay lifestyle is unhealthy.

Both groups have an identical, surpassing interest in
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more confidence in the collective wisdom of hundreds of
millions of free men and women than in all the economic
planners and social engineers in Washington, D.C.

LAST GASP OF STATISM

It is my firm belief that by understanding our party’s
seamless devotion to freedom we can best equip ourselves
to face and defeat the last gasp of 20th century statism,
otherwise known as the Clinton Administration. Interest-
ingly, just as our party is a collection of people united in
their commitment to limiting government, our Demo-
cratic opponents are a disparate lot brought together by
nothing but their vested interest in expanding govern-
ment. One would not ordinarily expect unionized work-
ers, suburban feminists, civil rights activists and militant
gays to enjoy one another’s company. The reason they
work togetheris that they all understand that government
power is central to achieving their goals.

That makes Bill Clinton their ideal president. Al-
though he had the political sense to veer rightward long
enough to win a national election, the essence of his
program in office has been to expand the government’s
power and reach. His tax plan, for all the deficitreduction
salesmanship, is a plan to finance a 20-percent growth in

government by 1997. His much-touted spending cuts,
particularly those in defense, serve only to free funds to
feed his swelling domestic programs. And that is only a
prelude to his prime objective, which is to use the false
promise of health security to accomplish a government
take-over of the entire health-care industry, totaling one-
seventh of our economy.

As Hillary Clinton explained their motives last
spring—in a speech the president endorsed—they intend
to create a “new politics of meaning,” in which a Clinton-
led federal government will somehow allow people to feel
meaning in their supposedly meaningless lives as they
watch the federal bureaucracy spend their money for
them for its own ends.

As our cultural conservatives are wrongly maligned,
even by some of their own conservative brethren, for
supposedly trying to impose their beliefs on everyone
else, the Clintons have explicitly stated their intention to
use the power of the federal government to impose their
values on us—a chilling thought.

By rallying in turn around a “new politics of freedom,”
we will offer the American people a clear alternative to
this grim elitism: A Republican vision celebrating the
practical and moral virtues of a free people. z
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FroMm PrLURIBUS TO UNUM

Immigratdon and the Founding Fathers

MATTHEW SPALDING

Americans torn by conflicting impulses on the ques-
tion of immigration may find it helpful to consult the
thoughts of the Founding Fathers. The Founders were
also torn. They favored open immigration, and yet they
worried that the new republic would be endangered if
large numbers of foreigners arrived without learning the
English language and embracing America’s cultural and
political institutions. The Founders resolved the dilemma
by insisting on the rapid assimilation of newcomers. Men
and women would be free to come to America from every
country in the world—but only if they became Americans.

From the beginning, Americans wanted to share the
blessings of liberty they had secured for themselves with
the rest of mankind. The Declaration of Independence
cited, as one of its principal grievances against George I1I,
that “He has endeavored to prevent the population of
these States; for that purpose, obstructing the laws for
naturalization of foreigners, [and] refusing to pass others
to encourage their migration hither.” The Constitution
called upon Congress to establish a uniform naturaliza-
tion law, and the young republic placed virtually no
restrictions on immigration.

Even as they favored plentiful immigration, however,
the Founders worried that foreign ideas and influences
might undermine America’s republican institutions.
They feared that concentrations of foreign populations
on American soil might exacerbate the risk of factional
and sectional conflict. To minimize these dangers, the
Founders thought carefully about allowing foreigners to
become Americans. The challenge was to make a myriad
of peoples into one nation. In this effort the Founders
largely succeeded. The lesson for our times is that a free
nation can sustain high levels of immigration if it labors
carefully at the hard task of making citizens.

SECOND LAND OF PROMISE

The American Revolution, and its experiment in re-
publican government, gave fresh meaning to the concept
of the New World as an escape from the Old. Thomas
Paine, himself a recentimmigrant when he wrote Common
Sense in 1776, called America “the asylum for the perse-
cuted lovers of civil and religious liberty from every part
of Europe.” The thought of America as a political refuge
was nothing new to the people of New England; their
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Puritan ancestors had emigrated to escape religious per-
secution. Now, political asylum was part of the very idea
of the nation. George Washington wrote in 1785, “let the
poor, the needy and oppressed of the Earth, and those
who want Land, resort to the fertile plains of our western
country, the Second Land of Promise, and there dwell in
peace, fulfilling the first and great commandment.”

The Founders expected and welcomed a large influx
of immigration. “Those who live under arbitrary power
do nevertheless approve of Liberty, and wish for it,”
Benjamin Franklin wrote John Jay from Paris in 1777.
“...[T]hey almost despair of recovering it in Europe; they
read the translations of our separate colony constitutions
with rapture; and there are such numbers everywhere,
who talk of removing to America, with their families and
fortunes, as soon as peace and our independence shall be
established, that ’tis generally believed we shall have a
prodigious addition of strength, wealth, and arts from the
emigrations of Europe.”

There was also an expectation that the best immigrants
would add to the moral capital of the growing country,
bringing with them the attributes necessary for the work-
ings of free government. America promised advantages
to those “who are determined to be sober, industrious
and virtuous members of Society,” Washington told a
Dutch correspondent in 1788. “And it must not be con-
cealed,” he added, “that a knowledge that these are the
general characteristics of your compatriots would be a
principal reason to consider their advent as a valuable
acquisition to our infant settlements.”

Economic freedom and the prospect of prosperity
would also be a great inducement, adding population and
material wealth to the new nation. While many of those
who initially immigrated were indentured servants or
redemptioners, there were increasing numbers of skilled
workers and artisans. Alexander Hamilton, in his 1791
Report on Manufactures, pointed out that businessmen are
reluctant to move from one country to the next unless “by
very apparent and proximate advantages.” He believed
that the new nation, because of better prices, cheaper

MATTHEW SPALDING is a 1993-94 Sakatori Fellow with the
Intercollegiate Studies Institute and a doctoral candidate at the
Claremont Graduate School.
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The Founding Fathers favored open immigration, and yet they worried that the new republic
would be endangered if large numbers of foreigners arrived without learning the English
language and embracing America’s cultural and political institutions.

materials, lower taxes and regulations and greater per-
sonal independence, would soon become a haven for the
many entrepreneurs and capitalists of the world. Mer-
chants and manufacturers, he predicted, would most
likely “flock from Europe to the United States to pursue
their own trades or professions, if they were once made
sensible of the advantages they would enjoy, and were
inspired with an assurance of encouragement and em-
ployment.”

A MULTICULTURAL STOCK

The annual flow of newcomers to the young republic
was comparable in proportion to the rate of legal immi-
gration today—roughly one quarter of 1 percent of the
population. Official records were not kept until 1820, but
estimates put total immigration from 1783 to 1815 at
about 250,000, at a time when population increased from
a little over 2 million to 8.5 million. Annual arrivals after
the Treaty of Versailles averaged 6,000, increasing to
10,000 in the late 1790s. Immigration began declining
with the Napoleonic Wars, coming almost to a stop with
the War of 1812.

Most of the immigrants were Protestants from north-
ern and western Europe, but by the standards of the time,
they were a multicultural lot. The first and most plentiful
European immigrants were English. Then came the
Dutch, the Swedes, the Welsh, and the French Hugue-
nots, followed by significant numbers of German Pala-
tines and Scotch-Irish. From the beginning, different
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peoples were added to the core English heritage, making
the nation a cultural patchwork of languages, manners,
and traditions. There was even some immigration of free
blacks from the West Indies in the 18th century, though
most blacks arrived here as slaves. By 1790, when the first
census was taken, only 60 percent of the free population
was English derivative, mostly second- or third-generation
immigrants; 40 percent were of non-English ancestry.

INITIAL GUIDELINES

During the Revolution, soldiers of the Continental
Army, whether native or immigrant, swore “to be true to
the United States of America and to serve them honestly
and faithfully.” There was some concern about foreigners
in high military and foreign service positions. General
Washington, among others, was worried about the many
foreigners—like the Marquis de Lafayette, Baron von
Steuben, and Count Pulaski—in his officer corps, not
because they were inferior or untrustworthy, but because
they might weaken morale and cohesiveness. The Conti-
nental Congress, at the behest of Thomas Jefferson and
John Adams, promulgated a decree of not employing any
but native-born citizens as consuls in foreign countries.
Nevertheless, there were virtually no restrictions on im-
migration and few obstacles once immigrants arrived.

Under the Articles of Confederation, the question of
citizenship and the naturalization of immigrants re-
mained with the individual states. Pennsylvania allowed
any foreigner of “good character,” who took an oath of
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allegiance to the state, to acquire property and after one
year’s residency become a citizen entitled to “all the rights
of anatural born subject of this state.” New York followed
Pennsylvania’s model and added a requirement for for-
eigners to renounce all allegiance to any foreign prince.

THE LESSON FOR OUR TIMES IS
THAT A FREE NATION CAN
SUSTAIN HIGH LEVELS OF
IMMIGRATION IF IT LABORS
CAREFULLY AT THE HARD
TASK OF MAKING CITIZENS.

Maryland’s naturalization law required a declaration of
“beliefin the christian religion” and an oath of allegiance.
In South Carolina, full naturalization required at least two
years of residency and a special act of the legislature.

Georgia’s laws were the most cautious toward immi-
grants. During the revolution, one measure required a
certificate from the circuit or county judge from where
they last resided to prove “their Attachment to the liber-
ties or Independence of the United States of America,
And also of his or their Honesty, Probity and Industry.” If
approved, immigrants were declared free citizens of the
state. This was later changed to require seven years of
residency and a special act of the state legislature. In a
further sign of trepidation, Georgia law considered any
citizen under age 16 who spent three years studying
abroad an alien resident upon return to America.

While varying in specifics, colonial policies reflected
many common assumptions. Immigrants were expected
to swear allegiance to their new home. Usually they were
required to disavow previous political attachments. Colo-
nies sometimes required proof of good character, and
most held it to be a general qualification. Nearly every
colony required a period of residency for citizenship.

The only group that was opposed was made up of
convicted felons being transported en masse from Eng-
land. Such malcontents, Rufus King warned from Lon-
don, could never be useful citizens, as their “principles
and habits would be pernicious to the order and industry
of our people.” The Continental Congress, acting under
the Articles of Confederation, recommended local legis-
lation to stem the tide in 1788, Even then the practice
continued, leading Franklin to propose thatevery English
ship arriving in an American port be obliged to carry back
to Britain at least one felon for every 50 tons of goods
delivered. “The felons she planted among us have pro-
duced such an amazing increase,” he commented in the
Pennsylvania Gazette, “that we are now enabled to make
ample remittance in the same commodity.”

REPUBLICAN VIRTUES
The lack of 2 uniform naturalization law was one of the
many weaknesses of the Articles of Confederation. James
Madison saw to its inclusion in Article I, Section 8, of the
new Constitution. While there was no disagreement at the
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Constitutional Gonvention about giving this power to
Congress, there was a lively and illuminating debate about
the eligibility of foreign immigrants for federal office.

A few wanted this element of citizenship to be re-
stricted in the case of immigrants. Elbridge Gerry wanted
to restrict membership to those born in the United States,
while Gouverneur Morris and Charles Pinckney advo-
cated a qualifying period of at least 14 years before eligi-
bility. George Mason was all for “opening a wide door for
emigrants; but did not choose to let foreigners and ad-
venturers make law for and govern us.” Indeed, were it
not for the many immigrants who had acquired great
meritin the Revolution, he, too, would be “for restraining
the eligibility into the Senate to natives.” It so happens
that neither Mason nor Gerry signed the Constitution.

Other, more numerous delegates vigorously attacked
this position. Scottish-born James Wilson knew from ex-
perience “the discouragement and mortification [immi-
grants] must feel from the degrading discrimination now
proposed.” Franklin opposed such illiberality and argued
that when a foreigner gives a preference to America “it is
a proof of attachment which ought to excite our confi-
dence and affection.” Madison wanted to maintain the
“character of liberality” of the state governments and “to
invite foreigners of merit and republican principles
among us,” while West Indies-born Hamilton spoke of
attracting respectable Europeans who would “be on a
level with the First Citizens.” Their views prevailed and
the Constitution required relatively modest residency
periods for immigrant citizens who aspired to the federal
legislature: seven years for the House and nine years for
the Senate. This was long enough to assure that legislators
are “thoroughly weaned from the prepossessions and
habits incident to foreign birth and education,” Madison

WHATEVER CONCERNS THE
FOUNDERS HAD WERE NEVER
TRANSLATED INTO
RESTRICTIONS.

later wrote in The Federalisi Papers. The one explicit limi-
tation of the potential rights of immigrants was that only
those who were native born or at least a resident at the
time of the adoption of the Constitution could become
president of the United States.

A similar clash occurred in the Congress of 1790.
Jackson of Georgia wanted clear barriers against the ad-
mission of “the common class of vagrants, paupers and
other outcasts of Europe.” Stone of Maryland favored
residency long enough to assure “first, that he should
have an opportunity of knowing the circumstances of our
Government, and in consequence thereof, shall have
admitted the truth of the principles we hold. Second, that
he shall have acquired a taste for this kind of govern-
ment.” Page of Virginia argued that Americans would “be
inconsistent with ourselves, if, after boasting of having
opened an asylum for the oppressed of all nations, and
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established a Government which is the admiration of the
world,” Congress made the terms of citizenship overly
severe. In the end, Congress adopted a mild naturaliza-
tion law that allowed any person who resided in the
United States for two years, proving “good character” and
taking an oath to “support the constitution of the United
States,” to become a citizen.

From that point until 1875, there were no restrictive
immigration laws in the United States. Literacy tests were
not required until 1917, and there was no quota system
for immigration until 1921. Indeed, the only prohibition
made during the Founding era became effective January
1, 1808, when, at the first possible moment allowed by the
Constitution, Congress outlawed the slave trade. Unfor-
tunately, it would take a war and a constitutional amend-
ment before these subject people would become citizens.

EARLY MISGIVINGS

The Founders’ enthusiasm for immigration, like their
optimism for republican government, was tempered by
the lessons of experience. We know from The Federalist
Papers that they were acutely aware of the many problems
that faced the “petty republics” of ancient history. One of
those problems, it turns out, was immigration and the
extension of citizenship. “Among other instances, it is
known that hardly anything contributed more to the
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Federalists feared the spread of the radical pohtlc;l ideas that underlay the French Revolution.

downfall of Rome than her precipitate communication
of the privileges of citizenship to the inhabitants of Italy
at large,” Hamilton observed in 1802. “And how terribly
was Syracuse scourged by perpetual seditions, when, after
the overthrow of the tyrants, a great number of foreigners
were suddenly admitted to the rights of citizenship?”

Yet whatever concerns they had were never translated
into restrictions. The challenge was to correct the faults
of earlier regimes and provide a republican remedy to the
diseases most incident to republican government. “The
bosom of America is open to receive not only the opulent
and respectable stranger,” Washington wrote in reply to
a group of Irish immigrants, “but the oppressed and
persecuted of all Nations and Religions; whom we shall
welcome to a participation of all our rights and privileges
if, by decency and propriety of conduct, they appear to
merit the enjoyment.”

One problem intrinsic to immigration is that it has the
potential of exposing public opinion to foreign influence
and allowing the manipulation of American politics. “For-
eign influence is truly the Grecian horse to a republic,”
Hamilton thought. “We cannot be too careful to exclude
its entrance.” In his Farewell Address, Washington
warned that a free people must be “constantly awake” to
the wiles of foreign influence. The result of “plunging us
into the broils of the European nations,” Jefferson
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averred, would be the break up of the Union.

The possibility of foreign influence, and its prevention,
dominated foreign policy debates of the 1790s. With the
support of both political parties, Congress increased the
residency requirement to five years in 1795. Federalists
feared the rise of Jacobinism and the spread of the radical
political ideas that underlay the French Revolution. Re-
publicans were suspicious of royalist immigrants fleeing
the collapse of the ancien regime. Three years later, during
John Adams’s presidency, the publication of the corre-
spondence of the “XYZ” affair led Congress to increase
the residency requirement from five to 14 years, a step
Hamilton later referred to as “a temporary measure
adopted under peculiar circumstances.”

In 1798, Congress also passed the infamous Alien and
Sedition Acts, which Republicans thought unwarranted
and unconstitutional. The less notorious Alien Act, which
authorized the president to order out of the United States
all alien residents regarded as dangerous to the public
peace and safety, or suspected of “treasonable or secret”
leanings, expired in 1800 without ever having been en-
forced. Nevertheless, the Alien Act was not without effect,
causing protests among various ethnic groups, especially
the Irish. When he was elected president in 1800, due in
no small part to the immigrant vote, Jefferson wanted to
get rid of the residency requirement. Congress, believing
residency was still a key element of citizenship, only
lowered the requirement to the previous length of five
years.

THE DEEPER PROBLEM

At root was a greater concern. What Hamilton ult-
mately feared was not the bribery and direct pressure
usually associated with foreign influence, but the possibil-
ity of foreign opinions coming “under the patronage of
our passions, under the auspices of national prejudice
and partiality.” The deeper problem, in Hamilton’s view,
was that by injecting foreign ideas, manners and habits
into the public consciousness, immigration would under-
mine the cohesiveness and sense of community that he

“NOT BEING USED TO LIBERTY,

THEY KNOW NOT HOW TO

MAKE MODEST USE OF IT.”
—BENJAMIN FRANKLIN

believed to be vital to the success of popular government.

There were two solutions to this dilemma: restriction
or naturalization. Based on their own experience and
deep convictions, the Founders chose the latter as more
conducive to the liberty of republicanism.

Consider the early German immigrants, who by 1790
made up over 8 percent of the nation’s population and
were the largest non-English ethnic group in America. In
Pennsylvania, Germans comprised a full third of the
population. Franklin published the first German newspa-
per, Philadelphische Zeitung, in 1732. By 1753, when Frank-
lin wrote about the community, there were numerous
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German newspapers and printing houses. Advertise-
ments and street signs were printed in both English and
German. Interpreters were needed to translate German
legal documents allowed in colonial courts, and Franklin
worried that soon they would be required in the Assembly
“to tell one half of the legislators what the other half say.”
Eventually, Franklin feared, there would be so many

WHILE THE WIDESPREAD
ADOPTION OF THE ENGLISH
LANGUAGE UNDOUBTEDLY HAD
MUCH TO DO WITH THE
ASSIMILATION OF THE EARLY
GENERATION OF IMMIGRANTS,
IT IS INSUFFICIENT TO EXPLAIN
THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN
INDEPENDENT AMERICAN
NATIONALITY.

Germans that “all the advantages we have will, in my
opinion, be not able to preserve our language, and even
our government will become precarious.”

Yet this did not happen. While there were a few
attempts to gain official status for the German language
in Pennsylvania schools and courts, as when the new state
constitution was debated in 1837, none was successful.
German-speaking immigrants eventually accommodated
themselves to their new language. Although later immi-
gration waves established their own ethnic communities,
immigrant groups steadily lost their distinctiveness and
coherence. Especially with the rise of the public school
system in the 1820s and 1830s, the initial linguistic and
nationalistic immigrant ties were broken down.

A SETTLEMENT STRATEGY

While the widespread adoption of the English lan-
guage undoubtedly had much to do with the assimilation
of the early generation of immigrants, it is insufficient to
explain the development of an independent American
nationality. Franklin, for instance, did not advocate the
restriction of immigration or the criminalization of for-
eign languages, but rather the diffusion of the immi-
grants among the many colonies. “All that seems to me
necessary is to distribute them more equally, mix them
with the English, establish English schools where they are
now too thick settled.” He was by no means against the
admission of Germans to the United States, but was
concerned about their assimilation. “Not being used to
liberty, they know not how to make modest use of it.”
What made this difficult was that the language difference
made it “almost impossible to remove any prejudices they
may entertain.” The challenge was not language per se but
the larger work of citizen-building. English immigrants,
as Jefferson was wont to point out, shared much more in
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common with the Americans than language. Except for
their monarchical heritage, they differed little from the
existing population, and on this point they were already
“sufficiently disposed to adopt ours.” At the same time,
non-English immigrants—Ilike the Germans, French, and
Dutch—did not share the same heritage or traditions
with the English, or even with each other. This fact made

DIVERSITY WOULD NOT
ASSURE THE DEGREE OF UNITY
THAT WOULD MAKE THE
ASSIMILATION PROCESS
COMPLETE, THAT WOULD
MAKE “E PLURIBUS UNUM.”

it more difficult for these immigrants to acquire Ameri-
can dispositions and a familiarity with American political
mstitutions.

Even worse, these immigrants tended to settle together
in large groups, preserving for some time their own
attachments, rather than mixing with the rest of the
population. Jefferson thought, “they should distribute
themselves sparsely among the natives for quicker amal-
gamation.” Washington also supported the idea of immi-
grant diversity; by settling in groups immigrants would
“retain the language, habits and principles (good or bad)
which they bring with them. Whereas by an intermixture
with our people, they, or their descendants, get assimi-
lated to our customs, measures and laws: in a word, soon
become one people.” There was no preference or disdain
for one people over another, however, and the Founders
applied their fear of foreign concentration to English as
well as non-English immigrants. Nor was there any at-
tempt to preserve the leading ethnicity of the population.
In 1785, for instance, even though the organized settle-
ment of English immigrants in the western territories
would form a buffer between the Indians and the estab-
lished population, Washington objected on the grounds
that they “may bring with them strong prejudices against
us, and our form of government, and equally strong
attachments to the country and constitution they leave,
without the means, being detached and unmixed with
citizens of different sentiments, of having them eradi-
cated.”

CITIZEN BUILDING

Yet the simple blending of the immigrant population
was not sufficient. Jefferson expressed this point in his
Notes on the State of Virginia. On the one hand, his love of
liberty urged him to welcome the victims of tyranny. On
the other, he was concerned about the effects of immi-
gration on republican government. Jefferson worried
that by granting asylum to foreigners the new nation
would expose itself to the corrupting influences of
Europe. Even if immigrants could rid themselves of the
yoke of despotism they had “imbibed in their early
youth,” they would do so only “in exchange for an un-
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bounded licentiousness, passing, as is usual, from one
extreme to another.” They would pass these principles on
to their children and, in proportion to their numbers,
influence American politics. The result to the body politic
would be to “infuse into it their spirit, warp and bias its
direction, and render it a heterogeneous, incoherent,
distracted mass.”

Jefferson’s political arch-rival, Federalist party chief
Hamilton, held similar opinions. “The safety of a republic
depends essentially on the energy of a common national
sentiment; on a uniformity of principles and habits; on
the exemption of the citizens from foreign bias, and
prejudice; and on that love of country which will almost
invariably be found to be closely connected with birth,
education, and family,” Hamilton wrote in 1802. Even if
immigrants came to America because of a preference for
free government, Hamilton asked, “how extremely un-
likely is it that they will bring with them that temperate
love of liberty, so essential to real republicanism?”

While recognizing the inevitable—and desirable—di-
versity of opinion that would result from immigration, the
Founders understood that there needed to be a certain
uniformity of opinion about America and the fundamen-
tal principles of the Revolution. As Hamilton put it,
immigration policy should strive “to enable aliens to get
rid of foreign and acquire American attachments; to
learn the principles and imbibe the spirit of our govern-
ment; and to admit of a philosophy at least, of their
feeling a real interest in our affairs.” Diversity would not
assure the degree of unity that would make the assimila-

WHAT MOLDED ALL THESE
DISPARATE GROUPS,
IMMIGRANT AND NATIVE ~-BORN
ALIKE, INTO ONE PEOPLE WAS
A COMMON IDEA OF
CITIZENSHIP.

tion process complete, that would make e pluribus unum.
The only solution to the problem would be for immi-
grants to acquire for themselves the qualities and senti-
ments essential to republicanism, making them into
enlightened friends of liberty, partisans in a common
cause. The sum of this sentiment is the purpose of citi-
zenship.

THE AMERICAN CHARACTER

This transformation would occur on two levels, one
structural and the other political. In the first place, the
constitutional structure of the new nation allowed for its
increased size, thereby assuring a greater variety of inter-
ests among its people. Not only would this help prevent
domestic faction and insurrection, but it would also guar-
antee that immigrants were spread far and wide across
the vast country, making their impact less visible and their
assimilation more likely.

More importantly, immigrants would learn from their
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new neighbors, friends and
countrymen what it is to be
American. Through the ha-
bituation and practice of
American ways and customs,
acquiring the virtues, manners
and spirit of Americans, imimi-
grants would soon reflect an
American character.

That character was still
evolving in colonial America,
of course, but after the Revolu-
tion it already possessed cer-
tain discernible traits,
including: a love of personal
freedom, tempered by a deep
respect for public justice and
private morality; an attach-
ment to republican principles
of governance and the rule of
law; and a healthy patriotism,
grounded not in obedience to
a monarchy, but in dedication
to the common cause of self-
government.

In the second place, immi-
grants would be given an edu-
cation in the political structure
and institutions of the United
States. This would occur most
notably through public educa-
tion, as in Pennsylvania, where
Franklin opened the first non-
denominational public acad-
emy in 1751 and the state con-
stitution of 1776 called for the
establishment of public schools in every county. It also
would take place as immigrants observed and then par-
ticipated in American politics, realizing their equality
before the law and seeing their consent translated into
the policies of the nation. Indeed, the general diffusion
of knowledge, President Washington noted in his first
Annual Message, would allow all citizens “to know and
value their rights; to discern and provide against invasions
of them; to distinguish between oppression and the nec-
essary exercise of lawful authority; between burthens pro-
ceeding from a disregard for convenience, and those
resulting from the inevitable exigencies of society; to
discriminate the spirit of liberty from that of licentious-
ness—cherishing the first, avoiding the last; and uniting
a speedy but temperate vigilance against encroachments,
with an inviolable respect for the laws.”

America has always been a home for the world’s “hud-
dled masses, yearning to breathe free.” What molded all
these disparate groups, immigrant and native-born alike,
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s torn by conflicting impulses on the question of immig}ation may find it
helpful to consult the thoughts of the Founding Fathers.

i

into one people was a common idea of citizenship. Immi-
grants became more than mere inhabitants living in iso-
lated communities. Immigrants were not
[talian-Americans, or Polish-Americans, or Filipino-
Americans, or any other kind of hyphenated Americans.
They were Americans, who drew their primary national
identity from the United States, even if they retained an
attachment to their ancestors’ language and culture.
They became citizens in the fullest sense of the term,
owing their allegiance to their new homeland, deserving
its protection, sharing in the political rights of its people,
entitled to the privileges and opportunities of free gov-
ernment.

In the midst of the current debate over immigration,
America must not forget that citizenship is the sustaining
spirit of free government. It is what makes us friends and
fellow countrymen. In the end it is the only formula that
will prevent the American melting pot from becoming a
boiling cauldron of multiculturalism. 7z
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Wizarps or Qozr

Lawyers Shouldn’t Be the Only Ones Cleaning Up Under Superfund

JAMES M. STROCK

This is the Court of Chancery; which has its decay-
ing houses and its blighted lands in every shire; which
has its worn-out lunatic in every madhouse, and its
dead in every churchyard; which has its ruined suitor,
with his slipshod heels and threadbare dress, borrow-
ing and begging through the round of every man’s
acquaintance; which gives to monied might, the
means abundantly of wearying out the right; which so
exhausts finances, patience, courage, hope; so over-
throws the brain and breaks the heart; that there is not
an honorable man among its practitioners who would
notgive—who does not often give—the warning, “Suf-
fer any wrong that can be done you, rather than come
herel!”

Charles Dickens wrote these words 142 years ago in
his novel Bleak House, but he could easily have been
describing the legal quagmire known as Superfund. The
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion and Liability Act, signed by Jimmy Carter in 1980,
was intended to be a temporary program. It was supposed
to ensure the rapid cleanup of what has been elegantly
called the detritus of the Industrial Revolution: the many
sites where hazardous wastes were left buried in the
ground, leaching into groundwater, threatening homes
and neighborhoods.

