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“IDEAS MOVE NATIONS”

BY GREGG EASTERBRQOK

S RECENTLY AS 1950 LIONEL TRILLING COULD PRO-
Aclaim. as if it were incontestable, that American

conservatives had no ideas, onlv “igritable mental
gestures.” Today, though many conservatives remain irri-
table, ideas they possess in abundance. Conservative
thinking has not only claimed the presidency; it has spread
throughout our political and intellectual life and stands
poised to become the dominant strain in-American public
policy. While the political ascent of conservatism has taken
place in full public view, the intellectual transformation
has for the most part occurred behind the sceries, in a net-
work of think tanks whose efforts have been influential to
an cxtent that only now, five vears after President Reagan's
clection, begins to be clear.

Conservauve think tanks and similar organizations have
flourished since the mid-1970s. The American Enterprise
Institute (AEI) had twelve resident thinkers when Jimmy
Carter was clected; today it has forty-five, and a total staff
of nearly 150. The Heritage Foundation has sprung from
nothing to command an annual budget of $11 million. The
budget of the Center for Strategic and International Stud-
ies (CSIS) has grown from $975,000 ten vears. ago to $8.6
million today. Over a somewhat longer period the endow-
ment of the Hoover Institution has increased from $2 mil-
lion to $70 million.

At least twenty-five other noteworthy public-policy
groups have been formed or dramatically expanded
through the decade; nearly all are anti-liberal. They in-
clude_the Cato, Manhattan, Lehrman, Hudson, Shavano,
Pacific, Sequoia, and Competitive Enterprise institutes;
the committees on the Present Danger, for the Survival of
a Free Congress, and for the Free World; the institutes for
Foreign Policy Analysis, for Contemporary Stydics, and for
Humane Studies; the centers for Study of Pyblic Choice,
for the Study of American Business, and for Judicial Stud-
ies; the Political Economy Research Center; the Reason
Foundation; the Washington, American, Capital, and
Mountain States legal foundations; the Ethics and Public
Policy Center; the National Center for Policy Analysis; the
National Institute for Public Policy; and the Washington
Institute for Values in Public Policy.

Today conservative commentators have their liberal
counterparts outgunned by a wide margin. Conservative
thinking has liberal thinking outgunned as well. In vigor,
freshness, and appeal, market-oriented theories have sur-
passed government-oriented theories at nearly every turn.
This feat has been accomplished in the main by circum-
venting the expected source of intellectual develop-
ments—the universities. Conservative thinkers have tak-
en their case directly to Congress, the media, and the
public—to the marketplace of ideas.

The New New Class

HINK TANKS ARE AN AMERICAN PHENOMENON. NO
I other country accords such significance to private
institutions designed to influence public deci-
sions, Brookings, the progenitor of think tanks, began in
the 1920s with moncy from the industrialist Robert S.
Brookings, a Renaissance man who aspired to bring the
new discipline of economics to backwater Washington.
During the New Deal the Brookings Institution was mar-
ket-orignted—for example, it opposed Roosevelt’s central
planning agency, the National Resources Planning Board.
Only much later did the institution acquire a reputation as
the fountainhead of liberalism.

Through the 1950s and 1960s, as Americans enjoved
steady increases in their standard of living and U.S, indus-
try reigned over world commerce, institutional Washing-
ton came to congider the economy a dead issue. Social jus-
tice and Vietnam dominated the agenda: Brookings con-
centrated on those ficlds, emerging as a chicf source of ar-
guments in favoe of the Great Society and opposed to U.S.
involyement in Vietnam. In the Washington swirl, where
few people - have the time actually to read the reports they
debate, respectability is often proportional to tonnage.
The moge studies someone tosses on the wble, the more
likely he is to win his point. For years Brookings held 2 mo-
nopoly on tonnage. Its papers supporting liberal positions
went unchatlenged by serious conservative rebutials.

Though the force of liberal ideas grew during xh'c Grc;t
Society, few liberal think tanks were foundcfl. Qungg this
period young men and women on the make in Washington
formed consulting companics. Federal consulting was a
growth ipdustry, because by hiring consultants -agencics
could evade Civil Service ceilings and expand even as
their official size remained the same. The first big consult-
ing boom was in poverty-fighting. When the environment
became the hot issue, many poverty consultants switched
to that ficld. Energy was the next bankable issue, with a
related boomlet in Arab studics.

But consultants with libcral backgrounds were ill
equipped for a transition to the hot issuc of the late 1970s,
the economy. And as the conceptual emphasis changed. so
did the money fiow. Poverty, the environment, and encrgy
were ficlds in which consultants generally argued for in-
creased government authority: the bureaucracy was happy
to fund such thinking. Most economic research, however,
called for reduced govemment involvement. Funding for
that would have to come from somewhere else.

Together ‘with Washington commentators and regula-
tors, libe ral-consultants were condemned during the 1970s
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by conservative intellectuals as representing a “new class”
of overcducated spongers who performed no productive la-
bor but merely issued edicts regarding the labor of others,
while living comfortably off the surplus. With each passing
year, warnings about the new class went, the proportion of
talkers to do-ers would increase, and the prestige of talk-
ing rather than doing would grow, until U.S. society be-
came so top heavy that paralysis set in,

As the 1970s progressed, a core of politically active con-
scrvative intellectuals, most prominently Irving Kristol,
began to argue in publications like ZAe Public Interest and
The Wal/ Street Journal that if business wanted market logic
to regain the initiative, it would have to create a new class
of its own—scholars whose carcer prospects depended on
private enterprise, not government or the universities. You
get what you pay for, Kristol in effect argued, and if busi-
nessmen wanted intellectual horsepower, thcy would have
to open their pocketbooks.

Traditionally, corporate philanthropy had been directed
either toward charicy or toward independent organizations
like the Ford, Rockefeller, and Carnegic foundations.
Pressured by the media and by academics to make ges-
turcs of broadmindedness, businessmen seemed to feel
that they could gain social approval only by sharing their
proceeds with credentialed intermediaries who would use
the money to fund attacks on capitalism. Paying to have
oneself attacked was a kind of corporate ablution.

The risc of Nader’s Raiders and similar public-interest
groups—which achieved remarkable results, considering
how badly outgunned dey were—brought a change in busi-
ness thinking about money and public affairs. So did the
frustration felt by oil companies, which were being fat-
tened by rising prices but dreamed of being fatter still if
federal regulations werse abolished. They were willing to
invest a sliver of their riches in changing Washington's mood.

In 1977 Henry Ford II angrily resigned from the board
of the Ford Foundation, saying that he was fed up with its
anti-capitalist output. Many companies started political-
action committees and created “corporate. foundations”
whose giving habits were tightly controlicd by manage-

ment. And a handful of wealthy right-wing foundations

representing Richard Mellon Scaife, Joseph Coors, and
the Olin Chemical and Smith Richardson pharmaccutical
fortunes began to dedicate themselves to influencing poli-
tics. Just as liberal analysts had once discovered that they
could do well billing the government to advicate govern-
ment expansion, so conservative thinkers now saw an at-
tractive opportunity to také business funds to advocate
government contraction.

In 1973 two young congressional aides, Edwin Feulner
and Paul Weyrich, quit their jobs to start the Heritage
Foundation. Three years later a longtime Brookings fel-
low, Emest Lefever, started the Ethics and Public Policy
Center. In 1977 a group of libertanans started the Cato In-
stitute. The Committee on the Present Danger was
founded nine days after Carter's election. Thhe Center for
Strategic and International Studies, which had existed qui-
etly since its creation in 1962 by David Abshire, a retired
Army officer (now ambassador to NATO), fensed its mo-
ment. Liberal consultancies had found their causes in pov-
erty, energy, and the environment; the new think tanks
would find bankable issues in the windfall-profius tax, the
SALT II treaty, the nuclear freeze, Star Wars, industrial
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policy, and comparable worth.

When plum positions started going to them, conserva-
tives discovered that the new class wasn't so bad after all.
Norman Ture, one of the original supply-siders, supported
himself through the late 1970s by taking donations for his
Institute for Research on the Economics of Taxation.
While Ronald Reagan was composing his first cabinet,
Ture wrote a paper for the Heritage Foundation advocat-
ing—in the best new-class style—the creation of a new
government post, that of Treasury Department undersec-
retary for tax policy, and, after some assiduous circulating
of the paper with résumé attached, landed the job for him-
sclf. Following the change of administrations in 1980 some
conservatives found think tanks useful vehicles for ad-
vancing their ideas and their carcers. Colin'Gray, a nuclear
hard-liner known for a Foreign Policy article titled “Victory
Ts Possible,” failed to land 2 top position at Defense or- the
National Security Council, so he started the National In-
stitute for Public Policy, which produces studies on beam
weapons and other Star Wars components. Meanwhile, the
major conservative think tanks hardly had to chase money:
it was brought to them cagerly.

Warming the Ideas
“}_I ISTORICALLY, CONSERVATIVES IN THE UNITED

States have come across as racists and know-

nothings,” Michael Horowitz, who did work
for AEI and Heritage in the late 1970s and held a high po-
sition in the Office of Management and Budget before
being nominated to a federal judgeship, told me. “It was
essential to create a moral and intellectual basis for con-
servative beliefs which had its own vision and wasn't justa
reaction against liberalism®”

To a point this image problem was inevitable. The slo-
gans of capitalism (Every man for himself, and Don’t ex-
pect any favors) sound horrible, while the usual cffects
(prosperity and freedom) are terrific. The slogans of social-
ism (Everybody is equal, and We'll look after you) sound
stirming, while the usual effects (stagnation and statism)
leave something to be desired. For conservatism to cap-
ture the intellectual market it would have to sound like
more than the nay-saying of wealthy old white men. It
would have to speak, as liberalism did, of a better future.

A trning point for the movement’s world view was
George Gilder's Wealth and Poversy, funded through the
new think-tank network and published just as Reagan won
in 1980. In the book Gilder argued for tax cuts, a long-
standing conscrvative cause. But rather than employ the
traditional negative line (which boils down to “Get vour
hands out of my pockets™), Gilder stood the argument on
its head. Adam Smith, he said, had it wrong. Capitalism
isn’t a voodoo through which many selfish acts inexplicably
advance the whole. It's a magnanimous organism in which
everybody wants the best for everybody else—since, after
all, one person cannot prosper selling his product unless
many others arc prosperous cnough to buy. Big tax cuts,
Gilder said, will trigger an outburst of altruism.

Gilder may or may not have been right, but he had
found a whole new vocabulary for market thinking, one
that was progressive and kind-hearted rather than dour. In
the late 1970s Jeane Kirkpatrick had wniten, “Sometimes
Republican speakers communicate a warmer concern for
fiscal abstractions than for any other subject and some-
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speare—an influential, behind-the-scenes conservative
who would later become the chairman of Heritage—
showed to former National Security Advisor Richard Al-
fen, who in tumn gave it to Reagan. In 1980 Regulanon's cdi-
tors were Murray Weidenbaum and Antonin Scalia. Wei-
denbaum became the first Reagan chairman of the Couricil
of Economic Advisers, and Scalia was named a federal ap-
peals judge.

Martin Anderson, Reagan's domestic-policy adviser un-
til 1982, came from Hoover. James C. Miller 111, Reagan’s
first Federal Trade Commission chairman and now the ad-
ministrator of the Office of Management and Budget,
came from AEl. James Watt, the former secretary of the
interior; William Bennett, the secretary of education; John
Svahn and Marshall Breger, presidential assistants; Wil-
liam Niskanen, a former member of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers (now the chairman of the Cato Institute);
Chester Crocker, an assistant secretary of state; Kenneth
Adelman, the director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency—this is a far from complete list of think-
tank alumni who took prominent roles in the Administra-
tion.

What follows is a discussion of four of the fcading con-
servative think tanks: the American Enterprisc Institute,
the most nearly centrist of the new tanks; the Heritage
Foundation, the one with the most influence in the Rea-
gan Administration; the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studics, the toniest; and the Cato Institute, which
takes market thinking further than any of the others—to
that point on the continuum of opinion where right be-
comes left.

AEI

(44 ITHOUT AEl, REAGAN NEVER WOULD HAVE
\ ;‘ ; been clected,” an informed White House of-
ficial says. “AE] made conservatism intellec-
tually respectable.” This is perhaps truc—and is also a sore
point with the New Right, the name usually given to the
extremist side of Reagan’s political support. Because the
American Enterprise Institute pre-dates the New Right
and has become, through its success, part of permanent
Washington, New Right conservatives hold it in suspicion.
When The Washington Times, the movement’s Pravda, ran a
wall-postcr-style chart of major conservative organizations,
AEI was not included.

AEl was founded in 1943 by Lewis Brown, an industri-
alist who hoped to match the influence of Robert S.
Brookings. In its early years the institute was transparently
a mouthpiece for big business. Serious work at AE! did not
begin until a man named William Baroody took charge, in
1954. Baroody restructured AEI to resemble Brookings,
with fellows given wide latitude and expected in return to
produce the sort of work usually described as “major.” AEI
as a result is more scholastic in tone than the newer think
tanks, more concerned with propriety and dignified be-
havior. “We aim to be in the mainstream,” says William
Baroody, jr., who has run the institute since his father
died, in 1977. In addition to Kirkpatrick, Novak, and Wat-
tenberg, AEI lays claim to Gerald Ford, Arthur F. Bumns,
Philip Habib, the Congress specialist Norman J. Ormstein,
the legal expert Bruce Fein, the Harvard scholar James Q.
Wilson, and the economist Herbert Stein.

.park. In 1984 the week was topped off by a “gala Public

Most of AEI was rooting for George Bush in 1980, and
though alliances gracefully shifted as the primaries pro-
gressed, AEI doesn’t subscribe to “the movement,” as,
say, Henitage does. AEI has been critical of the MX mis-
sile, and attacks on the Reagan deficit that Rudolph Pen-
ner made as a fellow seem to have helped him win his cur-
rent post as the head of the Congressional Budget Office,
traditionally a Democratic enclave. '

AEI was the first think tank to discover the power of
taking ideas directly to the public, bypassing the formal
big-university filtering system. In 1975, when AEI was
still small, it began to distribute op-ed articles written by
its adjunct scholars. Then it started to send frec taped
commentaries to radio stations—now a practice of many
think tanks—and later packaged a television show.

Around the time of the Carter-Ford election, when con-
scrvative money was beginning to flow, AEI sharply in-
creased its roster of resident scholars—thinkers physically
located in the Washington office, as opposed to adjunct
scholars, whose main jobs are elsewhere-—and gave them
impressive, academic-sounding titles, such as the George
Frederick Jewett Scholar in Public Policy Rescarch (this is
Michael Novak’s position). “My father always said we
would need to achieve a critical mass of people in the
city”’—people available to meet with congressmen and re-
porters, and press home conservative views—Baroody, Jr.,
told me. Such a mass would also make a pool of ready can-
didates for appointment to Administration positions.

