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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON



Coordinating Meeting re Conference on Religious Liberty
Thursday, April 11, 1985 -- 3:30 p.m.
Room 368

CONFERENCE ON RELIGIOUS LIBERTY
Tuesday, April 16, 1985
1:30 p.m.

Room 450

II.

I1I.

Iv.
V.

VI.

LOGISTICS

SCENARIO

1:00 -- Invocation by Bishop Basil, Russian Orthodox
1:05 == Elliott Abrams introduces Choir

1:20 -~ Russian Orthodox Choir

1:30 --

“President 1is introduced to dignitaries on stage

*President departs
1:45 -- Russian Orthodox Choir

*Benediction

*Arrival —-- Pa. Avenue Entrance
Escort
Elevator

*Stage
The President
Elliott Abrams
Bishop Basil 1
Representatives of Spoﬁsoring Organjizations
Choir

*Seating

PARTICIPANTS

*Number
*Names, Social Security Number/Passport Number, Date of Birth

INVITATIONS

PRESS

MEETING PARTICIPANTS

Stephanie Ebert 456-7565
Linas Kojelis 456-2100
Bill Martin 395-3440
Amy Monk 632-1180
Elise Neil 395-5000
Peggy Noonan 456-6266
Bob Pearson 395-3044
Elizabeth Pinniman 456-6266
Walt Raymond 395-6900
Jane Thomas 456-2947
Ward Thompson 632-1180

Mary Wengrzynek 395-3440
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WASHINGTON
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MEMORANDUM
TO: ROBERT MCFARLANE
FROM:  FREDERICK J. RYAN, m.'”"/
SUBJ: APPROVED PRESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY
MEETING: Dropby at Conference on Religious Liberty
DATE: April 16, 1985
TIME: 1:30 pm
DURATION: 15 minutes da\,e‘(\
V)
Sap®
LOCATION: 450 EOB -+
REMARKS REQUIRED: ves
MEDIA COVERAGE: Coordinate with Press 0Office
FIRST LADY
PARTICIPATION: NO
NOTE: PROJECT OFFICER, SEE ATTACHED CHECXLIST 1',‘
v
ce: R. Darman J. Rosebush R. Kimmitt”“,)/
R. Deprospero R. Scouten .
B. Eliott B. Shaddix
D. Fischer W. Sittmann
C. Fuller L. Speakes
W. Henkel WHCA Audio/Visual
E. Hickey WHCA Operations
G. Hodges A. Wrobleski
C. McCain Nell Yates
B. Oglesby
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April 11, 1985
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PRESIDENTIAL REMARKS: DROPBY AT CONFERENCE ON RELIGIOUS LIBERTY
TUESDAY, APRIL 16, 1985 )

Thanﬁ you very much.

I am deeply honored to address this conference. I know that
a good many of you have come a long way to bE here today, and I
know you have given greatly of your time, energy and concern.
And I can only hope, as you do, that those now suffering around
the world for their beliefs will draw renewed cour?ge from your
work. 7

The history of religion and its impact on civilization
cannot be summarized in a few days, never mind minutes. But one
of the great shared characteristics of all rTligions is the
distinction they draw between the temporal w?rld and the
spiritual world. All religions, in effect, décho the words of the
gospel of St. Matthew: "Render therefore unto CaesFr the things
which are Caesar's, and unto God the things which are God's."
What this injunction teaches us is that the individnal cannot be
entirely subordinate to the state, that there exists a whole
other realm, an almost mysterious realm of ijdividu?l thought and
action which is sacred, and which is totally jpeyond and outside
of state control. 4

This idea has been central to the development of human
rights. Only in an intellectual climate whicP distinguishes
between the City of God and the City of Man -t and Thich

explicitly affirms the independence of God's realm, and forbids

any infringement by the state on its prerogatives -- only in such
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a climate could the idea of individual human rightF take root,
grow, and eventually flourish.

We see this climate in all democracies, and ip‘our own
political tradition. The founders of our republic rooted their
democratic commitment in the belief that all men "are endowed by
their Creator with certain inalienable rightg." The founders
created a system of government whose avowed Eurpose was -- and
is -- the protection of the individual's Godigiven rights.

But, as all of you know only too well, there ?re many
political regimes today that completely reje?t the notion that a
man or a woman can have a greater loyalty to God than to the
state. Marx's central insight, when he was ¢reating his
political system, was that religious belief would subvert his

intentions. Under Marxism, the ruling. party|was to claim for

itself the attributes which religious faith dscribes to God

alone. Under Marxism, the state was to be tHe final arbiter of
truth, justice, and morality. 2And so Marx djclared religion an
enemy of the people -- a drug, an opiate of the masses. And
Lenin said, "Religion and communism are incompatible in theory as
well as in practice . . . We must fight religion."”

All of this illustrates a truth that I believe must be
re-understoé&: atheism is not an incidental element of
communism, not just part of the package -- it is the package.

In countries which have fallen under communist rule, it is

often the church which forms the most powerful barrier against a

completely totalitarian system. And so, totaTitariin regimes
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always seek either to destroy the church or; when that is
impossible, to subvert it.
For the former, we have the Soviet Uniqgn, where the church

was destroyed by the communist revolution. |This was not achieved

without some craftiness. The Soviets, bowing to Western
"squeemishness" about the denial of liberties, often
characterized their actions as merely defensive. -

In 1945, Josef Stalin met with Harry Hopkins, who had been
sent by Harry Truman to discuss various East/Wes;/$roblems. In
the middle of a talk about politics, Stalin interjected the
folloﬁing: In 1917, he said, the Russian communist party had
proclaimed the right of religious freedom as part of their
political program. But, he said, the church?s of Russia had
declared the Soviet government anathema, and had cglled on church
members to resist the call of the Red Army. Now what could we
do, said Stalin, but declare war on the chﬁrﬁh. He assured
Hopkins, however, that World War Two had ended the church-state
antagonism and now freedom of religion could be grapted to the
church.

Well, this, as you know, goes under the headin? "The Big
Lie." But it was told in a typically plaintive and put-upon
manner, as if there was just no choice; try as we c?uld to reason )
with those cruel and powerful priests, they just woyldn't stop
attacking us and so we had to close their churches.

Well, history has taught us that you can bulld?ze a church
but you can't extinguish all that is good in every Wuman heart.

And so, in spite of the dangers involved there are ﬁhristians
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throughout the communist world, and Muslims; and Jews, who
continue to practice their faith. Some of them have been
imprisoned for their courage.

There is the late Valery Marchenko, whg died in a Soviet

prison hospital a few short months ago. He was 37+~years old, a
scholar and a Christian who, at his most redent trial, said that
all of his life he had tried to "serve goodﬂess" which he
considered to be his "Christian duty." There is F?ther

Gleb Yakunin, who was recently sent to Siberia for 5 years of
4ifiternal exile. He is another prisoner of faith. And

Vladislav Rakay, recently jailed for helping to distribute bibles
in Czechoslovakia. These are only a few of ?any.

Dr. Ernest Gordon, the President of an organization named
CREED -~ Christian Rescue Effort for the Emancipation of
Dissidents -- noted that on a recent trip to Eastern Europe, he
spoke with a priest who had spent 10 years in prison. The priest
asked him to deliver a message to the West: there is a war going
on; it is not nuclear but spiritual. The fallout oF the
atheistic explosion is everywhere. But Dr. Gordon added,

too is everywhere and not even tyrannies can f[keep him out.”

-

"Although the fallout may be everywhere, we Wre reanded that God
Y

We in the Unifed States have protested Eis terrible abuse
of people who are nothing less than heroes of the century. You
may know that when the Congressional leaders met in Moscow with
Premier Gorbacl .recently, House Minority leader B?b Michael

brought along a list of Baltic and Ukrainian prisoners of

conscience. And the Council on Soviet Jewry was ma%nificent in
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making sure that the congressional delegation did not leave
without extensive data on persecuted Jews in the Soviet Union.

Religious persecution, of course, is not confiﬁed to Europe.
We see it in Iran, whose leaders have declared virtual war on the
Bahais. We see it in Afghanistan, where the Sovie#s have moved
against the Mujahadeen. And we see a variation on how tpo abuse
religious freedom in the Sandinista regime of Nicaragua:

In Nicaragua, the Sandinista regime is faced with a
politicall; ctive church that -- although it supported the
revolution -~ is now considered a major obst?cle to co%plete
totalitarian control. And so the Sandinistas are actively
attempting to discredit and split the church hierarchy. One area
to be watched, by the way: the Sandinistas, like all communist
regimes, are injecting their ideology into the educational system
and have begun widespread literacy campaigns to indpctrinate
children and adults. But the Catholic Church is fighting to
maintain autonomy and keep this indoctrination out of church-run
schools.

This has not been resolved. Cuba solved the problem by
closing all private schools, including religious schools. So did
Ethiopia.

The general state of religious liberty in Nicaragua is
suggested by testimony from various sources, including refugees.
We recently learned of a pastor of the Evangelical Church in a
Nicaraguan town who told the Freedom Fighters that the
Sandinistas had threatened to send the 3,000 members of his

church to relocation camps. The church members decided to flee
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Nicaragua, and they asked the Freedom Fighters to escort them to
the border. But the Freedom Fighters had to refuse, because they
simply could not afford to support 3,000 people, and all of their
needs, dufing the trip. '

The pastor and his church members are now hiding out in
caves and temporary settlements in the countryside.

The Sandinistas are also harrasing Jews. Two Nicaraguan

refugees, Sarita and Oscar Kellerman, have told of the

firebombing of their synagogue by the Sandinistas -- and how they
wrote ofi the synagogue an 2 Kellerman's héme the words,
"Jews -- Out of Nicaragua."

When I think of Nicaragua these days, it occurs to me anew
that you can judge any new government, any new regime, by whether
or not it allows religion to flourish. If if doesn't, you can be
sure it is an enemy of mankind ~- for it is dttempting to ban
what is most beautiful in the human heart.

But we must not feel despair, because ifi is not appropriate
to the times. We are living in a dramatic age. Throughout the
world, the machinery of the state is being usled as never before
against religious freedom -- but at the same jtime, throughout the
world, new groups of believers keep springinc p. Points.of
light flash out in the a;rkness, and God is honored once again.,
Perhaps this is the greatest irony of the communist experiment:
the very pressure they apply seems to create the force and heat
that makes deep belief once again burst into flame.

I believe that the most essential element of our defense of

freedom is our insistence on speaking out for the cause of
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religious freedom. I would like to see this countFy rededicate
itself wholehea;tedly to this cause. I join you in ydur desire
that the Protestant churches of America, the Catholic Church, and
the Jewish organizations remember the members of their flock who
are in prison or in jeopardy in other countries.

We are our brother's keepers, all of us. And I hope the °
message will go forth, from this conference to prisoners of -
conscience throughout the world: "Take heart, you have not been
forgotten. We, your brothers and sisters in God, have made your
cause our cause, and we vow never to relent until you have ;ﬂ

regained the freedom that is your birthright as a child of God."

Thank you. God bless all of you.
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a climate could the idea of individual human rights take root, .
grow, and eventGally flourish.

We see this climate in all democracies, "and in our own
political “tradition. The founders of our republic rooted their
democratic commitment in the belief that all men "are endowed by

. -g'rnci So *‘-@‘a
their Creator with certain inalienable rights." . The—feunders-

created a system of government whose avowed purpose was -- and
‘ ose

is -- the protection of the«éﬁd&ﬂiduaiig God-given rights.

- But, as all of you know only too well, there are many

political regimes today that completely reject the notion that a
man or a woman can have a greater loyalty-to God than to the
state. Marx's central insight, when he was creating his
political system, was that religious belief would subvert his
intentions. Under Marxism, the ruling party was to claim for
itself the attributes which religious faith ascribes to God
alone. Under Marxism, the state was to be the final arbiter of
truth, justice, and morality. And so Marx declared religion an
enemy of the people -- a drug, an opiate of the masses. And
Lenin said, "ﬁeligion and communism are incompatible in theory as
well as in practice . . . We must fight religion."”

All of this illustrates a truth that I believe must be -
re—understood: aéheism is not an incidental element oft
communism, not just part of the package -- it is the package.

In countries which have fallen under compunist ruie, it is

often the church which forms the most powerful barrier against a

completely totalitarian system. And so, totalitarian regimes
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always seek either to destroy the church or, when that is
N |

impossible, to subvert it. ! I

For the former, we have the Soviet Union, where the church

Imweila.&eig a_:h'-!uk-eda "

was by the communist revolution. This was teved
= Conafdermble

with ToHe craftiness. - The Soviets, bowiqg to Western
"squeemishness" about the denial of liberties, often
characterizéd their actions as merely defengive.

In 1945, Josef Stalin met with Harry Hopkins, who had been
sent by Harry Truman to discuss various East/West problems. 1In
the middle-0f a talk about politics, Stalin interjected the
follo@ing: In 1917, he said, the Russian“coI unist party had
proclaimed the right of religious freedom as| part of their
political program. But, he said, the churchgs of Russia had
declared the Soviet government anathema, and‘had called on -church
mémbers to resist the call of the Red Army. Now what could we
do, said Stalin, but declare war on the church. He assured
Hopkins,. however, that World War Two had end§d the church-state

antagonism and now freedom of religion could be granted to the

church.

Well, this, as you know, goes under the heading "The Big
Lie."™ But it was tolé in a }ypically plaintive and put-upon
manner,'as if there was just no choice; try as we could to reason
with those cruel and powerful priests, they just wouldn't stop
attacking us and so we had to close their churches.

Wéll, history has taugﬁt us that you can bulldoze a church
but you can't extinguish all that is good in every human heart.

And so, in spite of the dangers involved therf are Christians
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throughout the communist world, and Muslims, and Jews, who
continue to praétice their faith. Some of them have been
imprisoned for their courage. '

There is the late Valery Marchenko, who died in a Soviet
prison hospital a few short months ago. He was 37-years old, a
scholar and a Christian who, at his most recent trial, said that
all of his life he had tried to "serve goodness" which he

considered to be his "Christian duty."™ Therp is Father

Gleb Yakunin, who was_ recently sent to Siberfia for 5 years of
internal exile. He is~ another prisoner of f&ith. And
Vladislav Rakay, recently jailed for helping to distribute bible
in Czechoslovakia. These are only a few of many.

Dr. Ernest Gordon, the President of an organization named
CREED -- Christian Rescue Effort for the Emancipation of

Dissidents —- noted that on a recent trip to Eastern Europe, he

S

spoke with a priest who had spent 10 years iﬁ prison. The priest

asked him to deliver a message to the West: |there is a war going

on; it is not nuclear but spiritual. The fa}lout of the

atheistic explosion is everywhere. But Dr. Gordon added,

"Although the fallout may be everywhere, we are reminded that God

too is everywhere and not even tyrannies can f(keep him out."

“©
v

We in the United States have protested this terrible abuse

M ost

of people who are nothing less than heroes of| the century. You—

receatly,

m@x_know_xhéiLyhen %gé/Congressional leaders met in Moscow with
Premier Gorbachév 5ecené§§, House Minority lepder Bob Michael

brought along a list of Baltic and Ukrainian prisoners of

conscience. And the Council on Soviet Jewry was magnificent in

>Q,
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making sure that the congressional delegation did not leave
without extensiée data on persecuted Jews in the Soviet Union.

Religious persecution, of course, ig not confiﬁed to Europe.
We see it in Iran, whose leaders have declared virtual war on the
Bahais. We see it in Afghanistan, where the Soviets have moved
against the Mujahadeen. And we sée a variation on how to abuse
religious freedom in the Sandinista regime of Nicaragua.

In Nicaragua, the Sandinista regime is faced with a
politicallyjactive church that -= although it supported the
revolution —-—- is now considered;a‘major obstacle to complete
totalitarian control. And so the Sandinistas are actively
attempting to discredit and split the church hierarchy. One area
to be watched, by the way: the Sandinistas, like all communist
regimes, are injecting their ideology into the educational system
and have begun widespread literacy campaigns to indoctrinate
children and adults. But the Catholic Church is fighting to

maintain autonomy and keep this indoctrination out of church-run

schools.

This has not been resolved. Cuba solved the problem by

closing all private schools, including religious schools. So did

Ethiopia. -

L3 g

" The general state of religious liberty in Nicaragqua is
suggested by testimony from various sources, including refugees.
We recently learned of a pastor of the Evangelical Church in a
Nicaraguan town who told the Freedom Fiéhters thét the
Sandinistas had threatened to seﬁd the 3,000 members of his

church to relocation camps. - FhRe—church-members—deeided-to £iea
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<— The pastor and his church members are now hiding out in .
caves and temporary settlements in the countryside.’

[“7 jf’/”’_““;;;-Sandinistas ;::Yalso harraé%é%KGews. Two -Nicaraguan

' refugees, Sarita and Oscar Kellerman, have told of the

:;;-th'" firebombing of their synagogue by the Sandinistas -- and how they
Tres wrote on the synagogue and the Kellerman's -home tﬂé‘words,

};%: e~ "Jews -— Out of Nicaragua."

.vj?%g When I think of Nicaragua these days, it occurs to me anew
)
';ﬁithat you can judge any new government, any new regime, by whether

or not it allows religion to flourish. If it doesn't, you can be

sure it is an enemy of mankind -- for it is attempting to ban
,
r . . .
&%ii what is most beautiful in the human heart.
)e )
5klﬂé But we must not feel despair, because it is not appropriate
6 to the times, We are living in a dramatic age. Throughout the
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hﬁJaﬁfworld, the machinery of the state is being used as never before
rf.g Freale” : . .

LLOrs against religious freedom -- but at the same time, throughout the
St ) | -
MNi\D world, new groups of believers keep springinq;pp. Points of
ﬂj ! light flash out in the darkness, and God is honored once again.
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I believe that the most essential element of our defense of

freedom is our insistence on speaking out for the cause of
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religious fxeedem. I would like to see thiI country rededicate

itself wholeheartedly to this cause. "I joi

you in your desire

that the Protestant churches of America,{thé Catholic Church, and

. N . .
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are in prison or in jeopardy in other countéies.
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We are our brother's keepers, all of ug. And I hope the

message will go forth, from this conference [to prisqners of

conscience throughout the world:
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Thank you. God bless all of
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sisters inl God, have made your
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Evangelicals, Non-Evangelicals
Disagree On Key Social Issues

PRINCETON, N.J. — The views of evangelicals, who
comprise about one-fourth of the adult American
population, differ sharply from those of non-evangelicals
on prayer in public schools, abortion, the ERA, a nu-
clear freeze, and relaxing pollution controls, as determin-
ed in a recent Gallup Poll which sought to determine the
shape of public opinion near the beginning of President
Reagan’s second term.

On the other hand, considerable agreement is found
between both groups on the need for tax increases,
defense spending, tuition tax credits, increased spending
for social programs, and maintaining cost-of-living in-
creases on Social Security benefits.

Survey respondents were handed a card listing 10 key
voter issues and asked this question:

This card lists various proposals being discussed in
this country today. Would you tell me whether you
generally favor or generally oppose each of these
proposals?

Here are the results nationally and by evangelicals and
non-evangelicals:

Proposition 1: Tax increases
Tax increases to reduce the Federal budget deficit

No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 34 62 4
Evangelicals . . . . 30 65 5
Non-evangelicals . 36 61 3
Proposition 2: Prayer in public schools
Prayer in public schools
No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL . ... 69 28 3
Evangelicals . . . . 85 13 2
Non-evangelicals . 64 33 3

Proposition 3: Reduced defense spending
Reduced defense spending

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 50 46 4
Evangelicals . , . . 47 47 6
Non-evangelicals . 52 45 3

Proposition 4: Tuition tax credits
Tuition tax credits for children attending private or
parochial schools

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 50 45 5
Evangelicals . . . . 53 40 7
Non-evangelicals . 49 46 5

Proposition 5: Ban on abortion
A ban on all abortions except in cases of rape, incest, or
When the mother’s life is endangered

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 50 45 5
Evangelicals . . . . 66 30 4
Non-evangelicals . 46 50 4

Proposition 6: Equal Rights Amendment
Passage of the Equal Rights Amendment to the
Constitution

No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 63 31 6
Evangelicals . . . . 50 42 8

Non-evangelicals . 67 29 4



Proposition 7: Spending for social programs
Increased spending for social programs such as education
and medicare

No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 74 24 2
Evangalicals . . . . 71 25
Non-evangelicals . 74 23

Proposition 8: Nuclear Freeze

An agreement between the U.S. and the Soviet Union for
an immediate, verifiable freeze on the testing and produc-
tion of nuclear weapons

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL.... 78 18 4
Evangelicals . . .. 69 23 8
Non-evangelicals . 80 186 4

Proposition 9: Pollution controls
Relaxing pollution controls to reduce cost to industry

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. . .. 33 64 3
Evangelicals . . . . 42 52 6
MNon-evangelicals . 30 67 3

Proposition 10: Social Security Benefits
Mainzaining cosr-of-living increases on Social Security
benefits

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL. ... 88 10 2
Evangelicals . . . . 36 11 3
Non-evangelicals . 89 10 1

The results are based on in-person interviews with
1,590 adults, 18 and older, conducted in more than 300
scientifically selected localities across the nation during
the petiod Sept. 28-Oct. 1.

For results based on samples of this size, one can say
with 95% confidence that the error attributable to samp-
ling and other random effects could be 3 percentage
points in either direction,

Evangelicals in this survey are defined as those who
share three basic characteristics: (1) They say they have
had a “born again” experience ~ a tuming point in their
lives when they committed themsclves to Jesus Christ;
(2} they have tried to encourage other people to believe
in Jesus Christ; and (3) they believe the Bible is the
actual word of God. Using this definition, 24% in the
current survey are classified as evangelicals.

53% of Canadians Oppose
Ordination of Homosexuals

A 53% majority of Canadians questioned about their
attitudes on the ordination of homosexuals as ministers
or priests, reject such a proposal. Only half that propor-
tion (26%) feel homosexuals should be eligible for
ordination, while 10% believe it depends on the in-
dividual situation.

Here is the question asked:

What is your opinion gbout homosexuals in the
ministry? Do vou think homosexuals should, or should
not be eligible for ordination as ministers or as priests?

Canadians who claim no church affiliation are equatty
divided on this issue, with 37% for and 37% against
homosexual ministers or priests. Roman Catholics are
slightly more inclined to favor this idea (29%) than are
Protestants (21%), but a majority of each group dis-
approves.

Opposition to homosexual ordination tends to in-
crease with age, and to decrease with formal education,
and is somewhat higher among men than women.

Here are the results, in detail:

ORDINATION OF HOMOSEXUALS AS

MINISTER/PRIEST
No,
Yes, should No
should not Depends opinion

% % % %

NATIONAL 26 53 10 11

Protestants 21 60 10 8

Roman Catholics 29 50 9 12
No religious

preference 37 37 12 13

Men 23 57 9 10

Women 29 50 11 1

18-29 years 34 44 1 11

30-49 years 33 51 8 8

50 and older 12 64 11 12

Callege education 34 418 6 13

High school 27 52 11 10

Grade school 14 64 12 10

Note: Percentages may not add to 100, because of rounding.

The survey results are based on 1,057 personal, in-
home interviews with adults, 18 vears and over, con-
ducted between August 30 and September 1. For results
based on samples of this size, one can say with 95%
confidence that the error attributable to sampling and
other random effects could be 4 percentage points in
either direction.



Confidence In Church Is Highest

Today, as in six previous surveys conducted since 1973,
more people express a high degree of confidence in the
church or organized religion than in any of the other
nine institutions tested.

Two-thirds of survey respondents (64%) in a survey
of 750 adults, 18 and older, conducted Oct. 10-16 for
Newsweek by The Gallup Organization, express a “great
deal” or “quite a lot” of confidence in the church or
organized religion. This proportion closely matches the
proportion recorded in the previous six surveys. Last
year the figure was 62%.

Next in the current rankings is the military (58%
have a great deal or quite a lot of confidence in this
institution), followed by banks and banking and the U.S.
Supreme Court, each with 51%. Then, the public schools

%) TEWSpApeTS (34%); organized Tabor (30%), the

U.S. Congress and big business (each with 29%). At the
bottom of the list is television, with 26% expressing a
great deal or quite a lot of confidence.

Here are the questions and highlights of the trend:

I am going to read you a list of institutions in
American society. Would you please tell me how much
confidence you, yourself, have in each one — a great
deal, quite a lot, some, or very little?

CONFIDENCE IN INSTITUTIONS
(Percent saying “great deal” or “quite a lot,” combined)

1984 1983 1981 1979 1977 1975 1973
% % % % % % %

Church or
organized
religion.... 64 62 64 65 64 68 66
Military. . . .. 58 53 50 54 57 58 NA
Banks and
banking.... 51 51 46 60 NA NA NA
U.S. Supreme
Court ..... b1 42 46 45 46 49 44

Publicschools. 47 39 42 53 54 NA ©58
Newspapers 34 38 35 51 NA NA 39

Organized

labor...... 30 26 28 36 39 38 30
Congress . ... 29 28 29 34 40 40 42
Big business .. 29 28 20 32 33 34 26
Television ... 26 25 25 38 NA NA 37

NA = not asked

The detailed responses show 41% saying they have a
“great deal” of confidence in the church or organized
religion, while 23% say “quite a lot,” 22% “some,” and
13% “very little.”

Among the groups expressing the highest degree of
confidence in the church are women, older persons,
southerners, and non-whites. The following table shows
the results by key population groups:

CONFIDENCE IN CHURCH OR
ORGANIZED RELIGION

Great Quite Very No
deal alot Some little opinion
% % % % %
National 41 23 22 13 1
Men 38 20 24 16 2
Women 45 24 20 9 2
18-29 years 33 26 28 13 *
30-49 years 37 22 25 15 1
50 & older 52 21 14 10 3
—Lollage — —_—
graduates 42 22 25 11 *
College in-
complete 32 20 28 19 1
High school
graduates 40 25 21 12 2
Not H.S.
graduates 50 20 16 12 2
East 41 24 23 11 1
Midwest 41 20 19 19 1
South 48 20 24 6 2
West 32 30 20 16 2
Whites 39 24 22 13 2
Non-whites 56 15 18 1 *

* Less than one percent.