Instead, Superfund has become the environmental
equivalent of the Defense Department’s $600 toilet seat.
Environmentalists have an enormous stake in making
certain Superfund is reformed thoroughly and quickly,
for if the American people begin to regard itas a “typical”
environmental program, public support for environ-
mental protection could erode precipitously.

ToxiCc LIABILITIES

Superfund has failed in its mission of cleaning up
hazardous waste sites across the nation. After more than
a dozen years and nearly $30 billion dollars ($12 billion
in federal appropriations, $7 billion collected from par-
ties, and $10 billion in litigation expenses), the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) concedes that cleanup
has been completed at fewer than 200 of the 2,000 sites
that pose the greatest threat to public health. But this
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failure is not the result of idleness; Superfund has been a
bonanza for lawyers and consultants. A recent Rand Cor-
poration report found that at studied sites nearly one-
third of the money spent has gone to “transaction costs”
rather than to cleanup itself. Noris there any end in sight.
Its ultimate costs are now credibly projected from $100
billion to $700 billion.

In my own state of California, we see monuments to
Superfund all around us. Public officials in Oakland have
complained to me that fear of toxic liability is holding up
redevelopment of that city’s downtown. Under Super-
fund rules, the purchaser of a property is liable for
cleanup costs of any hazardous wastes that may be found
there. The result is to sharply discourage investment in
industrial inner cities; business executives tell me it is
much less risky to develop property in pristine exurban
areas that have not yet been industrialized. This incentive
system makes no environmental sense whatsoever.

After over a decade of delay, cleanup is only now
beginning at the McColl site in Fullerton. During the
carly and mid-1940’s, various refinery wastes including
acidic sludge from aviation fuel for the World War IT
effort were disposed into pits or sumps. A lifetime later,
toxic black waste continues to ooze into a residential
neighborhood, rejected by the earth. Why the slowdown?
Because Superfund’s application of liability to a small
number of companies with “deep pockets” is an open
Invitation to time-consuming litigation. In the McColl
case, the Environmental Protection Agency tried to make
a small number of parties liable for a cleanup that will
cost $80 to $100 million. The idea was that those defen-
dants would in turn sue other parties—including the U.S.
government—for their share of the cleanup costs. But
cleanup was continually put off, as various defendants
wrangled in court over how much they would pay.

After the expenditure of nearly $21 million, the site is
essentially unchanged since 1983. It is marked by a clay
cap, afence (which lawyers call an “institutional control”)
and one of the largest libraries of technical and legal
documents ever compiled at a hazardous waste site.

JAMES M. STROCK, California Secretary for Environmental
Protection, was formerly the chief law enforcement officer of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
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Superfund has been a similar disservice to Californians
who live near the San Gabriel Basin, a polluted ground-
water aquifer that underlies 176 square miles of Los
Angeles’ densely populated San Gabriel Valley. In this
case, there are so many hundreds of liable parties, and
cleanup expenses are so high, that the cumbersome Su-
perfund process has proved completely unworkable. The
state government of California is now moving inde-
pendently to clean up the aquifer, acknowledging that it
could take well into the next century for Superfund to
prompt any action.

To speed cleanup, the state of California is now asking
that EPA avoid listing certain sites on its Superfund pri-
ority list. An example is Mare Island Naval Station, which
is scheduled for closure in 1996. Like many military bases
closing across the nation, Mare Island has a problem with
hazardous wastes, such as landfills in closure, PCB spill
areas and on-site groundwater contamination. Cal/EPA
has determined that the best way to convert the naval base
to an economic use is by circumventing the Superfund
process.

TRIAL BALLOONS

President Clinton seems aware of the problem. He said
in his first State of the Union address, “I'd like to use that
Superfund to clean up pollution for a change and not just
pay lawyers.” But, thus far, his aides are not taking the
actions required to meet his goal.

Mr. Clinton’s EPA administrator, Carol Browner, im-
panelled a group to study Superfund, but then declared
that the program’s liability standard should not be re-ex-
amined. This approach has resulted in subsequent trial-
balloon launchings from EPA, such as suggestions that
company executives, rather than their lawyers, meet with
EPA to settle their cases. The premise is that the Super-
fund law itself is sound; problems have occurred because
of the way the law has been enforced.

The position taken by the Clinton administration in
1993 was defensible in 1986. At that time, when Super-
fund was being reconsidered by Congress, supporters

THE SUPERFUND LIABILITY
STANDARD IS UNIQUE IN
AMERICAN LAW.

could credibly argue that the law had not been fully
enforced. In 1989, however, the Bush administration
performed a thorough management review, and then
enforced the law vigorously—obtaining well over a billion
dollars in legal settlements in each subsequent year. At
this point, itwon't do to re-name the program, or change
the management and hope for the best. The program is
the problem.

If President Clinton wants to spend Superfund money
on cleanup rather than lawyers, he will have to press for
reform of its liability standards. Under the current system,
too many individuals and businesses are potentially liable.
And their actual, potential, and contingent liabilities are
so staggering as to give defendants a powerful incentive
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A lifetime later, toxic black waste continues to ooze
into a residential neighborhood, rejected by the earth.

to spend money on legal bills rather than incur the even
higher costs of cleanup.

PRACTICAL DYSFUNCTION

The Superfund liability standard is unique in Ameri-
can law; it is necessary to understand its technical details
to see why the lawis faltering. Inlegal argot, liability under
Superfund is strict, joint and several, and retroactive.

Strict liability means that a person is liable for damages
without respect to whether he or she was at fault. This is
a conventional and established standard in dealing with
hazardous materials or aciivities.

Joint and several means that where legal liability was
created by more than one party, and it is difficult to
apportion responsibility, then any party that had a hand
in creating the problem may be liable for the entire
remedy. In turn, that party may choose to sue others and
litigate against them to assure that their contribution is
paid. This, too, is a traditional standard.

So far so good. By all accounts, the prospective applica-
tion of strict, joint and several liability has worked well in
the area of toxic wastes. Companies and individuals are
limiting the amount of hazardous substances they use and
produce, improving environmental and occupational
safety, and developing manufacturing processes that turn
what was once waste Into an economic resource.

The Superfund nightmare begins with retroactive liabil-
ity, which means that individuals or companies are held
liable for activity that was legal, or at least not illegal, at
the time it occurred. Under Superfund, for example, past
waste disposal undertaken in compliance with then-exist-
ing statutes would not shield a party from liability. Retro-
active liability is constitutionally barred from criminal law,
and it has been only rarely used in civil law. In the
Superfund context, such liability is viewed by many poten-
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Munipa]its may be liable for arranging for the tranportation of hazardous wastes, even when they did not

generate or transport the waste—and even if the municipality was required by law to dispose of the waste.

tially liable parties as outrageously unfair, particularly
since, combined with the other features, it can make
them liable for an entire cleanup.

Retroactive liability cannot change what has already
occurred, or what is occurring now. It has no beneficial
effects on behavior. But, when connected to the already
broad Superfund liability net, it can certainly have im-
mense economic consequences—and unintended envi-
ronmental consequences.

Professor Alfred Light of St. Thomas University Law
School has written an excellent treatise showing how
Superfund’s liability scheme has moved from theoretical
clarity to practical dysfunction. People who have owned
a piece of property for a brief time in the distant past may
be liable, because of actions they or their predecessors
took. An owner who did not add to the contamination
but held title while previously deposited material “re-
posed” in the environment may be liable. Municipalities
may be liable for arranging for the transportation of
hazardous wastes, evenn when they did not generate or
transport the waste, and even if the municipality was
required by law to dispose of the waste. Those who sell
scrap metal to recyclers may become liable for spills at the
recycler’s plant, if the sellers knew that the recycling
process would include spillage.

The insurance industry has been hit with immense
liabilities and huge litigation costs. Almost every old-time
manufacturing business—shoemaking, printing, paints,
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auto parts, construction materials, aviation—and even
more modern industries, such as computer-chip produc-
tion, face huge potential liabilities for toxic waste. Small
businesses, many of which have only recently been regu-
lated, such as dry cleaners, can watch their lines of credit
vaporize overnight if they become potentially liable in a
major suit, since the natural risk-aversion of lenders leads
them to avoid financing where there is any hint of toxic
liability.

Once imposed, the liability for cleanup of a waste site
is open-ended. Today, cleanup typically costs more than
$30 million per site. But even such a huge outlay does not
prevent future liability if a remedy fails—as happened in
Pennsylvania some years ago where a waste containment
facility burst—or is judged in the future to be inadequate.
Contingent liabilities are immense, and will become in-
creasingly important as federal corporate accounting and
reporting requirements are updated and strengthened.

COMMON SENSE REFORM

One of the reasons Superfund has been oddly imper-
vious to reform s that the law is so complicated that many
assume its reform would be equally so. In fact, there are
a number of common sense actions that could be taken
now to reform the program, and to begin the overdue
process of taking the lawyers out of the law.

Repeal retroactive liability. For hazardous substances
improperly handled after initial passage of Superfund in
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1980, the current liability system should remain in place,
in full force. The law is a positive force for changing
behavior toward toxic exposure and contamination. But
for actions taken before the law was passed, liability
should be modified. Congress should calculate the cost
of the cleanup, and allocate it among those who benefit
from it—whetherall of us, or specific sectors ofindustry—
through a full legislative debate. Such an initiative would
remove the sense of unfairness that motivates some to
fight these cases without surcease.

Differentiate between those who pollute and those
who are trying to clean up the mess: Winston Churchill
once clarified a contested issue by explaining that while
he may not have known everything, he certainly knew the
difference between the fire brigade and the fire. Some-
how that distinction has been lost in Superfund. The
Superfund liability system, intended to reach the malefac-
tors, also touches virtually anyone making an operational
decision relating to a cleanup.

Cleanup contractors who are obeying the law should
not face the same liability as the polluters who caused the
problem in the first place. Where remedial action is taken
in accordance with government mandate, the innocent
should not have to fear being sweptinto the same liability
dragnet as the initial polluters.

Create insurance mechanisms to terminate cleanup
liability. At the time that every required remedial effort
has been made to the satisfaction of the government,
liability should cease. For remedies which are insufficient,
but where there is not eviderice of negligence or fraud,

AT THIS POINT, IT WON’T DO
TO RE-NAME THE PROGRAM,
OR CHANGE THE MANAGEMENT
AND HOPE FOR THE BEST. THE
PROGRAM IS THE PROBLEM.

funding could be provided through a generic insurance
mechanism. This would remove another part of the fire
brigade-fire confusion.

Delegate the program to the states. The fact that Su-
perfund discourages urban redevelopment in older ar-
eas—and subsidizes development of heretofore “green”
areas—would move states rapidly into action if they were
made accountable. If states are granted the lead, they will
approach the issue as one of land use bounded by public
health considerations. This is important because con-
tamination of inactive waste sites, as opposed to “active”
ones, tends to receive a relatively low priority when pre-
sented primarily as a public health issue.

States generally would welcome the challenge of tak-
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ing the program over if they are assured that funding will
be included, as well as a carefully limited role for the
federal bureaucracy. Otherwise, the transfer would be
rejected as a poisoned chalice.

Make cleanup of federal facilities a model for private
sector. New cleanup technologies should be demon-
strated on closed military bases and other federal facili-
ties, then certified for broader application in similar

ONCE IMPOSED, THE LIABILITY
FOR CLEANUP OF A WASTE
SITE IS OPEN-ENDED. TODAY,
CLEANUP TYPICALLY COSTS
MORE. THAN $30 MILLION.

private situations. The federal government should adopt
a program like that recently approved by Governor Wil-
son, which allows Cal/EPA to certify new cleanup tech-
nologies. This will also provide new economic
opportunities for environmentally protective products.

Establish an environmental regulatory budget: The
costs, and benefits, of America’s national environmental
and health programs are often dramatically understated,
because they are presented as traditional budgetary meas-
ures. EPA’s annual budget, for example, is approximately
$7 billion; the cost imposed on those complying with U.S.
environmental laws is perhaps $130 billion annually. A
regulatory budget, reflecting full costs and benefits—with
line-items reflecting transaction costs, actual cleanup,
etc.—should be submitted to and debated by Congress.
The current debate over actual government spending is
crabbed, misleading, and limits public accountability for
all environmental programs including Superfund.

No Goopb ANSWER

The Superfund law, in its current form, poses a grave
threat to American environmental law as a whole. The
fact is that of all the areas of domestic federal governmen-
tal activity of the past generation—crime prevention, the
“war on drugs,” education, labor, social welfare, and
housing—environmental protection stands alone as an
area of dramatic and undeniable achievement.

But the day is coming when Americans will ask why so
much money has gone to pay for lawsuits under Super-
fund, rather than, say, prenatal care. At present, there is
no good answer, and some may conclude, wrongly if not
tragically, that the same is true for the entire enterprise
of environmental protection. All of us committed to the
environment should act now to fix the roof while the sun
is shining.
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OWE, SUSANNAH

How Much the National Debt Will Make You Cry

PauL S. HEwrTT

Two monster tax increases in 1990 and 1993 were
imposed on American families in the name of deficit
reduction. The medicine didn’t work.

America’s national debt is still spiralling out of control.
At the beginning of fiscal 1994, the gross national debt
stood at $4.4 trillion, with projections that it will grow by
another $311 billion this year. Net national debt—taking
out money the federal government owes to itself, such as
the Social Security trust fund—stands at $3.3 trillion.

Congress, whose most important responsibility is to
control taxing and spending, isn’t even close to control-
ling the federal government’s structural deficits. The
projected deficit for FY 1994 is $253 billion, rising to $359
billion for FY 2000. That’s not even counting the addi-
tional budgetary costs of the Clinton health plan, which
economists such as Martin Feldstein of Harvard Univer-
sity have estimated could increase deficits by as much as
$120 billion a year.

CASH YOU COULD HAVE USED

What does this mean for you? Last year the average
American housechold paid $1,700 in taxes to finance
interest on the national debt—another $450 was financed
by borrowing. It was money you needed. A 25-year-old
who saves $1,700 every year, earning 6 percent interest,
can amass savings of over $263,000 by age 65. Alterna-
tively, you might have used this cash for Christmas gifts,
charitable donations, or to help with your college bills. It
is the vacation you wanted to take, the boat you wanted
to buy, the suits you wanted to replace but couldn’t.

These subtractions from your paycheck are going to
getlarger. Net interest on the national debt amounted to
$198 billion last year, making it the third largest program
in the budget—after Social Security and defense. This is
more than the combined budgets of the Departments of
Commerce, Education, Labor, State, and Transporta-
tion, plus NASA and the Environmental Protection
Agency. Interest costs are expected to grow 65 percent
over the next 10 years, again not counting the Clinton
health plan. Unless you expect your income to rise by
more than 65 percent over the same period, you will have
to pay a higher proportion of your earnings to finance
Washington’s debt binge.

But you’re caught in a Catch-22, because skyrocketing
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deficits make it harder to finance the investment we need
to raise long-term living standards. Federal borrowing as
a share of net private savings soared from a mere one
percent in the early 1960s to a whopping 71 percent
during 1991-92. As aresult, America has the lowest savings
rate in the industrialized world and depends on foreign
savers for its net investment. That may have been all right
in the 1980s when Japanese and German pension funds
had surplus cash to invest here. But those days are over;
where are we going to get capital now?

$900 BILLION MORE

President Clinton and the media like to blame our
debt problems on the Reagan and Bush administrations.
The national debt did grow by $2.6 trillion from 1981
through 1993—a threefold expansion over the $709 bil-
lion accumulated in the country’s first 201 years. Half of
the debt before 1980 was incurred to fight World War I1,
and about a third of the new debt in the Reagan-Bush
years financed the military buildup that won the Cold
War. The remaining new debt would have been lower if
most of President Reagan’s proposed domestic spending
cuts hadn’t been pronounced “dead on arrival” in the
Congress. Whatever the reasons, each household’s share
of the national debt has grown by $28,500 since 1980,
each individual’s by $10,400.

Meanwhile, over the next five years, the Clinton ad-
ministration plans to increase the national debt by an-
other $1.12 trillion—or about $12,100 per household.
Again that’s not counting the cost of the health plan. It
also assumes that long-term interest rates stay low. Should
interest rates return to the levels just five years ago—a
possible response to simultaneous economic recoveries
in Japan and Western Europe, or simply a resurgence of
inflation—annual debt service costs could rise by another
$70 billion, or $760 per household.

There is one overriding reason for the explosion of the
national debt, and that is the skyrocketing of payments
for the elderly. Over the next decade, the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) forecasts that annual federal spend-
ing will grow by roughly $900 billion. This will require an

PAUL S. HEWITT is vice president for research of the National
Taxpayers Union Foundation in Washington, D.C.
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additional $8,700 in tax revenues and deficit spending
per household by year 2003. Ninety-two percent of this
growth is accounted for by entitlement programs and
interest payments on the publicly held debt. Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, Medicaid payments to the elderly, and
federal pensions account for 60 percent.

Indeed, because most federal social spending is on
retirees, pressure on taxes and deficits is tied closely to
the number of Americans in old age. The elderly popula-
tion will explode when the enormous baby boom cohort
reaches the age of entitlement in 2007. That’s when the
real debt crisis begins.

During the second decade of the next century, spend-
ing on the elderly under current law is projected to grow
by $150 billion to $200 billion per year in 1992 dollars. By
2030, according to government estimates by the trustees
of the Social Security and Medicare systems, the com-
bined cost of Social Security and Medicare (Parts A and
B), will equal 48 percent of payroll, assuming output per
worker grows as fast as it did in the 1980s.

Congress, meanwhile, is doing virtually nothing to
address the problem. The National Taxpayers Union
Foundation’s (NTUF) Congressional Budget Tracking
System Survey found that just two out of the 332 bills
introduced in the last Congress to cut spending (com-
pared with 1,594 that sought to increase spending) would
have trimmed old-age benefits. These bills, drafted by
former congressman Leon Panetta, a Democrat who is
now the director of the Office of Management and
Budget, and Republican Senator Hank Brown (R-CO),
drew only a few cosponsors—mostly moderate Demo-
crats. Neither actually specified how to cut Social Security,
Medicare, or federal pensions. Instead, both measures
sought to “cap” programs elliptically referred to as “enti-
tlements” or “mandatory spending.” How they would
have worked is anyone’s guess.

KASICH~PENNY PINCHING

In the current Congress the outlook for spending
reform is brighter, though not much. Of the 271 spend-
ing reduction bills introduced in the first session of the
current Congress, four now seek to trim entitlements.
Meanwhile, proposed cuts in both entitlements and dis-
cretionary spending were combined in a late-session bi-
partisan amendment by Representatives John
Kasich(R-OH) and Tim Penny (D-MN), which would
have reduced cumulative deficits over the next five years
by 9 percent. That this important measure failed by just
eight votes, despite strong opposition from the White
House, Democratic leadership, and senior citizen lobbies
(based, revealingly, on the claim that deficits are needed
to fund health benefits), could be taken as a sign that
Congress is getting serious about deficit reduction. Still,
it was just a first step, and Congress refused to take it.

In the ecarly 1980s conservatives argued that we could
grow our way out of the deficit—or, technically speaking,
that deficitfunded tax cuts would cause revenues to grow
faster than the ensuing rise in debt service costs. As far as
it went, the argument had merit. However, it depended
implicitly on the administration’s ability to hold down
spending, which never happened. Despite repeated at-
tempts under President Reagan to stem the growth of
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year the average American household paid $1,700
in taxes to finance interest on the national debt. You
might have used this cash to help with college bills.

Lasf

Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, and federal pension
outlays, the Republicans were singularly unsuccessful in
their efforts to restrain entitlement growth. Under
George Bush, they all but gave up.

Now a bipartisan consensus may be beginning to
emerge. To cite one example: Democrat Bill Bradley and
Republican Alan Simpson, joined by seven other Senators
of both parties, have asked the Congressional Budget
Office to investigate potential savings from the means-
testing of entitlements benefits.

There is mounting evidence that the public will sup-
port politicians with the courage to lead us into entitle-
ment reforms. NTUF’s July 1993 Survey of Retirement
Confidence found that 62 percent of Americans over age
25 would rather see cuts in Social Security and Medicare
than yet another tax increase. Fully 70 percent supported
“reducing Social Security and Medicare benefits to high
income recipients,” an increase of 7 percentage points
over the year before. Eighty-one percent of Americans
ages 26 to 44 express little or no confidence that Social
Security and Medicare promises will be honored, three
times more than among Americans 55 and over.
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One potential reform is to couple means-testing of
Social Security and Medicare benefits, with deep new tax
incentives for personal retirement saving. A recent CBO
study suggests that as much as $150 billion in entitlements
benefits went last year to households with incomes over
$50,000. Reductions in this subsidy could greatly relieve
pressure on federal spending while increasing the incen-
tive to save and invest. Such a policy has several advan-
tages. It would raise the anemic national savings rate and
foster growth. It would address the anxieties of the mid-
dle-aging cohorts who will soon dominate the electorate.
It would reinforce the basic truth of capitalism—that
those who can do for themselves, should. And finally, it
would retard the growth of spending, at last enabling
America to outgrow its oppressive interest burden.

Every dollar of federal spending now adds 21 cents to
the net national debt. Thus, in FY 1993, Social Security
added $57 billion to the national debt; defense, $55
billion; Medicare, $27 billion; Medicaid, $14 billion; and
all domestic discretionary spending combined, $43 bil-
lion. If you are a beneficiary of a federal program—
whether it be a Social Security check or cotton support
payments or student loans—you should be aware that you
are adding more than one dollar to the national debt for
every five dollars you receive.

Future retirees should also be aware of the precarious-
ness of Social Security. More than $1 trillion (a quarter
of the $4.3 trillion gross national debt) is owed by the
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There is onevding reason for the éxpiosion of the national debt: the skyrocketing payments for the elderly.

Treasury’s General Fund to the many trust funds that
populate the government’s books—among them: Social
Security, with $366 billion in reserves; Civil Service Retire-
ment, $319 billion; Medicare, $149 billion; and Highway,
$22 billion. These assets are no more than bookkeeping
entries; they consist of 1.0.U.’s from the Treasury. A series
of court decisions dating back to 1937 have established
that the Treasury’s debts to the trust funds need not be
honored. Congress can liquidate the assets of a trust fund,
and any obligation to dispense funds from them, at its
discretion. Once future retirees realize this, there will be
growing political support for smaller retirement benefits
in exchange for greater retirement security.

Cutting spending is in vogue these days, and it is
important to seize every opportunity to abolish the many
unnecessary discretionary programs that populate the
budget, from tea tasting to helium reserves. But together,
these programs do not add up to much nor are they the
cause of the explosive growth in national debt.

Only through reform of entitlements can Americans
rebuild their communities on the twin pillars of thrift and
enterprise, communities where citizens are self-reliant
andsecure in their retirement expectations, where assem-
bly lines for products invented here never go elsewhere
for want of investment capital, and where interest on the
debt grows more slowly than the economy, revenues, and
personal income. The sooner we reform entitlements
spending, the better for us all. 2
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“The most comprehensive book ever on unemployment
in the United States.” — GEORGE GILDER

S Unemployment is used to justify ever
bigger government programs — from
continuing high military expenditures to a
return to New Deal-type make-work
agencies. Now, Out of Work presents the
devastating case that the major cause of
high unemployment, both ctyclical and
secular, is government itself.

Out of Work challenges Keynesian
fiscal demand-management, an then
shows that such policies as minimum
wages, labor controls, civil rights legisla-
tion, unemployment compensation, and
welfare have all played significant roles in
§enerating joblessness. Too, Out of Work
ucidly and absorbingly recounts the
history of American unemployment. It
demonstrates, for example, that the policies
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“Out of Work is a triple hit: an engaging “Vedder and Gallaway's masterful book
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VEIL OF TFEARS

The Church is Part of Our Divorce Problem—and Solution

MicHAEL J. McMaNUS

The breakup of the American family—six out of 10
marriages now end in separation or divorce—finally
seems to be causing alarm among nearly all sectors of
society. Barbara Dafoe Whitehead’s recent article in the
Atlanticaffirms that the dissolution of two-parent families
“dramatically undermines our society.” William Bennett,
senior fellow of cultural studies at The Heritage Founda-
tion, has documented profound social regression over
the last generation: divorces have tripled; teen suicide
rates have tripled; illegitimacy quadrupled; child abuse
has jumped five-fold; violent crime soared seven-fold.

However, the family-values debate has been sterile
because both liberals and conservatives point almost ex-
clusively to the federal government to help strengthen
families—in the form of tax deductions, better child-sup-
port enforcement, and Head Start programs for pre-
schoolers. But the central reason for the dissolution of
two-parent families is that couples no longer marry for
life, and the federal government can do nothing to
strengthen marriage commitment. Historically, that has
been the job of organized religion, and it is doing a poor
jobindeed.

BLESSING MACHINE

Indeed, the church is part of America’s divorce prob-
lem. Three-fourths of all first marriages are blessed by
pastors, priests, or rabbis. Yet, according to a recent
University of Wisconsin study measuring divorce and
separation, 60 percent of new marriages are failing.
Clearly, organized religion has access to most young
couples, but it acts as a “blessing machine” that has no
more impact on those getting married than a Justice of
the Peace. Too many churches have simply become “wed-
ding factories” with a rented chapel, a hired pastor, and
an organist. Most churches prepare couples for elaborate
weddings—costing $16,000 on average in 1992—not for
life-long marriages.

On the other hand, the veryaccess most churches have
to mostmarriages is also a source of hope. Some churches
really are doing an outstanding job of preparing couples
for marriage or of sustaining existing marriages. Theyare
the exception, however, and the complicity of organized
religion in family breakup first must be understood.

The failure of organized religion has occurred on
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moral and practical levels—both in terms of church
teaching on sex and sexuality and in real-life preparation
for marriage and support for existing marriages.

On a range of sexual issues, too many churches have
succumbed to the modern ethos of free-wheeling, indi-
vidualistic sexual expression—almost anything goes. De-
spite the official teaching from Rome, for example, only
a third of all Catholics believe premarital sex is wrong; a
full 58 percent consider it harmless. Mainline Protestants
also closely mirror society’s sexual mores. Among Luther-
ans, for example, only 38 percent consider premarital sex
harmful, while 55 percent condone it. Even the country’s
largest conservative Protestant denomination—the
Southern Baptists—disapproves of premarital sex by only
a slim majority, 53 percent.

CHASTITY PAYS DIVIDENDS

Attitudes like these among the church-going make
defending the case for chastity sound pretty quaint. But
with over 1 million teenagers getting pregnant each year,
itis clear that our children are not learning the discipline
needed for life-long commitment. Moreover, there is
clear sociological evidence that chastity pays dividends
toward a lasting marriage: A study by the National Center
for Health Statistics and the University of Maryland
showed that those who are sexually active before marriage
are 71 percent more likely to divorce than those who are
virgins on their wedding night.

The religious community is equally, if not more am-
bivalent about unmarried couples who are living under
the same roof. Catholic priests tend to sidestep the issue
in premarital counseling sessions, as does much of the
Protestant community. Last fall, two major denomina-
tions, the Evangelical Lutheran Church of America and
the Episcopal Church, issued draft reports accepting un-
married couples living together. After discussions of
sexual issues in hundreds of churches, the Episcopal
Church surveyed more than 18,000 members. Three-
fourths responded that “one can be faithful and live with
someone of the opposite sex without marriage.” I recently

MICHAEL J. MCMANUS writes a nationally syndicdted column,
“Ethics & Religion,” and is the author of Marriage Savers
(Zondervan Publishing House).
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asked the pastors of 16 denominations in four southern
cities if any of them had ever preached a sermon on
cohabitation. Only one pastor out of 158 raised his hand.

