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Weicher examined two surveys con-

. ducted by the Federal Reserve Board in

- 1983 and 1989 on Americans’ personal

. wealth—the assets people own minus the

. debts they owe. Measured in constant 1995

~ dollars, the wealth of all the households in

the U.S. rose from $16 trillion in 1983 to
$21 trillion in 1989. By contrast, in 1962
(the only comparable survey) American

. household wealth was $6 trillion.

The richest 1 percent of Americans,

- with personal assets in the $2 million-plus
. range, owned between 32 and 36 percent
. of America’s wealth in 1983, and between
- 35 and 37 percent of the wealth in 1989.

- But these rich people are not scions of

. great fortunes. Most were entrepreneurs

. who built their assets themselves. Over

- half of rich people’s assets either came

- from the net worth of enterprises they

- owned or from real estate they held for in-
- vestment. By contrast, the percentage of

- wealth that rich people owned in stocks,

- bonds, or trusts fell by 12 percent be-

- tween 1983 and 1989.

Moreover, the people who were rich in

1983 were not necessarily rich in 1989. In
- 1983, the average rich person was a self-

employed professional, such as a doctor,
architect, or lawyer. But by 1989, the typ-

- ical rich person made his wealth in insur-
: ance or real estate. “There was apparently

a great deal of mobility at the top, even

- over just a few years,” Weicher writes.

Other classes also benefited during

- the 1980s. About 30 percent of Ameri-

- can household wealth is in homes, and

. during the 1980s, many middle-class

- Americans saw the value of their homes

- rise, both because of general housing in-
. creases and because they paid off their

- mortgages. In addition, stock ownership
- became more diffuse, enabling middle-

class Americans to benefit from eco-
nomic growth.
Since the 1920s the richest 1 percent

- of Americans has owned about 30 percent
- of the wealth in the U.S. on average. But

the fact that the constantly changing rich
don’t see their share of wealth rise perma-
nently to 40 or 50 percent suggests that
hard work and persistence can enable
poor people to become wealthier. “Over-

- all, as a society,” Weicher concludes, “we
. have been getting richer, rich and poor
- alike, more or less evenly.”
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John Fonte, The Tragedy of Civil

for Equal Opportunity, 815

‘ x That should the goal of affirmative
: action be? Should the government

provide equal opportunities for minorities

Oops, There’s a Quota in My Soup

Rights: How Equal Opportunity
Became Equal Results. Center

15th Street N.W. #928,
Washington, D.C. 20005.

or mandate equal results? Fonte of AEI
suggests that the Civil Rights Act of 1964
might provide some insight into these
questions. A return to the goals of that
bill, he argues, would provide an “alterna-
tive to the racial-spoils system of propor-
tional representation that has risen up
since its passage.”

Supporters of the Civil Rights Act of
1964—a coalition of northern Democrats
and Republicans, many of them conserva-
tive—insisted that the bill would not lead
to quotas. Senator Hubert Humphrey, for
example, said that he would start eating
the pages of Title VII of the bill if oppo-
nents could find any reference to govern-
ment-mandated quotas. In addition, sup-
porters of the bill attached paragraph
703(j) to the bill, stating that nothing in
the legislation would require employers to
hire workers based on the racial or sexual
proportions of “any community, state,
section, or other area.” Forty members of
Congress, including such well-known lib-
erals as Humphrey, George McGovern,
Edmund Muskie, Emmanuel Celler, and

John Lindsay, signed a statement oppos-

ing quotas. In addition, Fonte notes, “not
a single member of Congress supported
statistical balance, numerical require-
ments, or employment quotas” imposed
by government, though two senators said
they would not object if employers volun-
tarily imposed quotas.

Through such decisions as Griggsv.
Duke Power Company (1971), the
Supreme Court allowed the creation of
quotas and mandates that now ensures,
for example, that the federal government
views daughters of Fortune 500 CEOs as
more disadvantaged than sons of poor
families. Will lawmakers return to the vi-
sion of 30 years ago and simply work to

end discrimination? Or will they continue
the present regime of “proportionalism
and discriminatory group preferences by
undemocratic means”?

