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Give them the
Gift-of-Life

~ ST. JUDE CHILDREN’S
RESEARCH HOSPITAL

Danny Thomas, Founder
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St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital is the only
research institution dedicated solely to the conquest
of catastrophic diseases of childhood.

In less than twenty years, the knowledge and
new treatment procedures developed there have
brought hope to suffering children who once would
have been called incurable.

This knowledge is freely shared with pediatri-
cians and physicians all over the world. Children
admitted to St. Jude Children’'s Research Hospital
study programs receive total medical care with-
out cost.

This unique hospital needs help to continue.
Inflation keeps eating away at the value of the dollar
and increases the cost of operation: At the same time,
the very success that allows children under its care to
livelonger means that St. Jude must provide free care
to an increasing number of patients.

Please join in this effort to save children every-
where. Write: ALSAC-St. Jude Children’s Research
Hospital, 539 Lane Ave., Memphis, TN 38105 for
further information.

Please give these children the Gift-of-Life by
sending a tax-deductable gift.
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OPENING SHOTS

THE LBERTARIAN REVIEW

KEEP YOIR HEAD TONN

BILL BIRMINGHAM

EVERY PART OF THE
government, in the last
analysis, is devoted to
exploiting the taxpayer, but
there exists something called
the Foreign Bondholders
Protective Council which
specializes in oppressing the
foreign taxpayer. Specifi-
cally, itis charged with pres-
suring foreign governments,
notably those of China and
the USSR, to extort even
more money from their sub-
jects so as to pay off the
bonds issued by their prede-
cessors. The FBPC emerged
from its sewer recently dur-
ing Congressional hearings
on granting China most-
favored-nation trade status,
insinuating that giving Chi-
na favored-nation treatment
would cost the Council its
“leverage” in getting her to
repay the Kuomingtang’s
debts. Consider the infamy.
of it: The long-suffering
Chinese people, seeking to
relieve their miserable pov-
erty by selling to relatively
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freer Americans are told
they may not do so unless
they submit to increased
tax-oppression by their
present rulers, in order to
repay the fat cats who fi-
nanced the oppression of
their old rulers. (Remember
that the next time you hear
some politician quacking
about the ‘‘captive na-
tions.”) That’s what comes
of treating governmerit se-
curities— which are essen-
tially nothing but loans
made to gangsters in ex-
change for a share in their
loot— as legitimate obliga-
tions. But they aren’t, and
those who buy them not
only do not deserve repay-
ment, they deserve (assum-
ing they are not witlings) all
the contempt and loathing
with which we today regard
the jackals who financed the
slave trade, or bought shares
in pirate ships.

Reed Irvine’s Advocacy in
Media (most commentators
misspell the first word of the
name) breathlessly reveals
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“the 4 top Carter appointees
who gave Nicaragua away
to Marxism [sic]’’ in an arti-
cle reprinted by Richard
Viguerie’s Conservative Di-
gest. The source is an inter-

view by the Houston
Chronicle with the deposed
Nicaraguan tyrant Anas-
tasio Somoza (well, no one
can accuse him of “liberal
bias”) who claims “the U.S.
was part of a plot to place
theit strongest ally and sup-
porter in the hands of the
Communists.” Indeed, one
of the alleged Gang of Four,
Deputy Secretary of State
Warren Christopher, sup-
posedly threatened to de-
port Somoza unless he
pressured his stooge— beg
pardon: successor— to re-
sign. ‘“Those s.o.b.’s,”
ranted the former dictator,
“could, at their discretion,
handcuff me, put me on an
airplane and send me back
to Nicaragua to face a
Communist firing squad.”
That Somoza deserves
exactly that for his crimes—
or even that his crimes werc
real and not a diabolica



hoax of “the Communists”
—is, for Irvine, a mystery as
profound as the quark: as is
the fact that none of the
Washington newspapers re-
peated ‘“Somoza’s stinging
charges.”

Keep an eye peeled for Sat-
com III, the one-ton, $20-
million satellite which RCA
had launched to relay cable
TV programs, and which
NASA managed to lose four
days after launch. The Los
Angeles Times (December 4,
1979) quoted cable entre-
preneur Ted Turner’s ex-
planation of the mystery:
“He suggested that, consid-
ering how ABC, CBS, NBC
and the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters [to say
nothing of the FCC] have
lobbied in the past to ham-
string cable television’s de-
velopment, perhaps they
pooled their resources to
buy ‘some missile system to
shoot down the satellite.””
(““I'm only joking,” Turner

quickly added.”)

The right to kick vending
machines is the latest addi-
tion by the National Labor
Relations Board to the rights
of the workingman. The
Board recently heard two
cases of employees who had
been fired for mistreating
machines at their work-
places. Observing that
“vending machines are most
imperfect creatures, subject
to being abused without
penalty, when they malfunc-
tion,” the NLRB ordered the
workers rehired. Perhaps
they didn’t notice that the
same observation describes
(or should describe) the Na-
tional Labor Relations
Board.

The Department of Energy
has plans to put 10,000 elec-
tric vehicles on the nation’s
roads and highways by
1986, and, as is customary
in such undertakings, has
drawn up an environmen-
tal impact report to uncov-

er hidden dangers. Chief
among these, it seems, is that
electric cars are quiet; so
quiet, in fact, that the DOE
says they must be made
noisier to warn unsuspect-
ing jaywalkers. And if that
doesn’t work, they might
require (as England once did
of the railroads) that each
electric car be preceded by a
man on horseback, carrying

Tom Rusk and Randy Read,
two San Diego psychiatrists
who run “stress-reduction
workshops’® for public
employees, “see a clear pat-
tern emerging: Middle-class
Americans in public-service
jobs are about to revolt.”
Actually they’ve always been
revolting, but now they are
rising up angry over—you
guessed it—*‘Proposition 13
fever.” It is they, Rusk and
Read opine on the Los
Angeles Times op-ed page
(December 9, 1979. Get a
copy if you can; it is a truly
appalling document), who
“bear the brunt of every
cutback. Either their job is at
stake, or their job is to make
the cuts, or they must ac-
complish their job despite
the cuts, because we, the
public, won’t accept any re-
duction in services.” (Actu-
ally we, the public, want
them to do the job they
never performed, but that
would be too traumatic to
bear.) As a result, Americans
now regard bureaucrats
with “something close to
contempt. In turn, many
civil servants feel alienated
and abandoned.” Strikes,
sickouts and slowdowns
(but how could they tell?)
abound; as well as ““an in-
crease in police shootings in
many jurisdictions” (which
may constitute 3.6 percent
of all homicides) which
shows the true nature of our
public “servants” for all to
see, even though Rusk and
Read choose to remain
blind. This “profound class
struggle ... between civil
servants and their ‘employ-
ers’,” between the robbers

and the robbed, is such a de-
lightful prospect that it
would be a shame if it
existed only in the fevered
imagination of these two
butterfly-men; who, we
must remember, have a class
interest of their own in per-
suading our rulers that their
hirelings need “stress reduc-

2»

This seems as good a place
as any to commend to you
the work of Mr. Stephen
Chapman, staff writer for
The New Republic, who
serves as a voice of liberta-
rian sanity in that neo-
conservative wilderness. His
“Washington Diarist” col-
umn of December 8 is a fine
example. There, he attacks
“the growing nostalgia for
the deposed Shah,” remind-
ing us that he was in fact a
truly loathsome monster.
After a graphic description
of the practices in the Shah’s
torture chambers he notes:
“Some Americans may feel
our failure to ... do what?
send in troops? in support of
such a cherished ally was
not so shameful after all.”
And more: Chapman de-
nounces the smarmy George
Will, and Chapman’s own
magazine, for suggesting
that “the ayatollah could be
squashed by a battalion of
marines or a few well-placed
double agents.” Those days
are gone forever, says
Chapman, and he’s all in
favor of it: “As it happens,
back when we were running
things, we didn’t do a very
good job of serving the
interests of freedom and
democracy ... It may occa-
sionally be unpleasant and
even infuriating that the rest
of the world prefers not to
live under American puppet
governments, but one would
be hard-pressed to argue
that the rest of the world is
appreciably worse off for
the refusal.” And for la-
gniappe, he attacks The New
Republic’s “symptoms of
guilt over our opposition to
US involvement in the war in
Vietnam.” Noting that the

American war effort was
“hideously destructive of
the people and countries we
purported to be saving” he
observes: “It is not always
possible—in Vietnam or in
Iran — to avert tyranny.
Sometimes the best we can
do is avoid giving it active
support. Even that would be
a big improvement over
what we have done before,
and what people like Will
and Edward Luttwak—and
some editors of TNR, appa-
rently —would have us do

Remember “sunset laws”’?
They were very big around
1976 or so; President Car-
ter, 87 Senators, and 200
Congresscritters all en-
dorsed various schemes that
would automatically kill
every government program
after x years unless Con-
gress specifically reautho-
rized it. According to The
Washington Post, the cur-
rent thing is a “‘sunset law”
without a sunset. One ver-
sion being considered in the
House Rules Committee
would let the various Con-
gressional committees pick
the programs they wanted to
review and give them a dead-
line to make recommenda-
tions. Programs that weren’t
reviewed, or weren’t rec-
ommended for termination,
or weren’t explicitly termi-
nated by a vote of the full
House (and Senate) — the
vast majority, of course—
would continue. Farcical as
such a proposal is, it proba-
bly wouldn’t be much worse
in practice than the various
state “sunset’ laws, under
which the overwhelming
majority (199 out of 200, in
one case) of the state pro-
grams and agencies au-
tomatically “reviewed” are
automatically approved. At
least the House version
would, if passed, discredit
“sunset” once and for all,
and serve as yet one more
example of the futility of at-
tempting to roll back the
state, other than by voting
Libertarian. |
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Poverty
and crime

EVERY PUBLIC OPINION
poll which poses the ques-
tion discovers that most
Americans regard violent
crime as one of the most se-
rious problems our society
faces: And all indications are
that it is growing more seri-
ous — because more com-
monplace — by the day.
“Since 1960,” says Time,
“the rate of robbery, murder
and rape has almost tri-
pled.” And every study of

. the demographics of such

violent crime shows that an
altogether disproportionate
amount of it is committed by
unemployed black youths
between the ages of 14 and
22. In Oakland, California,
for example, nearly 40 per-
cent of all serious crimes are
committed by youngsters
between the ages of 14 and
17, and more than 80 per-
cent of these youngsters are
poor and black.

Their victims are usually

black too. Blacks make up

about 11 percent of the U.S.
population, but they shoul-
der 14 percent of the annual

nationwide violent crime
bill. During 1977, more
blacks were killed by other
blacks (typically during
armed robberies) than were
killed in the entire Vietnam
War—a war in which blacks
participated as soldiers to an

“extent entirely dispropor-

tionate to their presence in
the population.

In recognition of these
problems, the National Bar
Association sponsored a na-
tional conference early this
year on “Black on Black
Crime.” The conference
(which was held in Oakland,
a city whose population is
nearly 50 percent black) at-
tracted legal and law en-
forcement professionals,
journalists, and black com-
munity leaders from all over
the United States; and cer-
tain of its findings deserve to
be much more widely publi-
cized than they have been
thus far.

Robert Maynard, the
longtime Washington Post
reporter and editorial writer
who recently took over edi-
torship of the Oakland
Tribune, opened the confer-
ence with a keynote address
in which he emphasized that
street crime “‘tends to rise in

some relationship to how
many ‘teenagers are on the
streets without constructive
activities or work.” His
theme was picked up and
echoed by Charles Sanders,
managing editor of Ebony
magazine. “When the le-
gitimate roads to personal
achievement and material
rewards are blocked or nar-
rowed,” Sanders told the
conferees, “people will re-
sort to illegal means to sur-
vive.” A 16-year-old black
criminal interviewed anon-
~ymously by the Oakland
Tribune in conjunction with
its coverage of the confer-
ence made the point even
more straightforwardly.
“Why are so many serious
crimes committed by young-
sters under 17 years old?”
the Tribune asked him. “To
get some money,” he an-
swered. “To do what they
have to do, they take what
they have to take. If their
mothers and fathers aren’t
working, they have to sur-
vive the best they can. Every-
body has to get some money.
Mostly,.people’ll do any-
thing to get money.”
“How about getting a job
to make money?” the Trib-
une asked.



“There ain’t no jobs,” 16-
year-old ‘‘Charles” an-
swered. “If you go for a job
when you’re 15, they say
come back when you’re 18.

When you’re 18, they say

come back when you’re 21.”

The unemployment statis-
tics bear out “Charles’s” vi-
sion of things. According to
the Tribune, more than half
the young people between
16 and 22 in Oakland’s
black ghetto are unem-
ployed. Nationally, slightly
less than half of such teen-
agers are unable to find jobs.

Predictably, this link be-
tween black youth unem-
ployment and black youth
crime led some participants
in the Black on Black Crime
conference to call for in-
creased government in-
volvement in the problem.
U.S. Attorney G. William
Hunter, NAACP attorney
Charles Carter, and Cali-
fornia state legislator Elihu
Harris all “criticized gov-
ernment officials for a wan-
ing interest in the funding of
programs which could re-
duce unemployment,” ac-
cording to the Tribune, and
“noted that the education

system is failing blacks,"

causing many to graduate as
functional illiterates.”

But, refreshingly, other
participants in the confer-
ence seemed unimpressed by
theidea of more government
programs. Dr. Gary Men-
dez, an official of the Na-
tional Urban League, laid
his own skepticism on the
line. “I have a question
about this whole issue of
programs,” he told the con-
ferees. “I don’t know that
we need new programs so
much. If we educate our
children so they could fill
out job applications, maybe
there wouldn’t be a youth
unemployment problem. If
they * had jobs, there
wouldn’t be a need for wel-
fare services. If we get into
the mentality that all we
need are new government
programs, that’s wrong.
Don’t ask for new programs
to educate children. Just
make sure yours is.”

One might question Dr.
Mendez’s suggestion that

the inability of many 16-
year-old blacks to fill out
employment applications is
the only thing standing be-
tween them and jobs. As
“Charles,” the anonymous
young black criminal re-
minds us, “if you go for ajob
when you’re 15, they say
come back when you’re 18.
When you’re 18, they say
come back when you’re 21.”
After all, how could it be
otherwise? Federal and state

" child labor laws make it im-

possible for businessmen to
employ anyone under 18 un-
less they are willing to en-
tangle themselves in miles of
bureaucratic red tape and
invest extraordinary time

- and money in a worker who,

because he or she is an inex-
perienced teenager, probab-
ly isn’t worth the invest-
ment. And this problem is
only exacerbated by the fed-
eral and state laws which re-
quire businessmen to pay a
minimum wage. The labor
of inexperienced teenagers is
simply not worth the mini-
mum wage—and neither is
the labor of 18-to 21-year-
old workers who have been
kept out of the labor force
by child labor laws and are
therefore inexperienced and
inefficient when they finally
enter it. A marginal business
in a black ghetto literally
cannot afford to offer a job
to an unemployed black
youth; government pro-
grams have made it impos-

sible.

Still, one should not

underestimate the impor-
tance of the public school
system to the problem of
black youth unemployment.
The schools do produce
functional illiterates. And
someone who can neither
read nor write well enough
to cope with a job applica-
tion is unlikely to find work.
But the problem with the

public schools is not that

they aren’t funded well
enough to teach children to
read. As the 1960s have be-
come the ’70s and the >70s
have given way to the *80s,
our public school teachers
and administrators have
been spending ever more
and more money to do an

“There ain’t no jobs. Mostly, people’ll do anything to get

money.”—A 16-year-old black criminal. Oakland Tribune.

ever less and less adequate
job of educating an ever
dwindling student popula-
tion. The problem with-the
public schools, as educa-
tional historian and critic
Joel Spring points out else-
where in this issue, is that, in
the words of Ellison Brown,
an.Oakland social worker
who attended the Black on
Black Crime conference,
they are “‘trying to teach
kids what to think instead of
how to think.” The kind of
thinking we call reading is
only one of many examples.

And while some govern-
ment programs are forcing
black youths out of the job

market and helping to make

sure that they haven’t the
skills to compete in it once
they’re old enough to work

legally, other government

programs are making it im-
possible for them to start
their own businesses and
employ themselves. In order
to do that, they have to come
up not only with investment
capital, but also with the li-
cense fees established by
government (fees which, as
in the case of taxi licenses,
often exceed the amount of
investment capital needed
merely to start the business)

—to say nothing of the often
immense sums they need to
conform to “health and safe-
ty” regulations, building
codes, and the like. The
same politicians who cry
crocodile tears over the
plight of the poor think
nothing of forbidding a
ghetto mother to start a
neighborhood child care
center which would bring
economic benefits to every-

- one in the neighborhood,

because her ceiling is one
inch too low. Better, the pol-
iticians apparently believe,
that the ghetto mother
should collect welfare while
her children, once they be--
come teenagers, enroll in a
government-funded or gov-
ernment-run program of
jobs for young people.

Yet if anything at all is
obvious about the plight of
the poor in our society, it is
that such programs don’t
work. As Joan Kennedy
Taylor argues elsewhere in
this issue, our welfare pro-
grams. only trap the poor in
their poverty and give gov-
ernment almost unlimited
license to run their lives and
pry into their most personal
affairs. And as for govern-
ment funded jobs for youth,
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listen to the testimony of one
Oakland social worker who
described the futility of such
programs at the Black on
Black Crime conference:
“You want to help kids with
a summer program that
gives them a part-time job at
minimum wage?” he asked
the conferees. “Hell, any
one of these kids can buy
half an ounce of marijuana,
roll it up into joints and
make $50 in one day. And
that’s with no taxes.” Sim-
ply put, ghetto youths have
no economic incentive to
join jobs for youth pro-
grams.

And whose fault is it that
starting a marijuana busi-
ness is such a more attractive
alternative? Government. It
is government which has
systematically made it im-
possible for ghetto residents
to start any other kind of
business, and it is govern-
ment which has driven the
price of marijuana to its
present heights by banning

_its possession and sale. A
weed which can be grown
easily in any backyard in the
United States cannot be sold
for $100 an ounce in a free
market. In a government-
created and government-
sustained black market, it
can.

There is widespread agree-
ment that poverty, unem-
ployment and a generalized
feeling of helplessness and
hopelessness lie behind the
high rate of violent crime
among black youths. But
there is as yet far too little
recognition — especially
among its victims — that
government itself is the
principal cause of the pover-
ty, unemployment and im-
potence—and therefore of
the crime. Those who con-
sider the libertarian belief in
individual initiative and the
value of bootstrapping one-
self upward economically
an unrealistic pipedream
should consider the institu-
tion which has rendered it
unrealistic and ask them-
selves if it is realistic to ex-
pect that same institution to
set things right again.

—JR
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"YOUVE COME A LONG WAY, BABY!”

Women and

the draft

TWO THOUSAND PRO-
testers in Times Square.
Three thousand in Beverly
Hills. President Carter
seems to have opened up a
can of worms with his call
for draft registration, and
the worm has turned. The
reaction of individual wom-
en and of representatives of
organized women’s groups
interviewed by the San
Francisco Chronicle was, in
the words of a reporter, “en-
tirely negative.” A new or-
ganization sprang up even
before the presidential an-
nouncement on February 8,
the National Organization
of Women Against Registra-
tion (NO WAR) and ac-
cused government and the

military of using the issue of

women’s rights ““‘to serve
their interests rather than
our own.” Betty Friedan
told a Washington Post re-
porter that the draft is a red
herring: “The issue isn’t
whether women should be
drafted. Every woman I
know, from feminists to
right-to-lifers, is opposed to
the draft, period.” One San
Francisco fifteen-year-old
summed it all up. “I think
that those who vote to have

a war should be the ones
who have to fight it,” she
said.

The massive invasion of
human rights that registra-
tion for the draft represents
has as much to do with do-
mestic control as with
foreign policy. It is signifi-
cant that Carter’s chief
domestic policy advisor,
Stuart Eizenstat, rather than
someone from the State De-
partment, was the dignitary
chosen to talk to the media
and say that registration
would “send a strong mes-
sage to the Soviet Union that
this country is resolved to do
what is necessary in the long
run to meet its aggression.”
How? By making our own
citizens less free? And as for
Rosalyn Carter’s statement
at a fund-raising breakfast
that the call for draft regis-
tration was intended to “keep
our country at peace,” that
is really 1984 doubletalk:
war is peace; slavery is free-
dom.

The President’s decision
to register women while

proclaiming that he has “no’

intention” of changing the
present military policy that
allows women in combat
support positions (i.e. doing
things like piloting helicop-
ters, driving trucks, and
even launching missiles in
areas where they will be

shot at), but not in combat
itself, has made it clear that
women have no seniority in
our culture. They are the last
to be allowed certain oppor-
tunities to choose, and the
first to be called on for sac-
rifice. In World War II, for
example, the members of
the Women Air Force Ser-
vice Pilots (WASPs) ferried
planes and' towed anti-
aircraft targets from 1942
until 1944 but were given no
veteran’s benefits—not even
funeral expenses for the 38
WASPs that were killed in
action. Many women are
quite understandably in-
censed by the fact that, as
Beverly Stephens of the New
York News Syndicate puts
it, ““too many men are al-
ways eager for women to
accept the burden of equal-
ity but not the benefit.”
Bella Abzug’s answer to the
call to register women was
to say, “When American
women have equality of op-
portunity, it will be time
enough to talk about equal-
ity of sacrifice.”
Unfortunately, such a
statement implies that it is
all right for the government
to require any kind of sac-
rifice from its citizens, as
long as it does so equally.
And in their desire for equal-
ity before the law, many
women,and women’s groups,
have let themselves thus be
drawn into accepting the
legitimacy of the draft. The
National Organization for
Women has announced that
women as well as men
should be called if there is a
draft, and Julia Arri, the na-
tional president of the Busi-
ness and Professional Wom-
en’s Club issued a state-
ment saying that “we be-
lieve, as the President does,
that equal rights means
equal responsibility.” This
position only plays into the
Administration’s hands.
President Carter must
have advisors who know a
lot about advertising. Be-
cause the American people
are being sold a proposal to
put every young person in
the country into government
computer records, begin-
ning with those born in



1960 and going: on indefi-
nitely — presumably until
the entire population is on
file a generation from now.
This is a very scary, Orwel-
lian prospect; it doesn’t take
much imagination to think
of all kinds of ways besides a
draft in which the govern-
ment could use this informa-
tion to invade our privacy
and violate our rights.

- But this horrendous pro-

posal has been packaged .

with advertising genius.
First of all, there’s the reas-
suring choice of the Post Of-
fice as the place in which to
register. Who could asso-
ciate that monument of inef-
ficiency, the bumbling old
U.S. Snail, with Big Broth-
erism or militarism? Prob-
ably, we think subliminally,
they will lose half the rec-
ords.

And Betty Friedan is
right: the question of draft-
ing women is indeed a “‘red
herring.”” One of the princi-
ples of successful selling is to
give people a choice of how
they want to buy something
—do I want the walnut ve-
neer or the contemporary
concrete finish? Will I send
in the coupon or call the toll
free number? Advertising
experts find that this gets
people so involved in a sec-
ondary decision that they
make the primary one with-
out noticing—they forget to
ask themselves if they want
to buy at all. Today, the
media are full of discussions
about women and the draft.
Should women be drafted?
Should they refuse to regis-
ter until the ERA is ratified,
or should they register, hop-
ing that will help the ERA?
And we forget that by argu-
ing about whether or not
women should be included,
“we tacitly accept the draft as
a permissible option.

But it is not. The draft is
wrong. Spreading the bur-
den of that wrong more
evenly doesn’t make it right.
The proper answer for
women to give to the Presi-
dent is this: women can re-
sist the draft as well as men
can.

KT

Time for the
real truth

Is that calamitous [Fed-
eral] budget due perhaps to
defense expenditures? That,
of course, is what liberals
have been screaming in uni-
son for years. As usual,
what liberals scream in uni-
son is not so.