FIVE REASONS WHY YOU SHOULD
ORDER RELIGION IN AMERICA, '84

1. Religion in America, 1984 is an invaluable
source of information on religious beliefs and prac-
tices in the U.S. and abroad, much of which is not
available elsewhere.

2. It provides national and regional norms
against which the clergy can match their own
churches or synagogues in terms of religious belief,
practice, knowledge and stewardship.

3. It provides new and exciting information
that can be developed into sermons or articles on
the state of religion.

4. It provides data indispensable for future
planning: What are the new religious interests of
church members and non-members? Where does
the public think churches are falling short?

5. Specific steps, based on survey data, are sug-
gested as ways to strengthen churches and to im--
prove their outreach.

HOW TO ORDER
Religion in America, 1984 can be ordered fromi
The Gallup Organization, Inc., P.O. Box 310,
Princeton, New Jersey 08542 for $25.00.




56% Say Religion Can Answer All
Or Most Of Problems Of World

A majority of Americans believe religion can answer ali
or most of today’s problems while only one person in
five clearly doubts the relevance of religion in the
.modern world.

In a recent Gallup Poll, 56% of the public say that
religion can provide answers for contemporary problems,
21% feel it is “largely old-fashioned and out of date,”
and 23% do not express an opinion.

STEADY DOWNTREND
SINCE 1957-SURVEY

The proportion of adults who believe religion can
answer today’s problems has declined by 25 percentage
points since a 1981 survey, with the sharpest decline
having come among Catholics.

When this question was first asked, in 1957, 81% of
the public expressed faith in religion’s ability to provide
answers for contemporary problems while merely 7%
felt it was out of date. Those who saw religion as re-
levant dropped sharply in a 1974 survey, to 62%, level-
led out to 65% in 1981, and subsequently declined to
the current 56%.

In each of the five Gallup surveys in which this
question has been asked, women, persons with less
than a high school education and residents of the Mid-
west and South have been most apt to believe in reli-
gion’s relevance.

QUESTION
AND TREND

Following is the question asked to determine the
____public’s views on the relevance of religion to modem
problems:

Do you believe that religion can answer all or most of
today’s problems, or that religion is largely old-fashioned
and out of date?

Here is a comparison of the latest findings with those
recorded in the earlier surveys:

CAN RELIGION ANSWER PROBLEMS?

Can Out of No

answer date opinion
% % %
1984 56 21 23
1982 60 22 18
1981 65 15 20
1974 62 20 18

1957 81 7 12

The following table compares the percentages in
various population groups who currently believe religion
can answer today’s problems with the percentages who
held this opinion in earlier surveys:

CAN RELIGION ANSWER PROBLEMS?
(Percent responding affirmatively)

1957 1974 1981 1982 1984

% % % % %
NATIONAL 81 62 65 60 b6
18-29 years . 84 bb b8 b8 52
30-49 years 80 64 60 58 55
50 and older 79 66 73 63 60
Protestants 83 70 72 71 66
Catholics 83 b8 64 b3 48

College education 78 52 57 53 53

High school 83 63 67 63 b5
Grade school 79 73 73 63 64
Men 75 54 58 b3 54
Women 86 70 71 66 59

The latest findings are based on in-person interviews
with 1,579 adults, 18 and older, conducted in more than
300 scientifically selected localities across the nation
during the period July 27-30.

For results based on samples of this size, one can___ _

say with 95% confidence that the error attributable to
sampling and other random effects could be 3 per-
centage points in either direction.

9 IN 10 TEENS PLAN MARRIAGE

The nearly nine in 10 teens (88%) who plan
to get married at some point in their lives re-
presents the highest incidence of marriage inten-
tions recorded by the Gallup Youth Survey in its
seven-year history. In 1983 the proportion in-
tending to get married was slightly lower, at 82%.
The renewed interest in marriage stands in sharp
contrast to the 1960°s, when alternatives to the
traditional wedding ceremony seemed to attract
the young.




REMARKABLE STABILITY SINCE 1980

56% Say Religion ‘Very Important’

The proportion of Americans who say religion is “very RESPONSES OF CATHOLICS
important” in their lives has been remarkably stable over Very Fairly Not very
the last five years, with 56% in 1984 surveys, compared important important important
to 55% in 1980, giving this response. Another 30% in % % %
the current surveys say “fairly important” while 13% 1084 53 35 1
answer “not very important.” 1983 56 34 9
The percent of Americans who said religion was very 1980 56 34 9
important in their lives plunged from 75% in 1952 to 1978 51 36 1
52%in 1978, but has levelled out since then. 1965 76 20 3
Most likely to say religion is very important in their 1952 83 14 3
lives,” among the more than 9,000 Americans inter-
viewed, are Protestants (62%), women (63%), those aged RESPONSES OF MEN
50 and over (66%), Baptists (69%), persons with only a Very Fairly  Not very
grade school background (71%), southerners (66%), and important important important
widows and widowers (72%). % % %
Following is the question asked in each survey since 1084 48 34 17
1952: 1983 49 32 17
How important would you say religion is in your own 1980 48 34 17
life — very important, fairly important, or not very im- 1978 46 35 18
portant? 1965 63 26 10
Here is the trend: 1952 68 22 8
RESPONSES OF WOMEN
IMPORTANCE OF RELIGION .
) Very ) Fairly -Not very
Very Fairly Not very lmp;:'tant mpg{:tant |mp¢:/°rtant
important important important
% % 9, 1984 63 27 9
1984 56 30 13 1983 62 28 9
1980 62 27 10
1983 56 30 13
1978 58 29 1
1982 56 30 13
1965 77 18 4
1981 56 29 14 1952 79 18 3
1980 55 31 13
1978 52 32 14 RESPONSES OF 18-24 AGE GROUP
1965 70 22 7 Very Fairly Not very
1952 75 20 5 important important important
(The proportions having no opinion, 1% in the % % %
latest survey, are excluded,)
1984 42 - 39 17
Here are the latest results based on interviews from :ggg 33 3? ::
six in-person surveys conducted during 1984 and the 1978 37 43 19
results by religious preference, sex, and young adults 1965 57 32 10
(18-24): 1952 64 30 6
RESPONSES OF PROTESTANTS And here is the trend in the proportions saying
religion is very important in their lives among persons
Very Fairly Not very claiming affiliation with the major groups of churches:
important important important Bapt- Metho- Luth- Presby-
% % % ists dists erans terians
1984 62 29 8 % % % %
1983 82 29 9 1984 69 55 56 53
1980 61 30 8 1983 69 56 55 55
1978 60 31 8 1980 68 52 57 48
1965 74 20 5 1965 82 65 66 Al
1952 76 20 4 1952 84 74 70 72




Next Issue Will Report Latest
Churchgoing Trends In U.S.

The December issue of EMERGING TRENDS, will
feature updates of long-term trends on churchgoing and
membership, based on many thousands of in-person in-
terviews,

Other topics will include the vote of evangelicals arrd
drinking patterns among teenagers.

We urge you to subscribe to EMERGING TRENDS
to keep abreast of the changing religious scene. To en-
courage you to do so, we are offering persons who sub-
scribe for two years a free copy of an important book
by Miriam Murphy, SN.D., Ph.D, a leader of seminars
on prayei at Prnceton Theslogics! Sciminary, B her
book, Prayer In Action, Miriam Murphy writes about the
importance of prayer in Christian life and shows how
to put it into action in one’s personal life and commu-
nity outreach. Whether Protesant or Catholic, those
seeking to understand Christianity as a way of life and a
personal experience will find the book especially helpful.

It is an excellent resource for prayer workshops
and study groups. The main theme is growth in a rela-
tion of love, faith through prayer with God and an out-
reach toward others through a love activated in prayer.

Dr. Miriam Murphy, a Sister of Notre Dame, has been
a seminar leader at the Center of Continuing Education,

Princeton Theological Seminary, since 1973. While a
Visiting Fellow at Princeton Seminary she wrote the
book, Prayer in Action, a Growth Experience. She is
co-founder of the Princeton Religion Research Center.
Prior to coming to Princeton, she was on the Ecumenical
Commission in Columbus, Ohio and Chairman of a Com-
mission of the Ohio Council of Churches. She currently
lectures at the seminary and offers workshops on prayer
and spirituality.

Her seminars include such themes as:

Christian Reality in Focus

Your Renewal-Growth Center

Inwsgrauag Frayer wid Life

Prayer Forms for the Maturing Christian

Discipline: Solitude, Silence

Prayer as Ministry: Leaming, Listening, Counsel-
ing, Healing

From Inner Renewal to Social Renewal

The Mysticism of Action: Creative Christian Decision-
Making; Surveying the Spiritual Climate of Your
Church

A one-year subscription (10 issues) to EMERGING
TRENDS is only $30. For $60 you’ll receive two full
years and a free copy of Prayer In Action.

(Note: Offer good while supply lasts.)

PLEASE NOTIFY US OF ADDRESS CHANGE.

EMERGING TRENDS is published monthly except July and August by the PRINCETON RELIGION RESEARCH CENTER ~"he
Center, founded in 1977, is an inter-faith non-denominational research organization with headquarters in Princeton, New Jérsey ‘he
PRRC specializes in creative, actionable research, utilizing the worldwide attitudinal and behavioral facilities of Gallup International. The
purpose of the PRRC is to gain a better understanding of the nature and depth of religious commitment in the U.S. and abroad and to
explore ways this information can enable religious leaders to promote spiritual growth. A one year subscription can be obtained for
$30.00; inquire: Publications Department, P.O. Box 310, 53 Bank Street, Princeton, New Jersey 08542 (Telephone 609/924-9600).

PRINCETON RELIGION RESEARCH CENTER
P.O.Box 310

53 Bank Street

Princeton, New Jersey 08542
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New Religious Preference Data
PROTESTANTS — 57%, CATHOLICS — 28%, JEWS — 2%

PRINCETON, N.J. — Approximately nine in 10 in the
latest surveys state a specific religious preference, with
57% saying they are Protestants, 28% Catholics, and 2%
Jews. The remainder state a preference for another
church or religion (4%) or no religious preference (9%).

Since 1947 the proportion of Catholics in the
population has grown dramatically (from 20% in 1947
to 28% or 29% in recent years), while Protestants
declined from 69% in 1947 to 57% today. The propor-
tion of Jews has fallen from 5% in 1947 to 2% in the
70’s and 80’s. The proportion who give no religious
preference has been on a gradual overall uptrend since
1967.

RESULTS BASED ON

29,216 IN

Here a in-person
interviews and the
trend:

TREND IN RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE

— Yearly—
Protest. Cath. Jewish Other None

% % % % %
1984. .. .. 57 28 2 4 9
1983..... 56 29 2 4 9
1982. . ... 57 29 2 4 8
1981. .. .. 59 28 2 4 7
1980..... 61 28 2 2 7
1979. .... 59 29 2 2 8
1977-78. .. 60 29 2 1 8
1976. .. .. 61 27 2 4 6
1975. .. .. 62 27 2 4 6
1974, . ... 60 27 2 5 6

— By 5-year periods —

1972, .. .. 63 26 2 q 5
1967. .. .. 67 25 3 3 2
1962. ... .. 70 23 3 2 2
1957. . ... 66 26 3 1 3
1952, .. .. 67 25 4 1 2
1947, . ... 69 20 5 1 6

(Note: Results for some years do not add to 100% because of
rounding.)

Following are the latest religious preference results
by key population groups:

Prot. Cath. Jewish Other None

% % % % %
National .. 57 28 2 4 9
18-24 yrs. ., 82 30 2 5 11
25-29yrs.. 50 30 2 5 13
30-49vyrs.. 56 28 3 4 9
50-64 yrs.. 62 28 3 2 5
65 & older. 66 24 3 2 5
Men ..... 856 27 3 3 12
Women ... 59 28 2 4 7
East .. ... 40 44 6 . 3 7
Midwest. .. 63 26 1 2 8
South.... 74 16 1 2 7
West..... 48 26 2 10 14
Whites. ... BB 29 3 4 9
Blacks.... 82 7 * 3 8
Hispanics.. 18 70 * 2 10
College
grads. ... B3 26 6 3 12
College inc. 55 28 3 4 10
H.S.grads . 61 27 1 3 8
Not H.S.
grads. ... 62 28 * 3 7

* Less than 1%.

Here is the question asked to determine religious
affiliation or preference:

What is your religious preference — Protestant,
Roman Catholic, Jewish, or an Orthodox church such as
the Greek or Russian Orthodox Church?

It should be bome in mind that many of those who
state a religious preference may not be formally af-
filiated with any religious body.



How Major Faiths In U.S. Vote
On Issues Facing The Nation

Sharp differences in opinion are found among ad-
herents of major faiths on key issues facing the nation,
as seen in the results of the recent Gallup Poll National
Public Opinion Referendum.

Here is the question:

This card lists various proposals being discussed in
this country today. Would you tell me whether you
generally favor or generally oppose each of these pro-
posals?

Here are the results for the nation, for Protestants
as a whole, and for persons claiming affiliation with
the three largest churches — Catholics, Southern Baptists,
and Methodists: -

A ban on all abortions except in the case of rape,
incest, or when the mother’s life is endangered.

BAN ON ABORTIONS

No

Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL 50 46 4
Protestants 51 44 5
Catholics 59 38 3
Southern Baptists 60 38 2
Methodists 44 53 3

Prayer in public schools.
PRAYER IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

No

Favor Oppose  opinion
% % %
NATIONAL 69 28 3
Protestants 73 24 3
Catholics 72 26 3
Southern Baptists 84 15 1
Methodists 31 64 5

Tax increases to reduce the Federal budget deficit.

TAX INCREASES TO OFFSET DEFICIT

No
Favor Oppose opinion

% % %

NATIONAL 34 62 4
Protestants 32 63 5
Catholics 37 60 3
Southern Baptists 33 65 2
Methodists 31 64 5

Relaxing pollution controls to reduce costs to in-
dastry.

RELAXING POLLUTION CONTROLS

No
Favor Oppose  opinion

% % %

NATIONAL 33 64 3
Protestants 35 61 4
Catholics 34 64 2
Southern Baptists 38 58 4
Methodists 29 67 4

Maintaining cost-of-living increases on Social Security
benefits,

MAINTAIN SOCIAL SECURITY COLA’S

No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL 88 10 2
Protestants 88 10 2
Catholics 88 10 2
Southern Baptists 85 13 2
Methodists 89 7 4
Reduced defense spending.
REDUCED DEFENSE SPENDING
No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL 50 46 4
“Protestants ~ T~ 47 48 b
Catholics 56 41 3
Southern Baptists 44 52 4
Methodists 48 48 4

Tuition tax credits for children attending private
or parochial schools.

TUITION TAX CREDITS

No
Favor Oppose opinion
% % %
NATIONAL 50 45 5
Protestants 46 49 5
Catholics 65 31 4
Southern Baptists b2 44 4
Methodists 48 48 4

{continued on page 3)



(continued from page 2)

An agreement between the U.S. and the Soviet Union
for an immediate verifiable freeze on the testing and
production of nuclear weapons.

BILATERAL NUCLEAR FREEZE

No
Favor Oppose  opinion
% % %
NATIONAL 78 18 4
Protestants 76 21 3
Catholics 84 14 2
Southern Baptists 74 21 5
Methodists 76 20 4

Increase spending for social programs such as educa-
tion and Medicare.

INCREASE SPENDING FOR SOCIAL PROGRAMS

No
Favor Oppose opinion

% % %

NATIONAL 74 24 2
Protestants 72 25 3
Catholics 77 22 1
Southern Baptists 76 24 *
Methodists 67 30 3

Passage of the Equal Rights Amendment to the Con-
stitution.

PASSAGE OF ERA

No
Favor Oppose opinion

% % %

NATIONAL 63 31 6
Protestants 59 356 6
Catholics 69 27 4
Southern Baptists 59 39 2
Methodists 57 37 6

*Less than 1%.

The results are based on in-person interviews with
1,590 adults, 18 and older, conducted in more than
300 scientifically selected localities across the nation
during the period September 28-October 1.

For results based on samples of this size, one can
say with 95% confidence that the error attributable
to sampling and other random effects could be 3 per-
centage points in either direction.

LEVEL OF VOLUNTARISM
IN U.S. REMAINS HIGH

The level of voluntarism in American society remains
high, with three persons in 10 (31%) saying they are en-
gaged in volunteer activities such as helping the poor,
sick or elderly.

Despite the high mobility of Americans, the rise in
the number of women in the job market, and claims by
some social observers that Americans are becoming
increasingly alienated from one another, the level of
involvement in social service activities among Americans
is as high, if not higher, today than in 1981, when the
figure was 29% and in 1977 when it was 27%.

Young adults, 18 to 24 years of age, are much less
likely than their elders to be involved in volunteer
activities.

Similar proportions of Catholics (28%) and Prot-
estants (34%) are engaged in activities such as helping
the poor, the sick or elderly. And equal proportions of
Southern Baptists and Methodists are involved, as shown
in the table below:

Do you, yourself, happen to be involved in any
charity or social service activities, such as helping the
poor, the sick, or elderly?

INVOLVEMENT IN VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES

1984. . ........... 31%
1981, ... it 29
1977 .. oL 27

Here are the findings by key population groups:

NATIONAL. . .......... 31%
18-24vyears . ........... 17
25-29vears . ... 0 i 33
30-49vyears ... ... 32
b0-B4vyears ..,......... 36
65andolder............ 34
Protestants. . .. ......... 34
Catholics . .. ........... 28
Southern Baptists . . ...... 34
Methodists. . . .......... 33
Men ................. 28
Women............... 34

The results are -based on in-person interviews with
1,505 adults, 18 and older, conducted in more than 300
scientifically selected localities across the nation during
the period December 7-10,



British Clergy, Laity Far Apart

In Beliefs On Resurrection

A majority of Church of England churchgoers* (53%),
bishops (67%) and full-time clergy (68%) believe that it
is a historical fact that Christ was born of a virgin, but
almost a third (31%) of Church of England members
believe the Virgin Birth to be a legend. Among Roman
Catholic church attenders, 81% believe in the Virgin
Birth but Non-Conformists are equally divided between
believing it to be either a historical fact or a legend.

These are some of the findings to emerge from the
first (British) Gallup Poll on certain doctrinal, moral
and political issues in the Church of England today.
The study was commissioned by the Church Society,
a recognized group within the Church of England. A
unique feature of the survey is that comparable ques-
tions were asked of laity clergy and bishops. Clear-
ly the fact that the questions had to be understood
by the man in the street imposed certain limitations on
the theological sophistication which could be introduced
into this instrument. The final responsibility for the
questionnaire topics and wording lay with Gallup, which
consulted a wide range of clergymen within the Church
of England and other churches as well as religious
correspondents of national newspapers, editors and
others.

On the doctrinal areas examined in the survey, the
findings show that, in general, the bishops and full-
time clergy are fairly orthodox in their beliefs, but
among practicing Church of England members there is a
considerable diversion in beliefs, particularly in compar-
sion to Roman Catholics.

For example, with regard to the Resurrection, whereas
84% of all bishops and 77% of clergy believe that Jesus
was raised bodily from the dead three days after his
crucifixion, only 52% of Church of England members
believe in the bodily resurrection. A large group of them
(31%) believe that Jesus was not raised bodily from the
dead but made his personality and presence known to
his disciples in a spiritual but not bodily way. Among
a similar group of Roman Catholics, 72% believe in
bodily resurrection.

With regard to the gospel miracles, the greatest pro-
portion of Church of England members (45%) believe
that the gospel miracles were the gospel writers’ inter-
pretations and only a minority (31%) believes that they
were historical facts. Among a corresponding group
of Roman Catholics, 52% believe that they were
historical facts and this rises to 62% among full-time
Church of England clergy and 70% among the bishops.
Nevertheless, 21% of bishops and 32% of full-time clergy
believe that the miracles were gospel writers’ inter-
pretations.

Ironically, Catholics (42%) believe more than Church
of England members (26%) and Non-Conformists (30%)

that the Bible is of Divine Authority and that its teach-
ings are absolutely reliable. The greatest proportion
of bishops (63%), full-time clergy (47%) and Church of
England attenders (57%) believe the Bible to be mostly
of Divine Authority but some of it unreliable. In the
national population almost a third (30%) believe the
Bible to be mostly a collection of stories and fables.
Given these views about the Bible it is interesting to note
that the great majority of the national population (65%)
still thinks the Church will survive even if the idea that
the Bible is of Divine Authority is rejected.

A majority of regular Church of England_members

(55%) believe that a person who has been divorced and
whose former partner is still alive should be allowed
to be remarried in the church. Only 29% of regular mem-
bers believe that a person should not be allowed to re-
marry. Even among Catholics only 50% believe that a
divorcee should not be allowed to remarry in the church.
Among bishops the majority (56%) are against remar-
riage but among the clergy only a minority (44%)
are against remarriage. Clearly public opinion is very
divided in the Church of England and to a lesser ex-
tent in the Roman Catholic Church about the question
of divorce.

There is less division on attitudes toward homo-
sexuality. Among the bishops (63%) and fulltime clergy
(61%) there is agreement that “the Church can never
approve of homosexual acts,” whereas among the re-
gular Church of England members 56% agree with
the statement. Just over a quarter of full-time clergy
(26%) and more than a third of regular Church of
England members (35%) disagree that the Church can
never approve of homosexual acts. Fifty-six percent of
Roman Catholics think the Church can never apprnve
of homosexual acts; conversely, 29% disagree with tiua.

The vast majority of the British public (69%) thinks
the Church should not take sides in political issues and
this rises to 74% among Church of England members.
In contrast, a majority of bishops (67%) and full-time
clergy (59%) thinks the Church should take sides in
political issues. Obviously, there is a divergence between
the laity and clergy on these issues. The survey reveals
that only 22% of the public think the Church should
become involved in the miners’ strike, but a much
greater proportion thinks the Church should speak out
on unemployment (38%) and nuclear weapons (36%).
Clearly there is a thin dividing line between the general
public regarding the Church’s rightful concern for
major social and moral issues and what can be seen as
undue meddling in political issues.

* All percentages quoted for Church of England and Roman
Catholic members attended services at their respective churches
in the month preceding the interview.



SURVEY OF BRITISH CLERGY AND LAITY

Was Jesus raised bodily from the dead, three days after his crucifixion, or did he only make his personality and
presence known to his disciples in a spirtual, not bodily, way?

JESUS RAISED FROM THE DEAD?

Assistant & Church of Roman Non-
General suffragen Full-time England Catholic Conformist
population bishops clergy attenders attenders attenders
Jesus raised bodily from dead 34% 84% 77% 52% 72% 34%
Jesus not raised bodily from dead 33 2 10 31 18 38
Neither 5 5 8 1 2 5
No views 20 0 0 7 5 17
Not sure 9 9 5 8 3 6

ARE GOSPEL MIRACLES HISTORICAL FACTS?

Do you believe that gospel miracles are mostly historical facts, mostly gospel writers’ interpretations or mostly
legends?

Assistant & Church of Roman Non-
General suffragen Full-time England Catholic Conformist
‘population bishops clergy attenders attenders attenders
Historical facts 25% 70% 62% 31% 52% 28%
Gospel writers’ interpretations 38 21 32 45 38 46
Legends 26 0 1 17 5 19
Don’t know 10 9 6 7 5 7

VIRGIN BIRTH — FACT OR LEGEND?

Do you believe that the Virgin Birth is an historical fact or a legend?

Assistant & Church of Roman Non-
General suffragen Full-time England Catholic Conformist
population bishops clergy attenders attenders attenders
Hlstorical fact 35% 67% 68% 53% 81% 38%
Legend 46 7 18 31 8 38
Not sure 19 26 13 16 1 23

SHOULD CHURCH TAKE SIDES ON POLITICAL ISSUES?

Do you think that the Church should or should not take sides on political issues?

Assistant & Church of Roman Non-
General suffragen Full-time England Catholic Conformist
population bishops clergy attenders attenders attenders
Should take sides 25% 67% 59% 23% 43% 25%
Should not 69 21 34 74 47 72
Don‘t know 6 12 7 3 10 3

NOTE: Some totals do not add to 100% due to rounding.




Many Catholics Favor Latin Mass

Four in 10 Catholics (40%) favor bringing back the older
Latin (Tridentine) Mass as an alternative to the new Mass,
while 35% are opposed and 25% do not express an
opinion.

Sharp differences of opinion are found on the basis of
age, with a higher proportion of persons, 50 and older
(49%) than younger adults, 18 to 29 (31%), in support
of such a move.

When all Catholics in the survey were asked whether
they would attend the Latin Mass if it were made avail-
able, 53% replied affirmatively while 37% said they
would not attend. Among only those who favor having
the older Mass as an alternative, the figure willing to
attend rises to 82%.

DETAILS OF
SURVEY

The survey was based on telephone interviews with
400 Roman Catholics, 18 years of age and older, con-
ducted between November 12 and December 1. The
survey was commissioned by the Rev. Ronald Ringrose,
Pastor of St. Athanasius Roman Catholic Church in
Vienna, Va,

Here are the questions asked and the national results:

As you may be aware, Pope John Paul II has
authorized the use of the older Latin [ Tridentine) Mass,
as celebrated just before the Second Vatican Council
in the mid-1960’. The local bishop's permission is
required and certain conditions must be met. Do you
favor bringing back as an alternative to the newer Mass
the older Latin (Tridentine) Mass, without restrictions
such as these, and celebrating it as it had been prior to

the Second Vatican?

BRING BACK LATIN MASS?

Favor 40%

Oppose 35

No opinion 25
100%

WOULD YOU ATTEND?

If the older Latin (Tridentine) Mass were made
readily available at convenient times and locations, and
you were able to attend, would you do so, or not?