Don’t Erase Personal History

T. Markus Funk, ‘A Mere Youthful
Indiscretion? Re-examining the Policy of
Expunging Juvenile Delinquency Records,”
in University of Michigan Journal of Law
Reform (Summer 1996), University of
Michigan Law School, 801 Monroe, Ann
Arbor, Michigan 48109.

When a juvenile offender turns 18, his
criminal record is usually deleted :
from official files. No one—employers, pro-
bation officers, and even judges—knows
about his past offenses. Bur as teenage crimi-
nals grow ever more lawless, Funk, a clerk to
a district court judge, thinks expungementa
bad idea. “It is questionable whether acts of
violence or repeated nonviolent offenses,”
he writes, “should be eliminated from one’s
criminal history.”

The idea of expunging teenage crimi-
nal records arose from a 1960’s notion :
called “labeling theory.” Prominent crimi-
nologists of the era argued that if a first
offender were permanently “labeled” as a
juvenile delinquent, he might prove he
justified the label by committing more
crimes. They convinced legislatures and
Congress that sealing juvenile criminal
records would give troubled teens a sec-
ond chance to avoid wrongdoing.

Expunging records, Funk argues,
might be a good idea if a teen committed
a single nonviolent bad deed. But the Jus-
tice Department reports that teenage
criminals are growing increasingly violent
every year. Between 1983 and 1992, the
juvenile arrest rate for aggravated assault
doubled, while the number of juveniles
arrested for murder and for illegal




- weapon use more than doubled. The Jus-
- tice Department estimates that kids be-

- tween 12 and 18 commit 28 percent of

. the robberies, rapes, aggravated assaults,
. and thefts in the U.S. The department

- also predicts that by 2010 the number of
. teens arrested for violent crimes will

. double, while the teenage murder arrest

. rate will rise by 45 percent. Why, Funk

- asks, should a teenager who has become

. a habitual violent criminal by 18 deserve
: to have his criminal record expunged?

. Expunging their teenage records gives
. career criminals substantial advantages.

- Police treat them more leniently. Judges

. are likely to give them lighter sentences,

. thinking them first- or second-time of-

. fenders instead of hardened criminals.

- Employers are more likely to hire

. them—and more likely to suffer the eco-
- nomic consequences when these law-

. breakers rob, rape, and steal on the job.

: Funk suggests two reforms to replace

© expungement: First, nonviolent juvenile

- offenders should pay restitution to their

- victims instead of going to juvenile deten-

. tion centers. Second, expungement should
: be limited to juvenile offenders who com-

- mit less than three nonviolent crimes, un-

. less the teenager remains crime-free for five
. years. Habitual criminals should have their
- records sealed rather than erased. Judges,

. police, and employers who require security
- clearances for jobs should have access to

© teenage arrest records.

. The Bomb in Public Housing

. James R. Barth and Robert E. Litan,

. “Uncle Sam in the Housing Market:

. The Section 8 Rental Subsidy Disaster,”
. in The Brookings Review (Fall 1996),
- 1775 Massachusetts Avenue N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

he Department of Housing and Ur-

: ban Development (HUD) has been a

¢ prime target for budget cutters. But elimi-
© nating HUD programs won't necessarily

We welcome submissions of reports,
articles, or papers you think should be
summarized in THE DIGEST. Please
send to PO. Box 8093, Silver Spring,
Maryland 20907.

save taxpayers money. Auburn University
finance professor Barth and Brookings fel-
low Litan point to HUD’s Section 8 pro-
gram as an example of a failed govern-
ment effort that could cost taxpayers bil-
lions if not terminated properly.

Begun in 1974, Section 8 provided
developers with government-guaranteed
20-year mortgages to build public hous-
ing. Under the program, residents pay 30
percent of their rent and the government
pays the rest. The Federal Housing Ad-
ministration (FHA) pays creditors if a de-
veloper defaults on the mortgage.

Since the government pays whatever
rent a developer charges, almost half of
Section 8 apartments charge rents sig-
nificantly higher than comparable un-
subsidized apartments. In Casper,
Wyoming, for example, Section 8 apart-
ments rent for $880 a month, compared
to the average two-bedroom apartment
rental of $425. But Section 8 recipients
are cut off from their benefits if they
leave a subsidized building for an un-
subsidized one, ensuring that “the sys-
tem creates two hostages: tenants to
their units and government to keeping
the system afloat.”