A primary objective of all think tanks, regardless of ide-
ology, is to be employment agencies for Presidents, in or-
der both to influence policy and to crown the organization
with prestige. Getting a high-level job “is what you live for
in a think tank,” says'Lawrence Korb, formerly of the De-
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fense Department and now an executive of Ravtheon Cor-
poration. “Talk centers on it obsessively.” Korb notes that
think-tank personnel make good appointees partly be-
cause they are cagerly available. “All you have to do to
move from AEI to the Administration is walk across the
street,” he says. “You don’t have to move your family to
D.C., because you're already there. You don't have to give
up a good job you might not get back, because the think
tank will always take you back. You don’t have to put your
assets into some kind of complicated trust, because if vour
background is academics, you don't have any assets. And a
businessman or lawyer coming into govemment usually
has to make a financial sacrifice. To someonc from acade-
mia, on the other hand, $60,000 [the typical pay for high-
level appointees] is a raise.™

Essential to all think tanks are events at which donors
rub shoulders with Washington personages. The less such
events seem like fund-raisers, and the more like Meer the
Press, the berter. Each summer AE] stages a World Forum,
hosted by Gerald Ford, in Vail, Colorado, for chief execu-
tives of corporations that make contributions..In Decem-
ber it holds a Public Policy Week, during which the insu-
tute’s officcs are converted into a sort of intellectual theme

.

Policy Dinner” at which Reagan addressed 1,200 guests in
cvening clothes. Lesser Juncheons and breakfasts are held
almost continually: conservatives scem to think best while
cating, Even the Ethics and Public Policy Center, with a
staff of just sixteen, in 1984 held one “major” conference

and two medium ones, a black-tic dinner, a reception in
_— ___IDEAS P -
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the Capito! building, cight “dinner sensnars,” many lun-
cheons, and a breakfast at which Representative Jack
Kemp and National Sccunty Advisor Robert McFarlane
spoke.

Like most think tanks, AEl raises money each year;
only Brookings and Hoover have substantial endowments.
AEI drew 51 percent of its $12 million budget for 1985 (up
from $4 million a decade ago) from corporatc donations,
- the highest corporate-support percentage of the major
think tanks. The institute has twenty-seven trustees, most
of them executives of corporations that are donors. Four-
tecn of the twenty-seven are from defense contractors,
drug companies, or banks—businesses with a special inter-
est in government decisions. An advocate of relaxed anti-
trust laws, AEI notes in its current annual report that “the
wave of corporate mergers led to a reduction of more than
$100,000” in its support last year, because several friendly
companies were gobbled out of existence.

AEI has 2 new headquarters building (about half of
which it plans to lease) under construction on Pennsylva-
nia Avenue, halfway between the White House and the
Hill. “The historic Pennsylvania Avenue location, Wash-
ington's corridor of power, will enable our scholars and fel-
lows to interact more readily with key policy makers,” an
AEI publication reads. Aside from suggesting a picture of
scholars poised on the roof, arms outstretched like anten-
nae to receive emanations from Congress and the execu-
tive, this invocation of a large new building, and the com-
mitment to the future that it represents, shows that AEl
does not expect government to wither away. “Very litle of
our output involves calls for the abolition of government
agencies,” says Walter Olson, an AEI fellow.

Heritage

44 E'RE NOT HERE TO BE SOME KIND OF PH.D.

\ ;‘; committee giving equal time,” says Burton

Pines, a vice-president of Heritage. “Our

role is to provide conservative public-policy makers with

arguments to bolster our side. We're not troubled over
this. There are plenty of think tanks on the other side.”

Although Heritage officially calls itself “nonpartisan”
(tax laws require this charade), in pracuce it is actively
aligned with the Administration. Just after the 1980 elec-
tions Heritage published a thousand-page book called
Mandate for Leadership, which contained an elaborate scrics
of policy recommendations for nearly every federal agen-
cy. When Reagan was re-clected, Heritage issued a succes-
sor volume; the pair are popularly known as Mandate 1 and
Mandate 11.

Probably no other documents have been as widely circu-
lated in Washington during the past five vears as Mandare 1
and Mandate 11, and by any standard they arc impressive.
Each reflects a detailed understanding of how the federal
government actually works (as opposed to how it officially
works) and addresses the sort of questions that are short on
media appeal but critical in Washington: how to motivate
the bureaucracy, how to get bills through committee, and
so on. Recommendations range from the hard-to-dispute
(greater competition in health care) to the intriguing (pri-
vate management of wilderness areas, and “transportation
enterprise zones™) to the suspiciously pro-regulatory (a re-
quirement that U.S. attorneys file “victims impact state-
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ments”) to calls for that Washington'pcrcnnial the presi-
dential commission. Theie are dise  aous Fpovo mment
offshoots as obscure as the Federal Financing Bank Advi-
sory Board and the Interagency Coordinating Council.
Heritage also produces a blizzard of lesser materials:
more than 200 books, monographs, and legislative analy-

- ses in 1984, and numerous “executive memos,” many la-

beled “"RUSH!” Just how much of Heritage’s advice is actu-
ally taken by the Administration is hard to judge. Heritage
likes to assert that 60 percent of the policy recommenda-
tions in Mandate 1 were adopted, but it’s impossible to say
how manv of the developments for which it claims credit
would have happened anyway. For instance, Heritage as-
sociates itself with the idea for Star Wars, because the book
High Fronner, by the retired general Daniel Graham, was
released under its auspices in 1982; but pressure for a
space defense program had been building quictly in many
Washington quarters for several years. In other cases Rea-
gan's action went beyond what Heritage advised. Mandaze
I said that the mission of the Community Services Admin-
istration should be “redefined.” In his first budget David
Stockman abolished the CSA altogether (one of the few
government-program terminations thac Reagan has actual-
ly carried out).

At one time Heritage had an image as a warren of loon-
ies. But by 1985 even The Wasington Post was treating it
with respect. One reason for this grudging acceptance is
thar the warming trend in conservative theory has reached
Heritage. too. Since Reagan’s election Heritage publica-
tions have rarely employed New Right rhetoric and have
been surprisingly quiet on “social agenda™ questions.
Mandate 11 contained only a single paragraph on school
praver—making the nebulous recommendation that Rea-
gan publicize the efforts of the states to restore public
praying—but offered eighteen pages on the Department
of Commerce. Paul Weyrich, a founder of Heritage, re-
signed from it in 1975 in order to start the Committee for
the Survival of a Free Congress, which is now closer than
Heritage to Jesse Helms and Jerry Falwell. Many Heritage
analysts are uncomfortable with these cable-TV-style con-
servatives, in part because some items on their wish list
are unconstitutional and in part because the anti-intellec-
tual hostility that animates the far right is as likely to find
its target at Heritage as anywhere clse.

In fact, when reading studies like the Mandate volumes,
one gets the feeling chat Heritage is trying to calm down its
own constituency as much as to flay the liberals. Sections
patiently explain why even the President can’t just shut
down whole agencies or cancel programs overnight. Hav-
ing preached for some time that “if only we had the White
House there’d be a few changes around here,” organiza-
tions like Heritage now need to produce convincing rea-
sons why many of the promised changes haven't been
made. There is a more immediately practical consideration
here too. If govemnment actually did wither away, Heritage
fellows would be out of jobs. Donors must be gently given
to understand that the touch is going to be put on them far
into the future.

The foundation’s office is on Capitol Hill, and this
choice of location is significant. Being on the Hill allows
Heritage to woo the young staff aides in Congress, the
ones who will someday occupy heavy-hitting positions
downtown. Almost every day Heritage holds an event at
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ke ep ahead of the news and

"¢ kind of official statements
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what's really going on. Most of its leading thinkers— Din-
esh D’Souza, Stuart Butler, Milton Copulos, Anna Kon-
dratas, Adam Meyerson, Phil Truluck—are young and not
yet names. “l worry about losing the courage to send a
twenty-seven-year-old in to brief a senator or tesufy about
2 Hentage position,” Burton Pines says. “If we started hir-
ing older people with safe, established reputations, we
would lose our cutting edge.” Heritage’s young Turks
make more mistakes than the cautious, experienced ana-
lysts at AEI, but they are also willing to take chances on
ideas that have not'been sanctioned by the capital’s men-
tioning apparatus. Their pay is good but not grand—the
development of conservatives willing to pursue something
other than money being, perhaps, the most significant sign
of changed times in institutional Washington.

Heritage has a media strategy similar to its personnel
policy: it goes after the little fish in the press as well as the
big. “During the time the elite media was ignonng us, we
discovered that there are 1,600 dailies and weeklies
around the country,” Pines says. “Statistically, most peo-
ple don’t get their news from the big media; they get it
from little papers.”™ So Heritage began to send copies of its
studies, topped by press releases in what Pines calls “casy-
to-read form specially designed for reporters and editors,”
to the small papers. Each study mailed, Heritage found.
produces 200 to 500 stories. Often the press release is pub-
lished verbatim. When the story comes in, Heritage sends
a copy of the clipping to the congressman in whose district
it appeared.

Preaching government contraction has helped Heritage
expand rapidly. Its largest source of money—providing at
least $5 million over the past decade—has been Richard
Mellon Scaife, a great-grandson of the banker Thomas
Mellon. From a personal fortune estimated at $150 million
Scaife gives about $10 million annually to conservative
causes through the Carthage, Allegheny, and Sarah Scaife
foundations. The next largest conservative donor, the Olin
Foundation, gives about $5 million annually to various
causes, while the Coors and Smith Richardson foundations
each give about $3 million a year.

Scaifc cultivates a secretive demeanor and refuses to
speak to reporters. When Karen Rothmyer, a contributing
cditor of thc Columbia Journalism Review and the author of
what is now the standard work on Scaife, approached him
for an interview, Scaifc assailed her with a volley of ob-
scenities. Scaife’s name rarely appears in Hentage promo-
tional literature, though there are frequent references to
Joseph Coors, an affable person associated with a high-
quality yuppie product.

Unlike AEI, which received about $500,000 in federal
grants last year, and CSIS, whose budget is roughly 15 per-
cent federal, Heritage takes no government grants. It

R T,

draws by far the highest proportion of general public sup-
port, getting about a third of its budget from small donors.
Heritage receives major donations from its trustees Shelby
Cullom Davis, a wealthy New York financier, and the one-
time New York gubernatorial candidate Lewis Lehrman
{who, despite having his own, competing think tank. was
the head of a recent Heritage fund drive), the Reader’s Di-
gest Associatjon, and many corporations, primarily oil and
defense firms. Recently it has amassed its first endow-
ment, for an Asian Studies Center. Several conservative
think tanks are active in Asian affairs, because Taiwanese
and South Korean industnialists are big givers acutely con-
cerned with Washington access.

CSIS

HE CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL
Studies, like Hoover at Stanford, is a conservative
policy center attached to a generally liberal univer-

sity (in this case, Georgetown). Unlike Hoover, CSIS is lo-

cated well awav from the parent campus: its offices on K

Street, Washington's legal row, have the aspect of an in-

vestment-banking firm. '

Perhaps because of its emphasis on international affairs.
CSIS is the most aristocratic of the think tanks, and the
most ceremonial. Big names abound. Henry Kissinger.
Zbigniew Brzezinski, and James Schlesinger are “senior
scholar-statesmen in residence.” Other CSIS names are
Thomas Moorer, a former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of .
Staff; Ray Cline,-a-former depury-Cla-director for intelli-

“gence; the authors Walter Laqueur and Michael Ledeen;

the military analyst Edward Luttwak; and the economist
Paul Craig Roberts. The most recent CSIS annual report
resembles a social directory, listing a sixty-five person ad-
visory board, a fourteen-person executive board, a twenty-
seven-person international research council, staff, and a
hundred scholars. The 1984 report listed 578 CSI1S forum
pariicipants, plus more roundtables, symposia, and collo-
quia than any one person could ever attend. It also man-'
aged to drop Kissinger's name thirty-four times.

Because CSIS is heavy with people who would accept
only top positions, it sent few into the Reagan Administra-
tion—Chester Crocker, the author of the Administration’s
“constructive engagement” policy toward South Africa, is
its only prominent alumnus. Big names mean big over-
head: Kissinger, Brzezinski, and Schlesinger have separate
suites, perhaps.to keep their ego fields from interacting.
The big names are expected to “bring money with them”
(to use the think-tank argot), raising a portion of the
overhead from foundation contacts or on the cocktail-parev
circuit. A recent CSIS newsletter noted, *James Schle
singer. . . met with senior leadership of Texaco Inc. to dis
cuss a number of defense and energy policy issues and to
share a personal perspective on contemporary geopoli-
tics.”

Geopolitical perspectives are also shared at the annual
shoulder-rubbing roundtables that CSIS holds in Washing-
ton, Dallas, Houston, and Miami (additional events in Los
Angcles and Chicago are planned). Entrée to such occa-
sions generally requires about a $5,000 donation. The
chicf executive officers of large corporate donors received
a “high-level CSIS briefing” in Washington for the second
Reagan inauguration (whenever CEOs come to town, they
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expect important-sounding things to do), and CSIS stages
a prestigious annual retreat in Williamsburg, Virginia,
similar to AEI's Colorado gathering.

CSI1S’s output in the press and on TV is second to none.
“We had more than 2,500 media appearances in 1984, and
it's going to add up to more in 1985, because Beirut has
been a big story and we have most of Washington's world-
class terrorism experts here,” William Tavlor, the execu-
tive director of CSIS, told me recently. He handed over a
copy of the center’s media guide: *When a big story
breaks, this 1s a media bible.” The guide is cross-refer-
enced and includes the home phone numbers of several
CSIS officers who run an “alert system.” If an important
international story develops at night or over a weekend,
CSIS fellows call in to the office, forming a duty rotation of
experts available for interviews and television appear-
ances. .

CSIS thus performs a valued service for the major me-
dia, creating instant access to former officials who are pre-
sumed to have inside information. Some of the media re-
turn the favor: 7he New York 1imes and NBC News are
among CSIS’s financial supporters. Brzezinski, Cline. La-
queur, the reured CIA director Richard Helms, a retired
chief of staff of the Army, General Edward Mever, and oth-
ers make up the center’s Steering Committee on Terror-
ism, as if CSIS itself had something other than words to
steer. (Committees are a favorite think-tank gambit for
lending the appearance of formal policy-making responsi-
bilitie er Reagan’s re-election the Hudson Institute
annot 1Committee on the Next Agenda composed of
many prominent names. This committee carned the presi-
dent of Hudson, Thomas Bell, lunch at the White House
and a photo opportunity with Reagan, but compared with
the thoughtful .Mandare 11 its report was a comic book, The
thirteen single-spaced pages of generalities advocated, for
example, “a national commission to report on the quality
of family life” and the creation of vet another government
post, for a cabinet-level “broker” who would “play an im-
portant coordination function in government” by reconcii-
ing “overlapping defense, foreign, economic and trade
areas"—which sounds suspiciously like what the Presi-
dent 1s supposed 10 do.)

