April 23, 1996

”

MEMORANDUM FOR PHIL CAPLAN

FROM: TERRY GOOD

RE: ENRICO FERMI AWARDS

We found no documentation in our regular files. However, a -
search of.Todd's "Chron Files" turned up the attached copy which

is marked as though it was intended for Kitty Higgins.

The information in the computer indicates that Tim Saunders was
to have received the original for action with a copy to Higgins.

Might there have been a mix-up? If the Clerk's Office did not
recieve it could Higgins have received the original?
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THE WHITE HOUSE

>, oA
WASHINGTON  [iC ,’F:.af;.a..zd

AIRIRE
\E October 12, 1995
MR. PRESIBENT: .

The attached memo from Secretary O’Leary seeks your
approval of the recipients of the 1995 Enrico Fermi award
— a Presidential award managed by DOE. The
recommended winners are:

© Ady Srch

@ Dr. Martin Kamen, 81, whose discovery of Carbon
14 ushered in the modern era of biochemical
research and led to the understanding of
photosynthesis and metabolism in all organisms;

@ Dr. Ugo Fano, 79, Fermi’s most prominent and last
living student in atomic and radiation physics. The
range of his contributions during a sixty-year career
extend from physical theory to genetics and nuclear

physics.

The winners were chosen from among 82 nominees
screened by a panel representing the national labs,
research universities, private sector research organizations
and federal research agencies. Each recipient receives a
citation, a gold medal and a $100,000 honorarium.

Jack Gibbons concurs in DOE’s selections.

Approve Reject Discuss

Todd Stern G

Phil Capl%‘



Department of Energy - 12 S b oste HRS GECN
Washington, DC 20585 T a4

September 27, 1995

WSPI wlp gy

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE TODD STERN
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND
STAFF SECRETARY

/
FROM: LAVIN@ (P&\W“M

‘7 DIRECTOR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

SUBJECT: 1995 Enrico Fermi Award

The attached memorandum from Secretary O’Leary to the President is forwarded
for appropriate handling. We have also provided Dr. Henry C. Kelly, Chairman of
the Interagency Awards Committee for the Enrico Fermi Awards, with a copy.
Please call me at (202) 586-5230 if I can be of assistance.

Attachment

@ Printed with soy Ink on recycled paper



The Secretary of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

September 27, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

/
FROM: HAZEL R OLEARY %j Z : ; !
SUBJECT: 1995 Enrico Fermi Award

L ACTION-FORCING EVENT: The Department of Energy requests your
approval of Dr. Martin D. Kamen and Dr. Ugo Fano to receive the Enrico
Fermi Award for 1995. The citations and supporting justifications are
attached (Attachment A).

More than 2,500 individuals and organizations were asked to submit
nominations for this award. These two individuals were chosen from
among 82 nominees by a screening panel representing National
Laboratories, universities, private sector research organizations, and an
Interagency Awards Committee representing large governmental research
agencies.

II. BACKGROUND: The Enrico Fermi Award is a Presidential award
managed by the Department of Energy. The award is one of the oldest
science and technology awards given by our Government and one of the
most prestigious in the world. Presented to Dr. Fermi in 1954, we
established the award on a permanent basis in 1956 for "any especially
meritorious contribution to the development, use, or control of atomic
energy." Atomic energy, having grown and broadened since 1956, now
contributes to such diverse fields as nuclear medicine, genetics,

astronomy, and archeology. Attached is a list of previous winners
(Attachment B).

Each recipient will receive a citation signed by the President and the
Secretary of Energy, a gold medal, and a $100,000 honorarium.

[II. RECOMMENDATION: The Department recommends that you approve
both Dr. Fano and Dr. Kamen to receive Enrico Fermi Awards for 1995.
Dr. Fano published his first paper in 1934 and his latest in 1994. Thus, his
scientific career extends over a period of sixty years. An indication of his
pervasive influence in physics is the number of phenomena that bear his
name: the "Beutler-Fano profile," the "Fano-Lichten mechanism," the
“Fano effect," and the "Fano-factor.” The range of his contributions
extends from physical theory, to genetics, to nuclear physics.
Dr. Kamen’s discovery in 1940 of the isotope Carbon-14 turned a page in



biochemical research and ushered in the modern era of biochemical
investigations using the isotope to elucidate biochemical pathways and
mechanisms. At age 81. Dr. Kamen has contributed exceptionally to the
development and use of Carbon-14 and is still teaching at the University
of California at San Diego and at the University of Southern California.
We believe these scientists represent the relevance and the future of
science.