In 1983, the Section 8 program was
replaced by a voucher, but existing Sec-
tion 8 mortgages remained in force.
These mortgages are now expiring. If
Section 8 developers defaulted on all
mortgages, the FHA would have to pay
banks as much as $18 billion. Last year,
Congress voted to extend existing mort-
gages by one year, since only 1,000 units
had mortgages due in 1996. But in 1997
an additional 236,000 units—a quarter
of all Section 8 units—will have their
mortgages expire.

In 1996, HUD tried to convert Sec-
tion 8 mortgages into vouchers, but its
efforts were blocked by a coalition of
landlords and tenants. HUD is currently
devising a scheme where third parties
(nonprofits, tenants’ associations) would
take Section 8 mortgages from the gov-
ernment’s hands. But Congress should
convert Section 8 into a voucher pro-
gram. Voucherizing Section 8, Barth
and Litan argue, will save money and
“give Section 8 tenants the same free-

dom to move that is enjoyed by every-
one else in this country.”

el S

African Fascists

Michael Chege, “Africas Murderous Profes-
sors,” in The National Interest (Winter
1996/97), 1112 16th Street N.W. #540,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

Purveyors of ethnic cleansing, racism,
and hate-mongering are usually
white. But Chege of the Center for
African Studies at the University of
Florida (Gainesville), notes that African
intellectuals are increasingly prone to
hate-filled rhetoric against minorities.
Rwanda, for example, was a land 80
percent Hutu and 20 percent Tutsi. But
in the early 1990s, Hutu intellectuals
advanced “shrill calls for Tutsi extermi-
nation.” Kangura, a Hutu-controlled
newspaper, listed the “Hutu ten com-
mandments,” including banning inter-
ethnic marriage with the Tutsi. And
three professors at the Rwandan Na-
tional University created “doctrines of
Hutu ethnic supremacy” that “would
have made Joseph Goebbels proud.”
They called for the Tutsi either to be

slaughtered or shipped back to Ethiopia,

their alleged homeland.
This incendiary rhetoric, Chege be-

lieves, helped fuel the Rwandan civil war :

of 1994 in which 850,000 Tutsi died.
But similar ethnic hatred, he charges, is
beginning to happen in Kenya against
the Kikuyu, a tribe that, though the
largest and most successful, only consti-
tutes 23 percent of Kenya’s population.
Former Information Minister Burudi
Nabwera calls Kikuyus “devils...which
you should not allow into your house.”
Other propagandists call Kikuyu “hye-
nas,” and claim that Kikuyu women
studied in the West in order to learn
prostitution.

Kenya’s President, Daniel arap Moi,
has claimed that if he dies or is ousted,
“this country will be just like Rwanda.”
If Kenya’s hate-mongers persist in de-
nouncing the Kikuyu, Chege predicts
that arap Moi’s statement might prove
true. Foreigners can do little to prevent
the rising tide of ethnic hatred. “It is up
to Africans themselves,” he writes, “to
put their own house in order by raising
the alarm against the scourge of hate
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speech and arbitrary rule against the
most vulnerable.”

. Lessons from Liberated Kiwis

Robert O’'Quinn and Nigel Ashford, The
Kiwi Effect: What Britain Can Learn
from New Zealand. Adam Smith Insti-
tute, 23 Great Smith Street, London
SW1P 3BL, England.

In 1984, New Zealand’s economy was
anemic. Decades of protectionist poli-
cies caused industrial stagnation. Tight
exchange controls limited foreign invest-
ment. State-owned monopolies provided

¢ bad service at high prices. Government’s

share of gross domestic product increased
from 28 percent in 1972 to 41 percent in
1984. Budget deficits continued to in-
crease, and inflation hit a rate of 17 per-
cent before wage and price controls were
imposed in 1982.

But today, 7he Economist rates New

- Zealand’s economy as the freest in the

world, with falling unemployment and

i

steadily increasing budget surpluses.
O’Quinn of the Heritage Foundation
and Ashford from Britain’s Staffordshire
University show how Wellington’s free

market reforms provide “an alternative to

the bureaucratic model of delivering
goods and services.”