THE CANCER OF TRIAL MARRIAGES

And yet these “trial marriages”—now preceding a ma-
jority of marriages in America—are a cancer on the family
in several ways. First, such marriages are 50 percent more
likely to be disrupted by separation or divorce than mar-
riages without premarital cohabitation, according to a
1989 study by the University of Wisconsin. In fact, of 100
couples who begin a trial marriage, there will be only 15
lasting marriages: 40 break up before marriage; of the 60
who marry, there will be at least 45 divorces—a 75 percent
divorce rate. Moreover, the Justice Department reports
that women who live with their boyfriends are at least 60
times more likely to be assaulted than married women.
The message: Men respect wives—not live-in girlfriends.

The second effect of trial marriages is that fewer peo-
ple are getting married at all. In 1992, there were 42
million adults who had never married—twice the 21 mil-
lion of 1970. The percentage of women ages 35 to 39 who
have never married has jumped from 5.4 percent in 1970
to 12.6 percentin 1992; for men, the percent soared from
7.2 percent to 18.4 percent. Why? Cohabitation, which
has increased six-fold since then, has become a marriage
substitute for millions. People live with partner A, then
partner B, and then C, often leaving behind a trail of
emotional wreckage.

Who pays the biggest price for the failure of people to
make or keep marital commitments? The innocent—the
children. Nearly one million children are born out of
wedlock each year. Another million watch their parents
walk away from each other in divorce, and the long-term
impact on their lives is hard to exaggerate. The ground-
breaking book, Second Chances: Men, Women and Children
a Decade After Divorce, by Judith Wallerstein and Sandra
Blakeslee, has removed any doubt about the harmful
effects of divorce on children. Other studies show that
compared with children in two-parent families, kids in
single-parent homes are two to three times as likely to
have emotional and behavioral problems; they’re much
more likely to drop out of high school, to get pregnant as
teenagers, and to abuse drugs.

As a result, fractured families are becoming the norm
in many congregations. A look at the study material
developed over the last decade for evangelical church
discussion groups tells the story: books on divorce, co-de-
pendency, growing up in single-parent homes, and other
problems. Ironically, churches would not have to devote
nearly as much time and resources to rebuilding broken
families if they paid more attention to couples before and
during the early stages of marriage.

WHAT To Do BEFORE ‘1 DO’

In fact, the point at which churches normally have the
greatest leverage with couples is when they ask to be
married. Some 73 percent of those who marry do so in
church, yet too few churches take the task of premarital
counseling seriously. This is the practical side of the
religious community’s failure in its responsibility to help
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Too many churches have become “wedding factories,”

preparing couples for elaborate weddings,
but not for life-long marriages.

ensure strong marriages: Gallup reports that fewer than
one fifth of all marriages were preceded by any premarital
counseling. And what was given was largely ineffectual—
divorced couples and those who are still together are
equally likely (15 and 18 percent, respectively) to have
had counseling.

It's as though the religious community is nearly as
skeptical of marriage as the surrounding culture. How
else can we explain the fact that national religious con-
ventions—Catholic, mainline Protestant, evangelical,
Jewish—hardly ever discuss the issues of marriage and
divorce?

True, there are signs of change. In November 1993,
Catholic bishops issued a pastoral message affirming the
importance of marriage, and the Evangelical Lutheran
Church issued a draft report echoing the same sentiment.
Yet neither report suggested specific strategies to deal
with the grim fact that marriage is a losing gamble for
most couples.

Meanwhile, some churches are becoming “marriage
savers,” places that have learned to bond couples for life,
by: avoiding a bad marriage before it begins; helping
engaged couples become prepared for life-long mar-
riages; strengthening 90 percent of existing marriages;
and saving four-fifths of deeply troubled marriages.

Many seriously dating couples can avoid a bad mar-
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riage simply by deciding not to live together, which has
proven to be a poor way to establish a long-term marriage.
Some churches have a much better answer. A few of the
most effective tools include:

Relationship Instruction, a course given to seriously
dating couples to help them decide if they should con-
tinue their relationship toward marriage. It has the oppo-
site effect of cohabitation: Instead of the 85 percent
failure rate of trial marriages, there is a 90 percent success
rate for those who marry. Created by Dr. Jim A. Talley, a
Baptist pastor, the four-month course is centered around
eightlessons that require extensive writing in a workbook.
One week, the couple writes a brief autobiography on the
most important influences in their childhood, their teen
years, etc. They exchange the workbooks first with each
other, and then with a pastor or mentor couple who meet
with them eight times. Often that forces a painful discus-
sion about an alcoholic father or a distracted mother.
Another week each outlines detailed goals, personal,
spiritual, and professional.

Another significant dimension of Relationship In-
struction is that the couples agree in advance and sign a
contract to remain sexually inactive. In fact, they must
agree to call up their instructor or mentor couple if their
physical involvement becomes too intimate.

“PREPARE,” a premarital inventory developed by Lu-
theran psychologist David Olson. About 100,000 couples
a year complete PREPARE, a questionnaire that can
predict with 85 percent accuracy who will divorce. Fach
person indicates agreement or disagreement with 125
statements, such as “I am concerned about my partner’s
drinking and/or smoking”; “I can easily share positive
and negative feelings with my partner”; or “I wish my
partnerwas more careful in spending money.” The inven-

WHO PAYS THE BIGGEST
PRICE FOR A COUPLE’S
FAILURE TO KEEP THEIR
MARITAL COMMITMENTS? THE
INNOCENT—THE CHILDREN.

tory provides a virtual X-ray of the relationship, with
strengths clearly outlined—as well as areas of conflict.

Dr. James Dobson is a psychologist whose daily radio
show, “Focus on the Family,”is carried by more than 2,000
christian radio stations, and whose books on the family
have sold more that 7 million copies. In Love Jfor A Lifetime
he writes: “A dating relationship is designed to conceal
information, not reveal it.” PREPARE cuts through the
facades. And 10,000 to 15,000 couples of 100,000 are so
shocked by the results that they break their engagements.
They have avoided what would probably have been a bad
marriage, researchers say. For those who stay together,
the survey strengthens their relationship. That’s because
the results are not handed over like a report card. Instead,
the couple must have two personal meetingswith a pastor
or counselor to go over results.

Some in the religious community have long been
aware of the importance of communication in marriage.
Gallup interviewed divorced people and found that physi-
cal abuse broke up only b percent of marriages; substance
abuse, 16 percent; infidelity, 17 percent. But “incompati-
bility” (poor communication or conflict-resolution skills)
sparked three-fifths of divorces.

IMPROVING COMMUNICATION

Most Catholic dioceses and some Protestant churches
have taken four steps to improve couple communication:

Premarital Inventories. These inventories are given to
help each couple objectively assess their strengths and
weaknesses. PREPARE, for example, was piloted in a
Catholic diocese, though the most widely used question-
naire among Catholics is called “Focus.” “A lot of time is
spent going over the inventory—several hours” with a
witnessing priest or a deacon, says Monsignor Joe Di-
Mauro, Camden, New Jersey’s family life director.

Mentor Couples. In Catholic churches, these couples
do most of the marriage preparation, partly because
priests are celibate and partly because they must deal with
10 times as many parishioners as an average Protestant
pastor. However, Protestant churches have only recently
begun to emulate this innovation. I am convinced that
the greatest resource for saving marriages are mature
couples with solid marriages who can be found in any
church—who would be willing to work with other couples
in need, if they were only asked.

Engaged Encounter. Among Catholics, it is the best
form of working with mentors, because it involves an
intensive retreat at which older couples share intimate
details of their marriage with 20-25 couples. Fach en-
gaged couple then meets privately, writing answers to
tough questions and talking about them: “What things do
I talk to otkers about more easily than with you? What
doubts do I have in marrying you?” All the practical issues
of marriage are also faced: career vs. family, who will pay
the bills, whether to have children, etc. Writing and
dialogue also are central to the less demanding “Pre-Cana
Workshops” attended by most Catholic engaged. Work-
books are used, and the results are often shared with
other couples.

Time. Most Catholic dioceses now require at least six
months of marriage preparation. During these weeks, the
couples attend lectures on such issues as money, children,
sex, and communication, in addition to the work with
mentor couples. Most Catholic dioceses have had this
rigorous “Common Marriage Policy” in place since the
late 1970s. By contrast, most Protestant churches have no
minimum time requirement, no premarital inventory, no
mentor couples and no Engaged Encounter. The result?
Catholic programs to improve communication have
helped maintain a divorce rate in heavily Catholic North-
east that is about half that of the heavily Baptist South.

On the other hand, Catholic marriage preparation—
and that in most mainline Protestant churches—is
weaker than what strong evangelical churches offer in two
respects. First, there is often little or no training in what
Scripture says about marriage, divorce, or biblical love.
Second, Catholics tend to sidestep the moral issue of
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cohabitation. Baptist Jim Talley, creator of “Rela-
tionship Instructon,” has worked with 10,000
singles over the years and concluded itis essential
to ask cohabiting couples to separate for several
months before marrying them. “Eros pushes out
God,” he says. A commitment to marriage is best
developed with the couple living apart—not to-
gether.

MARRIAGE SAVERS

In addition to pre-marital counseling,
churches must do a better job of helping married
couples stay on track. One successful step is a
two-day retreat called “Marriage Encounter.”
Some 1.5 million couples have attended over the
last 25 years. According to 30 academic studies,
based on extensive interviews with attending cou-
ples, the results are remarkable. Nearly nine out
of 10 couples fall back in love with their spouse,
and at much deeper levels.

In a recent study, 325 couples were inter-
viewed who had been “encountered” between
1968 and 1990. Some 45 percent said their mar-
riages were only average or unhappy before they
went. Yet 83 percent gave Marriage Encounter
high marks. Today, 100 of these couples still say
their marriages are “excellent”and 145 call theirs
“very good.” Only 20 said their marriages are “the
same” or “poor.”

Two central principles are taught in Marriage
Encounter. First, feelings are neither right nor
wrong. Rather, feelings express the real person,
and need to be communicated and worked
through. Second, love isa decision, not a feeling.
When we do something special for a spouse—even when
our emotions are at a low ebb—our sense of love actually
grows. Feelings follow actions. At least as important as
weekend retreats, churches must nurture a congregation
of solidly married couples who can help others at various
stages of marriage—particularly those with deeply trou-
bled marriages. These “marriage savers” have reduced the
divorce rate to 10 percent or less in some churches.

Take Father Dick McGinnis, of St. David’s Episcopal
church in Jacksonville, Florida. He pulled together seven
couples with once-rocky marriages to learn how they
saved them. Over the next year, they developed 17 mar-
riage principles common to their success, including: “We
made a decision to stay together”; “I accept my mate as
he/she is”; “I realize that the problem was with myself”;
and “I became aware that I needed to change ... and
began to change with God’s help.” The seven couples
have worked as mentors with 33 couples in deeply trou-
bled marriages, none of whom has divorced. In fact, there
has not been a divorce in his church since 1987.

A COMMUNITY COVENANT
All the major religious traditions have at least partial
answers to questions and challenges facing couples. In
talks before local clergy, I have begun calling for creating
a “Community Marriage Policy” that would blend the best
of the reforms outlined here into each congregation, with
minimum requirements for anyone who wanted to get
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Mature couples, acting as “mentors,” can give useful advice and
instruction to young couples contemplating marriage.
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married in a local church.

Here’s what I've been asking pastors around the coun-
try: What if the reforms pioneered in various church
traditions were implemented across denominational
lines in a conscious effort to push down the divorce rate?
Can you stand together and say, “If you want to marry in
a church in this community, you have to meet minimal
standards of local pastors who want to help raise the
quality of commitment in those we marry”?

The apostle Paul wrote to the Ephesian church that
the job of the pastor is “to equip the saints for the work
of ministry.” What more important ministry is there than
saving marriages? It should mean more to have one’s
marriage blessed by God than by a Justice of the Peace. A
Community Marriage Policy would enable every church
to become known as a “marriage saver” rather than as a
“wedding factory.”

ACCEPTING THE CHALLENGE

It is beginning to happen. In Modesto, California
Baptist pastor Jim Talley and I spearheaded a “Modesto
Community Marriage Policy,” with 95 clergy in Modesto
joining together for reform. Eighteen other cities have
now adopted a Community Marriage Policy, ranging
from Fairbanks, Alaska to Homestead, Florida, and
Fresno, California to Bethel, Connecticut and, most re-
cently, Montgomery, Alabama. In all of them, pastors
make a remarkable confession and set an astonishing
goal, summarized in two sentences: “Almost 75 percent
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of all marriages are performed by pastors, and we are
troubled by the more than 50 percent divorce rate. Our
concern is to radically reduce the divorce rate among
those married in area churches.”

Specifically, pastors have agreed to a minimum of four
months’ marriage preparation in which engaged couples
take a premarital inventory, attend Engaged Encounter,
and meet with an older mentor couple both before the
wedding and twice in the first year of the marriage. They
have agreed to urge every married couple to attend a
Marriage Encounter-type retreat to strengthen existing
marriages, and to train couples whose marriages were
once rocky to work with troubled couples. The newest
cities with Community Marriage Policies are also offering
Relationship Instruction to seriously dating couples and
are urging teenagers to make formal pledges of sexual
abstinence.

What has been the result? In 1991, when a covenant
was adopted in Peoria, Illinois, there were 1,210 divorces
in Peoria County. In 1992, they fell to 947. The pastors of

and not just in area churches, but across the entire
metropolitan area.

It is encouraging that the America’s two largest de-
nominations have accepted the challenge of making their
local churches sources of strong and stable marriages.
The Southern Baptist Convention and the Roman Catho-
lic Church—poles apart theologically—cooperated this
fall in creating Community Marriage Policies in seven
southern cities. Archbishop William Keeler, who is presi-
dent of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, is
notonly starting a CMP in his home city of Baltimore, but
has urged local priests in three southern states to work
with the Baptists in recruiting clergy to develop CMPs. In
addition, the Baptist Sunday School Board—the nation’s
largest religious publisher—and the American Family
Association are co-producing a series of videos that will
help any church learn how to become a marriage saver.

Hopefully, these will be only the first steps of organized
religion’s renewed commitment to preventing bad mar-
riages, strengthening good ones, and saving families—ar-

Peoria are, indeed, radically reducing the divorce rate—

BARBARA VON DER HEYDT

Laniles ehind (e Wall

CANDLES BEHIND
"THEWALL =
. Herdes of the Peaceful
-Revolution-that Shattered -
- Communism

 Barbara von dqﬁ:"‘vﬁgiﬁ&’t;:

(ISBN 0-8028-3722:0
“ Gloth, $19.99 - © . :

o o

guably, one of the church’s most important tasks.

Stories of ordinary men and women whose extraordinary

faith .helped shatter communism

“Candles Bebind the Wall will remind many American readers, I trust, of
the high courage and deep faith of those men and women of Eastern
Europe who suffered under communist regimes and had the fortitude to
pull down those inhumane dominations.” — RUSSELL KIRK

“A reminder . . . that the Soviet Empire was brought down not by abstract
‘conditions’ but by the faith and spirit and courage of many, many heroic,
people.” ‘ ' — MIDGE DECTER
“Like a fine tapestry, Candles Behind 1he Wall weaves together the intricate
pattern of individual lives of faith with the drama of world events. The
reader will be inspired, humbled, and overwhelmed with the reality that
there really is a source of good in this universe utterly beyond the power

of evil to snuff it ouc.” — KENT HILL

S s

At your bookstore, or call 800-253-7521 FAX 616-459-6540

WM. B. EERDMANS PUBLISHING CO.

384 I
[ - 255 JEFFERSON AVE. S.E. /| GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49503

b4

Policy Review




A REPORT ON PHARMACEUTICALS

What Were Doing To
Hold DownThe High
Cost Of Strokes.

 327DRUGS
- FOR AGING AMERICA'S
COSTLIEST DISEASH

Strokes account for about 16% of all nursing home admissions and cost
the nation over $25 billion a year in health care expenditures and produc-
tivity losses.

Leading the way in the search for relief are pharmaceutical companies with
12 medicines in tests for treatment and prevention of strokes. It’s part of
our $12.6 billion R&D investment in 1993 alone, as we continue efforts to find
new medicines that can save lives, eliminate suffering, and dramatically

reduce healthcare costs. HARMA
America needs this kind of cost P 4 ' CEmICAIS
containment power. Saving Lives. Saving Money.

To find out what pharmaceuticals contribute to saving lives and health costs, contact
The Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Association, 1100 15th St., N.W., Box RR, Wash., D.C. 20005. 1-800-538-2692.



SALAMANDER THE (GREAT

The Imperial Reach of the Endangered Species Act

ROBERT GORDON AND JAMES STREETER

If the biblical Noah had been subject to the Endan-
gered Species Act, he might have been reviled as an
animal-hater, fined, and kept from launching his ark.
Whyr Because he probably wouldn’t have thought to haul
on board the San Marcos salamander, the Arkansas fat-
mucket, or Puerto Rico’s Tuna Cave cockroach.

The Endangered Species Act (ESA), which extends—
or hopes to extend—federal protection to thousands of
species of plant and animal life, is considered by many to
be the most comprehensive and powerful environmental
statute on the books. That’s because actions threatening
the life or habitat of any one of hundreds of species of
insects, plants, or animals are punishable under the
ESA—resulting in fines, freezes on development and
restrictions on countless activities on both public and
private property. Moreover, the act’s provisions and rul-
ings, applied largely through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), are nearly incontestable.

$50,000 PER SNAIL

Just ask Utah entrepreneur Brandt Child. Mr. Child
planned to build a campground and golf course on his
property in Three Lakes. Neighbors in southern Utah
had long used the area for recreation, and the spot
seemed ideal for the planned improvements. The pro-
ject, however, was brought to a halt when the FWS de-
clared Mr. Child’s pond to be prime habitat for the
endangered Kanab ambersnail. The area was fenced off,
people were no longer allowed on the pond’s banks, and
Mr. Child was forbidden to work in the area. He dutifully
contacted the FWS to report thata flock of domestic geese
had taken up residence at his pond. If the geese ate any
snails, the owner of the geese could face a $50,000 fine
for each snail.

The Fish and Wildlife Service asked the Utah Depart-
ment of Wildlife and Resources to send someone to shoot
the geese, remove their stomachs and bring the contents
to Salt Lake City so they could determine how many snails
had been eaten. But when a state wildlife agent and a
highway patrolman arrived and saw newsmen and pho-
tographers, they opted not to shoot the geese, claiming
they did not have jurisdiction. Later, the Fish and Wildlife
Service induced vomiting in the animals, which was ana-
lyzed but contained no snails. Today, the geese are living
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happily elsewhere and the snail population is soaring in
the pond—but Mr. Child has never been compensated
for his estimated $2.5 million loss.

RIPE FOR CHANGE

Stories like Mr. Child’s are finding a more sympathetic
audience in Congress. Representative Billy Tauzin, D-
LA, is the chief sponsor of a proposed revision of the
Endangered Species Act, which would compensate land-
owners who suffer financial loss as a result of environ-
mental rulings. Mr. Tauzin predicts a “real war” in
Congress over the ESA’s reauthorization, expected to be
voted on this year. No wonder: One high-level Clinton
official said an assault on ESA makes the green commu-
nity “hyperventilate in unison.”

If true, hyperventilation may be just around the bend.
Conservative lawmakers are not likely to sit still during the
act’s reauthorization, as battles last fall indicated. Despite
vigorous opposition from the green establishment during
arecent House vote on a property rights amendment to
an environmental proposal, conservative congressman
Charles Taylor’s (R-NC) prevailed better than a three to
one margin.

Moreover, Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt’s
National Biological Survey, an inventory of the nation’s
biological resources, is likely to widen the ESA’s effect on
landowners. That will mean more horror stories of vom-
iting geese, usurped property rights, and frozen develop-
ment—something that the general public seems less and
less likely to accept.

The time is ripe to amend significantly the Endan-
gered Species Act, which contains at least five critical
areas that must be addressed:

L. It has never recovered a single endangered species.

2. It depends on bogus science.

3. It is applied to unreliable biological distinctions
within species.

4. It is promoted through bait-and-switch tactics.

5. It has an ever-mounting toll on individuals, society,
and the economy.

ROBERT GORDON is the executive director and JAMES
STREETER s the direclor of policy of the National Wilderness
Institute.
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If the Biblical Noah had been sbject to the Edal;gered.Species* Act,
he might have been reviled as an animal hater and kept from launching his ark.

The first difficulty with the ESA is that, despite incur-
ring billions of dollars among the public and private
sectors, there is no evidence that it has led to the reclaim-
ing of truly endangered plants and animals. The status of
some species has improved over the life of the act, but to
date not one species has legitimately been taken off the
list as a result of government recovery efforts.

Although six species have been termed “recovered,” a
more honest explanation would be “data error,” meaning
they never belonged on the list in the first place. Three
of the so-called “recoveries” are birds on the tiny North
Pacific island trust territory of Palau, who actually owe
their “recovery” to the discovery of additional birds. Simi-
larly, the Eastern brown pelican, the American alligator,
and the Arctic peregrine falcon all owe their “recovery”
either to being mistakenly listed or to factors inde-
pendent of the ESA.

While never officially declared a recovered species,
ESA supporters often site the gray whale as a success. Itis
another bogus claim; its population has been improving
for over a century, tripling from fewer than 5,000 to about
14,000 three years before the act was approved. The whale
owes its recovery to capitalist John D. Rockefeller, who
made his first millions by convincing America to switch
from whale oil to kerosene.
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PECULIAR, NOT ENDANGERED

The ESA’s bogus scientific standard for determining
what is endangered is a second reason to amend the act
during reauthorization. Similar to the criteria for mem-
bership in some secretive British men’s club, the criteria
for securing an endangered listing are murky. There are
currently over 800 listed domestic species with about 100
added each year. In deciding what to list, the FWS uses
the “best available scientific and commercial data” on a
given species. However, the term “best available” creates
a relative standard. Data need not be conclusive, verifi-
able or sufficient to draw a conclusion.

The story of Polyphylla barbata, or the barbate June
beetle illustrates just how species that are not in danger
can make the endangered list. A botanist formally re-
quested that FWS add this beetle to the endangered
species list, arguing that it is limited to a few square miles
and that business operations threaten its survival. If it is
formally declared endangered, any action (such as road
maintenance, repairing a septic tank, or building a
home) that would “harass, harm ... pursue, wound, Kkill,
trap, capture, collect” a beetle or larvae would violate the
ESA. Each violation carries up to a possible $25,000 fine
and a year in jail.
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Can you spot the Mexican Duck? Actually, there’s no
such thing—so it’s been taken off the endangered list.

However, Bill Hazeltine, an expert on this beetle, says
it has some peculiar habits which make it hard to find.
For one thing, in its larval stage this beetle lives under-
ground feeding on plant roots. Moreover, it is generally
believed that only males take flight—the easiest time to
find them—and that they fly in search of females for
about a 45-day period between mid-May and mid-June.
And the beetles fly only between about 8:45 PM and 9:30
PM. Mr. Hazeltine has documented that the beetle’s habi-
tat is at least 10 times greater than the officially acknow-
ledged area. Itis not endangered.

The case of the tumamoc globeberry provides another
useful example of mistakenly listing species because of
bad or incomplete scientific study. This scruffy Arizona
vine was added to the Endangered Species list in 1986.
The listing set in motion government expenditures by
federal and state agencies to reclaim the globeberry.
Meanwhile, the FWS decreed that the Tucson Aqueduct
project posed a threat to the plantand ordered a halt to
construction. Within a few years the plant soaked up
more than $1.4 million in funds from the Army Corps of
Engineers, the Bureau of Land Management, the Depart
ment of Defense, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and a host
of other sources. The result? Last year the Fish and
Wildlife Service decided the tnmamoc globeberry wasn’t
endangered after all and took it off the list.

MucH ADO OVER LITTLE AGUJA

Unfortunately, the Endangered Species Act’s sloppy
scientific standards encourage federal officials to be far
more inclined to make listing mistakes than they are to
correct them. Consider the case of the Espy ranch and
the Little Aguja pondweed in Texas. In 1988, Katherine
Espyreceived a letter from the FWS notifying her that the
Little Aguja was being considered for endangered listing
and that it had been found on her property.

The pondweed was indeed added to the list, and Mrs.
Espy and other landowners from West Texas are still
wondering why. The Little Aguja has never been studied
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to determine if it is only a slight variation of a common
species or a distinct, separate species. It can only be
differentiated from other nearly identical varieties of
pondweed by a botanist (using a microscope to spot a
slight variation in linear leaf tip that can be found only
during certain times of the year). The decision to list the
pondweed was based on three observations—one by a
doctor of botany who recommended against listing, one
by a graduate student who had misidentified a similar
plant, and one by an undergraduate student. When FWS
asked a botanist to check for the Little Aguja, he was
instructed that he “need not look for it outside Little
Aguja Creek.” Apparently, one way to insure that your
information is the “best available” is to simply avoid
looking too hard anywhere else.

IF IT LOOKS LLIKE A DUCK . ..

The Little Aguja also underscores a third reason for
reforming the ESA: the expansive manner in which spe-
cies is defined. The act extends complete protection to
sub-species, members of the same species of plants or
animals, that have slight variations in physical appear-
ance, behavior or geographical distribution. Such distinc-
tions are subjective and often not very significant.

Take, for example, the Mexican duck. It was thought
to be a unique animal and granted federal protection. As
a result, the Vaca family ranch in Arizona lost 200 acres
from its grazing permit thanks to a state and federal
project to protect the duck’s habitat. It turned out, how-
ever, that there is no such thing as a Mexican duck; it is
nothing more than a mallard, and has been taken off the
Endangered Species list.

In the late 1980s in Arizona, it wasn’t ducks but the
common red squirrel that halted construction of an ob-
servatory by the University of Arizona, the Smithsonian,
the Vatican and the ITtalian and German governments.
The observatory was to be built in the Pinaleno Moun-
tains in Graham County, where the federally protected
Mount Graham red squirrel thrives. The Mount Graham
variety is a subspecies of the abundant red squirrel, from
which itis distinguished primarily by a narrower skull and
a generally “higher-pitched chatter.”

The chatter of ESA enthusiasts proved to be even
higher. They hoped to kill the project by stipulating
numerous construction requirements to minimize any
adverse effects on the squirrel. FWS biologist Lesley
Fitzpatrick admitted that the “FWS did notwant to take a
stand against development, but hoped to make their
suggestion a poison pill that would cause the Forest
Service to reject development or the university to aban-
don the project.” Between 1988 and 1991, the FWS spent
about $98,000 on the squirrel and the Forest Service
spent $770,000. The University of Arizona and its allies
managed to prevail over the FWS, however, and construc-
tion of the observatory is finally underway. By allaccounts,
the squirrels continue to flourish.

Another problem with how the act defines species is at
its extension of protection to “distinct vertebrate popula-
tions.” These designations, based on geographical distri-
bution of species, lack any scientific basis whatsoever; they
are political, created specifically for ESA. Thus for exam-
ple, wolves and grizzly bears, plentiful in Canada and

Policy Review



Alaska, are considered endangered below the US-Cana-
dian Border. The upshot is that this definition allows
animals to be listed as endangered if they become rare in
one location even though they may be plentiful every-
where else.

Consider: The Mountain States Legal Foundation is
appealing an administrative law judge’s ruling that a
Dupuyer, Mont. man violated the Endangered Species
Actwhen he shotand killed a grizzly bear on his property.
John Shuler had seen a grizzly bear heading toward his
flock of sheep one night, so he grabbed a rifle and scared
off three bears. He turned and came face to face with a
fourth grizzly which reared up in front of him. Fearing
for his life, he shot it. The next morning, he went to look
for the dead bear, but discovered it was only injured and
it charged him. Mr. Shuler shot and killed it. The judge
hasruled that the ESA’s self-defense exception must meet
the criminal law test applied when deadly force is used
against a human. According to the judge, Mr. Shuler
“intentionally placed himself in the zone of imminent
danger,” and cannot claim self defense. It seems that
anywhere the act is being applied is the real zone of
imminent danger.