Yes 53%

No 37

No opinion 10
100%

PLEASE NOTIFY US OF ADDRESS CHANGE.
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purpose of the PRRC is to gain a better understanding of the nature and depth of religious commitment in the U.S. and abroad and to
explore ways this information can enable religious leaders to promote spiritual growth. A one year subscription can be obtained for
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
April 3, 1985
MEMORANDUM FOR BEN ELLIOTT

DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
DIRECTCR, PRESIDENTIAL SPEECHWRITING

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERT%
: ASSOCIATE COUN TO THE PRESIDENT

_ SUBJECT: Radio Talk: Easter

(Counsel's Office has reviewed the above-referenced proposed

~—~remarks. We recommend adding "Christians believe that" at
the beginning of the second sentence of the second paragraph.
This addition will help forestall criticism of the President
for using Government funds to advance one particular creed.

cc: David L., Chew
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT fﬂ/ A(Y

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET //
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

April 3, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR BEN ELLIOTT
FROM: JOHN COGAN 24’
SUBJECT: PRESIDENT'S EASTER RADIO TALK

OMB recommends that the following changes be made to this
proposed radio talk.

Page 2, first paragraph

Although of lesser moment, I urge changing this paragraph to read
as follows:

"When we speak of faith and its importance today, it is
not to impose our beliefs on others, but to ensure
freedom of belief and worship for all, so that in our
institutions and daily lives we may be the vessels of
His wisdon, truth, and love in an America which remains
one nation, under God, indivisible."

Page 3, last paragraph, lst sentence

Particularly because it is said in the context of the assertion
we will "do everything humanly possible to work with the Soviets
for a safer world," the assertion that "the cause of freedom is
the cause of God," will be characterized as unduly strident -- as
suggesting an RR interest in a holy war. We suggest that this
sentence be changed to read as follows:

"My friends, the cause of freedom under God is
BAmerica's cause."

cc: Dave Chew
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEM.ORANDUM

DATE: 4/3/85 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE B.Y: 5:00 P.M. TODAY
SUBJECT: RADIO TALK: EASTER
ACTION FYI ACTION FYI

VICE PRESIDENT .. O o OGLESBY v O
REGAN O g/ ROLLINS b/ O
DEAVER O E/ SPEAKES o
STOCKMAfN— ~—~y O SVAHN 2 O
BUCHANAN /3/ 0 TUTTLE o o
CHEW P WSS VERSTANDIG a o
FIELDING v /O WHITTLESEY < O
FRIEDERSDORF /g DANIELS 7 O
HICKEY o o O o O
HICKS 0 ‘g/ ELITIOTT O O
KINGON \{ 0 i g ad
McFARLANE \Q/ O o O

REMARKS:

Please provide any edits directly to Ben Elliott by 5:00 p.m. today,

April 3rd, with an information copy to my office. Thank vou.

RESPONSE:

David L. Chew
Staff Secretary
Ext. 2702
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PSI-Lights.

FACT SHEET: TRENDS IN CHARITABLE GIVING

[

Giving Reaches Record Peaks

Total giving in 1983 was $64.9 billion, a number greater
than the national budgets of two thirds of the world's
countries,

Between 1980 and 1983 giving increased by almost $17 billion
- and this does not include the donation of 1nfk1nd
contributions,

1983 marked the third consecutive year that the increase in
giving was higher than the inflation rate.

Real growth of contributions is much greater because of
lower inflation.

Contributions out performed forecasts made for charitable
contributions in Chemical Bank's 1981 Giving and Getting
study.

Corporate contributions have been increasing - even when
corporate profits were done in 1982.

The 1983 United Way Campaign, was not only a record year,
but the best in 27 years. President Reagan helped to kick
it off on national television.

Sources of Charitable Giving - 1983

- 83% from individuals

- 7% bequests

-~ 5.3% foundations

- 4.8% corporations

- very often contributions are absorbed by corporate budgets
other than the corporate contributions budgets and is not
reflected in these figures.

Recipients of Charitable Giving - 1983

- religious giving at almost half at (47.8%) (up 1.4% from
1982)

- health 14.1% (up .2% from 1983)

- education 13.9% (down .3% from 1983)

- social services 10.7% (up .2% from 1983)

- arts and humanities 6.3%

Education, health and social services were the major
recipient areas from non-individual givers

Business is more carefully placing priority on true areas of
need for their contributions.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500
TELEPHONE: 202-456-6676



- The Chamber of Commerce found in a 1983 survey that
substantial increases in private sector initiatives were
seen in 1981-1982. Most notable were programs in the areas
of economic development, education, and employment/training
- the three focus areas of the President's Advisory Council
on PSI,

- Better management, improved focus and accountability has
become important goals for many non-profit organizations.

- As corporations get more involved in analyzing the inner
workings of non-profit organizations they are finding more
opportunities for in-kind contributions - such as
management, marketing, materials, resources and technical

expertise.
/"

TRENDS IN SMALL BUSINESS COMMITMENT TO PSI*

There are approximately 14 million small businesses in the
nation (with 11-200 employees). This represents 98% of the
total businesses and 50% of the nations work force, and
recently two-thirds of the countries new jobs. Over 600,000
new firms are created each year.

A majority (79%) of small businesses feel corporations have
some obligation to meet the needs of their communities rather
than leave such support exc¢lusively to government or
non-profit organizations.

A majority (89%) of top executives volunteer in their
communities. The example, set by senior management, sets the
tone for employees.

Over half of companies see benefits such as increased
visibility and image, improved employee morale, and ease in
hiring new employees. Over 75% agree that voluntdrism is good
for the bottom line.

Small businesses are a major potential resource to work
closely with non-profit organizations since they can quickly
respond to a commitment from the top.

Small businesses, like their larger counterparts, often view
community support primarily in the more traditional terms of
philanthropy, as opposed to the more innovative sharing of
company resources and expertise.

rd

(*from Mutual Benefit Life Survey)
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE: 4/3/85 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: _ 5:00 P.M. TODAY
SUBJECT: RADIO TALK: FEASTER
ACTION FYI ACTION FY]

VICE PRESIDENT O O  OGLESBY v’ O
REGAN O 9/ ROLLIN /o
DEAVER 0 M SPEAKES o v’
STOCKMAN v O SVAHN v O
BUCHANAN v o  Tumne O O
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REMARKS:

Pleqse'provi@e any edits diredtly to Ben Elliott by 5:00 p.m. today,
April 3rd, with an information copy to my office. Thank you.

RESPONSE:

No comments.

David L. Chew
Staff Secretary
Ext. 2702
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PRESIDENTIAL RADIO TALK: EASTER
SATURDAY, APRIL 6, 1985

My fellow Americans, this weekend, Jews the world over begin
celebrating the festival of Passover, which each $pring
commemorates the miraculous delivery -- the Exodus -- of their
people from slavery. The message of Passover speaks to Jew and
non-Jew alike. It resounds with bitter cries of glaves suffering
inhumanity. And it rings forth with joyful cheerq of a people
set free, courageously undertaking the long journjy to freedom
and independence.

Tomorrow is Easter, a deeply holy day when Christians

celebrate the victory of faith in a triumph of hope over despair
and life over death. AThrough one magnificent act of pure and
perfect love, Jesus left the promise sought since the beginning
of time -~ that there will never be a dark night that does not
end. As it is said in John 3:16, "For God so loved the world,
that He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in
Him sﬁall not perish but have everlasting life."

America was born and grew from a faith that has bound us in
a communion of spirit, ever since our ancestors crossed the
Atlantic, notﬂto find soil for their ploughs, but liberty for
their souls. When Daniel Webster visited the site at Plymouth
Rock in 1820, he said, "...let us not forget the religious
character of our origin. Our fathers brought hitHer their high

veneration for religion. They journeyed by its lijght and labored
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by its hope. They sought to...diffuse its influence through all
their institutiéns, civil, political, and literary."

When we speak of faith and its imporFance today, it is not
to impose ‘our beliefs on others, but to ensure freedom of worship
for all, so that America may remain one Nation under God, and in
our institutions and daily lives, we may be the vessels of His
wisdom, truth, and love.

All we have been and hope to be, all our power for goodito
make this world better, begin in the miracles of freedom and
faith that God has placed in the human mind and heart. But these
great’ gifts are not ours to enjoy in splendid isolation; they are
the birthright of all His children.

We can be heartened by the great outpouring of generosity
across our iand from citizens sharing the bread of life with
others in great need at home and in faraway lands. Charitable
giving has surpassed $65 billion, an all-time high and a sum
greater than the national budgets of two-third$ of the world's
countries. There has also been a sharp upsurge in contributions
and voluntary activities in the last 4 years.

The response of our people to the crisis in Ethiopia has
been miraculous. Almost $75 million has been sent in donations
for food by private individuals, with thousands of church groups
donating time and resources. But millions of people remain
desperately hungry, and they need our continued support.

I have spoken about our responsibility to help others'
maferial'needs. But'can we commemorate Passover and Easter, can

we celebrate this message of freedom and hope, and not remember,
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as well, the great spiritual needs of God's children who have no
freedom and litéle hope?

There are over 100 million Christians, Jews, and Muslims in
the Soviet Empire. But they are forbidden to give religious
instruction to their children, forbidden to study the Bible, or
the Torah, or to worship Allah, or even to wear crosses on their
necks. In Lenin's words, "Religion and communigm are
incompatible in theory and in practice. We must fight religion."
And fight it they do with persecution ranging fﬁom intolerance,
to ostracism, to imprisonment and torture in thﬁir infamous labor
and prison camps and so-called psychiatric hospitals.

Dr. Ernest Gordon, President of an organizqtion named CREED,
Christian Rescue Effort for the Emancipation of Dissidents, noted

that on a recent trip to Eastern Europe he spokg with a priest
who had spent 10 years in prison. The priest aﬁked him to
deliver a message to the West: there is a war %oing on; it is
not nuclear, but spiritual. The fall-out of the atheistic
explosion is everywhere. But Dr. Gordon added, "Although the
fall-out méy be everywhere, God, too, is everywqere and not even
tyrannies can keep Him out."

My friends, the cause of freedom is the cause of God. The
United States will do everything humanly possible to work with
the Soviets for a safer world. But to betray ouF deepest values
is to betray ourselves; to ignore the prophet Ispiah's words,
"bind up the broken-hearted...proclaim liberty tp the captives of

the world," is to make our own freedom a sham.
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It is time for believers of all faiths to unite in a crusade
to help our broéhers and sisters who cry out for freedom -- from
the Mujhadin under fire in Afghanistan, to brave heroces like
Scharansky, Sakharov, and Father Yakunin inside the U.S.S.R., to
embattled churches from Poland to Nicaragua. Let us join hands,
1ift up our voices, and ask for God's help, remembering always
that where the spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.

Until next week, thanks for listening-and God bless you.



April 3, 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR BEN ELLIOTT
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
DIRECTOR, PRESIDENTIAL SPEECHWRITING

FROM: JOHN G. ROBERT
ASSOCIATE COUN HE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: Radio Talk: Easter

Counsel's Office has reviewed the above-referenced proposed
remarks. We recommend adding "Christians believe that" at
the beginning of the second sentence of the second paragraph.
This addition will help forestall criticism of the President
for using Government funds to advance one particular creed.

cc: David L. Chew
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-- JeWws, Hebrew teachers Iosif BerenshFein nd Aleksandr
Kholmianskiy.

-- The group of Pentacostalists in the Sovig¢t Far East. and
the other Pentacostalist groups mentionEd injthe HR report.

~-- The other Christian groups mentioned, in¢luding Baptists,
Seventh Day Adventists, Russian Orthodo¥ activists, etc.

(Soviet Desk here has no problem with mentioﬂing these cases).

Romania

report). Note: We ask that you not use the |case of Romanian
Orthodox priest Father Gheorghe Calciu.l It might cause
additional problems for him.

~- Problems of the various Baptist groups (jiscussed in HR

Czechoslovakia

-~ Problems of the Catholic Church, inc¢luding harassment,
arrests of priests, etc, Described in HR reaort.

It might be worth mentioning the fact that in the Soviet
Union, teaching religion to minors is technically illegal.
This includes parents teaching their own children in their own
homes. While this is not, and cannot be, regularly enforced,
it is in the law and can be used whenev%r the State decides to
do so.

I hope this is of some help to you. Pleape do not hesitate
to contact me if necessary.
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“Keeping in mind that my son is
semi~conscious, that he is practically
blind, and is absolutely helpless, I
ask that you urgently consider the
guestion of releasing him for reasons
of health . . . . I sincerely implore
you to give me the opportunity to be
near my dying son.,"

Dear Friend of CREED,

The mother of Ukrainian Valery Marchenko wrote these words to
President Chernenko, prison of“icials and medical administrators
in a letter dated September 16., 1984. She did not get her final
wish. Valery Marchenko died &t the age of 37, in a prison hospital
on October 7 and was, as U.S. (Congressman Dante Fascell described,
“a victim of callous indifferemce to his fate by Soviet authorities."

Who was Vialery Marchenko?
Why was he in prison?
What could we have done?

Marchenko was a scholar, @ journalist, a human rights activist
and a Christian who, at his most recent trial, said that all of his
1ife he tried to "serve goodness" which he considered to be his
"Christian duty."

After having graduated witth honors from Kiev University,
Marchenko's mastery of the Azerbaidzhan (Iranian) language led him
to translate a collection of fairytales into Ukrainian. From
September 1970 to June 1973 he was a journalist with a major
Ukrainian newspaper, Literary Wkraine. On June 25, 1973 the KGB
arrested him.

A Kiev court charged Marchenko with "systematically partici-
pating in activities which are 'hostile to Soviet society.” The
charge was based on three essay's written by Marchenko, but never
published. For this offense Mairchenko was sentenced to six years
strict regime labor camp and twé years of exile.

Released in 1981, Marchenkw was again arrested in 1983 and
charged with "preparing documenits which slandered the Soviet social
order, distributing them among Seviet citizens and transmitting
them abroad.” One of the documeents he was accused of writing was
a letter addressed to the Supremme Soviet of the USSR, describing
the intolerable Tiving conditiomms of Soviet prisoners, and asking
for improvement. In another leitter he asked the Director General
of UNESCO for help in securing [permission to translate the works of
William Shakespeare into Ukrain-ian while in prison.

This time Marchenko, sufferring extreme i11 health as a result
of neglect and withheld medical treatment during his previous
prison term, was sentenced to fiifteen additional years of hard
labor and internal exile. Nine wmonths after sentencing, Valery
Marchenko was dead.
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We ask the question, "What could we have done to intercede in be?a]f of
Marchenko?" The imprisoned St. Paul told his fellow believers to, "Give your-
selves wholly to prayer and entreaty . . . always interceding for all God's
people."

A contemporary voice of a former prisoner of a Soviet psychiatric hospital
tells us in a letter published in the Paris-based emigre journal, Russkaya Mysl,
"Western public opinion has a realistic possibility of obtaining any prisoner's
release during his 14 to 2 year imprisonment in a Special Psychiatric Hospital."
". . . believe me, a former inmate, who managed to gain my freedom thanks solely
to intercession and help, however weak yet effective, from abroad."

This prisoner lists specific things that each of us can do to help:

1. Send "persistent" requests to authorities for the release of
prisoners and improvement of their conditions.

2. "Frequent and precise" letters should be written to the prisoners
themselves by various people. This shows the administration and
the KGB that foreign human rights defenders are concerned and
interested.

3. If a prisoner has relatives, it is "absolutely necessary" to
correspond with them because they can be a communication Tink
both ways.

In CREED's mission of freedom it does its best to tell Americans the truth
about the Persecuted Church and its suffering. About 15 months ago I visited
Serban Constantinescu and Maria Harangus in Romania. Their future seemed bleak.
Dr. Constantinescu is an environmental scientist who had suffered arrest and
imprisonment. Maria Harangus had been denied the right to teach at the level of
her professional competency after she refused to join the communist party. After
she applied, nine years ago, for permission to emigrate she was denied the right
to work altogether, and informed that she would never be allowed to leave the
country. Shortly before my visit she had been told again that she could never
leave the country. When John Crossley and I visited her we were in hen home
for less than five minutes when an agent of the secret police knocked on the
window to investigate why we were visiting her. I met both of them before
Christmas in Pennsylvania. -

CREED may continue its worldwide mission of freedom only with your financial
support. We cannot continue without it. Your individual gift enables CREED
to reach ever more people through our National Education Program, to increase
personal missions into Eastern Europe, to maintain our diplomatic liaison with
foreign officials and to continue our Russian language radio broadcasts into
the USSR. I am ever thankful for your interest in and support of CREED.

With évery blessing for
the New Year, |

%w— %(N‘DM+

Dr. Ernest Gordon
President

Enclosures

P. S. Requests for CREED's help continue to grow as our work becomes better

known throughout the world. Please consider a gift of $50, $100 and
more. Thank you from the bottom of my heart.
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Thank you very much.

I am deeply honored to address this conference. I know that
a good many of you have come a long way to be here today, and I
know you have‘given greatly of your time, energy and concern.

And I can only hope, as you do, that those now suffering around
the world fofyiheir beliefs will draw renewed courage from your
work. -

The history of religion and its impact on civilization
cannot be summarized in a few days, never mind minutes. But one
of the great shared characteristics of all religions is the
distinction they draw between the temporal world and the
spiritual world. All religions, in effect, echo the words of the
gospel of St. Matthew: "Render therefore unto Caesar the things
which are Caesar's; and unto God the things that are God's."

What this injunction teaches us is that the individual cannot be
entirely subordinate to the state, that there exists a whole
other realm, an almost mysterious realm of individual thought and
action which is sacred, and which is totally beyond and outside
of state control,

This idea has been central to the development of human
rights. Only in an intellectual climate which distinguishes
between the City of God and the City of Man -~ and which
explicitly affirms the independence of God's realm, and forbids

any infringement by the state on its prerogatives -- only in such
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a climate could the idea of ihdividual human rights take root,
grow, and eventually flourish.

We see this climate in all democracies, and in our own
political tradition. The founders of our republic rooted their
democratic commitment in the belief that all men are endowed by
their Creator with certain inalienable rights. And so they

created a system of government whose avowed purpose was ~- and

is -- the protection of those God-given rights.

But, as all of you know only too well, there are many
political regimes today that completely reject the notion that a
man Or a woman can have a greater loyalty to God than to the
state. Marx's central insight, when he was creating his
political system, was that religious belief would subvert his
intentions. UndeE&géﬁggg%gifﬁggzL;uling party would claim for
itself the attributes which religious faith ascribes to God
alone -- and the state would be final arbiter of truth, justice,
and morality. Marx declared religion an enemy of the people -- a
drug, an opiate of the masses. And Lenin said, "Religion and
communism are incompatible in theory as well as in practice . . .
We must fight religion."”

All of this illustrates a truth that I believe must be
re-understood: atheism is not an incidental element of
communism, not just part of the package -- it is the package.

In countries which have fallen under communist rule, it is
often the church which forms the most powerful barrier against a

completely totalitarian system. And so, totalitarian regimes
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people. And we see a variation on how to abuse religious freedom
in the Sandinista regime of Nicaragua.

In Nicaragua, the Sandinista regime is faced with a‘
politically ac%ive church that -- although it supported the
revolution ~- is now considered a major obstacle to complete
totalitarian congrol. Some time back, Nicaraguan Bishop Pablo
Antonio Vega said, g:::are 1ivi$%£§é§£_a totalitarian ideology
that no one wants in this count??%l The Sandinistas are actively
attempting to discredit and split the church hierarchy. 2nd
there is one new area to be watched: the Sandinistas, like all
communist‘regimes, are injecting their ideology into the
educational system and have begun widespread campaigns to
indoctrinate children and adults. But the Catholic Church is
fighting to maiﬁtain autonomy and keep this indoctrination out of
their churches and schools.

This has not been resolved. Cuba solved the problem by
closinglall private schools, including religious schools.

The general state of religious liberty in Nicaragua is
suggested by testimony from various sources, but most vividly by
those who have fled this brutal regime. We recently learned of a
pastor:pf the Evangelical Church in a Nicaraguan town who told
the Freedom Fighters that the Sandinistas had threatened toc send
the 3,000 members of h*~ ~*w=~~t &~ w~l~~-~tjon camps. The pastor
and his church members in caves and temporary

settlements in the countryside.
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May I interject here that stories like this are the reason
we are asking Congress for aid to help the Freedom Fighters, and
to help the victims of the Sandinista regime;

The Sandinistas also harassed Jews. Two Nicaraguan
refugees, Sarita and Oscar Kellermaﬁk have told of the

‘ﬁ@lf;znéfnéﬁza worote

flrebomblng of thelr synagogue by the Sandlnls as,

-3 and-hew—they
o e syrogre o werls Konal tiflengiarted, e Wil sk ¥y

wrote on the synagggue—aaé—ttfiKellermaAXs home thewwezjj

"Jews -- OQut of Nicaragua."

When I think of Nicaragua these days, it occurs t?/pe anew
that you‘can judge any new government, any new regime, by whether
or not it allows religion to flourish. If it doesn't, you can be
_sure it is an enemy of mankind -- for it is attempting to ban
what is most beautiful in the human heart.

But we must not feel despair, because it is not appropriate
to the times. We are living in a dramatic age. Throughout the
world, the machinery of the state is being used as never before
against religious freedom -- but at the same time, throughout the
world, new groups of believers keep springing up. Points of
light flash out in the darkness, and God is honored once again.
Perhaps this is the greatest irony of the communist experiment:
the very pressure they apply seems to create the force, friction,
and heat that allow deep belief to once again burst into flame.

I believe that the most essential element of our defense of
freedom is our insistence on speaking out for the cause of
religious liberty. I would like to see this country rededicate
itself wholeheartedly to this cause. I join you in your desire

that the Protestant churches of America, the Catholic Church, and
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THE PRESIDENT: I'm deeply honored to address this
conference. I know that a good many of you have come a long way to
be here today. And I know you've given greatly of your time and
energy and concern. And I could only hope, as you do, that those now

suffering around the world for their beliefs will draw renewed
courage from your work.

This history of religion and its impact on civilization
cannot be summarized in a few days or -- never mind minutes. DBut one
of the great shared characteristics of all religions is the
distinction they draw between the temporal world and the spiritual
world. All religions, in effect, echo the words of the Gospel of St.
Matthew: "Render, therefore, unto Caesar the things which are
Caesar's; and unto God the things that are God's."

What this injuction teaches us is that the individual
cannot be entirely subordinate to the state, that there exists a
whole other realm, an almost mysterious realm of individual thought
and action which is sacred and which is totally beyond and outside of
state control. This idea has been central to the development of
human rights,

Only in an intellectual-climate which distinguishes
between the City of God and the City of Man and which explicitly
affirms the independence of God's realm and forbids any infringement
by the state on its prerogatives, only in such a climate could the

idea of individual human rights take root, grow and eventually
flourish.

We see this climate in all democracies and in our own
political tradition. The founders of our republic rooted their
democratic commitment in the belief that all men are endowed by their
Creator with certain inalienable rights. And, so, they created a
system of government whose avowed purpose was and is the protection
of those God-given rights.

But as all of you know only too well, there are many
political regimes today that completely reject the notion that a man
or a woman can have a greater loyalty to God than to the state.
Marx's central insight when he was creating his political system was
that his -- that religious belief would subvert his intentions.
Under the communist system, the ruling party would claim for itself
the attributes which religious faith ascribes to God alone and the
state would be final arbiter of youth -- or truth, I should say,
justice and morality. I guess saying youth there instead of truth
was just a sort of a Freudian slip on my part. (Laughter.)

Marx declared religion an enemy of the people -- a drug,
an opiate of the masses. And Lenin said, "Religion and communism are

incapatible in theory as well as in practice... We must fight
religion."

All of this illustrates a truth that, I believe, must be
understood. Atheism is not an incidental element of communism, not
just part of the package. It is the package. 1In countries which

MORE



have fallen under communist rule, it is often the Church which forms
the most powerful barrier against a completely totalitarian system.
And, so, totalitarian regimes always seek either to destroy the
Church, or, when that is impossible, to subvert it.

In the Soviet Union, the Church was immediately attacked
by the communist revolution. But the Soviets, bowing to Western
squeamishness about the denial of liberties, often characterize their
actions as merely defensive.

In 1945, Josef Stalin met with Harry Hopkins who had been
sent by Harry Truman to discuss various East-West problems. In the
middle of a talk about politics, Stalin interjected the following:

In 1917, he said, the Russian Communist Party had proclaimed the
right of religious freedom as part of their political program. But,
he said, the churches of Russia had declared the Soviet government
anathema and had called on church members to resist the call of the
Red Army. Now, what could we do, said Stalin, but declare war on the
Church! He assured Hopkins, however, that World War II had ended the
Church-state antagonism and now freedom of religion could be granted
to the Church. But that, as you know, never happened.

History has taught us that you can bulldoze a church, but
you can't extinguish all that is good in every human heart. And, so,
in spite of the dangers involved, there are Christians and Jews and
Muslims and others throughout the communist world who continue to
practice their faith. Some of them have been imprisoned for their

courage. There's the late Valerie Marchenko who died in a Soviet
"prison hospital a few short months ago. He was 37 years old, a
scholar, and a Christian, who, at his most recent trial, spoke of his
belief in God and his faith in human goodness. There's Father Gleb
Yakunin who was recently sent to Siberia for five years of internal
exile. He's another "prisoner of faith." And Bronislav Borovsky,
recently sentenced for smuggling Bibles into Czechoslovakia. These
are only a few of many.

Dr. Ernest Gordon, the President of an organization named
CREED, Christian Rescue Effort for the Emancipation of Dissidents,
noted that on a recent trip to Eastern Europe he spoke with a priest
who had spent 10 years in prison. The priest asked him to deliver a
message to the West: There is a war going on. It is not nuclear,
but spiritual. The fallout of the atheistic explosion is everywhere.
But Dr. Gordon added, "Although the fallout may be everywhere, we are
reminded that God too is everywhere and not even tyrannies can keep
Him out."

MORE



We in the United States have protested this terrible
abuse of people who are nothing less than heroes of this century.
Most recently when Congressional leaders met in Moscow with General
Secretary Gorbachev, they gave the Soviet leadership a list of Baltic
and Ukrainian prisoners of conscience, and the Council on Soviet
Jewry and other groups were magnificent in making sure that the
Congressional delegation did not leave without extensive data on
repression against Jews in the Soviet Union.