Since 1984 the Labour and National
parties have launched massive programs of
privatization and financial deregulation.
Tariffs have been steadily reduced; wage,
price, and currency controls abolished;
farm subsidies reduced from 30 percent of
farmers’ income to less than 3 percent; and
income tax rates cut from a maximum of
66 percent to 33 percent, though a na-
tional sales tax was introduced in 1986.

New Zealand has made dramatic

progress in privatization. The Labour gov- ':

ernment initially “corporatized” state-
owned enterprises, restructuring them so
that they resembled businesses and not
bureaucracies. Monopolies in electricity,
telecommunications, and domestic air
travel were abolished, forcing efficiency in

state-owned businesses. Twenty-five firms,
including Air New Zealand, the Govern-
ment Printing Office, and the national
telephone company, were subsequently
privatized. The remaining “corporatized”
firms, though still government-owned,
became “wealth maximizers” instead of
money losers. New Zealand Electricity,
for example, cut staff by 71 percent over
five years and doubled its profits. New
Zealand Post increased its percentage of
next-day deliveries from 17 percent to 98
percent and cut postal rates substantially.

True, though government’s share of
New Zealand’s GDP has fallen, it is still at
36 percent. And though corporatized, the
government still owns such large enter-
prises as New Zealand Coal, New Zealand
Electricity, and three forestry companies.
But the New Zealand experience, the au-
thors suggest, provides “a guide book on
how to reduce expenditures, lower taxes,
and improve service delivery.”

®

NEW BOOKS ON FINANCE

‘A Columbia University busi-
ness professor has waded into
one of the most debated issues
on Wall Street...In The New
Finance Edwards contends
that fears of mutual fund
buyers fleeing in a mass
panic, what he calls a death
spiral,” are overblown.”

—WALL STREET JOURNAL

THE NEW FINANCE
Regulation and
Financial Stability

By Franklin R. Edwards
235 pages

ISBN 0-8447-3989-8
$14.95 paper
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Edited by Claude E. Barfield
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EXPANDING U.S.-ASIAN
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EDITED BY KARLYN BOWMAN

'WELFARE REFORM UPDATE

- As President Clinton contemplates revisions of the welfare reform legislation passed last year, he should be aware of the strong
public backing the law has. Six in ten say the legislation will make the system better, only 11 percent think it will make it

- worse. Most people say the welfare cuts are about right, but more say they dont go far enough than say they go too far. Voters
are even more adamant than the public as a whole in their belief that the cuts do not go far enough. Mothers with young
children and no family members to support them should work, the public says.

Question: Turning now to the welfare bill passed by Congress Question: Do you think this welfare reform legislation will make

last week—would you say you generally...? the welfare system...?
Favor the - 68% Better - 61%
welfare bill
Not change
Oppose I 15 it much . 22
Worse I 11

Source: Survey by the Hart/Teeter Research Companies for NBC News and Iir:nérvi/a// S{;eeT
Journal, August 2-6, 1996

Source: Survey by the Gallup Organization for CNN and USA TODAY, August 5-7, 1996

Question: The welfare bill that recently passed in Washington
makes cuts in benefits to welfare recipients. Would you say...

I 19%

Are about right - 49

Source: Survey by the Gallup Organization for CNN and USA Today,
August 30-September 1, 1996

Voters’ Views

On Election Day, voters were asked a question similar to the one at the
left. Eighteen percent said the federal welfare law cuts too much, 37
percent said it is about right, and 39 percent said the cuts do not go
far enough. A quarter of Clinton voters said the welfare bill cuts too
much, but slightly more of them, 27 percent, said it didn't cut enough.
Forty-one percent said the bill was about right. Seven percent of Dole
voters said the bill cut too much, and 54 percent said it did not cut
enough. A third of Dole supporters said it was about right.

Welfare cuts
go too far

Do not go
far enough

Question: Which do you think is more
important...?

Question: Do you think...? Question: Do you...?

Favor limiting how long
mothers with young

Women with young

children who receive Providing child care

O, O,
welfare should be 6% children can receive 5% services so that women &
: ) ’ i 76%
required to work welfare benefits with young children
Should stay at home can work
and take care of their Oppose Paying the mother so
young children she can stay home and 17

care for her children is

Of those who favored a limit on welfare, 33 percent still
favored limiting welfare even if it meant that many
children would be living in households with no income;
37 percent opposed the change under these terms.

