











the Times Mirror Center.

Liberal 54%

19%

Conservative

Onininn Pulse

EDITED BY KARLYN BOWMAN

Question: Do you consider yourself liberal or conservative?

Response from journalists at major media outlets, 1980

THE POLITICAL VIEWS OF JOURNALISTS

Special surveys of the ideological inclinations of journalists are conducted infrequently. Below we reproduce findings
from the three major studies currently available. They show that self-identified liberals outnumber conservatives in
newsrooms. Among the general public, on the other hand, conservatives usually outnumber liberals by about two to
one. In 1995, for instance, 39 percent of the public called themselves conservatives and 19 percent liberals, according to

Question: How would you describe your views on most matters

having to do with politics?

Response from print journalists, 1985

Very liberal I 12%

Somewhat liberal
Middle-of-the-road

Somewhat conservative I 16%

Very conservative | 2%

Note: Sample = 240 journalists at major media outlets.
Source: Survey by S. Robert Lichter and Stanley Rothman for the Research Institute on
International Change at Columbia, 1979 and 1980

Note: Sample = 2,703 news and editorial staff members at 621 papers mentioned in a

national survey.

Source: Survey by the Los Angeles Times, February 23-28, 1985

Question: How would you describe your political thinking? Would you say you are...?

1995 responses by media

National media

Print
Very liberal 2%
Liberal . 25%
Moderate -

Conservative 4%

Very conservative | 2%

Broadcast

E
I 15%

o [
I 5%

0%

Local media Radio talk
show hosts
2% 3%

I 10%

45%

29%

1% I7%

39%

32%

B
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Note: Sample = 248 members of the national media (28 at the executive level, 83 at executive producer or managing editor level, and 137 at the correspondent or reporter level) and 267
members of the local media (115 at top management levels and 115 at the correspondent or reporter level). Thirty-one hosts of talk radio shows were interviewed.
Source: Survey by the Times Mirror Center for The People & The Press, March 8-30, 1995 for the press sample and September 1994 for the national public sample
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Media Criticisms

A majority of reporters accept the idea that the press is too cynical and that it doesn’t adequately cover good news. The
public agrees. Sixty percent of the public also believe the press is more adversarial than necessary, but only about a third of
the media agree. Perhaps surprisingly, when asked to evaluate the honesty and ethical standards of various professions, the
press gives public officials in Washington, CEOs of major companies, Wall Street executives, religious leaders, and military
leaders higher marks than does the public.

Question: First, some critics charge that... Overall, do you think this is a valid criticism of the news media, or not?

Percentage of
journalists and the
general public
answering yes
The press is too cynical The press is more adversarial The press inadequately covers
than necessary positive developments

National media 54% 34% 58%

Local media 53% 32% 51%

The public

Question: Generally, how would you rate the honesty and ethical standards of...? Would you give them a very high rating, a high rating,
a low rating, or a very low rating for honesty and ethical standards?

Percentage of

journalists and the

general public

answering

very high or high
Public officials in CEOs of major Top Wall Street
Washington companies executives

S B

Religious leaders Military leaders

Local media

The public 55% 63%

Source: Survey by the Times Mirror Center for The People & The Press, March 8-30, 1995 for the press sample and March 22-26, 1995 for the public sample.
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HILLARY RODHAM GLINTON

Over the last three years, the number of people having an unfavorable impression of the First Lady has doubled. Mrs.
Clinton’s ratings have generally paralleled those of President Clinton. In recent weeks, however, her favorable numbers
have dropped sharply while his have not. A majority also say that her influence on the Clinton administration has been
generally negative, a change from polls in 1994. The number saying that she is less ethical than most politicians has

jumped, too.

Question: Please tell me whether you have generally favorable or generally unfavorable impressions of Bill Clinton/Hillary Clinton
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Source: Survey by Yankelovich Partners for Time and CNN, latest that of January 10-11, 1996.

Question: From what you know, do you think...? Question: Do you think...?