— William Simon, A Time
For Truth

WELL, STARTING NEXT

_year what liberals scream in

unison will indeed be so.
We’re talking about the new
Carter budget, of course; it
proposes spending $696-
billion in fiscal year 1981,
and about $162-billion of
that on the military. To ap-
preciate those figures, you
must realize that they repre-
sent an overall budget in-
crease of 6.45 percent, and a
“defense” budget hike of
14.3 percent. Non-military
expenditures are essentially
unchanged; their increases
come to about 4 percent,
well below the rate of infla-
tion. Therefore it is the Pen-
tagon, and only the Penta-
gon, which will enjoy a real
increase in what it sucks
from the public trough. And
unless something is done
this will happen again in the
years to come: Jimmy Car-
ter, embracing the current
war hysteria, has pledged to
boost military spending by
at least 5 percent, over
and above inflation, each
and every year for the next
five years. Will we hear as
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much as one peep of protest
from Simon & Co., or will
they only continue to scream
in unison that the sorry state
of the budget is due to wel-
fare expenditures? Given
their past record, we can
safely expect them to scream
away.

Simon and his fellow con-
servatives will also, no
doubt, scream in unison that
the welfare state is a far
greater threat to America
than the warfare state—and
besides, we must arm to the
teeth to keep Leonid Brezh-
nev out of Towa. That last is
certainly a lie: The great
bulk of the Pentagon’s
non-nuclear forces — con-
servatively estimated by Dr.
Earl Ravenal as between
$70-billion and $80-billion
—is devoted to the demands
of an interventionist foreign
policy in Europe, Asia and
the Middle East, not to the
defense of the United States.
So too with Carter’s pro-
posed defense boost. Its cen-
terpiece is the so-called
Rapid Deployment Force,
specially designed to swoop
down on Middle Eastern oil
fields, which will require a
fleet of ships loaded with
munitions (the T-AKX Mar-
itime Prepositioning Ship,
costing about $100 million a
copy), cruising near poten-
tial trouble spots, and 2 new
cargo plane, the CX, to
carry soldiers and equip-
ment (the Air Force’s cur-
rent jet cargo plane, the
C-5A, is deemed unsuitable
for the role due to the ten-
dency of its wings to fall off).
Ships and plane are expected

NV [ago THE RUSSIANS 6P6k)T
33 Bl IoN Ot\) DEFENSE

N 430 WE ROTECT A RUSSIAV
VEFENSE GOVGET OF OWER 100

to cost a total of $10-billion
and will surely cost more.
Figures for the CX increase
every time the Army ups the
weight estimates on its
XM-1 battle tank—another
dubious weapons system
that bulks large in the Carter
budget. One of the CX’s
chief purposes, notes Alex-
ander Cockburn of the Vil-
lage Voice, will be to carry
the XM-1, “boondoggle
within the womb of boon-
doggle, secure in the amni-
otic fluid of the tax dollar,
yours and mine.”

But the cost of the Rapid
Deployment Force, ungodly
as it is, pales into insignifi-
cance compared to that of
the various nuclear weapons
programs. Chief among
these is the MX missile, well
known to our regular read-
ers, which will cost an esti-
mated $55-billion (Senator
Proxmire puts it at $70-
billion), and the Trident
submarine program, which
will cost more than $25-
billion. Writing in the Na-
tion (December 22, 1979),
defense analyst Fred Kaplan
concludes that the defense
budget also contains hidden
preparations for a revived
B-1 bomber, which cost
$25-billion when it was can-
celled in 1977. (Armed
Forces Journal International
for May of 1978 revealed
that the Air Force had faked
the case for the B-1. But
California Congresscritters
Charles Wilson and Robert
K. Dornan still want the B-1
to “express to the Soviets
American resolve. [sic]’’)
Compare these figures with
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the most expensive proposal
on the liberal agenda: the
$25-billion Carter-Long na-
tional health insurance
scheme (Teddy Kennedy’s
$40-billion plan is, thank-
fully, a political non-starter).
It is hardly obvious that the
warfare state is to be prefer-
red to the welfare one, even
setting aside the fact that
these weapons systems will
greatly increase the risk of
nuclear holocaust, some-
thing the National Tea Tast-
ers Board could never do.
And even in peacetime,

the warfare state has a

uniquely malign effect on
the economy. Unlike trans-

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

fer payments such as Social
Security, food stamps, and
the like, which mainly redis-
tribute consumption, mili-

tary programs sop up skilled

labor, materials and capital
goods that could otherwise
be devoted to something
useful. This is not inflation
—though many economists
expect higher defense spend-
ing to bring inflation, as the
Federal Reserve eases the re-
sulting credit crunch by ex-
panding the money supply
— but something worse:
a real loss in production.
More: these programs in-
evitably commandeer a dis-
proportionate share of capi-

tal goods and research ef-
forts, which in the long run
will cripple civilian produc-
tivity, as Seymour Melman
demonstrates in his books
Pentagon Capitalism and
The Permanent War Econ-
omy. Coming on top of 40
years of a war economy, this
arms buildup should prove
more ruinous than any in the
past. The Christian Science

Monitor (February 8, 1980) -

notes that several strategic
materials and classes of
skilled workers are already

in short supply; the Monitor.

sees the Pentagon imposing
“a large-scale redirection of
the civilian economy” (in-
cluding “possible wage and
price controls”) through its
existing priority rating sys-
tem whereby a military
project may be declared to
have “all-out priority over
civilian material needs.”
Such a system, which would
sound the death knell for
what remains of our free en-
terprise economy, would be
no more than a continuation
of a long-term historical
trend; most features of the
command economy were
first introduced as wartime
expedients.

The conservatives’ silence
on the war economy has
precedent abroad. In the
1950’s Pierre Poujade led a
tax revolt that bid fair to
roll back the state in France.
Yet Poujadism collapsed;
mainly because the Poujad-
ists wanted France to crush
the Algerian revolution and
feared that serious tax cuts
would prevent this. Simi-
larly, conservative devotion
to American imperialism
may yet strangle the U.S. tax
revolt in its cradle (though

happily, the powerful Na- .

tional Taxpayers’ Union de-
nounced the Carter arms
budget in a February 10
letter to the New York

" Times.) Someday William

Simon may understand this;
meanwhile, it’s time for
libertarians to proclaim the
real truth: Militarism and
the free market don’t mix.

—BB

Guest Editorial

To each his

own
foreign policy

MANY AMERICANS
justly feel angered by the So-
viet invasion of Afghani-
stan. While Soviet troops
ruthlessly kill hundreds of
innocent Afghans, the mil-
lions of us looking on feel
helpless, a feeling that only
adds to our anger and frust-
ration. While it is natural for
us to feel that we must be
able to do something to
right the Soviet govern-
ment’s wrongs, we should
carefully examine policies
born of anger and frustra-
tion. Such policies are sel-
dom right.

President Carter’s main
reaction to the crisis has
been to embargo grain that
Americans had planned to
sell to the Soviet Union. Is
this action right? It enforces
“morality” by taking away
each individual’s freedom to
decide the issue for himself.
If I decide to sell grain to the
Soviets, I cannot do so,
under penalty of fine or im-
prisonment. If T decide the
best way to respond to the
Soviet invasion is to buy up
grain that would otherwise
be sold to the Soviet Union, I
cannot do that, because the
Carter government has al-
ready done it for me—using
the money of innocent
Americans, many of whom
have different views on the
issue. Carter’s actions sug-
gest that he considers him-
self the only American who
has a right to decide moral
questions. He has a right to
think that, but damn his al-
mighty gall in denying our
right to act individually and
peacefully on the basis of
our own moral convictions.

The grain embargo will
claim other innocent victims
besides Americans who lose
their freedom to choose. But
before considering them, let
us consider what the Presi-
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dent must do in order to
make an embargo effective.
He must go much further
than simply embargoing the
USSR. He must cause a net
reduction in the world grain
supply. And he cannot do
this simply by selling the
grain to another country,
since that country could
turn around and resell it to
the Soviets. Nor can he do it
by using the grain to pro-
duce gasohol, since gasohol
production facilities cannot
be expanded that quickly.
These grain supplies will still
be on the market. Even if
Carter simply withholds the
grain to sell it in future
years, he will not have much
effect on world supplies
since speculators, anticipat-
ing an increased supply and
therefore a lower price in the
future, will put their reserves
on the market now. Carter’s
policy can thus be effective
only if he destroys grain and
thereby drives up the world
price.

This brings us to the other
victims. Higher prices will
victimize not only the Rus-
sians but also the residents
of all other grain-import-
ing nations. And what do
we mean by ‘“Russians,”

anyway? We are speaking
of 260-million individual
people, not some undif-
ferentiated glob of human-
ity. Carter’s embargo will
force the already oppressed
Russians (thatis, most of the
population) to give up much
of their already meager con-
sumption of meat, but we
can be sure that Brezhnev
and his Kremlin buddies will
not miss any meat from their
diets.

What is the rationale be-
hind such a policy? It must
be that if you harm the Rus-
sian people in order to pro-
test the Soviet government’s
being in Afghanistan the
Russian people will blame
the Soviet government,
which, feeling the heat, will
be more likely to leave Af-
ghanistan. This thinking as-
sumes that just because we
see the Soviet government as
the bad guy and the US gov-
ernment as the good guy, so
will the Russian people.
They might see it that way,
but an equally plausible case
could be made that the Rus-
sian people, resenting the
US-enforced deprivation,
will blame the United States
and support their own gov-
ernment. They have a long

history of supporting their
government, no matter how
tyrannical, in the face of
hostile foreign governments,
and the Soviet government’s
monopoly of information
sources within the Soviet
Union makes this result even
more likely. Furthermore,
forbidding US athletes and
other US residents from at-
tending the Olympics in
Moscow would only pre-
vent valuable contact be-
tween residents of both coun-
tries, which will strengthen
the Soviet government’s in-
formation monopoly and
make the Russian people
even more susceptible to
Soviet propaganda.
Moreover, to the extent it
is effective, the embargo can
only make America’s exis-
tence less valuable to the
Soviet Union and increase
the probability that the

Soviet government will try

to annihilate us. Trade
promotes interdependence
between nations.
Admittedly, predicting
how the Russian people will
react to the embargo is dif-
ficult. But that makes it all
the more important that
each American be allowed
to choose his own strategy.

As the late George Meany
said when American long-
shoremen boycotted ship-
ments of grain to the Soviet
Union during detente, “for-
eign policy is too damned
important to be left to the
Secretary of State.”” Let each
person make his own predic-
tion about the effects of an
embargo and let each person
act on his own prediction.
Americans who think an
embargo will only make
things worse should be free
to refrain from participating
in it — even indirectly by
being taxed to support it.
On the other hand, Ameri-
cans who think an embargo
a good idea should be free to
boycott the Soviet Union.
They should be free to buy
up goods that otherwise
would go to the USSR and to
refrain from selling goods to
the USSR. If enough people
were convinced that a boy-
cott was a good idea, would
a boycott be effective? Ask
Rosa Parks. She is the black
woman who sparked a boy-
cott of the bus system in
Montgomery, Alabama, 25
years ago, by refusing to sit

at the back of a bus. H |

—David R.-Henderson 11
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SLS helped organize a late January anti-draft rally at Stanford which drew 1000 students.. . .

JEFFREY SANCHEZ

ON JANUARY 23, 1980,
President Carter, in his State
of the Union address, de-
clared that he had “deter-
mined that the Selective Ser-
vice System must now be
revitalized,” and would “‘send
legislation and budget pro-
posals to the Congress next
month so that we can begin
registration and then meet
future mobilization needs
rapidly if they arise.”
Happily, this talk of rein-
stating the unpopular (and
unconstitutional) practice of
involuntary servitude, has
been met with an outpour-
ing of protest by young
Americans across the coun-
try. Many college campuses
are seeing several anti-draft
rallies each week. Many
groups are sponsoring these
rallies, most notably liberta-

rians and a wide range

of socialist organizations.
Their message is clear:
Young men and women
simply will not tolerate this
attempt to enslave them.
Students for a Liberta-
rian Society has been work-
ing actively to educate young
Americans on all the impli-
cations of reactivating the
Selective Service System.
Through rallies, seminars
and workshops, SLS has ex-

posed young people to both
the libertarian ideology and
the basics of a non-interven-
tionist foreign policy. SLS
chapters across the country
report very favorable re-
sponses to these programs.

Those who would like
some background informa-
tion on the draft should refer
to LR’s April 1979 issue,
which contained several
features and editorials on
conscription. Roy A. Childs,
Jr., Earl Ravenal, Murray
Rothbard and other writers
contributed their analyses of
the draft and demolished the
myths supporting conscrip-
tion. Copies are available
from LR at $1.25 each.

It is of the utmost impor-
tance that libertarians con-
tinue to work against regis-
tration and the draft, for this
threat is one of the gravest to
individual liberty. Aside
from the obvious implica-
tions of involuntary ser-
vitude, we must also con-
sider the dangers to world
peace posed by a standing
conscripted army.

We urge all libertarians to
stand against the draft and
work to organize opposition
to this evil. Those who would
like assistance in organizing
anti-draft programs should
contact SLS at 1620 Mont-
gomery St., San Francisco,
CA 94111 or call (415)

781-5817.

President Carter’s “‘get
tough” stance during the
Afghanistan crisis has not
gone unchallenged either.
Libertarian Party presiden-
tial candidate Ed Clark has
been an outspoken critic of
the Carter administration’s
hawkish mood.

Even before Carter’s State
of the Union address, Clark
was speaking out against
military intervention in Af-
ghanistan and the proposed
reinstatement of the draft. In
a Portland, Oregon speech
on January 8, Clark chal-
lenged the conventional
“wisdom” of using military
means to secure needed re-
sources. “We cannot,” he
said, “secure the lives, prop-
erty, and liberty of the
American people with more
of the same bankrupt
foreign policy. We are told if
only we had a few more
bombs, a few more planes,
ships or more military bases
abroad, the world would be
secure for American in-
terests.”

Clark also recommended
that the United States disen-
gage itself politically from
the region and secure needed
energy resources by dere-
gulating domestic energy
development. Clark offered

LAURA AKERMAN/ STANFORD DAILY
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. . .and sponsored their own rally at Berkeley’s Sproul Plaza.

the classic libertarian solu-

tion to our energy problems
when he said, “A policy of
free trade, with the elimina-
tion of the federal govern-
ment as the middleman,
would best insure our na-
tional security, our freedom,
and our access to abundant
supplies of energy.”
Immediately after Presi-
dent Carter’s State of the
Union address, Clark con-
demned the draft proposal
as slavery and asked for re-
straint in foreign policy
rather than saber rattling;
which, he said, “will only in-
sure a continued series of in-
ternational crises and even-
tual involvement in war.”
Clark minced no words in
denouncing Carter’s appeals
to the American people to
sacrifice and be “‘tough.”
“They are a smokescreen,”
Clark said, “not only for
President Carter’s disas-
trous foreign policy, but also
for his complete inability to
come to grips with other
pressing problems on the
domestic front.”
Libertarian criticism con-
tinued on Sunday, February
10, when the Clark for Pres-
ident Committee placed a
full-page advertisement in
the New York Times attack-
ing the Carter administra-
tion’s handling of the crisis.
The advertisement warn-

ed of the dangers of using
military force in Afghanistan

and stated: “Libertarians be-:

lieve that the abhorrent Sovi-
et invasion of Afghanistan
must not beused as a pretext
for increased militarism on
the part of the United States.
With the lesson of the Viet
Nam tragedy so fresh in our
national memory, itis shock-
ing even to consider taking
military action that may in-
clude the use of nuclear
weapons to ‘defend our in-
terests in the Persian Gulf.””

The ad also proposed de-
regulation of the domestic

economy and foreign non-

interventionism as the way
to solve our energy prob-
lems. “The time has come,”
it said, “to dismantle the
regulations which shackle
our economy. If we need
more energy, then what we
need is an offensive against
the Department of Energy,
not another war in Asia.”
To the general public,
such ideas are new and
radical. The Clark campaign
is playing a vital role in
spreading libertarianism.

PO

The Second Amendment
Foundation has recently un-
dertaken an analysis of
$.1936,the “Handgun Crime
Control Act of 1979,” a bill
introduced last October by

presidential hopeful Ed-
ward M. Kennedy (D-MA).
SAF Research Director Wil-
liam L. Garrison, Jr. pre-
pared the analysis.

Garrison concludes that
“the Kennedy bill, more
than any gun control law
ever passed or seriously con-
sidered by Congress, places
new and unwarranted bur-
dens upon the law-abiding
gun owner, instead of upon
the criminal.”” The bill,
among other things, re-
quires any handgun owner
to obtain a federally ap-
proved handgun purchase
permit before buying a
pistol or revolver. It also
allows individuals to buy
no more than two hand-
guns per year unless the
government grants them
permission to buy more.

A most important point
made by Garrison is that
the bill “does not increase
penalties against those who
criminally misuse a hand-
gun but it does severely
punish honest gun owners
who will innocently run
afoul of the law.”

This critique of the Ken-
nedy bill is available from
the Second Amendment
Foundation for $2.00. For a
copy, write to: SAF Publi-
cations Department, 1601-
114th SE #157, Bellevue,
WA 98004.

R

The 1980 Census is just
getting underway, but lib-
ertarians have been pre-
paring to resist this coercive
prying into individual af-
fairs for several months
now. Two organizations in
particular, the Society for
Individual Liberty and the
Society for Libertarian
Life, are leading the fight.
A maximum fine of $100
may be levied for refusal to
answer the Census, but this
is not deterring libertarians
one bit. Lawrence Samuels,
Executive Director of SLL
not only wants people to
refuse to answer the ques-
tionnaires, but to openly
destroy them. “We are
urging all citizens,” he says,

““to resist this blatant disre-
gard for privacy and indi-
vidual rights by mailing us
your Census forms (or Xerox
copies). We will then burn,
shred or intentionally lose
those forms in front of gov-
ernment Census offices and
at press conferences across
the nation.”

Samuels is confident that
this resistance will have an
impact on the Census taking:
“This year we expect at least
one million persons will mail
their census forms to us in
protest.”

Those who wish to join in

this resistance, or want more
information, should write to
the following: Society for
Libertarian Life, PO Box 4,
Fullerton, CA 92632 or
Society for Individual Lib-
erty, PO Box 1147, War-
minster, PA 18974.
The demand for libertarian
ideas is continuing to ex-
pand and a Los Angeles
group is helping to fill that
need. Dissent Center for
Scholarship is a libertarian
adult school which offers
classes, seminars, confer-
ences and workshops on
such subjects as economics,
foreign policy, and rights
theory. Instructors have in-
cluded David Friedman,
Tom Hazlett, Tibor Machan,
Samuel E. Konkin, III,
Manny Klausner and other
notables. The school’s di-
rector is long time liberta-
rian activist Janice Allen.

For more information,
write to Dissent, 205 South
Western Avenue, Suite 211,
Los Angeles, CA 90004 or
call (213) 466-3776.

“The Movement” wants to
hear from you. Keep us
posted on what you (or your
organization) are doing to
promote the cause of liberty.
We want to report the ac-
tions of anyone working for
a free society. Please direct
your information to Jeffrey
Sanchez at Libertarian Re-
view, 1620 Montgomery St.,
San Francisco, CA 94111.
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Conservatives wonder too, but from a different point of
view. An editorial in the Wall Street Journal on August 14,
1979, worried in print about transfer programs, which take
money from the rich to give to the poor, or “to putit another
way, take money from the working to give to the non-work-
ing. And while the second way of putting it is not the con-
ventional one, it seems a lot more pertinent if you review the

- recent explosion of such programs. Taking a calculator to

the tables in the latest Economic Report of the President,
you find that over the last decade government transfers to

persons grew by 280 percent, while wages and salaries grew

by 134 percent. How long, we are forced to wonder, can
transfers grow twice as fast as the earnings that ultimately
must support them?”

The usual conservative attack on welfareis that taxpayers’
money is going to those who are not really poor and are re-
ceiving it through fraudulent deception. When, inlate 1979,
the House of Representatives passed a bill requiring states to
support needy families at a level of welfare benefits equal to
65 percent of the official poverty line, California Republican
Representative John H. Rousselot spoke for conservatives
when he said: “This bill increases welfare rolls substantially
without any substantial promise it will take out of the pro-
gram those who don’t need it or who abuse it.”” (Of course,
those who abuse it are often not recipients, but government
employees—a recent California welfare fraud scandal in-
volved welfare workers who were collecting bogus welfare
checks in addition to their salaries.)

Liberals, on the other hand, look at welfare from the point
of view of increasing government benefits for the poor, rather
than the point of view of the overburdened taxpayer. Each
position assumes that there must be a trade-off; either the
poor must suffer or the taxpayer must suffer. Each position
also assumes that the other one is unfairly selfish: the tax-
payer criticizing the expansion of federal programsis accused
of caring more about dollars than human lives; the welfare
recipientis stereotyped asalazy cheat.

Both the taxpayer and the welfare recipient are being ma-

ligned. The taxpayer not only has a right to his money; he’s -

also given ample evidence of his good intentions. Even in the
face of the heavy government drain on our purses (nonde-
fense spending on all levels of government now totals “roughly
one-third the national income” according to Milton Friedman),
Americans still donate $40-billion a year to private charity.

And the welfare recipient, far from being the beneficiary
of this massive government spending, is more often its vic-
tim. Stigmatized, bullied, interrogated, and spied on, he or
she must live a life totally dominated by bureaucrats. “Being
on welfare is a full-time job,” says one New York City social
worker. “If you do all the things the regulations require you
to do, there’s no time left to look for work.”

So has it ever been. Here’s how Ira Glasser, executive
director of the New York Civil Liberties Union, has
characterized our welfare tradition:

Welfare fed and clothed the poor, and public housing provided
shelter. But individual rights became unthinkable.

For people who needed shelter, the government provided public
housing. But admission was denied for reasons such as poor house-
keeping, irregular work history, frequent separations of husband
and wife, single-parent families, common-law marriages, lack of
furniture, apparent mental retardation, dishonorable discharge
from the military, or the arrest of one’s child. These standards were
not the result of ad hoc decisions by unfair individuals; they were
actually written down as the legal regulations of public-housing
authorities, and they gave housing officials unprecedented discre-
tion—the early Americans would have called it dominion—over
other people’s lives. Private troubles became a reason for public
punishment.

For people who needed money, the government provided wel-
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fare. But eligibility standards depended on morality. Every detail of
a recipient’s life was subject to scrutiny. Women were allowed dif-
ferent numbers of sanitary napkins each month, and men different
numbers of razor blades, depending on whether they were
employed or not. The same consideration governed the number of
times one could have one’s coat cleaned. There were no allowances
for newspapers, and telephones were considered a luxury, even for
the blind. A single woman with preschool, dependent children
could have her children’s benefits revoked if she were found to be
sleeping with a man, and midnight raids by caseworkers became a
common method of discovering such behavior. The abolition of
privacy became a condition of survival.

...We have traditionally been seduced into supposing that be-
cause they represented charity, service professionals could speak
for the best interests of their clients. By now we should know bet-
ter. Power is the natural antagonist of liberty, even if those who
exercise power are filled with good intentions. (Doing Good: The
Limits of Benevolence) -

From the libertarian point of view, both the liberal and
the conservative approach to welfare represents a half-truth,
and neither approach goes far enough. Each hopes to re-
form the system and make it equitable. But the inequities, to
taxpayer and recipient alike, are @ necessary result of wed-
ding charity to the coercive power of government. It is the
system itself that needs to be deglamorized; it is the very
concept of government welfare that must be attacked.

Yet this is a concept that has been part of our civilization
since medieval times. Few nonlibertarians would disagree
with Los Angeles columnist Phil Kerby, who criticized the
Libertarian Party’s stand against taxation by writing:
“The tax collector isn’t my friend either, but without taxes,
who will take care of the widows and orphans?”

How can libertarians counter the implications in such a
question? First, we must make it clear that not only does
our present system hurt, rather than benefit, the “widows
and orphans,” but it is in the nature of any such system to
do so. Valuable data may be found in attacks on welfare by
liberals and social democrats, although their mistrust of
government never goes far enough: books such as Elman’s
The Poorhouse State; Regulating the Poor, by Frances Fox
Piven and Richard A. Cloward; and Doing Good: The
Limits of Benevolence, by Willard Gaylin, Ira Glasser,
Steven Marcus and David J. Rothman all give innumerable
examples of ways in which, in the welfare system, “power
is the natural antagonist of liberty.”

Precisely because responsiblity is so diffuse, the
bureaucracy can be cruel, even inhumanly so. There is
Karen Gibbs, who vainly stood in line for three days in the
spring of 1977 when she was fourteen years old, trying to
register for a CETA summer job—going back and forth be-
tween two job centers, each of whom, according to the New
York Times, “told her she ‘was out of the district,” but didn’t
tell her what her district was.” :

There is Ed Taylor, who built a home for himself on a
ledge above a railroad gulch in Detroit, from materials he
gathered in vacant lots. He moved into his house in Sep-
tember, 1979, after refusing help from Detroit’s Depart-
ment of Social Services, saying, “I don’t mess with the wel-
fare. Welfare causes a lot of red tape “cause they got a lot
of bums on welfare. I can make it on my own.” No one
knows if he’s making it or not, because he disappeared after
Detroit’s Sanitation Department tore down his house and
carted away the materials on October 15.