Source: Surveys by the New York Times, June 20-23, 1996
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"THINKING ABOUT TAXES

- The effectiveness of how tax dollars are spent is a greater concern to Americans than either the amount or the fairness of the
- taxes they pay. That’s not surprising when the public believes that almost half of every tax dollar collected by Washington is
- wasted, and that the era of big government is not over. Most people say the federal taxes they pay are too high, and only 14
- percent say they are very willing to pay increased taxes, even if the money would be spent effectively. Thirty-six percent say

- they are not willing at all to pay increased taxes.

Question: When thinking about taxation in general, what concerns
: you most...?

: 19%

. pay concerns me most

The fairness of the

: 20

. taxes that | pay

: The effectiveness of 59

. how tax money is spent

Question: How many cents out of every federal tax dollar
collected by Washington are wasted by the federal government?

Cents wasted
(median response) 49¢

: Source: Survey by Louis Harris and Associates, December 12-16, 1996

© Question: Do you...?

© Think the era of big . 31%
¢ government is over

Do not 59

Source: Survey by Lake Research and the Tarrance Group for U.S. News & World Report,
November 2-3, 1996.

Question: By the end of Bill Clinton’s term in office,
do you think...?

The percentage of the income
you pay in federal taxes will be

About the same - 42

6

Higher

Lower

. Source: Survey by Penn & Schoen for the Democratic Leadership Council, November 9-11,

1996.

: Question: Do you consider the amount of federal income tax you

have to pay as...?

1948 1996
Federal income o o
- is . hlgh - 57 /O - 64 /o

1 1

About right

Too low

Source: Survey by CBS News/New York Times, January 14-17, 1997

Question: If you were certain that an increase in taxes would be
effectively spent on meeting public needs, how willing would
you be to pay increased taxes?

-t
©0
o
w
-h
©
©o
o

Very willing 20% 14%

Somewhat willing 53 50

Not willing at all

N
(o))
(A.)l
[&]

Source: Surveys by the Gallup Organization for CNN and USA Today, latest that of
April 9-10, 1996.
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TV ADS: WHAT'S APPROPRIATE, WHEN

- The public has firm ideas about what products are appropriate to advertise on television and when. Many want beer, wine,
and liquor ads only after 9 PM., and a third or more think advertising of these products should not be permitted at all on
television. As the box below suggests, attitudes toward liquor advertisements—in the news these days because the industry has
lifted its voluntary ban on broadcast ads—have hardened over time as society has become less accepting of alcohol use.

Question: People feel differently about the kinds of products advertised on television. Some people feel that certain products should be
permitted to be advertised any time, that others should be permitted only after 9 p.m. in the evening, when young children are less likely
to be watching, and that still others shouldn’t be permitted at all. Here is a list of some different products. For each one, would you tell

me whether you think...

Toys

Headache remedies
Hemorrhoid remedies

Bras and girdles

Feminine hygiene products
Contraceptives

v Other birth control products
Condoms

Beer

Wine

Liquor

Cigarettes

Movies rated NC-17

*900" phone number services

X-rated movies

Should be permitted to be advertised any time

n ..
o ) N
N [N
o
S
)
<

N
o

N w

o

Sourcé?Su;vey by ﬁépe; Starch Worldwide, J;yiﬁ?o 179;3?

w
;]

w
w

w
@

88%

[e0]
b

w
@

In 1976, 38 percent said liquor advertising
should be permitted any time and 33 percent
said it shouldn't be permitted at all.

Only after Shouldn’t be

9P.M. permitted at all
5% 4%
8 4

20 11

25 12

34 25

36 22

39 22

36 28

42 33

42 33

40 38

29 50

36 49

30 56

23 65
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LIFE'S LITTLE EXPERIENGES

Just for fun we've taken a look at things men and women told George Gallup they had done in 1954 and then at things
people told Roper Starch Worldwide they had done in 1996. In 1954, 64 percent of men, but only 19 percent of women said
they had gone skinny dipping. In 1996, a third of men and 22 percent of women admitted they had tried marijuana. Twice
as many people in 1996 say they have sought psychiatric help as said that in 1954, though the percentages in both years are
small. A near majority of men and only 20 percent of women say they have driven faster than 90 m.p.h.