CSIS also performs a valued service for the State De-
partment, staging forums for visiting diplomats whom the
department doesn’t quite know what to do with (whenever
foreign leaders come to town, they too expect important-
sounding things to do) and sometimes conducting semi-
sanctioned negotiations that avoid the tortuosities of offi-
cial government contacts. A CSIS team preceded Reagan
on his visit to China,

Both Taylor, the exccutive director. and Amos Jordan,
who has succeeded David Abshire, the founder, as presi-
dent, were once Army instructors at West Point. Neverthe-
less, CSIS has not refrained from criticism of the military.
Senior Fellow Edward Luttwak’s recent 7A¢ Pentagon and
the Art of War is scorching; CSIS's most successful project
in 1984 was a study, signed by six of the seven living for-
mer secretaries of defense, calling for reform of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. The test of this study's success is that it
made Navy Seccretary John Lehman—whose service
would stand to lose in most JCS reform plans—furious.
Melissa Healy and Michael Duffy reported in Defense Week,
a trade newsletter for the defense industry, that Lehman

MAIN EDITION -—- 24 DECEMBER 1985

worked behind the scenes to block the CSIS repors.
Scaife—who was also unhappy about the Joint Chiefs of
Staff study—is CSIS’s biggest donor, having given at least
$7 million in the past decade. (CSIS and Georgetown raise
funds separately; there is some hostility between the cen-
ter and the school, mainly because CSIS fellows can make
twice as much as Georgetown professors while being
spared the drudgery of correcting blue books.) Other im-
portant donors include the Ford, Rockefeller, MacArthur,
and Noble foundations; the Prince Charitable Trust; Hall-
mark Cards, Inc.; eleven defense contractors; and Sheikh
Salman al Hethlain and Prince Turki bin Abdulaziz (CSIS
has a “Middle East™ project, appealing to Arab-American
interests, and also a “Near East” project, of more interest
to pro-Israel groups). :

Cato

AST JUNE, ON A DAY WHEN SAVINGS ACCOUNTS IN
Maryland were frozen because the state’s private
deposit-insurance company had collapsed, the

Cato Institute held a Capitol Hill forum to advocate that

private deposit-insurance companies replace the Federal

Deposit Insurance Corporation and the Federal Savings

and Loan Insurance Corporation. “It is my belief that con-

sumers would be willing to give up their federal guaran-
tecs in return for deposits backed by triple-A corporate
bonds,” Catherine England, a Cato analyst, declared. Se-
nior staffers from the Joint Economic Committee, the

Treasury Department, the Federal Trade Commission,

the Office of Management and Budget, and other agencies

had come to listen.

In a sense, no one took the session seriously. At a time
when banks were teetering, the political prospects of abol-
ishing federal deposit insurance were slim to nonexistent.
Yet in another sense there was great interest, as the atten-
dance showed. Cato is in the vanguard of market thinking,
and Washington is as fascinated today by market theories
as it was twenty years ago by big-government theorics.
During the forum Bert Ely, another Cato speaker, said that
banks could protect their deposits through a system of self-
insurance. An official from the Farm Credit Administration
rose to protest: that was the way that FCA affiliates had
been insured, the system hadn't worked, and Cato was
“completely ignoring the real world.” To a libertarian this

is not necessarilv an insult. . .
Cato was once close to the Libertarian Party, whose

presidential candidate managed to win onc percent of the
vote in 1980. The Libertarian Party believes that govern-
ment should go away, period. Its candidate in 1984, David
Bergland, vowed to abolish the CIA, the FBI, the IRS._SO-
cial Security, and public schools. If citizens wanted nation-
al defense, he said. they could band together and contract
for it voluntarily.

That was too much even for Cato. It continues, howev-
er, to say that almost all government regulation should
end: that in an information-rich society like ours, consum-
ers exert enough pressure on industry through their
buving habits to prevent abuses, and to the extent that
they fail to exert pressure, that's their problem. Cato wants
a phased withdrawal of U.S. troops from Europe and
South Korea, and an end to other entangling alliances.
Government, in its view, should exist only to provide po-
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lice protection, enforce contracts, and repel invasions. Ca-
to's hero is Friedrich Hayek, who won the Nobel Prize for
cconomics in 1974 and is the godfather of the “Austnan
school,” dear to the hearts of many on the night. Hayck re-
cently attached his name to Cato by becoming a senior fel-
low, the institute having campaigned long and hard to get
him. Hayek proposes abolishing the uniform national cur-
rency and instead using private-label money issued by
business. “What is so dangerous and ought to be done
away with is not government's right to issue money but the
exclussve night to do so and their power to force people to
use it and accept it at a particular price,” he has wntten.

In summary form, this sounds like a crackpot idea. It's
not, although ncither is it practical-—and that sums up
much of libertarian thinking. As a logiczal exercise one can
imagine competing “brands” of currency driving monetary
exchange values to a perfect level and increasing economic
cfficiency. In the real world, where people’s hopes and
fears add non-logical considerations, private currency
might spawn catastrophe. Still, speculation about such
matters can result in smaller insights that are applicable
under real conditions. An example is the work for Cato
done by Peter Ferrara, an attorney, who proposes that So-
cial Security be replaced with a form of private super-IRA
accounts. The plan has faults, but it is the kind of not-so-
crazy-as-it-sounds idea that may ultimately inspire pracu-
cal change.

Libertarianism springs from the American West: Cato,
the Pacific Institute, and the Reason Foundation, ali liber-
tarian, were all started in California. On its good side liber-
tarianism reflects the dream of the American West—of the
individual above all, with society constantly forming and
reforming itself to reflect individual aspiration. Culturally,

the castern United States is Europe transplanted, with
many Old World habits and class expectations continuing
to operate at a subtle level. The West is the world made
new, and its residents need not honor what they left be-
hind. Here, though, is libertarianism’s bad side—a desire
to renounce all social obligations and live as if the United
States had no poverty and no enemies.

Cato gets the largest portion of its $1.3 miilion annual
budget through Charles Koch, the son of a Kansas oilman,
who has given around $5 million to libertarian causes, and
it has also received significant support from his brother
David, the Libertarian Party’s vice-presidential candidate
in 1980. Other donors include Shelby Cullem Davis, sev-
cral oil and chemical firms, and the American Broadcasting
Company. Scaife is a major sponsor, but he insists that his
moncy be spent only on economic studies, not on interna-
vonal affairs, because Cato favors reduced military spend-
ing. Cato is the only one of the new think tanks to have no
major defense contractors among its Supporters.

The chairmanship of Cato was assumed last year by Wil-
liam Niskanen, a former member of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers. Niskanen entered the libertanian hall of
fame when, in 1980, as director of economics at Ford Mo-
tor Company, he was fired for publicly opposing the com-
pany’s campaign for quotas on imported cars, which he
said would only hurt consumers.
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NTELLECTUALLY, IT IS ALWAYS EASIER TO BE THE PAR-

ty out of power, and conservative think tanks often ex-

hibit a certain nostalgia for the good old days, when
Carter was President and taking the blame. Indeed, their
work sometimes gives the impression that he 45 still
President.

Failures of federal agencies to reduce regulation are de-
cried as though Reagan did not now control the agencies.
Recent issues of Heritage's Policy Review have declared
that a government agency director is “judged by the stan-
dard of whether what he does corresponds to the conven-
tional (liberal) wisdom” and that “one faces intellectual os-
tracism for uttering the words ‘Cold War.™ " (A mantra pop-
ular among conscrvative intellectuals is the sentence that be-
gins with a phrase like “No one dares say. . . ") A Policy Re-
view critic called the book /, Martha Adams, in which Rus-
sian troops invade the United States and slaughter
millions, “a conservative’s dream novel.” An article by
Midge Decter, the head of the Manhattan-based Commit-
tee for the Free World, announced, “As a society we do not
even any longer have the moral courage to cast out in hor-
ror—a horror we al! feel—the child pornographer, the pe-
dophile, the committer of incest. We hem and haw and let
the courts decide.” Unless Times Square is a microcosm of
middle America, this last is as far out of touch with the na-
tion’s political mood as the left ever strayed. And by the
way, aren’t courts suppased 1o determine the punishment
for crimes?

It’s good business for conservative think tanks to sug-
gest that even after five years of a strong conservative
President, a Republican Senate, and a popular conserva-
tive mandate, liberalism is still secretly controlling Wash-
ington. Foreign affairs are the focus of many such com-
plaints; liberals arc somechow preventing bomber pilots
from spotting terrorists; many of the new think tanks have
demanded full economic sanctions against Libya, even as
lobbyists for U.S. oil companies, which continue 1o oper-
ate there, have petitioned the Administration for more
trade freedom.

Perhaps the climactic moment of conservative nostalgia
for the days when somebody else was to blame occurred
last May. The Shavano Institute, a think tank affiliated
with Hillsdale College, in Michigan—which is to the right
approximately what Antioch is to the left—held a Wash-
ington conference. Kirkpatrick was the featured guest,
Frank Shakespeare, who was serving as chairman, had
helped arrange $45,000 in federal funding—the type of
self-serving usc of public money that drives conservatives
wild when liberal groups are the beneficiaries. The pur-
posc of the conference was to prove that the United States
and the Soviet Union arc not “morally equivalent.” The
idea that they are equivalent carnes no weight in the Unit-
cd States except with fringe groups, but does have some
respectable backing in Europe. All the heavy artiliery of
conservatism was there, and the participants were speak-
ing to their own.

The writer Tom Wolfe kicked off the event by saying, “I
want to congratulate you all on the courage that you've
shown in coming here,” as though secret-police agents
were circulating in the audience, jotting down names,
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when in fact attendance was a career plum. Joseph Sobran,
an editor of Narional Review, suggested that nefarious
forces were blocking the production of anti-Communist
movies, adding, “Sometimes | wonder if there’s some sort
of ideological Hays Office operating in Hollywood, pro-
tecting the viewing public from the indecorous manifesta-
tions of the Cold War menuality.” The conference was held
two wecks before the premiere of Rambo.

The sccretary of education, William Bennett, said,
“Much of what goes on in the American classroom today is
expressly designed to prevent our future intellectuals from
telling the difference between American and Soviet val-
ues.” Irving Kristol complained that peace has become *a
Stalinist word” and that it has “acquired such momentum
that no onc dares come out and speak against the use of
the word peace.” He then dared, objecting to the name of
the Peace Corps.

Michacl Novak predicted that “over the next five years
the greatest historical expansion of Soviet power beyond
the postwar boundaries of the USSR is likely to be at-
tempted.” (What, then, did the Reagan defense buildup
accomplish?) Tom Bethell, a former AE] fellow and a writ-
er for The American Spectator; said that “the ideology which
undergirds the American press is congruent with, in some
sense, the ideology of the Soviet Union™ (though “to make
any such observation is a complete violation of etiquette™)
and that “we do not hear. . . any explicit discussion of the
soctalist ideology and we certainly do not find any criticism

of it in the news"—which requires one to exclude from °

“the news” the papers with the largest and second largest
circulations in the country, The Wa/l Streer Journal and USA
Today. »

-Arnold Beichman, a Hoover fellow, said that “we are de-
bating and negotiating among ourselves while the Soviet
Union need debate nothing, protected as it is by a power-
ful liberal-left phalanx in the American media, the acade-
my, the professions, and above all in the Congress of the
United States,” R. Emmett Tyrrell, the editor of 74e
Amenican Spectator;, declared that the rock singer Madonna
wore funny clothes because she was “influenced by
American liberalism.”

Directed Conclusions

“ THE WHOLE TRANSFORMATION OF CONSERVA-
tive philosophy was really begun by just a
handful of people,” Michael Horowitz says,

and he names Richard Larry, the grant director for the

Sarah Scaife Foundation; Michael Jovce, the grant director

for the Olin Foundation; and Leslie Lenkowsky, who once

controlled grant awards for the Smith Richardson Founda-

tion and moved to AE! after his nomination as deputy di-

rector of the U.S. Information Agency feil through be-

causc he became embroiled in the conflict over the
agency's blacklisting of liberal speakers. “They under-
stood that just by funding a few wnters and a few chairs
they could make a breakthrough.” Scaife and Olin are
principal donors to Heritage, CSIS, the Ethics and Public

Policy Center, Cato, the Institute for Foreign Policy Analy-

sis, The American Spectator magazine, the Committee on

the Present Danger, the Manhattan Institute. the Capatal

Legal Foundation, the Reason Foundation, and other new

conscrvative think tanks and foundations. Walter Wil-

liams—~whose recent book The State Agarnst Rlacks contains
such nuggets as “Discrimination mav be defined as an act
of choice based upon utility maximization”—Ilrving Kris-
tol, the conservative criminologist Ernest van den Haag,
and Richard McKenzic, a nsing young market economist
affiliated with Heritage and Cato, aii hold John M. Olin
chairs at their universities.

The regularity with which the same thinkers’ names ap-
pear on think-tank rosters is as remarkable as the regularity
with which Scaife and Olin are listed as donors. Kristol,
the cditor of 7Ae Public Interess, is also the publisher of the
new nco-conservative journal 14e Narional Interest, 2 mem-
ber of the board of editors for Regularion, an AEI fellow, a
Hudson fellow, and an adviser to the Lehrman and Man-
hartan institutes. Midge Decter is a Hentage trustee, an
Ethics and Public Policy Center director, a member of the
Committee on the Present Danger (CPD), a Hudson fel-
low, and an advisory-board member for 74e Narnonal Inter-
est. Martin Anderson, of Hoover, is also a Hudson fellow, a
Reason adviser, and a member of the board of the CPD.
Michael Novak has affiliations with AE], the CPD, the In-
stitute for Foreign Policy Analysis, and Hudson; Ernest
Lefever with the Ethics and Public Policy Center, the
CPD, and Heritage: Thomas Gale Moore, of Hoover and
recently named to the Council of Economic Advisers, with
AE], Caro, and Reason. James Buchanan, of the Center

for Study of Public Choice, is also an adjunct scholar at
AEI and Cato, and an adviser to Hoover, Reason, and the
Political Economy Rescarch Center. The leaders of the
threc major conservative think tanks—William Barcody,
of AEI, Edwin Feulner, of Heritage, and David Abshire,
of CSIS—once scrved together as aides to Secretary of De-
fense Melvin Laird.

The recurrence of the same names makes it fair to ask if
what appears to be a conservative intellectual groundswell
is really just multiple manifestations of one phenomenon.
Perhaps twenty years must pass before this question can be
answered fully, but a reasonable guess is no. Since ideas
run in cycles, an uprising against liberal theory was bound
to occur someday (just as there will someday be a liberal
revival in which some of the currently regnant conserva-
tive ideas are discredited). Equally important, during the
1970s millions of Americans came to the conclusion that
liberalism was asleep at the wheel.

But now that conservatism is the fashion, the overlap of
names and places suggests a society of like-minded people
reinforcing onc another’s preconceived notions and reject-
ing any thinking that does not fit the mold—practicing
what consultants call the art of “directed conclusions.”

Cato, for example, flatly states that it will not release
any study that calls for a government program. The insti-
tute’s president, Edward Crane, says that he reccives one
or two commissioned reports each vear that are “inconsis-
tent,” and he does not publish them. The analyst Jona-
than Stein lost his job at CSIS several months after he pub-
lished a book highly critical of Star Wars, the study of
which is worth millions to think tanks that toe the line.
(CSIS denies there was any connection.) AEI has criti-
cized Reagan Administration decisions, but when |
skimmed through its publications catalogue, I was hard
pressed to find any title that looked as if it would upset a
corporate sponsor—and the 1977 study “Lobbying: A
Constitutionally Protected Right™ probably did not dam-
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age that year's fund-raising campaign.