BAIT AND SWITCH
A fourth flaw with the ESA is that it does not discrimi-
nate between the protection afforded a bear or a beetle.
When the average American considers the issue of endan-
gered species, he thinks of cagles and manatees. These

ANIMALS MAY BE LISTED AS
ENDANGERED IF THEY BECOME
RARE IN ONE LOCATION, EVEN

IF THEY ARE PLENTIFUL
EVERYWHERE ELSE.

are the species that attract support: the warm and cuddly
animals, the gentle woodland creatures. However, with
the exception of plants, the act gives the same protection
to all endangered species. Recognizing how this can
create public relations problems, one National Park Serv-
ice manual says that “from an educational standpoint,
popular plants and animals can be used as a spoonful of
sugar to make the medicine go down.” It’s a classic case
of bait and switch: financial and political clout are gath-
ered for fuzzy, likable mamimals like pandas, but the law
is then applied to anything that crawls.

Two years ago, Mr. and Mrs. Richard Bannister, of
Lusby, Maryland, were prohibited by a state environ-
mentalagency from taking actions to prevent erosion that
could jeopardize their house. Why? In a word, beetles.

There are more than 290,000 species of beetles in the
world and 28,600 in North America. The Puritan tiger
beetle is one of 130 or so species in North America
belonging to the genus Cincindela. It has found its way
onto the endangered list. The Bannisters were forbidden
by Maryland, regulators from stopping the erosion that
threatened their house because some of their property
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The Puerto Rico Tuna Cave Cockroach and other bugs
like it are among the hundreds of insects
whose need of protection is in doubt,

was a potential habitat for the beetle. They were told that
any action they took should “not entail destroying tiger
beetles.” While they wrestled with the state bureaucracy,
a 15-foot section of their property plunged into the
Chesapeake Bay. Fortunately, no one was hurt—except
for any tiger beetles that may have been in the habitat
destroyed in the slide.

Because big-government environmentals have pretty
much run out of popular new animals with which to block
the actions of businesses, towns, or private property own-
ers, future listings will include more invertebrates and
plants. Itis inevitable: more than 65 percent of the official
candidate animals for the list are insects, arachnids, crus-
taceans, mussels, clams, and snails. There are nearly 300
snails under consideration for listing alone.

This explains the brouhaha inIdaho, where 59 farmers
and ranchers are locked in a lawsuit with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service to preserve their water rights and
protect agricultural enterprises along the Snake River.
Federal authorities insist that the farms are lowering the
water level of the hot springs where the Bruneau Hot
Springs snails—about the size of a pencil point—are
found. Local farmers say the springs and the snail popu-
lation, are being replenished now that seven years of
droughtare over; prolific animals, the snails can be found
in concentrations of more than 6,000 per square foot.

SUFFERING SALAMANDERS

The Idaho debacle serves to illustrate the huge eco-
nomic and social costs imposed by the ESA and offers a
final argument for change. Individuals, business, towns,
counties, states and even federal agencies across the
country are being caught by the Act’s reach.

Itis most certainly happening in a city near you. In San
Antonio, a judge has ordered a 40 percent reduction in
water usage by the 1.5 million residents of the city and
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The tiny Bruneau Hot Springs snail, classified as ehdgeven thouh it is found in concentrations

of up to 6,000 per square foot, is now the subject of a lawsuit brought by farmers and ranchers in Idaho.

surrounding area. Several animals and plants are being
used to justify such draconian decrees: the San Marcos
salamander, the Texas blind salamander, the fountain
darter (a minnow), and a strain of wild rice. The Sierra
Club Legal Defense Fund and the Guadalupe-Blanco
River Authority were successful in filing a suit which
argued that current water consumption was endangering
these species. They are not the only species now being
threatened-—ranchers, farmers, families and businesses
in San Antonio are facing severe water loss. According to
residents, property values and business revenue are de-
clining as a result of the water dispute.

When government actions collide with the ESA it is
during a process called jeopardy consultation. If the FWS
determines that one of these activities may jeopardize the
existence of an endangered species or its critical habitat,
itissues a “jeopardy opinion” which prohibits the activity
from being carried out as planned. The result is to either
halt or modify—often significantly—development or
construction plans.

Early in the history of ESA implementation, it was
mistakenly thought that the jeopardy consultation provi-
sion would only affect government activities, not private
actions. But with the reach of federal regulatory power so
vast today, thousands of people are finding their ability
to use their property severely restricted. Wetland permits
thatare required for countless actions on private property
are the sort of federal action subject to jeopardy opinions.
Given the zeal with which some bureaucrats pursue their
agenda, it should not be surprising that this has often
been abused.

Or so it seems to the owners of the Shorelands Com-
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pany, a developer in the San Francisco Bay Area. In the
late 1980s Shorelands planned to turn a former salt-har-
vesting facility—sited on barren, salt-laden clays that are
unable to support vegetation—into a race track and in-
dustrial park. But FWS jeopardy opinions stated that the
development would endanger the California clapper rail
(a hen-shaped marsh bird), the California least tern (a
water bird), and the salt marsh harvest mouse. This find-
ing is remarkable given that none of these species inhab-
its the property, and there is no suitable habitat at the site
nor any prospect that suitable habitats could naturally
develop.

Unhindered by reality, FWS concocted a fantastic ra-
tionale for prohibiting development. The agency argued
that global warming will eventually result in 13-foot rises
in the oceans; therefore, San Francisco Bay—along with
the existing habitat for these endangered species—would
be inundated. When this cataclysmic event occurs, wiping
out major urban areas of the United States, the FWS will
apparently busy itself by creating new habitats for these
species on the Blumberg Tract.

Beginning in October of 1987, the agency held up
development of Blumberg for three years—just long
enough to cost the Shorelands Company $12 million and
to send the firm into bankruptcy. Perhaps the most re-
vealing aspect of this whole episode is that FWS previously
identified this property as one of its top acquisition pri-
orities. Certainly, property in an urban area like San
Francisco that might command a six figure price per acre
would be cheaper for the Service to “acquire” if everyone
else was afraid that absurd regulations had destroyed the
property’s value.
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A DOUBLE STANDARD

The costs of complying with the Endangered Species
Act fall heavily on private landowners who can lose land,
pay exorbitant fines, face crippling restrictions on the use
of their property, or watch investments and business
ventures collapse. Part of the reason for this is that the
standards for complying with ESA regulations are much
tougher for private property owners than government
agencies. Workers on government projects, for example,
are permitted to harm or kill individual animals as long
as they don’t jeopardize the existence of any species.
Landowners, however, may not “harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect” a single
specimen of a listed species. This is a curious arrange-
ment, given the fact that it has been the government that
has provided destructive farming subsidies and encour-
aged irresponsible development through subsidies and
disaster relief.

The result has been evaporating liberties and mount-
ing economic and social pressures on the private sector.
Take, for example, Cindy and Andy Domenigoni, Sacra-
mento farmers who have lost $75,000 of their annual
gross income since 1990 because of ESA prohibitions
against farming 370 of their 720 tillable acres. The
weapon of choice: the California kangaroo rat (k-rat).

But this is not the worst of the conflicts between the
k-rat and humans. Those who live in California’s 77,000-
acre k-rat study areas have learned the hard way how
mindlessly inflexible the Endangered Species Act can be
in the hands of determined bureaucrats. Everyone recalls
the vivid news scenes from last October when wildfires
swept through California, charring 25,000 acres and de-
stroying 29 homes. Homeowners point out that ESA re-
strictions, by preventing homeowners from clearing
brush or building firebreaks around their homes, helped
make the area vulnerable to fire. “My home was destroyed
by a bunch of bureaucrats in suits and so-called environ-
mentalists who say animals are more important than
people,” says rancher Yshmael Garcia. “The only way to
protect against fire is to build a firebreak, and we weren’t
allowed to do that.”

REVIEW Is OVERDUE

Can our endangered species efforts be redirected to
become more effective and humane to animals and less
brutish to humans? Not without changes in the Act. To
make the law really work for endangered species and for
people it would be best to start over and create a system
in which landowners had incentives to provide habitat for
endangered species, and private conservationists had
freedom to propagate them—a supply-side, market-based
system.

Short of such fundamental changes, however, impor-
tant reforms are needed. Requirements for sounder sci-
ence could be incorporated in the law. The “best available
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data” standard could be changed to require that the data
be sufficient to draw scientifically verifiable conclusions
based on field data—not computer models and theory.
While allowing the grandfathering of currently listed
popular species, additional listings could be limited to full
biological species, rather than the subjective “eye of the
beholder,” categories such as sub-species and distinct
population. The addition of strong property rights pro-
tections to the act would probably do more than any other
reform to make it work better for people and animals. As
it stands, the act penalizes landowners who provide habi-
tat for wildlife by restricting their use of land and rewards
those who escape the Act’s jurisdiction by sure their land
is inhospitable to wildlife.

Leading proponents recognize, although they cannot
admit it publicly, that the Act is vulnerable to attack on
the following points. After 20 years without serious exami-
nation, ESA was overdue for a performance review. The

THE ADDITION OF STRONG
PROPERTY RIGHTS
PROTECTIONS TO THE ESA
WOULD PROBABLY MAKE IT
WORK BETTER FOR PEOPLE
AND ANIMALS.

act has turned out to be little more than quack medicine,
which not only wastes money while failing to recover
anything, but also prevents us from seeking more effec-
tive remedies.

During this reauthorization fight, it is important to
remember that tiger beetles, kangaroo rats, ambersnails,
and pondweeds, in whose names great injustices are com-
mitted, do not deserve to be the objects of reformers’
frustration. Their preservation is merely the excuse of
those who favor heavy-handed government.

Not one species can honestly be considered to have
recovered as a result of the Act. Its scientific standards
were originally designed to be weak. Its definition of
“species” is conveniently elastic for those who use the act
to control land. Its purveyors employ bait-and-switch tac-
tics to deceive and marshall public support. Its powers are
extraordinarily broad and discretionary for those who
govern, while rigid and inflexible for the governed. Its
provisions invite administrative abuse, and the bureauc-
racy has accepted the invitation. Its social and economic
costs are like an approaching iceberg: only the tip is
showing.

If these issues can be established as the primary points
of debate, this reauthorization may finally begin the
march toward an effective and reasonable endangered
species program that all Americans can be proud of. x
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Has ConseErvATISM LLosT ITs MIND?

The HalfRemembered Legacy of Russell Kirk

BRUCE FROHNEN

It’s been 40 years and seven editions since the first
publication of Russell Kirk’s The Conservative Mind. As one
observer recently put it, Mr. Kirk “is like oI’ man river: he
Jjust keeps rollin’ along.” And so does his work. The Con-
servative Mind still is widely considered the single most
influential book for modern conservatism. But are the
leading ideas and policy proposals of today’s conservative
movement truly conservative in the sense in which Mr.
Kirk used the term? The answer is both yes and no.

This question is difficult to address because Mr. Kirk
produced no schematic blueprint for “the good society.”
As he pointed out, “Conservatism is not a fixed and
immutable body of dogma, and conservatives inherit
from [Edmund] Burke a talent for re-expressing their
convictions to fit the time.”

Nor do Mr. Kirk’s conservatives attempt to construct
any one, specific form of government. Instead they seek
to maintain what Mr. Kirk called the “permanent
things”—the standards of proper conduct derived from
revelation, tradition, and reason best summed up in the
command: “Love your neighbor as yourself.”

THE DIVINE VISION

The Kirkean conservative seeks to preserve “the old
motives to morality and diligence that conservatives al-
ways had believed in: religious sanctions, tradition, habit,
and private interest restrained by prescriptive institu-
tions.” Mr. Kirk argued that these motives should be
maintained, not only for their own sake, but for the
virtuous character and way of life they make possible. The
conservative good life consists of affectionate attach-
ments—to family, to church, to one’s neighbors and
co-workers—that can be lost in the drive for equality and
material improvement.

Conservatism begins, Mr. Kirk wrote, with the knowl-
edge “that a divine intent rules society as well as con-
science”—that a higher being binds us to our fellows and
to our particular duties. It also requires that we recognize
the limits of our reason and goodness and look to tradi-
tional mores and customs to determine how we should
act. Thus, we must protect our traditional way of life, with
its many professions, ranks, and orders of men, as well as
the sanctity of property upon which our liberty is based.
Politics, and especially the central government, must be
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subordinated to social action and institutions—family,
church, and local association—so that we may preserve
the essential character of ourselves and of our way of life.

Mr. Kirk’s vision does not lend itself to systematic
analysis of discrete, specific policy positions. His primary
concern always has been with the order of our souls, not
with any one particular policy, save as it affects the per-
manent things. Yet certain policies are more likely than
others to protect what ought to be the immutable aspects
of the American character. In this spirit I examine some
key conservative positions of the 1980s and 1990s, and ask
whether they maintain the understanding of conserva-
tism Mr. Kirk has set forth throughout his many writings,
but especially in The Conservative Mind.

A ROBUST ECONOMY

Conservatives today stand for economic opportunity.
Conservatives, whether “paleo,” “neo,” or “libertarian,”
recognize that welfare programs are undermining our
character by taking from us the essential responsibilities
of life. Unlike liberals, conservatives actually believe in
the catch-phrase used by the “new Democrat” Bill Clinton
in accepting the Democratic nomination: Government
should provide “more empowerment and less entitle-
ment.” Conservatives believe that government should
help people become selfsufficient, not make them de-
pendent on public handouts.

In this spirit, conservatives oppose liberal “entitle-
ments,” instead favoring a strong, robust economy, fos-
tered by deregulation and lower taxes, so that the poor
may find jobs and advance in the world. Indeed, many
conservatives see economic growth as a primary object of
public action. In his first inaugural address, President
Reagan stated that “This administration’s objective will
be a healthy, vigorous, growing economy.” But that is not
the way Russell Kirk would define the purpose of a con-
servative administration.

From a Kirkean perspective, policies aimed at getting
people oft welfare are essential, but must look beyond
material incentives and benefits. Mr. Kirk is careful to

BRUCE FROHNEN s a Bradley resident scholar at The Heritage
Foundation and the author of Virtue and the Promise of
Conservatism( University Press, Kansas).
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praise economic pursuits only when undertaken in a
proper social and moral context. In addition to faith, he
identifies three other “passionate human interests” that
strengthen our sense of duty “and the reason for believing
that life is worth living™ the perpetuation of our spiritual
existence through the life of our children; the honest
accumulation of property; and the confidence that we
participate in a natural and moral order in which we
“count for more than the flies of a summer.”

Mr. Kirk emphasizes the
acquisitive instinct’s
proper submission to fam-
ily loyalty—to the desire to
leave something for one’s
children and gain honor in
so doing. Work is good be-
cause it shows us that we
are necessary members of
our communities. It makes
us better by motivating us
to live up to our duties to
family, friends and neigh-
bors. It helps instill the
habits necessary for a good
life. To foster job growth is,
then, a Kirkean good, pro-
vided it is done with an eye
toward rebuilding families
and local communities,
and not merely for the sake
of economic growth.

Mr. Kirk rarely men-
tions economic “growth”
save to criticize some
Americans for portraying
cheap consumer goods as
the essence of the Ameri-
can way of life. He does not
reject economic health
and vigor, but his main
concern is for economic
stability, which “...does not
mean the securing of
plenty for everyone: No so-
cial program, least of all
the planned economy of
the welfare state, is likely to
succeed in gratifying the
material appetites of all hu-
manity.”

However, Mr. Kirk ar-
gues for an economy grounded in “arational relationship
between endeavor and reward.” Mr. Kirk often points to
the secure position and widespread possession of prop-
erty as a great bulwark of our liberty and way of life. Men
who own property will seek to improve it, and perhaps
acquire more. They will recognize that their continued
enjoyment of this property requires both a free economy
and social and political stability.

The pursuit of property and economic efficiency—
whether through improved technology, business reloca-
tions, or government action—often has unintended
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“The 20th-century conservative is concerned, first of
all, for the regeneration of spirit and character.”

consequences: It can, for example, disrupt communities
by shifting or eliminating jobs and shattering social ties.
Thus, Mr. Kirk insists that entrepreneurs will seek to
balance their desire for economic advancement against
the requirements of tradition. They should seek to pro-
tect property rights against government regulation—and
against government agencies, which too often level estab-
lished neighborhoods to make room for economic “pro-
gress.” Mr. Kirk argues that we must not pursue property
so single-mindedly that we forget
thatitis economic stability—that
“rational relationship between
endeavor and reward”—which
binds communities together and
maintains a virtuous way of life.
If pursuit of material reward be-
comes mere greed, it, like any
other appetite, will corrupt our
character and our society.

Given this concern, Kirkean
support for empowerment pro-
grams would be qualified. Enter-
prise zones, for example, put
solid conservative principlesinto
practice: They empower poor
people by revitalizing economi-
cally distressed areas. Freeing en-
trepreneurs from burdensome
taxes and regulations encour-
ages them to start and expand
businesses. If allowed to follow
their own instincts rather than
bureaucratic mandates, people
will try to pull themselves out of
poverty.

Unfortunately, some empow-
erment proponents assume that
Americans are economic men—
entrepreneurs who can be made
virtuous solely by promises of
material reward. Mr. Kirk consis-
tently argues for the sanctity of
private property and for reduc-
ing the role of the central gov-
ernment. And free enterprise
remains the most efficient and
just means for the exchange of
goods. But as Mr. Kirk puts it,
perhaps over-critically, “The
nexus of cash payment, never a
strong social link, does not suf-
fice to keep down fanatic ideology, nor even to assure
prosperity.”

For Mr. Kirk, our cities’ problems are due not primarily
to poverty but to a breakdown in character. As he put it
in Enemies of the Permanent Things:

— Russell Kirk

The American slum-dwellers may receive very good
wages—when they work. Their trouble is that they are
the uprooted, socially and morally. They have lost
community, and many of them have lost any sort of
moral coherence. Their failure, perhaps in the major-
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Our siums are pits of despair, in the Kirkean view, not because their inhabitants are poor, but because

their sense of community has been destroyed.

ity of cases, is a failure of will, complicated and in part
produced by the destruction of family and the land-
marks of community.

Our slums are pits of despair, in the Kirkean view, not
because their inhabitants are poor, but because their
sense of community has been destroyed. Federal pro-
grams have taken over the proper functions of families
and neighborhoods: they—not mothers, fathers, and
neighbors—support children. There is no reason, and,
thanks to the leveling effects of urban renewal, no place
for people to come together to teach their children the
habits of morality and hope. Without these habits, too
many lose the will to struggle, to improve their lot and the
lot of their broken families and communities.

The answer to chronic poverty lies in a regeneration
of moral standards, not merely an unleashing of eco-
nomic appetite. While many policy analysts concentrate
on the “leading economic indicators,” William Bennett is
closer to Mr. Kirk when he points out that cultural indi-
cators—such as those involving education, the family,
and crime—are far more important in judging the well-
being of our society. A well-ordered community will be
relatively prosperous precisely because its members will
not focus primarily upon money-making. As Mr. Kirk says,
“Our industrial economy, of all economic systems man
ever created, is the most delicately dependent upon pub-
lic energy, private virtue, fertility of imagination. If we
continue to fancy that Efficiency and Affluence are the
chief aims of human existence, presently we must find
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ourselves remarkably unprosperous—and wondrously
miserable.”

Only when linked by a sense of duty to their families,
churches, and neighborhoods can men pursue wealth
with virtue. Only when they recognize rules higher than
“buy low, sell high” can men maintain the peace and
civility necessary for profitable economic exchange. Only
when decency is seen as more important than profit can
any community endure.

THE SNARE OF RIGHTS TALK

Conservatives today believe in protecting our rights
against governmental interference, especially when it
touches the education of our children. Conservatives long
have defended individual rights against the central gov-
ernment, whether regarding private property, taxes, or
other economic issues. Now, in the face of solidifying
liberal intolerance, many conservatives also are asserting
new rights in the social sphere—from “parental rights” in
dealing with welfare and education bureaucracies to the
“right” of religious groups to use public school facilities
along with other groups.

Mr. Kirk always has been careful to discuss rights only
in the context of history and the needs of the community.
Thus he advocates the “preservation of local liberties,
traditional private rights, and the division of power.” For
Mr. Kirk, rights within a political community develop over
time in our counties and towns; we inherit them from our
forefathers in documents like the Constitution (which is
to be interpreted as its framers intended) and in daily
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practice. Moreover “the rights of individuals are found
and maintained within a community—not against a com-
munity.” Thus, Mr. Kirk is careful to insist that “every right
iswedded to some duty.” And both rights and duties come
from historical practice, not from the supposedly all-pow-
erful mind of the philosopher or the jurist. This means
that when rights are discussed—whether for gun owners
or the unborn—they cannot be stripped of their histori-
cal context. Thus, according to Mr. Kirk, no rights are
absolute: The historical practice of a community must
help us decide when, for example, an individual’s right
to life must bow to a society’s right to protect itself against
murder.

Today, arguments for school choice, for example,
often are framed in terms of parental rights. Parents
should have the “right” to decide what school their chil-
dren will attend. By exercising this right, parents may
hold teachers and administrators responsible for their
actions. So empowered, conservatives argue, parents
could replace political correctness and bureaucratic mal-
aise with a return to traditional standards of excellence.

Mr. Kirk often criticizes the bureaucratic “educators”
of the National Education Association. In his recently
released The Politics of Prudence, he says it is “highly doubt-
ful that any marked reformation of the public schools can
occur until the several states ... adopt some form of the
‘voucher plan.”” But “choice” merely provides the free-
dom to choose, and such freedom must be properly
exercised if it is to be beneficial. To claim parental rights,
Mr. Kirk says, is to run the risk of speaking the cold
language of liberalism. Mr. Kirk’s vision more properly
encompasses the historical, habitual practices of Ameri-
can parents—practices recognizing significantly more pa-
rental authority than do today’s “protective”
bureaucracies.

As to religious rights in the public schools, it may be
well to remember that religion, at least in Mr. Kirk’s view,
is the very basis of culture, and of civilization in particular.
“Religious truth is the source of all knowledge.” Thus, if
we allow religious observance to become merely one
more private, after-school activity, engaged in merely as
an escape from public and political life, we will cheapen
our very souls, and the soul of our community.

Parents should not have the mere “choice” or “right”
to do as they wish with their children. Instead, we should
again recognize parents’ duty to decide how best to edu-
cate their own children. That recognition will allow us to
go on to a more useful discussion of what kinds of deci-
sions we would like to see parents make in this area.

If we are to restore learning in America, we must
“return that learning to its original end of orientation
toward the divine—that we may know what it is to be fully
human, and to know that man is made for eternity.”
School choice in the Kirkean view is not an end in itself,
but a means by which to recreate the moral and cultural
consensus upon which real learning takes place. If learn-
ing is to make us a better people, it cannot focus on our
particular desires, including our particular career goals.
Instead, it must regain its focus upon “certain orienting
books” within the Western tradition that teach us our
nature and our duty. Job training and job creation are
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Mr. Kirk insists that entrepreneurs will seek to
balance their desire for economic advancement
against the requirements of tradition.

“by-products” of genuine education; attempts to gain
such ends directly are in fact the sources of educational
corruption.

THE MYTH OF EQUALITY

Conservatives today oppose the radical egalitarianism
of the new class of intellectuals and bureaucrats, instead
wishing to establish a nation of middle class habits and
values. Rejecting the notion that benevolent bureaucrats
should control as they “support” the rest of us, conserva-
tives prefer Lincoln’s vision of a society in which hard-
working laborers can become their own bosses. One
might get the impression that Mr. Kirk rejects this vision
of economic opportunity and the power of the work ethic.
After all, he has written that “civilized society requires
orders and classes.” Yet Mr. Kirk asserts the primacy, not
of inherited, but of “natural distinctions,” linked to “ulti-
mate equality in the judgment of God, and equality be-
fore courts of law.”

One must not, however, underestimate Mr. Kirk’s con-
cern that the drive for equality has become too powerful
in America: “Conservatism’s most conspicuous difficulty
in our time is that it confronts a people who have come
to look upon society, vaguely, as a homogeneous mass of
identical individuals, with indistinguishable abilities and
needs, whose happiness may be secured by direction from
above, through legislation or some manner of public
instruction.”

Many Americans, liberal elites in particular, have come
to demand material equality. Affirmative action and other
programs remain in place because too many of us have
come to believe that all of us should be equal, not only in
the sight of God and courts, but in our material success
in life—regardless of our talents and efforts. These results
are unachievable. But we see ever more political pro-
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grams aimed at producing them because we refuse to
accept that some folk are more successful in life than
others.

Mr. Kirk argues, without embarrassment, that it is not
possible—or desirable—to have equality of opportunity
in a free society. Families will never be equal in terms of
parental support and motivation, natural giftedness, or
financial resources. Contemporary conservatives, how-

THE ANSWER TO CHRONIC
POVERTY LIES IN A
REGENERATION OF MORAL
STANDARDS, NOT MERELY AN
UNLEASHING OF ECONOMIC
APPETITE.

ever, are almost mute on this point; hardly anyone openly
questions the liberal assumptions about the desirability
of equal opportunity.

Along with most conservatives, Mr. Kirk fears and
loathes self-appointed bureaucratic elites. Yet his central
concern is the same as Edmund Burke’s—that men learn
to love their neighbors as themselves by acting as loyal
members of the order to which they belong through
birth, hard work and/or luck. And there are many orders
of men, from farmers to laborers to tradesmen to the
“educated classes,” which Mr. Kirk feels are susceptible to
conservative reasoning if only addressed in the proper
manner.

A large and strong property-owning “class” is among
America’s greatest assets, according to Mr. Kirk. But the
desire to protect this class must not become the demand
that everyone be made a member of it, or that all its
members act alike, since property-owners also may be
farmers, tradesmen, or members of numerous other or-
ders of men. What we should demand is equal adherence
to the dictates of honor and duty to one’s family, church
and fellow man.

REDISCOVERING CHARACTER

Conservatives recognize that it is in our families,
churches, and voluntary associations of local life that we
gain the proper character, that is, learn how to be decent.
Conservatives also recognize that our centralized welfare
state is endangering these institutions. If one thing joins
all members of the conservative movement, it is recogni-
tion that Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society has virtually
destroyed the notion of personal responsibility and pub-
lic duty so crucial to local communities.

Here we see the continuing effect of Kirkean thought,
with its emphasis on character building: Charles Murray,
called both a neo-conservative and a libertarian, cites Mr.
Kirk in the acknowledgments of his influential book, In
Pursuit of Happiness and Good Government, as a man whose
work profoundly influenced his own. Liberal social engi-
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neering, Mr. Murray shows, has destroyed the very folk it
was designed to help. By rewarding illegitimacy and idle-
ness, welfare programs have undermined the families and
neighborhoods in which men and women learn the hab-
its of economic and moral success.

James Q. Wilson, in The Moral Sense, also finds that
families are the primary means by which we learn our
duties, as well as how and why we should fulfill them.
Examining numerous societies, Mr. Wilson finds that
mankind everywhere looks to the family for moral instruc-
tion. Messrs. Murray and Wilson recognize what Mr. Kirk
has long pronounced: Virtuous habits are learned only in
the close associations of private and social life. The wel-
fare state, by taking away our need to combine with our
fellows, turns us into strangers who can look only to the
government in time of need.

RESTORING THE PERMANENT THINGS

Mr. Kirk’s response to most contemporary conserva-
tive policy positions seems to be “Yes, but ....” His vision
encompasses most of these positions, but he sees them
merely as means to a higher goal—restoration of the
permanent things to their proper, central place in our
lives.