Hillary Rodham Clinton is more ethical than most politicians Hillary Cilnton’s influence Generally

has been generally positive negative
March 1994 50% on the Clinton administration
65% March 1994
January 1996 39%
52% September 1994
Less ethical
January 1996 54%

March 1994

January 1996 37%

Source: Survey by Yankelovich Partners for Time and CNN, latest that of
January 10-11, 1996
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Source: Survey by the Gallup Organization for CNN and USA TODAY, latest that of
January 12-15, 1996




WOMEN AND WORK

In seven surveys over the past 25 years, Virginia Slims has probed women’s attitudes on a wide variety of personal and
political issues. In 1980, the largest number of employed women told the pollsters they were working to bring in some
extra money. Today, the largest number of women say that they are working to help support their families, something
only 19 percent said in 1980. When asked what they would do if they were free to stay home or work, however, women
split. Forty-seven percent say they would prefer to stay home, and 46 percent report they would prefer to have a job.

Question: Are you working primarily to support yourself, to support your family, to bring in some extra money, or for something
interesting to do?

Responses of employed women

Working primarily...

-
.w
[+
(=]

To support 19% 31% 43%
your family

To support - 27% 24%

yourself

To bring in some - 43% 32%

extra money

For something . 14% l
interesting to do

Question: Now, if you were free to do either, would you prefer to have a job outside the home, or would you prefer to stay home and take
care of a house and family?

Women'’s responses
. Prefer to stay home

60% . Prefer to have job

1974
- 5% Responses of different groups of women in 1994
Prefer to Prefer to
stay home have a job
Single 28% 63%
51% 51% Married 53 41
1980 1990 White 48 45
Black 40 53
46% 42%
Employed full-time 34 60
Employed part-time 41 50
Not employed 60 30
45% 47% Employed with children 43 51
Not employed with children 61 33
1994

1985

51% 46%

Source: Survey by Roper Starch Worldwide for Virginia Slims, latest that of November 7 through December 20, 1994.
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Special Correspondence:

Glenn Loury Replies to Karl Zinsmeister

Karl Zinsmeister’s January/February BIRD'S
EYE column critiqued Glenn Lourys recent
arguments on race in America. Below, we

provide Loury with the last word.

y short essay in the last issue of 7he
American Enterprise, “What's

. Wrong with the Right,” criticized the way

. some conservative intellectuals have come

to discuss the race question. In effect, I
accused people like Dinesh D’Souza,
David Frum, and Charles Murray of be-
ing racial essentialists. I argued that these
and other conservatives have made more

. than is warranted of the differences so

readily observable between blacks and

. other groups of Americans—differences,

for example, in the extent of various so-

© cial pathologies, or in the average eco-

nomic and academic success. I did not
deny the existence of such racial differ-

: ences, nor did I minimize the impor-

tance of the behavioral problems that af-
flict inner-city communities and hinder
the security and prosperity of their poor
black residents.

I did urge, however, that despite these
important racial differences in behavior,

© conservatives who aspire to lead America

into a new century should reject the
temptation to view black Americans as
persons apart from, and a threat to, our

- civilization. Conservatives should strive

instead to see blacks as inseparably inter-

© woven constituents of the larger social

fabric—that is, as persons enmeshed in a

: common social and political milieu, not

fundamentally different from other Amer-
icans. I grounded my argument in both
political and moral considerations.

As a black American and a conserva-
tive, | take no pleasure in making this ar-

- gument. I am not one who “plays the race
- card” comfortably. But events of the last

two years have brought me to the sincere
belief that such criticism is appropriate

THE AMERICAN ENTERPRISE

and necessary. Apparently, my little bit of
apostasy has caused discomfort in some
conservative quarters. The question has
arisen: “Whose side is he on?” In my ex-
perience, the adherents of ascendant po-
litical movements do not take criticism
well, particularly when that criticism rein-
forces the themes of their political ene-
mies. Unfortunately, to criticize conserva-
tives on the race question is unavoidably
to reinforce the increasingly desperate ef-
forts of liberals to sustain their political
influence. Though this is not my intent, it
is a price I am willing to pay if I can suc-
ceed in encouraging conservative intellec-
tuals to reflect on the way they are fram-
ing America’s discourse on racial issues.
Far from breaking ranks, I believe I am
doing “the movement” a service by urging
such reflection.