In 1983 Navy Secretary Lehman awarded management
of the Center for Naval Analyses, a semi-independent or-
ganization similar to the Rand Corporation. to the Hudson
Institute. This added $17 million to Hudson's consolidat-
ed revenues. Hudson, for its part, named Lehman’s
friend Francis West a vice-president and put under him a
project on a “history of the 600-ship Navy,” the Navy
Secretary's most treasured goal. On contract to Hoosiers
for Economic Development, Hudson issued a report on
whether acid rain is reallv a problem. Hudson's headquar-
ters is in Indianapolis; Indiana is a producer of the suifur-
bearing coals that cause acid rain. Take a wild guess as to
what the Hoosiers for Economic Development study con-
cludes.

The Heritage Foundation was among the first to notice
the nising “military reform™ movement {which is by no
means anti-defense). In 1979 Heritage released a study
endorsing military reform in general terms. Later it com-
missioned George W. S. Kuhn, a former Army captain, to
write about the subject. Kuhn produced a report called
“Ending Defense Stagnation,” which was published as a
chapter of the book Agenda ‘83, midwav through the .Wan-
date series. Kuhn's report named names of weapons that
didn't work and military commands that were redundant.
He concluded, "Increased spending is not buving im-
proved strength.”

Heritage management was initiallv enthusiastic about
the study. A publicity blitz was mounted and copies were
sent to the White House; there was considerable press
coverage. Then the repercussions began. Caspar Wein-
berger was infuriated, probably because the report struck
too close to home (several of the weapons and practices
Kuhn criticized have been canceled or modified in the
vears since). Weinberger ordered each of the four services
to write rebuttals. Lehman—who had been a roommate of
Edwin Feulner’s in Georgetown—sent the Navy reburtal
and an angry letter to Coors, who in turn called Feulner.
Publicity efforts for the study instantly stopped. Kuhn was
given the silent treatment, anu no further Heritage work.
References to his study have disappeared, Kremlin style,
from Heritage literature.

To replace Kuhn, Hentage hired Theodore Crackel, a
recently retired Army licutenant colonel. According to
Heritage sources, Crackel was chosen because it was be-
lieved that he would write nothing controversial: he was
expected to produce ruminations about grand strategy, a
general subject, without mentioning anything concerning
money for specific contractors. To Heritage'’s dismay,
Crackel proceeded to advocate reform of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, the other big taboo. Reportedly, Lehman went
through the ceiling.

“There was pressure brought to bear to scuttle certain
aspects of that story,” Crackel, who now works for General
Electric’s military-planning division, told me recently. At
first the report was to be published separately, but Leh-
man persuaded Feulner to withhold it, Crackel said.
Eventually it was included as a chapter in Mandase 11.
“When it finally came out, Heritage made no effort to pub-
licize it,” Crackel said. “I had to call up newspapers myself
to point out to them that it was in there.”

While coming down hard on most government subsi-

dics, Heritage has tiptoed lightly around the subject of the
Synthetic Fuels Corporation. This federal agency is head-
¢d by Edward Noble, a trustee of the Samuel Robert No-
ble Foundation—which is one of Heritage's major contrib-
utors, having given more than $1.2 million. Mandate 11
containcd a single paragraph criticizing the SFC; a thick
Heritage book called Free Marker Energy barely mentioned
synfuels. In the spring of 1985, when abolition of the SFC
began to seem likely (the House voted to terminate all
synfuels spending, and Noble made an abortive attempt to
award $744 million in extra subsidies before his authoriry
cxpired), Heritage issued a backgrounder on “salvaging
the Synthetic Fuels Corporation.” The two synfuels pro-
jects that would have received most of the extra $744 mil-
lion that Noble tried to confer are owned by Dow and
Union Petrochemical. Both are listed by Heritage as “ma-
jor” contributors.

Scveral conservative analysts to whom | mentioned
these incidents answered by saving, Would Brookings in
the 1960s have published a report attacking federal funds
for mass transit or education? Perhaps not. But one side’s
mental blind spots hardly justify the other’s.

Looking Out for Number One

COMMON COMPLAINT ABOUT WASHINGTON INSTITU-
tions is that no matter how well intentioned thev are
at birth, by adolescence they have learned to put

sclf-preservation ahead of purpose. Anti-poverty agencies

provide nice livings for Ph.D.s and “service facilitators”
but not much in the way of poverty reduction. Idealistic
young lawyers come to town to file class-action suits and
end up on K Street defending the Teamsters. Think tanks
are established to fight the deficit and end up adding to it.

Since all the new conservative think tanks are nonprofit,
donations to them are tax deductible—which means that
cach time their budgets grow, the federal debt grows as
well. Inasmuch as most large individual contributors are in
the 50 percent bracket, a $100 donation to a conservative '
think tank costs the donor $50 and the U.S. Trcasury $50.
A $100 corporate donation costs a company in the top, 46
percent bracket $54 and the Treasury $46. The govern-
ment, in effect, pays half the cost of condemning govern-
ment spending. Nonprofit status also permits conservative
think tanks to use federally subsidized postal rates.

Walking through the halls at Heritage and Cato not long
ago, I had to remind myself continually that, as a reporter,
I was the one who represented private enterprise. The
new think tanks are tax favored. They make their money
not by selling products but by taking gifts. A high percent-
age of their scholars began at tax-supported universities,
and the greatest aspiration for many is a government job.
The major publications of conservatism—the think-tank
periodicals, plus Commentary, The Public Interest, and 1he
American Spectator—are produced by tax-exempt founda-
tions operating off the dole.

Tax preferences are another of those phenomena that
people object to “in principle™ when what they. really
mean is that they object to who gets the deal. Since the
liberal think tanks make use of nonprofit status. it would
be unrcasonable to expect the conservative think tanks
not to. But their philosophy might lead one to expect them
to call for the abolition of this indulgence, as part of the
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genceral campaign to reduce the federal deficit and lower
taxes. This they most definitely do not do. In fact, one
Reagan initiative that many new think tanks have fought is
tax reform—because, while helping most taxpavers, it
would hurt them.

Reagan’s tax manifesto of November, 1984, known as
Treasury 1, proposed cutting the top individual rate to 35
percent and the top corporate rate to 33 percent, which
would kave substantially reduced the basic tax burden but
would have raised the effective cost of $100 think-tank do-
nations to $65 for an individual and $67 for a corporation.
Treasury I would further have barred non-itemizers from
claiming deductions for contributions and would have al-
lowed itemizers to claim deductions only for gifts in excess
of two percent of adjusted gross income (a level that few
reach). These proposals were part of a plan to make taxes
lower, simpler, and more ncutral. The think tanks were
not amused.

Heritage called on Reagan to stop “flirting with these
‘flat’ tax proposals” and instead seck gradual changes “over
the next few years.” The Heritage recommendations were
written by Norman Ture, whose own Institute for Re-
search on the Economics of Taxation receives more favor-
able tax treatment under the status quo. When the 'sec-
ond Reagan tax plan, Treasury 11, which did away with the
wwo-percent floor and made other concessions to nonprofit
organizations, was rcleased last spring, Heritage fired off a
RUSH! memorandum labeling the new plan “a clear im-
provement.”

Those who dont like government may chortle at the
idea of using tax preferences to support anti-government
theorizing, but the practice is offensive for two reasons.
First, if the ultimate goal is to reduce the portion of GNP
consumed by government—a fine goal—somebody some-
where must agree to surrender his special favors and pay
his own way. No matter how much is done to cut the bud-
get, as long as net spending is in deficit every dollar de-
ducted from onc person’s taxes must be added cither to
someonc else’s or to the debt. Second, by using ax prefer-
ences the think tanks are dodging the “true cost™ test that
they advocate everyone clse undergo. If giving $100 to
thinkers creates $100 worth of value in the form of pro-
found opinions, press clips, or whatever, why shouldn't it
cost $100?

The Terms Transformed

titles like “In Defense of a Free Market™ and “Stra-
tegic Realities for the Eighties,” what, on balance,
have the new think tanks accomplished?

They’ve routed a generation of assumptions about gov-
emment; today even Brookings's hottest scholar. Robert
Crandall, is a market thinker. By and large the new conser-
vatives have been graceful in victory—certainly more
graccful than the liberal intellectuals who, during their
heyday, in the 1960s, held the losing side in scalding con-
tempt. They've created an inteliectual competitor for the
university system, which is good, and rendered it depen-
dent on not offending corporate patrons, which is bad.
They have produced a substantial body of worthwhile
commentary but few true thunderbolts, considering the
sums of money and time invested. “The really big ideas

B ESIDES USING UP EVERY CONCEIVABLE VARIATION ON

are not going to be funded,” Kenneth Adelman savs. He 1s
both a think-tank alumnus and a paying customer of think
:af\ks in his role as the director of the Arms Control and
Dnsa.rmam'cnt Agency. “Think tanks are good at controlled
studies of specific questions. But the rcally big ideas, the
breakthroughs, come from outside the system. They pop
up in journals written by someone you never heard of who
had no outside help.”

Perhaps the most lasting contribution of the new think
tanks is that they have transformed the terms of public-
policy debate. In politics, words are map coordinates that
show on whose territory a battle is being fought. When-
ever liberalism succeeded in defining its goals as the pub-
lic interest, in opposition to the private interest, victory
was near. To the extent that conservatism can now define
its goals in terms of the greater good, it can win on merit
what it could once win only by quantity of campaign con-
tributions.

Onc example of the transformation of terms is that dis-
cussions of entreprencurship are now conducted using
words like spinit and vision—glorifications, to be sure, but
closer to the truth than some words of the 1960s, such as
greed. Another example is the reaction to Charles Murray’s
Losing Ground, the Washington intellectual event of 1985.
Murray’s basic contention—that too much aid harms the
poor—differs little from what George Gilder said in 1980
and Martin Anderson said in 1981. But Gilder and Ander-
son were mocked; Murray has been taken seriously, Now
Glenn Loury and others have begun to say much the same

-thing without evoking a backlash—for example, that in
public schools where the Great Society prescription of ad-
mission formulas, lower standards, and due process has
been administered, minority achicvement has declined.

It may be that thinkers like Murray and Loury will ulti-
mately be judged wrong. But the terms of debate will nev-
er again be the same. Government-imposed solutions will
no longer automatically be considered to be in the best in-
terest of the poor, leaving only the question, How much
can we afford? Nor will market-mediated approaches
automatically be considered apologies for the rich, leaving
only the question, How much will we let them get away
with?

Equally important—and here’s the good part—trans-
forming the terms of debate has transformed conservatives
themselves. The great fear regarding “warmed” conserva-
tive philosophy is that it conceals a hidden agenda: nice
new reasons to ignore the luckless and the left out replace
the nasty old ones. There’s an element of this especially in
the Republican country-club set. But just as the new terms
of political discourse make it harder to be a limousine lib-
cral, they make it harder to be a troglodyte. Reagan him-
self, in discussing the issues, now uses a vocabulary entire-
ly different from that of his campaign days. His mcan listle
anecdote about vodka bought with food stamps has disap-
peared, and it’s hard to imagine it making a comeback.
Precisely because the new think tanks have raised the
standard of conservative thinking, conservative ideas that
are poorly thought through or merely selfish stand much
less chance today than they did in 1981.

- “Look what happened to Anne Gorsuch,” Michael
Horowitz says. “She never spent any time at a think tank.

. She’ wasn’t comfortable in the world of ideas. When it

came time to make a decision, she would just check the

IDEAS...Pg.12-SR
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Darts & Laurels

To Deputy Secretary of

Defense William Howard

Taft 1V—for sticking his
neck out in recent weeks to give NATO
armaments cooperation the emphasis it
warrants but hasn’t had for years. and for
supporting the initiatives of the US Ambas-
sador to NATO. David M. Abshire, to
make NATQO armaments cooperation work
by appointing Dennis E. Kloske. formerly
Abshire’s special advisor on such matters.
as his own Special Advisor for NATO
Armaments.

To Lt. Col. Harold W.
Healy, USA—for quietiy
and smoothiy orchestrating
so many complex, important. and
occasionally unpredictable trips to Europe

by the Secretary of Defense. Healy works
behind the scenes as the Military Assistant
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Europcan and NATO Policy.
Thus, he integrates the policy/sccurity/
public affairs/protocol aspects of every
visit Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger
makes to Europe. and accompanies him on
them to make sure things stay on track.
Hcealy has onc of the most important but
unhcralded jobs in the Pentagon. He keeps
cool under fire. keeps his boss™ boss™ boss
from being blind-sided by unexpected
blivets. and skillfully deflects extrancous
problems that muight sidetrack national
policy and Alliance cohesion.

\, once again failing to get its

AN act together when it comes
to funding national defense. Over the past
few weeks. ‘the Senate Armed Services
Committec has been listening to reams of

To the US Congress—for

(24 Dec 85) pPg. 77

testimony on whether or not the Depart-
ment of Defense should be reorgunized.
However, a crucial element in anv such
rcorganization, virtually all sides agree,
must also be a dramatic change in the way
Congress oversees the Pentagon.

For several years running. Con
gressional appropriators have been funding
billions that their colleagues on the respec-
tive authorizing commiticcs never
budgeted or approved. let alone held hear-
ings on. Last fiscal year. for instance, DoD
found itself the beneficiary of an unautho-
rized $2.8-billion in appropriated funds.
This year the Scnzte appropriated 57.2-
billion for Pentagon programs never autho-
rized by the Housc Armed Services Com-
mittecs, |

The nevitable power struggles that re-
sult from such budget shenanigans confuse
the public, weaken support for the military,
tempt DoD to exploit such conflicts. and
make DoD budgeting efforts difficult to the
extreme. 2-a

JANE'S DEFENCE WEEKLY

US Army pressing for
heavy lift helicopter

7 December 1985 {24)

Pg. 1227

THE US ARMY will continue to press for a development programme for a heavy lift
helicopter capable of handling external payloads up to 35 tons, US officials report. The
army had planned to resume work on the XCH-62 helicopter in this year’s budget but it
was cut from the proposal submitted to Congress because of budpget constraints.

However, the army, which is the manager
for the the Heavy Lift Research Vehicle
project and is working with the navy, NASA
and Defence Advanced Research Projects
Agency, intends to resurrect the request in
the coming year,

The army has said its original justification
for the XCH-62 still exists, in that there is
a valid military need for a 35-ton lift
capability.

If it had received the proposed $25 million
in research money this year, it would have

led to a construction completion and flight -
demonstration of the HLRV beginning in
1989,

The service stresses that the vehicle will be
strictly for technology development research.
Its Advanced Cargo Rotorcraft programme
is the future planned heavy lift vehicle; this
is intended for full-scale engineering
development in 1995 and will use the
information gained from the HLRV,
cfficials said.

IDEAS...from Pg,11-SR

box marked C for conservasve without understanding why
or following any vision other than her desire to be loyal to
the Administration.

“But for her loyalty the White House caught hell over
and over again, and the EPA was reduced to a circus. Other
people, like William Baxter [the former assistant attorney
general for antitrust] and Jim Miller [the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget administrator), have accomplished far

more in real policy terms than Gorsuch, without causing
any shouts in the night, because they were at home in the
world of ideas.”