Question: Have you ever...?

1954
Men
o Ridden on
Been a

hospital patient

Slept in
a motel

Taken a swim in
your “birthday suit”

Drunk
champagne

Stayed out
all night

Caught a fish that
weighed more than 22
. 2

o
(o=}

o
~

2 pounds

Attended a
grand opera

n
o

Fainted

no
~

Hit your
spouse

Read the Bible all
the way through—
every word

o

~N

Visited 3
Paris

w

Consulted a -
palmist

Eaten snails 5

o o]

—
o

Consulted a 6
psychiatrist

. Note: “56% of men and 29% of women had ridden on an airplane
Source: Survey by the Gallup Organization, August 1954
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Question: Here is a list of a number of things. Would you read down
that list and for each one tell me whether you have ever done it or not?

1996
Men Women

Been in a country

O 0/

S other than the U.S. 40%
Walked out of a

restaurant because
of poor service

no

w
@
w .

Driven 90 miles
per hour or faster

F -9
~
no
S

w
=k

Made a will

w
o

w
o

Won a prize in
a contest or lottery

w

Made a speech
to 50 or more people

n
o

ny
(=]

no
NN

Tried marijuana

w
w

(=]

24 I Been to Europe
Had food
22 I poisoning 19
Stolen
25 . something 14

Worn contact
lenses

(o]

Beento a
psychiatrist

o

Been held up 6
at gun/knife point

o

Gone parachuting,

9 sky diving, or 3
hang gliding
5 Seen a UFO 4

Source: Survey by Roper Starch Worldwide, July 13-20, 1996.




. Your special issue devoted to Social Secu-

© rity was interesting, but for unexpected

. reasons (Jan./Feb.). It inadvertently

- showed that the “privatization” idea is a

¢ fraud on the level of the first FDR caper.

- Government land and property can

- be privatized. But you cannot—and

- should not—privatize a welfare program.

- If, in the name of “privatization,” tax rev-

. enue is channeled to Wall Street (which

- would itself be socialistic), that still leaves

- trillions in unfunded government liabili-

- ties, which is the real problem after all.
The only possible choices are raising

taxes or cutting spending. It then turns out

. that the supposed “free-market” approach

- (at least as spelled out by Carolyn Weaver

- and the Caro Institute) is for Congress to

institute a new tax (bizarrely labeled a “sup-

plement”) to fund the liabilities. So there

- we have it: a tax-gouging Greenspan Com-

- mission redux that has the blessing of con-

¢ servatives and libertarians.

¢ In truth, there’s only one way out of

- this mess. It’s not a sugar-coated “privati-

: zation” scheme, but total abolition: All

- liabilities must be repudiated and the

- whole program junked. The only good

~ reforms are those that move in this direc-

© tion, meaning lower taxes, fewer benefits,

. and a higher retirement age.

Jeffrey Tucker
The Ludwig von Mises Institute, Alabama

. Carolyn Weaver replies:

: Having drawn most of my insights into lib-
- ertarian, Austrian, and [free-market think-
: ing over the years from such giants as
. Hayek, Friedman, and Buchanan, all No-
bel Laureates, not to mention Mises, I was
stunned by the suggestion that the way out
- of the Social Security “mess” is for the gov-
. ernment to repudiate all outstanding liabil-

the
all

ities. I am aware of no serious intellec-
tual foundation for such a proposal and

can think of no surer way to undermine the
moral authority of the government to per-
form even the most limited functions.

In the 19605 and 70s, Friedman and
Buchanan proposed “privatizing” social secu-
rity. In one case the program would have
been discontinued for workers; in the other it
would have been transformed into a system
of fully funded individual accounts. In both
cases, outstanding benefit promises to retirees
and accrued promises to workers would have
been met (albeit through general funds or
debt finance, not by the payroll tax).

Hayek, who in the 19505 offered rare
insight into the pressures to overexpand So-
cial Security, lamented that future genera-
tions could be saddled with a greater bur-
den than they were willing to bear and so be
led to a “breach of faith” with older genera-
tions. Mises, who spent much time on the
problems of debt finance and recognized the
implicit debt inherent in Social Security,
never, to my knowledge, endorsed repud-
iating that debt.