Karl Zinsmeister, the editor of this
magazine, concurrently published a vigor-
ous rebuttal of my essay (“Painful but
Productive: Toward Honesty on Race”).
As far as I can tell, he does not see any
problem with the way conservatives are
dealing with race questions. Despite his
polite suggestion that he agrees with the
majority of what I wrote, my impression
is that our differences are rather funda-
mental. I welcome this opportunity to re-
spond, briefly, to Karls rebuttal. There are
two fundamental questions at issue: is my
concern about the substance and tone of
some recent conservative writing on the
race question justified? And, is my vision
of a transracial political sensibility—that
is, my urging that conservatives adhere to
the color-blind ideal—a coherent and
practical vision? As I understand him,
Karl’s answer to both of these questions is
a resounding, “No.”

Of course, I cannot properly defend
here my broad characterization of 7he
End of Racism (by Dinesh D’Souza), and
The Bell Curve (by Charles Murray) as, at

least in part, works of racial essentialism.

(I have published more extended reviews
of these works elsewhere.) I will note,
though, that D’Souza says black social
pathology represents a revival of bar-
barism in the middle of Western civiliza-
tion, and he questions whether minority
groups are entitled to a presumption of
moral equality with whites. And Murray
has argued that black intellectual inferior-
ity, while a fact, is really no big deal, since
cognitive ability is not the only currency
for measuring human worth. He has pub-
licly expressed his conservative multicul-
turalist’s vision of the American people di-
vided into “clans”—various ethnic or
racial groups that impute superiority to
themselves by virtue of their possessing
some desirable trait to a greater degree
than the other “clans.” Black Americans
may not be very smart, on the average,
but they are great athletes and can take
pride in that, Murray suggests. The quo-
tation from David Frum in my original
essay only stated what was a widely ex-
pressed view among conservative critics of
Jack Kemp—that the former Secretary of
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development had “gone native,” because
Kemp believed that even poor blacks in
public housing projects would respond
with effort on their own behalf if given
the right opportunity.

Perhaps D’Souza really is, as Zinsmeis-
ter asserts, the Pat Moynihan of our
day—fearlessly shouting unpleasant
truths about black culture from the bell
tower, in a desperate effort to help blacks
by bringing some realism and candor to
the public discussion of social problems.
Alternatively, perhaps he is an opportunis-
tic polemicist prepared to demonize an
ethnic group with sensational language
and grossly generalized characterizations
so as to sell books and further his career.
Unfortunately, Zinsmeister chooses not to
defend The End of Racism or The Bell

Curve directly; he simply rejects my con-




cerns about their authors” motives.

In fact, neither he nor I can know any-
thing about these writers’ motives. But
what of the effects of their writings? Do
they encourage ugly, racist sentiments in
the population at large? Zinsmeister does
not say. He never addresses my implicit
claim that these works, in effect if not in
author’s intent, have needlessly con-
tributed to the public denigration of
black people. Instead, he reports that
Charles Murray was once a Peace Corps
- volunteer; it must then follow that Mur-
ray “cares” as deeply about the plight of
the inner-city poor as any of us. Pardon
me if I have my doubts about this. Zins-
meister hears no evil and sees no evil; he
finds no contempt, no disdain, no rage,
and no self-righteous hypocrisy de-
tectable in the harsh judgments that these
and other conservative writers have
handed down of late about the moral, in-
tellectual, and civic worth of black Amer-
icans. Again, excuse me if I harbor a dif-
ferent perception.

Zinsmeister even engages in some de-
monization of his own. He writes of this
“depraved, disloyal, responsibility-free
- underclass culture” from which “decent
- citizens of all races” have fled in the in-
terest of self-preservation. (Disloyal?) Of
course these “decent citizens” care about
the plight of the underclass, he contin-
ues. How dare anyone suggest otherwise?
It is just that no external solutions exist
for the problems; these maladies are self-
- imposed cultural artifacts: “The trou-

- bling reality in our ghettos these days is

. that the hellish torments are being in-

- flicted by their own residents. If only

- some identifiable outside force were cre-
- ating the siege conditions, nearly any

© American would gladly swing a battle axe
- against such an enemy. But the harder,

© more tragic reality is that inner-city

- Americans are being brutalized by their

- own neighbors, their own reproductive

- partners, their own teenagers, their own
mothers even. And, ultimately, by them-
selves. Who is forcing the crack pipe be-
tween those many lips?”