Conservative discussions of family values show how Mr.
Kirk’s vision can be endangered by too much emphasis
on practical questions. The family certainly is the source
of habits of economic and moral success. But some con-
servatives fail to see that the family cannot be saved simply
by asserting and exploiting its practical utility. And to
argue merely that the family is useful is to surrender the
moral high ground to those who value the whims of
individuals above the needs of families and society.

“Family values” is shorthand for the moral under-
standing that we owe duties to those we know and love.
And “recovery of moral understanding cannot be merely
a means to social restoration: It must be its own end,
though it will produce social consequences.” The sanctity
of marriage was respected until recent years because men
and women recognized that it is wrong—not merely
counterproductive in the long run, but wrong—to leave
one’s spouse and children in the name of “personal
growth” or career advancement or new love. Such selfish
acts are wrong because they subordinate our higher na-
tures, that part of us which cherishes our affectionate
attachments, to our base appetites and so undermine our
character and our society.

Mr. Kirk is at times too quick to find fault with those
who seek economic growth, and too slow to see ways in
which economic and technological advances can be
turned to conservative ends. Economics is an inescapable
part of life. If a community’s products and ways of work-
ing are not changed as necessary to keep them economi-
callyviable, that community—however virtuous—will die.
Yet Mr. Kirk’s central point is one we forget at our peril:
“The 20th-century conservative is concerned, first of all,
for the regeneration of spirit and character—with the
perennial problem of the inner order of the soul, the
restoration of the ethical understanding and the religious
sanction upon which any life worth living is founded.” R
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FroM SORRY TO SURRY

Family and Faith Revive a Poor Rural Community

BRIAN JENDRYKA

Twenty—ﬁve years ago, it was called Sorry County. The
education system was in shambles, the area was economi-
cally depressed, and black residents—64 percent of the
county’s population—were shut out of the political proc-
ess. Today, in Surry County, Virginia, 90 percent of high
school graduates go on to further education or training
after high school, the community has new medical and
recreation centers, and blacks hold a majority on the
school board and the county board of supervisors. What
happened? Surry County residents decided to take
charge of their lives, and the result has been a vastly
improved school system, a low crime rate, a county where
the citizens respect one another, and a place where the
family and the community come first.

A short ferry ride across the James River brings visitors
to Surry, arural, wooded county in southeastern Virginia.
Dotted with cotton fields, Surry resembles a typical county
in the Southern “black belt.” The population has re-
mained stable at 6,000 residents for over 200 years. Surry
residents are hard-working, religious, and mostly black.
Until 1971, they lived in what Don Anderson, founder of
the National Association for the Southern Poor, calls the
“apartheid south” They had a majority of the population,
but no representation in the government.

THE ASSEMBLY CONCEPT

Mr. Anderson’s organization, which he founded in
1967, is responsible for promoting a self-help style of
governing through a Jeffersonian—based representation
structure called an assembly. To promote local, grass-
roots politics, Thomas Jefferson favored subdividing
counties into wards, where “each small ward would thus
become arepublic within itself, and every man in the state
would thus become an acting member of the common
government.” Such a system of local government compels
citizen involvement. Indeed, this notion of repre-
sentation and self-help, embodied in the assemblies, has
helped many Southern counties, including Surry, get
back on track. Assemblies now help mobilize the poorin
41 counties in North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
and Virginia. “The wit of man cannot devise a more solid
base for a free, durable and well-administered republic,”
Jetterson said.
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The Surry County Assembly, the first and most success-
ful of its kind, began in 1968. At the time, the scene for
blacks in Surry County was a common one in the impov-
erished south: inadequate housing, hunger, unsanitary
conditions and widespread poverty. Houses with running
water were the exception, not the rule.

The Assembly helped solve the county’s biggest prob-
lem—the disorganization and disjointedness of the poor.
Originally conceived by Mr. Anderson in the 1950s, the
assembly works by dividing a community’s adult popula-
tion into conferences of 50 people. Each conference is
represented by one person, who works with a committee
of seven people. Each of these seven people represent
seven additional community members. Thus, a commu-
nity of 5,000 adults has 50 representatives, with each
person working with no more than seven other people.
The result is the mobilization of a large group of people,
each a part of a very small constituency.

“The Assembly brought everyone to a central place. It
brought all those minds together,” says Charles Pettaway,
one of the county’s leaders at the time, and the Assem-
bly’s first president. At its peak in the mid—seventies, the
Surry Assembly consisted of 27 conferences, representing
almost 1,500 adults, nearly half the county’s adult popu-
lation. Galvanized by poor schools and lack of repre-
sentation in the county government, the Assembly went
to work. After intense voter-registration and organiza-
tion efforts, the assembly was able to elect a black majority
to the county board of supervisors in 1971. As a result,
Surry’s majority poor now had political advocates in office
for arange of social issues. Says Mr. Pettaway: “We moved
this county.”

EDUCATIONAL REVOLUTION
The first thing they moved was the deficient school
system. At the time, there were two public high schools,
one for black students and one for white students. In
1964, Mr. Pettaway won the right to have his children go
to the white school, which enjoyed numerous academic
and physical advantages (among them more qualified

BRIAN JENDRYKA s assistant editor of Policy Review.
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“The people here are not wealthy, and they’ve chosen to put their money in education ...There’s an
expectation of excellence coming from the administration and the school board.”

teachers and a better gym and cafeteria) over its black
counterpart.

Another step in this direction was to bring in Charles
Penn as superintendent in 1977. When he arrived, Mr.
Penn found an education system badly neglected.
Though blacks had won the right to go to the white public
high school, parents of the white students had transferred
their kids—and money—out of the public schools and
into a local private institution. The superintendent of
schools, in charge of both the public schools and the local
private academy, gave white students scholarships drawn
trom public school money. As a result, the majority of
public funds were being spent on white students in the
private school, leaving black students in the public school
with leaky roofs, broken boilers and other calamities. The
Surry public school system was spending just $169 per
student, compared with a national average of $1,638.

At the time, Surry County children were testing well
below average on nationally normed tests—from the 17th
to 27th percentile on the elementary level, and the 10th
to 17th percentile on the secondary level. Today, the
students are testing from the 53rd to 71st percentile on
the elementary level, and the 49th to 58th percentile on
the secondary level.

“I remember the first time our kids tested well,” says
Mr. Penn. “[The state] called me up from Richmond and
said it was impossible. So I asked them to come, bring
another test and test our children, to validify the results.”
They did. “The kids did better on that test than on the
one we had given them.”

What turned the schools and the test scores around?
First, spending increased dramatically after the arrival of
a state-funded nuclear power plant in the early 1970s.
Currently, the plant contributes over $7 million to the
county’s $15 million budget, largely through tax reve-
nues, $10 million of which goes to the schools.
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Two more important steps focused on the quality of
instruction—upgrading the staff’ and reducing the stu-
dent—teacher ratio. A system that once had a dozen un-
certified teachers now has a majority of its staff with
master’s degrees. There are also more teachers: the stu-
dent—teacher ratio has dropped from 45-1 to 17-1. The
third element, though not as easily measurable, has
proved equally important—Mr. Penn and his philosophy
of what produces academic excellence.

Mr. Penn has always emphasized careful preparation
and continued high expectations. When he first arrived,
the system spent $6,000 to $8,000 on a diagnostic test for
each student in the school district. The result, says Penn,
was a prescriptive evaluation of not only the children, but
of the school system. “We invested in that because we
wanted to understand where we were so we could figure
out how to get where we needed to go,” says Penn. “Most
systems duck testing, but the reality is, that’s what you
need to do.”

Mr. Penn also pushed teacher education and prepara-
tion. In the late 1970s, less than five percent of Surry
teachers had masters degrees. Now, 65 percent do. Many
received their degrees with the help of the school system,
which not only helped bring classes from Virginia State
University to Surry, but also pays for half of teacher
education costs. “T try to stress that proper preparation is
three-quarters of success,” says Mr. Penn. “Education is
not drudgery, it’s an opportunity. And you have to be
ready to seize on that.”

By improving teaching conditions, Mr. Penn has been
able to attract better caliber teachers, teachers who share
his high expectations. When Mr. Penn expresses his dis-
content with the system’s 93 percent student attendance
rate for one month—saying that anything below 95 per-
cent is unacceptable—few are surprised, and all are in
agreement.
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Both the sheriff and superintendent speak
frequently at churches, no small task considering
the county of 6,200 people has 70 congregations.

“[At Surry] they concentrate on pedagogy,” Anderson
says. “Mr. Penn has inspired teachers. They stay after
school because they want to. Why can’t other places be
like that?”

School Board President Stephanie Headley says that
early intervention has also helped boost student achieve-
ment. Among other programs, the district has a reading
specialist that works one-on-one with atrisk children in
the kindergarten and first grade. She also credits Penn
with instilling a new attitude in the school. “Every child is
important to him,” says Headley. “He works 24 hours a
day. He’s always available to everybody —he has an acces-
sibility that’s rare anywhere. Parents that have to work
earlyin the morning call him at four in the morning.” Mr.
Anderson agrees: “I'here are over 1,200 students, and he
knows every single one of them by name.”

COMMUNITY COMMITMENT

Quality teachers and committed administrators, how-
ever, are not enough to ensure a good education. The
final, and most significant ingredient is strong family
life—a commodity in healthy supply in Surry. “They built
on what was already there: strong family ties, deeply
religious people,” says Mr. Anderson.

Family and community commitment to education are
clearly expressed through the assembly, which has been
behind the superintendent and the schools from the
beginning. “The assembly helped us in the sense that we
knew that they were there to support us in the very things
that needed to be done in the school system,” says Mr.
Penn. “We told them we needed bleachers for the high
school—they were out there; we told them we needed
band uniforms, we told them we wanted to lower the book
rental rates. They were always at the meetings to be sure
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that the focus stayed on the things that we needed to focus
on. Theywent to the polls and voted in people who made
sure education remained a priority.” “In the adjoining
county, they have a tremendous football program, but
when my academic team beats [their academic team]
290-10, the 40-0 football score dissipates quickly,” Mr.
Penn adds.

Today, the Surry school system spends $6,000 per
student, has 90 percent of its white students back from
the academy, and has a black-white ratio of both teachers
and students resembling that of the community. Accord-
ing to Assistant Superintendent Alvin Wilson, the com-
munity has made a tremendous investment in the
schools, something he realized when he came here as an
assistant principal in 1973. “You do feel rather honored
to be putin such a position of trust. The people here are
not wealthy, and they’ve chosen to put their money in
education,” he says. “There’s an expectation of excel-
lence coming from the administration and the school
board.”

School activities form the center of social and commu-
nity life in the county. Students participate in a wide
variety of after-school activities, as well as in—school pro-
grams like band or the school’s ROTC program, which is
nationally recognized. Cadet Aaron Pierce is Captain of
the school’s ROTC unit, the Cougar battalion. As a result
of his involvement with the program, Mr. Pierce has won
a full four—year ROTC college scholarship. Surry County
High School, he says, has done a good job in preparing
him for college. “It’s a family environment,” he says.
“Everyone gets along with each other. The teachers will
help us at any time with schoolwork.”

Surry County schools also stress character as well as
achievement. “We emphasize that attitude has a definite
impact on altitude,” says Mr. Penn. “I'd rather see a
youngster that’s a good “B” stay at a good “B” and be a
decent person than strain to be an “A” and become an
indecent person.”

CIVIC SERVICE, SOCIAL HEALING

The community has been active on other fronts. In
1975, the Assembly helped winterize 300 homes with
storm windows and insulation. The Assembly is also re-
sponsible for building a medical clinic as well as a recrea-
tion center for the county. These steps have helped
galvanize the community, ease racial tensions, and open
up new opportunities for blacks and whites.

“When I first started out in Surry, the only black in the
courthouse was the lady that cleans it,” says Thomas
Hardy, the Assembly’s current president. Now, there is a
mutual respect between the races. “Attitudes have
changed. People have accepted people for who they are
and not what they are,” says Sheriff H.D. Brown.

“I think there’s a hard-core of white citizens who
would always like to take us back,” Gammiel Poindexter,
the commonwealth attorney, says. “But there are also
many, many examples of white citizens in the county who
see this government as being very well-run and doing a
lot of good things for the community in the area of
schools, recreation, and police enforcement.” Even Mr.
Pettaway, who took the school system to court over civil
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rights 30 years ago, is pleased with the change. “We don’t
need a civil rights organization in Surry County any-
more,” he says. “We don’t need it. We police ourselves.”

With this mutual respect has come accountability, par-
ticularly in government: At least one fraudulent city offi-
cial has been replaced by the people recently. According
to Pettaway, the attitude conveyed to elected officials by
their constituency is simple: “Either you carry out our
wishes, or you pack your stuff. Don’tlet this job go to your
head, because the same way you got in, we can take you
out. Remember that.”

PEACE THROUGH COMMUNITY SERVICE

Community pride and accountability have also kept
crime down in Surry County. The county hasn’t had ajail
since the 1960s: only a two—cell lockup remains. There is
little violent crime in Surry County: no murders and only
six rapes and ten robberies since 1988. Most of the serious
problems Sheriff Brown and his seven—officer staff en-
counter are from out—of-towners. While he admits some
of this has to do with the county’s unique features—low
population, no bars, and no major highways—he feels
that a lot of it has to do with proud, moral people looking
out for each other and their community. Citizens not only
keep the sheriff informed of suspicious or criminal behav-
ior, but also each other. If a child gets in trouble, a parent
usually hears about it first from neighbors and then the
sheriff. The sheriff works with the parent and, if necessary
the social service department, to prevent the child from
further delinquency.

When the school was recently vandalized by someone
from another county, the case was solved within a week
because of input from the community. The secret? “Hav-
ing a good relationship with the people that put you in
office to do the job. Good public relations is one of the
best things we have. If a citizen calls here and needs an
officer, a lot of times they’ll call and want the sheriff. And
I'll go. I don’t just send a deputy. I think that’s been a
good influence,” he says. “People feel like they can rely
on a public official to do what they want them to do, to
get the job done.”

The justice system in Surry County also helps keep
crime low, according to Sheriff Brown. The county has
tough juvenile and district judges who are not afraid to
make an example of someone. Punishment is swift and
severe, and usually comes in the form of community
service for non—-violent crimes. Twenty hours of hard
labor is standard for a speeding ticket, 100 hours plus
fines for breaking and entering, even for juveniles. “We
don’t cut them any slack once we get them working,” Mr.
Brown says. Parents are usually more than cooperative
when dealing with the courts, which helps the courts and
sheriff’s office get to people when they’re young; first-
time offenders often can have a charge erased from their
record if they work it off and stay out of trouble.

Mrs. Poindexter, who works as the commonwealth
attorney as well as in private practice, sees things from
both sides of the docket. “I believe—and most people in
Surry believe—there is a justice and equality in the courts
and the community.”

Confidence in law enforcement and school offi-
cials has been built over the years. The offices of the
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School activities form the center of social and
community life. Students participate in programs like
the ROTC, which is nationally recognized.

sheriff and the superintendent have good relationships
with each other and the community. Both speak fre-
quently at churches, no small task considering the county
of 6,200 people has 70 congregations. Mr. Penn says he
“wouldn’t dare turn down” a speaking engagement at a
church. And the churches and their leadership are also
good to him. “The church enhances the family here,” says
Mr. Penn. “We tend to work [problems] out by working
with the churches,” he says. “If I run into a problem with
a certain kid, I'll go to the preacher. A parent will listen
to a preacher when they won’t listen to me.”

Kermit Watson is an associate minister at Mt. Nebo
Baptist Church, one of Surry County’s largest congrega-
tions. There he works with young men in a weekly church
group. Watson says that churches in Surry are effective
because they try to get at the root of a problem. “Every
child is a product of the home,” he says. By working with
families and attempting to change attitudes and behavior
as early as possible, he hopes to avoid the same problems
in future generations. He also feels that the church is
combating issues like teen pregnancy and single parent-
hood better by talking about sex to young people.

“The assembly’s philosophy is ‘nobody can help you
beiter than you can help yourself.” What it is doing is
helping folks in those communities help themselves,” says
Mr. Penn. “And you’d be surprised how strong some of
these folks have gotten since they’ve gotten a little self-
confidence and positive direction.” The work of the as-
sembly in the 1970s, he says, “is being harvested now in
the attitude of the school board, the attitude of the board
of supervisors, and the success of the kids.” N\
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Ture Living DEAD

What the Dickens Are College Students Reading?

RENEE SWANSON

There’s a dirty little secret in the multicultural halls of
American universities: dead white males are alive and
well. Although many contemporary African-American,
Latin, and Asian authors are being introduced, a close
look at college reading lists and publishers’ best sellers
reveals that classics remain an essential part of the English
curriculum at most schools and a top choice for book
buyers.

Auburn University, Harvard University, Mt. Holyoke
College, Oral Roberts University, and Smith College are
justa few of the hundreds of colleges where Shakespeare,
Hemingway, Hawthorne, and Homer still are required
reading. In 1991, Reading Lists for College-Bound Students
was published as the definitive answer to what books are
most recommended by America’s top colleges—and the
answer was classics.

What are the classic texts that remain popular today?
Thomas J. Slakey, dean of St. John’s College, a school
whose curriculum is organized around the study of classic
texts, says that the so-called great books are “those texts
that over time have proved best at forcing their readers
to rethink fundamental questions, and at helping them
understand themselves and the world around them.”
Adam Bellow, senior editor of Macmillan Free Press, says
that American classics like Moby Dick and The Scarlet Letter
are the “mental furniture” of American life. They “convey
a sense of American civilization in its formative stages and
are of great moral and literary importance,” says Mr.
Bellow.

Classics appeal to Americans of all ages and have
become the mainstay of the publishing business. Many
publishing houses, such as Viking Penguin, W. W. Nor-
ton, and Random House, are responding to the high
demand for classics by publishing new collections of older
titles. W. W. Norton, for example, will be adding Charles
Dickens’s Great Expectations and selected essays of John
Locke to its line of Critical Editions in spring 1994. Also
at W. W. Norton, such popular titles as Kate Chopin’s
Awakening and Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness are
being released in their second and third editions. At
Reader’s Digest, the World’s Best Reading Series, which is
composed solely of classics, is in its 10th year of publica-
tion and still gaining in popularity.
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DEAD POETS’ SOCIETY

The Library of America, created in 1979 with support
from the National Endowment for the Humanities, is
dedicated solely to publishing America’s greatest writers:
Ralph Waldo Emerson, Willa Cather, Stephen Crane,
Herman Melville, Jack London, Richard Wright, and
Flannery O’Connor. Hanna Berkovitch, editor in chief of
Library of America, says that in choosing classic American
titles, she looks for “an established reputation, a work that
hasstood the test of time.” And she only publishes authors
who are dead. Sixty-seven titles have been published in
the series so far, and the top-selling authors include
Abraham Lincoln, Nathaniel Hawthorne, and Walt Whit-
man. There is a literal mass market for classics: Flannery
O’Connor: Collected Writings topped the Chicago Tribune
local best-seller list in fall 1988, and Abraham Lincoln:
Speeches and Writings has over 100,000 copies in print.

Despite the robust popular sales of the classics, many
insist that multicultural titles represent the wave of the
future. Gary Carey, editor of Cliffs Notes—the company
that produces the yellow-and-black study guides hidden
in student book bags—says that “education is going mul-
ticultural everywhere.” Carey believes that the new mul-
ticultural titles soon will move into the top 100-selling
titles, displacing many classic texts.

So far, however, the 10 top-selling titles at Cliffs Notes
are all classics. The Scarlet Letter, Hamlet, and Macbeth have
been the three best-selling titles since Cliffs Notes began
in 1958. The contemporary multicultural titles are at the
bottom of the sales list. (See table of top-selling Cliffs
Notes titles.)

THE BEST - SELLING BIBLE
Containing poetry, history, humor, theology, and
every theme from grand infidelity to quiet heroism — the
Bible is probably the only book that suits nearly everyone.
According to a survey of Doubleday’s Book-of-the-Month
Club members, the Bible is the book that has most influ-
enced readers’ lives. Currently published in over 3,000

RENEE SWANSON s completing her senior year at the College of
the Holy Cross.
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editions in the United States, the Bible is undoubtedly the
all-time bestselling book. The Christian Booksellers As-
sociation estimates that over 900 million copies of the
King James version alone have appeared since its first
printing in 1611. Thomas Nelson Inc., one of the largest
publishers of Bibles in the United States, distributed
six-and-a-half million Bibles and scriptures in 1992. If
Bible sales were counted with the rest of the national best
sellers, John Grisham or Michael Crichton would have
some real competition. (See table of Doubleday’s “25
books that shaped readers’ lives.”)

25 Books THAT HAVE
SHAPED READERS’ LIVES

A List From The Center for the Book

The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, by Mark Twain
Atlas Shrugged, by Ayn Rand

The Autobiography of Benjamin Franklin

The Autobiography of Malcolm X

The Bible

The Catcher in the Rye, by J.D. Salinger

Charlotte’s Web, by E.B. White

Democracy in America, by Alexis de Tocqueville
The Diary of a Young Girl, by Anne Frank

Gone With the Wind, by Margaret Mitchell

The Gulag Archipeligo, by Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn
Hiroshima, by John Hersey

How to Win Friends and Influence People, Dale Carnegie
I, Claudius, by Robert Graves

Invisible Man, by Ralph Ellison

The Little Prince, by Antoine de Saint Exupery
The Lord of the Rings, by J.R.R. Tolkien

1984, by George Orwell

Roots, by Alex Haley

The Secret Garden, by Frances Hodgson Burnett
Silent Spring, by Rachel Carson

To Kill a Mockingbird, by Harper Lee

Treasure Island, by Robert Louis Stevenson
Walden, by Henry David Thoreau

War and Peace, by Leo Tolstoy

Source: Survey of Doubleday Book-of-the-Month Club
and U.S. Library of Congress

Classic texts such as these continue to be popular for
the same reasons that they seem to be eternally relevant:
they speak to us in a way that forever changes the way we
look at our lives. When William Faulkner accepted the
Nobel Prize in 1950, he said: “The poet’s, the writer’s duty
is to help man endure by lifting his heart, by reminding
him of the courage and honor and hope and pride and
compassion and pity and sacrifice which have been the
glory of his past. The poet’s voice need not merely be the
record of man. It can be one of the props, the pillars to
help him endure and prevail.” VN

ToprP 25 BEST SELLING
CLIFFS NOTES

. The Scarlet Letter, Nathaniel Hawthorne
. Macbeth, William Shakespeare

. Hamlet, William Shakespeare

. The Odyssey, Homer

. The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, Mark Twain
. Canterbury Tales, Geoffrey Chaucer

. The Iliad, Homer

. To Kill a Mockingbird, Harper Lee

. A Tale of Two Cities, Charles Dickens
10. The Great Gatsby, F. Scott Fitzgerald
11. Wuthering Heights, Emily Bronte

12. Lord of the Flies, William Golding

13. The Crucible, Arthur Miller

14. Othello, William Shakespeare

15. Oedipus Trilogy, Sophocles

16. Great Expectations, Charles Dickens
17. The Grapes of Wrath, John Steinbeck
18. Beowulf

19. Julius Caesar, William Shakespeare
20. King Lear, William Shakespeare

21. Jane Eyre, Charlotte Bronte

22. Romeo and Juliet, William Shakespeare
23. The Calcher in the Rye, ].D. Salinger
24. Pride and Prejudice, Jane Austen

25. The Republic, Plato
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Pre-LLAwW PREREQUISITES

A Guide to the Post-Socialist World

MicHAEL DeBow AND ROGER CLEGG

It has been four years since political and economic
revolutions began to unravel the Eastern Bloc. The vindi-
cation of democratic forms of government and free mar-
ket economies, over the tragic failures of statism, could
not be clearer. One might have expected the collapse of
communism to have a significant effect on U.S. politics,
leading us to reconsider and restrain the seemingly in-
exorable growth of government in our own country.

Obviously, this has not happened. Instead, the “post-
socialist” American political environment is pregnant
with contradiction. For on the one hand, nearly everyone
acknowledges the superiority of private-property, market-
driven economic systems. But at the same time, the politi-
cal process in the supposedly triumphant societies of the
West is resulting in larger and larger governments and
tax burdens, and more extensive regulatory controls. As
Nobel laureate James Buchanan puts it, socialism is dead,
but Leviathan lives. We submit that a serious student of
law and the American legal system must be able to grapple
with this central paradox of our time.

Nonetheless, many students will graduate from univer-
sities for which the collapse of communism was and
remains a non-event. The traditional pre-law reading lists
suffer from a similarly profound gap: They do not include
readings to help students understand the political and
economic systems in which law and legal practice are
embedded. We offer a reading list to equip students with
the tools to understand the post-socialist political econ-
omy in which they will live and work.

MARKETS OR POLITICS

Our political economy constantly chooses between
two alternatives: leaving an area of human activity to the
private marketplace, versus converting the activity to one
dominated by public, political dialogue and controls.
Although our governing institutions presuppose a lim-
ited federal government and a free-market economy, the
administrative state built on this foundation is, increas-

ingly, neither limited nor laissez-faire in its ideology.
People in the newly liberated countries of the former
Soviet empire face the choice between markets and poli-
tics in its starkest form. But those of us in the West also
see choices between markets and politics debated on a
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daily basis. With the advent of the Clinton Administra-
tion, this debate has taken on an increased urgency, as
more and more of what was once in the private sector
becomes the target of collectivization. Unfortunately,
David Hume’s dictum, “[i]t is seldom that liberty of any
kindislostall atonce,”is likely to take on new significance
over the next few years.

THE NEED FOR A LIST

To understand this environment, a student must un-
derstand the markets-versus-politics debate. He or she
must also appreciate that the failure of socialism was not
only economic, but political and moral. The prerequisite
for such an understanding is a thorough grounding in
the principles of private property, freedom of contract,
and limited government—and their critical importance
to our way of life.

Unfortunately, many undergraduate courses of study
fail to provide much help in this regard. Law studentswho
majored in the humanities—a significant number—may
have avoided taking any courses in economics or political
philosophy. Many law students with social science back-
grounds have encountered professors indifferent or hos-
tile to the lines of inquiry necessary to understand the
consequences of substituting politics for markets. Even
law students with business backgrounds often have had
no systematic introduction to the comparison of markets
and politics.

Traditional pre-law reading lists do not address this
deficit. Consider the list of “Prelaw Readings: Books of
Interest” contained in the 1993-94 edition of The Official
Guide to U.S. Law Schools, published by the Law School
Admissions Council (LSAC). The four-page list contains
117 titles divided into four categories, but offers little real
guidance to the pre-law student. In what reads like a
parody of unstructured undergraduate education, the
Guide explains that many of its titles “are not necessarily

MICHAEL DeBOW is an associate professor at the Cumberland
Law School of Samford University and a Salvatori Fellow of The
Heritage Foundation. ROGER CLEGG is vice president and
general counsel of the National Legal Center for the Public
Interest. The authors’ views are their oun.
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recommended” to the student, and explains further that
“li]t will be up to [the student] to search out the titles
that pique your interest and make your own determina-
tion of their worth.”

In addition to this do-it-yourself approach, the LSAC
list (and others) overemphasizes the idea of law as a tool
for social engineering, and downplays (or ignores) more
conservative views of law as furthering private property
rights and limiting government. This is particularly true
with respect to constitutional law. The reading list’s em-
phasis mirrors the tendency of entering law students to
overestimate the importance of “con law” to their under-
standing of other areas of the law; indeed, many seem to
think that constitutional law is the foundation for all
other areas of law—thus confusing public and private law,
as well as the public and private sectors.

THE IDEOLOGY OF LAW SCHOOLS

The student interested in the clash between politics
and markets—between the public and private sectors—
should begin his self-education before beginning law
school for two reasons. First, time is short once one is in
law school. The conscientious law student works from day
to day, assignment to assignment, through a flood of law
and law-related materials. Time for reflection on the
material is, sadly, quite limited.
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Some observers see law professors as out of touch with American life.