There is the unnamed young welfare mother in Chicago
whose baby died in 1966 at the age of four days because her
electricity had been turned off after the public aid depart-
ment had failed to pay the bill—through a clerical error—

which meant she had no refrigeration for milk. She couldn’t -
buy fresh milk because she had literally no money: she had
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The Long Welfare Wait: A Philadelphia welfare recipient looks prepared for another delay on her case, and

“The welfare system is
a stop-gap measure that
malkes the condition
worse; it placates peo-
ple without giving them
what they need.’

L

in New York hundreds of

people stand in the rain in front of the West 14th Street office while waiting for their checks.

been underbudgeted—through a clerical erro—and her check
had been misaddressed—through a clerical error—and re-
turned to the welfare office. The agency refused to give her
money to feed her other two children, even after the baby’s
death.

And there are the more than 28 black men who died in the
Tuskegee Study, sponsored by the United States Public
Health Service (a division of HEW) from 1932 until well
into the *70s—men who were not told that they were in an
experiment but were allowed to die of untreated syphilis so
that scientists could study the effects of the disease and
record its progress.

[z e B AR A S A U o S L 0 S S e e LA D ST e e i ]
Why was welfare started? 1

Piven and Cloward’s pioneering book, Regulating the
Poor, which was first published in 1971, sets forth the thesis
that the purpose of welfare and relief has never been to help
the poor, but rather to defuse discontent and potential re-

bellion and to enforce work norms. To do the latter in medi-
eval times, it was necessary to prohibit private charity (with
laws against begging and alms-giving) and to keep the poor
from moving around in an attempt to better themselves
(with laws against vagrancy). As early as 1349, the British
Statute of Laborers was explicit in its intention to force the
poor to work:

Because that many valiant beggars, as long as they may live of
begging, do refuse to labor, giving themselves to idleness and vice,
and sometimes to theft and other abominations; none upon the
said pain of imprisonment, shall under the color of pity or alms,
give anything to such, which may labor, or presume to favor them
towards their desires, so that thereby they may be compelled to
labor for their necessary living.

But some sort of care had to be taken of those who
couldn’t work, so finally, in 1531, another act of Parliament
“decreed that local officials search out and register those of
the destitute deemed to be impotent, and give them a docu-
ment authorizing begging. Almsgiving to others was out-
lawed. As for those who sought alms without authoriza-
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tion, the penalty was public whipping till the blood ran.”
(Regulating the Poor.)

Contributions for relief were also collected and admin-
istered by local officials. Then contributions were made
compulsory. The monasteries were expropriated, “helping
to assure secular control of charity.” Finally, the Elizabe-
than Poor Laws were passed, establishing a tax to care for
paupers (the poor rate) and requiring justices of the peace
to see that paupers were put to work. Then in 1723, an act
of Parliament established workhouses in which the poor
had to live and work in order to receive aid. These were in-
deed fearsome places—only 7 percent of the infants born
or taken there as foundlings survived.

The child labor in English factories that has been consi-

dered such a blight on the history of capitalism was not a
matter of voluntary contract—it was pauper children that
were put into the mills by government officials, in a form of
“work relief,” as it would be called today.
Manufacturers negotiated regular bargains with the parish au-
thorities, ordering lots of fifty or more children from the poor-
houses. (In at least one known instance, a Lancashire manufac-
turer agreed to the stipulation of a London parish that he take one
idiot for every twenty sound children delivered.) To secure their
acquiescence, the youngsters were told that once at the cotton
mills or ironmongers they would live like ladies and gentlemen on
roast beef and plum pudding.

... Moreover, pauper children could be had for a bit of food
and a bed, and they provided a very stable labor supply, for they
were held fast at their labors by indentures, usually until they
were twenty-one. ... Many children did not survive the terms of
their indentures. (Regulating the Poor.)

Laws against begging and vagrancy, the discouragement
of private charity, the enforcing of work for welfare recipi-
ents, even the poorhouse, all persist today.

We still outlaw begging, and, as recently as 1937, when the
state of New Jersey ran out of relief funds it issued licenses to
beg, instead.

“Vagrancy,” of course, is not only specifically against
the law, but it was penalized further by the residency re-
quirements that many localities imposed on welfare recip-
ients until recently. j

Modern welfare states discourage private charity mainly

by competing with it. A spokesman for United Way was
quoted in The Nation (September 29, 1979) as saying that
“in our society today the needs of the poor are largely met by
tax responsibility.” And Regulating the Poor points out:
“Most private social agencies had been engaged with the
poor until the Depression years; then, with the development
of public relief programs under the Social Security Act, and
with the rapid spread of mental-hygiene concepts, many
private agencies turned away from giving relief and other
concrete services to the poor and began providing
psychotherapy to middle-class families.” As recently as
1931, according to Murray Rothbard in America’s Great
Depression, charity organizations felt strongly that gov-
ernment relief would be counter-productive. “In fact,” he
writes,
The voluntaryist (sic) tradition was still so strong in this field that
the Red Cross opposed a bill, in early 1931, to grant it $25 million
for relief. The Red Cross declared that its own funds were
adequate, and its Chairman told a House Committee that such a
Congressional appropriation would “to a large extent destroy vol-
untary giving.” Many local Red Cross leaders strongly opposed all
federal aid, and even all public relief generally, and so the bill, after
passing the Senate, was killed in the House.

In European welfare states, charitable donations are also

attacked by tax policies. Taxpayers in Sweden, who pay 87
percent on incomes over $35,000 a year (as well as paying

18 value-added taxes on consumer goods) are not allowed tax
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deductions for charitable contributions, nor are individual
donors in Great Britain.

As for work relief, as recently as the 1960s, male welfare
recipients in New York were sent to jail if they refused work
offered by the Welfare Department. In April 1977, U.S.
News and World Report published a glowing account of
work relief in Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, where able
bodied relief applicants were offered instead ““specially
created” (read, make-work) subsidized jobs at below the
minimum wage. The salaries were subsidized by the welfare
budget, so “for the various government agencies involved
and a few private employers, the work program means free
labor.” The Pay for Work people, as they were called, were
replacing union members in government agencies (who had
been making over twice as much per hour, plus hospitaliza-
tion and a retirement plan).

The New York Times News Service sent out a story at
the end of 1976 about Willie Sykes, a man in Iowa who
was born in 1900, orphaned at the age of nine, sent to a
school for retarded children (although he was apparently
not retarded) until he was 21, and then committed to the
county poorhouse, where he still was in 1976. The admini-
strator of the poorhouse is quoted as agreeing “‘that the
state of Iowa, in effect, sentenced Sykes to a life in institu-
tions, thereby ruining his life,” since it gave him no educa-
tion or training. Poorhouses are now called “county care
facilities” in lowa, the news story reports, and “‘today,
there are 3,900 residents of county care facilities in 72 of
Iowa’s 99 counties.”

Ohio, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Tennessee and
New Hampshire are other states in which poorhouses,
usually under other names, can still be found. Piven and
Cloward report in Regulating the Poor that, until 1934,
the constitutions of Louisiana, Missouri, Oklahoma, and
Pennsylvania denied inmates of “poorhouses or other char-
itable institutions” the right to vote or hold office.

—
Welfare under the New Deal

The relief system invented in seventeenth and eighteenth
century England and brought from there to the American
colonies persisted in general until the *30s. In another book,
Poor People’s Movements, Piven and Cloward write that “at
the time of the Great Depression the main legal arrange-
ment for the care of the destitute was incarceration in alms-
houses or workhouses. In some places the care of paupers
was still contracted to the lowest bidder, and destitute or-
phans were indentured to those who would feed them in ex-
change for whatever labor they could perform.” Harsh as
this system might sound, it was at least administered totally
by local authorities. The first relief authority that operated
on a statewide level was not established until the winter of
1931-32—it was New York State’s Temporary Emergency
Relief Administration, set up at the urging of Governor
Franklin D. Roosevelt. The nation’s first Federal relief legis-
lation followed shortly—the Emergency Relief and Con-
struction Act of July, 1932.

These measures, as well as the later New Deal programs
of relief and public works, were instituted because of the
havoc caused by the Depression. Perhaps the most generally
persuasive argument for government welfare programs is
what might be called the Argument from Depressions.
Surely, it says, with unemployment affecting up to one-third
of the work force, government help is needed for the massive
numbers of people out of work through no fault of their
own. According to this view, Hoover, and after him, Roose-
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“The purpose of welfare
and relief has never
been to help the paoor,

discontent and potential
rebellion.’

Private relief agencies and many newly initiated government make-work programs tried to assist the growing numbers of people out of
work, but despite (or perhaps because of) government intervention, the Depression grew worse.

velt, saved us from even worse disaster. Yet this argument is
a little like an old anecdote about a woman who took her cat
to the vet to be sedated before a long train trip. The vet dis-
covered that he had given the animal a stimulant rather than
a sedative, and was surprised and relieved when she tele-
phoned him to say, “Doctor, I can’t thank you enough for
what you did. Why, even as it was, he ran through the train
and bit three people.”

Even as it was, the Depression grew steadily worse with
each attempt at a government solution. As early as the
spring of 1932, William A. Berridge, economist for the Met-
ropolitan Life Insurance Company, warned that the pro-
posed bills for massive public works projects “would en-
croach seriously, and perhaps dangerously upon the supply
of capital funds that private enterprise will need in order to
help the country climb out of depression again.” (This was be-
fore the Emergency Relief and Construction Act was passed.)
In a detailed economic history of the period from 1914
to 1946, Economics and the Public Welfare, the late Ben-

jamin M. Anderson, Jr., shows that there were actually -

periods during the Depression when the economy was on
the upswing, only to fall again with the initiation of some
new government program. For instance, a strong business
rally from March to July of 1933 turned downward with the
establishment of the National Recovery Administration.
The National Industrial Recovery Act was passed on June
17 of that year. “Businessmen suddenly realized that with
the application of the NRA codes, and with the application
of the processing taxes which the Agricultural Adjustment
Act provided, there would come a great increase in the
costs of production....NRA and the processing taxes came
in July and August, and the production curve turned sharp-
ly downward.”

Furthermore, Anderson shows that there is a correlation
between the level of unemployment and the attempts of the
government to increase employment.

Prior to 1924 we had not regarded it as a Federal Government
function to make employment. Employment was a matter for the

people themselves to work out. Beginning with the Federal Re-
serve purchases of Government securities in 1924, we have had
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Government policy directed increasingly toward making em-
ployment. The explanation of the good figures for employment
prior to 1924, and of the desperately bad figures for employment
which followed 1929, is to be found in precisely this fact. Under
an old-fashioned Federal Government, which, in financial mat-
ters, was concerned primarily with its own solvency and with the
protection of the sound gold dollar, the people themselves solved
the problem of employment amazingly well. When the Federal
Government took over and undertook to solve the problem for
them, grave disasters followed.

President Roosevelt inherited a terrific volume of unemploy-
ment. He did not cure it. The figures for 1933 are worse than the
figures for 1932. The years 1933 to 1939, inclusive, show unem-
ployment exceeding 9,000,000 for five years out of the seven. In
only two years of the Democratic New Deal period prior to the
outbreak of World War II did the annual average figure for un-
employment get below 8,000,000. And in the best of these two
years, namely 1937, the figure stood at 6,372,000, which is 12 per-
cent of the labor force, as compared with 11.2 percent of the labor
force in the year of extreme depression, 1921.

The historical record is damning. The New Deal, viewed as an
economic policy designed to promote employment, is condemned
by the historical and statistical record.

As Murray Rothbard put it in America’s Great Depression.:
“Whenever government intervenes in the market, it aggra-
vates rather than settles the problems it has set out to solve.
This is a general economiclaw of government intervention.”

Not only, as both Anderson and Rothbard show in some
detail, did the New Deal economic policies prolong the De-
pression, many of them also directly hurt the poor. Histo-
rian Barton J. Bernstein, in his essay “The New Deal: The
Conservative Achievements of Liberal Reform,” says of the
aftermath of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, “with be-
nefits accruing chiefly to the larger owners, they frequently
removed from production the lands of sharecroppers and
tenant farmers, and ‘tractored’ them and hired hands off
the land. In assisting agriculture, the AAA, like the NRA,
sacrificed the interests of the marginal and the unrecognized
to the welfare of those with greater political and economic
power.” Later, in the same essay, Professor Bernstein points
out that “most liberals agreed with Senator Robert Wagner
of New York: ‘In order that the strong may not take advan-
tage of the weak, every group must be equally strong.” His
advice then seemed appropriate for organizing labor, but it
neglected the problems of unrepresentative leadership and
of the many millions to be left beyond organization.”

Some, but not all, of those millions were put on relief. In
general, the New Deal favored the large farmer, the big
businessman, the established labor union leader or member,
at the expense of what Professor Bernstein calls “the margi-
nal men.”

Piven and Cloward see this as a recurring pattern in our
society. The two major relief explosions in the United States,
one in the Depression and another in the *60s, were both in-
itiated when there was not only widespread poverty but also
widespread social turmoil. When there is no unrest among
them, the poor can be safely ignored—thus the migration of
southern blacks to northern cities in the *40s increased
urban poverty but not urban welfare rolls. In a 1974 book,
The Politics of Turmoil, they sum up this point of view:
Ours is a “‘subsidy enterprise” economy, and the subsidies go to
those who are enterprising in the use of their political influence.
The low-paid alone seem not to realize this. Farmers receive wage
supplements —we call them agricultural subsidies. The construc-
tion unions enjoy high incomes partly because of government sub-
sidies to builders who are required to pay the “‘prevailing wage.”
Large numbers of middle-income people enjoy the benefits of a
host of housing and transportation and tax subsidies. And these are
merely a few of the items on a very long list of government give-
aways, both direct and indirect, which support the standard of living
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of the more affluent in America. In a subsidy economy, the singular
faith of the working poor in advancement through wages alone is
pathetic, to say the least.

How government helps to create poverty

The solution to this situation is not, as Piven and Cloward
suggest, to decide that the poor should be more “enterpris-
ing” and demand their subsidy—in Piven and Cloward’s
view, a guaranteed annual income. Rather, it is to expose
and do away with the subsidies to other groups, and to rec-
ognize other interferences in the operation of the market
that help to create poverty. Piven and Cloward recognize
that urban renewal destroys the housing of the poor and
benefits the middle class; they do not similarly speak out
against rent control, which makes it impossible for land-
lords to earn enough return on their buildings to maintain
them, especially in slum neighborhoods; and which, in con-
junction with the high property taxes in many ghettos
causes the abandonment of building after building to city
ownership. They recognize that minimum wage laws
speeded the exodus of blacks from the agricultural south, as
women and children were no longer hired to do field
work; but the minimum wage, as economists particularly
interested in the problems of the black poor (like Thomas
Sowell and Walter Williams) are beginning to publicize, re-
duces employment opportunity generally for low-skilled
workers. In an article on black unemployment in the New
York Times of March 11,1979, Secretary of Labor Marshall
is reported as blaming much of the problem on illegal aliens.
Why?
There are those who say black leaders, trying to instill pride in
black youths, also instilled an unwillingness to labor at menial jobs.
The accepted view has become that aliens take the undesirable jobs
that blacks, who may be on welfare, do not want to perform.
But Mr. Marshall said in an interview that it was not that simple.
Employers from apple-growers to housewives prefer to hire for-
eigners because, whether they are here illegally or hold visas, they
are in no position to complain about pay or working conditions.
Most blacks are American citizens with the full protection of the
law.

In other words, there is work available, but apple-growers
and housewives don’t want to pay the minimum wage,
which went up on January 1 to $3.10 an hour. So “the full
protection of the law” means that many blacks are un-
employed.

Another impediment that the law puts in the way of the
poor who want to work are the multitude of state licensing
laws that serve the same function as the old medieval guild
system —they limit access to occupations. Walter E. Wil-
liams is one economist who is mounting a crusade against
these laws. He is quoted in Time magazine (January 21,
1980) as being appalled that “roughly 600 occupations are
licensed in the U.S. ... Our founding fathers thought that a
man had a right to practice his trade without going to the
feudal lord or the king to ask permission. But we have built
the same system that our founding fathers sought to es-
cape.”

On top of all these barriers to employment, our welfare
system teaches its recipients to be timid and fearful; in effect,
as Thomas Sowell has said, rewarding them for failure. A
recipient interviewed by Richard Elman said,

When you want something from them you got to sit and wait all
day, and if you complain they said, “You got nothing better now to
do.” ... When my husband was working, we had to worry all the
time if he would lose his job, but those jobs ... there were always
others. On the Welfare it is different. You never know if you will
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lose it, and if you lose it you lose everything.

Evalynne, who worked as a therapist for a family service
agency in New York City, agrees. ““Once a family goes on
welfare;it will probably never get off,” she says. “An inner
city family, that is.”

“Why is that?” she was asked. “Is it just the way the wel-
fare department treats you, or is there also a change in your
relationship with the outside society? Isit harder to geta job,
or do you stop wanting one?”

“Well, it’s interrelated,” Evalynne-says. ‘““The teachers
know that your kids are on welfare, so they don’t expect
anything from them. The kids may react by becoming trou-
ble makers, and this reflects back on you. Everything you do
is evaluated by a different standard —you may risk having

_your kids taken away from you if you send them to visit rela-

tives, for instance. Also, it’s impossible for anyone to live on
a welfare budget, so you’re always dealing with the workers,
who treat you as if you’re not human. They don’t make dis-
tinctions between one client and another; they do everything
mechanically. So you stop making distinctions. You be-
come less human. I’ve seen clients just start to slip,” she
scoops her hand downward expressively, “going from being
willing to fight, to giving up. The system itself blames the
poor —when the rolls go down, it’s not that the economy
has gotten better or that people have gotten jobs; it’s just
that the eligibility rules have gotten tougher. The five dollars

“that you made now makes you ineligible.”

The rural poer often eat cornstarch or suck clay to ease
the pangs of hunger when they don’t have enough to eat. In
the same way, the welfare system is.a stop-gap measure that
makes the condition worse; it placates people temporarily,
without giving them what they need. Conservatives, espe-
cially those with immigrant parents, often compare the
struggle and hard work of pre-Depression immigrants with
the lives of people on welfare today—to the disparagement
of welfare recipients. What this comparison leaves out is all
the ways in which government has made poverty harder to
get out of, in the intervening years.

Who ends up taking care of the poor? Other poor people.
The government cynically recognizes this fact in its welfare
segulations and eligibility requirements. It labels a woman
with five small children “employable,” because she has a sis-
ter who has six children, who can take care of them all. It

makes no arrangements for babysitting, ever, but the Aid to
Dependent Children Office in Lower-Manhattan had hand-

lettered signs posted that read “Please Do Not Bring Chil-

dren To This Office,” in 1966. And when urban renewal de-
stroys four housing units for every one that it builds, where
do the people who lived in those former slums go? They

- make some other slum more crowded.

Deregulating the poor

When people can’t buy, they make other arrangements.
They barter. They trade services. They form groups to do
things that otherwise they couldn’t do. (That is, unless they
are welfare mothers who are afraid that the social worker
will think them unfit if they aren’t always at home with the
children, cleaning house.) In an article in the March 1979
Commentary, “Welfare Reform and the Liberals,” Leslie
Lenkowsky wrote that “finally, perhaps more than the mid-
dle class and the wealthy, the poor depend upon stable
communities in order to have a chance of prospering and
advancing.” <

Today we have the growing phenomenon of the volun-
tary poor—people who prefer the cameraderie and com-

munity feeling and lack of regulation of a life that em- -
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phasizes interaction-with a community rather than making
money. There was a time when such people primarily took
religious vows—in our society they also become performers,
artists, students, even back-to-nature enthusiasts. They

trade services; they borrow each other’s clothes and books,

to say nothmg of borrowing each other’s money. Since their

- emphasis is on the quality of their life and relattonshlps

rather than on money-making activities—money is not the
way they “keep score” to see-how well they are doing-com-
petitively—they aren’t really that concerned with the nature
of their entitlement to the money they need. They may beg
for it; they may apply for food stamps; they may apply for a
grant from a private foundation or for a student loan. If the
money is there for the asking, the question is, how onerous is

- the qualifying process? Not, do I have a right to it?

The involuntary poor, as we have seen, are another mat-
ter. They believe in the work ethic. It’s interesting that the
short-lived National Welfare Rights Organization got very
little support from black organizations like the Urban
League and the NAACP, most of whom wanted to get
blacks off welfare, not on to it.

Indeed, although federal welfare programs are so many
and complex that no one knows how many people are re-
ceiving what at any given time, it is generally considered by
welfare experts of varying political persuasions (Michael
Harrington and Martin Anderson, to pull two names out of
a hat) that half the people eligible for welfare benefits never
apply for them.

Piven and Cloward see such a reaction as proof that wel-
fare is fulfilling its function of keeping the poor quiet: “That
the working poor.are ready to forfeit such substantial
sums,” they write, “‘is powerful testimony to the force with
which the ideology -of work and success, together with
abhorrence of the dole, has been driven home to those who
gain the least from their labor.”

What can be done to reverse this disastrous system? The
present trend toward libertarianism is the trend toward
what F.A. Hayek has identified as spontaneous orders, self-
regulatory sytems, like the market, that operate as if they
were planned, but which no one individual or group of indi-
viduals could have the knowledge to plan. The first thing
that has to be done therefore, is the reestablishment of
community ties. It is not poverty that is the worst problem
for people on welfare; it is the bureaucratically induced alie-
nation, as we can see from the much better functioning of
the voluntary poor. The first thing, then, is to encourage the
rebuilding of ghetto areas by the people that live in them.
And ““encourage” does not mean to pour government
money into slum areas—the government has done enough
damage in that way already. It means allowing the home-
steading of abandoned buildings. It means “sweat equities.”
It means drastic cutting of property taxes.

And it also means abolishing the minimum wage and the
occupational licensing laws, particularly those prohibiting
pushcarts and peddlers, so that there will be more jobs and
people will be able to start small businesses. Jane Jacobs, au-
thor of The Death and Life of Great American Cities, has
identified principles of city safety that can belearned fromin
thinking about improving the ghettos—she discovered that
safestreets are streets that are bordered with awide diversity
of usages (which means that they are bordered by buildings
of different sizes and ages) with a high density of population
and a high ratio of ground coverage. These are, to use her
phrase, streets that have “eyes” on them all the time, be-
cause the different usages takeplace at different hours. She
has also pointed out that the usual housing projectis a mini-
ature city standing on its side, whose “‘streets” are corridors

.and elevators which are unobserved and therefore not safe.



Jacobs’s account of the rehabilitation of Boston’s North:

End, after it had been “redlined’” by banks as a slum, points
the way to the possible reclaiming of real slums.

" The largest mortgage loans that had been fed into this district of
some 15,000 people in the quarter-century since the Great Depres-
sion were for $3,000, the banker told me, ““and very, very few of
those.” There had been some others for $1,000 and for $2,000.
The rehabilitation work had been almost entirely financed by busi-
ness and housing earnings within the district, plowed back in, and
by skilled work bartered among residents and relatives of residents.

There are already businesses which have found it to their
advantage to experiment with innovative training pro-
grams and work schedules; which in turn provide expanded
opportunities to the low-skilled worker. A 1978 book by
David Robison, Training and Jobs Programs in Action,
published by the committee for Economic Development in
cooperation with Work in- America Institute lists, among
others, some interesting programs that accept no govern-
ment subsidies (subsidized training is generally inefficient,
because it is not aimed at profit). The Continental Illinois.
National Bank and Trust Company, for instance, has a
program of work-study jobs, in which local highschool
seniors are allowed by the school system: to reschedule their
classes so that they can work part-time at the bank. They
have a better attendance record.than other employees and
are rated “somewhat superior in job performance,” and
those that later join the bank as full-time employees cost the
company less per hire than other methods of recruiting.
Sears, Roebuck has a company-wide policy of employing
handicapped workers, in a program run by a rehabilitation
specialist who is himself blind. From 3 to 11 percent of the
employees in any Sears facility “have some disability that
would qualify them for state rehabilitation services.”