Horowitz, who when [ interviewed him was working in
the Old Executive Office Building, ranked among the very
few pecople in Washington who actually had a window com-
manding 3 view of the White Housc. “L.ook out that win-
dow,” he said. “Do you know how I got here? Ideas. Idcas
do count. Ideas move nations.” O I

T e T T
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al Enduring
Misconceptions about
the Soviet Union

Paul Hollander

have been teaching courses on Soviet society since 1963
and have published books and articles on Soviet affairs
during that period. From the beginning of my life in the
United States, I have been impressed by how difficult it is
even for educated Americans to understand the Soviet
system and by how little help is given by schools, colleges,
mass media, and opinion leaders. I have recently come to
the conclusion that there has been little, if any, progress
in public understanding of the Soviet Union. On the con-
trary, misconceptions and wrongheaded stereotypes per-
sist, modified by occasional semantic innovations or trendy

concepts.

Learning about the Soviet system has never been easy. The language
barrier, a secretive regime, lack of opportunity for field studies, and
limited scholarly contacts have all combined to limit the flow of informa-
tion. Even today, only a handful of social scientists specialize in Soviet
studies or teach courses about Soviet society. Over the years, I have come
to realize, however, that the problem has not been the lack of information
as such, and under Khrushchev and Brezhnev it even became easier to
learn about certain aspects of Soviet society, with Soviet social scientists
and journalists contributing to the growth of knowledge and providing
occasional revelations that had formerly been proscribed.

Paul Hollander is professor of sociology at the University of Massachusetts and a fellow of the Russian Center
of Harvard University. He 18 the author of Political Pilgrims: Travels of Western Intellectuals to the Soviet
Union, China, and Cuba and The Many Faces of Socialism.
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Numerous authentic accounts of
Soviet concentration camps had beep
published in the West before Solzheni-
tsyn's Gulag series, though they re-
ceived little attention. There was like-
wise information about the less genial
aspects of Stalin’s personality before
Khrushchev addressed himself to the
topic at the 20th Party Congress. Public

awareness of such matters, however,
remained negligible. Curiously enough,
even before anti-communism had the
unsavory reputation (in liberal circles,
at any rate) it later acquired as a
consequence of the activities of the late
Senator Joseph McCarthy, a thorough
understanding of the Soviet system was
a rare phenomenon. Anti-communists,
moreover, were no better informed than
the sympathizers or those otherwise
inclined to give Soviet authorities the
benefit of the doubt.

I have gradually come to realize that
it is not information about the actual
state of affairs in Soviet society—pub-
lished in scholarly journals by well-
funded researchers with the requisite
language skills—that determines U.S.
beliefs about and attitudes toward the
Soviet Union. They are determined rath-
er by domestic political and cultural
conditions and by “climates of opinion.”

American and Western misconcep-
tions of the Soviet Union have a long and
remarkable history—as long as that of
the Soviet Union itself. I have document-
ed and analyzed many of these miscon-
ceptions in a study entitled Political
Pilgrims (Hollander 1981, 1983).

WISHFUL THINKING

Except for Billy Graham's praise for
Soviet religious freedom and for the
caviar generously provided for distin-
guished visiting dignitaries like himself
(Hollander 1983, 278-79), nothing today
quite matches the bizarre misconcep-
tions and grotesque misperceptions com-
mon in the 1930s and early 1940s among
some of the most revered intellectuals

and public figures of the times. These
included such writers, philosophers,
scientists, and journalists as Louis Ara-
gon, Henri Barbusse, J.D. Bernal, Ber-
tolt Brecht, Malcolm Cowley, John Dew-
ey, Theodore Dreiser, W.E.B. Dubois,
Lion Feuchtwanger, Louis Fisher, Juli-
an Huxley, Harold Laski, Pablo Neruda,
Romain Rolland, Jean-Paul Sartre, G.B.
Shaw, Upton Sinclair, Anna Louise
Strong, HG. Wells, Edmund Wilson,
and many others.

It is significant that admiration for
the Soviet Union peaked between the
late 1920s and the mid-1930s—that is,
during the period of the forced collectiv-
ization of agriculture and the attendant
famines, the Purge, the establishment of
the cult of Stalin, and the Moscow trials.
This suggests that the actual nature of
a political system and its evaluation by
outsiders may be entirely independent of
each other. Generations of Western
visitors—especially during the 1930s
—managed to tour the USSR and see
nothing but the fairyland carefully fab-
ricated by their hosts to shield them
from unpleasant impressions and exper-
iences.

Western intellectuals who visited the
Soviet Union in the 1930s were charac-
terized by an overwhelmingly favorable
predisposition to project upon the So-
viet Union their hopes and expecta-
tions. They were particularly impressed
by the sense of purpose and community
they discovered, the sense of justice and
social equality, the dedication and sin-
cerity of the leaders, the spirit of popu-
lar participation, the rise of the New
Soviet Man, and the humaneness of the
political system, including its enligh-
tened penal policies.

That such erroneous beliefs and mis-
perceptions could exist suggests that
predisposition predetermines perception
and that conditions in Western societies
generated expectations for which fulfill-
ment was sought elsewhere. American
intellectuals and opinion leaders thus

flocked to the Soviet Union in the 1920s
and 1930s looking for alternatives to the
economic and social bankruptcy of the
Depression years. The Soviet Union with
its planned economy, full employment,
and (specious) political stability present-
ed an appealing antithesis to the crisis-
ridden societies of the West.

hat phenomenon re-
curred in the 1960s,
1970s, and 1980s. In
the 1960s, the atten-
tion of American in-
tellectuals was
drawn to Cuba, a
new revolutionary
society of great ap-
parent vitality that
presented striking contrast to the racial
problems, social injustice, and empty
affluence the critics deplored in the Unit-
ed States. Involvement in the Vietham
War intensified the quest for more just
apd peaceful societies, which some be-
lieved they had found in Cuba, North
Vietnam, or Mao’s China. Sympathy
for yet another Marxist-Leninist socie-
ty sprang up in the 1980s when the
actions and policies of the Reagan pres-
idency gave rise to a new wave of
social criticism and political estrange-
ment that found emotionally satisfying
expression in championing Nicaragua,
which was seen as a victim of the
Reagan administration and earlier
tl?hmeilziiecgll:za policy. én each instance,

e ization and misperception of
Marxist-Leninist societies were condi-
tioned by domestic discontents.

Among the recurring misconceptions
is the belief that the Soviet system,
stimulated by vigorous trade with the
United States, is on the verge of recog-
nizing the advantages of the free enter-
prise system and embracing the benefits
of capitalistic methods of production and
distribution. By doing so, Soviet leaders
would thus gracefully preside over the
gradual transformation and humaniza-
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tion of their system, and new capitalis-
tic techniques would effect liberalization
within both the cultural and political
realm. ’

The readiness to attribute such pro-
pensities to Soviet leaders—besides
being a manifestation of wishful think-
ing, a major and most enduring influ-
ence on American attitudes toward the
Soviet Union derives from a pragmatic
disposition that is reluctant to believe
that political leaders can take ideas and
ideologies seriously. The English author,
Claude Cockburn, commented on these
attitudes as early as the late 1920s:
“Wall Street men . . . looked upon the
USSR . . . as in effect just another
fast-developing area with a big trade
potential . . . as though the Revolution
and the doctnnes of Marxism-Leninism
were puerile incidents, temporary devia-
tions from the ultimate forward move-
ment of the world alongside businesslike
American lines” (Cockburn 1958, 123).
William Barrett, in turn, observed in
1946 that “the fellow travellers. . . would
love to believe that Russia is capitalist
at heart, and so no worse, and therefore
just as good—by God!—as anybody else”
{Barrett 1982, 247). More recently, Jo-
seph Finder paraphrased a current ver-
sion of this outlook: ‘{A] taste of capital-
ism would turn the old men of the
Politburo from increasing military
stockpiles to improving the Russian way
of life” (Finder 1983, 316).

Of late, the plea for more trade and
the desire for more profit have acquired
an uplifting moral justification—name-
ly, that trade will not only be profitable
but assure lasting peace. As Donald M.
Kendall of the Pepsi Corporation put it,
“We should give the Soviet Union a
stake in peace which we are best pre-
pared to give through trade” (Kendall
1983).

Generations of American business
leaders such as Cyrus Eaton, Armand
Hammer, Averell Harriman, and David
Rockefeller entertained such ideas, find-

ing it genuinely difficuit to believe that
Soviet leaders’ calculations of cost-
benefit ratios could be significantly dif-

erent from their own or from these of

any self-respecting head of a major bus-
iness corporation. Efforts to assimilate
the image of the Soviet Union to that of
a modern business corporation have also
been assisted by occasional scholarly
efforts—for example, Alfred G. Mey-
er’s conception of “USSR Incorporated”
~—that focus on the allegedly universal
characteristics of modern bureaucratic
organizations, which transcend political
and ideological boundaries {Hollander
1983, 67-77, 105-14).

Probably the major source of such
misconceptions of the Soviet system and
the conduct and aspiration of its leaders
is to be found in the related processes of
projection and wishful thinking. They
have been with us for a long time but
have of late been given new impetus by
the fear of nuclear war. Wishful think-

ing regarding Soviet forelgn pohcy typi-
cally manifests itself in minimizing So-
viet aggression when it occurs and in
questioning any aggressive intent when
it can be inferred from ideology or policy
statements. The wishful observer ac-
cepts Soviet statements at their face
value when they convey benevolent atti-
tudes but disbelieves them when they
reflect hostility or belligerence. In the
latter case, they are viewed as mere
rhetoric produced for domestic consump-
tion, or dismissed as ideological window
dressing, issued to please a few aged
dichards or hawks left over from the
days of Stalin. The combination of prag-
matic and wishful thinking enables
many Americans to play down simulta-
neously both the Soviet expressions of
hostility and its ideological underpin-

nings.

It is not hard to understand why so
many American businessmen, journal-
ists, politicians, and peace activists have
been disposed to deny or belittle the
ideological foundations and determi

nants of Soviet attitudes and policies. If
they were taken seriously, they would
render Soviet expansionism more plau-
sible and more highly patterned—the
very phenomenon these groups prefer to
ignore. The more seriously Soviet lead-
ers take their ideology, the less likely
will they be to accommodate the West,
to behave ‘like heads of just another
status quo power, and to put domestic
shortages ahead of foreign-policy objec-
tives. Crediting them with serious ideo-
logical commitments also clashes with
the image of a team of pragmatic, techn-
ocratic, managerial types wishful Amer-
icans have favored for decades. Even a
perception of the Soviet Union as merely
obeying the imperatives and dynamics
of great-power status and filling the
vacuum left by the other great powers
is more comforting than the image of a
political system propelled by a messianic
urge to spread the true belief and ex-
port institutions that support it. When,
therefore, Soviet expansionism is re-
luctantly acknowledged, it tends to be
viewed by wishful thinkers as limited in
its objectives, capable of satisfaction or
appeasement, and a mere continuation
of the age-old Russian quest for security.

Wishful thinking comes into play on
those occasions when Soviet conduct is
particularly painful to contemplate and
when its realistic interpretation tends to
undermine the observer's sense of secur-
ity. Thus Vladimir Bukovsky, the Soviet
dissident, observed:

Even the most undeniable facts
—like the shooting down of the Ko-
rean airliner . . . or the invasion of
Afghanistan—{ailed to change pub-
lic opinion in the West. Instead . . .
Soviet behavior in both cases has
prompted many to look for more
“rational” explanation of Soviet mo-
tives . . . And more often than not,
these explanations tend to blame
the Western governments rather
than the Soviet.
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In general, whenever a person is
confronted with something mind-
boggling . . . horrible and beyond
his control, he goes through a suc-
cession of mental states ranging
from denial to guilt, from fantastic
rationalizations to acute depres-
sion. (Bukovsky 1986)

ishful thinking often
appears in conjunc-
tion with efforts to
“understand” Soviet
behavior. Long be-
fore the earnest
present-day appeals
to goodwill and un-
derstanding on be-
half of peace and
friendship, William Barrett had spotted
and criticized this attitude as early as
1946. To the advice that “we must be
neither for nor against Russia, but we
must try to understand her,” Barrett
responded: “Analogously, we should
have been neither for nor against Hitler,
but simply have tried to understand
him” (Barrett 1983, 254).

THE THERAPEUTIC APPROACH

Barrett's comment is a reminder that
appeals to “understand” and thereby
regard with a measure of sympathy the
behavior of either individuals or political
entities are always made selectively.
Just as few pleaded for sympathetically
understanding the Nazis, so today few
would argue for sympathetically un-
derstanding the Afrikaners and their
abhorrent policies of segregation and
discrimination. The obvious reason such
arguments are not made is that doing so
would blunt the edge of moral indigna-
tion toward South African whites. By
way of contrast, appeals for understand-
ing the Soviet leaders and their policies
have proliferated in the 1980s, giving
rise to what I have called the therapeu-
tic approach toward Soviet behavior.

George F. Kennan, for example, wrote:

[TThese Soviet Communists with
whom we will now have to deal
are flesh-and-blood people like our-
selves, misguided if you will but no
more guilty than we are of the cir-
cumstances into which they were
born. They too, like ourselves, are
simply trying to make the best of
it. (Kennan 1983)

Elsewhere Kennan lapsed into a clin-
ical vocabulary in describing Soviet lead-
ers and the reason they deserve under-
standing and sympathy. He saw them
having “a congenital sense of insecurity”
and a “neurotic fear of penetration,” as
being “easily frightened,” and further
characterized them as frustrated, obses-
sive, secretive, defensive, fixated, trou-
bled and anxious (Kennan 1982, 153). He
also perceived them

as a group of quite ordinary men
(the “banality of evil” thesis of Han-
nah Arendt], to some extent vic-
tims . . . of the ideology on which
they have been reared, but shaped
far more importantly by the discip-
line of responsibilities . . . as rulers
of a great country . . . more serious-
ly concerned to preserve the pres-
ent limits of their political power
than to expand those limits . . .
whose motivation is essentially de-
fensive . . . whose attention is rivet-
ed primarily on the unsolved prob-
lems of economic development with-
in their own country. (Kennan 1982,
64-65)

Kennan and his followers have
viewed the Soviet Union as being in the
grip of necessity and without alterna-
tives—constrained or propelled by a
form of selective historical determin-
ism that deprives it of sensible choices,
though it allows great freedom of action
to its adversaries. A historical destiny, it
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is claimed, compels the Soviet Union to
act sometimes imprudently, to expand,
to conquer (or at least not to relinquish
conquests), to repress dissent at home,
and to conduct itself generally in ways
that Western observers view with re-
gret and distaste, but, more important-
ly, with understanding and never judg-
mentally. Thus, for example, Jerry
Hough advises against a “rush to judg-
ment” of the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan and generally appreciates the
influence of “feelings of anger and griev-
ance on Soviet policy” (Hough 1980).

This therapeutic approach is discerni-
ble in various degrees in the work of
such scholars as Steven Cohen, Stanley
Hoffman, Jerry Hough, Theodore von
Laue, Marshall Shulman, and their
younger colleagues of the “revisionist”
school of Soviet historiography (Kenez
1986).

One major premise of this approach is
the insistence that Western scholars and
politicians not employ culturally condi-
tioned Western criteria in their interpre-
tation and evaluation of Soviet affairs.
Théy must be aware, for instance, that
what appears as aggressive behavior to
us may be only the acting out of histor-
ically conditioned insecurities and appre-
hensions. In the therapeutic approach,
unattractive forms of Soviet behavior
—including abusive rhetoric and hostile
propaganda—must not be protested ov-
ermuch but excused rather as due to a
difficult past. Such tolerance will gener-
ate trust and promote better interna-
tional and Soviet-American relations.