Religious persecution, of course, is not confined to
Europe. We see it in Iran, whose leaders have virtually declared war
on the Bahais; we see it in Afghanistan where the Soviet military has
resorted to increasingly cruel measures against the Moslem people;
and we see a variation on how to abuse religious freedom in the
Sandinista regime of Nicaragua.

In Nicaragua, the Sandinista regime is faced with a
politically active Church that, although it supported the revolution,
is now considered a major obstacle to complete totalitarian control.
Sometime back, Nicaraguan Bishop Pablo Antonio Vega said that, "We

are living with a totalitarian ideology that no one wants in this
country."

The Sandinistas are actively attempting to discredit and
split the Church hierarchy. And there's one new area to be watched.
The Sandinistas, like all communist regimes, are injecting their
ideology into the educational system and have begun widespread
campaigns to indoctrinate children and adults.

But the Catholic Church is fighting to maintain autonomy
and keep this indoctrination out of their churches and schools. 1
just had a verbal message delivered to me from the Pope urging us to
continue our efforts in Central America.

Well, this thing that 1 was mentioning has not been
resolved. Cuba solved the problem Dy closing all private schools
including religious schools. The general state of religious liberty
in Nicaragua is suggested oy testimony from various sources but most
vividly by tnose who nave fled tnis orutal regime.

We recently learned of a pastor of the Evangelical Church
in a Nicaraguan town who told the freedom fighters that the
Sandinistas nad threatened to send the 3000 members of nis chiurch to
relocation camps. The pastor and his church members are now hiding
out in caves and temporary settlements in the countryside.

Tne Sandinistas also harass Jews. Two Nicaraguan
refugees, Sarita and Oscar Kellermann, have told of the fire-bombing
of their synagogue by the Sandinistas. The Sandinistas wrote on the
synagogue the words, "What Hitler started we will finish." And they
wrote on the Kellermanns' home, "Jews out of Nicaragua."

May I interject here that stories like these of organizad
coercion and brutality and terror are
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the reason we're asking Congress for aid to help the freedom fighters
and to help the victims of the Sandinista regime.

When I think of Nicaragua these days, it occurs to me
anew that you can judge any new government, any new regime by whether
or not it allows religion to flourish, If it doesn't, you can be

sure it's an enemy of mankind, for it's attempting to ban what is
most beautiful in the human heart.

But we mustn't feel despair because it's not appropriate
to the times. We're living in a dramatic¢ age. Throughout the world,
the machinery of the state is being used as never before against
religious freedom. .But at the same time, throughout the world, new
groups of believers keep springing up. Points of light flash out in
the darkness and God is honored once again.

Perhaps this is the greatest irony of the communist
experiment. The very pressure they apply seems to create the force,
friction and heat that allow deep belief to once again burst into
flame.

I believe that the most essential element of our defense
of frecedom is our insistence on speaking out for the cause of
relicious liberty. I would like to see this country rededicate
itself whole-heartedly to this cause. I join you in your desire that
the Protestant Churclhies of America, the Catholic Church and the
Jewish organizations remember the members of their flock who are in
prison or in jecpardy in other countries. We are our brothers
keepers, all of us. And I hope the message will go forth from this
conference: To prisoners of conscience throughout the world, take
heart, you have not been forgotten. We, your brothers and sisters in
God, have made your cause cur cause. And we vow never to relent
until you have regained the freedom that is your birthright as a
child of God.

Now, let me turn to an issue, if I could, for just a
moment that has provoked a storm of controversy, my decision to visit
the war cemetery at Bitburg and my decision, on the State Visit to
Germany, not to visit the site of the concentration camp at Dachau.
It was, and remains, my purpose, and that of Chancellor Kohl, to use
this visit to Germany on the 40th anniversary of the war's end in
Europe to commemorate not simply the military victory of 40 years
ago, but the liberation of Europe, the rebirth of German freedom and
tite reconciliation of our two countries.

My purpose was, and remains, not to re-emphasize the
crimes of the Third Reich in 12 years of power, but to celebrate the
tremendous accomplishments of the German people in 40 years of
liberty, freedom, democracy and peace. it was to remind the world
that since the clcse of that terrible war, the United States and the
Federal Republic have established an historic relationship, not of
super power to satellite, but of sister republiecs bounded together by
common ideals and alliance and partnership. It is to cement the 40
years of friendship between a free Germany and the United States,
between the German people and the American people that Chancellor
Kohl and I agreed together to lay a wreath at the cemetery for the
German war dJead. That's why I accepted the invitation to Bitburg,
and that's why I'm going to Bitburg.

As for the decision not to go to Dachau, one of the sites
of the great moral obscenity of that era, it was taken because of my
mistaken impression that such a visit was outside the official
agenda. Chancellor Kohl's recent letter to me, however, has made 1t
plain that my invitation to visit a concentration camp was, indeed, a
part of his planned itinerary. So, I have now accepted that
invitation, and my staff is in Germany exploring a site that will fit
into our schedule there. (Applause.)

For years I've said it, and I'll say it again today, and
I will say it again on that occasion, we must never forget the

MORE



Holocaust, nor should we ever permit such an atrocity to happen ever
again. HNever again.

Thank you. God bless all of you. (Applause.)

END 1:47 p.M. EST
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New from Hoover Institution Press

Financial Reform in the 1980s
Thomas F. Cargill and

Gillian Garcia

ISBN: 0-8179-8132-2 (paper)
Publication Date: March 1985

Two noted experts on financial regula-
tion examine the history of monetary
reform in the United States, the de-
regulation of the banking industry
since the late 1970s, unresolved prob-
lems, and the agenda for reform in
the 1980s.

Solzhenitsyn in Exile: Critical
Essays and Documentary
Materials

John B. Dunlop, Richard S.
Haugh, and Michael
Nicholson, eds.

ISBN: 0-8179-8051-2 (hard): $19.95
Publication Date: March 1985
Thirteen scholars review Solzhenit-
syn's reception in the West and
analyze his works and thought.
Includes translations of interviews
with Solzhenitsyn and a complete
bibliography of his writings through
1981.

The Flat Tax

Robert E. Hall and

Alvin Rabushka

ISBN: 0-8179-8222-1 (paper): $7.95
Publication Date: March 1985

The founders of the flat-tax move-
ment present a lucid and persuasive
analysis of the failings of our present
tax system and offer a radical, yet
practical alternative.

Managing Diplomacy:

The United States and Japan
Harrison M. Holland

ISBN: 0-8179-8001-6 (hard): $24.95
Publication Date: January 1984
Holland, a retired foreign service offi-
cer, compares the diplomatic services
of Japan and the United States, focus-
ing on the selection and performance
of embassy and consulate staffs.

U.S.-Japan Strategic
Relationships

Edward A. Olsen

ISBN: 0-8179-8071-7 (hard): $24.95
Publication Date: January 1985

An analysis by a leading student of
Japanese defense of the sources of
tension in the US.—Japan alliance,
with recommendations for improving
the joint military arrangements of the
two countries.

USSR Foreign Policies
After Detente
Richard F. Staar
ISBN: 0-8179-8171-3. hard)*
0-8179-8171-1 paper *
Publication Date- March 1985
Former US. ambassador to the MBFR
talks Richard F. Staar studies the
foreign policy apparat ot the USSR
and its multifaceted approach to
diplomacy.

Politics, Policies, and

Economic Development in

Latin America

Robert Wesson, ed.

ISBN: 0-8179-8061-' -:-: %2495
0-8179-8062-8 paper. $13.95

Publication Date- January 1985

A collection of essays on the

economic policy in nine Latin Ameri-

can states, analyzing the reasons

behind the adoption ot spedific poli-

cies and their success or failure.

*Prices to be annoanced

Hoover imstitution Press
Stanford Dmiversity
Stanferd, CA 54385

Visa and MasterCiarge orders accepted
by telephene [415] 497-3373
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LETTERS

That ole factory o’ mine

You write in the December “Tilting at Windmills”
that you found the November issue of the Monthly “a
gem ” The only flaw you could find was an unanswered
letter, etc. I hope that by this time one of your staff
has pointed out a couple of smelly.items in the James
Clark piece [“Bovine Balloons and the Odiferous
Option”].

Start with the title, in both the table of contents and
on page 24. Where did any editor ever find odiferous?
Then try .the first paragraph on page 25. How do you
like the olefactory?

JOSEPH G. FOSTER
Mifflinburg, Pennsylvania

Day Care Dissent

As a long-time subscriber and card-carrying
neoliberal, I have been amazed and saddened by your
stand against working parents and day care. Your series
of articles on the subject, culminating in the December
feature “Ending Nine-to-Five Neglect of Our
Children,” [*“The .PartTime Sohution,” Deborah
Baldwin; “Why Parents Think They Can’t Stay Home,”
Philip Keisling] begs the most important question of
all: whether constant dependence on one parent is real-
ly good for.the child.

The only evidence you have ever offered on this point
was an anecdote about children in a large day care
center who spent all day pining .for their mothers.
Those children were the victims of mass-production
day care, and I felt for them. But their sad situation
hardly proves that all kinds of day care harm children.
Just ask my four-year-old son, who has been spending
his weekdays in a day-care home with eight other
youngsters and three adults since he was six months
old. He and his playmates are more inquisitive,
friendlier and more self-confident than the stay-at-
homes down the block. While most of them are still
clutching Mommy’s skirt, Eric is exploring the world.

Parents who love their children don’t want to
monopolize and smother them; they want them to grow
and thrive. Today students of childhood are finding
that constant parental attention is needed for the child’s
first six months. Isolation with a single parent after
this period may actnally hamper a child’s social
development.

The best solution to the problem of child care-is not
to condemn all day care, but to encourage the right
kind of day care: small groups-of children supervised
by concerned professionals. Your unthinking equation
of day care with neglect feeds-the selfishness of parents
who believe that smothering their children is good for
them, and unjustly faults parents who have.carefully
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chosen a day-care setting to benefit their children.

Worst of all, it distracts public attention from the real
need for better day care.

DAVID .J. ZIMNY

Lansing, Michigan

Phillip Keisling’s slap at young. parents working in-
stead of staying home with their kids does us all a

.tremendous disservice. It is the most selective reading

of the.facts I've seen in a long time.

‘With the uninfermed smugness of a zealot, Keisling
cites downward trends-in office productivity and sug-
gests that if young people worked harder, they wouldn’t
have to labor longer houss than their parents did. Then,
he berates us for giving in to norms that require up-
and-coming.professionals to work long hours to get
ahead. He even implies that young women should buck -
peer pressures to aspire to prestigious jobs.

Yet these moral revelations are based mainly on a
superficial comparison of incomes of couples aged 25
to 34 in 1983 and 1957, According to Keisling, real in-
comes for this group are 25 percent higher than they
were in 1957, hence, young working couples must be
too selfish to.give up their second incomes to raise
families. This analysis overlooks a -whole raft of in-
dicators to the contrary. For example, the average after-
tax income of a young couple has actually fallen three
percent since the early 1960s, even though there are
more than three times as many two-earner households.
Higher payroll levies alone have sopped up three-
quarters of any real income growth.

In addition, since young families have high housing
demands, their living standards are closely tied to
housing costs—and the real cost of a house has near-
ly doubled since 1970. During this same period,
however, after-tax incomes for all households headed
by a person aged 25-34 declined an amazing 27 per-
cent, with the result that single-earner families have
been squeezed out of the housing market. Whereas in
1970 a family with an income 26 percent below the
median could afford to buy the median home, by 1984,
it needed an income 29 percent above the median.

While competition for jobs and housing among the
numerous “baby-boom” generation has increased
young couples’ needs for second incomes, public
policies have also played a key role. Deficits have raised
interest rates and exacerbated the housing problem.
And low confidence in Social Security and Medicare
has led young workers to set aside more reserves for
retirement than their parents ever did.

Today’s young workers were in big trouble well before
their parents’ generation began accumulating national
debt at a rate of $200 billion per year. To suggest that
they are both better off and more selfish than their
parents only perpetuates the unfortunate stereotype



that blinds society to the need to worry about the
futures of people in this age group.
PAUL S. HEWITT
Washington, D.C.
Paul Hewitt is president of Americans for Generational
Equity. .

Phil Keisling’s article in December’s issue is just
brilliant. I bet the feminist ideologues would like to
strangle him for so smoothly cutting through all the
bramble bushes they have carefully created in women’s
minds why careers should come first.

CONNAUGHT MARSHNER
Washington, D.C.

Progressive pronouns

PR

in violation of traditional flood-plain zoning. She was

furious about being billed $35 a foot for an intercep--

tor sewer that would not serve her at all, but declared:
“You can’t fight city hall” I admonished her: “Maybe
you can’t always beat city hall, but you can always fight
(em ‘”

The fourth estate is best represented by newsmen of
Mr. Easterbrook’s tenacity. I hope that, if his surrender
statement was serious, Mr. Easterbrook’s compatriots
at The Washington Monthly will thrash him back to
his senses. My son aboard his submarine joins me in
this sentiment.

P. B. SEYMOUR
Milwaukee, Wisconsin

1 enjoy your publication each month, but I'm con-
cerned by your apparently unthinking use of sexist ter-
minology. A particularly egregious example cropped
up in December’s “Tilting at Windmills” column, in
an item on the training of Peace Corps volunteers. “If
HE was that kind of volunteer—and that’s what we
quickly learned HE should be trained to be—HE could
make far more friends for HIMSELF and HIS coun-
try than HE would by propagandizing. .. ”

The remedy in this case is simple: substitute the
gender-neutral plural—‘they”. . “themselves”. . “their
country.” This way the sentence avoids the archaic and
literally inaccurate connotations of the gender-specific
“he‘li

Obviously this is not a major quibble. But it seems
to me that those of us laboring in the vineyards of pro-
gressive journalism have an obligation to pay atten-
tion to such details: if we don’t make an effort to con-
solidate nonsexist usage, who will?

FRED FISKE

Syracuse, New York

Fred Fiske is editorial page editor of the Syracuse Post-
Standard.

Early retirement

One of the more disheartening items in Gregg Easter-
brook’s article on the DIVAD antiaircraft weapon
botch [“Why DIVAD Won’t Die,” November] is his
remark that he promises “not to write on the military
again.” He is mistaken if he thinks his readers—other
than those in the Pentagon—are sick of his good labors
on behalf of the taxpayers and national defense.

I write as someone who has a son in the Navy and
who is concerned about the risk of Mr. Easterbrook’s
talents being set aside. I recall the case of a neighbor
through whose lawn our municipal officials chose to
lay a sewer which would serve an apartment complex
their vals in the investment world intended to build

Statustician

“The Case of the Missing Middle Class: Money
Madness in Manhattan” (December) was on point.
Walter Shapiro reports, “In Washington our social
position was based on what we did, whom we knew,
and what parties we were invited to” (p. 45). I grant
that this is different from a social cachet based on cash,
but is it truly any better a basis?

MARILYN MACHLOWITZ
New York, New York

1 had no trouble understanding why Walter Shapiro
had writer’s block in trying to deliver on his promise
to his friends at The Washington Monthly to write “a
personal essay on the financial and personal reverbera-
tions of moving to Manhattan after 12 years in
Washington .”

Shapiro proudly says he writes about politics for
Newsweek, and his wife, Meryl, is a television jour-
nalist. He may write about politics, but he and his wife
appear to think only about status. He shou/d have gone
into advertising. Does Shapiro have any idea how
fragile is the First Amendment and how badly we need
political writers who are consumed with informing the
public?

If Shapiro feels shamed on New York’s social lad-
der, let him cast a huffy eye at me. I teach journalism
at a public community college in downtown QOakland.
Our newsroom bulletin board features articles that
chart the slightest incursion on press freedom. Our
students view a free press as the last hope for an in-
formed public that will one day right the inequities that
have spawned a forgotten class. (We revel in naivete.)

Shapiro should give up the pretense of being a jour-
nalist and just go after the cash. I have many a
qualified journalism student here in Oaklend whn
would love to write about politics for Newsw:
he or she would not be distracted by Ne
fashionable upper West Side.

1 suspect that Shapiro began with a healtl
for his role in helping to uphold the Bill of Ri
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client is not deceased, he.or she learns that the depart-
ment’s receipt of an erroneous death report was the
reason benefits were canceled, and they can immediate-
ly set the record straight and be reinstated, often before
experiencing an inconvenient or distressing lapse in
benefits. If the client is deceased, the notice assures
the estate that at least one aspect of the client’s affairs
has been settled without government red tape.

Legally, Chapter 42 of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions, Subchapter C-431, mandates that a notice be sent
to clients any time a benefit is changed or canceled
for any reason. The regulations specify that the notice
must be addressed to the client, a stipulation that rules
out sending it to “the estate of. . ”” or some other more
genteel reference.

The wording the lowa Department of Human Ser-
vices now uses for its death-related notice of cancella-
tion is slightly modified from the version you quoted.
It more clearly states that the department’s basis for
canceling the benefits was receiving a report of the
client’s death.

MICHAEL V. REAGEN

Des Moines, Iowa

Michael Reagen is the commissioner of the Iowa
Department of Human Services.
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These public relations specialists
can get answers for you:

Bill Adams (918) 661-5224
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Several years ago, in

response to the intelligence
community’s case for
assassinations—that it’s better
to kill a Hitler than to fight
a World War II—I said it
was my belief that, had the
CIA existed in the 1930s and
had it been in the
assassination business, it
would have chosen as its
targets Tito, de Gaulle, and
Count von Stauffenberg, I
should have added that it
would have been slipping
funds to the Fuhrer through
a Swiss bank. If you think
that I’'m being a bit extreme,
consider something I learned
only last month and that I
think very few people are
aware of: the CIA was -
behind Idi Amin’s rise to
power. This information was
not given to me by some left-
wing fruitcake but by a
trusted friend of 20 years
who learned it from a former
deputy director of the
CIA....

As much as I admire the
lawyers of the American Civil

6

Liberties Union, sometimes I
want to throttle them. Take
what they’re doing in
California, where the state
established a system of
highway checkpoints to
combat drunk driving. The
ACLU has filed a suit to stop
the program, calling it a
“substantial invasion of
fundamental constitutional
rights ”’ I want the police to
check up on drunk drivers.
Punish the cops if they beat
up some motorist or arrest
him unjustly, but give them a
fair chance to identify drunks
and get them off the

road. ...

Ihe National Council of

Teachers of Mathematics
says, according to a report
from the Associated Press,
that “schools should
routinely make calculators
available to kindergarten and
grade-school children,
including during tests.”’ I

realize that this would relieve
these teachers of an
intellectual burden that test
scores suggest has been too
great for many of them. But
the interest of the teachers
aside, isn’t it in the interest
of the rest of us to insist that
our children be taught math
in a way that challenges.them
to think instead of push
buttons on a calculator?. ..

In the same intellectual
tradition as the ACLU’s
opposition to drunk driving
checkpoints is the protest by
Americans United for
Separation of Church and
State against the issuance of
a postage stamp honoring the
work of Junipero Serra, the
Catholic priest who founded
the missions along the coast
of California. What is wrong
with recognizing the
historical importance of
religious figures as long as
they are not specially singled
out but are chosen along
with prominent people from
other fields, such as politics
and education. It is the
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Take, for example, the State Democrats have become the Avenue, Neiman Marcus, I.
Board of Fabric Care, which party of the special interests, Magnin, and Bonwit Teller

regulates dry cleaners and has

not, according to the Los
Angeles Times, revoked a
license in more than a
decade. Then there’s the
Board of Landscape
Architects, which presumably
protects owners of large
estates from people who
don’t know where to plant
the palm trees, a vicious gang
of criminals if there ever was
one.

The high moral tone of
these groups is illustrated by
the Certified Shorthand
Reporters Board. The board
has successfully protected the
public from having court
testimony transcribed by
anyone other than certified
shorthand reporters,
stalwartly resisting dangerous
innovations like the tape
recorder that might appear to
the untutored to be cheaper
and more reliable than
shorthand.

In the District of Columbia

Choice and
Consequence

Perspectives of an
errant economist

Thomas C. Schelling

“Whether one is looking for evidence and
insights on the rationality or the irrationality of
man, Choice and Consequence is one of the

very best places to look”
: —Mancur Olson,
New York Times Book Review

$20.00 at bookstores or order direct from

Harvard University Press
79 Garden Street, Cambridge, Mass. 02138
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State licensing boards

have, as readers of this
magazine know, two
functions. One is to give the
appearance of regulation.
The other is to make sure
that there is, in fact, no
regulation at all—except of
potential entrants, meaning
potential competitors. Over
the years, as more and more
groups became aware of what
this kind of regulation could
do for them, state legislatures
have been inundated with
requests to set up new
licensing boards. Some of my
favorites are in California.
Take, for example, the State
Board of Fabric Care, which
regulates dry cleaners and has
not, according to the Los
Angeles Times, revoked a
license in more than a
decade. Then there’s the
Board of Landscape
Architects, which presumably
protects owners of large
estates from people who
don’t know where to plant
the palm trees, a vicious gang
of criminals if there ever was
one.

The high moral tone of
these groups is illustrated by
the Certified Shorthand
Reporters Board. The board
has successfully protected the
public from having court
testimony transcribed by
anyone other than certified
shorthand reporters,
stalwartly resisting dangerous
innovations- like the tape
recorder that might appear to
the untutored to be cheaper
and more reliable than
s___rthand,

1 ... District of Columbia

we have the Board of
Cosmetology. Its solicitude
for the public is suggested by
the fact that it has not
disciplined a single
cosmetologist, even though,
according to The Washington
Post’s Molly Sinclair, one
customer said she had been
beaten on the head with a
hot curling iron when she
complained about the
hairstyle she received. The

customer even gave the board

medical records of the x-ray
and stitches she was given in
a-hospital emergency

room. ...

If you have doubted our

contention that the
Democrats have become the
party of the special interests,

consider this report by Ralph
Nader’s Congress Watch: of
the top 25 PAC recipients in
the House, 21 were
Democrats. . ..

And if you doubted the
identity of the beneficiaries
of the Reagan recovery,
consider this report from
Geoffrey Quinn of the
Associated Press:

“Americans are buying
expensive goods like never
before. . ..North American
Watch Co. is selling tens of
thousands of Movado,
Piaget, Concord, and Corum
watches at prices beginning
at $500. .. .Mercedes Benz’s
sporty new $23,000 ‘Baby
Benz’ is being snapped up.”

The retailing losers are the
low-end companies, reports
Quinn, while Saks Fifth
Avenue, Neiman Marcus, 1.
Magnin, and Bonwit Teller

Choice and
Consequence

ectives ofan
errant economist

Thomas C. Schelling

“Whether one is looking for evidence and
insights on the rationality or the irrationality of
man, Choice and Consequence is one of the
very best places to look” ’
: —Mancur Olson,
New York Times Book Review

$20.00 at bookstores or order direct from

Harvard University Press
79 Garden Street, Cambir
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' WHO in the Administration

* in the January job swap was
ashington power terms, the White
outranks any cabinet member. On
sle who know Reagan and Regan
1wt far down the road. Unlike
lose staff members, Regan is not
)f the courtier. He has been a boss
atever skills he cultivated on the
been long forgotten. Now in his
nan who not only is not used to
;s but is more used to getting the
sure, or appearing to make sure,
top. Furthermore, his celebrity
will give him star billing, even if
0 when the umpteenth story ap-
1ld Regan with some accomplish-
an (or Nancy) will blow up. ...

course the name of the game in
business. But that principle has
»oint of absurdity by the story of
obert Gray, and Michael Deaver.
wlton, having paid a large salary
't Gray for the four long years of

the Carter administration, was finally looking forward
to capitalizing on its investment during the Reagan ad-
ministration. Instead, Gray left and founded his own
firm, the success of which is based on the perception
that he has “close ties” to the White House. In fact,
except for Ed Meese, whose power declined
precipitously after the first year, Gray had no ties to
the West Wing, and every one of his proposals was
sabotaged by Deaver, who hated him.

Now Deaver is leaving the White House to form his
own public relations firm with the idea of being the
new Bob Gray. The joke is that because of the vindic-
tiveness he displayed on the job, and not just toward
Gray, Deaver has left so many enemies behind that it
is almost certain every one of his proposals will be
sabotaged. (This will be especially true if Deaver’s
closest allies on the White House staff—Mike
McManus, Bill Henkel, and Bill Sittman—follow him
out the door.) But given the lack of political sophistica-
tion American business has demonstrated, it is highly
likely that Michael Deaver, like Gray during the
previous four years, will make money on the basis of
appearance, not fact....

aald Regan has been secretary of

retary for Research- and
s P. Wade Jr. has been principal
Iy.

J. Bennett has been chairman of
/ment for the Humanities.

Jerrington has been White House
P. Hodel has been secretary of

General for Legislative Affairs—
been congressional and public af-
Immigration and Naturalization

tzerland—Faith Ryan Whittlesey
> the president for public liason.

. Baker I11 has been White House

Richard Darman has been deputy
of staff,
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AGENCIES AND COMMISSIONS .
Chairman, Consumer Product Safety Commission—
Terrence M. Scanlon has been a member since 1983.

Chairman, Federal Election Commission—John W.
McGarry has been a commission member since 1978.

Out

WHITE HOUSE

Deputy Chief of Staff—Michael K. Deaver has
resigned,

Chief of Staff, Office of the Vice President—Admiral
Daniel J. Murphy will return to a national security
post. .

Press Secretary, Office of the Vice President—Peter E.
Teeley will form a consulting firm in Washington.

INTERIOR
Secretary—William P. Clark is resigning to return to
ranching in California.

JUSTICE.

Assistant Attorney General for Legal Policy and
Counselor to the Attorney General—Tex Lezar will join
the Dallas law firm of Carrington, Coleman, Sloman
& Blumenthal.

Assistant Attorney General for Legislative Affairs—
Robert A. McConnell has been named vice president
of CBS, Inc. for Washington in charge of regulatory
and legislative af

AGENCIES AN]
Deputy Adminis
Agency—Alvin L




significant
dollars ra;
financed t

ook at all these bond counsel! They can’t
all be experts! Who knows what their qualifica-
tions are? These pages are cluttered with them!”