And Control Data has opened several innovative plants,
all of which stress profitability. They located one in an
inner-city, high-unemployment, low-income area of Min-
neapolis, where they selected employees on a “first-come
first-hired” basis, many of whom were female heads of
households that lacked a twelfth grade education. Although
it began as a training center, the plant is now operating pro-
fitably. Another plant, “in the economically distressed
Selby-Dale area of Saint Paul, Minnesota,” is the first en-
tirely part-time facility in the country, designed “to supply
part-time employment primarily for female heads of house-
holds and mothers with school-age children and secondarily
to neighborhood students.” Most of the employees live close
by, and absenteeism is very low. The plant is a bindery, and
the manager points out that “using part-time workers is effi-
cient. No one can collate well for more than five hours at a
time, which is all we schedule. Most people are less produc-
tive in their sixthto eighth hours of a workday.” Because the
bindery is so efficient, it is saving Control Data money: “Be-
fore the Selby: facility was established, it cost Control Data

nearly twice as much to. have similar services performed by -

outside businesses.”” A third successful Control Data plant is
in a rural strip-mining area in Kentucky. It found an excel-
lent pool of workers, some of whom travel twelve to eigh-
teen miles to work, and.is described by its manager as “a
superb operation in terms of productivity, low-absenteeism,
and a strong work ethic.” :

Any lowering of capital gains.taxation will free invest-
ment capital and make experimental plants such:as these
more attractive to other businesses. A Wall Street Journal
editorial on June 9, 1978, said that “the major obstacle to
black capitalism is no longer racial discrimination but the
tax and regulatory structure.” Citing black support for the
Steiger amendment to cut capital gains taxes, it went on to-
say that “those black leaders. who still believe black enter-

prise can only be built via government subsidies or contract
favoritism have a pleasant surprise coming. There is a vast
population of talented, educated and adventurous blacks
bottled up in corporate America for want of venture capital.
They will be freed if only we can change the rules to get the
train moving again.” Since ethnic groups historically have
prospered by starting businesses and hiring their own mem-
bers, we can expect expanding black enterprise to have a
beneficial effect on black unemployment.

The poor are being offered only the false alternatives of
public welfare or public jobs, both of which have been used
throughout the history of industrial societies to regulate the
poor and keep them from bettering their lot. The very need
for welfare as we now know it was created by government.
Government laws and regulations such as minimum wage
laws, the licensing of occupations and businesses, and labor
laws all discriminate against the disadvantaged by reducing
their opportunities for employment. Indeed, in 1948, before
much of this legislation proliferated, black male teenagers
experienced less unemployment than their white counter-
parts.

Today, after more than a generation of government pro-
grams to supposedly benefit the disadvantaged, black teen-
age unemployment has risen to a shocking 40 percent. Yet
why is anyone surprised? In the words of Walter E. Wil-
liams, “Many analysts believe that market-entry regulations
are political acts that have made it increasingly difficult for
the black underclass to enter the mainstream of American
society.”

Although more than half the people on welfare rolls are
white, it is the “black underclass” that stays on welfare for
generations, thatis herded into neglected ghetto areas in de-
teriorating inner cities, and that is the impetus for schemes to
expand the welfare octopus. The statement issued by Clark
R. Watson, chairman of the American Association of Blacks
in Energy, which was issued in February of 1978 is perhaps
even more relevant today.

Federal schemes to assist minorities such as the War on Poverty,
Model Cities and the like failed dismally. They failed because they
perceived minorities as necessarily and perpetually poor. Secondly,
they failed because beyond lip-service the government has not re-
ally been dedicated to eradicating poverty. ... AABE does not look
to platitudes, promises and traditional ties. Rather, the organiza-
tion looks solely at the bottom line, at the marketplace and what it
has done and can do for black folks. Neither Republicans nor
Democrats buy groceries, only dollars do. If it so happens that the
private sector operating in a free market (which in this case accu-
rately implies deregulation) offers greater visible, measurable sal-
vation for blacks than we have experienced and are experiencing
with government, that is what we support. ... The fact that certain
national organizations purporting to represent blacks in service or
elected capacities cannot appreciate these rather simple dynamics
and continue to rely on advice from outside the black community is
tragic. Advice, I might add, which usually comes from persons
whose careers are dependent on welfare/socialism type of pro-
grams and who feel threatened at what they see as an eroding
source of power—their “poor minorities.”

The bureaucrats want us to believe that they are abso-
lutely necessary to the functioning of the political system,
and nowhere are they more entrenched than in welfare. The
truth is that if it were politically feasible we would do better
for both the poor and the taxpayer if we deregulated the
poor in the ways I have outlined and then closed down the
entire system, giving everyone involved, employees and re-
cipients alike; two months pay in lieu of notice:

But it’s not likely to happen tomorrow. Welfare is the
bureaucrats” last ditch-stand.

Joan-Kennedy Taylor is the Senior. Editor of LR.
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AN LR INTERVIEW

‘When President Carter signed the bill

which created the new Cabinet-level De-
-partment of Education this past October,

_ you could hear the groans and the snorts of

derision from coast to coast. The New
York Times editorialized that “the support-
ers of a separate department speak vaguely

of the need for a Federal policy on educa-

tion. We believe that they misunderstand
the nature of American educatlon, which is

characterized by diversity.” Congressman

John Erlenborn (R-IL) of the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations, which
has jurisdiction over such government
reorganization, commented in the same
newspaper that “a Department of Educa-
tion, by its nature, would not be likely to
give power to make decisions back to the
local areas. It is far more likely to attempt
to increase categorical aid programs with
all their attendant rules, regulations and
paperwork that would make local school
boards little more than entities to certify
Federal forms.” And Stanford University
President Richard Lyman dismissed the
new Department as badly out of sync with
the real educational values of most Ameri-
cans: ““The 200-year absence of a depart-
ment of education,” he said, ““is not the re-
sult of simple failure to notice that virtually
every other nation has one. It derives from

the conviction that we do not want the kind

of educational systems that such arrange-
ments produce.”
About the only place you could find

anyone saying anything good about the new Department

- was in the inner recesses of the National Education Associa-
tion, the teachers’ lobby which had paid the Presidentin ad-

vance for the new Cabinet post with an endorsement and
several million members’ votes in the 1976 election. The
NEA, needless to say, was delighted. “We’re the only union

with our own Cabinet department,” an NEA official was
quoted as boasting to a Newsweek reporter in November.
But almost everyone else was dubious—even other members

of the federal bureaucracy. Of course, the bureaucrats who .
opposed the new Department were concerned more with
losing programs than with losing freedoms. As Newsweek

reported, “agencies outside the Office of Education that run
school-related programs—the Department of Agriculture’s
school-lunch operatlon, for instance———recoiled atsurrender-
ing their programs.’

Ultimately, they didn’t have to. The Department of Ag-
riculture kept its school-lunch program. The Department
of Health, Education and Welfare (now the Department of
Health and Human Services) kept its Head Start program.
Yet even without these large, money-guzzling programs
under its umbrella, the new Department of Education is a
$14-billion, 18,000-employee behemoth, larger than the
State Department, the Departments of Justice, Commerce,
and the Interior, and even that mammoth albatross among
federal agencies, the Department of Energy. And while
much of the outcry which has greeted the creation of this
new bureaucratic monster has been in the name of economy
in government and the intrinsic beauty of decentralization,
very little attention has been paid to the history which lies
behind the monster—the mistakes in American education
policy over the past century which have made this newest
boondoggle virtually inevitable.

In the belief that a little time spent reviewing those mis-
takes—and the mistaken doctrines which lay behind them—
might help us to refrain from committing them again in the
future, LR dispatched contributing editor Milton Mueller
to discuss the subject with one of today’s leading authorities
on educational history, Joel Spring.

At 40, Spring is the author of no less than two of the major
texts produced thus far by the movement of historical re-
visionism which first became influential in educational cir-
cles during the 1960s: Education and the Rise of the Corpo-
rate State (1972), which traces the remaking of America’s
public schools into sorting institutions designed to supply
the military-industrial complex with the obedient workers it
needs, and The Sorting Machine (1976), which describes
the continuation of this process into our own era. He is also
the author of a third, lesser known, volume, A Primer of

Libertarian Education (1975), which traces the develop-
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“If the power of choice

had been given to the poor;
they would be receiving a far
superior education.”

ment of an entirely different, liberating tradition in educa-
tional theory. He has taught at Cleveland’s Case Western
Reserve University and is currently a Professor of Education
at the University of Cincinnati.

Spring seemed not only the ideal interviewee to fill in the
background behind the new Department of Education (and
to explain the grimly funny appropriateness of the Carter
administration’s decision to house the new Department in
an obsolete military building), but also the ideal interviewee
to press beyond the usual libertarian case against tax-funded
schools and assess the role played by schools—whether
public or private—in the life of our society. Accordingly, we
began our conversation with a question about this larger
picture of the social role of schooling.

LR: Youve said that most libertarians don’t really under-
stand the importance of education. Why?

Spr ING: Most libertarians keep their discussions of edu-
cation pretty superficial. They’re mainly concerned with the
advantages of private vs. public schooling—which is an im-
portant issue. What’s superficial about it is the lack of im-
portance given the educational system of which both public
and private schools are a part. You see, if libertarians con-
sider choice the key to being free, and if we look at the
methods of coercion in a society, then education is coercive

not only because it forces you to send your child to public
school, but also because public schooling—and much pri-

vate schooling too—is designed to control ideology or
ideas—the very basis upon which people make choices.
Now, when you talk about control of ideology, it’s im-
portant to understand that public schooling did not result
from the demands of a strong popular movement. The
historical apologists for public schooling like to give the
impression that workers and common people wanted state
schooling, but in reality people weren’t too happy with the
idea. For one thing, there were significant religious differ-
ences among people in the early nineteenth century. Pres-
byterians couldn’t imagine going to school with Baptists;
there was a fundamental conflict over what should be
taught in school. In fact, the rise of the public school, not
only in the U.S. but also in other Western societies, was
characterized in all cases by a desire on the part of a ruling
‘ ellte to shape parncular kinds of citizens.

LR: Certainly we used to see very blatant indoctrination in
the schools, for example the Pledge of Allegiance. But aren’t

~ schools pretty bland in their content today?’ How do they

shape citizens’ now>

. Sprmg There zs a bxg dlfference b S

veen the nineteenth

and twentieth centuries. In the nineteenth century you can

see the emphasis on political indoctrination—flag waving,

reciting the Pledge of Allegiance, marching around, and
reading patriotic stories in textbooks. That tradition con-
tinued into the twentieth century and you still find it in the
schools.

But patriotism is no longer emphasized. The emphasis
now is on producing students who have a low level of
economic and political consciousness. What is taught in the
schools is reflective of a corporate-liberal ideology which
teaches individuals to accept an economic position in society
and to serve society rather than be active, self-sustaining
citizens.

LR: Can you give some specific examples of how the
schools do that?

Sgrmg It’s done in several ways. There’s the content of
at students learn, the textbooks. There is the social life of
the school, the way it’s organized. And there are the general
purposes and goals given to the school. For instance, the
purpose which has been given to schools in the twentieth
century is to turn out people who will serve particular
economic roles in society. And this is done in the school
through a system of tracking, ability grouping, and the use
of standardized tests which are specifically designed to sort
students out for the labor market. Competition for
economic opportunity takes place within the school, rather
than in the market, and afterwards the students are sorted
out for their particular slots in society.

Sorting the student within the school is done under the
control of experts and professionals within the educational
bureaucracy. Obviously, the school itself is primarily con-
trolled by that group of professionals, and the ideology that
they naturally teach within the school is one which they feel
is supportive of their position. Their position is supported
financially by the government, and is supported ideologi-

cally by the belief that somehow they are helping the poor by

spreading social welfare programs through the school. So
professional school people tend to be wedded to the

corporate-liberal ideology of the twentieth century, which

they then reproduce through the school system.

NEIL HEILPERN

The school system itself is reflective of that corporate

ideology; it is a social institution which attempts to act in a
positive fashion to direct people’s careers and lives. Begin-
ning in the early 1970s with career education, for example,

it has been federal policy to decrease the amount of general
education received and re-orient most education toward

finding some future job. That means that knowledge is
structured for the individual not in terms of political power,
not in terms of protection or getting of political rights, but
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in terms of getting a job.

LR: You’ve mentioned the experts and professionals who
make most of the decisions in the school system. Who are
these experts? Where do they come from?

‘ Sprmg: I don’t want to give the picture of a monolithic
structure of professionals, because there is a lot of internal
conflict, and these are a lot of layers. Where do they come
from? The best way to answer that is to give a brief history
of the school bureaucracy.

In the early part of the twentieth century, if you were to
identify the closest thing to a set of national educational
policy makers— in the sense of issuing statements about
what curriculum should be— it was the National Educa-
tional Association. The NEA, controlled mainly by college
- professors and local and state superintendents of education,

was very important in the early part of the twentieth cen-
tury. Its influence began in the 1890s, when progressive re-
formers began to speak of the ideology of democratic elitism
—the idea that the average person really didn’t know what
was in the best interest of his child. Only the most successful
and best educated members of society should be on school
boards, therefore, because they knew what was best for
children. School board elections were deliberately restruc-
-tured so‘that only certain successful members of the com-

munity would get on the school boards. This was done by

centralizing school elections, by making the elections non-
partisan, and by consolidating the schools in rural areas.
There was a shift in the social class of the school board offi-
cial, moving from local Ward politicians and other com-
munity figures to successful busmessmen and upper class
reformers.

“The best” were thus going to control the schools, but
they were really going to limit themselves to general policy
statements and leave the real power in the hands of the ex-
perts and professionals who would be trained in the rapidly
expanding colleges of education. So in the twentieth century
you see a rapid increase in the Educational Administration
courses. Thus while the school boards represent the business

and professional class, they really shift more and more of the

- functions of running schools over to the professionals who
surround the Superintendent, and the Superintendent be-

_comes an extremely powerful figure. Previously, elected
school board members visited individual schools and even

gave examinations to students and teachers; they had very
personal contact. By the beginning of the twentieth century,
the school board no longer did that; the administrative staff
did it and therefore controlled the gathermg of such mfor-

- mation.

, Then after World War 1, professmnal control on both the

local and national level came under attack because of an ar-
gument that the schools were the weak link in our chain of
defense against the Soviet Union—that the professional
educators had ruined the schools by making them anti-
intellectual. The federal government, under pressure from
the scientific-military-industrial complex which had grown
up during the war, began to assert that if we were going to
win the arms race with the Soviet Union we were going to
have to produce more mathematicians and scientists. And to
do that we were going to have to break the hold of the pro-
fessional educators on the public schools—the government
said that very specifically.

LR: Why were professional educators less intellectually
oriented? One might think they would be the 705t intellec-
tually oriented.

‘ Spl’lﬂg: Well, what happened was that during the 1920s

and ’30s, colleges of education began placing more and
more emphasis on shaping the personality. In fact, when
they came up with the idea of the comprehensive high
school, the two most important reasons offered for it were
training students for economic efficiency, as it was called,
and for “social efficiency.” Training for “social efficiency”
meant shaping the personahty of the student within the
school so he would “fit in.” Extracurricular activities took
on a great deal of importance during the 1920s because
they were viewed as a way of shaping the individual for
service to society. This was the first great era of school
spirit, football, and so on. Then, after the Depression
began, there wasn’t much stress on finding people jobs, be-
cause there weren’t any; so the socializing programs which
had been initiated in the 1920s began to be emphasized
more and more during the ’30s.

By the 1940s, “life adjustment” education had become
very popular. And it was this trend in education that then
came under attack. It was a real trend in education by then,
and it stemmed from the actions of professional educators.

LR: So even the little things people take for granted about
the high school—football teams, school spirit, the little films
on how to brush your teeth— were all the results of con-

time,

Spnng If anyone were to sit back and think about it, it
would seem logical that that’s what happened. So the mll
ary argued that the federal government should step in a
take a lot of the power away from the profession
educators, and this was done in the latter part of the 1:

, w1th the new science and math currlculums develope
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“Emphasis is on producing
students who have a low level
of economic and political
consciousness.’

the federal government and with the passage of the National
Defense Education Act, a major federal bill, in the latter part
of the 1950s. Eisenhower even went around the country
talking about how we had to prepare students for the missile
dge. | ‘
Now, during the 1960s, federal involvement in the
schools expanded again, due to the War on Poverty pro-
grams. This time, local professional educators came under
 attack not so much for making the schools non-academic as
for being racist and against the poor. Again the federal gov-
ernment was going to step in and turn the schools around. In
response to charges that the feds were doing away with local
control, they passed the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965, which provided money for the expansion
of state Departments of Education. This created a level of
bureaucracy at the state level which hadn’t existed before.
What’s interesting is that it was #ot a product of state gov-
ernments wanting to expand their education departments;
it was a product of the federal government making the
money available. The state Departments of Education were
then used as conduits for federally conceived and funded
programs. .

And then in the 1970s, this long-lived antagonism be-
tween the federal government and professional educators
ceased to exist. The professional organizations and the feds
began working together very, very closely—leading to even
greater centralization and national control over education.

LR: The 1968-69 crisis in the New York City schools
seems to have been a real watershed in this centralization
process. The battle over community control in the black
Ocean Hill-Brownsville Junior High Schools brought to-
gether all the various power elites and interest groups in one
big conflict: the teachers’ union, the federal government,
and the local New York City School Board, not to mention
the parents and children using the schools. Racial conflict,
too, figured prominently in this battle. Can you discuss
Ocean Hill-Brownsville ?

Spl‘lllg: In order to understand Ocean Hill-Brownsville,
you have to back up a little bit to one of the most interesting
parts of the 1960s War on Poverty programs. The Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 mandated that all programs had
to have “maximum feasible participation.” In the early ’60s
sociologists were arguing that the reason we had poor
people in this country was that the opportunities that had
existed in previous generations no longer existed; the op-
portunity structure wasn’t there. If you had “maximum
feasible participation” in the War on Poverty programs, it
was thought, that would be an opportunity structure by
which people could train themselves to move up the social

ladder. Of course, the idea that the poor would really con-
trol this political structure was unthinkable; one of its pur-
poses was social manipulation. But by the latter part of the
1960s, the poor had come upon the idea of controlling
their communities and schools. With the concept of
maximum feasible participation, it was natural under fed-
eral programs to have parent advisory groups, particularly
in minority areas. To the poor, the logical next step after
parent advisory groups was community control of educa-
tion.

At the same time, a related development was taking
place. The original 1954 school desegregation decision by
the Supreme Court rested on the idea that segregated
schools were inherently unequal. In the minds of some
black leaders, this implied that blacks had to go to school
with whites if they were ever to receive equal education.
But by the end of the ’60s, black community groups had
begun to argue, “Hey, we’re not getting anywhere with
school integration; what we were really concerned about
in the South and even the North was that segregated
schooling meant inferior schooling—black schools were
overcrowded and didn’t have as much money. We didn’t
necessarily want our children to go to school with whites,
we just wanted good schools. So give us the money and
we’ll run our own schools.” The whole movement for
community control grew partly out of that. !

This community control concept began in New York in -

Brownsville, which became an experimental school in a
black community. Immediately, the experiment ran up
against the major defenders of maximizing the extent of
public schooling: the teachers’ union. In New York, the
teachers’ union was controlled by Albert Shanker, now
head of the American Federation of Teachers.

Community control threatens the existing power struc-
ture in several ways. First, when black communities con-
trol their own schools they want to get rid of racist
teachers. In these New York schools we were dealing with
90 percent white teachers and 90 percent black students.
And many of the teachers were identifiable as out and out
racists. Consequently, the community groups wanted to
getrid of certain teachers. The teachers’ union became very
upset about that. But there was an even more important
element. The way unions are organized, it’s easier for them
to bargain with one large, monopolistic unit than with
small, individual units, and in New York City if the schools
had become decentralized it would have broken Shanker’s
power. He would have been reduced to the head of a little
local district. Also, the unions recoiled from the idea of
having to bargain with parents.

The community control people also wanted to control the
way the money was spent. And this brought up the whole
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 issue of unions within the city, many of which were all

~ white. The neighborhood black people wanted to hire from
. black ‘unions, or else hire non-union people. So the local

- trade unions in New York started backmg Shanker in his at-
‘tempt to defeat community control. It was a threat not only
to Shanker, but also to the other unions in the city, and to

any idea of mamtammg a centrahzed admlmstranon over

city schools

‘ LR Odd y enough in thls instance the federal government
—and even more bizarre, the Ford Foundation—favored

decentralization. How do you explam that>

. S l‘lllg At that tlme, there was stﬂl this long-s tandmg

confllct between the federal government and local profes-
sional educators, dating back to the ’40s and *50s. The an-

tagonism still existed. And the people in the federal War on

Poverty programs were much the same as those in the large
toundations like Rockefeller, Ford and Carnegie. The foun-
dation people moved in and out of the federal government.
It was believed, and probably rlghtly, that the local schools

were respons1ble for maintaining poverty and in-

stitutionalized racism, so the federal and foundation people

saw their jobs as changing those schools. They were work-
ing in conflict with local policies. You had several levels of
bureaucracy hitting each other.

LR: So what was the final shakedown in Brownsville and
the whole New York City decentralization fight?

Sprlng: What eventually happened was the big teachers’

strike in New York City. And Shanker won. Shanker’s vic-

 tory has had great importance to the future of education in
the United States. Shanker became a national power in the
teachers’ union at a time when there were more and more
strikes occurring throughout the country. This was a great
victory for Shanker. It also meant the death of any experi-

ment in community control. People within the federal gov-

ernment and the foundations no longer believe that they can
fight back—nor do they want to. The teachers’ unions say,
“Look, if you do anything like that again, we’re going to

work against you politically when you run for office.” And

Shanker’s power was demonstrated when the tuition tax

credit was proposed; he moved his lobbying machine into

- Washington and defeated it. As a result, the final
- shakedown was the destruction of community control the

rise of Albert Shanker, a decrease in any federal policy that

might be antagonistic to Shanker and other powerful unions
—and a closer working relationship between the profes-
sional education organizations and the federal government.

1If you can’t lick ‘em, join ‘em. A greater centralization of

centralization. In the last lection Jimmy Carter agr
_ two things. One was to create Teacher Centers, a

_ had teams that would ﬂy to Washmgton each

power
And there have been several outgrowths of that greater

the AFT; the other was to create a new Department of Edu-

cation, separate from HEW, as desired by the NEA, Well,
- Teachers Centers have come into existence, and the AFT has
~ been given government money to distribute mfor 1
,teachmg methods, and research an ; u-
cation. And the Department of Education has been created =

by Congress, brmgmg the final touch to the centrahzatlon of
educational control in this country.

Now a lot of people will say you don [ really haveto
worry about the federal government. The federal govern-
ment doesn’t come into San Francisco and tell the teacher
what to do day by day. The federal government doesn’t go
into Des Moines and regiment the classroom. And in factthe

federal government provides only 8 percent of the budgetat
the local school level. But that sort of analysis is a little bit

too superficial.

What the federal government does with its 8 percent is

provide aid in support of only certain types of programs.

federal governmentis not only in a position to control the in-
formation being distributed in the schools, but also in a pos-
ition to control how information will be produced in our
society.

LR: How exactly does government control the production
of knowledge?

Sprlng: One of the ways you control knowledge is by con-
trolling the economic incentives to do certain types of work.
For instance, following the establishment of the National
Science Foundation in 1950, the federal government an-
nounced that it was pnmanly interested in expandmg the
area of science and mathematics, as a way of pursuing re-
search in military weaponry. Now scholars—like other

people—are interested in money. And the way the university

university is by doing research. It’s very helpful if you can do
your research while getting paid for it. So if the federal gov-

. ernment comes along and announces that it is offering
 grants for weapons research and your local scholar ha

never heard of weapons research before, for obvnou
reasons he finds out about weapons research.

It’s done in the universities all the time. At Case Wester ‘
Reserve University in Cleveland, where I used to teach, the
it to f1

And by way of this carrot, the money, it can get the schools
to rush into whatever it wants. The result ultimately is that

_ system works is that if you don’t get tenure in five yearsor '
six years, you lose your job—and the way you get tenureina
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“Public schools have
promoted institutional racism
and stifled social mobili ty
Jor the poor.”