Zinsmeister, in these mind-numbing
- sentences, clearly illustrates my view of
“what’s wrong on the Right.” His “us-
them” racial dichotomy is so instinctual,

- and is embraced so unreflectively, that he

seems oblivious to it. Let me offer a hy-
pothetical argument analogous to Zins-
meister’s so that the reader may consider
whether such a line of argumentation is
compelling: “AIDS victims have brought
their suffering on themselves; they are
victimized by their own lovers, their own
mothers even. Who prevents gay men
from wearing condoms? Their insistence
on engaging in unprotected anal sex en-
dangers the rest of us.” Exactly what
moral relevance would this observation
have when considering whether we
should provide assistance to fellow citi-
zens who are stricken with AIDS, or on the
question of whether we should forego
placing them in quarantine? Similarly,
would it be valid to dismiss concern
about an epidemic of teen suicide with
the observation: “If only we could push a
button and make it stop, but they’re do-
ing it to themselves? Of course we care,
but what can we do?”

Obviously, our connection to the AIDS
victim, or the teen at risk of suicide, is not
contingent on any showing that the per-
son in need is “like us.” We presume that,
in every way that is morally relevant,
“they” and “we” are essentially the same.
And we help them, to the extent that we
are able and deem prudent, because that is
what truly “decent” people must do. Why
should not the same presumption obtain
with respect to inner-city residents. (Will
Zinsmeister entertain the possibility that
the easy evocation of phrases like “the dis-
loyal underclass,” “ghetto pathology,” and
“black cultural deviance” makes it easier
to forget that the people languishing in
these hell holes are not “them,” but “us”?)

In what morally relevant way is the
16-year-old black victim of a drive-by
shooting “closer” to his black assailant
than he is to a law-abiding white resident
of a safe and prosperous section of his
city? How are our obligations to protect
innocent newborns in any way mitigated
by the fact that it is a crack-addicted
mother who threatens the child’s life?
(Pro-life advocates surely can see the
point.) But Zinsmeister has already de-
cided that “those people” in the inner-
cities are not “us,” and he wonders what
“we” can do to help “them” if they are so
bent on destroying themselves. Yet this
differentiation between®us” and

“them”™—based partly on race, partly on
social class, and partly on an ill-specified
cultural distinction (what, exactly, is “un-
derclass culture” and where does it di-
verge from “American culture”?)—is
morally superficial in the extreme. Why
should not a black conservative, upon
hearing such argumentation, recoil in the
horrifying recognition that his fellow
“hard-nosed realist conservatives” are
viewing the social landscape through a
racially distorted lens?

So, I stand by my assertion that there is
a problem with the way many conservative
intellectuals view racial problems; that
there is more than a hint of racial essential-
ism on the Right; and that it would be
healthy for “the movement” to engage in
some constructive self-criticism on this
issue. But what of my insistence that a
“color-blind” view is an appropriate and
necessary principle to guide American
public affairs. Zinsmeister agrees with
this view for governments—affirmative
action is problematic, racially gerryman-
dered voting districts must go. But he
says that color-blind thinking is “fruitless
idealism” when applied beyond the
sphere of state action. He rejects my
claim that behavioral pathology is at bot-
tom a “problem of sin not of skin.” If so,
he asks, then why are so many blacks
“sinning” so vigorously? In his brave new
world of racial candor, Zinsmeister even
feels entitled to compare the extent to
which various ethnic groups have fallen
short of the glory of God.

Astonishingly, his argument here con-
sists of nothing more than a litany of
black-on-white violations, ranging from
his own unfortunate experiences to the
outrages of O.]. Simpson, the idiocies of
black Cornell University law students,
and the predations of Los Angeles street
rioters. How, he asks, can a white be ex-
pected to be “color-blind” when one’s
prospects of survival in any city in the
land depend upon one paying careful at-
tention to the color of the teenagers ap-
proaching on a dark street? Moreover,
Zinsmeister informs us that he personally
has often tried to be “color-blind” toward
blacks, only to be met with rejection by
people who refused his offers of friend-
ship, or did him worse offenses, purely be-
cause of the color of his skin.
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I shall resist the temptation to respond
in kind, with an equally long list of per-