Carl Trauernicht, a sixtyish-looking lawyer with

e a squat German butcher’s build, was reaching for

The Red Book—the Martindale & Hubbell of the

municipal bond profession—and furiously flip-
‘;el I l I I lel I ping pages. Evidently hundreds of investment |
. banking and law firms have swarmed into the f
municipal bond business in the last decade, bring- |
ing “innovations,” and a spirit of competition, |
that Trauernicht is not at all pleased with. He |
found the section on St. Louis, his home city, and |
. R gave me the book. “Look here, how many firms |
aC e are listed? Fifteen, maybe, 20, I don’t know! |

Twenty years ago we were the only firm in the
city, in the state almost!”
. The municipal bond business, once a sleepy
by Paul Glastrls backwater area of the investment world, is grow-
ing and changing at a phenomenal rate. In 1971
less than $14 billion in new issues of municipal
bonds came to market. In 1983 the total was $85
billion—$122 billion counting short-term debt.
Hidden in these swelling numbers is an even more

Paul Glastris is a writer living in St. Louis.
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significant change. In 1971, 95 percent of the
dollars raised on the municipal bond market
financed the building of roads, schools, sewers
—the meat and potatoes projects you common-
ly associate with municipal bonds. By 1983 these
“traditional” projects made up less than half of
the total. The other half, about $45 billion, went
to finance activities having little or nothing to do
with state and local governments: private
hospitals, nursing homes, universities and college
students, real estate developers and home buyers,
and most importartly, corporations.

In all this activity, the small, tightly knit com-
munity of bond bankers and lawyers—of which
Carl Trauernicht is one of the last representa-
tives—has been overrun. Growing numbers of
young turks armed with MBAs and computers
and often coming from positions in corporate law
and finance are getting into the business and
revolutionizing it. Freda Stern Ackerman, exec-
utive vice president of Moody’s Investors Service,
observes that the once-conservative municipal
market, now “flooded with innovative new pro-
ducts, is beginning to resemble the corporate debt
market

Carl Trauernicht looks upon this tumult of
“creativity” with the bemused indignation of a
man who disagrees with a changing world but
knows his place in it is secure, His firm, Charles
& Trauernicht, has nothing like the dominant

- position it once enjoyed throughout the South

and Midwest when his father, Carl Sr., was run-
ning things. Yet, in a growing debt market,
business keeps rolling in, largely on the strength
of Trauernicht’s reputation for competently han-
dling traditional, “plain vanilla” bond issues,
where creativity is beside the point.

By avoiding most of the innovative financings,
Trauernicht has been able to keep his operation
simple. He shows me a “Preliminary Official
Statement’>—a municipal bond equivalent of a
stock prospectus—for an issue being handled by
a competing law firm., It is 40 pages of numerical
tables and dense legalese. “The literature we send
out,” he says, “is two pages, folded in half and
stapled > Does he ever get complaints from bond
buvers and bankers? “Occasionally someone will

firms with sophisticated tax departments, Trauer-
nicht has remained independent. “When I need
an answer to a tax question,” says Trauernicht,
pointing to a bound set of tax regulations and
striking a pose like John Houseman, “I go to the
right book and look it up”

Charles & Trauernicht’s staff is meager: two
aging lawyers and two pleasant, matronly
secretaries. A conspicuous lack of young, starch-
shirted associates suggests the eventual disap-
pearance of this way of doing business. Even the
offices in downtown St. Louis have that look of
hoary respectability that makes interior
decorators smile in their sleep: grey metal trash
cans, conference tables seemingly carved out of
tree trunks, doors with windows of opaque, rip-
pled glass. There is one acquiescence to the New
Era—a word processor.

Retelling the history of his firm, Trauernicht
describes the late Benjamin H. Charles, the firm’s
founder, without a touch of irony or qualifica-
tion, as “a good lawyer, a gentleman, a man of
honor and principle.”” Of all the changes that
have rocked the industry in recent years, the one
that truly seems to have wounded Trauernicht’s
spirit is the decline of the reputation of his
calling—the debauching of the tradition of bond
counsel. It’s a tradition unique in the history of
the legal profession.

Gentlemen prefer bonds

It all began in the latter part of the 19th cen-
tury, when a number of southern and midwestern
states repudiated their bonded indebtedness on
the grounds that the bonds were technically
defective and hence not legal and binding.
(Southern states, for instance, argued that their
bonds had been issued during Reconstruction by
carpetbaggers, who were not popularly elected.)
After getting burned a few times, bond buyers
and bankers began hiring lawyers to read over the
bond-issuing documents—called “transcripts” in
the trade—to make sure that no undotted “i”” or
uncrossed “t” could be used to challenge the
legitimacy of the bonds. Once the “bo_nd-






We are accustomed to
thinking of innovation as
the agent of progress and
growth, but when lawyers

start to innovate in the
bond market, we all end

up further in debt.

the year, the place, and the two men responsible
for transforming the municipal bond industry.

Nelson’s manna

Nelson Rockefeller was not a man to take no
for an answer. It was 1960, and the governor of
New York wanted to be known as a builder of
public housing and many other things. To build,
he needed a great deal of money. But even for
a Rockefeller, that was a problem. New York’s
constitution, like those of most states, required
voter approval of any bonds secured by the “full
faith and credit’*—that is, the taxing power—of
the state (such bonds are called “general obliga-
tions™). By 1960, getting voters to approve hous-
ing bonds was no piece of cake: one such referen-
dum had been defeated in recent years, and two
others had barely squeaked by. The voters of New
York seemed to be telling their elected officials,
No.

There was, however, a way to get around the
voters: revenue bonds, which are backed not by
taxes, but by the revenues generated by the pro-
posed project—in this case, rental payments from
the housing. New York had pioneered the use of
revenue bonds back in the 19th century for the
very purpose of avoiding constitutional debt
limitations. To issue such bonds, a state general-
ly has to set up an independent public authority
to keep the project off-budget, among other
reasons; accordingly Rockefeller created a Hous-
ing Finance Agency.

There was a hitch, however. Millions of dollars
of housing revenue bonds had gone into default
during the Depression. Investment bankers and
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bond buyers have long memories, and they, like
the voters, were sending Rockefeller an
unwelcome message. The projected revenue from
the public housing projects was not enough
security for them. They wanted the state to put
its own credit on the line—or no deal.

To appease the bankers and still circumvent the
voters, the governor needed a new, quick-change
bond, one that appeared to commit the state’s
taxes but in the fine print really didn’t. He need-
ed, in short, a legal innovation.

Almost in desperation, Rockefeller turned to
a bond attorney with a venerable New York firm
who had made his name in the thirties as an “in-
novator” in this very field—housing revenue
bonds. The lawyer’s name was John Mitchell, and
he brought to the governor’s dilemma the same
crafty pragmatism that he would later show as
Richard Nixon’s attorney general. In 1960,
Mitchell’s sly deed was the invention, for Nelson
Rockefeller, of the “moral obligation” bond.

Under the terms of Mitchell’s moral obligation,
the governor was to notify the legislature when
and if the revenues from the public housing were
insufficient to meet the payments on the bonds.
The legislature was not obligated in any way to
pay the bondholders a dime; it merely had to con-
sider doing so. The devious brilliance of Mit-
chell’s scheme was that it made everyone think
they had what they wanted. Rockefeller didn’t
have to seek the approval of the voters, since
technically their tax dollars were not on the line.
The legislature, assuaged by the governor’s oft-
repeated promise that the bonds would “never
cost the taxpayers a cent,” genuinely assumed
that they would never have to cover any revenue
shortfalls.

The bankers, on the other hand, understood
that the trump card most probably was theirs. If
the state welshed just once on these moral obliga-
tion bonds, it would lose its standing in the credit
markets for a very long time. No more universi-
ty expansion. No more public works. Salesmen
for the big investment firms told their customers,
with much justification, that “New York will
never let these bonds go into default.”

With such assurances, the bonds sold like hot-
cakes. Rockefeller was ecstatic. “Old Nelson
espoused my theory like it was the salvation of
mankind,” bragged Mitchell. “He treated the
money like manna from heaven” Rockefeller was
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soon issuing billions of dollars worth of moral
obligation bonds to build schools, hospitals,
universities, and mental institutions. Investment
bankers were getting rich off the burgeoning
public debt. And Mitchell himself was making
a fortune; as the nation’s authority on moral
obligation financing—a technique that would
spread to 35 states—Mitchell is reported to have
made $2 million a year.

The charade ended in February 1975, only
months before the collapse of New York City’s
finances. The Urban Development Corporation,
another Rockefeller housing authority heavily
dependent upon moral obligation financing,
defaulted on $100 million in bond anticipation
notes. It was a mess for the state, but the bankers
did indeed hold the winning hand. The bankers
and the the lawyers made money, the bondholders
lost nothing, and the people of New York state
picked up the $650 million tab.

Profits for parvenus

John Mitchell set an example that would
transform the municipal bond profession, but it
was the rise of industrial development bonds
(IDBs) that gave a new generation of go-go bond
lawyers its spurs.

To understand IDBs you need to grasp only
one fact: the entire municipal bond market is bas-
ed upon a tax exemption. To help states and
localities, the federal government has refrained
from taxing the interest bondholders get from
state and local governments. This in turn enables
these governments to sell their bonds at lower in-
terest rates than they would have to pay other-
wise. In effect, the federal treasury pays part of
states’ and municipalities’ -interest costs.

Who could object to subsidizing the building
of bridges and schools? The problem is that pro-
viding this subsidy indirectly, through a tax ex-
emption, wastes a great deal of money, as we shall
see. But beyond that, all the federally subsidized
capital swirling around in the municipal bond
market can attract other interests, such as cor-
porations, the way a floodlight attracts bugs.
Enter industrial revenue bonds, which were get-
ting popular in the early sixties just as John Mit-
chell was establishing a beachhead for innovators
in the bond counsel world.

In IDB financing, the local government acts
as a kind of front man for a private company,
borrowing money at low interest rates—thanks
to the U.S. Treasury—and using the proceeds to
build a factory or a shopping mall for the com-
pany in question. The justification for this laun-
dry operation is that the resulting employment
serves a public purpose. True enough. But when
every municipality in sight began issuing these
IDBs to attract business, it became a zero sum
game. None gained the special advantage they
had sought. The only winners were the bond
lawyers and the companies themselves.

Back in the 1960s, however, no one thought of
that (or if they did, they weren’t talking). Two
men who watched the flood of new lawyers break
down the old bond clique are William McCarthy,
a bond counsel and later a vice president of
Moody’s Investors Service and Arthur Hausker,
a banker/researcher with Reynolds Securities.
(Both are now at Fitch Investors Service, like
Moody’s, an investment rating agency.) “The in-
dustry grew with industrial revenue bonds,”
McCarthy explains, “which brought in corporate
lawyers. Wall Street and LaSalle Street and Mont-
gomery Street saw that, frankly, there’s money to
be made here. That’s the American system.’

These new, corporate-bred lawyers had little
sense of the quasi-judicial tradition of bond
counsel. “When Bill and I first got into the
business,” Hausker recalls, “by and large your
bond counsel rendered his opinions based on ex-
isting statutes. It wasn’t very long, particularly
when IDBs came into the picture, before bond
counsel were the ones writing the statutes at the
behest of bankers and legislators.”

State and local debt statutes originally were not
written with the needs of corporations in mind.
“Often obstructions in existing statutes had to be
swept aside for the path of progress,” says
McCarthy. “If you get the statutes passed, you
can probably get the clients a little faster than
your competitors.”’

“Now, there are some firms that are more
known for this...” McCarthy pauses, not

wishing to name names. I suggest one for him:
Kutak, Rock and Huie. “Kutak, Rock is a prime
example,” McCarthy exclaims. ‘“Bob Kutak—
that’s how he got going.”

Kutak, Rock and Huie—the very name is a
kind of generational litmus test for bond lawyers.
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“If the law says L Street
is one-way, some at-
torneys will leave it at
that. We'll ask, ‘Can you
walk in the other direc-
tion if you stay on the

sidewalk?’ *’

The parvenus who do mostly IDBs and related
work generally refer to its lawyers as “top notch”
and “professional” Attorneys with the older
firms have harsher opinions. “I’ve not been very
pleased with Kutak, Rock,” one bond counsel
with a large New York firm told me. “They’ve not
only cut corners on their legal analysis, they’ve
lowered the standards for soliciting business.”

“All bond counsel are' conservative,” counters
Haven Pell, a young partner at the Washington,
D.C. office of Kutak, Rock and Huie. “Tax-
exempt bonds are not like tax shelters. You can’t
take outrageous positions and wait for the IRS
to rule on them. If your opinion is wrong, the
bonds aren’t tax-exempt; and if they aren’t legal,
the bondholder gets nothing. Bond counsel get
sued.” That said, some bond counsel are more
conservative than others: “Different lawyers read
things in different ways.” Pell reflects on how to
illustrate his point. “If the law says L Street is
a one-way street, some attorneys will leave it at
that. We’ll ask, ‘Can you walk in the other direc-
tion if you stay on the sidewalk?’”

Subsidizing K-Mart

Thinking like this has been behind Kutak,
Rock’s phenomenal growth from three lawyers to
more than 140 in fewer than 14 years—an indica-
tion of just how much money there is in private
purpose municipals. It started in 1966, on the day
Bob Kutak, then a hungry lawyer in Omaha, met
Jim Lopp, a 27-year-old bond banker with the
investment house of Eastman, Dillon. Together,
Kutak and the hard-selling Lopp convinced the
city of Omaha to build a multi-million-dollar

THE WASHINGTON MONTHLY/FEBRUARY 1985

facility that was supposed to turn the scraps from
South Omaha stockyards—which had been foul-
ing the Missouri River—into profitable
byproducts. Kutak and Lopp also convinced the
city to put its credit on the line (the meatpackers
wouldn’t) behind the IDBs sold to finance the
dubious venture, The plant failed, of course, and
the people of Omaha are still paying off the
bonds. But not before Bob Kutak’s firm got
$75,000 as bond counsel, $178,000 in the ensu-
ing litigation, and invaluable experience in an ex-
ploding new field.

By the time the trouble started, Bob Kutak and
Jim Lopp were riding the crest of a wave of
private purpose municipal financings. “For four
years I just rode the airlines,” Lopp recalled in
Business Week. “Other firms would stay with a
deal and do it. But I'd bring in [Kutak’s] law firm
to do the documents and go and get the next
deal ” When it came to lobbying state politicians
to get enabling legislation for various IDBs, the
team of Kutak and Lopp had few peers. “We've
been responsible for changing laws in 15 to 20
states,” Lopp bragged in 1972.

In Chicago in 1978, they unveiled perhaps their
most notorious creation: single family mortgage
revenue bonds. Previously, states had issued hous-
ing bonds largely to provide shelter for the poor.
Now, local governments would sell these new
bonds and pass along the proceeds to savings and
loans to lend out as conventional mortgages—
not, of course, to the poor, but to middle-income.
families.

“Jim Lopp figured there would be just an in-
credible demand for these things,” recalls Haven
Pell. And indeed there was, in no small part
because the program’s definition of middle in-
come was so generous that families in the top 10
percent of the income scale qualified for the
federally subsidized mortgage money. Almost
singlehandedly the team of Kutak and Lopp had
created another middle-class government entitle-
ment of potentially staggering proportions. Com-
peting firms soon were digging through state con-
stitutions all over the country to find legal garden.
plots in which to plant these new moneymakers.
Arizona Governor Bruce Babbitt complained
that New York underwriters were “flocking into
town like vultures trying to drum up business.”
Mortgage bond programs multiplied
accordingly—$550 million in 1978, a billien
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Research Center are very worried. “Things like
commercial paper are really for the benefit of in-
vestors and investment bankers,” says Dearborn,
who once was finance director of the city of
Cleveland. “Governments shouldn’t be in them ”
If interest rates shoot up and investors cash in
their bonds, then states and localities suddenly
will face much higher debt costs. Even profes-
sionals in the business are embarrassed. “I think
[bankers and government officials] are playing a
very dangerous game,” says Jim Zigler, of the
underwriting firm of Dillon, Reed.

Risk is just part of problem. The extra work
needed to create and market the new offerings
is prodigious, eroding the benefit of the lower in-
terest rates. Haven Pell describes the legal bill for
Kutak, Rock’s first variable rate demand bond
for Tucson Gas and Electric as “pretty stagger-
ing.”” As bond firms have gained experience, the
cost of these financings has come down, but not
to the level of simpler bonds. “They’re very com-
plicated,” says Pell. “It’s like writing a book. The
Federal Express bills alone are beyond
description.”

But don’t blame the increasing kinkiness—and
costs—entirely on the exotic new offerings.
Private purpose bonds, which are almost always
revenue bonds, are lawyer-intensive by their very
nature. Lacking the safety net of tax receipts,
revenue bonds tend to default: almost all post-
Depression municipal defaults have been revenue
bonds (Washington Public Power Supply System,
for instance). To comfort investors into accepting
lower interest rates—and, not incidentally, to help
assure themselves quick sales and easy profits—
bankers try to extract all kinds of costly conces-
sions from revenue bond issuers: high reserve
funds, bank letters of credit, bond insurance,
detailed agreements as to which creditors get liens
on which revenues. The paperwork for all these
concessions helps guarantee a sunny future for
the students in the nation’s law schools. “Revenue
bonds are field days for lawyers,” a bond counsel
told me in his office one day. “You need all those
attorneys to certify that the house of cards won’t
fall down.”

This particular bond counsel, like so many
others, does mostly IDB and mortgage bond
work. Lining his office were shelves of what ap-
peared to be fat, hard-covered encyclopedias with
gold-embossed letters on their bindings. Each
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one, it turned out, contained the documents for
a single IDB. “A bond transaction is not a simple
loan,” he said with great flourish, “it’s a
documented moment in history.” To document
the moment in history created by a typical $12
million mortgage revenue bond, he said, lawyers
have to crank out a set of transcripts six inches
thick. He handed me one of the hefty volumes;
it was for a simple, $1 million IDB. Many IDBs
such as this one, he said, are “privately placed”:
a single bank buys all the bonds and treats them
as it would an ordinary bank loan. How many
pieces of paper would be generated if the com-
pany, instead of finagling a low-interest loan
through the IDB, had just gone to a bank and
borrowed a million dollars, I asked? “About two,”
the lawyer laughed. “A note and a deed of trust .’

One way governments could diminish this cost-
ly paperwork brigade would be to put up better
security, i.e., issue old-fashioned general obliga-
tion bonds, backed by the tax base of the issuing
government. ‘“For a lot of general obligation
financings,” says Phil Dearborn, “you don’t real-
ly need a bond counsel.” Bank of America found
that governments saved, on average, $100,000 on
each $10 million bond issue, and got a 0.3 per-
cent better interest rate to boot, when they backed
their borrowings with their tax base rather than
project revenues. If you’ve already guessed that
despite this, state and local governments are get-
ting more and more of their debt dollars from
revenue bonds, then you’ve grasped the basic
logic of municipal finance. Between 1966 and
1979 new issues of state general obligation bonds,
as a percentage of total new municipal debt,
dropped by more than half, while the revenue
bonds of statutory authorities nearly doubled.

Why? Because democracy is a nuisance. Those
19th-century debt ceilings and requirements for
voter approval normally apply only to general
obligations. Revenue bonds, in their infinite
manifestations, are the great loophole. As Nelson
Rockefeller realized a quarter-century ago,
democracy is no match for a good bond lawyer.

Two barbers, one haircut

Back in the old days, municipalities almost
always sold their bonds to underwriters by com-
petitive bidding. Today they are more inclined to
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negotiate their bond sale with a single under-
writer; bankers claim that the new varieties of
revenue bonds, with their financial bells and
whistles, are too complicated to be sold through
old-fashioned competitive methods. While
bankers still “compete like crazy for the chance
to do negotiated bids,” as my bond counsel friend
explains, they no longer do so simply on the basis
of bid numbers. Underwriters today have to do
other things, such as helping innovative lawyers
dream up new ways of circumventing debt restric-
tions, to win the favor of politicians. Also,
bankers are learning to stroke politicians where
it really counts. “You go through whatever you
have to on the political end of it,” says a young
banker at E.F. Hutton in New York. “You just
have to play the games.”’

Games include sending several representatives
to $1,000-a-ticket cocktail parties for political
candidates such as the one California Treasurer
Jesse Unruh threw for underwriters in New York
a while back. “It’s become part of the business,”
explains a vice president of Morgan Guaranty.
“You are dealing in a political environment,
where people have to run for office, and it’s
become increasingly costly to do so. We certain-
ly see the same thing on the federal level .”

Another trick picked up from the federal level
involves political action committees. Bear &
Stearns, for example, has been operating the
fourth largest corporate PAC in America,
through which it lavished state and local politi-
cians with more than $400,000 in campaign funds
in 1981 and 1982. Bear & Stearns also has gone
from a nonentity in municipal finance to a
powerful force—in three years. Lessons like this
are not lost on the underwriting community.
According to The Wall Street Journal, the chief
executive of Lehman Brothers sent a memo to his
people warning that “other investment banks
have larger and more active political action com-
mittees” and suggesting that the proper contribu-
tion to the firm’s own PAC would be about .5
percent of an employee’s annual salary.

Not that money invested in this manner doesn’t
yield a fair return. For instance, in November
Michigan Treasurer Robert Bowman chose Smith
Barney and several other firms to underwrite $30
million of the state’s water bonds. Days earlier
these firms had attended a $500-a-ticket cocktail
party in New York, hosted by Bowman for the

benefit of Michigan Governor James Blanchard.
With the rise of negotiated sales, deals like this
are becoming almost routine, but this one had
a special twist. The bonds Bowman chose to
negotiate were not complicated revenue securities
but simple, voter-approved, general obligations.
“If ever there was a bond issue that would have
brought in a whole slew of low, competitive bids,
it was these water bonds,” exclaims an outraged
professional in Michigan’s municipal bond com-
munity. “But who’s going to know if they sold
a point or two higher than they had to?”

Negotiated sales put a premium upon chum-
my relations between politicians and bankers,
greasing the bearings on the revolving door bet-
ween the two professions. Take Ivanhoe
Donaldson, former SNCC organizer, mastermind
of Atlanta Mayor Andrew Young’s first race for
the House of Representatives and long-time con-
fidant of Washington’s Mayor Marion Barry.
When Donaldson left his post in Barry’s ad-
ministration in 1983, he became a vice president
in E.F. Hutton’s public finance department. (Hut-
ton was proposing at the same time an innovative
plan whereby the District would float $30 million
in mortgage revenue bonds.) Donaldson is follow-
ing a path well trod. Maynard Jackson, the
previous Atlanta mayor, is now a partner with the
Chicago bond counsel firm of Chapman and
Cutler. It may not surprise you to learn that
Atlanta’s retinue of financial advisors includes
both E.F. Hutton and Chapman and Cutler.

Another form of chumminess is requiring a ci-
ty’s real bond counsel to split the fees with
another firm that has close ties to the mayor.
Mayor Barry, for example, practices a form of af-
firmative action for lawyers: all bond counsel fees
for D.C. industrial and non-profit revenue bonds
are split with the “minority co-counsel” firm of
Reynolds, Mundy and Gibson. People I talked
to who have dealt with the firm on D.C. bond
issues couldn’t say what work, if any, the minority
co-counsel does. “How do you split the work
when you’re giving one opinion?” my bond
counsel friend asks. “It’s like two barbers giving
you a haircut.”

Such fee-splitting might at least prevent the
politically connected firm from making a mess
of things. During the late seventies, just as New
York City was trying desperately to regain the
confidence of the investment community, the
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city’s comptroller, Harrison Goldin, chose as
bond counsel the firm of Rogers & Wells, whose
partner, Melvin Schweitzer, is a friend and
political ally. Not only did Rogers & Wells over-
charge the city by several hundred thousands of
dollars; but the firm’s almost total lack of ex-
perience rendered New York’s bonds un-
marketable. The city then had to hire a second
firm, Wilkie, Farr & Gallagher, to issue the opin-
ion, at an additional cost of $750,000.

Bye bye boilerplate

“Maybe I'm a product of a different era,” Carl
Trauernicht confided one day. “I just think things
ought to be conducted on a higher level.” After
two decades of competition and innovation, it’s
hard to see how anyone’s lot has improved—
except for that of a few thousand bankers and
lawyers. “The change that is most disturbing to
me,” says Arthur Hausker, reminiscing over his
years in the business, “is the intrusion into the
marketplace of so many players who are mid-
dlemen, so to speak, who siphon off large profit
without encouraging sound financing on the part
of state and local governments.”

Not that the new, souped-up bond bankers and
lawyers aren’t working hard. The boilerplate days
of the gentleman bond counsel are over. “It’s not
the business it was 20 years ago,” my bond
counsel friend says. “I don’t know anyone with
his feet on his desk loafing. It’s just too
competitive.”

I don’t doubt it. Watching a tired and pre-
occupied attorney nurse a cup of coffee behind
a desk piled high with documents, listening to
him describe his 12-hour days as the phone in-
terrupts the interview, I don’t need to be con-
vinced. I feel guilty for taking up his time. The
work he does is complicated, tedious, and
stressful, and he has to hustle to get it, It is this
grueling competition among capable profes-
sionals that the proponents of tax-exempt
municipal bonds confuse with efficiency and pro-
ductivity. Better this, they like to claim, than a
large bureaucracy to administer an outright sub-
sidy. Perhaps. But at least with a bureaucracy you
know that smart and ambitious people will turn
to more useful work. “I definitely believe it’s a
crime,” says my bond counsel friend, “that all
these ableminded people spend their time dink-
ing around with this minutiae!” ]
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ast May I moved from the East Coast to Los
Angeles, California. The theory behind the move,
as I tried unsuccessfuly to articulate it to my
friends, had to do with politics. I liked politics
(and politicians) and I wanted to “get involved”

" in political affairs in my hometown. Polls showed

the public was ripe for an alternative to conven-
tional liberalism. Time to stop writing about such
ideas and start helping put some of them into
practice. I envisioned legions of citizens ready to
march out of the libraries (where they had been
secretly reading copies of The Washington
Monthly and The New Republic) and into the
streets and voting booths. ’

I still think I was right—on many issues, like
the need to overcome the pull of interest groups,
to encourage entrepreneurship, to reform the
military and to redirect unionism, what has been
styled as “neoliberalism” now either is or is fast
becoming the conventional wisdom. But I was
also wrong, because on at least one crucial sub-
ject what I had hoped was the new wisdom is not
selling.