~ out what the federal goverhment would be financing that
~ year. They would fly to Washington and they would meet
 with staff members of the bureaucracy who would tell them

what they were funding that year, and they would bring that
 information back with them. The universities publish bulle-
~ tins about what will be funded, and provide information on

~ whom to contact. At Case they met with the faculty at fa-
 culty meetings to tell what to apply for. At a university when

~ you go to write a research grant you usually call up a friend

~orsomeonein Washington to find out how it should be writ-
ten 50 you can be sure of funding.

.called Research for Tomorrow, a pubhcatlon of the Ameri-

: can Academy of Education, describes the entire process, and.

_it’s a very interesting one. When money becomes available,
say through the Defense Department for a particular area
of research, maybe a particular area of weaponry, there may

beno scholars in that area, or anyone doing work on it. But

word gets out fast that the federal government is looking for

people. Let’s say a few people start applying for the grants—
four or five people who had never heard of the area before.
~ They start doing research in that area, and a series of things

 begins to happen. One is that the federal agency itself needs
people to read and evaluate those grant proposals, and fu-
ture proposals. So.if you apply for a grant and get one, the

- agency will start sending you grant proposals to evaluate.

~ They turn to the original people to whom they gave grants,
and they use this group to decide who will be doing research
in an area they created in the first place. And what develops
is, in some ways, a government—pnvxleged old-boy network.

But not only does government create whole bodies of -

‘knowledge, it also develops interest groups that will start
lobbying for further funding from the federal government.

},Because they are receiving money for what they are doing,

duate students to study

_under them. Once they have graduate students, they can
have them do research in the area, or something related toit. -
- Andall of a sudden we begin to see these areas ofknowledge;

‘expandmg and multtplymg, ﬁrst in terms of papers given at

ce the 19608, dlS mmanon has be

ity groupsina very posmve way, but the. State of MISSISSlppl ,’
wouldn’t approve the book. So Random House sits witha

w gole\problem of the dlstnbu ion of know edge it is not
] whole watehou*sefull of these books even though many

ng done in a naive fashion. The bureaucrats call it dzs-f':

NEIL HEILPERN

concern of federal edocation,policy. One of the outgrowths

of their dissemination program is a completely com-
puterized national library system for educational materials.
Another is a set of techmques for mﬂuencmg how and What

teachers teach.

_ The National Instltute of Educanon is the federal agency
responsible for basic research in education—and a great
deal of its budget is devoted to the dissemination of know-

ledge. NIE uses a number of techniques, one of which is
grants. People may not have heard of career education, but

. if the federal government announces that it’s going to give.

~ Actually it’s even more insidious than it sounds A book

grants for career education, peaple will rush and find out
about t. Also, ifyou look through eduecational journals, you

can identify: many journal articles as a direct product of -

government-sponsored research, or maybe the next stage of

that research, so there is a dispersal process throughout the
»professwnal world Teacher Centers are also a way of dis-

semmatmg ‘knowledge, and right now the federal govern-

ment is establishing these centers around the country to

bring teachers together to share information and knowledge
about how to teach.

The textbook industry is relatively free from direct gov-
ernment control—but there is an awful lot of indirect con-

trol. At one end, as I’ve shown, the government controls

what knowledge is going to be there when the textbook in-

dustry hires people to write their books. And when the -

textbook publishers turn around to sell their books to the

 public schools, they face a monopoly situation. Instead of
choices being made by individuals, or by individual schools,
‘we have almost a national set of textbook purchasmg laws.

These laws are the result of the graft that existed in the -

textbook industry in the 1920s, when textbook companies
actually selected Superintendents of schools and jumped
into school board politics so they could get their textbooks
adopted Today, most states have a law that they will not

pay a price for a textbook that is any higher than the lowest

price paid for that textbook by any other state in the coun-

_try. Many states, Texas and California for instance, have

 statewide adopuon of textbooks and all states haveaupt- =~
I texts. ,,Thls centralized selection =
ngly affect what’s going to be in the textbooks. The

m selectio

slisher, in order to be able to dump his product into a

_'pohncall guaranteed, statewide market will make the
r  books as inoffensive as possxble partlcularly if the sub ectis
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I had a graduate student in Cleveland who did a study Of:
the rise of the public school and its relationship to the

textbook industry in Ohio. Cincinnati in the nineteenth cen-
tury was the home of the McGuffey Readers, and one of the
major publishing centers in the country. She found that no
one in the state of Ohio really supported the idea of a com-
prehensive public school system —except for one group:
the textbook publishers, who distributed free journals all
over the state strongly advocating a common school system.
She went through the correspondence of these publishers,

- and found that they viewed the establishment of a uniform,
comprehensive school system as a way of getting a guaran-
teed market for a graded series of textbooks.

LR: As you noted before, the trend toward centralization
of control in education has finally culminated in a national
Department of Education. Wasn’t something like this pro-
posed right after the founding of this nation—and rejected?

Spl'lllg Yes. There were a number of proposals made
right after the American Revolution calling for national

 boards of education with even greater powers than today’s

Department of Education. They would have established a
uniform set of textbooks, a uniform curriculum, and would
even have selected scholars and artists to be supported with
government money. [t was part of a nationalistic desire to
shape a “‘national culture” and sort of an American aristoc-
racy. But they were never seriously considered. Such ideas
were considered to be outlandish—and rightly so, consider-
‘ing that Americans had just fought a revolution for freedom

of thought and freedom of speech. At that time, Americans

- understood the contradiction between freedom of thought
and state control of education—although they seem 160 have
totally lost that insight in the years since.

LR: Many people would probably agree that it’s pretty
hideous to have the federal government and the military
controlling our education system. But some say getting the
state out of education would simply mean putting it in the
hands of the big corporations. Since corporations control
large amounts of money, wouldn’t they control the produc-
tion and distribution of knowledge, and shape it according
to their own ends, the same way the government does now?
i
- Sprmg In a free society, the most important choice that

people can make is which type of ideas they want themselves

_and their children to be exposed to. If you believe that the
progress of society is dependent upon the free interplay of
_ideas, if you believe that the best ideas can only be deter-
mined by free choice and not by an elite sitting in govern-
ment, then you have to sharply separate education from the

state and open it up completely

Right now, the state forces you to go to a pubhc school
And that coercive power stems from the fact that it taxes
you and then returns that tax through the school system, a
massive system of bureaucracy and control which you have
to use unless you have enough money left after taxes to go
somewhere else.
Now, could the corporations come to control ideas? Cer-
tainly major corporations would be interested in promoting
their ideas about society. You see advertising all the time
from companies like Mobil Oil promoting certain political
and economic concepts. But that is very, very different from
controlling a huge, coercive political structure with the right
to put you in jail and take your child away if you aren’t obe-

‘dient to it. No corporation can do that; if one tried, it would

immediately be recognized as criminal. No corporation, no
matter how big, could get away with taxing people, either.
I’m not forced to read Mobil ads, but if 'm in a public
school and the teacher assigns me one towrite an essay on, [
am forced.

In a society thatis completely free, everyone is going to try
to influence everyone else, but the determination of which
ideas are most valued should be in the hands of the indi-
vidual. That way, the ideas serve the individual rather than a
political structure or a ruling elite. ~

LR: What do you think of the argument that the problem
with just getting the state out of education and opening it up
to free choice is that under that kind of a system, poor
people and oppressed minorities would get the short end of
the education stick? They’d be in no position to really

choose the kind of education they need, would they?

Sprmg That’s the argument of democratic elitism, that
the people don’t know what s in their best interest. And that
kind of apology for power is directly responsible for the
mess we are in now, What have the public schools done for
poor minorities in this country? They’ve promoted institu-
tional racism and stifled social mobility. Without question,
if the power of choice over their education had been in the
hands of the poor and minorities, they would be receiving a
far superior education than they have in the past. .

It’s true that if we went immediately to a system without
any government involvement in education, many people—

not all of them poor—would not know what to do at first. A

lot of self-education would have to take place. People aren’t
used to making choices in that area yet, although people
make choices every day about more complicated things, like
buying food. 'm sure that given some time to think about it,
people would make intelligent choices. They could hardly
do worse than the government.
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With the invasion of Afghanistan by Soviet
troops the right-wingers are all saying “I
told you so,” trotting out all the worn out
anti-Communist rhetoric and gleefully call-
ing for a return to the Cold War (see, for
example, Richard Whalen’s article in the
Washington Post, January 20, 1980). Al-
though on the surface it may appear that the
Soviets have launched the first phase of a
drive toward the Persian Gulf, threatening
our vital oil supplies, there is another side to
the story. It may be that the Soviet invasion
is less an indication of Soviet strength than
of Soviet weakness. As Arthur Schlesinger
wrote in the Wall Street Journal recently;
“Our hard-liners like to think that the Soviet
Union is a dynamic and purposeful state fol-
lowing a policy laid down with consistency,
foresight and coherence. But it may as well
be that the Soviet Union is a weary, drab
country, led by sick old men, beset by insu-
perable problems at home and abroad and
living from crisis to crisis. It may well have
invaded Afghanistan out of weakness, not
out of strength, for reasons that are essen-
tially defensive rather than aggressive, local
rather than global, despairing rather than
joyously premeditated.” (January 18, 1980)

There is ample evidence to suggest that
Schlesinger is right, that the Soviet Union is
a nation with serious problems. Indeed, its
adventurism and aggression abroad are
more usefully seen as a means of turning the
Soviet peoples’ attention away from prob-
lems at home, than as a part of an overall
Communist conspiracy. As Shakespeare
wrote in Henry IV, “Be it thy course, to

A major portion of Soviet armed forces is constantly deployed to &
32 guard against invasion, as here in Siberia.

Tue LIBERTARIAN REVIEW TASS FROM SOVOFOTO







34

‘busy giddy minds with foreign quarrels: that action, hence

borne out, may waste the memory of the former days.”

The Soviet Union’s most long-standing problem is
economic. The Soviet economy is barely growing at all, even
by its own standards of measurement. According to the
latest Soviet figures industrial output grew only 3.4 percent
in 1979, compared to a planned growth rate of 5.7 percent.
Its capital stock is falling apart, agriculture is a disaster, the
economy is desperately in need of new technology and inno-
vation, and it faces serious shortages of energy and raw
materials in the 1980s. On top of this there is a serious labor
shortage and growing demands by Soviet consumers which
cannot be fulfilled.

Under Stalin the Soviet economy gave the appearance of
rapid growth. This was due to the fact that Stalin directed all
his efforts toward building up highly visible heavy industry,
and because the Soviet Union was able to borrow heavily
from the West in terms of both technology and capital. But
the economy today is still operating on the base built by Sta-
lin. Virtually nothing has changed in almost 30 years, except
in those areas where high priorities have been set without
regard to cost, such as in military hardware or the space
program. (For a fascinating look at how the Soviet Union
was able to achieve its space program successes by concen-
trating all its efforts on the short run, for political purposes,
while ultimately losing out in the long run as a result, see
Leonid Vladimirov, The Russian Space Bluff.)

The Soviet Union certainly has its share of brilliant scien-
tists and can accomplish a great deal in specific areas when
the state-controlled economy is directed toward a single
goal. But more and more the Soviets are bumping up against
the limits of their own technological and economic base.
Consider computers. The Soviet Union no doubt has scien-
tists who know as much about computers as anyone in the
West, yet they cannot manufacture a computer which is
anywhere close to the quality of those made by IBM. The
reason is that the Soviets do not have the technological or
industrial infrastructure to manufacture such computers
even if they do know how.

This situation is not likely to change because the Soviet
Union cannot dismantle its system of controls and perverse
incentives without running grave political risks. As The
Economist recently put it, “any real change might fuel de-
mands for yet more extensive reforms, including political
ones. A powerful alliance of interests in the Soviet Union
supports the status quo.”

The main barrier to change in the Soviet Union, as
everywhere, is the bureaucracy. To cite one example of how
it operates to stifle innovation and productivity, consider
the case of Hambartsum Khlgatian. Khlgatian was sent to
work in an Armenian pump factory. He produced pump
shafts and was paid 32 kopecks per shaft. Having need for
additional income Khlgatian worked very hard and pro-
duced 40 shafts per day, about twice the normal output per
worker. Because he was producing so much his pay natur-
ally increased. But since this caused the factory’s wage fund
to be depleted at a faster rate than planned Khlgatian’s pay
was cut to 27 kopecks per shaft. Thereafter, he cut his rate of
production, causing his pay to be increased to 30 kopecks.
Henceforth Khigatian made certain that his production
did not exceed that of other workers. (New York Times
1-18-80)

This is the reason why nothing ever changes in the Soviet
economy. Thus, The Economist has observed, “although
official policy in the Soviet Union favors industrial innova-
tion, in practice the system protects the status quo. It has al-
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ways been the proud claim of Soviet leaders that socialism
helps modernization while capitalism represses it. Experi-
ence suggests the opposite. ... Some of the blame lies with
red tape. But the main reason is that nobody has a direct in-
terest in bringing about change.”

Those incentives which do exist are almost exclusively di-
rected toward maximizing current production. As a result,
Soviet managers have no reason to replace obsolete equip-
ment with modern. In a survey of Soviet machine-tool fac-
tories it was found that 80 percent of all decisions to replace
equipment were made because the machine was physically
worn out. Modernization and improved productivity were
almost never a consideration.

Consequently, replacement investment in Russia
amounts to less than 30 percent of total investment, com-
pared to twice that in the U.S. As a consequence, capital re-
pairs for older machinery consumes one fourth of all Soviet
gross investment and occupies a tenth of the entire industrial
workforce. Since spare parts are hard to come by, buyers of
capital equipment must maintain their own repair shops,
which produce parts for three to five times the cost of plants
specializing in spare parts. This all represents economic
waste and takes a heavy toll on Soviet industrial output.

Until recently, the Soviets could compensate for their inef-
ficient production methods and achieve planned growth
rates by throwing more and more manpower into problem
areas. However, because of a significant decline in the birth-
rate throughout the Soviet Union, which will impact even
more heavily during the 1980s, this is no longer a viable op-
tion. Between 1980 and 1995 the growth in the working age
population is expected to be a mere 0.3-0.4 percent per year.

As important as the decline in the overall birthrate is the
difference in birthrates among the Soviet peoples, and the
important political and economic consequences of this dif-
ference. In Decline of an Empire by Helene Carrere d’En-
causse (Newsweek Books, 1979) there is a wealth of data
about changing demographics in the Soviet Union which in-
dicate the enormity of the problem.

Professor D‘Encausse points out that from 1897 to 1959
the population of the Russian people steadily increased in
proportion to all the peoples that they dominated. All the
other ethnic groups went through phases of regression,
either sporadically or continuously. The latest census, how-
ever, reveals a departure from this longstanding trend in a
way which relates adversely to the Russian people, whose
population, proportionate to that of the whole country, has
begun to decline, though still remaining in the majority. The
Moslem Soviet people, in particular, have registered a spec-
tacular population increase since 1959. And the most recent
census indicates that they continue to have birth rates far in
excess of the Russian people. For example, the people of
Turkmenia (a predominantly Moslem area) have a birth



rate of 33.9 per 1,000 population compared to 15.3 for
people in the Russian Republic.

Nearly a fourth of the Soviet Union’s population is al-
ready Moslem. The fact that the Moslem population is ris-
ing at a faster rate than the Russian population and the fact
that Islamic revivalism is now growing in countries along
the Soviet border—Turkey, Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan
—could pose very serious political problems for the Soviet
government in the 1980s. Indeed, the threat of Islamic
radicalism spreading across the border is probably the
major reason why the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, and
why the invasion is more usefully seen as a defensive opera-
tion than an offensive one.

Islamic radicalism isn’t the only danger on the Soviet Un-
ion’s borders. To the east the Chinese remain an important
potential threat. Soviet concern for the Chinese threat is de-
monstrated by the fact that a major portion of its armed
forces is deployed along the China border.

Although the China threat is significant, of even greater
importance is the growing Soviet vulnerability along its
western borders, from the Warsaw Pact nations. The fact is
that the Eastern European nations are bound to the Soviet
Union out of fear rather than solidarity. Pope John Paul II’s
trip to Poland last year only highlighted the extent to which
Eastern Europe remains a tinderbox of nationalism which
could explode at a moment’s notice. Twice before, in Hun-
gary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968, the Soviets’ East-
ern European empire threatened to fall apart. It was only
through quick military action and utter brutality that the
Soviets managed to contain the situation. They are unlikely
to be successful a third time. Thus the New Republic re-
cently observed, “Eastern Europe remains the Achilles” heel
of Soviet power. After 35 years of communism, there does
not appear to be one regime in the bloc that can rely on the
loyalty of its population.”

For this reason many people suggest that we would be far
more successful in opposing Soviet interventionism and ad-
venturism by championing the rights of all people to self-de-
termination, rather than by pumping up an already bloated
defense budget. As Eugen Loebl, the former director of the
State Bank of Czechoslovakia under the Dubcek govern-
ment who was expelled after the Soviet invasion in 1968,
wrote recently in Business Week: “If the current Western
policy of detente-appeasement were replaced by a policy
based on the inevitability and validity of the self-determina-
tion of peoples, there would be a tidal shift in political sen-
timent throughout the Eastern bloc.”

In my view, adhering to a noninterventionist position for
the United States does not require that one be impartial
about Soviet aggression. The unfortunate thing is that be-
cause of American intervention, both overt and covert, in so
many different countries around the world, where fascist re-

A rapidly increasing Soviet Moslem population and growing Is-
lamic revivalism and revolutionary fervor in bordering countries
pose serious concerns for the Soviet government.

gimes were supported and nationalistic movements sup-
pressed in the name of anti-Communism, American credi-
bility regarding self-determination is nonexistent. Many
Third World nations now see no real difference between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union.

A step in the right direction would be a recognition that
foreign nations do not necessarily share American values
and cannot necessarily operate under the American political
system. It is less important that a nation be “friendly” to the
United States than that it be independent of domination by
the Soviet Union or any other power. In the end it is in the
best interest of the United States to foster self-determination
among all peoples regardless of whether we agree or disag-
ree with their politicalleconomic/cultural systems. However,
strict neutrality must be maintained lest we end up back in
the same boat of supporting dictatorships and anti-
democratic forces in the name of anti-Communism.

“It is essential,” according to Loebl,
that Western leaders realize that nationalistic aspirations do not as-
sure democracy, capitalism, or any other features of Western polit-
ical systems. The West can count on only two results from a policy
of self-determination: one, people in given nations will be free from

foreign domination so that they can work out their own political

and economic arrangements and, two, such independence forms a
bulwark against Soviet imperialism, which is the major threat to
freedom throughout the world. Before the people of any nation can
build a free society for themselves, they first need to throw off the
bonds of foreign oppression. It is this first, fundamental goal of
self-determination that the West should work for, in its own ulti-
mate self-interest.

Thus we see that far from being the overpowering super-
power bent on world domination which American conser-
vatives see when they look at the Soviet Union, it is a nation
with serious problems, threatened on all sides both militar-
ily and ideologically. The truly amazing thing is that it has
managed to survive all these years with its empire intact
without collapsing from within. Soviet aggression is better
understood as an effort to defuse internal pressures and di-
rect them away from home toward real or imagined
enemies. When the U.S. attempts to confront the Soviet
Union on the same basis, by pumping up arms spending or
intervening in nations where the Soviets have caused trou-
ble, we only play into the Soviets’ hands, giving them grist
for their propaganda mills.

As a nation whose very existence involved revolutionary
activity and the overthrow of foreign domination, the U.S.
ought to be in a unique position to exploit the desires of all
enslaved peoples for self-determination. Unfortunately, our
policy of intervention in the affairs of other nations has de-
stroyed our credibility in this respect. Were it to be restored
we might find an enormous increase in American influence
throughout the world. The Soviet Union itself has 17 feder-
ated republics with their own nationalistic aspirations, not
to mention the occupied nations of Eastern Europe. This is
where our message would have its strongest influence and
why freedom and self-determination remain the most pow-
erful weapons against oppression. [l

Bruce Bartlett is a veteran congressional aide and a widely pub-
lished writer on political, economic and historical matters. His ar-
ticles have appeared in Washington Monthly, National Review,
The Wall Street Journal and the New York Times. He is a con-
tributing editor of LR. :
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Of music
and mountains
of corpses

ROBERT FORMAINI

_ Testimony, by Dmitri Shos-

takovich. Harper and Row,
289 pp., $15.00.

“Resistance! Why didn’t you
resist?”’ Today those who
have continued to live on in
comfort scold those who
have suffered. Yes, resis-
tance should have begun....
But it did not begin.

—Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn
The Gulag Archipelago

THE SUBSTANCE OF
this book is reminiscence,
memories of the living hell
that is Soviet Russia, told to
and edited by musicologist
Solomon Volkov. Itis not an
easy book to read for many
reasons. First, there is the

constant stream of names

that need footnotes, since
most western readers are not
familiar with Russian his-
tory. Second, there is little
coherence in the ordering of
the material, or in the se-
quences of events; it is al-
most a stream-of-conscious-
ness memoir. Shostako-
vich’s mind wanders from
memory to historical events,
to theories of art and philo-
sophies of life, with few ra-
tional bridges to connect
these ramblings of an aging,
pessimistic, and bitter man.
Why then should one bother
to read this book? Because it
is, simply, one of the most
important testaments to life
in the Soviet Union that
has yet emerged from that
closed society.

There is, of course, no
shortage of books about the
horrors of the collectivist
superstate. On a theoretical
level, there is Orwell’s 1984
or Koestler’s Darkness At
Noon. On the historical
side, there are Conquest’s
The Great Terror, Lyon’s
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Workers’ Paradise Lost,
and, of course, Solzhenit-
syn’s Gulag Archipelago.
Yet this book repays the
reader-in ways these others
cannot. Like Solzhenitsyn,
Shostakovich lived it; the
immediacy of the experi-
ence is powerful and real,
with characters that actu-
ally existed, real human be-
ings who were sacrificed to
the irrationality of power
run mad. When Shostako-
vich remembers his life, he
sees “a mountain of corpses.”
Yet the great sadness and hor-
ror of such an existence has
become internalized within
him, the only outlet being his
musical compositions. Sho-
stakovich’s life-is a monu-
ment to the way socialism
“works” in Russia; yet, do
not think for a moment that
Shostakovich says libertarian
things, or praises the West.
Like Solzhenitsyn, Shosta-
kovich has much contempt
for Western democracy. Un-
like him, however, he has not
been taken to the bosom of



American hardliners. The
mention of this book in Na-
tional Review is typical. It
seems to say, “Okay, so he
was unhappy and his work
was used by the Soviet gov-
ernment for propaganda
purposes; why then didn’t
he become a dissident like
Sakharov?” Yet the history
-of mankind is a continuing
canvas of individuals buck-
ling under to state power.
The martyrs are always in
the minority, precisely be-
cause most people value their
own lives and the lives of
their beloved ones above
political resistance. There is
“also the love Russians have
for their homeland, an affec-
tion that often leads them to
remain and struggle quietly
against the state, rather
than flee to the West.

I think most of this type

of criticism is beside the
point. In the comfort of our
own existences, we may
criticize others less fortu-
nate than ourselves without
the extent of our own com-
mitments ever needing ob-
jective verification. If such
conditions as Shostakovich
describes come to the United
States, then we can, with
Thomas More, “clamor like
champions, if we have the
spittle for it.” But just who
would clamor, and who
would not, will remain, I
hope, forever untested. Shos-
takovich makes the same
type of argument against
Sakharov:
Some major geniuses and future
famous humanists are behaving
extremely flippantly, to put it
mildly. First they invent a pow-
erful weapon and hand it over
to the tyrants and then they
write snide brochures. But one
doesn’t balance out the
other. There aren’t any bro-
chures that could balance the
hydrogen bomb.

If a nuclear war comes
between Russia and the
United States, it will be small
comfort to know that the
bombs exploding on Ameri-
can soil were developed and
refined by a dissident, a man
at odds with the Soviet state
machinery. Shostakovich’s
active distaste for what he

calls “humanists” is a recur-
ring theme in this book. In
this regard, the contempt he
showers on western liberal
intellectuals is no less intense
than Solzhenitsyn’s.

Just then, in 1949, the Jewish
poet Itsik Fefer was arrested on
Stalin’s orders. Paul Robeson
was in Moscow and in the
midst of all the banquets and
balls, he remembered that he
had a friend called Itsik.
Where’s Itsik? “You’ll have
your Itsik,” Stalin decided, and
pulled his usual bare trick.