Careful readers of the Social Security
Advisory Council report will note that the
plan I support includes a proposal to raise
the retirement age. Taxes are also raised,
but for the sole purpose of helping to pay
off existing liabilities in the transition to

privately owned, fully funded accounts.

I have been thinking about what Karl
Zinsmeister wrote about conservatism
possibly benefiting from not having a
Maximum Leader at this particular mo-
ent (BIRD’S EYE, Jan./Feb.). Though the
article is very thought-provoking, I'm
not sure I agree with him.

What it seems to me that we need is
not so much a “leader” as a bellwether,

especially in cul-
tural matters. As I have previ-

ously suggested, the great lack of the
movement at this time is a “Ronald Rea-
gan of culture,” by which I mean a public
figure capable of discussing cultural issues
in an affirmative, solution-oriented way
immediately intelligible to the electorate.
This person doesn’t necessarily have
to be a politician seeking after elected
office, but that is by far the most effec-
tive way to seize the requisite national
attention, especially given the fact that
the media gatekeepers are far more hos-
tile on cultural matters than economic
ones. Hence the feeling that the presi-
dential election just past was a terribly
wasted opportunity. :
Terry Teachout
New York, New York

The sidebar in scan (Jan./Feb.) entitled
“What're the Media Smoking” was one of
the most wrong-headed comments on the
drug problem I've seen for a long time,

and I was especially disappointed to see it
in TAE.

Tobacco is responsible for about
400,000 deaths per year in the U.S.,
whereas cocaine, heroin, Lsp, and mari-
juana combined are responsible for more |
like 6,000 per year, with marijuana con- |
tributing exactly zero to that total. Thus
it seems entirely appropriate that network :
TV newscasts included more stories last
year on tobacco than on the other drugs.

This emphasis on tobacco was one of
the few positive things that could be said
about the Clinton administration’s drug
policy, which was otherwise as firmly
based on fear and ignorance as any ad-
ministration’s since Nixon’s original dec-
laration of the war on drugs in 1968.
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We have enough real problems, as TAE

- usually demonstrates, without calling at-

. tention to imaginary ones. Too much em-
. phasis on the dangers of tobacco might

- be something for the tobacco companies

© to be concerned about, but surely not for
 the rest of us.

G. Alan Robinson
University of Texas, Houston

- As a Briton writing about housing I was

- fascinated with your Nov./Dec. issue on

- cities and suburbs. I was quite impressed
© by the standard of the whole publication.
- Congratulations—you must put an enor-
- mous amount of work into each issue.

Robert Whelan
ic Affairs, Lond.

Institute of Ec

- In scaN (Sept./Oct.) you followed Lynne
- Cheney and the editors of the Wal/ Street
- Journal in taking a course description

- from Wesleyan's catalogue as conclusive

- evidence that I pursue politics in

. the classroom.

You might have wondered at some of

- the phrasing you printed from the de-

- scription: a “collectively taught and stu-

- dent-organized course”; with “the guid-

- ance of two student facilitators, groups of
- eight to 12 students will plan and read the
- course’s agenda: They will educate them-

- selves.” As the language clearly indicates,

this is not “Ohmann’s American Studies

© course,” nor a staging point for my poli-

- tics. The course is under the capable guid-
- ance of the mainly liberal students who

. wrote the catalogue description.

This 20-year old venture in student-or-

- ganized education is not the property of

- any of the faculty members who take turns
- sponsoring it; none of us ever appears in

- the classroom to advance his politics.

Richard Obhmann
Wesleyan University, Connecticut

- Ralph Reiland was downright sleazy to

. imply that bomb threats at the University
- of California were a form of “faculty

: protest” (“Runaway College Tuition,”

¢ Sept./Oct.). No faculty member has been
- so charged. Were any to be convicted, he

- would face not only criminal penalties

© but well-deserved dismissal. And for the

* record, the Regents ordered—not “rec-

: ommended”—the end of all affirmative
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action programs based on race, ethnicity,
or sex (not “racial quotas”). There have
supposedly been no “racial quotas” in the
University of California at least since the
Bakke decision in 1978.