That subject is politics itself. I naively saw
politics as the democratic means by which the
changes on all the other subjects are supposed
to come about. But I discovered that in trendset-

Mickey Kaus is a contributing editor of The Washington
Monthly.

by Mickey Kaus

ting California the public seems to regard politi-
cians, whose ranks I aspired to join, with a suspi-
cion.normally reserved for proprietors of day care
centers. The recent state and local elections con-
stituted an orgy of pol-bashing extraordinary even
by Mark Twain standards. It seemed as if there
was a generic ad, used by both sides of every
issue, and its message was “Don’t let the politi-
cians get away with it!”

The hottest battles in California last year were
not campaigns for office but ballot initiatives.
California traditionally has interesting referenda,
and before every election California voters get a
fat pamphlet from the secretary of state contain-
ing the arguments for and against the latest crop.
When I was growing up, this pamphlet was a
showcase of responsible democracy, with calm,
cogent essays explaining the pros and cons of
legalizing marijuana, or building more schools,
or calling for negotiations in Vietnam. The whole
thing could have been drafted by the League of
Women Voters as a civics lesson for a teenager
who looked forward to exercising his franchise.

This year’s pamphlet was different. A good ex-
ample of the new fashion in ballot arguments was
the one for Proposition 39, an initiative spon-
sored by the Republican governor, George
Deukmejian, to set up a commission of retired
judges to redraw the district lines established by



the Democrats earlier in the decade. It read, in
part, as follows (emphasis not added):

“You see, the Legislature is supposed to draw
district lines—the process known as reapportion-
ment—so that citizens are fairly and equally
represented in the State Legislature and Congress.
Instead, THE POLITICIANS have willfully cor-
rupted the process to advance THEIR OWN
PERSONAL AMBITIONS to remain in office
or seek higher office. . ..SIMPLY STATED, the
politicians are placing their own interests—their
own job security—far above their duty to the
Constitution and, most importantly, their duty
to us”

The theme of the pro-39 campaign was
“Fairness not Politics.”

Needless to say, the anti-39 Democrats were not
going to let this grievous charge go unanswered.
They responded with the seemingly arcane argu-
ment that allowing former judges to draw district
lines would mire the state’s judiciary in—you
guessed it—politics. This point was driven home
with a television ad showing a silver-haired judge
in a swivel chair literally being dragged off the
bench and into a smoke-filled backroom where
he is surrounded by fat, sweaty, pinkie-ring types
and forced to promise, “Don’t worry...boys,
when the time comes I’ll take care of our political
party.” The ballot argument characterized Prop-
osition 39 as a “political brawl” started by “self-
interested politicians” that would lead to “more
political shenanigans” and ‘“secret backroom
political deals.” “Enough is enough! It’s time to
send a message to the politicians of both parties.
Stop playing politics at our expense!” In what is
surely one of the great achievements of modern
political advertising, the backroom Democratic
politicos who had gerrymandered the state suc-
ceeded in seizing the anti-politician high ground,
defeating Proposition 39 by ten percentage
points.

Maybe reapportionment isn’t a good
example—it is probably inevitable that a cam-
paign about gerrymandering will include talk of
backroom deals. There were other propositions
on the California ballot—Proposition 40, for ex-
ample, a measure to limit campaign contribu-
tions. The maverick Republican who sponsored
the initiative argued that “the politicians won’t
change a system which is run for their benefit .’
Fair enough. But the opponents of Proposition
40—who included most of the state’s

politicians—were not to be outdone.
“Remember—PROPOSITION 40 WAS
DRAFTED BY AN INCUMBENT POLITI-
CIAN TO KEEP INCUMBENT POLITICIANS

IN OFFICE,” their ballot argument charged. In ess
They seized on a minor provision of the propos-

ed law that would have provided limited matching to
funds for candidates opposed by wealthy in- <,
dividuals (whose spending on their own behalf ca pl
may not be regulated, according to the Supreme

Court). “Do you want YOUR TAX DOLLARS O(
to be spent to PROTECT THE JOBS OF IN-

CUMBENT POLITICIANS?” Voters were ask- but

ed to “imagine how much harder it will be to keep
political candidates from spending more public
money on the most important thing in their lives:
getting elected and reelected!” The TV spots ac-

companying this campaign showed a slick, ob- must be
viously well-pampered politician putting golf How cot
balls on his office carpet and wondering out loud to encou
to an unctuous crony what else he could get the candida
public to pay for. His face lights up as he has a were rou
revelation: “Why shouldn’t their taxes pay for our one of t]
campaigns, t00?” Proposition 40 lost big. the-vote
Anti-politician rhetoric was used by both sides began:
of each of the other three major initiatives, in- governm

cluding Howard Jarvis’s latest tax-cutting crusade
(“HIGH-TAXING POLITICIANS” vs. “Opens

many new loopholes for the court and politicians Civic
to ‘interpret’ ’) and a welfare-slashing initiative
(“Politicians are spending billions of your tax Anot]
dollars” vs. “Let’s not play politics with the elder- might b
Iy”). Overall, the California ballot pamphlet the peo
featured no less than 69 unanimously pejorative racy—tk
references to “politics” and “politicians ”* There would p
are only a handful of favorable references to countin;
elected officials (“legislators”). as decis
Politicians would resort to such hysterical self- politicia
damnation for a single reason: they think it bureauc
works. “The state of the art has come down to way to
what politician can best attack politicians as a destinie
class,” says one veteran Democratic campaign clans, w
manager. An archaeologist of the future, com- and un-
ing upon the dusty microfilms of the 1984 5 10 g
California election, might conclude that these ¢conom
“politicians” must have been some alien race that countat
had invaded the West Coast to exploit and op- Unfo
press the indigenous human species. capable
As 1 drove around Los Angeles for two months . telligen
while being bombarded with anti-politician radio simulta;
ads, I thought of how horrified old-fashioned down f
civic groups like the League of Women Voters bureauc
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In essence, politics is

to government what
capitalism is to the
economy: the crude
but effective engine
of accountability.

must be at this depiction of the electoral process.
How could the kindly ladies of the League hope
to encourage people to vote, to participate, if the
candidates and parties they would be voting for
were routinely vilified as self-serving scum? Then
one of the League’s new state-of-the-art get-out-
the-vote spots came on my radio. The announcer
began: “Every day, politicians tend to run our
government into the ground. ...’

Civic marsupials

Another definition of “politician,” of course,
might be “public official who is accountable to
the people”” Politics, in this sense, is democ-
racy—the mechanism by which, as the League
would put it, “your vote counts.” Votes have been
counting less and less over the past half-century
as decisions that were formerly made by elected
politicians have been taken over by courts and
bureaucrats. The solution to this problem—the
way to give citizens more power over their
destinies—is to give more discretion to politi-
cians, who (unlike civil servants) may be chosen,
and un-chosen, by the people. In essence, politics
js to government what capitalism is to the
economy: the crude but effective engine of ac-
countability. It is the solvent of bureaucracy.

Unfortunately, California voters seem quite
capable of passing F. Scott Fitzgerald’s test of in-
telligence by hating politicians and bureaucrats
simultaneously. More ominously, when it comes
down to a choice, they seem to prefer the
bureaucrats.

In June of last year, for example, the voters
passed judgment on another slew of propositions,
including two related proposals designed to in-
crease the rate of return the state earns on its pen-
sion fund assets. The first broadened the range
of investments available to pension fund
managers—basically, allowing them to make
riskier investments in order to earn a higher
return. A companion measure, Proposition 22,
would have exempted the managers who do this
investing from civil service restrictions. There was
no organized opposition to this exemption—it
was even endorsed by the state employee unions,
who, when it came to handling their own pen-
sion money, wanted someone who could be fired.
The only ballot argument against the idea was
written by a Sacramento attorney and gadfly who
makes it his business to supply opposing
arguments t0 measures when no one else can be
found to do it. Yet of the nine measures on the
June ballot (including one to cut the staffs of the
politicians in the legislature) the only one to fail
was Proposition 22’s innocuous-looking civil ser-
vice exemption, which lost by a margin of 53-47.

In November, Los Angeles voters considered
a far more thoroughgoing challenge to the city’s
civil service—a system that, like marsupials in
Australia, has evolved into a rather peculiar
animal. Like many other cities, Los Angeles has
an elected mayor and city council. Unlike any
other major city, Los Angeles also has a system
of citizen’s commissions, appointed by the mayor,
that in theory set policy for most of the 32 city
departments. After he has filled these commis-
sions, however, the mayor has relatively few
powers left. The actual managers of the depart-
ments are paid like private sector executives—
several earn in six figures—but they must be ap-
pointed from those scoring highest on civil ser-
vice exams (with enough bonus points given for
seniority to virtually eliminate the possibility of
bringing in someone from outside). Only a hand-
ful of the department managers may be fired by
the mayor without extensive administrative and
judicial hearings—the equivalent of the president
not being able to fire his cabinet. Indeed, the
courts have been so solicitous of civil servants’
rights that mere “incompetence” and “insubor-
dination” have explicitly been held insufficient
to justify a dismissal.

Blessed with this firm guarantee of tenure, Los
Angeles’s top civil servants are free to violate the
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traditional image of quiet, apolitical bureaucrats
efficiently carrying out the policies ordered up
by leaders whom the voters have chosen. In par-
ticular, Los Angeles has had a series of outspoken
police chiefs who have freely intervened in local
politics, publicly telling off the city council,
flaunting their independence in a way that Paul
Volcker, who must at least pay lip service to the
wishes of elected officials, could only envy. The
last two police chiefs have used their celebrity to
run for public office. The current chief, Daryl
Gates, makes $106,968 a year, plus fringes, rides
in a free chauffeured car, exercises more power
than any city councilman, and yet (unlike those
politicians) bears virtually no risk of losing his
job. Nice work if you can get it. In Los Angeles,
Gates has a public profile only slightly lower than
Eddie Murphy’s. He openly scorns Mayor Tom
Bradley, although after boasting how much he
would “‘enjoy challenging” Bradley in this year’s
election he decided against running when he con-
cluded he might have to give up his tenured posi-
tion to do so.

In 1983, the city council tried to inject some
accountability into this entrenched officialdom.
The means was to be a new ‘“Management Ser-
vice,” composed of most department heads, who
would be appointed by the mayor from a larger
list of candidates and who could be dismissed by
the mayor and a majority of the council (or by
two-thirds of the council acting alone). The police
department was exempted—but that didn’t stop
Gates from campaigning against the proposal (on
“his “own time,” of course) by describing it as “a
‘giant step backward into the dark age of
Chicago-style patronage”” Employee unions also
fought the plan, and in a hotly contested elec-
tion it was defeated by a margin of 53-47,

Last November the council was back with a
similar reform, an “Executive Service” that would
include the police chief. But this time the ad-
vocates of political accountability had a few scan-
dals to work with. The city planning director had
been caught promoting his own “non-profit”
tourism business out of his office.. Because civil
service laws prevented the mayor from disciplin-
ing him, he had been allowed to set his own
punishment (a six-week unpaid vacation). The
police department was caught collecting informa-
tion on innocent citizens and, more important,
resisted criticism from residents of poor
neighborhoods who claimed that too few cops

were deployed in their areas.

Even so, the “politicians” decided not to wage
an active campaign. Rather than rouse Gates and
the unions they opted for a “sleeper” strategy,
counting on a high presidential election turnout
and a bland-sounding ballot argument to sneak
reform through. Mayor Bradley supported the
measure, but not very loudly. (“It’s probably bet-
ter not to say much,” one of Bradley’s deputies
told the Los Angeles Times. “The more debate
there is the more political charges are made.”)
Gates did not wage much of a campaign either,
although he did sign the ballot argument oppos-
ing the measure, after warning that it would bring
to the city “bossism” of the sort practiced by “the
infamous aldermen of the East.”’

In this very different environment the reform
measure. . .well, it failed again, by a margin of
53-47.

The Bilandic factor

The conclusion seems unavoidable, The voters
of California—53 percent of them, - anyway—
don’t want any truck with politicians, and this
loathing is strong enough to doom any attempt
to restore a measure of political control over the
day-to-day workings of the government. In try-
ing to figure out how my fellow voters have come
to hold such self-defeating opinions, several ex-
planations loom large.

First, there are peculiar local factors that tend
to enhance Californians’ contempt for politics,
the most important being a campaign-financing

system that, even for modern-day America, is

scandalously out of centrol. The price of Califor-

nia campaigning has escalated faster than

California real estate—it now costs an average of
more than $300,000 to win a contested seat in the
80-member lower house of the state legislature,
and Tom Hayden spent $2 million winning his.
At the same time, there are virtually no controls
on campaign contributions from either PACs or
individual lobbyists. The resulting legalized
money-grubbing would be enough to make Adam
Clayton Powell blush (although it doesn’t seem
to faze Willie Brown, the flamboyant state
assembly speaker who is the conduit for much
of the money and the focus of much of the anti-
politician sentiment). In equally uncontrolled Los
Angeles, elected officials have taken to amassing

THE WASHINGTON MONTHLY/FEBRUARY 1985

huge wz
finance t
Zev Yaro
sored civi
in the ba
attackin,
themselv
On the
.respect t
in part b
to have r
ty achie
many lo
When C
run city i
for man
decaying
Southerr
hassles ¢
utility is
despite ¢
generally
one who
York, I «
to learn
make tax
of the re
may be
York’s ci
socialisr
doesn’t 1
But ev
reasons \
the civil
Foremos
ment (or
Sam Yor
politicia
or dange
a tenwu
especia
bureauc
Watts
reason tc
at all lev
and wh
leaders ¢
surroung
The bea
they are
when th
quickly

THE WASE



ot to wage
Gates and
? strategy,
n turnout
t to sneak
yorted the
bably bet-
s deputies
ore debate
e made.”)
ign either,
nt Oppos-
ould bring
ed by “the

he reform
margin of

The voters
anyway—
, and this
ly attempt
ol over the
nt. In try-
have come
several ex-

5 that tend
r politics,

-financing

merica, is
of Califor-
ster than
average of
seat in the
egislature,
nning his.
o controls
r PACs or

legalized
ake Adam
2sn’t seem
/ant state
for much
f the anti-
rolled Los
amassing

RUARY 1985

huge war chests to scare off challengers and
finance their own campaigns for higher office.
Zev Yaroslavsky, the city councilman who spon-
sored civil service reform, has more than $900,000
in the bank. No wonder Gates scored points by
attacking politicians who want to ‘“keep
themselves in office for life”

On the other side of the equation, Californians
_respect their state and local civil services at least
in part because these bureaucracies don’t appear
to have reached the state of bloat and immobili-
ty achieved by the federal government, or by
many local bureaucracies, such as New York’s.
When Chief Gates calls Los Angeles “the best-
run city in the United States” his words ring true
for many people, especially refugees from the
decaying cities of the Northeast. Citizens in
Southern California do not face interminable
hassles obtaining drivers’ licenses. The city-run
utility is efficient. Gates’s police department,
despite certain proto-fascist tendencies, is also
generally honest and competent. And, as some-
one who pays taxes in both California and New
York, I can attest that California still has a lot
to learn when it comes to thinking up ways to
make tax forms completely indecipherable. Much
of the relative health of California’s bureaucracy
may be due simply tq its youth (after all, New
York’s civil service was once a great argument for
socialism, before its arteries hardened), but that
.doesn’t negate the if-it-ain’t broke argument.

But even where it’s broke, there are undeniable
reasons why sane citizens tend to sympathize with
the civil service in its ongoing war with politics.
Foremost among these is the James Watt Argu-
ment (or what, in Los Angeles, we would call the
Sam Yorty Argument). This is the prospect of a
politician or political appointee so incompetent
or dangerous to the public health and safety that
a tenured bureaucracy—even, or perhaps,
especially, a clogged, foot-dragging
bureaucracy—seems a vital safeguard.

Watts and Yortys will happen. That’s a good
reason to keep at least some civil servants in place
at all levels of government to serve as watchdogs
and whistleblowers. But does it mean elected
leaders are so untrustworthy that they must be
surrounded by a solid phalanx of unfireables?
The beauty of politicians, after all, is that when
they are revealed as fools or crooks—or even
when they just screw up—they can at least be
quickly removed. Yorty was defeated. Watt was,

in effect, fired. Jerry Brown was banished from
office in part because he botched California’s
reaction to the “Medfly” infestation. That’s ac-
countability, and, where politicians get to hire
their own staffs, the message tends to be com-
municated rather forcefully down through the
ranks. Ask any Washington reporter and he will
confirm that congressional staffs—which are 100
percent political, 100 percent fireable—are usual-
ly more competent and dedicated than their civil
service counterparts.

Even political bosses from the “dark age of
Chicago-style patronage” had to worry about
delivering government services. Ask Michael
Bilandic. Remember him? As successor to
Richard Daley as Chicago’s mayor and “boss,”
Bilandic may have entertained crude fantasies
about his power—but then it snowed. When city
snow plows failed to clear the streets quickly,
Bilandic was quickly dismissed by the voters. The
same fate has yet to befall the bureaucrats in the
Los Angeles police department who allowed il-
legal spying—or the federal civil servants at the
Army Corps of Engineers who built useless dams,

California and the

American Tax Revolt
Proposition 13 Five Years Later

Terry Schwadron, Editor

Paul Richter, Principal Writer
Introduction & Conclusion by Jack Citrin
The most serious attempt to date to
determine what the tax revolt has done
for and to this bellwether state. Every
major form of public service is con-
sidered, and an attempt is made to track
the billions of tax dollars saved. Finally
the tax movement is placed in historical
and philosophical context and compared
with actions in other states. $19.95 cloth,
$6.95 paperback

The Reapportionment
Puzzle

by Bruce E. Cain

Cain examines the politics, methods, and
philosophy of reapportionment, combin-
ing theoretical insights with his own
experience as consultant to the California
Assembly’s Election and Reapportionment
Committee. $24.50

University of California Press
Berkeley 94720
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the marketing geniuses at the Treasury Depart-
ment who gave us the Susan B. Anthony dollar,
or the GS-15s in the Pentagon who bought us a
$14-billion armored personnel carrier that tends
to incinerate soldiers seated inside.

And what if voters make the right choice, elect-
ing an honest politician who sincerely wants to
accomplish something worthwhile? Well, then the
same civil service obstacles that may prevent a
Watt from doing too much damage will likely pre-
vent someone else from doing too much good.
Indeed, Watt himself may be expected to live on
at the Interior Department in the form of his
employees and sympathizers who will obtain civil
service tenure before the end of Reagan’s second
term, becoming a permanent impediment to any
pro-environment president who might get elected
in 1988.

In a civil service state, politicians get to sit in
large leather chairs, enjoying the publicity and
perks of office while issuing orders that may or
may not be carried out with any degree of fideli-
ty or alacrity. What they cannot do is what Peter
Ueberroth did—actually run a large enterprise
from top to bottom, from start to finish, and take
the credit or blame for the results.

When publicity and perks rather than real
accomplishment are what an office offers, it
naturally tends to attract people who are in-
terested in publicity and perks rather than real
accomplishment. It is not the Ueberroths of the
world who seek elective office in Los Angeles
when it is the civil service that actually runs the
city and sees that the garbage is picked up. No
wonder the city council is regarded by the voters
as little more than a circus of grandstanding
clowns. Grandstanding is about all Los Angeles
councilmen can do. *

Disingenuous Devine

The result is a vicious circle. Political offices
with little power attract politicians who can be
trusted with little power. Voters, realizing that
whomever they elect can’t do much good or evil
anyway, lose the sense of responsibility that
would cause them to choose their leaders more
carefully. Often they stop voting. Contempt for
the politicians grows, and protecting the basic
functions of government from “political in-

terference” comes to seem all the more important.

This cycle has been going on for so long that
even the sworn enemies of the civil service now
seem unable to stand up and actually defend
politics. It was no accident that the sponsors of
Los Angeles’s “Executive Service” plan presented
it as a bland management improvement. “City
government is a big business,” the pro-reform
ballot argument began. Department heads
needed more “management training.” Explain-
ing this MBA-style pitch, Mayor Bradley’s depu-
ty boasted, “Our side has an efficiency ring to
it The reformers denied vigorously that their
changes would do anything as nefarious as in-
ject politics into government.

In Washington, President Reagan’s personnel
chief and designated bureaucrat-basher, Donald
Devine, seems to be taking the same disingenuous
approach. Devine recently proposed that the
federal government hire more short-term
employees, who can be fired, and fewer perma-
nent, tenured employees. This could be a
dramatic change that would allow an incoming
president to bring into government thousands of
activists committed to making a new administra-
tion work—while at the same time replacing a
good many opponents who might drag their
heels. But Devine has billed his plan only as
“cost-efficient,” because temporary workers are
cheaper. It is “a simple management decision,”
he says, rebutting charges that it will politicize
hiring and firing.

Hey, everybody, the whole point of changing
the civil service is to politicize the government.
Adding politics is how we will make the govern-
ment accountable again. After the recent elec-
tions in California, I understand why Donald
Devine might not want to mention this. Ameri-
cans may have grown so used to being ruled by
unelected leaders—by Gerald Ford, by the
Supreme Court, by the Paul Volckers and Felix
Rohatyns and the Daryl Gateses—that they have
forgotten what democracy is. Perhaps school
children should be required to chant quietly for
an hour every morning, like a mantra, “Politics
is Democracy.” Perhaps democracy really is a silly
way of governing, as brooding mandarins from
Walter Lippman to Herbert Marcuse have con-
tended. That, however, is the choice: to be gov-
erned by the experts or by the people. I’ll put my
faith in the people, But it would help if 53 per-
cent of them weren’t on the other side. a
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FORTHCOMING FROM HOOVER INSTITUTION PRESS

Afghanistan: The Soviet
Invasion in Perspective, revised
edition '

Anthony Arnold

ISBN: 0-8179-8212-4 (hard)*

Publication Date: June 1985

An update and revision of the first
edition, tracing the course of Afghan-
Soviet relations since 1919, with
emphasis on the post WWII period.
The author presents evidence of a
deeper and more aggressive Soviet
involvement than commonly assumed,
and offers recommendations for U.S.
policy.

The Colonial Office and
Nigeria, 1898-1914

John Carland

ISBN: 0-8179-8141-1 (hard)*

Publication Date: April 1985

A study of the formation and imple-
mentation of British policy for Nigeria
before 1914, with special reference to
the work of permanent officials at the

Colonial Office.

Japan and Korea: The Political
Dimension

Chong-Sik Lee

ISBN: 0-8179-8181-8 (hard)*

Publication Date: June 1985

A history of the relationship between
Japan and Korea since World War II,
analyzing the disputes and misunder-
standings that have characterized the
relationship and how the two countries
have moved to improve the dialog
between them.

*Prices to be announced
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The Library and Archives of the

Hoover Institution on War,

Revolution and Peace

Peter Duignan, ed.

ISBN: 0-8179-8161-6 (hard)*
0-8179-8162-4 (paper)*

Publication Date: July 1985

The history of the Hoover Institution
Library and Archives, describing the
nine special collections (East Asian,
Africa and Middle East, East European,
Latin American, West European, British
Labour, Imperial Russian, Spanish
Archival, and Hanna Education)

Peace and Survival: West
Germany, The Peace Movement
and European Security

David Gress
ISBN: 0-8179-8251-5 (hard)*

Publication Date: June 1985

A study of the West German peace
movements, including their historical
and philosophical origins. The author
explores the implications of the peace
movement for the future of Germany
and the West, arguing that the West
German peace movement is a symp-
tom of a decline in the attachment to
democracy.

Ordering Books:

Hoover Institution Press publications
are available in Washington from
Sidney Kramer Books. Mastercharge
and Visa orders are also accepted by
telephone: (415) 497-3373.

Hoover Institution
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305
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afternoon at the plant in Danbury, Connecticut,
a manager noticed that workers were still using
the company’s putting green at around 2 p.m. The
manager picked up the telephone, and the next
thing people knew, a bulldozer was plowing
under the fine carpet of grass. Another story goes
that during the company’s early days, it didn’t
mow the lawn in front of its buildings. As a joke,
one executive bought a goat to graze on the grass.
Years later, when National was landscaping the
lawn with an artificial pool (see photograph, page
32), some wondered why Sporck would spend the
money. “You don’t have to mow water,” he
reportedly said.

Such attention to cost-cutting has become in-
creasingly important to chip-makers over the
years as they have aquired more efficient produc-
tion methods to accommodate an exploding de-
mand.- Where once chip-makers concerned
themselves with making a few carefully produced
chips that could command premium prices, to-
day chips are produced by the millions at a few
cents each. The successful chip-maker is the one
who can shave a tenth of a penny off manufac-
turing costs to cut prices.

High volume was a key to this goal, and Sporck
could be ruthless in its pursuit. When a manager
was not meeting his sales goals, Sporck’s voice
would be heard over the partitions and in the
stairwells. Some subordinates admired Sporck’s
form of autocracy because they thought he was
fair. “I knew if I was the recipient of his tongue-
lashing, I probably deserved it,” one executive
told me. “He didn’t just do it for the exercise.”
Others, particularly at the lower levels, just wore
out. One military plant supervisor remembers
how exhausting it was to keep hitting the difficult
sales goals. Machines would break down, and he
would fight to replace them. New equipment
would arrive each year and take months to
operate properly. The chips and processes were
constantly changing. “Everything had to click in
a certain amount of time,” he remembers. Even
when he did well, “it was like, ‘if you are doing
a good job, we know you can do better, so let’s
increase the goals,” ” he says.