Itsik Fefer invited Paul Robe-
son to dine with him in Mos-
cow’s most chic restaurant.
Robeson arrived and was led to
a private chamber in the res-
taurant, where the table was set
with drinks and lavish zakuski.
Fefer was really sitting at the
table, with several unknown
men. Fefer was thin and pale
and said little. But Robeson ate
and drank well and saw his old
friend.

After their friendly dinner,
the men Robeson didn’t know
returned Fefer to prison, where
he soon died. Robeson went
back to America, where he told
everyone that the rumors about
Fefer’s arrest and death were
nonsense and slander. He had
been drinking with Fefer per-
sonally.

And really, it’s a lot easier
living that way, it’s more con-
venient to think that your friend
is a rich and free man who can
treat you to a luxurious dinner.
Thinking that your friend is in
prison is not pleasant. You
have to get involved, you have
to write letters and protests.
And if you write a protest you

. won’t be invited the next time

and they’ll ruin your good
name. The radio and papers
will smear you with dirt, they’ll
call you a reactionary.

No, it’s much easier to be-
lieve what you see. And you
always see what you want
to see. The mentality of the
chicken — when a chicken
pecks, it sees only the one grain
and nothing else. And so it
pecks, grain by grain, until the

- farmer breaks its neck. Stalin

understood this chicken men-
tality better than anyone, he
knew how to deal with chick-
ens. And they all ate out of his
hand. As I understand it, they
don’t like to remember this in
the West. For they’re always
right, the great Western hu-
manists, lovers of truthful lit-

erature and art. It’s we who are
always at fault.

Shostakovich’s bitterness
at such myopia on the part
of western apologists for So-
viet tyranny rivals the bit-
terness he holds for the re-
gime itself. Why the double
standard? he asks.

I’m the one who gets asked,
“Why did you sign this and
that?”> But has anyone ever
asked André Malraux why he
glorified the construction of
the White Sea Canal, where
thousands upon thousands of
people perished? No, no one
has. Too bad. They should ask
more often. After all, no one
can keep these gentlemen from
answering, nothing threatened
their lives then and nothing
threatens them now.

And what about the no less
famous humanist George Ber-
nard Shaw? It was he who said,
“You won’t frighten me with
the word ‘dictator.””” Natu-
rally, why should Shaw be
frightened? There weren’t any
in England, where he lived. I
think their last dictator had
been Cromwell. Shaw just
came to visit a dictator. It was
Shaw who announced upon his
return from the Soviet Union,
“Hunger in Russia? Nonsense.
I’ve never been fed as well
anywhere as in Moscow.”

Millions were going hungry

then and several million peas-
ants died of starvation. And yet
people are delighted by Shaw,
by his wit and courage. I have
my own opinion on that, even
though I was forced to send
him the score of my Seventh
Symphony, since he was a fa-

- mous humanist.

And what about Romain
Rolland? It makes me sick to
think about him. I get particu-
larly nauseated because some
of these famous humanists
praised my music. Shaw, for
one, and Romain Rolland. He
really liked Lady Macbeth. 1
was supposed to meet this
famous humanist from the
glorious pleiad of lovers of
truthful literature and just as
truthful music. But I didn’t go.
I said I was ill.

Once [ was tormented by the
question: why? why? Why
were these people lying to the
entire world? Why don’t these
famous humanists give a damn
about us, our lives, honor, and
dignity? And then I suddenly
calmed down. If they don’t

give a damn, then they don’t.
And to hell with them. Their
cozy life as famous humanists
is what they hold most dear.
That means that they can’t be
taken seriously.

Western liberals and
other proselytizers for “de-
tente’”” have no followers
within the Soviet Union it-
self. Here, such individuals
are lauded in the media,
universities, and editorial
pages of our great news-
papers as “concerned indi-
viduals” and ““advocates of
human rights.” The judg-

ment of the Soviet people is .

somewhat different:

Themoralis clear. There can
be no friendship with famous
humanists. We are poles apart,
they and L. I don’t trust any of
them and not one of them has
ever done anything good for
me. I do not acknowledge their
right to question me. They do
not have the moral right and
they dare not lecture me.

I never answered their ques-
tions and I never will. I never
took their lectures seriously
and I never will. I am backed
up by the bitter experience of
my gray and miserable life.
And I'm not happy in the least
that my students have adopted
my suspiciousness. They don’t
believe the famous humanists
either and they’re right.

Within these pages, those
who are curious about
musical matters will find a
wealth of useful informa-
tion as to the opinions and
meanings Shostakovich
tried to put into his music.
One finds, for instance, the
following on Toscanini:
Toscanini sent me his re-
cording of my Seventh Sym-
phony and hearing it made
me very angry. Everything is

wrong. The spirit and the

character and the tempos. It’s
a lousy, sloppy hack job.

I wrote him a letter express-
ing my views. I don’t know if
heever gotit, maybe he did and
pretended not to—that would
be completely in keeping with
his vain and egotistical style.

Why do I think that Tosca-
nini didn’t let it be known that
I wrote to him? Because much
later I received a letter from
America: [ was elected to the
Toscanini Society! They must
have thought that I was 2 gres
fan of the maestro’s.
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The relationship Shosta-
kovich had with Prokofiev
was never close; and he feels
free to denigrate Proko-
fiev’s abilities:

Once, Prokofiev was showing
his assignments in orchestra-
tion to Rimsky-Korsakov. This
was always done in front of the
entire class. Rimsky-Korsakov
found a number of mistakes in
Prokofiev’s work and grew an-
gry. Prokofiev turned to the
class triumphantly—there, the

old man is mad. He thought .

that it somehow increased his
esteem. But as he later told it,
his friends’ faces remained seri-
ous; he didn’t find support in
this instance. And by the way,
he never did learn how to or-
chestrate properly.

Many of Shostakovich’s
opinions are contained with-
in stories about incidents in
Russia. This gem on Stravin-
sky stands out:

The invitation to Stravinsky
was the result of high politics.
At the very top it was decided to
make him the number one na-
tional composer, but this num-
ber didn’t work. Stravinsky
hadn’t forgotten anything —
that he had been called a lackey
of American imperialism and a
flunky of the Catholic Church
— and the very same people
who had called him that were
now greeting him with out-
spread arms.

Stravinsky offered his walk-
ing stick instead of his hand to
one of those hypocrites, who
was forced to shake it, proving
that he was the real lackey.
Another kept hanging around,
but didn’t dare come up to
him. He knew that he was at
fault, so he stayed in the foyer
the whole time, just like a
lackey. “Lackey, stay in the
foyer, I’ll deal with your mas-
ter,”” as Pushkin once said.

Over and over through
these stories we are treated
to the insanity of the Soviet
regime’s attempts to control
art and artists. The futility
and stupidity of what hap-
pens under dictatorships, it
would seem, cannot be over-
stated.

Gachev was a good musi-
cologist, and after completing
some difficult work he decided
to take a rest and went to a san-
atorium, where he shared a
room with several others.
Someone found an old French
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Dmitri Shostakovich in the happier days before Stalin’s repression of his music and. . .

newspaper. To his misfortune,
Gachev read French. He opened

the paper and began reading -

aloud, just a few sentences, and
stopped — it was something
negative about Stalin. “Ah,
what nonsense!”” But it was too
late. He was arrested in the
morning. Someone from the
room turned him in, or per-
haps they all did.

Before his arrest, Gachev
had corresponded with Ro-
main Rolland, who liked the
work Gachev had written on
him. Rolland praised Gachev. I
wonder, did the great French
humanist ever inquire what
happened to his admirer and
researcher? Where he suddenly
disappeared to?

I think Gachev got five
years. He was a strong man
and he got through the five
years of hard labor, naively
hoping that he would be re-
leased when his term was up. A
few days before the end Gachev
was told that he had got an ad-
ditional ten years. It broke him
and he died soon after.

Everyone wrote denuncia-
tions then. Composers proba-
bly used music paper and
musicologists used plain. And
as far as I know, not one of the
informers has ever repented. In
the middle of the 1950s some

of the arrested began return-
ing, the lucky ones who sur-
vived. Some of them were
shown their so-called files,
which included the denuncia-
tions. Nowadays the informers
and former prisoners meet at
concerts. Sometimes they bow.

Forced labor, communal
apartments (“May they rot
in hell”), “special distrib-

utors” of food for party -

functionaries, disappear-
ances in the middle of the
night, incomprehensible di-
rectives, sudden denuncia-
tions followed by sudden
praise ... all these Shosta-
kovich details in an ago-
nizingly realistic chroni-
cle. The “fluid reality” that
always characterizes a to-
talitarian system is exposed
time and again—

Tukhachevsky’s future at that
moment seemed radiant. Only
a few months earlier he had be-
come Marshal of the Soviet
Union. Sounds impressive? And
a year and a half later he was
shot. And by chance I remained
alive. Which of us was luckier?

—as is the 1984 existence,
where simple jokes are told
under rather strange, if un-

derstandable, circumstances:
Even then you had to take a
guest to the bathroom: to tell
him a joke. You turned on the
water full force and then whis-
pered the joke. You even laugh-
ed quietly, into your fist. This
marvelous tradition did not die
out. It continues in our day.

How can we Americans
understand this type of
existence? In Russia, it is not
a question of understanding,
but of survival. Collectivism
has run wild, beyond rea-
son, beyond humanity it-
self. How would we react if
a man disappeared without
a trace? '

The director was arrested but
the work went on as though
nothing had happened. This
was one of the terrible signs of
the age, a man had disappeared
but everyone pretended that
nothing had happened. A man
was in charge of the work, it
had meaning only with him,
under his direction. But he was
no longer there, he had evapo-
rated, and no one said a word.
The name Meyerhold im-
mediately disappeared from
conversations. That was all.

Was this in the “Stalinist
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at work on his Fourth Symphony, which was never performed.

period?” Yes, but also no —
for these things continue
today under the ever-chang-
ing faces of Soviet leader-
ship. The root cause is power
lust, and Shostakovich is
eloquent in examining that
cause:

Tyrants like to present them-
selves as patrons of the arts.
That’s a well-known fact. But
tyrants understand nothing
about art. Why? Because
tyranny is a perversion, and a
tyrant is a pervert. For many
reasons. The tyrant sought
power, stepping over corpses.
Power beckoned, he was at-
tracted by the chance to crush
people, to mock them. Isn’t the

- lust for power a perversion? If

you’re consistent, you must
answer that question in the af-
firmative. At the moment when
the lust for power arises in you,
you’re a lost man. I am suspi-
cious of every candidate for
leadership. I had enough illu-
sions in my misty youth.

And so, having satisfied his
perverted desires, the man be-
comes a leader, and now the
perversions continue, because
power has to be defended,
against madmen like yourself.

For even if there are no such
enemies, you have to invent

them, because otherwise you
can’t flex your muscles com-

- pletely, you can’t oppress the

people completely, making the
blood spurt. And without that,
what pleasure is there in pow-
er? Very little.
Stalin,Lenin,Brezhnev...the
names are immaterial, forin
the name of ideology, the
policies never change. Lenin
had only one complaint
against Stalin, that he was
“rude” (surely a case of eu-
phemism-carried to an infi-
nite extreme). Shostakovich
remarks: “As we know all
too well, the Party leader-
ship didn’t feel the need to
remove Stalin from his post
ashead of the Party because,
in their opinion, what kind
of a fault was ‘rudeness?’
On the contrary, it seemed
almost like valor.”

Of course, many of Shos-
takovich’s works have been
used by the Soviet state as
propaganda. The Seventh
Symphony comes immedi-
ately to mind. Written dur-
ing the siege of Stalingrad,
and rushed by airplane to a
waiting NBC Symphony
broadcast, it vividly tells the

story of the invasion of Rus-
sia by the Nazi “Blitzkreig,”
and of the final triumph of
the Soviet forces. Similarly,
the Fifth Symphony, known
as “the triumph of a person-
ality,” and ideologically as
“the triumph of the socialist
personality, the new Soviet
Man,” with its typically
Shostakovichian martial
first movement and trium-
phant finale, has often been
used by the Russian gov-
ernment, and by western
“humanists” as well, as a
classic example of what art
under socialism can achieve.
Yet these works have been
misinterpreted, according to
the man who wrote them.
The program puff pieces, as
he sees it, are precisely that,
meaningless ideological
fantasies written by those
with a vested interest in their
promulgation. :

The ““triumph” in both
symphonies, according to
Shostakovich, is “forced
rejoicing ... rejoicing under

‘threat.” The truth of this can

be easily heard in both

works, and is obscured

primarily by the quicker
tempo the Fifth is usually
given by American conduc-
tors, and by the prepro-
grammed aspirations and
predilections of American
audiences. No one cries
upon hearing the conclusion
of the Fifth in American
concert halls, yet the sadness
shines through for the Rus-
sians. Music may indeed be
the “universal language,”
but no two peoples speak it
in unison. That the Soviet

" state understands the func-

tion of art is clear; why else
would they take such pains
to control it? The prop-
aganda value of art is over-
whelming, when done com-
petently; a picture, a poem,
or a symphony can have
value far beyond anything
which vast expenditures for
direct political propaganda
could buy.

And so we have, in the
end, a paradox. That Shos-
takovich and God knows
how many more like him
suffered and continue to

suffer under the repression
in Russia, and in countries
all over the world, does not
help us understand why
they don’t follow other op-
tions.

No, every new day of my life
brings me no joy. I thought I
would find distraction re-
miniscing about my friends
and acquaintances.

But even this undertaking
has turned out to be a sad one.

I have thought that my life
was replete with sorrow and
that it would be hard to find a
more miserable man. But when
I started going over the life
stories of my friends and ac-
quaintances, [ was horrified.
Not one of them had an easy or
a happy life. Some came to a
terrible end, some died in terri-
ble suffering, and the lives of
many of them could easily be
called more miserable than
mine.

And that made me even sad-
der. I was remembering my
friends and all T saw was
corpses, mountains of corpses.
I’m not exaggerating, I mean
mountains. And the picture
filled me with a horrible de-
pression. I'm sad, ’m grieving
all the time. I tried to drop this
unhappy undertaking several
times and stop remembering
things from my past, since I
saw nothing good in it. I didn’t
want to remember at all.

Such is the nature of
the Soviet artist. To create
under such conditions, it
seems to me, dwarfs virtu-
ally all the “poverty strick-
en, aspiring artist” myths
that run through the history
of European and Western
art in general. What would
the Russian artist give to
live in poverty, but with
artistic freedom? To cut
all ties with the state, the
unions of inferiors who judge
your works, the bureaucrats

.you depend on for food

and housing, the political
hacks who write the re-
views for the state-con-
trolled press ... what would
they give?

Perhaps not enough.

Robert Formaini, a profes-
sional musician, is Vice Presi-
dent for Policy Research and
Public Affairs at the Cato
Institute.
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Jarvis:
the man and
his tax cuts

DAVID LAMPO

I’'m Mad As Hell, by Howard
Jarvis (with Robert Pack).
Times Books, 303 pp., $9.95.

ANYONE WHO WAS IN
California on election day,
June 6, 1978, will never for-
get it. It was one of the most
exciting and important days
in California—even national
—history. For on that day,
the voters of California
passed Proposition 13 by
an overwhelming margin,
and the modern tax revolt,
which had been smolder-
ing for a long time, finally
exploded.

Proposition 13 cut Cal-
ifornia property taxes by
an average of 57 percent;
and the marvelous thing was
that, unlike so many other
so-called tax reform mea-
sures, it didn’t merely re-
place the lost revenues with
increases in other taxes. In
fact, 13 mandated that any
proposed new taxes had to
be approved by two-thirds
of the voters, which for
practical purposes virtually
insured that there’d be no
new taxes. Proposition 13
was nothing less than radi-
cal tax reduction, which is
why so many libertarians
all over the state worked so
hard for its passage. Even
before it qualified for the
ballot, Libertarian Party
Presidential nominee Ed
Clark (then in his race for
the Governorship of Cali-
fornia) spoke out in favor of
13 in dozens of speeches
throughout the state.

The massive opposition
which arrayed itself against
Proposition 13 was a veri-
table who’s who of Califor-
nia government and big
business. The battle lines
were drawn, in effect, be-
tween those two classes
which John C. Calhoun de-
scribed so well as the tax-
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payers and the tax-con-
sumers. The latter group,
including everyone from
Bank of America (which
holds billions of dollars in
municipal bonds) to the
public employee unions,
waged an hysterical and
deceitful campaign, lying
about everything from the
size of the state budget sur-
plus to the effects Proposi-
tion 13 would allegedly
have on employment in the
state. Yet the more lies-they
spewed forth, the more de-
termined taxpayers seemed
to become to vote for their
own interests for a change,
rather than for those of the
special interests.

An analysis of campaign
contributions in the elec-
tion reveals just who those
special interests were. More
than one hundred corpora-
tions donated $200 or more
to defeat 13: Atlantic Rich-
field, Bank of America, and
Pacific Mutual Life contri-
buted $25,000 each; Rock-
well International, Bechtel
Corporation, U.S. Steel,
Coca Cola, and 20th Cen-
tury Fox, among others,
contributed lesser amounts.
Only two corporations con-
tributed $200 or more in
support of Proposition 13—
an ironic fact, in light of the
often repeated charge that

the big beneficiaries of 13
would be big businesses. In
reality, it was every home-
owner in the state who ben-
efited the most; it was home-
owners who had the most
to lose if 13 failed — their
homes. The Proposition 13
campaign was truly a grass-
roots movement.

The co-author of Propo-
sition 13, and certainly the
most animated force behind
it, was Howard Jarvis, a
Southern California busi-
nessman and anti-tax activ-
ist. I'm Mad As Hell is Jar-
vis’s recounting of the Prop-
osition 13 campaign and his
blueprint for what he be-
lieves has to be done at the
federal level to cut taxes
nationally and end infla-
tion. Although I'm Mad As
Hell was written with the
assistance of a professional
writer, Jarvis’s:unique ver-
bal style and brashness.come
through loud and clear
on its every page. And al-
though every anti-tax activ-
ist would benefit from
reading the book, it will be
especially gratifying to those
of us who were involved in
the campaign: reliving the
immense emotional satis-
faction of 13’s victory is
sheer pleasure.

The Proposition 13 cam-
paign was the first time in

many years that the actual
desirability of government’s
much touted “essential ser-
vices” was called into ques-
tion. Everything from police
and fire protection to the
public schools suddenly
came under public scrutiny
and was found wanting.
Jarvis cites several examples
of the pervasive anti-gov-
ernment mood that charac-
terized the campaign. “Dur-
ing the campaign,” he
writes, “I debated a school
superintendent in southern
California. He said, “Why, if
you pass 13, we’ll have to
shut down the schools.” And
everybody stood up and
clapped. They wanted the
damn schools shut down;
even Richard Reeves wrote
in that Esquire article of his
that Paul Priolo, the Re-
publican leader in the As-
sembly, said ‘Whenever I
tell an audience that Jarvis
will bring local government
to a halt, all I see is smiling
faces.””” Proposition 13’s
victory proved once and
for all that radical political
change is possible, not just
in the distant future, but
here and now, if those who
want it will simply work
hard enough to achieve it.
Already 13 has inspired
people all over the country
to become active in the tax
revolt and has spawned
similar measures on other
state ballots, many of them
successful.

Howard Jarvis, mean-
while, never stops fighting
for what he believes. A sec-
ond Jarvis Initiative, Prop-
osition 9, will appear on the
June 1980 primary ballot in
California. Dubbed “Jaws
II,”” it would cut the state
income tax rates in half,
which would mean a loss in
revenues to the state of
about $5-billion the first
year, and just over $4-
billion per year thereafter.
(Jarvis estimates the pro-
jected loss at only $3.2-
billion due to the tax reve-
nue which would be gener-
ated by the increased private
economic growth he expects
to follow the tax cut.)



Jarvis I really continues
the work that Proposition
13 began. As soon as 13
passed two years ago, local
government officials trav-
eled to Sacramento in
droves, hats-in-hand. State
“bail-out” money has been
between $4-billion and
$5-billion per year since
then. The education estab-
lishment feels that its em-
pire is once again threat-
ened (which it is) and it will
be the real force behind
whatever effort is mounted
to defeat Proposition 9.

The Governor’s staff, be-
lieving Jarvis II will pass,
has already prepared an al-
ternative budget, and the
Governor himself has stated
that should the initiative
pass, he will seek $5-bil-
lion worth of spending cuts
rather than $5-billion worth
of increases in other state
taxes to accomodate it. Jerry
Brown knows a bandwagon
when he sees one.

Immediately after his
Proposition 13 victory, Jarvis
founded a national organi-
zation called The American
Tax Reduction Movement.
Its goal is to win reform of
the federal tax laws—speci-
fically, a cut in federal taxes
of $50-billion and in federal
spending of $100-billion,
both over a four-year
period. The tax cut would
include a 25 percent reduc-
tion in personal income
taxes and a reduction in the
capital gains tax to a flat 15
percent. That translates into
a spending cut of only $25-
billion per year — a very
modest beginning, to be
sure.

The Jarvis bill, H.R. 1000,
will, happily, have to com-
pete with a growing num-
ber of proposals in Wash-
ington to get a handle on
federal spending and Fed-
eral taxes. Rival measures
such as the Kemp-Roth bill,
which would cut income
taxes by one-third over
three years, and the Na-
tional Taxpayers’ Union’s
balanced budget amend-
ment also have some sup-
port in Congress.

Jarvis himself doesn’t

think much of the balanced
budget amendment. In an
interview in The Liberta-
rian Review (June 1979) he
stated,
I think it’s crazy. A balanced
budget doesn’t necessarily
mean any cut in taxes. If
they’re spending $100-billion
this year, they can balance the
budget by collecting new taxes
and bringing in $100-billion.
Next year they can decide to
spend $200-billion and raise
the taxes again so they can
collect $200-billion. The
people in this country want a
tax cut.

In the second place, I think it
would be ten years at least be-
fore you could get any federal
constitutional amendment into
effect in the United States, and
we can’t wait that long. We’ve
got to do something sooner.
Only in the event that we can’t
force Congress to do what
it ought to do should we go
for a federal constitutional
amendment.

Jarvis is quite right; a
balanced budget doesn’t
necessarily mean a cut in
taxes. But why would the
same Congress which is
presumably going to pass
Jarvis’s tax and spending
cuts raise taxes to balance
the federal budget, rather
than cut spending? And by
circumventing the Con-
gress, the NTU’s drive may
very well be successful be-
fore any spending and tax
cuts are enacted by Con-
gress. In the final analysis,
there is no single solution to
the problem of federal
spending and inflation in a
political atmosphere in
which it is still politically
advantageous for elected
officials like Congressmen
to spend ever more and
more money.

To no one’s surprise Pres-
ident Carter’s “lean and aus-
tere”” budget for 1980-81
comes in at an astounding
$616-billion. And after
Congress gets through with
it, the budget (and the fed-
eral deficit) will no doubt go
much higher. Interest on the
national debt alone will be
$79-billion (!) and Carter’s
$143-billion “defense” bud-

get is the beginning of a
five-year plan to add an in-
credible $90-billion onto the
Pentagon budget by 1985.
In short, getting reform at
the federal level is going to
be a hell of a lot tougher
than it was in California. If
anybody can do it, though,
it’s probably Howard Jarvis.

Jarvis is by no means a
libertarian, though he has
expressed a good deal of

admiration for Ed Clark -

and the Libertarian Party.
In I’m Mad As Hell, he
sums up his political phi-
losophy this way: ‘“People
universally want taxes and
services cut because gov-
ernment is providing them
with services they don’t

‘want ... The problem is that

property taxes have been
used to pay for the special
interests ... such as social
workers, food stamp reci-
pients, and aid to depen-
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dent children programs—all
of these people have lobbies
of their own. They are the
ones who want more ser-
vices, not the people who
pay the bills.” Unfortu-
nately, but of course, Jarvis

has the usual conservative

blindspot where certain
other lobbies and recipients
of federal largess are con-
cerned: defense contractors
and big businesses are the
most conspicuous. What-
ever his philosophical idio-
syncracies, however, all lib-
ertarians owe him a great
deal. As a folk hero to tax-
payers everywhere, How-
ard Jarvis will be a tremen-
dous asset to the future of
the American tax revolt for
years to come.

David Lampo is a veteran of
the Proposition 13 campaign
and a member of the national
headquarters staff of Students
for a Libertarian Society.
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GET YOURNMONEY
OUT OF THE COUNTRY

— before the country gets it out of you!

HARRY BROWNE shows you

how your own Swiss bank account
can give you financial protection,
privacy and profit.