Second, many law school faculty members are not
particularly interested in exposing their students to the
pro-market side of the markets-versus-politics debate. Itis
no secret that the dominant ideology in U.S. law schools
is left/liberal. Yale law professor Stephen Carter, who
describes himself as slightly left of center, observed in
1991: “[Bloth branches of the legal profession—the bar
and the academy—are to the left of the American public.”
In blunter terms, Harvard Law School professor Mary
Ann Glendon recently declared the “legal academic es-
tablishments” to be “woefully out of touch with American
culture and political life.”

The rise of feminist legal thought and the neo-Marxist
“critical legal studies” movement, along with the recent
adoption of speech codes by some law schools, provide
the most exotic examples of this truth. But relatively few
law professors actively engage in far-left activity. Instead,
most are better characterized as members of what Univer-
sity of Minnesota law professor David Bryden calls the
“respectable left"—the type of liberalism identified with
the activist elements of the Democratic party.

Thus, the same law faculties now engaged in a quest
for “diversity” in their hiring show a remarkable lack of
diversity of political/economic philosophy and opinion.
Consider Professor Bryden’s further claim, made in the
Spring 1991 issue of The Public Interest:
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How many conservatives teach politically contro-
versial subjects in our major law schools? If we are
talking about orthodox conservatives of the National
Review type, the answer is that our leading schools
have hardly any. In law-school terms, a “conservative”
Is anyone who has publicly dissented from any tenet
of liberal orthodoxy—for instance, by expressing
doubts about judicial activism. Even by that exceed-
ingly latitudinarian definition, most of the top facul-
ties have only a couple of outspoken conservatives.

Much evidence supports this view of the narrowness of
law faculties. In 1991, the Washington University Law Quar-
terly published the results of a public opinion poll of law
students, funded by the American Bar Association. The
poll showed the disturbing negative effects of “political
correctness” on law students’ willingness to engage in
certain kinds of legal and political debates. It also con-
tained the following accounts:

The written comments to the Law Student Survey
indicate that students do not perceive faculties as
politically diverse. Many students commented that
faculty tend to fall on the far left end of the political
spectrum. Anecdotal evidence also suggests a lack of
political diversity. One professor, who prefers not to
be identified, tells of talking with the associate dean
of alaw school, who, after lauding the diversity of the
school’s faculty, conceded that none of the forty fac-
ulty members voted for the winning candidate in the
1988 presidential election. The same professor re-
ports that during a visitorship at a law school in a
Republican-leaning state, he was surprised to learn
thatin a faculty of nearly thirty, there was not a single
Republican.

In addition to such informal observations, one can
glean hard evidence of the extent of the legal professori-

THE TRADITIONAL PRE-LAW
READING LISTS DO NOT
INCLUDE READINGS TO HELP
STUDENTS UNDERSTAND THE
POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC
SYSTEMS IN WHICH LAW AND
LEGAL PRACTICE ARE
EMBEDDED.

ate’s leftism by looking at the fight over Robert Bork’s
nomination to the Supreme Court. One of the country’s
most brilliant legal minds, Judge Bork had established his
credentials as a conservative defender of limited govern-
ment, judicial restraint, and original intent—legal princi-
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ples that tend to stymie the liberal impulse to legislate
through judicial fiat.

As University of Texas law professor Lino Graglia aptly
put it, law professors were “overwhelmingly—one could
almost say hysterically—in opposition” to Judge Bork’s
contirmation. Of the nation’s 5,363 law professors, an
amazing 1,839 “voted” on the Judge Bork nomination,
most by signing letters of support or opposition. Of them,
1,742—or 94.7 percent—opposed Judge Bork, and only
97, or 5.3 percent, supported him. Thus, the ratio of
actively anti-Bork to pro-Bork law professors was approxi-
mately 18 to 1. It is important to stress that this opposition
to Judge Bork extended up and down the law school
pecking order.

Thus, law students who want to explore the classical
case for markets over politics will likely find few kindred
spirits among their professors. Self-help is necessary.
Study of the titles that follow will introduce students to a
number of first-rate scholars—many of whom are “out-
side the mainstream” of American legal academics, in the
same way Judge Bork was deemed “outside the main-
stream” of the current legal academy. This guide to the
conservative legal counterculture should serve the stu-
dent well as he or she enters law school and, ultimately,
practice.

THE LIST

Most of the books and articles on our list are short and
very readable, require little or no technical background,
and address both the economic and political principles
that the post-socialist lawyer must appreciate. Most of the
books are available in inexpensive paperback editions.

Our list can be used by students in the summer prior
to their first year in law school, or by undergraduates at
an earlier point in their studies. Indeed, any serious
student who works through this list should gain a good,
basic social science education for the post-socialist era.

L Law 101 The classic book for beginning students of
the law is Edward Levi’s An Introduction to Legal Reasoning.
We predict that Richard Epstein’s forthcoming book,
Simple Rules for a Complex World, will eventually enjoy a
status similar to Levi’s. Levi and Epstein provide indispen-
sable introductions to the genius of the traditional com-
mon law system. Anyone serious about understanding the
U.S. legal system should read these books.

A good article-length discussion of some of the themes
covered by Levi and Epstein is Justice Antonin Scalia’s
1989 Holmes Lecture, “The Rule of Law as a Law of
Rules.” The work of two European scholars greatly repays
serious study. Bruno Leoni’s Freedom and the Law is indis-
pensable. Somewhat more demanding, Nobel laureate
Friedrich Hayek’s multi-volume Law, Legislation and Lib-
erty, particularly Volume 1, Rules and Order, is a master-
piece.

II. Economics 101 Law students must have some
familiarity with basic microeconomics—the study of the
marketplace behavior of business firms and consumers,
premised on self-interest as the primary determinant of
most human action.

Students with little or no background in microeco-
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nomics should read the late Henry Hazlitt’s classic text,
Economics in One Lesson, or a more recent treatment by
James Gwartney and Richard Stroup, What Everyone Should
Know About Economics and Prosperity. James Doti and
Dwight Lee, The Market Economy: A Reader, contains ex-
cerpts from the most significant writings in classical lib-
eral thought and market analysis. Its inclusion of Frederic
Bastiat’s “Candlemakers’ Petition” alone is worth the
price of the book. It also contains an excerpt from Frie-
drich Hayek’s 1945 article, “The Use of Knowledge in
Society,” which we recommend that the student read in
its entirety.

As a case study of the application of microeconomics
to the “real world”—or, at least, the world he or she is
about to try to enter—the student should look at two
recent articles that try to sketch the business realities of
the legal profession: “Why Are There So Many Lawyers?
Perspectives on a Turbulent Market,” by Richard Sander
and Douglass Williams, and “The Market for Lawyers,” by
Sherwin Rosen.

IIL. Applied Economics: “Law and Economics” The
economic approach to law offers the student a map to
navigate the maze of the law school curriculum.

The use of microeconomics to understand the basic
areas of common law—property, torts, and contract—is
brilliantly displayed in Mitchell Polinsky’s short textbook,
An Introduction to Law and Economics. In addition, Polinsky
offers very clear economic analyses of law enforcement
decisionmaking (chapter 10) and litigation (chapter 14)
that will shed much light on the legal system for the
beginning student. Polinsky assumes that his reader has
no more than a bare acquaintance with the key concepts
of microeconomics, and does not use math any more
complicated than simple arithmetic.

Law students and practicing lawyers can benefit from
a systematic understanding of strategy and strategic be-
havior. Averygood (and not mathematically demanding)
introduction to the area known as “game theory” is Avi-
nash Dixit and Barry Nalebuff’s Thinking Strategically.
Their explanations of such concepts as “decision trees”
and the “prisoner’s dilemma” are very useful to attorneys
in thinking about such puzzles as litigation and negotia-
tion strategy and the likely pattern of government en-
forcement activities.

After Polinsky and Dixit/Nalebuff, students may wish

LAW STUDENTS WHO WANT
TO EXPLORE THE CLASSICAL
CASE FOR MARKETS OVER
POLITICS WILL FIND FEW
KINDRED SPIRITS AMONG THEIR
PROFESSORS.

to turn to other, more technical treatments of law and
economics. As a first step, we suggest Judge Frank Easter-
brook’s article “The Court and the Economic System.”
Ultimately, the student should aim for a level of under-
standing that enables him to use Judge Richard Posner’s
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Judge Bork had established his credentials as
a conservative defender of limited government,
judicial restraint, and original intent.

The Economic Analysis of Law, an encyclopedic treatment
oflegal subjects using economic reasoning, in connection
with his law school class preparation and review.

IV. Applied Economics: Public Policy and “Public
Choice” Most public policy debates can be productively
analyzed using microeconomic reasoning. The classic
treatment is Milton Friedman’s Capitalism and Freedom.
Given its age—it was first published in 1962—this book’s
discussion of such issues as school vouchers and welfare
reform demonstrates the durability of economic analysis
in addressing public policy issues.

One of the most important developments in econom-
ics in the last 40 years is the extension of microeconomic
analyses to questions of government and politics. This
branch of economics, pioneered by scholars such as
James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock, is known as “pub-
lic choice.” It is increasingly clear that lawyers should
understand the rudiments of public-choice theory. A very
good introduction to this subject is contained in Failure
and Progress, a recent book by Dwight Lee and Richard
McKenzie. Chapter 7 sets out, in a very short space, the
basic public-choice ideas that predict the seemingly in-
exorable growth of government and its attendant ineffi-
ciencies. In brief, public choice explains government
growth by focusing on the efforts of small, well-organized
interest groups to seek benefits (or “rents”) from govern-
ment, at the expense of the public at large. A studentwho
understands this analysis of “rent-seeking” behavior has a
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The conscientious law student works from day to day, assignment to assignment, tough a flood of law and

law-related materials. Time for reflection on the material is, sadly, quite limited.

very long head-start over others in understanding the
dynamics of government in the post-socialist era.

In a political environment dominated by rent-seeking,
what is the outlook for the ideals of limited government
and free markets? In a recent article, “The End of History
and the New World Order: The Triumph of Capitalism
and the Competition Between Liberalism and Democ-
racy,” Jonathan Macey and Geoffrey Miller argue that
“the central historical question of the twenty-first century
may well be whether capitalism can survive the interest-
group proclivities that threaten private property rights in
advanced countries.” Their prediction of the outcome of
the markets-versus-politics tug-of-war is rather grim:

[IJn most of the world’s established democracies,
particularly the United States, liberal defenders of
property rights are fighting a losing battle to prevent
the public sector, where democratic values find ex-
pression, from destroying the private sector, where the
liberal value of free economic activity finds expres-
sion.

For Macey and Miller, the fundamental issue we face
in the post-socialist world is “what sort of regime will best
protect economic exchange and economic rights against
the ravages of special interests . . . .”

V. Ideological Visions, Public Policy, and Law If we
had to recommend only one book for a prospective law
student seeking to understand the nature of legal and
political debate in this country, we would unhesitatingly
name A Conflict of Visions, by Hoover Institution econo-
mist Thomas Sowell. Sowell makes the case that there are
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two perspectives on human nature: one that it is essen-
tially “unconstrained” (and thus subject to manipulation
via various schemes of social engineering) and one that
it is “constrained” (and thus resistant to the perfecting
efforts of the government). Sowell writes very clearly, and
introduces the reader to the pantheon of classical liberal
thinkers (as well as the lot on the other side of his divide).
For another view of this aspect of human nature, read
Karl Brunner’s article, “The Perception of Man and the
Conception of Society.”

After reading Sowell and Brunner, the student will
probably be interested in how the constrained and un-
constrained visions manifest themselves among law teach-
ers. He should take a look at two short articles by
University of Chicago law professors: Michael McCon-
nell’s “Four Faces of Conservative Legal Thought,” and
Mary Becker’s “Four Faces of Liberal Legal Thought.”
These two pieces serve as a sort of field guide to law
professors’ ideologies.

In case the student has any doubt that the far left wing
of the legal professoriate is indeed pretty far to the left,
he should check Robert Clark’s address entitled “In Criti-
cal Legal Studies, the West Is the Adversary.” Clark should
know: he is now the dean of the Harvard Law School,
which houses a significant number of “Crits.”

Neoconservative thinkers are an important intellec-
tual force on anumber of law-related issues (such as racial
quotas and the unintended effects of government regu-
lation), and are especially interesting because they have
migrated from the unconstrained to the constrained view
of human nature. The godfather of the neocons is Irving
Kristol. Policy Review recently published an excellent trib-
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ute to him, “Battler for the Republic,” and some of his
best work is collected in Reflections of a Neoconservative:
Looking Back, Looking Forward.

Students interested in the connection, if any, between
contemporary moral philosophy and the law should look
first at Arthur Leff’s article, “Unspeakable Ethics, Un-
natural Law,” then at Phillip Johnson's more recent “Ni-
hilism and the End of Law.”

VI. Constitutional Law There are two kinds of consti-
tutional lawyers: those who take the text of the Constitu-
tion seriously, and those who don’t. Much of what is
wrong with the American polity today is traceable, directly
or indirectly, to the latter, who greatly outnumber the
former. Those who wish to bolster the ranks of the good
guys must begin by reading . . . the Constitution. Care-
fully. And repeatedly. This is not at all an unpleasant
undertaking, because there are few texts that better re-
ward careful study.

The other two great American contributions to politi-
cal thought are the Declaration of Independence and The
Federalist Papers. There are 85 of the latter but, as Clinton
Rossiter observed,

Those readers who do not have the energy and
fixed purpose to make their way through the whole of
The Federalist may wish to know that, by common
consent of learned opinion, the following numbers
are the cream of the eighty-five papers: 1, 2, 6, 9, 10,
14, 15, 16, 23, 37, 39, 47, 48, 49, 51, 62, 63, 70, 78, 84,
85 (ten by Hamilton, ten by Madison, one by Jay).

Of these, the three most indispensable for the aspiring
lawyer are No. 10 (Madison’s argument that the problem
of “faction”—another term for interest-group politics—is
best addressed by an extended republic); No. 48 (Madi-
son’s discussion of the need for separation of powers in
the federal government); and No. 78 (the first of six
numbers by Hamilton on the judiciary, with an often-
quoted exposition of the doctrine of judicial review).

No one has made a greater contribution to conserva-
tive legal thought over the last generation than Robert
Bork, and probably no one was more important in shap-
ing Bork’s thinking than his Yale Law School colleague,
the late Alexander Bickel. In 1979, Yale named Judge
Bork the first Alexander M. Bickel Professor of Public
Law. On this occasion, Judge Bork eloquently and con-
cisely explained his debt to Bickel in an address entitled
“The Legacy of Alexander M. Bickel.” Of course, Judge
Bork set out his views on constitutional law many years
later and at greater length in his book, The Tempting of
America.

For those who want to explore the work of Bickel, his
best book was his last, The Morality of Consent. Of particular
importance there is Bickel’s discussion of Edmund Burke.
After this exposure, the student may be interested in a
discussion of the difference between constitutional rules
(and constitution-writing) and statutory rules (and legis-
lation). “The Normative Purpose of Economic *Science’:
Rediscovery of an Eighteenth Century Method,” by Geof-
frey Brennan and James Buchanan, argues that an effec-
tive constitution should assume that all human activity, in
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the market and in politics aswell, is self-interested. (There
is an obvious relation between this decidedly unromantic
view of constitutional law and Thomas Sowell’s distinc-
tion between constrained and unconstrained visions of
human nature.)

If the student wants to read about the historical process
that deformed many areas of constitutional law, we sug-
gest four short articles. Three by Lino Graglia—™ Consti-
tutional Theory’: The Attempted Justification for the
Supreme Court’s Liberal Political Program”; “How the
Constitution Disappeared”; and “From Federal Union to

IT WILL REQUIRE SIGNIFICANT
INTELLECTUAL AMMUNITION,
AND A HEALTHY DOSE OF
COURAGE, TO DIVERT THE
COLLECTIVIST IMPULSES IN
AMERICAN POLITICS AND LAW.

National Monolith: Mileposts in the Demise of American
Federalism”—develop a number of historical themes,
including the distortion of the criminal law by the Warren
Court and its adverse consequences for our society. Rich-
ard Epstein’s article, “The Mistakes of 1937,” describes
the damage done to the Constitution’s protection of
economic liberties by the Court’s approval of New Deal
regulatory statutes. As the titles suggest, Graglia and Ep-
stein have vigorous writing styles that they use very effec-
tively to proclaim their “emperor has no clothes”
judgment on much of today’s constitutional law.

VIL. Comic Relief Pre-law reading lists often contain
humorous pieces. Our suggestion is P.J. O’Rourke’s Par-
liament of Whores, which spent several weeks at the top of
the non-fiction best seller list in 1991. “The U.S. govern-
ment,” O’Rourke writes, “is a sort of permanent frat
pledge to every special interest in the nation—uwilling to
undertake any task no matter how absurd or useless.”
O’Rourke’s language often is not something you’d espe-
cially want Aunt Minnie to read, but he is howlingly funny
in his attempt to “explain the entire U.S. government.”
The book communicates a real understanding of public
choice thinking as applied to a number of topics—and
with a healthy dose of irreverent humor thrown in for
good measure.

Reading conservative analyses of law and legal systems
should enable pre-law and law students to confront Levia-
than more effectively in the post-socialist world. Their
efforts will be needed: The Clinton Administration faced
over 100 judicial vacancies when it took office a year ago,
more than three times the number awaiting Ronald Rea-
gan in 1981. Thus, the power to shape the ideology of the
federal courts for decades is up for grabs. It will require
significant intellectual ammunition, and a healthy dose
of courage, to divert the collectivist impulses in American
politics and law. So, future lawyers, keep the midnight oil
burning. Y\
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PowgRr FAILURE

Let’s Pull the Plug on Federal Energy Programs

MicHAEL McKENNA

A the Clinton administration tries to sell the Ameri-
can people on the merits of government-driven industrial
policies, it would be useful to examine one such effort—
the U.S. Department of Energy. The department’s cur-
rent objective, as outlined by the Clinton administration,
is to provide the “institutional leadership necessary to
achieve efficiency in energy use.” Don’t be deceived:
That’s bureaucratic shorthand for a national industrial
program. Assembled long before President Clinton took
over, the DOE and its predecessors have been on a 30-year
quest to manage the energy market by subsidizing the
development of various technologies.

By any measure, however—be it in dollars, quads, or
kilowatts—the DOE’s efforts have failed. The depart-
ment’s entire mission rests on a flawed premise: The
notion that government-sponsored scientific and techno-
logical ventures can and should be applied to steer mar-
ket decisions toward the goals of federal regulators.

If the historical record is any guide, the recently an-
nounced clean-car initiative undertaken by the White
House and the Big Three automakers will not break the
pattern of failure in the statist pursuit of industrial policy.
Since 1980, the United States has spent more than $50
billion of taxpayer money (in 1992 dollars) to develop
energy production conservation technologies that have
either failed technically or lacked market appeal.

How does the government perpetuate this problem?
Program-by-program.

A RENEWABLE FAILURE

From 1980 to 1992, American taxpayers spent almost
$6 billion on the development of renewable technologies.
Such technologies include solar and geothermal powers,
biomass, wind-generated energy, municipal solid waste
burning, photovoltaics, and, most substantially, hydro-
power. The renewables program, which has enjoyed a
significant increase in funding in the last five years, is
supposed to make renewable power sources competitive
with more traditional forms of energy. It has failed.

In its 1980 Annual Report to Congress, the Energy Infor-
mation Administration (EIA)—an independent arm of
the DOE responsible for the collection and publication
of energy-related data—indicated that it was optimistic
about the chances for renewable technologies to pene-
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trate the market. Itwrote glowingly that: “The new energy
technologies . . . have attracted much attention, perhaps
because they seem to promise supplies of energy that are
virtually unlimited and cheap, with no major environ-
mental problems.”

EIA was not stingy in its forecasts for renewables either.
It projected that domestic energy production from re-
newables would rise from 3 quads to 3.6 quads from 1978
to 1990. A “quad” is short for quadrillion British Thermal
Units, or BTUs, a standard measure of energy consump-
tion on a national level.

The forecast was wildly wrong; renewable energy pro-
duction actually declined. In 1980 renewables accounted
for slightly more than 3 quads in an economy that con-
sumed about 76 quads. In 1992 renewables accounted for
9.7 quads in an economy that consumed roughly 82
quads. The reason for the drop is that nearlyall rencwable
technologies are unable to compete with other energy
sources. They had been propped up by a tax break
granted in 1978, which expired in the latter part of the
Reagan administration. Thus, in the last 12 years the
federal government has spent $6 billion on renewables,
while production by renewable energy sources has
dropped by more than 10 percent.

IGNITION POINT

As big as the disaster in renewable energy has been,
the fusion program has been worse. The taxpayers have
been funding this fiasco for more than 40 years; since
1980, the federal government has spent more than $7
billion on its fusion program. Yet the program has never
produced a single watt of electricity. Then-Secretary of
Energy James Watkins, who worked on the program in
the 1950s, recommended in 1991 that it be pared back.
Despite this recommendation, funding has increased
from $287 million in FY91 to $337 million in FY92.

Fusion occurs within stars when the nuclei of lighter
elements, like hydrogen, are fused together at high tem-
peratures and great pressures. As anyone who has wit-
nessed a hydrogen bomb explosion can testify, this
reaction releases enormous amounts of energy. Unfortu-

MICﬁAEL MCcKENNA is a consultant on energy and environ-
mental affairs.
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nately, the process has never been recreated in a control-
led laboratory setting, much less in a powerplant. Yet
bureaucrats involved in the program will always volunteer
that “ignition”—the point at which one gets more energy
from the process than one puts into it—is just a few years
away. This has been the party line since the 1950s. The
recent “breakthrough” announced by Princeton Univer-
sity is really a demonstration of how far away we are from
nuclear fusion. The experiment consumed more than
four times the amount of energy that it produced.

Fortunately, the grand viziers of the fusion program
have provided taxpayers with a schedule of when we
might expect to see results from our investment. In the
DOE’s National Energy Strategy, it is noted that a commer-
cial fusion plant may be on line, with a little luck, as early
as 2040. At that rate, we will need to spend about another
$30 billion before we see any harnessed energy.

NO CONSERVATION INROADS
Conservation programs are another source of waste.
The conservation research and development program of
the Department of Energy has cost us almost $3 billion

SINCE 1980, THE UNITED
STATES HAS SPENT MORE
THAN $50 BILLION OF
TAXPAYER MONEY TO
DEVELOP ENERGY
TECHNOLOGIES THAT HAVE
EITHER FAILED TECHNICALLY
OR LACKED MARKET APPEAL.

since 1980. The technologies being developed include
exotic engines, advanced batteries for electric cars, and
improved materials to be used in the transmission of
energy. Unfortunately, there is no evidence that any of
the programs have fulfilled their promise. In budget and
other documents, DOE speaks about research that is
being done on conservation; it rarely mentions achieve-
ments of the program.

In fact, most of the energy savings gained over the past
dozen years have been due to the normal replacement of
buildings and increases in automobile fuel efficiency, and
even DOE forecasters expect this turnover to continue to
be the main source of conservation gains. As new build-
ings are built, for example, individuals and businesses are
increasing the energy efficiency of their houses and of-
fices. Likewise, more efficient and lighter automobiles
have driven conservation gains on the road.

The important point, however, is that almost none of
the gains can be attributed to DOE’s busy conservation
research and development program. Apart from the de-
partment’s silence, there is a simple proof that the mun-
dane choices of millions of consumers, and not exotic
technologies, have led to improved conservation. The
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energy intensity of the economy, that is the amount of
BTUs consumed per dollar of GDP, has dropped over the
last 12 years from 20,110 to 16,730. But the most signifi-
cant element of this drop has been the growing efficiency
in the use of petroleum and natural gas.

Consider the numbers: In 1980, the energy intensity
for energy produced by petroleum and natural gas was
14,460; for all other energy sources that number was
5,660. In 1992, those numbers were 10,930 and 5,800,
respectively. Between 1980 and 1992, efficiency in the use
of oil and natural gas increased dramatically, by about
one-third, while at the same time efficiency in the use of
other energy sources actually decreased. If DOE’s conser-
vation programs were responsible for greater energy effi-
ciency, one would expect to see widespread gains in
efficiency, not improvements focused around a narrow
set of fuels.

In other words, the average American has been using
oil and natural gas more wisely. But with other fuels—es-
pecially coal, in the form of electricity—conservation has
not made inroads. In light of this, and the DOE’s inability
to point to any specific program which has led to reduced
energy use, it seems plausible to assign any increased
efficiency in energy use to prudence of consumers in
their automobile, housing, and office buildings choices.

MARKETS WORK BETTER

The Department of Energy’s programs in the fossil
fuel area have been devoted primarily to the development
of cleaner use of coal and the development of enhanced
methods of oil and natural gasrecovery. Since 1980, more
than $9 billion has been spent toward these goals.

The clean coal technology project, which was sup-
posed to be the savior of coal-reliant utilities, has been an
abject failure. Technologies being developed are de-
signed to reduce the emissions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
oxide, and ash into the air by coal burning. These tech-
nologies were designed to help utilities meet the ever-
stricter demands of environmental legislation.

The clean coal program has been executed through a
series of “rounds” in which utilities and other industry

How DID WE COME TO
BELIEVE THAT THESE ENERGY
PROGRAMS WERE ESSENTIAL,

EVEN CRITICAL TO OUR
NATIONAL INTEREST? HoOw DID

THEY BECOME SUCH
DISASTERS?

players bid for projects. The fifth round recently was
completed, although the first commercial sale of the
technology was just announced—10 years after the initia-
tion of the project. The results produced to date have led
even President Clinton’s Secretary of Energy Hazel
O’Leary to question the need for a sixth round.
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From 1980 to 1992, American taxpayers spent almost $6 billion on the develpment of renewable

i

technologies. Such technologies include solar and geothermal powers, biomass, wind-generated energy,
municipal solid waste burning, photovoltaics, and, most substantially, hydropower.

Is there any hope of anything coming from the pro-
gram? Absolutely. According to projections performed
for the National Energy Strategy in 1991, clean coal
technologies may account for as much 1 percent of the
total amount of electricity generated in U.S. by 2005. But
we will have to pour as much as another $5 billion into
this technology over the next dozen years before we might
see any results.

What about enhanced oil recovery, that is, the oil that
is harder and more expensive to get out of the ground?
Such oil faces the above-mentioned problems of competi-
tiveness: With oil prices relatively low, it is simply not
profitable to recover these reservesat this time. Enhanced
oil recovery is another government subsidy, paid by tax-
payers, to producers who hold production properties in
high-cost regions like Texas. Most energy projections
show that enhanced oil recovery is adding virtually noth-
ing to domestic oil production.

Put simply, we’ve spent billions of dollars to circum-
vent the marketplace signals of price and demand, and
the only thing that we may have to show for it is a
temporary spike in the long downward trend in domestic
oil production.

Nuclear power is truly the child of industrial policy—
born in government labs, nursed by the government,
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sheltered by the government. Even the fuel supply is
controlled by the government. Since 1980, we have spent
more than $10 billion on the development of nuclear
reactors. While much of this money has gone into the
development of power sources for space missions, much
more has gone into the development of new reactor
designs that no one wants to buy.

No ONE’S BUYING

The schizophrenia of the Clinton administration is
best summed up by Secretary O’Leary, who, in testimony
before Congress in June, defended a nuclear budget
upwards of $250 million for FY 1994. In October, when
asked specifically about the likelihood of new nuclear
powerplants in the United States, Secretary O’Leary said
she doubted they would be built because, “You can’t site
them, and you can’t pay for them.”