As for Reiland’s apparent belief that
faculty venality will inevitably triumph
over academic standards, last month my
own faculty voted to maintain a course-
dropping deadline at 10 days of instruc-
tion—despite administration warnings
that it would cost the institution $5 mil-
lion under state funding formulas. We
did it on purely academic grounds.

Moreover, as much as I respect Jacob
Neusner, I am afraid he’s badly out of
touch about Berkeley (“Cheers for No-
Name U.,” Sept./Oct.). The city of
Berkeley may be a zoo, but U.C. Berke-
ley has not been a zoo for many years.

True, 25 years ago Sproul Plaza was
full of Maoists and Trotskyites yelling at
one another. But today it’s full of Korean
Christians inviting passers-by to prayer
breakfasts. The Daily Cal, the student
newspaper, is editorially indistinguish-
able from the Wall Street Journal.

Arthur M. Shapiro
University of California, Davis

Congratulations on a hard-hitting, hon-
est, down-to-earth description of the
malaise affecting America’s public schools
(Sept./Oct.). What your various re-
searchers and writers said is as applicable
to Canada and the United Kingdom as it
is to the United States. Public education
in the West is a mess, largely due to stag-
nant bureaucracies, self-serving teachers’
unions, and misguided liberal educators.
As someone who shifted from the
public school system to the private sys-
tem 15 years ago, and has subsequently
administered private schools in Canada,
Hong Kong, and the Middle East, I am
appalled by the results of the public
schools in Canada and Britain. Most of
their students lack intellectual depth,
have no grasp of the English language,
and, while fully cognizant of their rights,
have little sense of responsibility to them-
selves or their society. Your special issue
on schools should be required reading for
everyone involved in public education.
lan A. M. Robertson
Richmond International High School, Canada

When I was younger and naive, I was of-
ten encouraged by remarks from Democ-
rat officeholders advocating entitlement

reform. A pithy example in your Jan./
Feb. issue was attributed to Senator Bob
Kerrey (D-Neb.), who remarked that
without entitlement reform, we will have
“converted the federal government into
an AT™M machine.”

But in addition to voting against the
Balanced Budget Amendment, and _
“Line-Item Veto,” Kerry voted against the '
welfare reform bill. Having observed my
own congressman Dick Gephardt (D-

Mo.) perpetrate a similar fraud against

3rd District voters for 15 years, I now
recognize the phenomenon instinctively:

It is the cynicism and hypocrisy of a po-
litical party wedded to a welfare state that :
has forfeited public support.
Earl P Hols Il

St. Louis, Missouri

Unfortunately, an editing error slipped
into my article, “Personal Savings Ac-
counts Would be Good for Everyday
Americans,” (Jan./Feb.), which states
that “every Social Security privatization
proposal retains some safety net features
that would catch the elderly who reach
the end of their lives indigent.” :
While the statement itself may be true, :
it implicitly suggests I think safety net fea- :
tures are a good idea. I do not. Any gov-
ernment safety net will undercut the per-
sonal responsibility of people in the pro-
gram. We could even end up with a crisis
similar to the S & L crisis of the 1980s, as
private investors take big risks with their
retirement funds, knowing that if they
blow it, the feds will bail them out. The
ideal proposal for Social Security privati-
zation would not have a safety net. :
David R. Henderson
Pacific Grove, California

CORRECTION: The title of the Jan./
Feb. LIVE said that Caspar Weinberger is
the only person to serve as Secretary of
Defense and HEw. In fact, Elliot
Richardson headed both departments
during the early 1970s.
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We know this place inside and out.

We've looked at it from miles above.
(Data received from satellites circling the earth

assist Texaco petroleum engineers in locating future fuel supplies.)

We’'ve explored it from miles below.
(A Texaco remote-control pumping platform
on the floor of the North Sea controls a 14-well oil field

with estimated reserves of 80 million barrels.)

And we’'ve studied its surface.

(Feedback from car owners who use CleanSystem?3

gasoline
along with input from Texaco research facilities all play a vital part

in developing products for tomorrow.)

As you can see, at Texaco, we're committed
to finding new sources of energy.

(Wherever on earth they may be.)

Visit our Web site: http://www.texaco.com
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. 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.

1984

hand-held wireless
communication,

and portable cellular
communication,

and personal cellular
communication,

Introducing the StarTAC™
wearable cellular phone.
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