It will come as no surprise to you that
the heavy hand of government is reach-
ing ever deeper into our pockets and our
lives.

Honest, productive citizens are find-
ing politicians and bureaucrats prying
into their financial affairs, depreciating
their money with inflationary economic
policies, and confiscating a greater por-
tion of their wealth via taxes than ever
before.

The future may bring even more fla-
grant violations of our financial and
personal freedom. The return of gold
confiscation. Wage and price controls.
Foreign exchange restrictions. A hyper-
inflation panic. All these are recognized
by economists and financial analysts as
real possibilities.

What can be done? Until most
Americans understand what’s happen-
ing, until they rise up and demand that
these injustices be corrected, there is on-
ly one practical solution: Get your-
money out of the country—before the
country gets it out of you.

In all the world, there is only one
ideal ‘‘money haven’’: Switzerland.
And there’s only one ideal source of in-
formation on how to get it there safely:
Harry Browne’s Complete Guide to
Swiss Banks. '

FREE BONUS
The Swiss Investment Catalog

Order your copy of Harry Browne’s Com-
plete Guide to Swiss Banks now and we’ll send
you a free bonus: The Swiss Investment
Catalog.

The Swiss Investment Catalog contains
ready-to-use forms that will help you get
custom-tailored information on Swiss invest-
ment opportunities. These forms are designed
Sfor you to fill in, tear out and mail to leading
Swiss financial institutions. You’ll receive
personalized proposals direct from Switzer-
land — without charge, without obligation
and in strict confidence.

The Swiss Investment Catalog is the perfect
companion volume to Harry Browne’s Com-
plete Guide to Swiss Banks. A $4.95 value, it’s
free with your order. And it’s yours to keep
even if you decide to return the Harry Browne
book for a refund!
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Encyclopedic in scope, exhaustively
researched, packed with details and
specifics, Harry Browne’s Complete
Guide to Swiss Banks is without ques-
tion the finest book on its subject. A
monumental, 534-page volume, it’s a
gold mine of information and advice.
Here’s a brief sampling of the contents:

e Is a Swiss bank account for you?

e Switzerland’s banking system: a tradition of
stability, privacy, freedom.

How to select the right bank.

How to open an account.

Types of accounts available.

Swiss bank secrecy and the ‘‘numbered ac-
count.”

Sending and receiving funds —privately and
legally. °

Safety and liquidity.

Gold accounts.

Silver accounts.

Stocks and bonds.

Margin accounts and forward contracts.
Portfolio management.

Currency trading.

Investing in the Swiss franc.

Swiss life insurance and annuities.

Tax avoidance and tax evasion.

Tax havens and shelters.

U.S. financial reporting requirements—and
how to circumvent them.

® Swiss taxes—and how to legally avoid them.

Y,

I cancel, the books are mine to keep.
Name

[

Kephart Communications, Inc.
901 N. Washington Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22314

I [J YES—Rush me my copy of Harry Browne’s Complete Guide to Swiss Banks, plus The
Swiss Investment Catalog as my free bonus. Enclosed is my payment of $25.
I I have the right to examine the book, and return it within 30 days if I’m not completely
I satisfied with it. In any case, The Swiss Investment Catalog is a gift — mine to keep
whether or not I return the Browne book for a refund.
l [J FREE BOOK OFFER. I enclose $60 for a full year (24 issues) of Personal Finance. Also
send me my bonus copy of the Browne book and the catalog. I may cancel at any time for
any reason and get a full refund of the entire unexpired portion of my subscription. Even if

But that’s not all! Harry Browne has
carefully screened a list of 173 Swiss
banks, and found five that are highly li-
quid, have excellent relationships with
American customers, and provide a full
range of services. For each of these five
recommended banks, he supplies the
address, the telephone number, the per-
son to contact, types of accounts of-
fered, the bank’s assets and liquidity
status, and other vital information.

He discusses his criteria for evaluat-
ing and selecting the right bank. The
language barrier and how to overcome
it. Swiss attitudes toward Americans.
Whether Switzerland will ever breach its
confidentiality laws to cooperate with
the U.S. government. Problems you
may encounter and how to resolve
them.

You’ll also find instructions and sim-
ple letters to help you cope with any sit-
uation that may arise. Financial state-
ments of Swiss banks. A glossary of
terms. A critical directory of other re-
ference sources. And a complete index.
Don’t wait until it’s too late! Clip and
mail the coupon today.

100% Money-Back Guarantee

Whether you already have a Swiss bank account, or are just think-
ing about it, you can’t afford not to own Harry Browne’s Complete
Guide to Swiss Banks. -

The price of this invaluable reference tool is $25. In addition,
you’ll receive The Swiss Investment Catalog (described in the box
below) as a free bonus.

You’re protected by our unconditional money-back guarantee.
Hold on to Harry Browne’s book for 30 days. Read it, study it, learn
from it. Then, if you’re unhappy with it for any reason, return it and
we’ll send you back your entire $25. The Swiss Investment Catalog is
yours to keep as our gift.

HOW TO GET BOTH BOOKS FREE

Send $60 for a full year (24 issues) of Personal Finance, and we
will send you both the book and the catalog at no charge.

Personal Finance is America’s most widely-read financial ad-
visory, featuring work by writers like Douglas Casey, Mark
Skousen, Harry Browne, Robert Kinsman, Harry Schultz and
many others.

This award-winning advisory letter is used by over 35,000 sub-
scribers, and if PF’s extremely high renewal rate is any indicator,
they are well satisfied.
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Cowboy
anarchism

VICTORIA VARGA

The Probability Broach, by
L. Neil Smith, Ballantine
Books, 273 pp., $1.95.

L. NEIL SMITH’S LIBER-
tarian, Heinleinian, sci-
ence-fiction detective thriller
will keep you up until four in
the morning. A playful, if
rather superficial glimpse of
an anarchist America, it
- shoots down (literally) sev-
eral sacred dogmas concern-
ing the viability of a society
without government.

Its hero, Edward (Win)
Bear, is a Lieutenant in the
City of Denver’s homicide
department, and though 1987
is not a pleasant time to be
a cop—desperate food and
energy shortages, debili-
tating pollution, sinister
Big Brotherism, and general
hopelessness have pushed
the crime rate up until it
matches the rate of inflation
(Lt. Bear, too, is hopeless)
—where else would he go?

When a physics professor
named Vaughn Meiss and
an old police buddy are
killed by the same hit-
squad, Win Bear makes the
case his own. His investi-
gations take him to the of-
fices of a small sect of crazies
called Propertarians (where,
incidentally, he is given a
copy of Toward a New Lib-
erty by one Mary Ross-
Byrd) and finally to Vaughn
Meiss’s laboratory. As he is
searching for clues among
some very intricate pieces of
machinery, he is attacked by
the blazing guns of the killer
squad, and the battle sets off
an explosion. He awakes in
another world, a world with
the same geography as the
one he left, but with a diver-
gent history after July 2,
1776.

This society, anarchist
from the time of the Whis-
key Rebellion, has formed a
loose confederacy of inde-
pendent non-states, includ-

ing Canada and Mexico,
and has advanced far be-
yond the US in every field of
science and technology ex-
cept for atomic weaponry.
In 1970, for example, scien-
tists at a company called
Paratronics Ltd., while
searching for an alternative
to ion-drive spaceships, dis-
covered what they called
a Probability Broach, which
they optimistically hoped
would allow nearly instan-
taneous space travel. But
when they first peeked
through their “window in
time,” they saw, not a new
view of Alpha Centauri, but
a sign that said “NO PARK-
ING.” After some confused
investigation, the prelimi-
nary report was chilling:
““...an unknown, exclu-
sively human, English-
speaking people wearing
uniformly drab, tubular
clothing, riding in poison-
ously primitive vehicles. A
culture inexplicably bleak
and impoverished.”

The new world was defi-

nitely earth; it was even
Colorado. The scientists
reached through the win-
dow and carefully collected
information—“buying” an
almanac and other materials
and leaving half-ounce silver
coins in trade.
They learned a great deal, none
of it encouraging: the Revolu-
tion; the Whiskey Rebellion; a
War of 1812¢ Mexico; and,
horror or horrors, a civil war—
three quarters of a million dead.
Financial crisis alternated with
war, and no one seemed to
notice the pattern. World War
Il and the atomic bomb; Korea;
Vietnam. And towering above
it all, power politics; a State
growing larger, more demand-
ing every year, swallowing
lives, fortunes, destroying sa-
cred honor, screaming in its
bloatedness for more, capable
of any deed—no matter how
corrupt and repulsive, swollen,
crazed — staggering toward
extinction.

And yet this catalog of horror
admitted one tiny spark of light
and hope: eleven minor but

~ distinct references to a group

whose values and goals might
gratify any decent being in the
North American Confederacy
—the Propertarian Party.

“Is the gunslinger scenario the
only alternative to the police
state? Is a world without
government protection a jungle?
Is it freedom that makes
handguns a necessity?”
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Vaughn Meiss, both a
Propertarian and a scientist,
had of course been the first
person the Confederates had
contacted, and it was his
duplicate of their machine
that had exploded, blow-
ing Win into the alternate
universe.

After a period of dazed re-
cuperation, Win learns
from the Confederates that
the killers he was after are a
coalition of US Security
Police (SecPol) and a Con-
federate group called the
Hamiltonians who hope to.
bring back the state and se-
cure power for themselves by
pulling atomic weapons
through the Broach and
taking over. The Confeder-
ate scientists and security
agents, which include a dol-
phin philosopher and a
chimpanzee cop, must help
Win, his anarchist counter-
part (also Edward Bear), a
136-year-old, gun-toting
wild-woman, and the stan-
dard beautiful “girl” (there’s
even sex in this book, folks),
defeat the combined forces
of evil and statism. Which
they do. But not before the
Continental Congress is
convened for the first time
in thirty years and Win goes
throughmany cultureshocks:
working with gorillas, chim-
panzees and dolphins who
communicate through voice
converters and are full citi-
zens; using the many com-
peting phone systems that
actually fall all over them-
selves trying to be helpful;
riding a mile-long blimp (the
luxury liner of the age) and
an express rocket-shuttle
that shoots urgently need-
ed persons and materials
through a thousand mile
tunnel; and seeing the beau-
tiful Confederate version of
Colorado — with clean air
and exquisite parks covering
underground, non-polluting
industries.

There is one thing that
really bothers Win Bear —
and this reader—about this
anarchist society. Every
man, woman, and child of
all the intelligent species
carries a weapon. In an
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emotional (and guilt-rid-
den) moment, Win yells the
following to his friends:
“Everybody in this safe,
stable, oh-so-humane so-
ciety carries a handgun,
prepared to kill at the drop of
a hat! What the hell are you
all afraid of? How come
such well-adjusted people
cling so hysterically to their
perverted phallic symbols?”’

And in a passionate an-
swet, his lady-love counters:
“Armed people are free. No
state can control those who
have the machinery and the
will to resist, no mob can take
their liberty and property. And
no 220-pound thug can threat-
en the well-being or dignity of a
110-pound woman who has
two pounds of iron to even
things out.

“People who object to weap-
ons aren’t abolishing violence,
they’re begging for rule by brute
force, when the biggest, strong-
est animals among men were
always automatically ‘right.’
Guns ended that, and social
democracy is a hollow farce
without an armed populace to
make it work.”

But one wonders. Is the
gunslinger scenario the only
alternative to the police-
state? Is a world without
government ‘‘protection”’
necessarily a jungle? Does
freedom make handguns a
necessity? In fiction, at least,
those who pack guns end up
using them.

The book answers one
question very nicely: How
does an anarchist society
survive attacks by other, less
free, societies? The Hamil-
tonians and SecPol are foiled
by a combination of brains,
bravery, and sheer good

luck. But what if the luck -

had gone to the other side?
Win Bear has a theory: “I
think now that they would
have lost anyway. Most
Confederates would have
taken to the hills, fought for
centuries if necessary, rather
than surrender to tyranny.
And no one in this crazy-
quilt of a country has the
authority to surrender.
Nobody.”

Victoria Varga is Production
Manager of LR.

On View

God willing

DAVID BRUDNOY

GOD WORKS HIS WON-
ders (or Her wonders, if
that’s the way things are) in
mysterious ways. Over the
years He (or She) guided the
hand of the sainted Cecil B.
DeMille to profitable part-
ings of the waters and div-
vying up of the dough, slid
the venerable Bing Crosby
into collar and cassock as
smoothly as one fits a hand
into a tailored glove, and
made of beloved Barry Fitz-
gerald His (or Her) beau
ideal on this too mortal
globe. In short, God has had
not only a vested interest,
but also until very recently
something of a veto, in
matters of religion in the
movies. From burning bush-
es (The Ten Command-
ments) to cumulonimbus
clouds (In Search of His-
toric Jesus) God has been
portrayed as a natural force
with a baritone voice, and
both before the great Tech-
nicolor biblical epics of our
youth and after, as a Force
not to fool around with.
God speaks; Hollywood
listens.

Violence on screen both-
ers do-gooders but doesn’t
upset super-moralists, while
sex on screen means noth-
ing to the former but
drives the latter to frothing.
Religion, on the other hand,
is charged with a frightful
energy, and everybody hov-
ers, ready to pounce, if
some film steps without the
magic circle of the permit-
ted. Elmer Gantry may
make a mockery of God’s
highest calling, but he must
pay, and pay terribly, for his
sin, since convention re-
quires that clergymen gen-
erally be portrayed as de-
vout, that holy folks be seen
as better than profane folks,
and that matters of the
spirit be presented more

(shall we say, redundantly)
spiritually, than matters of
the flesh. Cinematic history
is fairly clear in this regard
and the viewer knows the
routine by now.

The mainstream film in
recent years has been suc-
cessfully challenged in the
allegiance of filmgoers by
movies that deviate from
such norms, but in America
and in most other countries
the area least tampered
with by the experimental-
ists is the one which con-
cerns us here. When Rose-
mary’s Baby and The Ex-
orcist began the contem-
porary craze for the occult
on screen, the Devil first got
equal if not equally favora-
ble exposure, and these
have been followed by The
Omen and Damien: Omen
II and The Heretic: Exor-
cist IT and a seemingly end-
less stream of other glossy,
gory films that threaten
never to exhaust the movie-
going public’s willingness
to be manipulated by
schlock. Old Scratch even
turns up as The Car and—
speaking of movies starring
James Brolin who is best
known for practicing medi-
cine on a motorcycle in
“Marcus Welby, M.D.” —
as a house in The Amity-
ville Horror. Lucifer is eve-
rywhere doing dirt; God,
fortunately, is everywhere,
too, picking up the pieces.

The film version of Jay
Anson’s phenomenally suc-
cessful book never once
produces the spine-tingles
on screen that the novel
gave its readers. Nor did
The Amityville Horror suc-
ceed as a money-making
movie. But it offers Rod
Steiger another chance to
overact deliciously, as a
Catholic priest whom the
malevolent power(s) in the
haunted house see fit to
crush. And as the most con-
ventional religiously-ori-
ented film of 1979, if it
doesn’t allow the might of
Christianity to triumph
over the malignancy in that
mansion, it at least allows
the Christians to escape.



Amityville, for all that it
doesn’t deliver the chills
(much less the promised
thrills) nonetheless plays by
the rules of our day: Evil is
all around us; God sur-
rounds us; go with God.

I begin with The Ami-
tyville Horror not only be-
cause it is having a new
birth right now in drive-ins
across the land, but also be-
cause it represents a near-
perfect manifestation of
what is acceptable in reli-
giously oriented films in our
day. We are a generation of
doubters which neverthe-
less pays fat lip-service to
the expected pieties. Our
popular arts, foremost
among them television and
the movies, only very occa-
sionally (Nasty Habits;
“Saturday Night Live”) de-
viate ever so slightly from a
very narrow range of ac-
ceptable images. )

Within the last two
months three films have
used religion as their central
focus, each failing disas-
trously as art if not at the box
office. Guyana: Cult of the
Dammned is a quickie cheap-
ie telling of the Jim Jones-

People’s Temple story, no-
table mainly for its infin-
itesimal changes in the
names of the principals (the
Reverend Jim Jones be-
comes the Reverend Jim
Johnson, Congressman Leo
Ryan becomes Congress-
man Lee O’Brien, and so
forth) and for its successful
pandering to the people’s
taste for gore and pompos-
ity, while throwing in just
the slightest snatch of nudity
for good measure. The inci-
dent is so easily brought to
mind, those 913 poison-
drinking souls so vivid in
their body bags, the arro-
gance and perversity of the
cult’s leader so useful to the
authoritarians and psycho-
quacks as a weapon against
deviant groups: Guyana
had its audience before it
was made. The sort of mov-
ie fan who will put up with
narrative lines like “It was a
big night for death,” and
“Was there a message on
their lips?” and ““Were they
trying to tell us something
with their last convulsive
breaths?”” will find bearable
the grainy color, post-dubbed
dialogue, wooden perfor-

Stuart Whitman as the Rev. Jim Johnson in Guyana: Cult of the
Damned, a “tedious spinning out of a tale we all know by heart.”

ApriL 1980
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mances by near-has-beens
(Yvonne deCarlo, Gene
Barry, Stuart Whitman,
Joseph Cotten, Bradford
Dillman), and an excruciat-
ingly tedious spinning out of
a tale we all know by heart.
The point of this film is ex-
posure of the masses to a
simple moral lesson: do not
tamper with the word of
God. It boils down to that.
The Runner Stumbles is
much more sophisticated, a
major studio production
peopled with screen favo-
rites, yet it preaches the
same down-home faith.
Sister Rita (Kathleen Quin-
lan) comes to work at the
isolated parish school run by
Father Rivard (Dick Van
Dyke), in the process alien-
ating the old nuns, teaching
the devoted housekeeper
(Maureen Stapleton) to
read, lying to the Monsignor
(Ray Bolger), and trying to
do good works for the loony
villager (Tammy Grimes).
But Love rears its ugly head
and comes between our
priest and nun and their
vows, and within moments
after their first kiss our
lovely nun is dead and our
handsomely greying priest is
in jail, with only a local
lawyer (Beau Bridges) to
defend him. The movie is
based on a 1977 Broadway
play, which in turn derived
from an episode that shocked
Solona, Michigan, in 1915.
Placing the film.in the 1920s
permits the story to take on
some shock value which up-
dating it to our own time,
when priests and nuns are

with some regularity leaving

their orders to marry, would
have denied it. Moreover,

.The Runner Stumbles is an-

chored safely in the past,
thus inviting us not to be put
off by its allegedly sacrile-
gious theme.

In fact, the film isn’t sac-
rilegious in the least. It
moves with the speed of the
coming Ice Age to its resolu-
tion, flashing back from jail
in scene one to a lethargic
spinning out of its quite
sanctimonious conclusion:
We learn that chastity is
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Kathleen Quinlan and Dick Van Dyke as a nun and priest that fall in love in The Runner Stumbles.

nicer than carnality, that
the Lord uses strange agents
to enforce the Divine will,
that however gentle our
lead characters may be,
there is no future for those
who diverge from church-
ly truths. Those who may
elect to miss the movie
ought to be informed that
Father Rivard didn’t kill
Sister Rita. Never mind;
Sister’s dead, Father’s mis-
erable, the beat goes on.
The Runner Stumbles fails
for several reasons. Van
Dyke’s work is surprisingly
stilted: there is no passion
in his Rivard, only attitude
— positions, not emotions.
And the movie; in trying to
have it both ways—in try-
ing to both shock and
soothe the audience—man-
ages to have it neither way:
we are left with nothing,
neither a plausible tale of
forbidden love nor a trium-
phant validation of the
common wisdom, though,
to be sure, we are left with
the vague feeling that you
don’t mess with God:

And finally, from Sunn
Classic Pictures, the cinema
arm of the Schick razor

people, of close shaves and
right-wing political fame,
comes its latest four-waller:
In Search of Historic Jesus.
Every biblical epic of the
past succeeded in paying
due homage to the holy
books while failing, with-
out exception, to create a
cast of characters that
wholly met our expecta-
tions. Everybody “knows”
what Jesus is supposed to
look and sound like, and
Moses, and other stars of
God’s repertory company;
nobody, not even DeMille,
could quite satisfy every-
body’s preconceptions. But
the formula has been pa-
tented, and variations on
the theme are not allowed.
(For an example of how
little leeway is granted
in God-flicks, try to catch
Sebastiane, which was made
in Latin ‘and which re-
duced the story of the saint’s
martyrdom to a case of
not so closet homosexu-
ality on the part of his per-
secutors. The movie is more
a curiosity piece than an
example of the higher
reaches of cinema art, but it
is better than itspaucity of

bookings would indicate. I
expect that Sebastiane
wouldn’t go over very well
in Dubuque.) :

No, you don’t play
around with the Gospels or
with the most important
and most gratifying Biblical
tales, however bloody and
even sado-masochistic they
may be. You do it straight,
even if you give God lines
nowhere found in the Gos-
pels, even if you borrow,
perhaps to the point of
stealing, camera angles from
an Italian God-flick by
Pasolini, even if you use the

same plaster cave both for.

Lazarus’s spring back to life
and for Jesus’s resurrection,
even if, as in In Search of
Historic Jesus, you aspire
no higher than the dramatic
level of a parochial school

20TH GENTURY FOX FILMS

senior pageant. For the-

Word’s the thing, and those
who believe will believe de-
spite the crummyness of the
movie, while those who
don’t believe are damned,
anyhow, so....

Sunn Classic Pictures
produces one of these
now-it-can-be-proved trav-
esties every year, rents a

’



POLITICAL PIE FOR ALL!

MULTI-OPTION COMPETITION WITHOUT FRAGMENTATION

Structural Reform—Ballots by Richard A Morin could be the most important political book you’ll ever read. The
author focuses on contradictions usually overlooked by political analysts, and proposes a fundamental change
that transcends ideologies. The reform concept is simple, yet implementation would have profound political

repercussions.

Morin argues that the current ballot system
(rather than money, special-interests and declin-
ing faith) is largely responsible for apathy, issue-
avoidance, fragmentation, destructive in-
fighting, and two-party dominance.

At issue is the cornerstone of current demo-
cratic systems—the primitive ballot formula of
One Man = One Vote. The system drives stakes
right into the political heart of our society, di-
vides the electorate, induces polarities that can
be manipulated, alienates voters and grants in-
ordinate power to single-interest groups. It may
have been a giant step out of authoritarianism
and monarchism, but in a modern, complex,
20th-century democracy it fails miserably.

Under the current system, competition can be
counterproductive. The ‘‘spoiler’’ role has grown
out of the reality that the political pie cannot be
shared—it can only be chopped up. Thus, com-
petition can lead to a loss of majority rule.
® [n 1968, Richard Nixon was elected president

with only 43.5% of the vote (Humphrey got

43 %, Wallace, 13.5%).

The current system can create ‘‘artificial’’
majorities, which can alienate real majorities
and drive people away from the voting booth.

o [n 1977, five candidates:representing the first
choices of 61% of the voters in New York
City’s Democratic mayoral primary were
thrown out. Koch and Cuomo (who polled
20% and 19 % respectively) were then given
the exclusive right to compete in.a compara-
tive runoff.

The current system functions to stifle healthy
political debate of issues.
® Because an ally (and not the opposition on

issues) is more likely to tap into a candidate’s

support base, competition with a close ally is

more threatening than that with a.challenger:

having opposite views. When fields are crowd-

ed, it often becomes a strategic necessity to

avoid issues and throw mud at friends.

Structural Reform—Ballots presents a func-
tional analysis of voting methods and the political
consequences. Under the present system, a vote
for one candidate is, in effect, a vote against each
and every other contender. In reality, a voter may
support more than one candidate. Plurality and
runoff voting, and proposed preference systems,.
cannot fully measure voter support, do not make
accurate candidate comparisons, and often mix
support with comparative non-support. Political
scientists who insist the problems of fragmenta-
tion and loss of majority are insurmountable
are wrong—the problems stem from the data
system, not from competition.

PURE DATA

YES

NO

Political thinkers have made a gross error by
focusing on voters (first choices or relative pref-
erences) rather than on candidates (support or
opposition). If the purpose of an election is to
identify the candidate with the greatest political
support, the ballot system must take a measure
of support.. Statistically, monitoring support is
one of the simplest operations possible, and it
eliminates all problems resulting from multiple
options.

Morin demonstrates conclusively that binary
voting (Direct Approval) is the only correct
approach to balloting for political candidates.
Direct Approval requires a new ballot formula—
One Person = One Vote (YES or NO) per Can-
didate Option. In effect, the system would keep
the entire electorate assembled for a separate
show of hands for or against each contender.