But Sporck was proud of his company. It had
grown like a juggernaut and never lost money. Its
aggressiveness had earned Natjonal the nickname
“The Animals of the WValley” in Fortune
magazine, and the marketing department had
responded by issuing “Animal of the Month”
awards to top performers. “People in the halls
are moving twice as fast at National,” is how one
farmer emnlovee nutg it

Peer without portfolio

On the ground floor, directly below Sporck, sat
Robert Mollerstuen, the group director of the
military and aerospace operations. Mollerstuen,
a longtime veteran of electronics companies, was
considered a friendly and capable man who
demanded quick action. But there was no getting
around the fact that his division was not con-
sidered the fast track at National. Things had
changed considerably since the early days of
semiconductor manufacturing, when the military
had been “the creative first user” of the integrated
circuits, from which today’s semiconductors
evolved; in just six short years, from 1962 to 1968,
military demand for integrated circuits had gone
from being 100 percent of a $4 million market
to being 37 percent of a $312 million market.
While this was obviously an enormous increase
in business, the explosion of commercial uses for
integrated circuits had deflated the relative
significance of the military as a customer, with
the result that by the late 1970s, Defense Depart-
ment officials were beginning to worry that the
chip industry was losing interest in supplying
military needs. (Now that chips are used in com-
puters, telecommunications, home appliances,
automobiles and home electronics, the military
is less than ten percent of a staggering $20 billion
market; military chips accounted for less than 8
percent of National’s business last year.)

As the military had grown less important to
National, mil-aero had developed a reputation for
collecting the deadwood employees. The work to
be done in mil-aero had little cachet for am-
bitious and bright engineers, because the chips
sold to defense contractors already were outdated
in the faster-moving commercial market. In 1981,
some military systems were still using the 1K
random-access-memory chip, which had been in-
vented more than five years earlier and had been
succeeded by two new generations of chips. A
further handicap for the department was that the
heart of its work was tracking the chips through
an endless array of government forms that far ex-
ceeded anything in the civilian end of the
business. “If you are recruiting at a college cam-
pus, and you say you can make whizz bang MOS
microprocessors or you can make military
semiconductors, what would you choose?” says
one former National mil-aero manager. “It’s a
pain in the ass, all the paperwork ” Since taking
over mil-aero in 1977 Mollerstuen had done bet-
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ter than his immediate predecessors in drumming
up business and recruiting well-trained engineers,
but the division remained, in the words of
another former National manager, the “bastard
step-child .’

Like many entrepreneurial companies, Na-
tional Semiconductor was actually a loose con-
federation of several mini-companies. Most of
these operated as independent businesses, pro-
ducing one type of chip, and to be the manager
of a particularly successful mini-company was to
be a company star. The largest mini-company
produced logic chips, an inexpensive circuit mass-
produced in the millions each week. Its director
eventually rose to run the entire semiconductor
division, second in position only to Sporck. The
second-largest mini-company produced linear
chips, far more difficult to make and command-
ing higher prices. The director of this division
later left to found his own private firm.

In this constellation, Mollerstuen couldn’t
hope to shine. He produced nothing. He only
assembled and tested parts that the other product
managers manufactured. As if to reinforce the
isolation of mil-aero, Mollerstuen did not always
report to the vice president running the com-
pany’s semiconductor division, as the other prod-
uct managers did. Instead, he was shuffled
around among a number of vice presidents and
finally wound up reporting to the vice president
of international operations. “He was a peer, but
a peer without portfolio,” says Charles Cushing,
Mollerstuen’s successor and a close personal
friend. (Mollerstuen himself refused to be
interviewed.)

At monthly profit-and-loss meetings, other
product managers would pound the table and
shout at Mollerstuen for running a division that
was a drag on their productivity. For example,
mil-aero regularly lost money for the logic group
because the price of logic chips did not cover the
cost of running them through extensive military
testing. Even when mil-aero showed a large profit
for another group, it didn’t get much credit. For
example, Mollerstuen had little trouble making
money for the linear group, because fewer com-
panies made these chips, which were difficult to
manufacture and test. The price could range up
to $8 each for some types. But the linear
managers called mil-aero’s profits “funny
money” because they believed mil-aero took
credit for the sales of other groups’ products but
assumed only part of the costs. The controller
of the linear group put it this way to Cushing:
“You don’t pay your way. When I make [a sale],
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I know the numbers are right. When you make
it, I don’t have any confidence in the numbers.”

Worst of all, mil-aero was always late in get-
ting finished chips out to the customers—the
defense contractors who built the weapons in
which the semiconductors were placed. One
reason for the late shipments was the rigor of
military testing as compared to civilian testing.
For example, there was nothing on the civilian
side of the company that compared with “salt
spray,” a test in which an inspector submerged
a chip in hot salt water and tried to rub off its
identifying part number. Cushing remembers that
one shipment was held up four months because
he couldn’t find an ink tough enough to adhere
to one particular type of chip that was sealed in
stainless steel. “Those people who were very
critical of mil-aero didn’t have the foggiest idea
of what we had to do,” he recalls.

But mil-aero created many of its own problems
through disorganization. Just walking into
Building D, where mil-aero’s semiconductors were
assembled and tested, was a shock to the
uninitiated. Among the pieces of testing equip-
ment and the engineers and managers scurrying
around in white smocks, there were tall metal
shelves filled with unshipped chips in cardboard
boxes. Some of these chips had failed tests and
were waiting for “failure analysis.”” But because
of the disorganization, much failure analysis was
never done. Printed circuit boards filled with
chips ready for a heat treatment called “burn-in”
were stacked on tables, on carts, on chairs,
waiting to be put into the ceiling-high ovens.
(These chips were required to be baked at 125
degrees centigrade night and day for one week
while electricity coursed through their circuits, a
process that weeded out “weak sisters.”) Even
more chaotic was the paperwork: crucial govern-
ment reports documenting the long testing pro-
cedures were scattered on desks and in boxes or,
perhaps, sent to a room grandiloguently called
Archives that one employee called “a big black
hole” because documents sent there might never
be seen again.

A disorganized group under extreme pressure
to ship chips—it was a recipe for difficulties.
Rumors had circulated for some time among
other National employees about what was going
on in mil-aero. Whether Mollerstuen knew is
unclear. If he did know, it seems certain he never
suspected how seriously it would be regarded
later.



Disappearing documents

One day, when his boss was on vacation, a mid-
level production supervisor (whom I’ll call Ed to
honor his request for anonymity) received com-
plaints from some of his quality inspectors that
supervisors had taken chips out of the burn-in
ovens after only 48 hours, well before the 160
hours required by Defense Department regula-
tions. Ed complained to his boss’s manager. “He
basically told me to ignore it,” he remembers.
“There was nothing to be done about it.”

Not satisfied, he went higher up and con-

fronted the manager in charge of burn-in. “I can’t
remember exactly what he said, but the gist of
it was, “‘We burn in these parts because failure
rates justify it” He showed me on a graph how
the bad parts would be detected [in just a few
hours] and that the extra burn-in wasn’t needed.
I said, ‘You’re saying on the paperwork that
you’re doing it ”” When Ed took it up with yet
another manager, he was told, “This is a business
decision that has been made. That’s the way we’ve
been doing it for some time.’

Inside the mil-aero group, many managers had
long thought that some of the military testing,
particularly for older, highly reliable chips, was
not essential. Indeed, every National employee
I spoke with, whether defender or critic, repeated
this sentiment. “I really felt like we were selling
a good product,” said one former manager who
knew about the cheating. “It wasn’t like know-
ingly sending a defective engine to the Air Force,”
said another former top executive. “I think it is
a legal issue rather than a moral issue.” After the
scandal broke, Cushing conducted many tests on
the chips in question under the watchful eye of
Defense Department engineers. His findings: “We
had data coming out our ass to show it didn’t
matter.”

Like many rationalizations for evading a for-
mal rule, those offered for National’s cheating
on the tests have some truth in them. In 1982,
when the Defense Department investigated Na-
tional’s fraudulent testing, one military engineer
who is a violent critic of National checked his
computer data base for the history of bad
National chips. He found failures primarily
among some quirky types that always tested
poorly; otherwise, he admitted, National’s quality
was acceptable.

But the Defense Department had bought and

naid far the maccive tactine tn wead nnt “the wild

ones,” the few that had any chance of failure,
because it justifiably felt that it had little margin
for error; unlike a defective chip in a video game;
a failed military chip could conceivably under-
mine the national defense. National had agreed
to do the tests and it had not done them. That
was cheating.

The problem of cheating was compounded by
- sloppy record-keeping. From the National plant

in Singapore, where the less sensitive military
chips were made, documents were sometimes
blotted with erasures and mistakes or marked in
pencil rather than ink, which was required.

Sometimes, they had been photocopied so poor-

ly that they were scarcely legible. Once a batch
of papers was mangled in the transportation from
the Far East. Mil-aero’s response was to forge new
documents. In the offices of Building D, it was
called “regenerating the paperwork” “Basical-
ly, we took a clean copy and transferred the in-
formation we could, but changed the burn-in
hours and added in any testing they may have
missed,” said one supervisor. This paperwork was
then shipped with the chips to the customers to
show that all the tests were performed as
specified.

While some employees sat at their desks mak-
ing up these documents on the ground floor of
Building D, the managers supervising quality
control in the basement were also cutting corners.
One 22-year-old woman supervised half-a-dozen
quality inspectors. With her staff, this woman,
whom I’ll call Sharon, selected samples of the
chips running through the testing area on the
ground floor for a series of grueling tests (such
as exposure to moisture or 1,000 hours of burn-
in) required by the Defense Depg=*—-~=* T +*~~
many chips failed, the entire bats
they came, called the “mother Ik
rejected.

This could mean an entire new
and delay of a shipment to the de
tor by two to three months. But
meetings Sharon had quickly lea
whole emphasis was on shipping :
parts out the door”” The result:
ticularly important deadline, ¢
replace chips that failed tests and s
that would pass. “I always felt w

" but not so much as I should have,

so out in the open,” she recalls.

Perhaps the most instructive e
uncontrolled the cheating became
spring of 1980, when some mid
managers, including Sharon and
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T

In an industry where huge
volumes of merchandise must be
moved quickly, National’s
military group, with its special
testing requirements, was in-
evitably tempted to cut corners.

— T

to find better ways to keep track of testing
documents. “We decided this was it,” Sharon told
us. “It was going to stop. We were going to bite
the bullet” They devised new filing systems,
redesigned forms, set up methods to track each
batch of chips more closely. The procedures were
largely a question of detail: recording the date
the chips entered the testing area, the date the
sample was pulled, the number of chips pulled,
when the “mother lot” moved to another testing
area, even noting the four digits of the mother
lot’s identification number.

As Sharon found herself facing an approaching
deadline for filing annual testing reports to the
Defense Electronics Supply Center (an electronics
warehouse that oversees military procurement),
the employees undertook an earnest search for
the original testing documents. “We went through
boxes and people’s desks and the cabinets and
shelves and underneath desks,” Sharon said. Bit
by bit, some—not all—turned up. The testing
records were mislabeled and stored in an obscure
corner of Archives. Other records were on a pro-
duction planner’s desk. Still others were in the
corners of rooms. And some were just plain gone.

How could records just disappear? “Don’t ask
me to explain it,” Sharon says. “It was just a lack
of adequate control.” One problem was the rapid
turnover within the department; no one stayed
at his job for more than a few months at a time,
including the top managers. “You couldn’t go
back and ask someone what happened six
months ago because they weren’t there’ Finally,
with the government deadline only a few days
away, good intentions crumbled. “We decided at
this point it would be a waste of time to go back,”
recalls Sharon. “Yes, this year we would dummy
the reports. We didn’t like it.” She and her two
most trusted line operators spent at least a couple
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of weeks in another department faking the
documents, They used other employees’ stamps,
switched pens, changed their handwriting on
blank new forms to create a phony paper trail.
At times, Sharon would slip into her department
and borrow another worker’s stamp showing the
employee number and initials to indicate when
a test was done. “I would tell them, “You don’t
know I’'m borrowing your stamp,” she said.

These stamps came to take on a life of their
own. One middle manager wanted to measure
how quickly the individual employees were work-
ing by following the number of times each per-
son stamped his testing documents along the
testing line. But the manager’s attempts were
foiled because workers were using so many
stamps of former employees. So he wrote a memo
listing these illicit employee stamps so his super-
visors would know which ones were the fakes.
Naturally, his boss quickly ordered him to retrieve
every copy. But a paper trail remained in Na-
tional’s employee logs and telexes and memos be-
tween managers.

“‘Just ship me the parts”’

In November 1981, Mollerstuen left National
to become a vice president and corporate officer
at Signetics, another semiconductor company,
and was succeeded as head of mil-aero by
Cushing. Two weeks later, an investigator for the
Defense Criminal Investigative Service showed up
at National’s corporate headquarters with a sub-
poena from a U.S. federal grand jury for Na-
tional’s military testing records; two former
employees had decided to tell federal agents
about the cheating. Cushing had to inform
defense contractors awaiting semiconductor
shipments that National could not ship any more
military chips until its procedures were set
straight. Sales came to a halt, and National was
headed for its first loss ever.

It is interesting to note how the customers
reacted. When the chips stopped flowing,
Cushing started receiving angry phone calls day
and night, at the office and at home. But the
defense contractors were not calling to denounce
Cushing for undermining the integrity of their
products with inadequately tested chips; they
were calling to denounce Cushing for holding up
shipments of chips, any chips, so they could move
their own merchandise. “1 went through situa-
tions where I had 15 to 18 people literally ready
to give me physical abuse for not shipping the
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product,” he says. A materials manager at a ma-
jor electrical company called to say, “I have $30
million worth of aircraft engines I can’t ship
because of your damn ICs [integrated circuits],
and I want to know how to clear them {for ship-
ment] ” Sometimes the calls were even more
blunt. As Cushing recalls, “I guess the biggest
shock to me was dealing with some of the major
defense contractors and having very senior peo-
ple say to me, ‘I don’t give a shit whether you
do the burn-in or not. Just ship me the parts and
give me a piece of paper that says you did it.”
According to Cushing, the contractors were
motivated less by conscious irresponsibility than
by a belief that National had always provided
them with good working chips before; they
couldn’t understand what the fuss was about.

‘“‘Corporations don’t do things’’

In March 1984, after more than two years of
investigations by the Defense Criminal Inves-
tigative Service and a San Francisco grand jury,
National was indicted on 40 counts of fraud for
cutting short its burn-in tests and for faking
quality reports to the Defense Electronics Sup-
ply Center. The same day the indictment was
handed down National agreed to plead guilty and
pay $1.8 million in fines and penalties.

None of National’s corporate officers or
managers were indicted or even fined, a fact that
aroused some justifiable indignation among
many involved in the investigation. As one
Defense Department attorney ruefully put it,
“Corporations don’t do things; people do
things.” The U.S. attorney defended the decision
not to indict individuals on the grounds that it
could not be proved that National’s top managers
knew of or approved the fraud. He had harder
evidence on lower-level employees, but concluded,
paradoxically, that it would be unfair to prosecute
lower-level employees and not higher-level em-
ployees.

Some Defense Department officials felt dif-

ferently. The Defense Logistics Agency launched-

an investigation into whether to prevent National
and seven individuals, both current and former
employees, from doing further business with the
government, a formal procedure called “debar-
ment.” Among the DLA targets were Mollerstuen
and his direct boss at National, the vice president
of international operations. The issue was settled
when six of the seven agreed to an informal,
voluntary type of debarment that prevented them
from having anything to do with government con-
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tracts for three years. (The case against the
seventh was dropped.) The DLA action set off
a wave of transfers and personnel changes within
National, including shifting the mil-aero group
to another vice president. (At Signetics, Moller-
stuen was not affected substantially by the agree-
ment because he was involved in only the
manufacture of commercial chips.)

Today, National employees work under a
Sporck decree that anyone found intentionally
cutting a corner in testing will be immediately
fired. Sporck has also instituted a system by
which an employee can anonymously report

“suspected violations to the management for in-

vestigation. An independent quality group now
reports its findings directly to the board of direc-
tors. And mil-aero has moved its central assembly
and testing plant to Tucson, Arizona, where
managers and line workers concentrate solely on
the special requirements of the military. (This last
reform had been in the works since the late
seventies.)

These actions are all encouraging. But
National’s soul-searching has been accompanied
by little punishment from the government. Na-
tional was probably never in any great danger of
losing its business with the Defense Department
as a result of its crimes, if only because some of
the projects at stake—Rockwell’s B-1B bomber,
for example, or Lockheed’s $1.1 billion Milstar
communications satellite—were high priorities at
the Pentagon. National was taken off the Defense
Electronics Supply Center’s Qualified Products
List for three months in 1982, but, as a
spokesman for DESC told me, “A lot of people
depend on those parts. That’s always a considera-
tion on our part—we try to get them back on [the
Qualified Products List] as quickly as possible.”
While the DLA was looking into the possibility
of debarment in 1984, National was banned for
another three months from selling chips to the
Defense Department—with the fairly large
loophole that the company could continue to
supply chips if it was the sole source. Of course,
National’s conviction did have an intangible rip-
ple effect on its business as new contracts that
it might have won before the scandal broke went
to other companies. Still, one can imagine
punishment harsher than six months*worth of
restrictions on doing business with the military.

People like us

How rampant is cheating like National’s? No
one knows for sure, but consider an anonymous
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telephone call from a woman who worked in
another semiconductor company that David
Willman and I received after the Mercury News
series ran. I retell this story here because,
although unconfirmed, it gives a picture of the
kinds of stories that float to the surface in bits
and pieces. It illustrates an atmosphere that must
radically change in some of our “best-run com-
panies” if they are to continue to deserve the
praise currently heaped upon them.

“When I came from [another company], I had
very good training, and I was adamant about
following the government regulations,” she said.
One day on the new job a quality supervisor from
a major defense contractor visited to check a set
of chips. On performing the tests for the
supervisor, she found, unbeknownst to him, that
the chips were failing. “It was only he and I in
the building. It was a Saturday. I said, ‘Hey Bob,
what happens when these fail?’ That’s when he
told me about the back-up system [in a warhead’s
guidance system]” Becoming nervous, she slip-
ped away to call her boss at home. “I said these
things are failing, and I don’t know what to do.
He said, ‘Lie! I was floored. I said, ‘I can’t do
that! He said, “Well, then just fake the report. >
Instead, she simply dropped the tray on the floor,
ruining the chips: “I didn’t want to be responsi-
ble to have my stamp on it Although she ex-
pected Bob to ask her to test another 50 chips,
he never did. He accepted the lot without look-
ing through the microscope himself to see what
he was buying: “He didn’t know it was bad”

I gave her the hotline number of the Defense
Criminal Investigative Service and implored her
to call me back if she felt she didn’t receive a
satisfactory show of interest. Later in the day, she
called again to tell me an investigator would visit
her house soon to take her story. That was the
last I heard from her. I still do not know whether
the investigator found her story accurate, but I
found her telephone call, the distraught sound
of her voice, the conviction and long-suppressed
anger, as haunting as anything we turned up in
our research.

Perhaps it was the reminder that when there’s
a terrifying malfunction in our defense
network—as there was that day five years ago in
Cheyenne Mountain—the reason might be no
more sinister than a company’s eagerness to keep
its shipments moving. The people who feel these
pressures are not Strangelovian madmen, but
people like this woman: people like you and me.

[ ]
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is to mini-mills. But the advantages of continuous
casting did not become obvious until the last
decade, with the result that the newer mini-mills
were able to take advantage of the new
technology, while big steel, which cut back on
capital investment in the seventies, did not. (The
average age of the machinery at an integrated mill
is 22 years as compared to 9.4 years at a mini-
mill.) The amount of steel produced through con-
tinuous casting in the United States since 1971
has increased less than 20 percent—and is
disproportionately concentrated in the mini-
mills—while the Japanese have increased the use
of continuous casting by nearly 60 percent.

Free coffee

Superior technology is one reason the mini-
mills maintain such an impressive level of pro-
ductivity., The average production for a
steelworker in the United States is 350 tons a year.
In Japan, it’s 850. At Chaparral, the average
employee churns out 1,300 tons a year—and that
is expected to increase. Chaparral produced near-
ly one million tons of steel this year.

But technology isn’t the whole story. The ““us”
versus “them’ mentality that drove big steel in-
to a deadlock between management and labor is
largely absent at Chaparral; instead there’s a sense
of shared commitment, sacrifice, and pride.
“Don’t call us steelworkers,” one Chaparral
veteran says, “we’re Chaparral people’™—a state-
ment that would mark one as a hopeless patsy
to management in many of the steel plants up
north.

Every Chaparral person I talked with had that
same sense of collective pride. “I want to be the
best roller out there,” Neil Parker told me. “And
I’'m sure every other roller feels the same way. 1
want this to be the top steel mill in the world ”
You see signs of this spirit as you walk through
the plant. In the administrative offices hangs a
picture of about 40 workers sitting on a new fur-
nace, with the inscription, “Chaparral Steel Com-
pany, World Record, October, 1982—67,888 tons
cast.” A worker bragged to me about a letter that
the company president wrote complimenting him
for breaking a shipping record. Work crews com-
pete to be the most productive. Michael Oliver,
a pulpit operator, told me, “It’s just like being
on a football team. I love it

How has Chaparral sparked that kind of com-
petitive spirit in its people, to the point that the
plant runs at 89.1 percent capacity, compared to
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60 percent for much of the steel industry? The
commitment certainly doesn’t come from the pay
scale. At about $15 an hour, workers make less
than they might in union steel mills or other in-
dustries. Indeed, the fact that there hasn’t been
a pay raise at the plant for the past two years has
led to some carping among workers at Chapar-
ral. But the complaint doesn’t have quite the hard
edge youw'd find elsewhere. One reason is the
absence of the sort of stifling seniority rules,
common at other big steel mills, that guarantee
a promotion to the person who’s been around the
longest, regardless of whether somebody else with

less seniority can do the job better. At Chapar-.

ral, promotions are based on merit. The result:
workers are motivated to make a better effort,
rather than just put in their time.

Another reason is that everyone from the presi-
dent on down has a share in 6 percent of the com-
pany’s pre-tax profits. The profit-sharing is
distributed on a sliding scale that comes out to
between 9 and 20 percent of wages.

In addition to giving workers a share in the
outcome, Chaparral gives them a major share in
the decisions. Decision-making is pushed all the
way down to the shop floor—and with only four
layers of management, that’s not all that far. (By
comparison, U.S. Steel until recently had 11 such
layers; now it has eight.) Workers aren’t just en-
couraged to to try out their ideas for improving
productivity; it’s considered part of their job. “We
don’t have a suggestion box around here,” Beach
said. “If somebody’s got a suggestion, they either
do it or tell us what they need to do it.”

Executives may make the recommendations to
foremen for potential employees, but it’s the
foremen who make the final hiring decisions.
After all, it’s the foremen who work with the
crews. Similarly, when out-of-state customers
have a complaint, production employees with
hands-on familiarity with the product are flown
out with the sales people to look into the prob-
lem and see what can be done to correct it. When
they return, they use what they’ve learned to help
make changes that will keep the problem from
recurring.

The result is a working environment that is
largely free of hierarchy. There is no executive
parking. Training classes and foreman/worker
meetings take place in the corporate boardroom.
The chief of the janitorial crew dictates his let-
ters to the president’s secretary. The executive
offices are located in the plant’s locker room
building. There are no time clocks. Everyone is
on a first-name basis. Everybody gets free cof
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fee in the morning. Gordon Forward, the com-
pany president and a refugee from big- steel
bureaucracy, had always found it “amazing” that
at most companies “management could have free
coffee and there was some second-class citizen
who couldn’t, or there was some second-class
citizen who had to park outside the gate or punch
a time clock because we didn’t trust them .’ The
trust pays off: absenteeism at Chaparral is about
2 percent compared to an industry average of
roughly 6 percent.

Faith in the workers’ competence is absolute.
When Chaparral was designing the medium sec-
tion mill that it built in 1982, it pulled mill
managers off the floor and asked them what they
thought they needed. Innovations for the mill
came from the managers, who told the engineers
the specifications they believed necessary for ef-
ficient production. The result was a mill made
of German and Japanese technology, with a few
parts that were pure Chaparral.

Homemade construction
Another key to Chaparral’s high morale is that
no employee has ever been laid off. In December
1981, thanks to soaring production, managers
figured that there were about 40 more employees

than they needed to fill the orders at hand. But
instead of laying people off, Chaparral put them
to work. The company was just completing con-
struction of its medium section mill through a
contractor. Chaparral polled its employees con-
cerning their experience in construction. The out-
side contractor was sent home and Chaparral’s
own crew of steelworkers was put to work with
hammers and saws to complete the new plant.

Small wonder efforts to unionize the mill
failed. In 1977 the United Steelworkers led a
union drive that was soundly rejected: with 98
percent of the workers voting, 73 percent cast
their ballots against unionizing the plant. Among
the workers I spoke with, there was unanimous
agreement that keeping the union out was a key
factor in the plant’s productivity. Joe Barcevac,
a former worker at U.S. Steel’s South Works plant
in Chicago, told me, “At the other mill I was stuck
in a craft line. I couldn’t help somebody in a dif-
ferent job, and he couldn’t help me. That was
because of the union. Here we do what we have
to to get the job done”

In fact, it’s hard to find anybody at Chaparral
who has anything good to say about labor
unions—that is, until you walk over to the
management offices. Their main suspect for the

Nazis in Skokie

Frank Collin, American Nazi leader:

““I've got to come up with something within the law, to use the law against our
enemy, the Jew . .. | used it [the First Amendment] at Skokie. | planned the reaction

of the Jews. They are hysterical.”

In 1977, a Chicago-based Nazi group announced its plans to demonstrate in
Skokie, lllinois, the home of hundreds of Holocaust survivors. The shocked survivor
community rose in protest, and the issue went to court, with the ACLU defending the
Nazis' right to free speech. The court ruled in the Nazis’ favor. According to the
““content neutrality doctrine’’ governing First Amendment jurisprudence, the Nazis’
insults and vilification were "‘neutral”’—not the issue, as far as the law was concerned.