- sonal and public events that illustrate how
- some whites are unremittingly hostile to

- blacks. However tempting it may be, such
- tit-for-tat is beside the point. What, I

- wonder, is Zinsmeister’s exhibition of self-

righteous anger supposed to prove—that

- at this late date in America it is fruitless

- and idealistic to preach the moral impera-
- tive of racial transcendence? To the con-

- trary, the greater the problems of racial

- prejudice and bigotry, the more important
- it is to uphold the truth that we Ameri-

- cans should judge each other by the con-

- tent of our respective characters, and not

- by the color of our skin. The more popu-
- lar become the racial demagogues—black
- or white—the more essential it is for de-

- cent people to hew to our universalist

- principles. If we start looking for excuses

© to give up on the idea of a racially unified
© America, where common national inter-

- ests and shared loyalties trump our racial

- differences, then we shall find them triv-
 ially easy to produce.

Martin Luther King, Jr., led a move-

* ment of non-violent social change in the
- South among blacks who had plenty of
- reason to give up on the idea that whites
- would ever treat them with the decency
- and respect that, as fellow human beings

entitled to full civil equality, they de-

- served. He taught that we should resist

- the temptation to hate our oppressor,

- even when our indignation was fully jus-
- tified. He urged upon blacks—who were
. beaten, hosed, murdered, and set upon

* by dogs for no reason other than their de-
© termination to demand their God-given

rights—that they should “turn the other

- cheek.” He argued that it is easiest to be a
- Christian when all is going well, when

© one is comfortable, secure, and well fed,

- when one has no enemies and suffers no

. injustice, but that it is most important to
- exercise one’s Christian discipleship

- when, because of unjust tribulation, the

- temptations to hatred and despair lie at

© every turn.

This is good advice for Zinsmeister, as

- well. If he truly believes that color-blindness
- is the right principle, then the time to ad-
- here most steadfastly to it is now, when so
- many around us are abandoning its prac-

. tice. If relatively rich and secure Ameri-

cans like Glenn Loury and Karl Zinsmeis-
ter lapse into cant and self-pity in the face
of today’s racial outrages, what can we ex-
pect of those, black and white, who live so
much closer to the social margin? Would
not the supporters of David Duke or
Louis Farrakhan be delighted to learn that
black and white conservative policy elites
are now fighting for the moral high
ground of the racial victim?

I know that serious problems impede
the realization of the color-blind ideal in
American social life. But we must con-
tinue to seek it. I am fully aware of the
greater extent of social pathology among
blacks than whites or Asian Americans. (I
have been writing candidly about “the en-
emy within” black society for many years
now.) But we need not demonize a race of
people, even as we give candid acknowl-
edgement to these facts. (Moynihan
never did this; D’Souza feels no such con-
straint.) I do not need to be reminded of
the ground gained in many black
precincts by the racist demagogues and
preachers of hate. (I speak against them
almost daily, and have had my life threat-
ened as a result.) But the fact that these
black racists hold more sway among the
masses today is no reason to give encour-
agement to white racists, or to abandon
the ideal of a non-racial American society.
I am as conscious as anyone of the diffi-
cult problems posed by social decay in
the inner-city. But I defy anyone to
demonstrate that race per se is either the
cause or the cure for these problems.
(Charles Murray never used to think so.)
No quick fixes for these problems will
come from policy wonks, whether of the
Left or the Right.

I have written that progress in the face
of this great human tragedy will occur, if
at all, only slowly as, one by one, individ-
uals have their lives transformed from the
inside out. But this intractability is no rea-
son to consign the residents of ghetto
America to some nether world. It does not
justify the moral disengagement which I
insist, Zinsmeister’s denials to the con-
trary notwithstanding, is a key feature of
the politics of our time. Why shouldn’t
the parentless children of these districts be
adopted by Americans of all races in
greater numbers? Why don’t the min-
istries of suburban churches with wealthy

congregations direct their missionary zeal
toward these stricken communities to a
greater extent than they now do? Why
can’t more single mothers struggling to
raise their children decently get out of
these awful neighborhoods and find hous-
ing which they can afford in safer, more
stable, more integrated communities?
And, most provocatively, why shouldn’t
our state and federal governments con-
tinue to seek ways, consistent with our
principles, to provide public support for
the uplift of these stricken communities?
If conservatism can countenance the help-
ing of farmers, the elderly, and the indi-
gent in need of medical care, why should
the very idea of endeavoring to help those
trapped in these ghettos, through govern-
ment programs funded with taxpayers’
dollars, be so offensive to the conservative
mind? It is neither fruitless nor hopelessly
idealistic to urge, in the great tradition

of American decency and fairness, that
this be done.