Despite this, the Department of Energy is developing
five reactors. Unfortunately, no utility is likely to order a
reactor in the near future. In fact, no utility has placed an
order for a nuclear plant since 1979, and every order
placed since 1974 has been canceled. The indifference to
nuclear power is based on a number of factors, including
the lack of a waste solution, as well as the utility industry’s
experience with cost overruns in the 1970s.
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Nuclear power is truly the child of industrial
policy—born in government labs, nursed by the
government, sheltered by the government.

Indeed, it remains unlikely that a utility will place an
order for a reactor until the question of what to do with
the nuclear waste is answered. This point has been made
with varying intensity by DOE officials for the last 15 years,
and yet, despite this, with the department tangled in a
nasty fight with Nevada over the putative waste site at
Yucca Mountain, we are not appreciably closer to a waste
solution than we were in 1980. Yet, nuclear energy pro-
grams continue to gobble up millions of taxpayer dollars.

FLAWED PREDICTIONS

How did all this happen? How did we come to believe
that these energy programs were essential, even critical
to our national interest? How did they become such
disasters? Why haven’t they been fixed? Most importantly
for would-be industrial planners, why hasn’t the failure of
these programs led to a cataclysm in the energy market.?

To understand how the situation developed, one
needs to consider conditions in the late 1970s. Energy
prices were rising fairly dramatically; coal, natural gas, oil,
and uranium prices all reached historic highs in those
years. Unfortunately, the forecasters providing the baseli-
nes for policy decisions were convinced that these prices
were the beginning of a trend, not the middle of a spike.
The forecasters, in turn, convinced their bosses in the
DOE, their overseers in the White House, and the willing
accomplices in Congress, all of whom were temperamen-
tally disposed to view the market as a lousy way to provide
goods and services. Like all good statists, these planners
concluded that the supposed defects in the energy mar-
ket would soon make things like renewables and massive
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conservation efforts beneficial, even saintly.

Consider some of the predictions that provided the
Justification for the maintaining these programs com-
pared to what actually happened.

*As noted previously, in 1980 renewables—including
hydropower—provided 3 quads to the economy; by 1990
they were supposed to account for 3.6 quads, but they
actually provided only 2.7 quads in 1992,

*The Department of Energy projected in 1980 that
imported oil would cost $41.00 per barrel (in 1979 dol-
lars) by 1990. On Christmas Eve, 1992, a barrel of West
Texas Crude Intermediate sold for $18.50, which is about
$9.59 in 1979 dollars. To give an idea of how far off the
mark the predictors were, their “very low” oil price fore-
cast was that oil would cost $20.00 per barrel (1979
dollars) by 1990.

*Oil was projected to account for 81 quads of energy
production, and we were to import a little more than 10
quads worth, by 1990. The United States was going to use
18 quads worth of natural gas, and production of coal was
going to rise to about 28 quads. The entire nation was
supposed to produce or import about 86 quads, and the
GDP was going to be a little more than $6 billion.

AWASH IN OIL

What happened? In 1992, coal accounted for only
about 21.5 quads. Gas use has been much higher than
projected; it accounted for about 23 quads. Oil use has
not been as great as predicted, although the amount
imported is greater than projected (we now consume 28
quads, 13 of which are imported). In 1992 the United
States used about 82 quads of energy with a GDP of about
$6 billion.

Our economy is much more energy efficient, despite
the lower energy prices. We use less coal and oil and more
natural gas than predicted. According to the forecast, we
were supposed to consume about 17,600 BTUs per dollar
of GDP. In fact, in 1992 we consumed about 16,700 BT Us
per dollar of GDP.

In short, the projections used to justify the programs
were completely inaccurate. The differences between the
projections and the realities—and between the promise
and delivery of DOE’s programs—were caused, at least in

THE PRICE OF OIL HAS NEVER
RISEN AS FAR OR AS FAST AS
THE CENTRAL PLANNERS
THOUGHT IT WOULD.

part, by two phenomena that have dramatically changed
the energy landscape in the years since 1980.

The first is the consistently low price of oil—its price
never has risen as far or as fast as the central planners
thought it would. Instead, oil prices dropped precipi-
tously. In 1980, the price of a barrel of oil hovered around
$16. In 1992, that price was lower than $10 per barrel in
1979 dollars.

Moreover, there is no reason to presume that the
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The recently announced clean-car initiative undertaken by the Clinton administration and the

Big Three automakers will not break DOE’s pattern of failure.

downward pressure on prices will change. Even with a
significant fraction of the world’s production capacity
offline—including Russia, Iraq, and some areas in Ku-
wait—the world is awash in oil, and is likely to be so for
the next several decades. Led by the New York Mercantile
Exchange, the oil market took advantage of the crisis
precipitated by Saddam Hussein to prove itself: Oil prices
dropped to the pre-invasion level about a week after
Hussein had taken—or threatened to take—mnearly 50
percent of the Middle East’s production capacity off-line.

Despite the lower-than-expected price, our consump-
tion of oil was actually lower than the projection by about
3 quads. At the same time, imports were about 3 quads
greater. These consumption figures are also a function of
the oil market: Lower prices favor regions, like the Middle
East, where oil can be recovered cheaply. These same low
prices harm regions like Texas, where it costs more to get
the oil out of the ground. Simply put, it requires more
expensive extractive technology to get oil out of mature
fields—like most of those in the United States—because
the large, easy to reach pools have already been drained.
Accordingly, consumers have turned toward the cheaper
source of the commodity.

A keen observer also will note what appears to be a
contradiction in the numbers. As oil prices were coming
down, our use of oil was becoming more efficient. This
appears contrary to economic theory, which suggests that
one should consume more of a commodity as it decreases
in price. Butwith Americans and oil, not so: While Ameri-
cans continues to rely on petroleum products for most of
their energy, they want to make sure that they consume
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it as efficiently as possible. This impulse acts as something
of a hedge against short-term supply disruptions—think
of individual Americans as 250 million strategic petro-
leum reserves.

DOE’s DISCONNECTION

The second change is the greater-than-predicted in-
crease in the use of natural gas. This is due to the conflu-
ence of several events. First, the Fuel Use Act, which was
to forbid the use of natural gas in utility and industrial
powerplants after 1990, was—mercifully—repealed. Con-
sequently, companies that developed and sold large jet-
turbines started to market mutants of these engines,
which burned either natural gas or petroleum, to utilities
and industrial customers. These turbines are easy to build
and operate, and they are clean and efficient.

At the same time, massive cost overruns and disallow-
ances of utility costs by public utility commissions made
the utilities understandably wary of large, fixed invest-
ments like traditional coal and nuclear powerplants. This
development, coupled with the low price of natural gas,
led utilities in the late 1980s and early 1990s to favor the
use of natural gasfired turbines to produce cnergy.

Additionally, increasingly stringent environmental
laws made natural gas, which haslow emissions compared
to coal and oil, more attractive. This explains in part why
renewable energy sources have fared so poorly, and why
nuclear power will also suffer in the contest for new
generation capacity. Natural gas has stolen much of their
marketing virtue. The environmental advantage of natu-
ral gas is also part of the reason that coal has not pene-
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Even after Kuwait’s oil production was interrupted by
Saddam Hussein’s invasion, world oil
prices quickly stabilized.
trated the energy market as thoroughly as was expected.

One other factor has caused natural gas to become
much more attractive as a primary fuel. With the disinte-
gration of utility monopoly on the wholesale selling of
electricity—accomplished by the Energy Policy Act of
1992—many firms are scrambling to get into the power-
generation market. The easiest, simplest, fastest route is
with a set of natural gasfired turbines.

Overall, these two phenomena have resulted in an
energy picture in which, compared to projections, there
is: 1) greater use of imported oil and more attendant
efficiency in its use; and 2) greater use of natural gas and
less dependence on coal, nuclear, and renewable energy
sources.

ALWAYS A FEW STEPS BEHIND

What conclusions can we draw from this picture and
the related dramatic failures and waste of money that
characterize the Department of Energy’s civilian energy
research and development effort?

First, none of the changes in the energy markets were
foreseen by those who made the projections in 1980 or
by their successors. That is forgivable. What is not is
DOE'’s relentless pursuit of research and development
policies that are blind to these changes. Apparently no
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one at DOE ever revisited the baseline projections and
assessed their validity. This unwillingness to re-examine
fundamental assumptions is a flaw shared by most of the
federal bureaucracy, and is therefore likely to be found
in other industrial policies.

Second, government efforts to drive down the cost of
technologies are totally ineffective when the market can
seek the lowest cost package that satisfies demand. This
is what haskilled renewable energy in this country—it has
been unable to follow oil and natural gas to their low
prices—and eventually the same problem will kill nuclear
energy. These technologies cannot survive on technology
advancement alone; they have to have some market de-
mand to create sustainable markets.

RUTHLESS EFFICIENCY

And the market in question—the energy market—is
ruthless in its efficiency. Energy-price indices compiled
by EIA show that the real cost of energy, after peaking in
1981, has steadily declined. Additionally, energy expen-
ditures as a share of gross domestic purchases have
dropped from 10.6 percent in 1970 to a little more than
8 percent in 1990. In other words, without the props of
price controls and excessive regulation, energy markets
behave a lot like other commodity markets—prices fall or
remain constant over time.

This brings us to a third point about the Department
of Energy’s futile attempts at technology development.
The department’s policy priesthood has steadfastly re-
fused to acknowledge that energy could or would behave
like any other commodity market. The need for extrava-
gant programs has always been justified on the basis of a
soon-to-occur price escalation in oil, coal, or natural gas.
None of these have ever materialized. Consequently, the
programs designed to remedy these predicted increases
have been flops. Remember this point when people start
to talk loosely about the “need” for an industrial policy.
The need is always based on some future crisis just down
the road, but it is never actually visible.

Finally, the government is completely unable to shift
directions swiftly enough to account for market decisions.
The Department of Energy is no exception. [t was unable
to recognize the long-term downward trend in oil prices.
It was unable to recognize the shift toward natural gas in
utility power generation. It underestimated the speed
and scope of the transformation of the utility industry. It
failed to understand that citizens are good judges about
what efficiency investments make sense. It has yet to
comprehend that nuclear energy is virtually dead. All
these faults have contributed to an ongoing, massive
hemorrhage of the taxpayer’s money.

Itis difficult to see how other industrial policies will do
much better. The simple factis that government planners
are, by the nature of their employment, always a few steps
behind whatever industry it is that they are supposed to
watch. They cannot be aware of subtle but important
changes in business techniques, in the application of
technology, and in attitudes within an industry. As we've
seen in energy research and development, these failings
can be ruinous to the economic health of taxpayers. &
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MORE MONEY NEEDED

Dear Sir:

I was saddened to see a rather
bitter, self-righteous article appear
by Sister Connie Driscoll, president
of the St. Martin de Porres House of
Hope, and my contemporary in serv-
ing the homeless (“Chicago’s House
of Hope,” Summer 1993). She seems
to have lost the love she once had
for people in need.

Sister Connie states the obvious
rules of a shelter as if she invented
them. I found this a slap in the face
to the thousands of volunteers and
staff of Chicago’s hundreds of other
homeless programs. She doesn’t do
anything that others don’t also do
for people staying at a shelter.

Her slaps at the people she and
others serve, however, were espe-
cially distasteful. The impression
from the article is that all homeless
people are substance abusers. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth.
While it is true that all homeless
people are desocialized, they have
been cut off from family and friends
for a variety of reasons.

In many ways we have been thank-
ful for Sister Connie’s work. How-
ever, we are not thankful for her
bitterness toward the people she
serves and other groups who serve
or advocate for the homeless.

Chicago has 169,000 deteriorated
units of housing. Many of these units
could and should be for the current
or near homeless. That takes govern-
ment money. Lots of it. The Public
Welfare Coalition and many others
intend to see that the homeless have
decent housing, not withstanding
the bitterness of a Connie Driscoll.
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There is not one single answer for
homelessness. Sister Connie’s views
represent a tiny piece of the larger
picture.

Douglas C. Dobmeyer
Executive Director
Public Welfare Coalition
Chicago, IL

A POVERTY PROBLEM

Dear Sir:

Sister Connie Driscoll articulates
the philosophy that lack of personal
responsibility is the primary cause of
homelessness. Her very strict pro-
gram reflects one end of the spec-
trum of arguments regarding how to
respond to the problem. At the
other end of the spectrum is the
belief that homelessness is the result
of systemic failures and inequities.

I would suggest that neither argu-
ment fully captures the reality of the
situation. Homelessness is an ex-
tremely complex problem. As Sister
Connie points out, there are many
reasons why people become home-
less. While there is no doubt that
personal responsibility is key to re-
solving homelessness for a fraction
of the homeless population, it is not
the primary issue for most homeless
people. Homelessness, for the most
part, is a poverty problem, not the
lack of personal responsibility.

It has been my experience that
the assumption that all homeless
people have to do to resolve their
problem is to recognize personal re-
sponsibility for the predicament is
based on the naive belief that every
American has equal access to the
help he or she needs to address per-
sonal problems. Sadly, this is not
true at all. Over the last decade, I

have spent many hours with home-
less people desperate for help, who
were faced with closed doors or wait-
ing list after waiting list for assis-
tance, once they courageously took
control of their lives. What most
Americans who argue the “boot
strap” theory do not recognize is
how uneven the playing field is if you
do not have any money.

The answer to homelessness is re-
building an economy which pro-
vides decent jobs and affordable
housing for all Americans, while en-
suring access to health care, includ-
ing treatment for chemical depend-
ency and mental health services, for
those who cannot afford them.

Fred Kamnas, Jr.
Executive Director
National Coalition for the
Homeless

Washington, DC
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DRIScOLL DESERVES
THANKS

Dear Sir:

I was pleased to see Policy Review
has called attention to the good
work of Sister Connie Driscoll (“Chi
cago’s House of Hope,” Summer

townhouses, including residences
for women recovering from sub-
stance abuse, elderly disabled
women; and women recovering
from surgery or illness, as well as the
Bethany Women Center, which of-
fers daytime programs, meals,
counseling, showers, and intake
services. Also, Luther Place Church

I AM NOT READY TO RELEASE OUR
GOVERNMENT OF ALL RESPONSIBILITY AND
PARTICIPATION IN SEEKING PERMANENT
SOLUTIONS TO THE STILL GROWING
PROBLEM OF HOMELESSNESS.

—JOHN F. STEINBRUCK

1993). 1 have seen her in action,
have learned a great deal from her,
and have commended her approach
to others.

No one person has all the answers
to homelessness, drug addiction and
teen pregnancy, but Sister Connie
has found some of the answers and
demonstrated how to attack these
problems with success. She deserves
our thanks, and I pray for more like
her.

Bob Kustra
Lieutenant Governor
Springfield, IL

HOMELESs NEED FIRM
LOoVE

Dear Sir:

I agree with Sister Connie’s ap-
proach to homelessness as outlined
in the article “Chicago’s House of
Hope.” Our Luther Place N Street
Village in Washington, DC, in sight
of the White House, follows almost
an identical approach. Maybe not so
much “tough love” in our approach,
but certainly “firm love.” We too in-
sist no-nonsense, non-coddling “re-
sponsibility and accountability”
from the residents of our Village
community.

The Luther Place N Street Village
is a continuum of ministries that
welcomes, accepts and accompanies
homeless women as they make their
transition from overnight shelter in
the Luther Place Parish Building to
a better life. The continuum encom-
passes a city block of three-story
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Proper has been an emergency ref-
uge shelter for 17 years. We also
have residences for our Lutheran
Volunteer Corps—mostly college
graduates who give a year’s commit-
ment to serve in the above programs
while living communally on subsis-
tence.

On many points, we concur with
Sister Driscoll. We, too, early on re-
quired residents to abide by rules
that pertain to hours, cleanliness,
and the 12-step programs as appro-
priate. We may have been first to
apply discipline to matters of per-
sonal financial responsibility. And
we agree that “smaller houses”
(fewer beds) are more effective and
ideal for community life.

Although we are in almost total
agreement in thought and practice
with Sister Connie — in caring, sup-
porting, challenging and accompa-
nying homeless persons to a better
life— am not ready to release our
government of all responsibility and
participation in seeking permanent
solutions to the still growing prob-
lem of homelessness. While we do
not seek or receive government con-
tracts or funds for programs and
services at Luther Place N Street Vil-
lage, I believe the tragedy of home-
lessness—be it 500,000 or 5,000,000
(the real number depends on how
you define homelessness) — re-
quires as meaningful a government
response as has been given in the
wake of Hurricane Hugo, the San
Francisco earthquake, and the flood
victims of the Midwest.

The fact is that we continue to
lose affordable housing in our cities.
The National Low Income Housing
Coalition has data that demonstrates
how the lack of such housing con-
tributes to homelessness among
families. Health care is simply inac-
cessible for the poor. Even malnutri-
tion has reared its ugly head once
again. While Luther Place N Street
Village and the House of Hope are
the quintessential embodiment of
volunteers and charity, our convic-
tion is that we and other private
providers alone can’t cope with the
magnitude of this tragedy any more
than the unfortunate victims of the
Mississippi flood of 93. Government
must be a partner!

Then, add to this the daily attacks
from “gentrification”™— he NIMBY
(not in my backyard) syndrome—by
a neighborhood association and its
legal counsel. Plus, good laws are
manipulated so as to restrict the
availability of housing for low-in-
come people by raising “road
blocks” in the form of zoning, his-
toric preservation, environmental
and licensing issues; and commer-
cial developers are subsidized with
favorable tax laws. These and other
discriminatory actions result in
nothing less than pure classism in
our opinion. When will the Heritage
Foundation address these issues?
(As far as this immigrant’s child is
concerned, this is not our Statue of
Liberty heritage by any stretch.)

John F. Steinbruck

Pastor

Luther Place Memorial Church
and N Street Village
Washington, DC
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No FREE LUNCH

Dear Sir:

Sister Connie’s article has much
that is to be commended. Yes, home-
less numbers were inflated. Yes,
homeless people need more than a
cot in a church basement (though
that beats nothing). Smaller shelters
that help people develop themselves
are better than massive bed dormi-
tories or hotels. But the article is
sadly clothed in a hard-hearted (we
don’t coddle) rhetoric that obscures
how to help the homeless.

Another model operates success-
fully at Project Hope in Boston, Mas-
sachusetts. Project Hope is a family
shelter that provides extensive help,
support, and opportunities for
homeless families. It works with its
homeless residents and formerly
homeless people to create a suppor-
tive environment, with rules and
regulations that nurture self-reli-
ance and responsibility. When resi-
dents make that internal decision to
become self-sufficient, the staff sup-
plies the support that enables their
dream to become a reality; without
blame and without a “boot camp”
mentality. You don’t need the con-
servative (or liberal) buzz words to
create a good program.

But you need resources. Most
charities get some funds from the
government. More government sup-
port for small, private shelters, not
less, is needed. And while our wel-
fare system should be reformed, cut-
ting AFDC checks will give single—
parent families less money for rent,
creating additional homelessness.
The majority of homeless families
are not made up of substance abus-
ers but of people with inadequate
income. Homelessness grew in the
U.S. in the 1980s not because wel-
fare got more generous—it didn’t —
but because the income opportuni-
ties of lower—income Americans de-
teriorated relative to the availability
of low income housing.

The right strategy is twofold: to
address the societal problems and to
assist individuals. Both require re-
sources. What is missing from the
article is the basic point that resolv-
ing homelessness is not going to be
a “free lunch.” Programs like Chi-
cago’s House of Hope or Boston’s
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Project Hope are expensive, in dol-

lars, effort, and time. Building indi-

vidual skills and healing battered
lives is necessary.

Sister Margaret Leonard

Executive Director

Project Hope

Richard Freeman

Professor of Economics

Harvard University

Cambridge, MA

REVISIT NATIONAL
PRIORITIES

Dear Sir:

It is unproductive for providers
and advocates of services for the
homeless to criticize each other’s
style of service delivery.

Our position at the Community
for Creative Non—Violence has been
that as long as people are being
served, there is room for many ap-
proaches and solutions. One answer
will not serve all people. There are
too few of us out here committed to
providing services to be cutting each
other up, and competing with our
various theories about the best way
to get the job done.

Sister Connie seems to be run-
ning a residential social model treat-

time or part-time on a regular basis,
but cannot afford Washington’s
high—priced housing market.

There is no one set and easy for-
mula for solving this—it is far too
complex a problem. A variety of
creative approaches that recognize
the diversity of the population must
be pursued.

In 1979 we spent $1 on housing
for every $7 we spent on defense. By
1987 we were spending $1 on hous-
ing for every $44 we spent on de-
fense. The neighborhood Reinvest-
ment Corporation has estimated by
the year 2003, if current housing
trends continue, there will be 18.7
million homeless people in this
country. Until we revisit the issue of
national priorities and begin to cre-
ate a new vision for America, home-
lessness will continue to increase.

Carol Fennelly
Community for Creative
Non-Violence
Washington, DC

REGULATION HINDERS

Dear Sir:

Sister Connie Driscoll is a remark-
able person. She is right in arguing
that compassion must include a de-

“IN CONTRAST TO THE INTELLECTUAL
CLIMATE THAT PREVAILED AT THE TURN
OF THE CENTURY, MANY ADVOCACY
GROUPS AND JUDGES RIGHT NOW ARGUE
THAT PUBLIC BEGGING AND SLEEPING IN

PARKS IS A ‘RIGHT.”

—GREGORY B. CHRISTIANSEN

ment program rather than a shelter.
We also operate such a program at
The Community For Creative Non-
Violence. Our rules are more strict
than those at St. Martin’s. That is
what treatment programs require.
We also have a comparable “success
rate” because, like the Chicago pro-
gram, we take only people who want
recovery—people who are beating
down our doors.

We also operate a shelter for
those who are not addicted, or who
are not yet ready for recovery. In our
1,400 bed shelter, 65 percent of our
residents are employed either full-

mand that the less fortunate acquire
the living habits necessary for self-
sufficiency.

Sister Driscoll is aware that hous-
ing supply is “a factor” in homeless-
ness, but she chooses not to empha-
size it. It is worth mentioning, how-
ever, that at the turn of the century,
there were thousands and thousands
of people who fit the description of
the sort of clients with whom Chi-
cago’s House of Hope works today.
Many of them were young single
males who had emigrated from
Europe or Asia. As George Gilder
has argued so well, young men with-
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out strong family ties are particularly
likely to develop irresponsible atti-
tudes.

Despite the presence of such atti-
tudes, especially among a subclass of
European immigrants, homeless-

has rediscovered some old truths:
First, that genuine “compassion” re-
quires action by both parties; sec-
ond, that government has redefined
“compassion” to mean support for
massive welfare spending and even

THERE HAS LONG BEEN A
WELL—ORGANIZED PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGN
AGAINST PRIVATE PHILANTHROPY BY
PROFESSIONAL SOCIAL WORKERS’
ORGANIZATIONS AND THEIR ACADEMIC
APOLOGISTS. STORIES LIKE SISTER
CONNIE’S ARE ABSOLUTE POISON TO THEM.

—THOMAS DILORENZO

ness was surprisingly limited because
the supply of housing was much
more flexible than it is today. The
housing stock was much less affected
by zoning regulations, environ-
mental impact statements, building
codes, rent control, and the use of
the eminent domain power to order
that “slums” (i.e., low-income hous-
ing being torn down in the name of
“urban renewal.”) Chicago is an ex-
cellent case in point.

It should also be noted that side-
walks, parks, and other “common”
areas were more strictly policed. Va-
grants and panhandlers were more
likely to be picked up or asked to
leave the area. They would be en-
couraged to work in semi-skilled oc-
cupations which today are subject to
all kinds of licensing restrictions. In
contrast to the intellectual climate
that prevailed at the turn of the cen-
tury, many advocacy groups and
judges right now argue that public
begging and sleeping in parks is a
“right.”

Gregory B. Christiansen
Professor

California State University,
Hayward, CA

PHILANTHROPY WORKS

Dear Sir:

Anyone who has read Marvin
Olasky’s outstanding book, The Trag-
edy of American Compassion, or Char-
les Murray’s classic, In Pursuit Of
Happiness and Good Government,
knows that Sister Connie Driscoll
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more bloated bureaucracies; and
third, government efforts to alleviate
homelessness and other social ills
have replaced private, voluntary ef-
forts that are almost always more
effective.

Sister Connie’s story is hearten-
ing and should be widely broadcast.
It is bound to be viciously de-
nounced, however, because it strikes
at the heart of the welfare state, both
practically and philosophically.
There has long been a well-organ-
ized propaganda campaign against
private philanthropy by professional
social workers’ organizations and
their academic apologists. Stories
like Sister Connie’s are absolute poi-
son to them.

Another necessary confrontation
is philosophical. For decades, wel-
fare statists have gone to great ex-
tremes to denigrate the common
sense idea of individual responsibil-
ity, and have designed our govern-
mental social programs accordingly.

As one recent example of this
philosophy, Mark Rosenman of the
Union Institute Center for Social Re-
sponsibility wrote in Chronicle of Phi-
lanthropy that those who are well-off
in the U.S. did not get that way from
hard work, but because they lucked
out in our “inequitable and malfunc-
tioning” economic system. The less
affluent should not be held respon-
sible for their actions, says Rosen-
man, for they are merely the hapless
“victims” of “the random luck of the
draw.”

Outlandish as this may seem, this
perspective is part of the main-
stream thinking among social work
and philanthropic professionals.
Mr. Rosenman’s Union Institute
routinely collaborates on various
projects with Independent Sector
and other large associations of phil-
anthropic organizations and his ar-
ticles in Chronicle of Philanthropy were
largely preaching to the choir.

It is this kind of absurd thinking
that must be discredited before Sis-
ter Connie’s individualistic ap-
proach to homelessness and other
social pathologies can be more
widely employed.

Thomas Dil.orenzo
Professor of Economics
Loyola College
Baltimore, MD

BLAMING THE VICTIM

Dear Sir:

While there is a great deal I might
say about Sister Connie’s methods,
I am even more disturbed by her
inattention to the real causes of the
problems she claims to be con-
cerned about (homelessness and
substance abuse) and her conten-
tion that self-discipline and per-
sonal responsibility will make the
homeless into productive, secure
citizens. Surely she does not think
that most of her clients choose to
become homeless/substance abus-
ers and that once they learn to “man-
age” their welfare checks and go out
and look for a job, all will be well.

What about the millions of peo-
ple who are looking for work and

Policy Review



cannot find it, or who are working
(primarily at low-paying, benefit—
less, dead—end jobs) and cannot
make ends meet — and thus are
forced onto the streets where they
end up on drugs? Wouldn’t her
time, and the time of others like her
—who confuse symptoms with
causes and engage in the old prac-
tice of “blaming the victim”—be bet-
ter spent trying to convince local,
state, and especially federal officials
to provide decent-paying public serv-
ice jobs for the millions of citizens
for whom there are no such jobs in
the private sector? If so, the number
of homeless citizens would decline
significantly and few people would
need to report to Sister Connie at
7:30 each evening.
Walter Trattner
Professor of History
University of Wisconsin-—-Milwaukee
Milwaukee, WI

A GOVERNMENT ROLE

Dear Sir:

Policy makers at all levels of gov-
ermment and social workers could
learn a great deal about alleviating
homelessness from Sister Connie
Driscoll’s experience. Her observa-
tions are instructive, and the success
stories are heart-warming. However,
as I read the article, some gnawing
questions continued to arise.

Clearly lack of personal rectitude
is the major contributor to home-
lessness, but it is an oversimplifica-
tion to say that most other homeless
advocates see provision of housing
as the only solution. On the con-
trary, most homeless experts, what-
ever their political stripe, favor di-
verse services to rehabilitate home-
less people.

If we grant that dysfunctional be-
havior is responsible for much of the
homelessness, what is the responsi-
bility of all society to help people
once they become homeless?

In asserting that only one out of
100 young pregnant or parenting
girls should qualify for homeless as-
sistance, Sister Connie apparently
assumes that the other 99 would
have abided by acceptable rectitude
rules. She fails to offer advice on
what we should do once these young
women have transgressed the rules
by which they should have lived, or
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alternatives if a mother is unavail-
able to insist upon proper behavior?