Some of the associated premises bol-
stering the therapeutic approach are: (1)
the Soviet Union is a status quo power;
(2) there is a basic symmetry between
the superpowers; (3) many or most of
the tensions between them result from
mutually reinforcing misperceptions
and misunderstandings; (4) anti-Soviet
or anti-communist attitudes are basical-
ly irrational; (5) the Cold War was the
reflection for the most part of such

attitudes rather than a genuine conflict
of interests; and (6) when the relations
between the superpowers are warmer
and friendlier, Soviet domestic policies
become more liberal. Such components
and correlates of the therapeutic ap-
proach have recently received increas-
ing vocal expression and have been as-
similated into the ideology of the peace
movement, which insists that only the
kind of understanding sketched above
will avert nuclear holocaust (Hollander
1985).

A culmination of the non-judgmental,
therapeutic approach was the attempt
by the historian Theodore von Laue to
restore the image of Stalin morally and
historically.

Laue's vision of Stalin is inseparable
from the conception of Russia as the
underdog and eternal victim, which re-
quired a Stalin as the tough-minded
redeemer of his victimized nation. As is
often the case, Laue'’s hesitancy at con-
demning Stalin or the Soviet Union is
more than balanced by his animosity
toward the United States and his indig-
nation toward his more judgmental col-
leagues:

American and Western histori-
ans have sat solemnly and self-
righteously in judgement of Stalin.
One wondered by what right, by
what standards, by what power
of their imagination? How can the
bookish tribe of scholars judge the
harsh realities which shaped Stalin
and his judgement? . . . Our sights
cleared at last, we are left to praise
Stalin as a tragic giant set into the
darkest part of the twentieth cen-

Praise then to the strength and for-
titude of mind and body that raised
Stalin to such heights—and com-
passion too for his frailties. (Von
Laue 1981)

In other statements, Laue undertook
to save us from the “guilt of moral
imperialism,” His reassessment of Stalin
represents a bizarre culmination of a
one-sided historical determinism that
cast the Soviet Union once and for all in
the role of an underdog nation and
sought to explain or excuse every aspect
of Soviet conduct as the outcome of the
imperatives of modernization in the face
of supposedly insuperable odds and ob-
stacles. The halo earned in the course of
this uphill struggle was viewed as also
belonging to Stalin,

he therapeutic ap-
proach may give
rise to therapeutic
appeasement, which
differs from ordi-
nary appeasement
by the circuitous jus-
tification that it is
not based, as is
more customary, on
the overwhelming strength of the power
to be appeased but on its weakness. This
type of appeasement is more acceptable
peychologically and politically than one
that justifies appeasement on the basis
of the adversary's superior sl:rength

since the latter acknowledges one’s own
weakness or fear. When a policy of
appeasement is predicated upon the
weakness, insecurity, or folly of the
other side, the appeaser thereby as-
sumes a superior, mature, and rational
role. Why fight over banana republics,
tribal countries in Africa, sundry quag-

mires, remote unimportant places like
Angola or Afghanistan? Let them have
Grenada, Benin, or the Malagasy Re-
public if that will make them happy. Let
them gratify the childish, irrational,
grabby impulses bred by their historical
insecurity. We understand it all!

Some of these attitudes are not limit-
ed to relations with the Soviet Union but
are linked to what Irving Kristol called
“the liberal theory of antisocial behav-

wn
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ior” in international affairs. In his view,
the State Department has for some time
“mplicitly subscribed to what Philip
Rieff called the ‘therapeutic ethic,’ ac-
cording to which undisciplined nations
would be chided for their transgressions
. . . and would thereby learn to behave
in a ‘proper’ and ‘socially responsible’
way. Even the strategy of containment
of the Soviet Union had this theory
behind it” (Kristol 1986, 11). While such
a theory applies to the Soviets insofar as
their transgressions are seen as a tem-
porary course of conduct that can be
outgrown, there has been less emphasis
on chiding than on forbearance and
understanding.

As was noted earlier, projection is
another mechanism that—in conjunc-
tion with wishful thinking and the ther-
apeutic understanding—creates a dis-
torted image of the Soviet Union. It
comes, into play when Soviet policies,
institutions, and leaders are cast into
forms familiar to the American experi-
ence. They have their hard lines and we
have ours; their military lobbies for a
larger slice of the budget pie and so does
ours; they have their self-perpetuating
bureaucracies and so do we; their lead-
ers are under pressure to satisfy a public
that demands more consumer goods and
has no stomach for military adventures,
while Americans pressure their elected
representatives to spend more on human
welfare and less on arms; their leaders
believe no more in their ideological pro-
nouncements than American politicians
making speeches on the stump; they are
as interested in the balance of power and
global peace as we are. We blundered
into Vietnam; they were drawn into
Afghanistan. Similar projections by our
business tycoons attributed Western
economic rationality to Soviet political
leaders.

FAVORABLE IMPRESSIONS

The convergence of projection and
wishful thinking is especially pro-

nounced when a new Soviet leader
emerges and is greeted with effusive
expressions of hope and confident anti-
cipation that he will behave like an
American politician. As a critic of such
perceptions puts it:

Andropov's accession to power . . .
was accompanied by a correspond-
ing ennoblement of his image. Sud-
denly he became in The Wall Street
Journal “silver-haired and dapper.”
His stature, previously reported in
The Washington Post as an unim-
pressive “five feet eight inches,”
was abruptly elevated to “tall and
urbane.” The Times noted that An-
dropov “stood comspicuously taller
than most” Soviet leaders and that
“his spectacles, intense gaze, and
donnish demeanor gave him the air
of a scholar.”

Soon there were reports that An-
dropov was a man of extraordinary
accomplishment . . . . According to
an article in The Washington Post,
Andropov “is fond of cynical politi-
cal jokes with an anti-regime twist
. . . collects abstract art, likes jazz
. . . Swims, plays tennis, and wears
clothes that are sharply tailored in
West European style . . . .” The
Wall Street Journal added that An-
dropov “likes Glenn Miller records,
good Scotch whisky, Oriental rugs,
and American books.” To the list of
his musical favorites Time added
“Chubby Checker, Frank Sinatra,
Peggy Lee and Bob Eberly” and . . .
said that he enjoyed singing “hear-
ty renditions of Russian songs” at
after-theater parties. The Christian
Science Monitor suggested that he
has “tried his hand at writing verse
. .. of a comic variety.”

According to The Washington Post

Yuri Andropov is “a perfect host”
....(Epstein 1983)

More recently, similarly excited ex-
pectations were generated by Gorba-
chev’s rise to power—an even more
suitable target for wishful projections,
gince he is younger than his prede-
cessors and boasts a well-dressed wife.

Members of a recent U.S. congres-
sional delegation to Moscow came away
with highly favorable impressions of
Gorbachev, whom they perceived (as
virtually all his predecessors also had
been) as a man “we can do business
with.”

Speaker of the House Thomas O'Neill
was impressed “not only with his politi-
cian'’s informality but also with [his]
solid grasp of the issues and of Ameri-
can politics.” O'Neill found him “easy and
gracious., He is like one of those New
York corporation lawyers.” Senator
Paul 8. Sarbanes, a Maryland Demo-
crat, suggested that the way Mr. Gor-
bachev “makes his points, as a lawyer
does in reasoned fashion,” made the
Americans wonder whether he could be
argued into compromises. Silvio Conte, a
Massachusetts Republican, thought that
“he would be a good candidate for New
York City . . . a sharp dresser . . . [a]
smooth guy.” Robert Byrd, Senate Mi-
nority Leader, noted that “He is a young-
er man, educated, clever, and trained as
alawyer.” As Hedrick Smith summed it
up, “Mr. Gorbachev'’s mixture of wit and
argument and his informal manner left
several senators feeling as if they had
met an American-style politician in the
Kremlin” (Smith 1985).

Clearly, Americans are eager to see
Soviet politics and politicians in a highly
personalized manner, as counterparts of
American politics and politicians and
portrayed as American politics is por-
trayed by the American media. Empha-
sis on the personal characteristics of
Soviet leaders helps to humanize and
assimilate them into the familiar Amer-
ican political and cultural context,
makes them less threatening, and dim-
inishes the significance of their ideologi-
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cal convictions and political values.

It should be pointed out that such
projections are not merely or invariably
the products of wishful thinking. Projec-
tion is also encouraged by simple ignor-
ance and becomes a device for filling in
the gaps of one's knowledge of Soviet
behavior, policies, or institutions. In the
absence of information to the contrary,
it is tempting to assume that people all
over the world have social and political
arrangements, beliefs, and values simi-
lar to one’s own. This tendency is
strengthened by what remains of the
American belief in universal progress:
that countries all over the world will
gradually and naturally gravitate to-
ward some kind of political democracy;
that it is difficult to rule people against
their will; that human nature is basical-
ly good and sooner or later finds expres-
sion; that material improvements and
political liberalization go hand in hand
as do universal education and demands
for liberty. Some of these beliefs also
find their way into the so-called conver-
gence theory of modern industrial socie-
ties, which predicts the gradual liberali-
zation of Soviet society. The hope that a
new Soviet leader will be better than his
predecessor may be linked to the Amer-
ican cultural belief that change is usual-
ly for the better.

he major source of
projection is thus an
ingrained inability
to conceive that po-
litical institutions,
cultural traditions,
and conditions of life
elsewhere are differ-
ent from one's own.
People project
their fantasies and their conceptions of
ideal social arrangements upon distant
countries.

REVISIONIST SCHOLARSHIP
Benign images of the Soviet Union

examined herein have their roots in
genuine political change—such as that
which followed Stalin’s death—but also
in wishful thinking. Some scholarly re-
flection favorable to the Soviet system
has rejected the concept of totalitarian-
ism, which had previously been used to
characterize the Soviet Union. Several
years ago, I wrote that the concept of

totalitarianism . . . has come under
heavy criticism both by those who
have come to believe that it has
never been a useful concept and by
those who think that it has been
rendered obsolete by social change
in the Soviet Union, The applicabili-
ty of pluralism to American society
in turn has been questioned most
forcefully by C. Wright Mills and
his numerous followers. Note that
the growing denial of pluralism in
American society by one group of
social scientists has been paralleled
by an increasing imputation of plu-
ralism to the Soviet Union by an-
other group. Indeed the search for
signs of pluralism (however feeble
or minor) in the Soviet Union has
been just as determined and pur-
poseful as the pursuit of data to
prove its nonexistence in the United
States! These two endeavors have
been carried out by different groups
of scholars, yet they spring from
the same underlying “Zeitgeist,”
‘ which prompts many American in-
tellectuals to approach their own
society in the most critical spirit
and other societies fearful of being
critical-—increasingly haunted by
the specter of self-righteousness.”
(Hollander 1973, 110)

The state of affairs described thirteen
years ago is still with us. In the 1980s,
the desire to see evidences of pluralism
in the Soviet Union persists as does also
gkepticism about pluralism in American
society. Jerry Hough, for example, stat-

ed that the Soviet leadership under
Brezhnev “almost seems to have made
the Soviet Union closer to the spirit of
the pluralist model of American political
science than is the United States.” He
also discerned that there existed in the
USSR political participation as mean-
ingful as that in the United States and
an effort to create constitutional re-
straints within the Soviet leadership
(Powell 1979, 111-12). Hough's percep-
tion of political participation in the So-
viet Union is colored by a reluct-
ance to distinguish between
pseudo-participation that is a ritualistic
endorsement of high level decisions per-
formed under duress and official pres-
sure on the one hand and participation
that is voluntary and can influence the
political process on the other (Hough
and Fainsod 1970, 297-98).

The concept of totalitarianism re-
mains discredited by and large and at
any rate is inapplicable to the Soviet
system (Cohen 1985), and a new school
of revisionist scholarship has arisen that
seeks to redefine—sometimes retroac-
tively—the character of the Soviet sys-
tem. The main thrust of this revisionist

‘historiography has aimed at minimizing

centralized authoritarianism in Soviet
social and political transformations. Pe-
ter Kenez commented on such endeavors
as follows:

In the writings of the revisionists
there is no ambiguity. Denying the
extraordinary nature and impor-
tance of state intervention in the
life of society is at the very heart
of their interpretation of the 1930s
. ... Stalinism disappears as a phe-
nomenon. In their presentation the
politics of the 1930s was humdrum
politics: interest groups fought
with one another; the government
was simply responding either to
public pressure or . . . [that] of cir-
cumstances, such as the bad har
vest . . . . [T]he Soviet government




SPECIAL EDITION -- 14 APRIL 1987

was just like any other govern-
ment operating in difficult circum-
stances. This view is utterly con-
trary to all available evidence.
(Kenez 1986, 4-5)

Arch J. Getty, in his book The Origin
of the Great Purges (1985), has presented
a revisionist account of the Purges—the
most ambitious attempt to date to reha-
bilitate the Soviet system by removing
the stains of the past from the present
by denying or overlooking the past and
its greatest moral outrage. Kenez com-
ments:

The very title . . . leads one to ex-
pect an explanation for one of the
bloodiest terrors in history. It soon
turns out, however, that for Getty
the purges meant above all a revi-
sion of party rolls . . . . He then
proceeds to devote far more space
to the 1935 exchange of party cards
than to mass murder. He adds,
rather disingenuously, that he will
not discuss in detail the bloody as-
pects of his story, for that has been
done by others . . . . His choice of
subject matter reminds one of a his-
torian who chooses to write an ac-
count of a shoe factory operating in
.. . Auschwitz. He uses many docu-
ments and he does not falsify the
material. He decides not to use all
available sources and dismisses the
testimony of survivors as “biased.”
Instead he concentrates on factory
records. He discusses matters of
production, supply and marketing
. . . . He does not notice the gas
chambers. (Kenez 1986, 8-9)

THE POST-VIETNAM ERA

In the 1960s and early 1970s, percep-
tions of the Soviet Union were condi-
tioned by U.S. involvement in Vietnam.
Those preoccupied with critiques of
American society were disinclined to
dwell on flaws of its foreign critics and

adversaries, including the Soviet Union.
In the 1980s, other influences have come
into play. At every level of American
society—from grass-roots nuclear-
freeze activists and promoters of sister
cities and nuclear-free zones to members
of Congress and State Department of-
ficials—the specter of nuclear war has
become a determinant of the images
held of the Soviet Union. As a rule, the
more fervent the desire for peace at any
price and the more vivid the visions of
the nuclear holocaust and its immi-
nence, the greater the internal pressure
has been to redefine the nature of the
Soviet system and discount criticisms
directed against it. Insofar as the total-
itarian image of the Soviet Union invited
strong criticism and stressed the unique-
ly repressive characteristics of such so-
cieties, it had to be jettisoned—at first
by experts, and then by the media and
by the educated general public.

1984 survey by
Daniel Yankelovitch
and John Dole illus-
trates the relation-
ship between the
fear of nuclear war
and the changing
conceptions of the
Soviet Union and
what attitudes to-
ward it were considered appropriate. It
was found that “Americans have come
to believe that nuclear war is unwin-
nable, unsurvivable.” Moreover, “the
public now is having second thoughts
about the dangers of . . . an assertive
posture at a time when the United
States is no longer seen to maintain
nuclear superiority.”