Again, I caution conservatives against
the sins of arrogance and self-righteousness.
Having listened for so many years to lib-
eral counter-arguments that began, “You
don't really care about the poor,” I fear
that some conservatives have lost the abil-
ity to look self-critically at their own
ranks, and to see callous indifference and
racial insensitivity when these maladies
rear their ugly heads. I have great respect
for the contributions of many conserva-
tive social scientists mentioned in Zins-
meister’s rebuttal; they are, some of them,
my friends of many years. I consider my-
self to be “one of them.” But I did not
check my conscience at the door of the
party. As long as “the movement” will
have me, I intend to so advocate, both be-
cause it is the “right” thing to do, and be-
cause such advocacy is essential to my
own sense of self-respect as a black, Chris-
tian American of conservative philosophi-
cal commitments.

Glenn Loury
Boston University 5
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Having read with pleasure Florence King’s
prose puncture of John Kenneth Gal-
braith’s reputation (Jan./Feb.), I thought
© that some attention should be paid to his
. maltributions to mainstream Sovietology.
. Professors like Galbraith fostered idiotic
- fictions about the Soviet Union almost to
- the bitter end, with the aim of salvaging so-
: cialism from deserved opprobrium.
: In 1984, Galbraith wrote in the New
Yorker that the Soviet economy was mak-
© ing “great material progress.” His evidence:
- “One sees it in the appearance of solid
well-being of the people on the streets, the
. close-to-murderous traffic, the incredible
. exfoliation of apartment houses.” And
- what was the secret of such achievements?
- Said Galbraith: “Partly, the Russian system
- succeeds because, in contrast with the
. modern Western industrial economies, it
makes full use of its manpower.”
Arnold Beichman
Hoover Institution, Stanford

. T am certain I learned desuetude from read-
-~ ing William E Buckley. It is possible that
- he taught me ineluctable, too. Florence
- King seems to object to Galbraith's use of
such words. (AUTHOR, AUTHORY, Jan./Feb.)
© Galbraith’s most recent book is not, as she
- says, The Culture of Contentment (1992),
but A Journey Through Economic Time
 (1994), unless there’s a later one I don't
know about.
Buckley, Galbraith, and I remember a
© time when the word principled went with
: conservative. When did sno#zy become the
. operative adjective?
. Thomas E. Blackburn
Haverbill, Florida

I found Michael Weiss and Karl Zinsmeis-

> <«

. ter's “When Race Trumps in Court,”
(Jan./Feb.) both poignant and disturbing.

As an Australian who greatly ad-
mires the American system of gov-
ernment, it disappoints me to hear of such
obvious failings in its judicial branch. The
concept of black jurists refusing to convict
black criminals, not on any objective
grounds but rather due to racial bias, is
morally abhorrent. Those black jurists re-
sponsible for such decisions, and those
members of the black community who be-
lieve such verdicts somehow counter past
and present injustices against their race,
will find that such dishonest attempts at
achieving equality will only threaten ad-
vances in race relations, and possibly
widen the gulf between blacks and whites.
Dean Bertram
Sydney, Australia

Bruce Bartlett’s “How Poor are the Poor”
(Jan./Feb.) draws some completely false
conclusions. I presume that the U.S.
Bureau of the Census was only surveying
poor Americans who actually have roofs
over their heads. Homeless people
wouldn’t have any of the items on the list.
The survey also takes no account of cul-
tural differences whatsoever. Microwaves,
dishwashers, and clothes dryers are

not very popular with Europeans, who
prefer to air their laundry and find that
microwaves cook tasteless food.