Itis commendable that the House
of Hope insists upon raising its own
resources and shuns government or
Catholic Church assistance. But
could additional funds have helped
provide additional services for the
homeless population?

Finally, Chicago’s House of Hope
offers an excellent demonstration of

any sense of discipline to its clients.
The result? A welfare population
whose energies are directed at
“working the system,” a system that
is resented by a large portion of the
nation’s population who earn their
own way in life. The traditional wel-
fare approach to anything, includ-
ing homelessness, polarizes the
country by reluctant and often angry
taxpayer—philanthropists who see

SISTER DRISCOLL SEEMS TO IGNORE THE
PRECEPT THAT WE ARE OUR BROTHER’S
(OR SISTER’S) KEEPERS AND THAT
GOVERNMENT HAS A ROLE TO PLAY IN
HELPING THE HOMELESS.

—SAR LEVITAN

what dedicated and “tough” provid-
ers, who insist upon following the
rules of rectitude, can accomplish.
The question is, are there enough
charismatic, but “tough” providers
to help the multitudes of homeless?
Sister Connie seems to ignore the
precept thatwe are our brother’s (or
sister’s) keepers and that govern-
ment has a role to play in helping
the homeless.
Sar Levitan
Director
Center for Social Policy Studies
George Washington University
Washington, DC

THREE CHEERS FOR
DRISCOLL

Dear Sir:

“Tough Love.” Those are the key
words in Sister Driscoll’s description
of why Chicago’s House of Hope
appears to work so well in putting
lives back together. Those words also
provide a devastating insight into
why the standard welfare system has
failed so tragically in dealing with a
wide range of similar problems.
“Welfare as we know it,” Bill Clin-
ton’s phrase, is totally incapable of
making the selective individual
judgements that are at the heart of
the “tough love” approach. Welfare
is a one-size—fits—all system, encum-
bered with a mass of bureaucratic
rules and standards that render it
completely ineffective in conveying

their earnings taken to support a
class of surly mendicants who, in
turn, are not encouraged to put
their lives in order.

The virtue of the House of Hope
strategy is its emphasis on the disci-
pline that comes with the “tough
love” philosophy. It forces people in
trouble to think about the many to-
morrows they must face as they go
through life. Things as simple as
requiring a conscious act of saving
out of today’s welfare bounty and
expanding the skills that will trans-
late into greater employability have
the capacity to transform people’s
perspective on their future. Equally
important, they tend to inculcate a
sense of personal responsibility for
one’s own condition. These are
things that can be accomplished
within a private approach to dealing
with social problems. However, let
the stultifying hand of a government
bureaucracy be introduced and
homelessness will go the way of all
other welfare—type problems—it will
get worse. Three cheers for Sister
Driscoll and her co—workers.

Lowell Gallaway
Professor of Economics
Ohio University
Athens, OH

EXPAND PuBLIC DEBATE
Dear Sir:

As a former Chicagoan and a
member of a parish near Woodlawn,
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I know that Sister Connie Driscoll is
providing an extremely important
service for people who literally have
nowhere else to turn. The country
would be much better off if there
were thousands of people like Sister

why we leave mentallyill people with
no support on our street corners,
and why many people pleading for
drug rehab cannot get it while we
make vast investments in a stagger-
ingly high level of imprisonment for

LET THE STULTIFYING HAND OF A
GOVERNMENT BUREAUCRACY BE
INTRODUCED AND HOMELESSNESS WILL GO
THE WAY OF ALL OTHER WELFARE-TYPE
PROBLEMS—IT WILL GET WORSE.

—LOWELL GALLAWAY

Connie and they could find the re-
sources to set up shelters like hers.
There is, of course, a lot to be said
for the “tough love” approach, as
most parents know. Like others with
a mission to serve, she sees and nur-
tures potential in people who have
had no one else who still believes in
them and forces them to earn that
confidence.

Liberals who neglect the trans-
forming power of great dedication
and religiously based commitment
are foolish. On the other hand, con-
servatives who see this as a substitute
for social policy or a valid excuse for
trashing admittedly less effective
government programs are drawing
the wrong conclusion from the
story. We would have fewer homeless
people if there were thousands of
Sister Connie’s working on the prob-
lem. The threat of war would end if
we had great numbers of men such
as St. Francis running our militaries,
and the health care crisis for the
poor would be much less severe if
there were thousands of Mother Ter-
esas creating orders dedicated to
serving the poor with love. Until that
day arrives, however, we face choices
where there is a vast need and only
a tiny part of it can be met by the
existing charismatic leaders. We
should support them and enable
them to expand their efforts, though
they will often be worried about the
changes that come with routiniza-
tion of charisma.

The bulk of the problem, how-
ever, will still require public choices.
We must debate why we continue
policies that impoverish the poor
and push families onto the street,

92

crimes that are mostly related to pay-

ing for drugs. Part of this debate

should indeed focus on raising ex-

pectations for behavior of benefici-

aries, but a debate confined to that
would be tragically flawed.

Gary Orfield

Professor of Education and Social

Policy

Harvard University

Cambridge, MA

ROOM FOR NEwW
APPROACHES

Dear Sir:

Sister Connie Driscoll’s article on
her experiences with Chicago’s
House of Hope is a good news story
that should be understood in a
larger context. The current system
dealing with homelessness is a
mixed one produced by incremental
changes and compromises rather
than by careful strategic choices. Ad-
vocates of the view that homeless-
ness is a problem external to the
homeless have succeeded in efforts
to increase the supply of housing,
housing shelter programs, and judi-
cially enforceable rights to shelter.
At the same time, advocates of an-
other view—that the homeless have
problems that make it difficult to
retain housing—have succeeded in
creating, coordinating, and target-
ing social service programs for resi-
dents in homeless shelters.

While some private nonprofit
groups have experienced success by
pushing the service—intensive ap-
proaches into disciplined environ-
ments capable of transforming peo-
ple, such efforts are made more dif-

ficult by regulations which discour-
age the institution of more than
minimum rules on residents against
criminal behavior. Many of our state
systems are far more likely to regu-
late the providers of transient hous-
ing than the residents.

Sister Connie Driscoll and her
colleagues have an answer that
works for their clients: People who
know they need help are willing to
pay a price in behavior. The diffi-
culty posed by our mixed system is
that the prospect of duplicating such
efforts using public funds—even for
limited populations—is diminished
by regulations intended to insure
individual rights of residents and to
prevent the exercise of discretion by
those who run shelters.

Sister Connie’s approach de-
pends on making distinctions be-
tween people based on their willing-
ness to conform to rules and to par-
ticipate in treatment. Those judged
unwilling to obey and participate do
not get to stay.

I think that there ought to be
room created for approaches like
the House of Hope to expand in the
nonprofit sector. While it won’t
work for everyone, neither has any-
thing else. Faced with a diverse prob-
lem, the smart strategy is to divide it
into manageable segments and to
work at it in parts.

Robert Nakamura
University at Albany
SUNY

Albany, NY

SISTER CONNIE
DRISCOLL RESPONDS

I note with interest that our prin-
cipal detractors are individuals
whose own livelihoods depend upon
the continuation of the welfare state,
and would benefit materially from
its expansion.

It saddens me that they evidently
do not understand that House of
Hope is a ministry, and based on
love. I believe that our success speaks
for itself.

CARLSON RIGHT ON
TARGET

Dear Sir:

Mr. Allan Carlson’s article, “Your
Honey or Your Life—The Case For
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The Bachelor Army” in the Fall 1993
issue, was right on target. Having
entered the Marine Corps as a sec-
ond lieutenant in 1937, I have had
ample opportunity to observe the
effects of increased early marriages
in the military.

Mr. Carlson was absolutely cor-
rect when he said that first-time en-
listees should not be married. There
is so much that a young serviceman
has to learn about the profession of
arms that he can’t divide his atten-
tion between his professional train-
ing and his wife, and often a family.
The wife and the young enlistee are
new to the service and all too often
too immature to handle the emo-
tional and financial stresses of serv-
ice life, including long separations.
A zooming divorce rate is the inevi-
table result.

During a recent deployment of a
Marine Battalion to the western Pa-
cific, here’s what happened to some
of the first-time enlistees: 12 called
could not deploy because of family
problems; soon after reaching the
faraway destination, nine more had
to be returned to the U.S. because
of family problems; and while on
deployment, another 21 had to be
returned because of family prob-
lems. This total of 42 is the number
in a rifle platoon. Their departures
not only disrupted combat effi-
ciency, but the cost was multiplied
by travel, counseling, and replace-
ments.

The military exists for just one
basic reason: to defend our nation,
even at the cost of lives. The military
is not a device for social experimen-
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tation. There was a time when very
few enlisted men below sergeant
were married. The barracks was the
first-time enlistee’s home, and after
duty hours the barracks was where
the lore of the Corps was transmitted
from senior to young enlistees. It
was, in many ways, the school of the
soldier.

I differ with the author on one
point: I am notin favor of an entirely
bachelor army. Marriage has long
been a part of the service life for
senior NCO’s and for officers after
their first two years of commissioned
service. Byron Farwell, in his Emi-
nent Victorian Soldiers, quotes an
old saying in those days: “subalterns

CARLSON APPALLS,
INSULTS

Dear Sir:

As a former Army officer and a
lifelong conservative, I was appalled
by Allan Carlson’s essay, “Your
Honey or Your Life: The Case for
the Bachelor Army.” It is historically
inaccurate, politically and militarily
foolish, and gratuitously insulting.

Mr. Carlson is simply incorrect
when he assert that “a bachelor mili-
tary force was the American rule
from 1776 to 1940.” Martha Wash-
ington was by her husband’s side at
Valley Forge, the birthplace of the

THE MILITARY EXISTS FOR JUST ONE
BASIC REASON. TO DEFEND OUR NATION,
EVEN AT THE COST OF LIVES. THE
MILITARY IS NOT A DEVICE FOR SOCIAL

EXPERIMENTATION.

—JAMES D. HITTLE

must not marry; Captains may marry;
majors should marry; and lieutenant
colonels must marry.” It worked in
the Victorian era. It is worth remem-
bering today.
James D. Hittle
Brigadier General, USMC (Ret)
Washington, DC

A LOOK BACK

Dear Sir:

I read with interest Allan
Carlson’s article on marriage and
the soldier in the Fall issue.

In his “Officers’ Manual” of 1917,
the late Colonel James A. Moss, U.S.
Army, had this to say on the subject
of married enlisted men:

“There is no law to prevent the
marriage of enlisted men, but when
they marry without the consent of
the company commander, they may
forfeit extra privileges which are
sometimes granted to married sol-
diers...

A soldier who marries without the
permission of his Regimental Com-
mander may also be denied reenlist-
ment.”

William Freehoff
Kingsport, TN

American Army, and camp followers
were an important if unofficial com-
ponent of the Continental Army.
These women often subsisted on
military rations, in part because of
their important contributions in car-
ing for the sick and wounded.
After the Revolution, the U.S.
Army developed organizations to do
its laundry and to care for its
wounded, but the camp followers
stayed on. Even the most cursory
study of U.S. military history reveals
a married cadre of officers and sen-
ior noncommissioned officers. If the
junior ranks boasted few married
men prior to 1982, that is because
we had a different kind of Army back
then: amateurs led by professionals.
President Reagan created an
Army of professionals led by profes-
sionals, and I dare Mr. Carlson to
find an officer on earth eager to
return to “the good old days.”
Militarily, Mr. Carlson’s enthusi-
asm for a citizen force—composed
of “young men eager for adventure
and travel’—is a recipe for disaster.
War is not a task for young men bent
on glory: war, and the training that
must precede it, demands profes-
sionalism and perseverance. There
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is very little adventure in winching a
tank out of the mire, or in pumping
thousands of gallons of jet fuel into
giant rubber bladders: professional
soldiers know that this is the stuff of
modern war, however, and stick to
their task until the mission is done.
The training, experience, and spirit
of the professional is what brought
the Iraqi Army to its knees in a hun-

divided loyalties. Every soldier, mar-
ried or single, has divided loyalties.
Or does Mr. Carlson suggest that it
is easier to leave a mother or a sweet-
heart than a wife and child? Every
American soldier carries his heart in
his rucksack when he marches off to
war: the burden has never kept us
from victory. I spent eight years in
Ronald Reagan’s Army. My youngest

DID | MISS SOMETHING AT THE LAST
REPUBLICAN CONVENTION, OR DID
CONSERVATIVES SUDDENLY DECIDE TO
JOIN THE LIBERALS IN VOLUNTEERING OUR
SOLDIERS AS UN coOPs?

—STEPHEN C. DANCKERT

dred hours. Jeffersonian ideology
has no place on the field of battle.

From a political standpoint, I can-
not understand why any conserva-
tive would advocate the creation of
an elite, bachelor “expeditionary
force.” In the first place, the military
is the last American institution to
value the family as a fundamental
component of society: in-kind family
benefits are just another way of pay-
ing a family wage (have we aban-
doned that concept?). It is an axiom
of military leadership that “you may
enlist a soldier, but you re-enlist a
family.” Such policies pay off: the
strength of the Army family and
community life would put modern
America to shame.

And why do we want an elite “ex-
peditionary force” running around
the globe? Did I miss something at
the last Republican convention, or
did conservatives suddenly decide to
join the liberals in volunteering our
soldiers as UN cops? A married, pro-
fessional army, inextricably linked to
the guard and Reserve through the
“Roundout” and “Capstone” pro-
grams, is the best guarantee that our
forces will not be committed lightly.
After Vietnam, Army officers de-
signed a force that could not be sent
to war without congressional ap-
proval. As Desert Storm demon-
strated, this was no small achieve-
ment.

Finally, speaking of Desert Storm,
I highly resent Mr. Carlson’s com-
ments that a married serviceman has
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daughter, Stephanie, was born while
I was serving in the Persian Gulf. I
can assure you that no one under-
stands the special pain of a married
soldier better than the soldier him-
self. But I can also assure you that
the married, professional soldier has
the training and self-discipline to do
his job, regardless of his “divided
loyalties.”

Married, professional soldiers
stared down the Soviets and wiped
out the Republican Guard. We did
what had to be done, and our fami-
lies bore the hardships of separation
with love and dignity. If that is not
enough for Mr. Carlson, if conserva-
tives are suddenly to embrace the
“bachelor army” of Pat Schroeder,
then perhaps I was wrong to leave
the service. At least there, people
understood the importance of fam-
ily, of discipline, and of love.

Stephen C. Danckert
S. Weymouth, MA

CARLSON ARMY
RESEMBLES NATIONAL
HEALTH PLAN

Dear Sir:

In an odd way Allan Carlson’s
“Your Honey or Your Life” (Policy
Review, Fall 1993) is reminiscent of
the Clintons’ national health plan.
Both promise more or at least equal
output for less input. Unhappily in
this world, you get what you pay for
and Mr. Carlson’s bachelor army
could not supply much defense to-

day in this day of high technology
weapons. While the Marines still, I
suppose, claim that “the Marine and
his rifle are the ultimate weapon,”
those rifles are all high-tech! Trying
to man the armed forces entirely
with bachelors who have the techni-
cal aptitudes and motivation would
be an exercise in futility. Unless, of
course, Mr. Carlson is suggesting a
homosexual army, navy, and air
force, which would raise all kinds of
problems in society atlarge. Very few
of our citizenry want to be reliant on
homosexuals for defense.

What about the Swiss approach to
national defense? Mr. Carlson seems
to believe it is an idea whose time
has come while the Swiss are raising
numerous questions about its prac-
ticability in the high-tech age. The
hard fact is that the technical skills
required for operating the equip-
ment and weaponry in a modern
arsenal cannot be acquired during
monthly drills. Most of the well-
qualified reservists in the U.S. armed
forces were initially trained while on
long-term active duty in one of those
services. Training duty allows them
to maintain and update those skills.
There must be a flow from active
duty to reserves with the size of the
reserve force not larger than half the
size of the regular force. Almost
complete reliance on reserves will
not work—while large reserve/na-
tional guard forces may indeed be
raised, they will be hollow without a
relatively large and professional
regular force. Carlson even suggests
that his proposal be applied to the
Navy as well as the Army. The idea
that “Weekend Warriors” could sud-
denly be called up to man a carrier
battle group and then quickly meet
the enemy boggles the mind. Once
such a force was placed entirely in
the reserve inventory, 10 years would
be required to make it combat
ready.

Thomas Jefferson, during his
presidency decided that all the navy
the country required was a fleet of
coastal gunboats manned by militia
taken largely from merchant crews
and fishermen (Natural History, Vol.
7, no. 2, Summer 1993). During the
fracas with the British over their sea-
men impressment practices in 1807,
the redoubtable Stephen Decatur at-
tempted to defend Norfolk against
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a threatened British raid from the
sea. The “moth-balled” gunboats
were soon made ready; all they
lacked was men. A month after the
crisis began, Decatur’s little squad-
ron had a total strength of 11 out of
the nearly 500 required! So much
for amateur navies!

If our national leaders conclude
that we cannot afford adequate de-
fenses or that we should not risk
having them, then let them say so
honestly and openly and not hood-
wink the populace into a false sense
of security.

Perhaps your journal should pub-
lish Rudyard Kipling’s “Tommy At-
kins” to point up how unloved sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines
are after peace has arrived.

Robert C. Whitten
Cupertino, CA

ARMY IS DEFENDING A
WAY OF LIFE

Dear Sir:

In December 1962, at my gradu-
ation from Naval Officer Candidate
School, the commencement
speaker, an admiral (whose name I
have consciously suppressed) ad-
vised the newly commissioned en-
signs not to “mess up” our naval
careers by getting married. Even 30
years ago, most of us “citizen sailors”
considered such a position ridicu-
lous, anachronistic, and anti-Ameri-
can. I don’t know where this admiral
is today, but his ideas are apparently
alive and well at the Rockford Insti-

tute in the person of its president,
Allan Carlson (and in the Pentagon
in the person of General Carl
Mundy of the Marine Corps).
Reading Mr. Carlson’s article, it’s
hard to believe the American armed
forces recently won the Cold War
and obliterated the forces of Sad-
dam Hussein in 44 days with less
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than 300 killed. According to Mr.
Carlson, the U.S. military resembles
HHS in camouflage, with its fighting
ability weakened by the divided loy-
alties of its overwhelmingly married
force and its budgets weighed down
by the crushing burden of depend-
ents’ benefits. It’s hard to reconcile
Mr. Carlson’s view with that of Gen-

the threat has declined much faster
than the budget. Today there is less
budgetary pressure than during the
Cold War, when a budget only 10
percent larger than the current Clin-
ton budget kept 500,000 people de-
ployed around the world and 1.5
million men and women in the
United States on hair trigger alert to

THE AMERICAN MILITARY DOES NOT EXIST
TO DEFEND A PIECE OF GEOGRAPHY, BUT
A WAY OF LIFE. IT’S NOT IN THE

AMERICAN TRADITION TO PRESERVE THAT
WAY OF LIFE BY PREVENTING THOSE WHO
DEFEND IT FROM ENJOYING THE RIGHT TO

HAVE A FAMILY.

—LAWRENCE J. KORB

eral Colin Powell, who upon the oc-
casion of his retirement as chairman
of JCS in October 1993, described
the current force as the best in the
history of the nation.

Even if one puts aside the “if it
ain’t broke, don’t fix it” critique of
Mr. Carlson’s thesis, the rationale
for his “bachelor force” is still weak.
The American military does not ex-
ist to defend a piece of geography,
but a way of life. It’s not in the
American tradition to preserve that
way of life by preventing those who
defend it from enjoying the right to
have a family. Moreover, Mr.
Carlson gets it backwards when he
discusses our Founding Fathers’
fears of standing armies. As he notes,
they felt that a standing army stands
alien to republican governance, to
family life, and to social order. The
way to guard against these three dan-
gers is to ensure that the military is
just like us, that is, composed of
married as well as single people,
women as well as men, divorced as
well as married, gays as well as
straights, and individuals of all races,
creeds, and colors. Mr. Carlson’s
“From Here to Eternity Military”
(the bachelor force that existed
prior to 1940) does not look much
like America (then or now).

Mr. Carlson’s cost arguments are
also misleading. True, the American
military budget and force are declin-
ing, but so is the threat. If anything,

deal with a short warning, two front,
massive attack by the forces of the
Soviet empire.

Like admiral “what’s his name” 30
years ago, Mr. Carlson is well inten-
tioned. Butlike the admiral, he’s out
of touch with today’s America, and
has offered a prescription that
would destroy the American military
and American values.

Lawrence J. Korb

Director

Center for Public Policy Education
The Brookings Institution
Washington, DC

CARLSON IGNORES
EVIDENCE

Dear Sir:

Mr. Allan Carlson has it all wrong.
His passionate appeal (“Your Honey
or Your Life,” Fall 1993) for the crea-
tion of an all bachelor standing mili-
tary force ignores historical evidence
and existing political/military reali-
ties. His proposals, crafted as a “rea-
soned” argument for an adequate
defense structure, play into the
hands of the “armchair pacifists and
warriors” he decries in his final para-
graph.

Mr. Carlson devotes considerable
energy attacking “problems” he per-
ceives exist in the present standing
force. It is interesting that apart
from a general statement—unsub-
stantiated except by armchair war-
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rior academics—that married per-
sonnel have divided loyalties that
may affect performance, none of his
“problems” are readiness related.
He is more concerned with social
than war-fighting issues. Such con-
cerns need to be addressed in any
discussion of military readiness,
however, they do not deserve the
primacy that Mr. Carlson gives them.
Direct military issues such as future
force missions are more critical to a
reasoned defense debate than
whether or not current military
wives are more feminist than their
predecessors.

Mr. Carlson’s article adds little to
the future force debate. It is a “puff
piece” relying on romantic notions
(Gurkhas, the Highlanders, the
Swiss militia) while ignoring the
mixed historical record of both the
U.S. pre-1940 bachelor force and mi-
litia. Such a study is essential if his
proposals are to be given any credi-
bility.

Finally, I would be remiss if I did
not take Mr. Carlson to task for his
slander of the thousands of dedi-
cated, professional, and (God for-
bid!) married service members who
accomplish their duties in exem-
plary fashion on a daily basis. His
determination that they are distor-
tions of American life and tradition
is unfair and untrue and is some-
thing I would expect to see espoused
in Nation, not Policy Review.

William E. Guglielmi
Major, U.S. Army
Fayetteville, NC

NEw ARMY SOUNDS
SENSIBLE

Dear Sir:

Allan Carlson has given us an in-
sightful historical overview of U.S.
military personnel policy as it re-
gards dependents and women, as
well as an occasion to reflect on the
proper place of the military in a free
society. The trouble is that he has
misidentified the mission of the mili-
tary, which he says is to defend the
United States against invasion.
Sorry, but nearly nobody in Wash-
ington wants to use the military for
that these days.

No, our military’s mission is to
re-install failed Haitian politicians,
track down successful Somali war-
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lords, feed the victims of social and
political disintegration in Africa and
elsewhere, protect the Kurds from
the Iraqis, return Arab despots to
their thrones, bar drug lords from
power in Panama, defend the Beun-

call for a bachelor Marine Corps
(sorry, Mr. Danckert, but she’s actu-
ally on your side of this argument):
“If they are not allowed to be homo-
sexuals and they’re not allowed to
be married, what are they supposed

THE LOWER MILITARY RANKS ARE
ESSENTIALLY ENTRY-LEVEL JOBS AND
THUS SHOULD NOT BE EXPECTED TO
PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR WIVES AND
CHILDREN. THE MILITARY DOESN’T OWE
ANYBODY A JOB OR A FAMILY.

—BRIAN MITCHELL

des Bank from Russians, keep the
peace throughout the Pacific, and
hold the wall when Kim II-Sung dies
in Korea.

Seriously though, the proposal to
bar first-term enlistees from claim-
ing dependents is exceedingly sensi-
ble. The lower military ranks are
essentially entry-level jobs and thus
should not be expected to provide
support for wives and children. The
military doesn’t owe anybody a job
or a family. If such a policy turns a
few recruits away, I suggest we con-
centrate the troops we have left on
our borders, where they can do the
most good.

Brian Mitchell
Alexandria, VA

ALLAN CARLSON
RESPONDS:

I agree completely with General
Hittle (as I did note in my article)
that senior officers and NCO’s
should enjoy an “exemption” from
the bachelor rule, as they did in the
p/r"e—1941 military force.

Mr. Korb wants a military force
that looks like America, “gays as well
as straights,” while Mr. Whitten sug-
gests that a skilled, primarily bache-
lor military force must, as a result,
be homosexual. Both arguments
rely, in hazy fashion, on the central,
but often unspoken premise of the
sexual modernists: that abstinence
from, or control over, one’s sexual
activity for a portion of one’s life
(even a few weeks) is impossible.
Representative Pat Schroeder had a
similar response to General Mundy’s

to do—take cold showers?” [Time,
Aug. 23, 1993, p. 35]. There isn’t the
space here to cite the vast evidence
that sexual restraint is possible. I'll
simply say that if cold showers are
the only method that works, then by
all means: to the showers!

Mr. Whitten also argues that mod-
ern weaponry relies on highly tech-
nical skills that could not exist in a
part-time militia force. In fact, tech-
nological advance cuts two ways.
Computerization and advances in
sighting, to choose but two exam-
ples, are more likely to make weap-
ons use easier in the future.

The prototypes here include the
TOW antitank system and the Re-
deye anti-aircraft missile. Only a week
is needed for essential training on
either and their operation is actually
quite simple. And let us remember:
it was the Redeye in the hands of
very irregular Muslim “militiamen”
that brought the Red army to its
knees in Afghanistan. Future weap-
ons will also rely more on modular
construction and repair, further di-
minishing the need for deep techno-
logical expertise.

Mr. Danckert, in arguing that
“Teffersonian ideology has no place
on the field of battle,” reveals just
how hostile many Americans now
are toward the basic principles of the
Founders of this nation. Mr.
Mitchell, 1 fear, is all too correct:
Our professionalized military force
appears linked, to an uncomfortable
degree, to foreign adventuring and
empire building, the very perils that
patriots from Washington to Eisen-
hower warned us about. 2

Policy Review



Building the
conservative
movement...

At Policy Review we realize
.that good ideas are the bricks

and mortar of the conservative
movement. That’s why we publish
more good conservative ideas than
anyone else.

Recent Policy Review articles
include: “How Conservatives Will
Mobilize Against Clinton,” an inside
look at the battle plans of a dozen
conservalive leaders; “The Violence
of Gun Control,” a candid appraisal
of the misguided attempts to control
guns instead of criminals, and “An
Environmental Strategy for Republi-
cans,” a pro-growth, free-market
alternative to Al Gore’s regulatory
micromanagement.

Call now, and you'll lock in savings
of up to 33 percent on Policy Review,
the premier journal of conservative
thought. .

Good idea!

Name

Address

City/State/Zip

|

|

|

|

| : »

I Begin my subscription: Payment Method: po q
: 1 Current Issue (d Visa ] Mastercard L] American Express R EVIMEW L
|

|

|

|

Fall 1993

(1 Next Issue (Ll Payment Enclosed .
Card Number Exp. Date

Signature

Make checks payable to: Policy Review. 214 Massachusetts Ave., NE, Washington DC 20002
Add $10.00 postage per year for foreign air-speeded delivery. AH93D2

‘The Pentagon’s Weltare Saic
&

...one good idea at a time, |-

Policy Review, the quarterly journal of The Heritage Foundation © 214 Massachusetts Ave., NE ® Washington, DC 20002 * 1-800-544-1843 (orders only)




PROUGY

“The bosom of America is open to
receive not only the opulent and
respectable stranger,” George
Washington wrote in reply to a group of
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and persecuted of all Nations and
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merit the enjoyment.”
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