The Vietnam defeat made a distine-
tive contribution to the development of
these attitudes: “From our Vietnam ex-
perience, voters draw the lesson that we
must keep uppermost in mind the limits
of American power . . .. [W]e must avoid
being provocative and confrontational.”

Clearly, there has been an upsurge of
fear about nuclear war. Of those sur-
veyed, 38 percent believe that such a
war is likely to occur within the next ten
years and 50 percent of those who be-
lieve this are under 30. It may be noted
that such fears suggest a connection
between trust in deterrence on the one
hand and American nuclear superiority
on the other. In other words, it appears
that people felt less threatened when
U.S. superiority was unquestioned than
when a different balance of power is
established.

The Yankelovitch survey found a
readiness on the part of Americans to
blame their country for the poor rela-
tions with the Soviet Union: “Huge ma-
jorities (76 percent of those surveyed)
feel that America has been less forth-
coming in working things out with the
Russians than it might be and that we
have to share some of their blame for
the deterioration in the relationship.” It
is significant that, according to the find-
ings of this survey, younger and better
educated Americans are more willing to
give the benefit of doubt to the Soviet
regime and indicate more trusting atti-
tudes: “{T]hey are almost totally free of
the ideological hostility that the majori-
ty of Americans feel toward the Soviet
Union.” Even more significant, these
younger Americans are more skeptical
in some ways of their own authorities
than of those of the Soviet Union:
“{Yloung Americans . . . believe the
degree of Soviet cheating is overstated
by those who oppose negotiating with °
them.” Fifty-nine percent of those under
30 expressed this view.

While most respondents expressed
great fear of nuclear war, the Soviet
Union itself was seen as less threaten-
ing, a country not interested in expand-
ing its influence or imposing its social
political systems on others. Thus “by
margin of 67 percent to 28 percent,

people agree that we should let the|{

communists have their system while we
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have ours, that ‘there is room in the
world for both.'” Likewise, “by a margin
of 59 percent to 19 percent, Americans
also say we would be better off if we
stopped treating the Soviets as enemies
and tried to hammer out our differences
in a live-and-let-live spirit” (Yankelov-
itch and Dole 1984, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39-40,
43, 44-45). Evidently, neither survey
designers nor respondents gave much
thought to the possibility that the Soviet
Union may be deeply committed to a
hostile view of the United States and
that such an attitude has deep ideologi-
cal and political roots.

What exactly is the connection be-
tween the peace movements and the fear
of nuclear war? The most plausible an-
swer is that these movements emerge in
response to such fears and reflect them.
At the same time, the peace and anti-
nuclear movements themselves stimu-
late such fears by constantly dwelling on
the horrors of nuclear destruction and
their likelihood unless the policies they
advocate are introduced. Much of what
goes under “peace studies” in schools and
colleges consists of the vividly detailed
depiction of the gruesome consequences
of nuclear war (Adelson 1985, Ryerson
1986).

If, as suggested earlier, the peace and
anti-nuclear movements have become a
major influence on perceptions of the
Soviet Union in the 1980s—and a major
source of reinvigorated misconceptions
of it—it is important to understand
the characteristics and origins of these
movements and the broader cultural
and political context in which they func-
tion. The most immediate cause for their

resurgence appears to be the installation

of intermediate-range missiles by NATO
in Western Europe, a measure which
stimulated vigorous Soviet effort to
thwart such action by diplomatic, polit-
ical, and propaganda campaigns. While
the Soviet Union sought to stimulate
and infiltrate Western peace move-
ments in order to achieve such specific

goals (Bukovsky 1982, Radosh 1983)

these activities were probably also con-

ditioned by a changed vision of the West,
and especially the United States, in the
post-Vietnam era. In the words of two
Hungarian émigré scholars:

They [Soviet leaders] are more and
more convinced especially after
Vietnam and the Watergate affair
(which for them was the ultimate
proof of the contemptible lack of
authority in this unruly society),
that the West has very weak knees
and that a combination of men-
acing gestures and peace-loving
phrases will force Western coun-
tries. into important political and
economic concessions. (Feher and
Heller 1983, 148)

It is of interest to note that Western
susceptibilities to apocalyptic fears have
deep roots and preceded the invention of
nuclear weapons. Today, it is largely
forgotten that, as Malcolm Muggeridge
recalls, similar sentiments were wide-
spread before the outbreak of World
War II:

We had all been talking about war,
for, literally, years past. It would
be the end of civilization . . . . Our
cities would be razed to the ground
in the twinkling of the eye . . ..
There is no defense against aeri-
al bombardment. Many thus held
forth with great vigour and author-
ity at dinner tables, in clubs and
railway carriages; as did leading
articles, sermons . . . after-dinner
speeches at gatherings like the
League of Nations Union and the
Peace Pledge Union . . . . Books ap-
peared interminably on the subject
with lurid blurbs . . - . Films were
made about it, garden fétes dedi-
cated to it, tiny tots lisped rhymes
about it. All agreed that another
war was unthinkable, unspeakable,

inconceivable and must at all costs
be averted. (Muggeridge 1974, 73)

uch a sense of im-
pending doom be-
fore World War I
followed closely
upon the heels of the
Depression and the
economic crisis and
social dislocations it
produced; it was a
time conducive to a
vision of the West as decadent and
worthy of being judged severely—per-
haps of being destroyed. Similarly un-
flattering images of the West, and espe-
cially of the United States, are rife
today: heedlessly immersed in an irra-
tional and lethal arms race, misusing its
science and technology, polluting its en-
vironment, appropriating the resources
of the world for purposes of frivolous
consumption, exploiting the Third
World, becoming increasingly imperson-
al, bureaucratized, and dehumanized
—it is hardly surprising if such images
inspire (or reflect) loathing and the at-
tendant anticipation of impending, well-
deserved punishment. As Feher and
Heller put it, “The Doomsday atmos-
phere . . . has to be understood in a
literal sense . . . . The ultimate content
of this anxiety is the emphatic feeling of
a New Fall . . . the conviction that
‘progress’ was poison” (Feher and Heller
1983, 161).

ENHANCING TRUST

As if to counteract these terrifying
visions, which the peace movement itself
has helped to stimulate and perpetuate,
ideologues and activists have begun to
emphasize the unity of mankind, the
humanity and basic goodness of ordi-
nary people, and, more specifically, the
redeeming results of grass-roots con-
tacts between American and Soviet citi-
zens. Activities enhancing understand-
ing and trust are encouraged—peace
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cruises and peace treks, jointly climbing
mountains, riding bicycles, singing folk
songs, attending storytellers’ confer-
ences, playing volleyball, eating ham-
burgers, exchanging photos of children,
women sharing special concerns about
peace and war. Such attitudes were not
limited to peace activists. Charles Wick,
head of the U.S. Information Agency
said: “The exciting thing about this [ex-
change] agreement is that it will pro-
mote the kind of understanding and
mutual trust . . . on which can be built
a genuine foundation for genuine arms
control. When people understand each
other, governments cannot be far be-
hind” (Samuel 1986, 102-3).

In fact a curious duality permeates
the peace movement, a readiness to
oscillate between profound gloom and
childlike optimism. On the one hand, the
imminence of nuclear holocaust is end-
lessly reiterated, and its horrors are
conjured up in the darkest colors. On the
other hand, it is constantly stressed that
the conflict between the superpowers
has, in effect, no objective basis but is a
product of irrational, mutually reinforc-
ing fears, misunderstandings, misper-
ceptions, stereotypes, and mistrust, that
can be dispelled only by personal
warmth and an abundance of contacts
and meetings by the citizens of the two
countries. It follows that views critical
of the Soviet Union harm the cause of
peace and impede mutual understanding
because they engender or reinforce mis-
trust and suspicion that in turn fuel the
arms race. The similarities, not the dif-
ferences, are emphasized: “People who
cultivate wheat can't possibly want war”
{Howard 1986, 122) A member of an
American women’s delegation seekmg
dialogue wrote: “What we lacked in
knowledge we made up for in enthu-
siasm, and we shared a sort of innocent
faith that the women of our two coun-
tries were probably more alike than
different” {Russell 1983, 41).

The proposition that a major source of

tension between the two countries has
been due to misperceptions and misun-
derstandings has also been adopted by
such specialists on Soviet affairs as
Marshall Shulman of Columbia Univer-
sity (formerly of the State Department).
He wrote: “The hostility did not grow out
of any natural antipathy between the
peoples of the two countries but with the
passage of time each has come to be so
persuaded of the malign intent of the
other that it has become difficult to
dJSUngmshwhatlsrealandwhatls
fancied in the perceptions each holds of
the other” (Shulman 1984, 63). Richard
Barnett, author of The Gianis, argued
that “the cold war is a history of mutual-
ly reinforcing misconceptions” and that
“monumental misunderstandings” oc-
curred in Soviet-American relations
(Barnett 1976, 95, 14).

Peace activists took it upon them-
selves to dispel such misconceptions and
prevent the rise of new ones. A much-
favored method, which became highly
popular in the 1980s, has been the estab-
lishment of ties between American and
Soviet communities in the framework of
the sister-city program. The latter firm-
ly embraced, in effect institutionalized,
the major American misconceptions and
illusions about Soviet society and espe-
cially its political institutions.

In my own town—Northampton,
Massachusetts—prompted by a vocal
group of peace-loving citizens, the may-
or addressed the following letter to his
presumed counterpart, the mayor of the
Soviet town of Yelabuga, which was
selected for Northampton by the Ground
Zero Pairing Project, a national organi-
zation promoting sister cities:

Your city of Yelabuga of the USSR
and our city of Northampton,
Mass., USA, have much in common.
We are about the same size and we
are located in an attractive area.
More importantly, we are united in
our love for our children and hopes

for their future. (Hollander 1984)

While the goodwill underlying these
sentiments is not in doubt, the attribu-
tion of meaningful commonality borders
on the surrealistic. To be sure, the may-
or could have added that we are also
united with the citizens of Yelabuga
(and of other Soviet cities, or for that
matter non-Soviet cities and citizens!) in
preferring pleasure to pain, health to
sickness, a good diet to a poor one, fresh
to polluted air, and making love rather
than war.

At the town meeting devoted to dis-
cussing the establishment of sister-city
ties, much ,was said about the impor-
tance of communications between Amer-
icans and the Soviet people. But what
exactly should or could be communicat-
ed? Several speakers suggested with
commendable candor that the commun-
ications on our part should be “complete-
ly innocuous” and non-political. “Praise
them”; “Forget about advertising our-
selves”; “They should find out that we
are people t0o.” In other words, highlight
the similarities; play down the differ
ences.

Yet it is the differences that matter
most, especially in the context peace
activists are most concerned with
—namely, the citizens' access to govern-
ment and their influence on its policies.
For example, if Soviet citizens have any
idea about the magnitude of Soviet mil-
itary expenditures and believe that the
money could be better spent on human
welfare, they refrain from revealing
such sentiments; if they are unhappy
with Soviet intervention in Afghanistan
they don’t make their feelings pubhcly
known. If they are not unhappy, that too
reveals a profound asymmetry between
their attitude and those of many Amer
icans vocally opposed to any American
military intervention abroad.

If they had a better understanding of
the nature of the Soviet system, peace
activists would realize that there is no
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such thing, as far as Soviet citizens
are concerned, as spontaneous, infor-
mal, and risk-free protest against of-
ficial policies, or a similar, unauthor-
ized, grass-roots contact-with groups of
Americans free of governmental super-
vision and manipulation. From its earli-
est beginnings, the Soviet authorities
abhorred this or any other kind of spon-
taneity in political life and have done
everything in their power—which was
considerable—to extinguish such initia-
tives. Only by wishfully projecting upon
the Soviet system characteristics it does
not have can American peace activists
believe that they will do business with
their Soviet “counterparts” (Ryerson
1984). Worst of all, the vast majority of
Soviet citizens do not even believe that
they should be in a position to influence
government policy.

uch misunderstand-
ings may help to ex-
plain why only
twenty-six Soviet
towns responded to
the invitation of one
thousand American
towns to join hands
in the pursuit of
peace and why, in at
least one instance, an American town
(Greenbelt, Maryland) was “paired” with
its Soviet “counterpart” that boasted a
forced labor camp and KGB prison (Eck-
stein 1986).

At the confluence of the peace move-
ment and the adversary culture, a new
set of factors come into play that con-
tribute to the misconceptions of the
Soviet Union.

HOSTILITY TOWARD THE U.S.
While peace activists generally re-
frain from criticism of the Soviet Union,
they are inclined to eriticize the United
States—its foreign policy, domestic in-
gtitutions, prevailing values, and poli-
cies. It is hard to know whether or not

those attracted to the peace movements
are predisposed, to begin with, toward a
highly critical view of American society,
or if such attitudes develop in the course
of involvement with such groups, subeul-
tures, and their associated activities.
Whatever the reason—and I am inclined
to believe that it is the former—there is
a striking contrast between the willing-
ness to give the benefit of doubt to Soviet
policies and the readiness to hold the
American government responsible for a
wide range of global problems, including
the arms race and Soviet-American ten-
sions. Following the Chernobyl disaster,
two American peace activists offered a
benign interpretation of the withholding
of information by the Soviets and ex-
cused it on the grounds of an apparently
laudable “tendency on the part of the
Soviet leadership to downplay catas-
trophes and instead offer reassurance to
the Soviet people so as to prevent emo-
tional distress.” They also argued that
such withholding of information (“this
practice of governmental and media
protection”) was beneficial for mental
health and made Soviet youth more
optimistic about world peace (Chivian
and Mack 1986). It is not hard to ima-
gine their response if the American
authorities had attempted to conceal
—in the interests of public emotional
welfare and mental health—a malfunc-
tion of an American nuclear power
plant.

Peace activists and social critics alike
tend to find the source of Soviet-
American rivalry and conflict (and a
host of other problems) in the nature of
American society. Ramsey Clark, for
instance, has argued that “We need a
revolutionary change in values, because
we glorify violence and want ‘things’
inordinately . . Money dominates
politics in Amenca and through politics,
government.” He also favored unilateral
disarmament on the part of the United
States (Bohjalian 1980). A professor

of “medical-psychiatric anthropology”

argued on the oped page of The New
York Times that the United States has
become so militaristic that even the
music played on classical-music radio
stations was “intended to rouse a mar-
tial spirit.” Not only music but also
“cinema [and] fashion all express that
toughness, defiance, eagerness for un-
bridled action, {and] truculence that lie
at the heart of the . . . ‘national mood.’
They are part of a great national pre-
paration—for war” (Stein 1980). A book-
length study was dedicated to the prop-
osition that belief in a Soviet threat (in
an “illusory enemy”) was nothing but a
product of the American domestie polit-
ical process and of the groups dominat-
ing it (Wolfe 1979).

Such views have been widespread in
the 1980s and associated with cross-
fertilization between the anti-nuclear
peace movement and the survival of the
adversary culture—that is to say, ele-
ments and activists of the protest move-
ments of the 1960s (Hollander 1986). It
was not surprising that “the nuclear
disarmament rally . . . expected to draw
huhdreds of thousands of people into
Manhattan . . . has been conceived and
organized by groups with a history of
protest reaching back to anti-Vietham
War days and by a new set of protest-
ers” (Herman 1982).