If America’s poor are better off than the
average person living in Western Europe,
where is the East New York of Zurich? Or
the South Bronx of Stockholm? Bartlett
might find some of that in Tory Britain,
still reeling from 15 years of Thatcherism,
or in Italy or Spain. But take a nice trip to
Western Europe and then visit places
where America’s poor people live. Your

eyes might be opened a bit.
Anthony Skaggs

New York

seems
too good to be
true—to find a magazine
with so many voices, so much optimism,
and so much honesty. As a “religious conser-
vative” I've pretty much come to terms with
being a social outcast, but it was nice to read
your special issue (Nov./Dec.). It gave me
some encouragement that, yes, there is some
intellect behind the concern over the ram-
pant nihilism and shallowness today.
Bob Sale
San Diego

I write in response to the faulty description
of the Modern Language Association of
America (scan, Jan./Feb.) The MLA’s vision
is a century old and includes all living lan-
guages, modern literature in all historical
periods, a variety of theories and methods,
and—as time passes—a growing number
of authors and literary works. Individual
MLA members pursue literary study in di-
verse ways, and the MLA welcomes both
traditional and new approaches.

Phyllis Franklin,

Executive Director, MLA

[Editor’s note: For a different perspective,
see page 15.]

I found Karl Zinsmeister’s “Pay Day, May
Day,” (Sept./Oct.) extremely helpful in
forming a clear picture of what actually

happened to wages and their buying
power for individuals and families over :
the past twenty-five years. Its conclusions

point out the uphill battle families with
several children and one parent at home
now face. I encourage you to run a follow-

up article on the growth of government’s
tax burden over the past twenty-five years.

Such research would be very useful to pol-
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~ icymakers who are increasingly aware that
- the well-being of the family is essential to
-~ the well-being of society as a whole.

Tom Prichard
The Minnesota Family Council

- Though Martin Wooster appreciates

- some of the personal strengths of Russell

- Kirk and points them out in his review of
- The Sword of Imagination (Jan./Feb.), he

- also makes several questionable state-

- ments about this “flawed giant of Ameri-
© can conservatism.”

Contrary to Wooster’s assertion, Kirk

- treated his adversaries with generosity.

- He avoided bringing up old quarrels with

- Frank Meyer and Willmore Kendall. And

* he refrained from criticizing the neoconserv-
© atives who had unfairly attacked him as an

- anti-Semite and whose vilifications had af-

- fected him and his family financially. This

* man, for whom I worked as an assistant for

many years, did not bear grudges. Not men-
tioned by Wooster were Kirks differences
with paleoconservatives—Kirk was not a

. predictable champion of the paleoconserva-
- tives, and distanced himself as much from
. them as from other political activists.

W, Wesley McDonald
Elizabethtown College

. Wooster remarks that Kirk, like his he-

roes, Henry Adams and Albert Jay Nock,

- wrote his memoirs in the third person.

Nock did not write his memoirs in the

third person. And while Kirk had re-

- spect for Nock’s writings, his ardor

- cooled over the years so it is unlikely

- that Kirk would install Nock in his pan-
. theon of heroes.

Robert M. Thornton
Fort Mitchell, Kentucky

Wooster seems shocked to find that Kirk’s

- life was dedicated more to friends than fi-
- nancial pages or the political functionaries
- of his day. But this says more about

. Wooster than Kirk. Readers of 7he Sword
- of Imagination won’t find the ruminations
- of a policy wonk or a stock market junkie.
. He was larger than that.

Morgan N. Knull
The Wabash Commentary

¢ It’s not true that “Kirk never understood
- or appreciated capitalism.” His economics
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textbook, Economics: Work and Prosperity
manifests emphatic appreciation for the
free economy. He praised “the good that
competition does,” held that “the market
tends to find its own remedies for monop-
oly,” and lauded the market’s colossal pro-
ductive achievement.
John Attarian
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Martin Morse Wooster replies:
10 understand the problems of our time, con-
servatives need to master four disciplines—

philosophy, history, economics, and sociology.

Russell Kirk was very well read in philosophy
and history, but knew little of economics and
less of the social sciences. Kirk wrote an intro-
duction to economics—Ilate in his career,
and from an obscure publisher. But for most
of his professional life, Kirk at best gave one
half-hearted cheer for the free market.