The binary system is the only data sampling
method that would treat each candidate as an
independent variable, would directly record
political support for candidates, and would allow
accurate candidate comparisons. In terms of
democratic and scientific validity, the method-
ological case for Direct ‘Approval is absolute—
and the implications of that fact are staggering.

But validity is not the only reason why Liber-

tarians, progressives, idealists and thinkers of all
persuasions should know about Direct Approval.
The binary system would:
e Open doors for Third Parties and Independents
while avoiding European-style splintering
End the ‘‘spoiler”’ role that keeps support for
alternatives to artificially low levels
Change the nature of .political competition
from something divisive into something healthy
and productive
Accelerate the advent of political equality for
women
Guarantee election of any constituency’s most
wanted political option
e -Help solidify a political center in every election.
Make leading candidates immune to “‘stop”
movements
Improve the quality of political debate
Eliminate the need for runoff elections
Reduce in-fighting and issue-avoidance
Prevent manipulations of election outcome
Reduce apathy
Direct approval would allow each candidate in
a party primary, and each party in a general
election, to stand on equal footing for the first
time in history. Each would stand as an indepen-
dent option, and each would be evaluated by the
entire electorate. The system would record sup-
port overlap for similar options. No option would
tap into another’s Supporl base, and no votes
would be wasted.

e How many Democrat and Republican voters
may have identified with the views of Roger
MacBride or Eugene McCarthy in 1976, but
voted for Carter or Ford in the belief that an
alternative vote would be wasted? We don’t
know. With direct approval we would know.
Many world leaders agree that democracy is in

serious trouble due to an inability to cope with

serious problems that require unity. Binary voting
would revolutionize democracy. It would expand
our options, preserve majority rule, and unleash
the democratic potential of our pluralistic society
while enhancing cohesion. -If you care about
salvaging participatory democracy and protecting
citizen control over government, if you want to
understand the role of ballots and how the sys-
tem affects candidate behavior and voter atti-
tudes, you can’t afford to pass up Structural
Reform—Ballots.

é 0o 0 0 0

DIRECT APPROVAL INTEGRATES VOTERS WITH CANDIDATES

_Current System

CANDIDATES— ﬁ) &
VOTERS— 2 t o} o
RESULT— Fragments and
Factionalism
(Loss of Majority)

Direct Approval

Please send me

True Consensus on
Each Candidate

(Cohesion)

Ask for STRUCTURAL REFORM—BALLOTS at your local
bookstore, or use this handy coupon.

BALLOTS at $8.95 per copy, plus $1.00 postage and handling.

city

Amount enclosed
Do NOT sénd cash.

Send to: VANTAGE PRESS, INC. (M)
516 West 34th Street
New York, New York 10001
copies of STRUCTURAL REFORM—

name
address

state zip
. Please send check or money order.
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A scene from In Search of Historic Jesus, a film that “tampers more with the Bible than Monty Python’s Life of Brian.”

thousand movie houses for
a couple of weeks (that’s
why they’re called four-
wallers), saturates the tube
with ads that imply, almost
to the edge of asserting that
no doubt need remain, that
whatever the picture in
question is in search of has
been found, and sucks in
patsies by the millions. The
pattern is identical in all
these Sunn routines: the
narrator (Brad Crandall),
bearded, solid, bespecta-
cled, imposing in his book-
lined study, sets us up
for an exciting leap into

“historical investigation. He

takes us, now in shirt-
sleeves, open collar, a John
Lindsay clone, on location.
He introduces us to scien-
tists who wash away our
heretical doubts, and he
shows us the actors in their
polyester robes and paste
jewels, performing their an-
cient tasks and awaiting a
miracle or two to jazz up
the day. This In Search even
borrows its first few ‘his-
torical” moments from its
earlier In Search of Noah’s
Ark (1977), saving produc-
tion costs, subtly hyping its

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

own previous product, and
lending a little tangential
biblical lesson to the Jesus
search. (From here, Sunn
Classic can either go back
to every book of the Bible in
search of Moses and Dan-
iel and such, or, and this
would be nice, into the final
mystery itself: “In Search of
God: Proof Positive.” We
shall see.)

In Search of Historic

Jesus has so little to recom-
mend it that it will be ig-
nored by most of the na-
tional critics, omitted from
December’s worst of *80
lists, and consigned by the
siblinghood of film re-
viewers to the ash can of
the beneath-mentionable.
Which is precisely the mis-
take high-brow criticism
often makes, ignoring mov-
ies loved by The People
if those movies cannot be
tolerated by anyone a step
or two above just subnor-
mal in intelligence. For the
reviewers and the chic,
Jesus is camp, at best. For
educated theologians it is
another cross to bear. For
students of the Bible, it is
an atrocity, yanking epi-

sodes willy-nilly from the
Gospels and from God-
knows-where-else and glu-
ing them into the same film.
Mary, Jesus’s mother, has
been made-up by somebody
in love with mascara and
blusher: she looks like Eliz-
abeth Taylor stumping for
her senator husband. St.
Peter appears just to have
stepped out of the pages of
“Gentleman’s Quarterly,”
save only for his robes; this
Peter clearly works out each
afternoon, brushes with
Ultra-Brite, has his hair
styled on the East Side, fol-
lows Jimmy Carter’s cue in
smiling continuously, and
flexes whenever possible.
Jesus (John Rubinstein,
Arthur’s son), vanquishes a
tiger with his David Carra-
dine kung-fu glower, walks
a bit wobbly on water
(boards, just barely per-
ceived by the viewer), per-
forms his miracles aided by
white glowing light and
stop-action photography,
and seems only to come
alive, paradoxically, when
he’s being hideously killed.
The crucifixion scene vali-
dates the opinion that ul-

tra-conservatives like their
movies sexless but full of
sadism.

“It was three days later,
when the greatest miracle of
all took place,” the narrator
intones. You got it. Gone is
the “in search,” on with the
“found.” At which point
we are whipped across the
globe to pre-Columbian
America, or early Colum-
bian America, to be more
exact, for a peek at Indian
statuary bearing faces re-
sembling John Rubinstein’s -
and a quick listen to a fast
rap about native tales of a
white prophet who came,
long ago, bearing good
tidings and doing tricks.
And then—then the center-
piece of this excursion into
ground-level religiosity: the
mystery of the sacred shroud
of Turin.

The shroud is a piece of
cloth, long venerated by the
Church (this after it was
first branded, by the same
Church, a forgery), long puz-
zled over by scientists
unable to prove that it
wasn’t the very cloth in
which Jesus was wrapped
after his crucifixion. Be-

SCHICK SUNN CLASSI



cause the shroud is mani-

festly not a recent forgery

and seems unlikely to be an
old forgery, either—it bears,
as seen with sophisticated in-
struments of analysis, a clear
imprint of the body of a man
of Judea crucified as Jews
were then crucified, and
other attendant marks sup-
porting various lines in the
Gospels—it may well turn
out to be not only the last
garment of a crucified He-
brew of that time but.of Jesus
Christ:

For Christians the shroud
provides the one piece of sci-
entifically exciting evidence
to buttress their belief that
the Gospels tell truly of
the last earthly experiences
of their Lord. Jeffrey Hart,
senior editor of National
Review, has championed
and written intelligently
(and convincingly) of the
cloth for years, and other
conservative (as well as re-
ligious) journals have fol-
lowed NR in reporting eve-
ry latest development in
the continuing saga of the

shroud. So faithfully has the
shroud’s story been told that
In Search of Historic Jesus
has absolutely nothing new
to tell. Except that it can tell
the now well-known story
of the shroud with dramati-
zations of some episodes in
its history. Out comes an-
other bit of previously used
film, this a flood (not the
flood, just your average
everyday deluge of a city by
water), out come the plaster
walls and cardboard castles
and crepe costumes and
paste jewels, out comes Brad
Crandall with his life-sized
photographs, his most sono-
rous declarations, and his
very best see-I-told-you-
it’s-all-true stare. And there
we have it: Jesus, the historic
Jesus, has been found. All
the lesser tricks of the
cinema have marched
through the movie to bol-
ster its makers’ case. If, in
the cause of Film Serving
God the Sunn Classic peo-
ple have not scrupled at in-
terjecting fabricated words
and actions into their “his-

toric” recreations of Jesus’s
life, if they have not worried
about dragging out some-
thing called the Aquarian
Gospel (which we learn was
“written in 1907”’) as more
“evidence” to aid us in our
search, if they have not
hesitated to tamper more
with the Bible than Monty
Python did in that brilliant
satire, Life of Brian — a

movie much maligned,

particularly by tradition-
alists who never bothered
to see it, a movie which,
when the next Monty
Python film appears, will be
discussed here at length—if,
in short, the people who
patched together this ap-
palling hodgepodge have
not resisted any temptation
to fudge, to fabricate, to
twist, it isn’t surprising that
its one bit of almost believ-
able “evidence,” the shroud
of Turin, comes in this
movie to seem as bogus as
the rest of the film.
Ironically,
Search of Historic Jesus
does grave disservice to the

then, In

belief it supposedly was
made to champion. It can-
not but nauseate anybody

-whose level of belief is at

all above the most primitive,
it cannot convince anyone
who stands agnostic to that
belief, it alienates those it
might attract. With one ex-
ception to those cannots: it
can and will and does, as
the rest of these Sunn Clas-
sics movies can and will and
do, gratify that large if not
majority chunk of Ameri-
can public that feels left be-
hind by the real movies,
that feels out of sorts owing
to the values portrayed in
the movies the rest of us
like, that wants to snuggle
up to a good dogma and lay
their minds to rest. [ |

LR’s film critic reviews also for
WNAC-TV (CBS) and WHDH-
AM in Boston; he hosts “The
David Brudnoy Show,” New
England’s leading radio talk
program, on WHDH; and he
writes a thrice-weekly news-
paper column.

© Copyright David Brudnoy,
1980.

LibertyPress

LibertyClassics

What Should Economists Do?

By James M. Buchanan

This collection brings together Buchanan’s important essays on method, many of them
previously unpublished. Such a volume, note H. Geoffrey Brennan and Robert D.
Tollison in their preface, “provides relatively easy access to a group of significant papers
on methodology in economics, written by a man whose work has spawned a
methodological revolution in the way economists and other scholars think about
government and governmental activity.”

James M. Buchanan is University Distinguished Professor and General Director of the
Center for Study of Public Choice, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University.
As a founder of the burgeoning subdiscipline of public choice, and as a public finance
theorist and father of a modern school of public finance, Buchanan’s work has had
worldwide recognition.

Hardcover $8.00, Paperback $3.50.

We pay postage, but require prepayment, on orders from individuals. Please allow four
to six weeks for delivery. To order this book, or for a copy of our catalog, write:
LibertyPress/LibertyClassics

7440 North Shadeland, Dept. F35

Indianapolis, Indiana 46250
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LR CLANSIFIEDS

CLASSIFIED ADVERTISEMENTS are accepted at the discretion
of the publisher of The Libertarian Review. 20 cents per word
(minimum $5); six or more insertions: 10 percent discount; 12 or
more insertions: 20 percent discount. Payment must accompany
order. Address: Classified Ad Department, The Libertarian Re-
view, 1620 Montgomery Street, San Francisco, CA 94111.

LIBERTARIAN
ANNOUNCEMENTS

ASSOCIATION OF LIBER-
TARIAN FEMINISTS sample
literature 50¢. Complete set of
discussion papers and sample
newsletters $3.00. Write ALF,
41 Union Sq. W., #1428, New
York, NY 10003.

FED UP WITH FETUS-
FETISHISTS? Systematic liber-
tarian treatment of the moral
case for the right to abortion, by
Sharon Presley and Robert
Cooke. Send 50¢ and long SASE

to Association of Libertarian.

Feminists, 41 Union Sq. W.
#1428, NYC, NY 10003.

CHRISTIAN LIBERTAR-
TANS: The Galatians Fellow-
ship is in its second year and
growing steadily. For details
and free newsletter write to Lee
Schubert, 10 Harwich Rd.,
Morristown, NJ 07960.

PUT LIBERTARIAN FEUDS
IN THE BACK PAGES. Send
scathing messages, anonymous
crank notes, short diatribes, to
the libertarian personality of
your choice. LR Classifieds,
1620 Montgomery St., S.F., CA
94111.

WHY DO PARENTS HAVE
AN OBLIGATION TO CARE
FOR THEIR CHILDREN,
BORN AND UNBORN?, and
other libertarian pro-life arti-
cles. $1.00. LIBERTARIANS
FOR LIFE, 13424 Hathaway
Drive, #LR, Wheaton, MD
20906, (301) 460-4141.

BEWARE OF FALSE PROPH-
ETS but play it safe just in case.
Send a S.A.S.E. to: Brainbeau’s
Brainstorms, Box 2138,
Youngstown, Ohio 44504.

THE ASSOCIATION OF
SURFING LIBERTARIANS is
now accepting applications for
new members. Our philosophy
is based on the works of Lysan-
der Spooner, Albert J. Nock
and Brian Wilson. Background
in Austrian economics and
four-part harmony with falset-
to a must. For information,
write Box JAS, c/o LR.

WANTED: A few good
lawyers willing to defend free-
dom of gun ownership. The
Second Amendment Founda-
tion (with 250,000 members
nationally) is expanding its
“Attorney Referral Service,”
with which we match litigants
in gun cases with sympathetic
local counsel. If you’d like to be
listed in the service write: Sec-
ond Amendment Foundation,
“Attorney Referral Service,”
1601-114th. S.E., Bellevue,
Washington 98004.

BOOKS

ORGANIZED RELIGION IS
A GOVERNMENT SUBSI-
DIZED RIP-OFF! Learn the
truth about how religion picks
your moral pockets in 162
pages of searing insight into the
churches’ hypocrisy. $4.95 p.p.
Dr. Ross — Box 3405 —
Springfield, IL 62708.

THE PEOPLE’S GUIDE TO
CAMPAIGN POLITICS, by
Gary Robert Schwedes. Defini-
tive work on local campaign
techniques. Nominated in
“Washington Monthly” for
“Political Book of the Year”
award. Send $4.95 to:
Schwedes Campaign Consul-
tants, 1725 The Promenade,
#224-B, Santa Monica, Ca.
90401.

RESTORING THE AMERI-
CAN DREAM by Robert ]J.
Ringer. $8.95 pp. Make check
payable to: Libertarian Review,
1620 Montgomery St., S.F., CA
94111. :

USED AND NEW LIBER-
TARIAN/CONSERVATIVE
BOOKS. Economics, political
theory, history specialties.
Some fiction. Send inquiries to
RF, 363 3rd Ave. #3, San Fran-
cisco, CA 94118.

THE FRASER INSTITUTE,
Vancouver, B.C., publishes
timely books dealing with a
wide variety of topics from the
free market point of view
(health care; rent control; zon-
ing; profits; price controls; tax-
ation, etc.). Contributors in-
clude Friedman, Hayek,

Stigler, Buchanan, Block.
Please write for free catalogue
to Publications, Department
M, The Fraser Institute, 626
Bute Street, Vancouver, British
Columbia, Canada V6E 3M1.

WE ARE THE ONES believes
all laws should either be re-
pealed or enforced, otherwise
they disorder society. 371 pp.,
paperback. $7.50 (Mass. resi-
dents $7.88). Commonsense
Books, Dept. 6A, Box 287, Bed-
ford, MA 01730. '

NOTES FROM THE UN-
DERGROUND. Tired of the
Party line? Looking for a win-
dow on the libertarian inner
world? Send $10 for a full-size
softbound volume (103 pp.) of
iconoclastic inquiry into life,
liberty, and the pursuit of hap-
piness. Book reviews, self-criti-
cism, weird exploits, and other
essays edited by Mike Dunn.
We are off the beaten path.
Franson Publications Dept. L1,
4291 Van Dyke Place, San
Diego, CA 92116.

FREE MARKET

LIBERTARIANISM vs.
COMMUNISM — a debate
held at the Annual Gathering of
Mensa. Robert Steiner is Chair
of the International Libertarian
Organization in Mensa, a
founder of the New Jersey
Libertarian Party, and a long-
time activist in the LP. J.L.
Lunsford is a long-time activist
and an organizer for Com-
munist Party, U.S.A. Said one
attendee: ‘“Those who witnes-
sed the confrontation came
away favorably impressed with
the freedom philosophy. It was
clear that leftist ideology is in-
capable of defending itself -
against a principled case based
on individual liberty.” Two
cassettes totaling about two
hours, $9.95 plus $.75 postage
and handling. California resi-
dents add sales tax. Robert A.
Steiner, LR040, Box 659, El
Cerrito, CA 94530.

YOU CAN LEARN TO BE
WEALTHY and I can show
you how. My fee is based on the
amount your income is in-
creased. Call Michael Roberts.
(213) 368-8427.

NEED PRIVACY FOR YOUR
MAIL? Use our address as
yours. Keep your true location
secret. Details 25¢: Buffalo
Mail Drop, P.O. Box 8-R, Buf-

* falo, New York 14212.




ANTI-STATIST BUTTONS,
STICKERS, POSTERS, FLI-
ERS, AND BOOKLETS. Fuck
the State, | Am Not A National
Resource, Socialism Sucks,
Don’t Tread On Me: Or I’ll
Stomp Your Face In! and more.
Free catalogue. SLL, Box 4,
Fullerton, CA 92632.

FLATULENT? (FREQUENT-
LY) FEAR NOT! Read Benja-
min Franklin’s long-suppressed
essay of 1780 on (believe it or
not) farting. Hilarious! Frame-
able. $4. “Essay,” Box 69-L,
Carrboro, NC 27510.

“YOUR PLACE OR MINE.”
Vacation/travel service. Cut
your travel expenses by resi-
dence exchange, vacation rent-
als, house-sitting, sub-lets, etc.
U.S.A. and abroad. Details:
Nicole Bergland, 854 Bear
Creek, Costa Mesa, CA 92626.

LIBERTARIAN M/F COUPLE
SEEKS LIBERTARIAN LAND-
OWNER in need of develop-

-ment, management, or security
skills. Large Tract preferred;
open tolocation. Remuneration
negotiable. Elliott/Ness, 3435
Army Street #330, San Fran-
cisco, CA 94110.

SPECIAL GIFTS. WOW! 2 of
the ultimate guffaws for those
humorless socialist spenders.
Here’s a fun way to drive ’em up
a wall!! THE GOLDEN
SCREW and a complete set (re-
plicas) of MINIATURE U.S.
COINS say it all!! Limited time
offer. Both $9.95 by first class
mail. Gardiner’s Gifts, Otter
Rock, OR 97369.

LIVE IN THE BAHAMAS.
Whale Cay Private Island Es-
tates. Large, ocean-front home-
sites, 28 miles from Nassau. Pri-
vate air strip, guest house. Ideal
tropical retreat. Be “our guest”
by appointment No. OA-15-
25-79.S. Shannon Realty, Inc.,
Box 715, Stayner, Ontario,
Canada LOM-1SO

MEDIEVAL FARTING CON-
TEST: Elizabeth, Shakespeare,

other notables compete, with
accompanying lewd remarks.
Mark Twain’s brilliant, wick-
edly lascivious underground
masterpiece. Unbelievable; a
real rip-snorter! (Eighty page
annotated edition; privately
printed). Send $10 to “1601”,
Box 69-L, Carrboro, NC
27.510.

DISTRIBUTORS WANTED
for quality line of natural cosme-
tics, home cleaning products,
food supplements. Work own
hours, territory. Neo-Life Pro-
ducts, Box 803, Laporte, CO
80535.

QUALITY FOOD STORAGE
programs for cheap liberta-
rians! Hedge against rising food
prices; quality nutrition without
compromise. Neo-Life Pro-
ducts, Box 803, Laporte, CO
8053S.

JOHN K.

Telephone
(415) 982-8880

Attorney At Law

256 Montgomery St., Suite 201
San Francisco, Calif. 94104

COTTER

Subscribe to
The Justice Times

a dynamic sixteen page
monthly newspaper that
devotes itself to publish-
ing the truth about the
National tax revolt-a
phenomenon that is
sweeping the country,
that the controlled media
will not tell you about!
You could learn that you
may not be required tofile
an income tax return-
according to law and why
itis in the best interests of
your country not to do so.
You will also learn about
the corrupt lawyers,
courts, and judges, who
are ruining your country
and how many great
people are effectively
fighting this blight on our
society. $14.00 third class
mail, $17.00 first class for
one full year. Mail to:

The Justice Times
Box 187
Murrieta, CA 92362

1980'S :
Frecdom
o

f
Slavery?

FUTURE OF FREEDOM

A Tradition

CONFERENCE i

cypress college

near Los Angeles, CA]

TIME: Each day from 9:30 am. to 6:00 pm.

SPEAKERS: Karl Hess, Robert Anton Wilson,
John Matonis, John Pugsley, Neil Schulman,
Arthur B. Laffer, John Hospers, Carl Nicolai.
DEBATORS: Lowell Ponte vs. a Marxist, George
Smith vs. a Conservative and Samuel Konkin vs.

a Libertarian Party leader [Manuel Klausner].
Also, “A Tribute to Robert LeFevre” Banquet on April 19 [Sat., starting at 6:30
pm.] at the Holiday Inn, 7000 Beach Blvd., Buena Park [near Cypress College].

TICKETS: Students (before April 12) $10, (at door) $15; Non-Students (before April 12) $20, (at door) $25.
One day tickets: Students (before April 12) $7.50, (at door) $10; Non-Students (before April 12) $15, (at
door) $20. Tickets for banquet are $12 each, reservations must be made before 12 noon, April 17.

Student scholarships are available. Literature tables go for $30 [in adv. before April 12] $40 at door. Airport entry--either L.A. or
Orange County Airport. Near-by hotels include Buena Park Convention Center Hotel [7675 Crescent Ave., Buena Park], toll free
[800] 421-2048, and Holiday Inn [7000 beach Bivd., Buena Park], toll free [800] 238-8000. Reservations for conference or LeFevre’s
Banquet [714] 535-5798 or [714] 962-6491. Make checks payable to Future of Freedom Conference. For tax-deductible tickets,
make checks payable to Society for Libertarian Life [tax-deductible groups from Cal State Univ., Fullerton]. SPONSORS: Cypress
College Libertarian Club, Society for Libertarian Life [SLL], California Libertarian Alliance [CLA] and the Libertarian Supper Club of
Orange County. WRITE TO: Future of Freedom, P.O. Box 4, Fullerton, CA 92632.
Also sponsored by Society for Individual Liberty.

Since 1969

APRIL 19 to 20, 1980 [Sat. and Sun.]

[Theater Arts building, 9200 Valley View, Cypress,

TICKETS WILL BE HELD AT THE DOOR.
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Suppose you

were given

the opportumty to meet and
talk with the Foundmg Fathers.
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Would you!

Please send me the Seminar brochure
and application form.

NAME

ADDRESS

CITY

STATE VAl o

PHONE ( )

Send to: Summer Seminars
Cato Institute, 747 Front St.,
San Francisco, California 94111
or phone (415) 433-4316

L-------—-----J
Left to Right: Murray Rothbard, Israel Kirzner, Earl Ravenal, Roy Childs, and Leonard Liggio.

INSTITUTE
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pass it up?

Well, the Founding Fathers of the future — Murray
Rothbard, Leonard Liggio, Earl Ravenal, Israel Kirzner,
and Roy Childs —are waiting to meet and exchange ideas
with you—and these are only some of the well-known,
articulate thinkers who are being gathered together

by the Cato Institute to provide what could be the most
intellectually stimulating week of your life.

Whether you have only just discovered libertarian
thought or you want a chance to expand and integrate
your knowledge of liberty, you could be one of the lucky
people who will live and work for eight days on a beautiful
college campus with the major scholars of the coming
economic and political freedom. Twenty lectures on politics,
economics, and history are included in the package, as well
as room, board, parties, and other recreation. It all adds up
to a learning experience that’s more fun than a vacation
—for less than a vacation would cost.

The Cato Institute is sponsoring two Seminars in
Political Economy during the summer of 1980. An eastern
conference will be held at picturesque Dartmouth College
from June 28 through July 5. A western conference will be
held at Stanford University July 19-26. The entire cost for
each conference is only $295. And if you are a student, the
cost is even less: $95-will pay for everything! There are
even a few travel scholarships available.

So send in the coupon today and reserve your chance
to meet the people who could change your life.
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