Vaclav Havel, a Czech dissident, cap-
tured the roots of the connection be-
tween the Western peace movements
and a broader agenda of protest and
aspiration:

For them the fight for peace is
probably something more than sim-
ply a matter of certain demands for
disarmament . . . an opportunity
to build unconforming, uncorrupt-
ed social structures, an opportunity
for life in a humanly richer commu-
nity, for self-realization outside the
stereotypes of a consumer society,
and for expressing their resistance
to those stereotypes. (Havel 1985)
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Although the self-critical sentiments
that foster the more favorable or
benefit-of-doubt attitudes toward the So-
' viet Union are predominantly produced
by conditions within American society,
there have also been Soviet contribu-
tions to these attitudes. In particular,
expressions of hostility and guilt-
inducing techniques have been wide-
ly used—for example, accusations of
American warmongering combined with
constant reminders of the number of
Soviet people killed in World War 1II,
far exceeding the number of Americans
killed, a reminder apt to make most
Americans feel guilty and at the same
time impress them with the sincerity of
the Soviet desire for peace. Expressions
of hostility by themselves can lead to a
characteristic, good-natured American
soul-searching that ultimately yields the
conclusion that amends must be made
and critical judgments of the Soviet
Union revised. Richard Pipes observed
that “a strong residue of Protestant
ethic causes Americans to regard all
hostility to them as being at least in
some measure brought about by their
own faults . . . . It is quite possible to
exploit this tendency . . . . Thus is
created an atmosphere conducive to con-
cessions whose purpose is to propitiate
the allegedly injured party” (Pipes 1972,
14).

MORAL EQUIVALENCE

Many of the trends and tendencies
associated with the misconceptions of
the Soviet system discussed above have
found support and new expression in
the currently popular moral-equivalence
thesis first brought into critical focus by
Jeane Kirkpatrick (Roche 1986). The
core of the idea is that there are no
important differences between the Unit-
ed States and the Soviet Union—usually
referred to as the superpowers—and
certainly none that would give any mor-
al credit to the United States over the
USSR.

The moral-equivalence thesis allows
those embracing it to appear both objec-
tive and detached (they don't favor ei-
ther of the rival superpowers) and at the
same time provides a respectable retreat
for those who had earlier sympathized
with the Soviet Union, which is now seen
as neither any better nor any worse than
the United States. Most importantly, by
obliterating important distinctions be-
tween the two societies it allows for
gl&re effective denigration of the United

tes.

n fact, contrary to
appearances, the
moral-equivalence
school is far from
being truly neutral
or objective but
usually  harbors
some degree of hos-
tility toward the
United States.
Those who subscribe to it tend to be far
more critical of the United States than
of the USSR, and their critiques of the
latter are perfunctory while their cri-
tiques of the United States are intense,
passionate, and specific. Thus on close
inspection the moral-equivalence thesis
reveals an asymmetry: an adversarial
disposition toward the United States
nurtured by a moral passion and indig-
nation wholly absent from critiques of
the USSR.

The moral-equivalence thesis reflects
developments noted earlier: (1) the pass-
ing of the idealization of the Soviet
Union (which, however, has not neces-
sarily been replaced by a seriously criti-
cal understanding of it); (2) the rise of
the peace movement and the pressures
it has exerted against critical views of
the Soviet Union; (3) the survival and
institutionalization of the adversary cul-
ture that does not take kindly to regard-
ing the United States as better than any
other country, and especially one that
continues to claim socialist credentials;

and (4) the moral-equivalence posi-
tion also appeals to those anti-anti-
communist intellectuals and opinion
makers who remain apprehensive about
the possibility that a strongly critical
stand toward the Soviet Union might
put them in the unsavory company of
cold warriors and right-wingers.

A social-scientific precursor of the
moral-equivalence school may be found
in the convergence theory that was
fashionable in the 1960s and postulated
growing similarities between the United
States and the Soviet Union due to the
imperatives of modernization (Wolfe
1981). This, however, was an essentially
optimistic view: The Soviet Union was to
become more liberal and democratic,
gradually adopting the practices and
values of advanced pluralistic societies
(such as the United States). The mes-
sage of moral equivalence is more cyni-
cal, stressing the unappealing attributes
both secieties have in common—a state
of affairs that should discourage the
United States and its champions from
assuming an air of moral superiority.

Thus Richard Barnet points out—in
what might be regarded as a definitive
handbook on moral equivalence, The
Giants—that “the CIA and the KGB
have the same conspiratorial world
view,” that “in both countries leading
military bureaucrats constitute a potent
political force,” and “the military estab-
lishments in the United States and the
Soviet Union are . . . each other'’s best
allies,” that “Khrushchev and Dulles
were perfect partners,” that “both sides
have a professional interest in the nos-
talgic illusion of victory through secret
weapons,” that “both societies were suf-
fering a crisis of legitimacy,” that “both
are preoccupied with security problems,”
that “military bureaucracies are devel-
oping in the Soviet Union that are mir-
ror images of American bureaucracies,”
that “the madness of one bureaucracy
sustains the other,” and that “each
[country] is a  prisoner of
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a sixty-year-old obsession” (Barnet 1977,
93, 106, 111, 119, 168, 169, 171, 173, 175).

The affinity toward the moral-
equivalence thesis also feeds on a gener-
ally diminished capacity to make distinec-
tions that has been with us since
the 1960s, a legacy of the anti-
intellectualism of that period. Other ex-
amples of this attitude include the pro-
pensity to dilute distinctions between
mental health and mental illness, reli-
gion and therapy, learning and enter-
tainment, political freedom and repres-
sion, art and politics, what is private and
what is public.

Thus in the final analysis we are led
back to the suggestion that conditions
within the United States are the most
important determinants of American
perceptions of the Soviet Union. It is
unfortunate that these conditions,
more often than not, predispose to
misconceptions rather than to under-
standing.m
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should know better than to kick the President when he is down." continued

Bellinger.

CAF activists will deliver the toy lawnmowers on Thursday December 11. Each
lawnmower will be wrapped with a red ribbon and will bear a note saying "We
hope this will help you to find your way out of the high grass--Sincerely,

CAF."

Specific members of Congress who have been selected by CAF to receive the
toy lawnmowers include Senators Durenberger, Kassebaum, Lugar, Mathias,
Simpson. Specter and Weicker. On the House side, Representatives Conte, Leach,

Lott and Michel have the distinction of being taraeted by CAF.

"I find it absolutely appalling that these same Republicans who in the past
were so guick to wrap themselves in Reagan's coattails the past six years are

now so eager to acquiesce in his demise," concluded Bellinger.

Past actions by the Conservative Action Foundation include the launching of
the "Freedom Warrior" in support of would-be Soviet defector Miroslav Medvid,
and a direct action campaign against Gray & Company, which forced them to drop
a $250,000 public relations contract with Marxist Angola. More recently, CAF
founded a program in support of the peace shield. Known as CANA, the Cecalition
Against Nuclear Annihilation seeks to build a broad grass roots coalition of
space shield supporters from across the political spectrum to ensure the

survival and deployment of SDI in the post-Reagan era.
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IN GREEK MYTHOLOGY, Neme-
sis was the goddess of divine. retribu-
tion, the personification of an imper-
sonal force that would intervene to
neutralize evil and preserve good in
the world. But more darkly, she was
also an instrument of vengeance. The
sanctuary in which she lived was a
meadow in the forest where no mortal
could trespass. Any man arrogant
enough to trespass the meadow would
unleash cosmic destruction. Thus she
lav undisturbed lest mankind risk per-
ishing.

Both visions of Nemesis continue to

haunt Western strategy. On the one

hand, the threat of reciprocal nuclear
vengeance berween East and West has
prevented nuclear war for over 40
vears. Yet, on the other hand. the
growing imbalance between Eastern
and Western nuclear arsenals and our

ability to check them have broughrt us
* to the very threshold of Nemesis’
sanctuary. Indeed. an unfulfilled
premise of the 1972 ABM Treary was
that significant reductions in strategic
ballistic missiles would occur. The

“Edward L. Rowny is the special adviser to

1979 SALT 1l framework simply in-

stitutionalized this deterioration.
There are some who argue that
moving bevond our current offense-

_ reliant regime risks taunting Nemesis.

There are others who see just the op-
posite. They have caught glimpses of
technology which holds out the prom-
ise of, once and for all, devaluing the
most destabilizing of weapons—stra-
tegic ballistic nuclear missiles. These
weapons are the most destabilizing be-
cause thev; are fast, cannot be recalled,
and are hard-target killers. Their value
is such that thev are most likely to be
used first in a crisis. Moreover. they
are the ones in which the Soviets have
invested the most. So far, we have not
been able to curb their growth. Even
more ominous is a steadv mnvement
toward a Soviet heawy force
which could ultimately __ .., .able of
a decapitating first strike agai~~- U.S.
counterforce targets. With gready de-
graded retaliatory forces and no de-
fenses, U.S. cities would be hostage -
to a coup de grace. In such a scenario,
the attacker could achieve his war aims
without risking unacceptable damage
to himself. Yet, we have not really
been able to find wavs to insure our-
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Our fundamental objective under
the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
research program is to seek better
ways to ensure U.S. and allied security
using the increased contributions of
defenses—defenses that threaten no
one. Of course, while it is difficult to
be certain of capabilities of potential
svstems based on technologies not vet
developed, defenses based on the new
technologies we are investigating
would not have offensive roles. Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan has personally as-
sured General Secretary Mikhail Gor-
bachev that we are not seeking-to
develop a first-strike  capability
through SDI; we are researching de-
fensive svstems, not offensive weap-
ons. We do not expect the Soviet
Union to accept our assurances on
faith alone: indeed, one of our objec-
tives in the U.S. Open Laboratories
Initiative, which we have proposed in
Geneva, is to allow Soviet scientists to
see first-hand that on-going SDI re-
search does not invoive offensive
weapons.

From its inception, SDI has been a
program open to continuous discussion
by the media, the Congress, and the
U.S. public. Our open society ensures
that our programs are consistent with
their stated intentions. This is in con-
trast to the USSR, where even the
existence of a heavily funded strategic
defense research program is denied.
Moreover, creating effective defenses
that could make ballistic missiles ob-
solete would require svstems highly
optimized for this purpose, making
them unsuitable for offensive pur-
poses. Effective offensive weapons
such as ballistic missiles already exist.
The point of SDI is to find defenses
against ballistic missiles, not to aug-
ment their offensive capabilities. In
short, we are not developing. under
the guise of SDI, new offensive weap-

ons; the detenses we are investigating
would not have offensive roles; and
the U.S. Open Laboratories Initiative
would provide an opportunity for So-
viet scientists to see these facts first-
hand. ’

The momentum of this purpose is
being given impetus by the participa-
tion of scientists and industrialists, not
only in the United States but in the
United Kingdom, the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany, Japan, lwaly, and Is-
rael. It is also, for the first time in
modern history, an attempt to have
strategy drive the development of
technology. However, this will not be
an easy task to accomplish. In addition
to resistance from those who are com-
fortable with the current offensive nu-
clear strategy and are not convinced

. that an offense-defense mix will be

more stable, there remain formidable
problems. One is the unpredictability
of the rate at which technological in-
novation will take place. Another is
managing the transition to an offense-
defense mix through the arms control
process with the USSR. Yer another
problem is managing this transition so
that decoupling does not occur be-
tween the United States and our
NATO and Asian allies.

In terms of technological innova-
tion, it is likely that, no matrer what
the pace of breakthroughs, the United
States will lead the Soviet Union in a
number of key technological areas for
the foreseeable future. In particular,
this will include computers and their
accompanying software. It will also in-
clude electro-optical sensing, naviga-
tion and guidance, microelectronics
and integrated circuit manufacturing,
robotics and machine intelligence, sig-
nal processing, signature reduction,
and telecommunications. Less clear,
however, is the rate at which the
United Srtates can maintain a lead in

CONTINUED NEXT PAGE
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hoped Bell “will not do so,” since participat-
ing in the Brigades called for “terrific nar-
rowness and a religious dogmatism about
the Communist Party line,” as well as
“toughness, cynicism and insensibility.” 23
Since Spender never said anything similar
in public—and does not say anything like this
in print even today—his letter is riveting,.
“The sensitive, the weak, the romantic, the
enthusiastic, the truthful live in Hell,” he
wrote to Woolf, “and cannot get away.” The
Hell he spoke of was not that of Franco.
“The political commissars . . . bully so much
that even people who were quite enthusiastic
Party Members have been driven into hating
the whole thing” Spender told the story of
one veteran he spoke with, who “com-
plained to me bitterly about the inquisi-
tional methods of the Party.” Noting that it
was a lie that the men were volunteers who
could leave when they liked, Spender wrote
Woolf that actually they were “trapped
there,” and wounds or mental collapse were
not considered grounds for leaving, “unless
one belongs to the Party élite and is sent
home as a propagandist to show one’s arm
in a sling to audiences.” Bitterly, Spender
revealed that his closest friend fought in an
offensive in which the men were sent to be
slaughtered, with only olive groves for pro-
tection. After his friend’s mental collapse,
Spender tried to hire him as his personal
secretary. The Party refused, and sent the
man back to battle. He sought to escape,
and was then put in a labor camp. Spender
asked that nothing he had written be
repeated, particularly “the more unpleasant
truths about the Brigade.”

Privately, Spender sought to help such
men leave Spain, and he condemned the
total fanaticism of the Party leaders who
were really “unconcerned with Spain” and
were intolerant of any dissent. But such
truths had to be carefully guarded. Thus,
Spender asked Woolf to quote his letter

23 Stephen Spender to Virginia Woolf, April 2, 1937,
Henry W. and Albert A. Berg Collection, New York
Public Library, Astor, Lenox and Tuden Founda-
tions, in Cunningham, pages 307-309.

“But today the struggle”: Spain and the intellectuals &y Ronald Radosh

anonymously “to any pacifist or democrat
who wants to fight.” Privately, he hoped
they would refrain from enlistment with the
International Brigades. Publicly, Spender
towed the line, and his published poems
supported the cause. Of the martyred John
Cornford, he said, in a review written in

September of 1938, that he exemplified “the

potentialities of a generation” that was fight-
ing “for a form of sociery for which [it] was
also willing to die.”?* When Spender wrote
the letter to Virginia Woolf, was he secretly
hoping that she would show it to Cornford
before he made the fatal decision to join the
battle, as Cornford wrote, “whether I like it
or not™?

How are we to judge a writer who says
one thing to a friend in private and quite the
opposite to an innocent and credulous
public on such a momentous issue? It is no
wonder that Richard Gott was recently
moved to observe that, the more we gain
some historical perspective on Spain, “the
more blurred becomes the morality.”? It is
worth remembering, however, that there
were some writers who grasped the morality
of the situation at the time, and showed an
exemplary bravery and candor in acknowl-
edging the villainy of their chosen side. The
Catholic writer Georges Bernanos, once a
supporter of the rightist and anti-Semitic
Action Frangaise, saw firsthand the horror
of the atrocities perpetrated by the Franco
forces and sanctified by the Catholic priests.

In his Diary of My
Times n the Cun-
ningh tells of “the
organ the Italian
Black by Franco.?¢
Berns he figure of
three wing death
squac today, in a
24 Rev New Statesman

. Cunningham,

pages 323-330,
25 Richard Gortt, “The Spanish Tragedy,” Manchester
Guardian Weekly, July 27, 1986, page 22.
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