As for Kirk’s feuds, McDonald correctly
observes that, with the notable exception of
the 1964 Goldwater campaign, Kirk did
not use his autobiography to settle scores
with his antagonists. But Kirk certainly let
his readers know who his enemies were. Kirk
repeatedly denounced libertarians, for ex-
ample, a habit that, if students I saw at
Piety Hill were typical, he encouraged his
disciples to adopt. Had Kirk transcended his

. prejudices, he might have discovered that a
. great many libertarians are as interested in

Kirk as they are in Mises or Hayek.

Knull should know that I find Kirks choice
of friends admirable, not shocking. And
Thornton is right; Nocks Memoirs of a Super-
fluous Man was written in the first person.

As your editor wrote in BIRD’S EYE
(Nov./Dec.) the anti-religious minority
seems to be at a fever pitch in America. As
an American diplomat who has lived in two
secular countries—Austria and Turkey—1I
can tell you a country without spirituality is
a land without hope. Turkey is now in the
process of rediscovering religion.

I applaud your efforts. Your editor will be
our generation’s William Buckley. If possi-
ble, I hope you will do an edition devoted to
foreign policy and national security issues.

Hal V. Lackey III

American Embassy Ankara

Robert Fogel’s assertion (Nov./Dec) that
Islam is the “largest non-Christian religion

in America, representing about 4 percent
of the population” is highly questionable.
Recent surveys have indicated American

followers of Islam to be closer to 1 percent.

James Dobson draws a parallel be-

tween U.S. abortion policy and the Nazi
holocaust. But abortion was illegal in Nazi
Germany. Surely anti-abortion arguments
can be made without comparing the op-
position to mass murders, especially when
the comparison is flawed.
John George
University of Central Oklahoma

Let me express my great appreciation for
the Nov./Dec. edition. I will be participat-
ing in a conference on the press and reli-
gion for the National Press Foundation
and plan to cite material from this issue
and recommend it to all present. Thank
you for a fair look at our community.
What a refreshing viewpoint! :
Robert P Dugan, Jr.
National Association of Evangelicals

President Lee Teng-hui has perused the ar-
ticle entitled “The War on Taiwan,” and
other in-depth analyses contained in the
November/December 1995 issue, and
would like to congratulate you on the suc-
cess of your magazine. Thank you for your
sympathy with the cause of our country.
Frederic P N. Chang
Office of the President of the Republic of China

I am one of those “cold, self-interested :
right-winger(s)” Karl Zinsmeister refers to
in BIRD’s EYE (Nov./Dec.). I'll ask him to
check his premises. We want the Govern-
ment to “leave us alone” and we are self-
interested precisely because we care deeply
about the smallest of all minority groups,
the individual. Taking a “hands off” ap-
proach and letting the human spirit soar
is the best thing that should be done.
Since our race problem “can only be won
on the battlefield of each black person’s
soul,” let the government leave them
alone so that they may begin the fight. :
Mark Henderson
Lakewood, CO

CORRECTION: In our Nov./Dec. issue, the
final sentence in the extract from Washington's  :
Farewell Address (page 80) is an error. That
sentence does not appear in the speech.




Our dedication to performance
doesn’t stop on the highway.

Way back in 1940,
Texaco sponsored the first
live Saturday afternoon radio broadcast
of the Metropolitan Opera.
Since then, we have come back
for encore after encore.

In fact, over the years, our love for the arts
has prompted us to support a wide range
of orchestras, ballet companies, theater

groups and cultural institutions
around the country.

At Texaco, we're dedicated to bringing you

the finest performance,
no matter what seat you're in.
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A It’s the next revolution
The people who introduced in cellular technology.

The world’s first wearable cellular
telephone. It’s the lightest, smallest
cellular phone, weighing as little as
3.1 ounces and just 3.7 inches long.
The StarTAC wearable phone can
be folded in half and slipped neatly
into a shirt pocket. Plus, like every
other Motorola cellular phone, it’s
engineered to endure those bumps
and bounces. The StarTAC wearable
cellular phone. A new product

category. From Motorola, of course.

hand-held wireless
communication,

and portable cellular
communication,

and personal cellular
communication,

Introducing the StarTAC™
wearable cellular phone.
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