But to Downs, they are at issue. In Nazis in Skokie he challenges the doctrine of
content neutrality and argues for the minimal abridgement of free speech when that
speech is intentionally harmful. Drawing on his interviews with participants in thg
conflict, Downs combines detailed social history with informed legal interpretation in
a provocative examination of an abiding tension between individual freedom and com-
munity integrity, and between procedural and substantive justice.

cl. $20.00; March publication.

Donald Alexander Downs

Notre Dame Press
Notre Dame, Indiana 46556
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steel industry killer? Management. “I think the
attitude taken by other companies is unneces-
sarily adversarial,” Beach told me. “If they treat
their employees like units, then of course they’ll
band together in a union. But if they treat the
union like an adversary, they’re guaranteed a
stalemate” Forward agrees. “If you treat your
employees like a number,” he said, “then you
deserve a union.”

Mountains of scrap

In 1960, the minis were to big steel what com-
petitors were to Ma Bell—inconsequential and on
the fringe. There were only 10 to 12 minis taking
up about 2 percent of the steel market. But since
then the miills have exploded onto the scene,
with more than 50 producing approximately 14
million metric tons of steel per year. It is now
estimated that the minis may capture as much as
40 percent of the American steel market by the
year 2000.

It’s ironic that this success story is attributable
in no small part to big steel’s smug attitude dur-
ing its heyday. Protected from the free market to
which they professed their devotion, the big com-
panies set their prices as though it were manifest
destiny that American steel would always be
number one. Steel was a classic oligopoly, with
the United States Steel Corporation, the un-
challenged industry leader, determining the price
structure of the entire industry. But to avoid the
searching eyes of the trust busters, U.S. Steel
made certain that its prices wouldn’t put other,
less efficient companies out of the market. So the
industry protected its noncompetitive members
through a price structure that enabled these com-
panies to stay in the black. In effect, this kept
the entire steel industry only as competitive as
its Ieast efficient producer.

Throughout the 1950s, steel prices were gross-
ly distorted. Despite slumping demand, they in-
creased an average of 5.8 percent annually
throughout the decade, compared to 2 percent for
wholesale products, according to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. As any smart capitalist should
have known, that price umbrella made the ap-

pearance of more efficient, more productive mills-

almost inevitable.

The minis’ boom during the 1970s was fueled
by two factors. One was the increasing demands
of the United Steelworkers. From 1969 to 1981
labor costs rose an average of 11.6 percent a year,

of the markets that the minis were all too eager
to snatch up. The second factor was the
technological advances that were propelling
foreign companies into a competitive position
with big steel. By adopting these new
technologies, mini-mills significantly lowered
their capital costs in relation to big steel’s. In 1980
the Office of Technology Assessment showed
how big those differences in costs could be. In

1978 dollars, the estimates range from $154 to.

$320 per metric ton of annual capacity for a mini-
mill as compared to the $956 to $1,500 for an inte-
grated plant.

A further factor is the cooperative style of
management so evident at Chaparral and other
mini-mills. The profit-sharing plans, employee
stock opportunities, scholarship programs for the
workers’ children, and the like are akin to the
cooperative practices used so successfully in
Japan. In fact, one of the most successful mini-
mill companies, Nucor Corporation of North
Carolina, embraces the principle of lifetime
employment.

The particular niche that the mini-mills
found—conversion of scrap steel into new steel
products—brought scorn from big steel. “They’re
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Albert Bandura write in a similar vein, arguing
that all we care about in a given situation is what’s
in it for ourselves. You are concerned about a suf-
fering friend? Trace all the wires back, he argues,
and you will find that you really are concerned
about what that friend’s suffering might imply
for yourself—that he might treat you less kind-
ly, for example. To the extent we do act
altruistically, it’s for social approval; internal
standards of conduct—such as not killing
people—are simply ways to ward off trouble with
the authorities.

ven the so-called “liberal” academics,
who question both social learning
theory and psychological dogma in
general—along with the indvidualism
that flows from it—can’t seem to break away
from the premise that self-interest must be the
ground base of all human motivation. Eleanor
Maccoby, for example, rejects the view that in-
fants become attached to their caretaker merely
because that person relieves their personal
distresses such as hunger. So how does Maccoby
explain this attachment? By positing the parent
as the “agent” who helps the infant master its
environment. The child can’t feel affection, in
other words, unless it receives something in
return. Maccoby rejects one form of self-
centeredness only to exchange it for another.

Similarly, in Maccoby’s view, acquiring social
skills means mastering bargaining ploys. As
children grow up they gain the skill “to tailor their
actions for different audiences, depending on the
nature of the social self that they wish to pro-
ject ” Generosity becomes a way to cut the best
deal. We learn to act unselfishly by “weighing
future gains against present ones.”

Maccoby acknowledges that a good family life
requires more. “When a sense of mutual sharing
exists,” she writes, “bargaining or dominance of
one member’s objectives over another’s becomes
less important ’” But she can offer nothing from
the realm of psychology to help families move in
that direction. Because she keeps self-interest as
the basic psychological building block in social
relations, she has nowhere to turn other than the
contractual balancing of interests that she senses
as missing the point.

When students study psychology in college,
views like these come across in their texts.
Selfishness, students learn, is what makes the
world turn. A typical introductory text by Roger
Brown and Richard J. Herrnstein, Psychology,
counsels that values are not really values at all.
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“A person who has learned to accept some social
values will be rewarded, or not punished, by serv-
ing them,” they write. “He is still acting
selfishly. . .but the selfishness will have been
harnessed to some part of the collective judg-
ment ” Brown and Herrnstein put quotes around
the word “social” when explaining people’s ac-
tions, the way Pravda might put quotes around
the word “democracy” in reference to the U.S.

Or take the social psychology text by Albert
A. Harrison, which enlightens college students
on the important subject of dating and marriage.
“The choice of a partner,” Harrison writes,
“represents a trade-off in which both persons get
the best they can with what they have to offer.”
It does sound a bit like boxing promoter Don
King negotiating with CBS Sports. And if a bet-
ter deal comes along, why not trade upwards?

Whether the propagation of such views in the
mantle of academic authority has nudged the
divorce rate upwards, nobody can say for sure.
But interviews conducted by students in our
classes show that students do absorb this
cynicism. “Doing something for other people is
gratifying needs in yourself, otherwise you
wouldn’t do it,” said one of those interviewed
who seems to have paid close attention to his
texts. “There is a part of me that needs to believe
that altruism is alive and well, especially in me,”
said another. “But there’s also a cynicism—
something like altruism can’t exist.” Here is a stu-
dent who wants to believe in his own capacity for
generosity, yet the teachers and their textbooks
discourage him from doing so.

Darkness within

Growing alongside academic psychology has
been clinical practice, most notably
psychoanalysis. Sigmund Freud began his work
towards the end of the nineteenth century, when
the empirical sciences, in their high noon of pro-
mise, were going to unlock all the mysteries.
Previously, questions of human behavior had
been the realm of religion and moral philosophy.
Basing his theories totally upon biology, Freud
pulled the rug out from under these, claiming
their ground, so it was then thought, for em-
pirical science.

Freud became the classic iconoclast. To Vic-
torians who wouldn’t even mention bodily
functions—Ilet alone sex—in polite society, Freud
declared that their lives were governed by these
very things, the most unmentionable in par-
ticular, “All the emotional relationships of sym-
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Psychology has
legitimized a self-
centered view of
humanity that not only
damages society but
also leads people away
from the very happiness
they seek.

pathy, friendship, trust, and the like, which can
be turned to good account in our lives,” he wrote,
“are genetically linked with sexuality and have
developed from purely sexual desires.” Those no-
ble sentiments of which the Victorians were so
enamored—indeed, altruism itself—were, in
Freud’s view, indistinguishable at their roots from
a good tumble in the hay.

According to Freud, everything we do serves
ultimately one of two biological functions: to rid
ourselves of unpleasant external stimulation, such
as cold, or to make use of what’s outside us to
satisfy an internal need, such as—he would
say—hunger or sex. The basic model is of a
psyche churning with “libidinous” drives, and the
health of the organism lying in their release. “All
instincts which do not find a vent without turn
inwards,” wrote Nietzsche, of whom Freud was
an avid student. “The whole inner world burst
apart when man’s external outlet became ob-
structed ” Freud saw that we sometimes need to
“sublimate” such energies into, say, work or the
arts, or accept restraints upon them, for the good
of society. But such restraints were fundamentally
at odds with our nature—not with just part of
our mature, but with all of it. An excess of
restraints cause the energies to “turn inwards”
producing neurosis.

Two main streams of clinical theory have chal-
lenged Freud’s theory in fundamental respects.
But where each might have countered the emerg-
ing culture of selfishness, they both ended up giv-
ing even more legitimacy to this culture than
Freud had.

The neo-Freudians like Harry Stack Sullivan,
Karen Horney, and Erich Fromm thought that
Freud had been much too pessimistic in his
assessment of human nature. Horney, for exam-
ple, disagreed strongly with Freud’s view that
“there is no liking or disliking of people, no sym-
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pathy, no generosity, no feeling of justice, no
devotion to a cause, which is not in the last
analysis determined by libidinal or destructive
drives ”” Our actions can arise not just from bodi-
ly needs and urges, she maintained, but from con-
cern for others, a desire for justice, and the like.
Since we can hold such concerns outside
ourselves, the neo-Freudians might have seen the
potential of both external restrictions and inter-
nal standards of conduct in furthering those ends.
Having abandoned Freud’s biological basis, they
had no remaining reason to regard such prescrip-
tions as fundamentally hostile.

But they did regard these prescriptions as
hostile, even more than Freud had. Horney
deplored the “tyranny of shoulds” which “im-
pair the spontaneity of feelings, wishes, thoughts
and beliefs ” The neo-Freudians rejected social
prescriptions not because we were so bad, as
Freud had thought, but because we were so good.
If we were only freed of such restraints and left
to get sufficiently in touch with ourselves, the
result would be beneficial both for ourselves and
others. Horney castigated the “whip of inner dic-
tates” and declared that she wanted the individual
“to dispense with [them] altogether.”

The neo-Freudians approached the individual
psyche a little the way free market conservatives
view the economy. Governmental and other
restraints are the problems, and if we just let
everybody do their own thing, it will all work out
in the end. These neo-Freudians were therapists
working with individual patients rather than
social problems—patients who, for the most part,
had strong internal values to begin with. In the
background, moreover, was Stalin’s Russia and
the rise of Nazi Germany, in which Goebbels was
calling upon the German nation to “submit the
I to the thou” and the “individual to the whole”
In this context there seemed compelling reason
to focus on the self as the bulwark of human
freedom. “ ‘Don’t be selfish’ becomes one of the
most powerful ideological tools in suppressing
spontaneity and the free development of per-
sonality,” said Fromm, who was himself German.
Neo-Freudians like Fromm did not urge
selfishness; to the contrary, they said that truly
loving yourself did nof mean striving for pleasure,
material gains or success. But they did roman-
ticize the self, seeing it as Rousseau’s noble
savage, and did not sufficiently appreciate that
darkness comes not only from without—in the
form of a Hitler—but from within as well.

If the neo-Freudians romanticized human
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e birth of her first child.) That may
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law firm. “Traci’s Dad did not really have time.
to dwell on the subject for too long because he
was just starting to take up ‘heavy hands’ jog-
ging...? Stein relates. “Mom was at a meeting
of wives who wanted to start a stock club, so she
did not hear about it at all.”” Might this be one
legacy of self-actualization?

Or take marriage, where the Maslow-Rogers
prescription similarly is that self-actualization is
the primary concern. Rogers believes that “a rela-
tionship between a man and a woman is signifi-
cant, and worth trying to preserve, only when it
is an enhancing, growing experience for each
person.” A couple ‘cannot hold to (the vows of
commitment) unless the marriage is satisfying,”
Rogers writes. ““The value of such outward com-
mitment appears to me to be just about nil ”” But
isn’t unconditional commitment—a determina-
tion to go the last mile—a part of making the
marriage satisfying in the first place? And sup-
pose a partner becomes ill and needs our help
so that the union demands more of us than it ap-
pears to give back? Time to pack the bags and
check out? Are people who act that way the ones
we most admire?

r take the-broader realm of social

commitment and concern. An indivi

dual finds it self-actualizing to be a

lobbyist for commodity speculators
or polluters. It’s challenging and broadening, and
involves lots of free'travel and opportunities for
professional “contacts)” End of question? Don’t
we need to think about such things as the wise
use and fair distribution of the earth’s resources,
and the availability of socially constructive roles
rather than ones that are useless or frivolous?
And what about institutions—like governments
and marriage—about which Maslow and Rogers
have little to say except to lament the way they
interfere with our self-actualization. Might not
they serve a social function even if sometimes
inconvenient?

Certainly there are times when we cannot be
genuinely useful to others until we attend to our
own needs—for instance, the mother who grinds
her emotional axes on self-sacrifice and suf-
focates her children with attention in the process.
But it is hardly always the case that we serve









A number of therapists have noted the cor-
respondence between effective healing therapies
like these and traditional religious values. Karl
Menninger, for example, concluded from his
clinical experience that therapy is beneficial to the
extent it encourages people to reach out to others
in ways commonly associated with religion. “The
goal of all the great historic religions can be sum-
marized as being the overcoming of one’s self-
love,” he observed.

espite the prevailing culture of self-
seeking and the sanction this culture
receives from the psychology profes-
sion at large, we still encounter daily

acts of generosity and kindness that, like the sap-.

ling growing from the crack in the rock, ought to
give us hope.

We read, for example, of the retired man who
takes it upon himself to make sure the stray cats
in the neighborhood are fed. One day he is beaten
about the head by a psychotic woman; rather
than wait for medical attention, he goes home
to make sure the stray cats get their dinner. We
read of kidney donors who explain their act as
a triumph of good over bad in themselves. “It
gives me inner satisfaction,” one explained.
“When I have moments of depression, I think of
my sister. I am happy.” Or take the blood donors
surveyed in Britain, nearly 80 percent of whom
cited concern for others as the motive for their
deed. “No money to spare. Plenty of blood to
spare,” noted one who had given blood 19 times.
“Knowing I mite be saving somebody life,” wrote
another.

The only thing extraordinary about such oc-
currences is that the psychology profession
doesn’t take them more seriously. Mainly, it seeks
to diminish them into veiled expressions of self-
concern. The old man, psychologists might say,
was really trying to assuage his own feelings of
guilt—a form of self-indulgence. The kidney and
blood donors were acting from a similar motive,
or perhaps to feel holier-than-thou. Examine
altruism closely enough, they say, and youw’ll
always find the canker of self-interest.

But as we have seen, that view has no more
basis in science than it does in everyday ex-
perience. It is crucial that we as a society come
to realize this. Our values do not exist in a
vacuum. The prevailing culture encourages the
good in us or the bad. It is not naive to suggest
that we can do more to encourage altruism rather
than accept selfishness as the inescapable core of
our nature.

It is well-demonstrated, for example, how
young people can be influenced by the prevail-
ing values in their families. Studies of the most
committed civil rights activists during the sixties
found that they were more likely than their
cohorts to have parents who had shown just such
social commitment during their children’s for-

. mative years. We-thinking can be nurtured just

like me-thinking can—and if in families, why not
in the culture at large? There are numerous ex-
amples in our own past of such values being
fostered on a broader scale. The early New
England settlements were built around a “com-
mon’—Boston Common is a present-day
reminder—on which everyone could graze their
cows. In this and other ways, the economy was
connected to the idea of community as well as
to individual striving. More recently we have seen
the ethnic enclaves in America’s older cities,
where interconnected webs of churches,
businesses and extended families assure that
everyone is taken care of.

The tailor’s parable

People do not feel any special virtue in such
settings. Helping simply becomes part of the way
people act. On occasion, a culture such as this
can rise to the heights of heroism, as when the
people of the French Protestant village of Le
Chambon risked annihilation by the Nazis dur-
ing the Second World War in order to shelter
Jews. As Protestants in a Catholic country, their
ancestors had endured centuries of persecution,
and almost instinctively the Chambonnais came
to the aid of others who suffered this fate.
“Things had to be done, that’s all, and we hap-
pened to be there to do them” was one typically
matter-of-fact explanation. That selflessness can
come to seem ordinary and mundane is itself a
telling point against those who persist in giving
sanction to greater indulgence of the self.

An old tailor in his eighties once recalled what
had given him the most satisfaction in his work:
enabling the poor people in his neighborhood to
buy well-constructed clothing that would keep
them warm. “A coat is not a piece of cloth only,’
he explained. “The tailor is connected to the one
who wears it and he should not forget it)” Our
colleagues in the psychology profession should
not forget it either. They should encourage more
thinking about the people who will wear the
coat—those affected by our daily thoughts and
actions—and less about how we feel while mak-
ing it, or about the personal rewards. [ ]
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POLITICAL BOOKNOIES

CETA: Politics and Policy,
1973-1982. Grace A. Franklin, Ran-
dall B. Ripley. University of Téen-
nessee Press, $24.98. Geraldine Fer-
raro, in *her -first speech after the
election, stoutly denied that she and
Walter Mondale lost because they
were the apostles of free-spending
liberalism. “Read the speeches,” she
insisted. “We didn’t call for massive
new federal jobs programs....”
You can almost hear the scorn in
Ferraro’s voice—what could be
more pathetically outmoded than
for a Democrat to believe in federal
jobs programs? Such is the sorry
legacy of CETA, the most recent
and perhaps final substantial na-
tional effort to alleviate unemploy-
ment. Born as a Nixon-era experi-
ment in creative federalism,
dramatically expanded under Jim-
my Carter, and bluntly terminated
by Ronald Reagan, CETA may well
be remembered as the last gasp of
the New Deal. Between 1975 and

1983, the federal government spent
a total of $55 billion on the diverse
jobs and training programs lumped
together under the unwieldy
government title of the Com-
prehensive Employment and Train-
ing Act. At its peak in 1978-79,
CETA created about 725,000 public
service jobs and was spending
roughly another $5 billion a year on
training programs.

Just five years later, CETA has
been reduced to an epithet. With
unemployment still about 7 per-
cent, virtually no one mourns the
death of most federal jobs pro-
grams. Why did CETA fail so flam-
boyantly? Or, if CETA did not ac-
tually fail—and there’s evidence to
support this view—why is it
remembered as one of the classic
excesses of liberalism gone amok?
These are important questions as
we grope to understand the con-
tinuing popularity of the Reagan
revolution. But such grand

TOM WAGY

Black Eagle

JAMES R. McGOVERN

peacetime military rank.

at better bookstores, or from

University, Alabama 35486-2877

Governor LeRoy Collins of Florida
Spokesman of the New South

LeRoy Collins, governor of Florida from 1955 to 1961, ally of the Ken-
nedys, and spokesman for Southern moderates, illustrates in his career the
tensions of the fifties and sixties that transformed the American South.
Hardbound, illustrated. Available in March. $22.50.

General Daniel “Chappie” James, Jr.

The life of Chappie James is a remarkable American success story; the
youngest of 17 children of relatively poor parents in Pensacola, Florida,
James in 1976 became the first black four-star general, America’s highest

After enlisting in one of the first black pilot training programs, James
served with distinction in World War II, Korea, and VietNam, and later
served as the chief Pentagon spokesman, stressing black self-improvement
through education, training, and the pursuit of excellence. Hardbound, i-
lustrated. Available in April. $16.95.
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<ing the FBI unstable,
A was being torn apart
nal mole-hunts, led by
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vered during the mole
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on and CIA director
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But as the source was
mediately revealed, the
had to think of other
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Then, in the month
‘he June 1972 break-in,
:d and George Wallace
n such an environment
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ugan points out, might
have been running wild
n brief, he presents a
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Howard Hunt was not
1 Nixon at all, but was
-ing to his old firm, the
ed, in fact, to spy on the
use. Hunt with his ill-
. wig has always been
the press as a bumbler.
hat was part of Hunt’s

1 recites the ever-
fact that the D.C. police
jo actually made the
arrests appears to have
1—possibly by someone
intending to make the
Jixon, look foolish. The

officer, a former employee of the
National Security Agency, had
volunteered out of the blue to work
the graveyard shift that fateful night
even though he had already worked
a full shift, and then parked his
patrol car by the Watergate.
Another event, which occurred in
early June 1972, was the headline
news that a D.C. grand jury was in-
vestigating a political call-girl ring
that appeared to come as close as
the real world ever has to the type

of high-class hooker domes .

depicted in TV mini-series. Capitol
Hill secretaries and a female White
House lawyer were being provided
to congressmen and other big shots.
The ring was said to be based in the
Columbia Plaza apartments, a
block from the Watergate, and
many fun-filled calls were placed
through a phone in DNC head-
quarters that had been set up as a
private line. That phone, Hougan
maintains—not O’Brien or Mc-
Govern—was the burglars’ real
target. They wanted dirt on any
Democrats who might be involved,
and also advance warning if anyone
in the White House was going to be

implicated. (When caught, the
burglars were on their fourth, not
first, entry into the complex.) In
turn, Hougan suggests, informa-
tion from the taps was destined
primarily for the CIA, not the
‘White House.

Considering the extent to which
intelligence services have tradi-
tionally used hookers to trap agents
and politicians (supposedly, U.S.
agencies don’t anymore), Hoover’s
bizarre obsession with sex files, and
the general inclination at the time
toward half-baked psychological ex-
periment, this explanation of the
break-in is not as far fetched as it
may seem. The only aspect gen-
uinely hard to swallow is that the
CIA got away with it: in the last
decade the agency has seemed so in-
competent that it couldn’t spy on
its own shadow, let alone keep its
role in one of the most investigated
events of all time disguised. But we
can’t simply rule out the chance,
however remote, that the CIA ac-
tually got away with something.

If Hougan’s contentions are true,
what does it mean? Not as much as
the author would suggest. An
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his is your invitation to hear 23 distin-

guished economists and policymakers dis-
cuss Federal Reserve policy under the current
THE CAPITAL HILTON monetary system and the impact of bank de-
regulation and monetary reform on economic
stability.
Speakersinclude Lawrence K. Roos, Paul Craig
Roberts, Leland B. Yeager, Karl Brunner, Ben E.
Laden, Richard Timberlake, Anna Schwartz,
consideration of policies that David Meiselman, Maxwell Newton, Ro}and
have generally been ruled out  Vaubel, Phillip Cagan, Lawrence H. White,
of court by the conventional William Poole, and Jerry L. Jordan.
. . Registration for the conference, which includes
—Milton Friedman ) speeches, two luncheons, and a reception, is
$250 ($100 for nonprofit organizations). For
more information, please contact Sam Staley at
(202) 546-0200. Make checks payable to the Cato
Institute, Dept. WM, 224 Second St., S.E., Wash-
ington, D.C. 20003.
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otherwise calm book is marred by
his attempt to overhype the notion
that “our recent history is a
forgery” because the true motives
of the burglars are not certain.
Hougan has an infuriating habit of
implying that he has a more sensa-
tional story than he’is telling -but
that he is just too responsible to
report it without having nailed
down every last detail. That Nixon
knew of White House involvement
and methodically lied about and
tried to cover that involvement up,
is still the most important issue—
and would have been most impor-

More than 85% of American televisionviewing
time is spentwatching ABC, CBS, or NBC
pragrams. Yet, for over forty years, the FCC has
been trying to minimize the dangers of
broadcasting monopoly. The authors of this
objective study—all participants in a recent FCC
network inquiry—conclude that it is the very
regulatory measures imposed by the FCC that
inhibit competition, program diversity, and
focalism. They propose a less intrusive system
of regulationthat would encourage
the formation of new networks by lowering
entry barriers rather than by restricting
commercial practices.

Misregulating Television
Network Dominance and the FCC

*Stanley M. Besen, Thomas G. Krattenmaker,
A. Richard Metzger, Jr,, and John R. Woodbury
$24.00

of Chicago Press
ie, Chicago IL 60637

tant even if (assuming Hougan’s
right) all burglary facts had come
out quickly.

Yet the failure to nail down the

burglary story keenly demonstrates.

an .aspect of institutional
Washington culture: Obviously, it
was in the Democrats’ interest to
accept at face value the explanation
of the break-in, since that painted
Nixon as rotten-to the core. If, in-
stead, the burglars had been in-
spired by forces beyond Nixon’s
control, the president, however im-
probably, could have been seen as
partly a victim, not a villain—

duped by those creepy spooks.
Hougan notes that the press, which
also rapidly embraced the political-
bugging explanation, likewise had
a stake in promoting it. If all signs
pointed to Nixon, the story would
have maximum glamor and
headline appeal. Moreaver, it could
be reported from the White House
press room—each day Ron Ziegler
would have some screwball new
denial to squirm through—and
Senate hearing rooms, meaning a
maximum amount of drama for a
minimum amount of work. (And,
for television, lots of dramatic pic-
tures.) Grilling the president himself
would have far more career-making
potential than painstakingly piec-
ing together the conflicting ac-

‘counts of a bunch of third-rate

burglars, which Hougan deserves
considerable credit for doing.

—Gregg Easterbrook

Small World. David Lodge. Mac-
millan, 315.95. Small World is a
hilarious novel about people
wasting their lives going to con-
ferences. “The modern conference
resembles the pilgrimage of
medieval Christendom,” explains
the author in a prologue, “in that
it-allows the participants to indulge
themselves in all the pleasures and
diversions of travel while appearing
to be austerely bent on self-
improvement.” And, “Today’s con-
ferences have an additional advan-

- tage over the pilgrims’ of old in that

their expenses are usually paid...”

Lodge, a professor of English at
the University of Birmingham
(England), is concerned with
academic conferences. Small World
begins with a small, rather grim
conference at a British “red brick”
university modeled after his own
and ends with the gargantuan MLA
(Modern Languages Association)
extravaganza at the New York
Hilton. In between, there are con-

ferences in Hawaii, in Jerusalem, at .

a villa in northern Italy, and
elsewhere. Then there are govern-
ment-subsidized t B i
tureships and similar
assure that the mod
have no time for read
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