If these recommendations meet with your approval, we will hold an appropriate
ceremony for the awardees.

[V. " DECISION:

-

Approve Approve as amended Reject No Action

Attachments



MARTIN D. KAMEN

Citation

For his exceptional contributions to the development and use of carbon-14, which has
provided an immensely powerful instrument for research in biology, biochemistry, and
medicine; and for his work on the problem of photosynthesis, including the discovery of new
cytochromes and their role in energy conversion.

Justification

The most well-known of Dr. Martin Kamen's many contributions to science is his discovery -
in 1940 of the long-lived radioactive carbon isotope carbon-14. (Dr. Kamen'’s colleague in
this discovery was Dr. S. Ruben, who died in 1943.) This man-made isotope, and its use in
tracer methodology, ushered in the modern era of biochemical research. Carbon-14 led to the
understanding of metabolism in all organisms and photosynthesis, the most fundamental
process on our planet. This process is being used to study the distribution and turnover of
carbon dioxide in our deteriorating environment.

In recognizing Dr. Kamen’s work, we also recognize the development of nuclear chemistry, a
major chapter in the history of American science and technology. His own contributions are

embedded in the long process from the very early period (represented by his association with
Dr. William Draper Harkins), to the great, creative era of the Berkeley Radiation Laboratory

in the later 1930s, and extends its influence finally into present day large-scale isotope tracer
production and worldwide application.

In 1937, after completing his doctoral research on neutron scattering, Dr. Kamen joined the
legendary group under Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence, working as a radiochemist at the University
of California at Berkeley cyclotron. Here, in collaboration with Dr. Ruben, he began early
tracer studies using carbon-11 that he made in the cyclotron; however, he was limited by the
short half-life (21 minutes) of this nuclide. The need for a long-lived radiocarbon was
evident. While the existence of the nuclide carbon-14 had been postulated since 1934, it had
never been directly observed nor characterized. Dr. Kamen succeeded in preparing C-14 in
sufficient amounts to determine its beta-emission energy and lifetime. Then he developed a
technique to produce copious amounts of C-14 that, in addition, could easily be swept out and
recovered as gaseous CO or CO,. Remarkably, both the large neutron cross-section and the
extraordinarily long half-life (5,700 years) of carbon-14 were strongly at variance with
theoretical expectations at that time.

Dr. Kamen applied his expertise directly in research using tracers to study important chemical
and biochemical processes. It is noteworthy that two basic themes recur in these pioneering
radiocarbon studies: photosynthesis and the related general problem of CO, assimilation.
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Dr. Kamen's service to tracer technology continued at the Mallinckrodt Institute of Radiology,
Washington University School of Medicine, where he supervised cyclotron production of
radioisotopes for medical research. In addition, drawing upon his unique background and
experience, he wrote what immediately became the primary reference work on the use of
radioactive tracers Radioactive Tracers in Biology: An Introduction to Tracer Methodology.
This work, first published in 1947, has gone through three editions incorporating new
techniques, and three reprintings, through 1965. This book remains a classic reference on
basic nuclear science, tracer methodology, and technique.

Dr. Kamen continued work on the problem of photosynthesis. With keen scientific intuition,
he chose to use bacteria instead of green plants as test organisms. This change, related to his
earlier studies on bacteria at Berkeley, was influenced also by his familiarity with the attitudes
of comparative biochemistry, a viewpoint that emphasizes general biochemical and
evolutionary relationships and guides research accordingly.

Dr. Martin Kamen was born in 1913 in Toronto. He eamned his B.S. and Ph.D. degrees in
Chemistry and Physical Chemistry, respectively, from the University of Chicago. He began
his career in 1938 at the Radiation Laboratory of the University of California. He was
Associate Professor of Biochemistry and Chemist to Mallinckrodt Institute of Radiology,
Washington University (1945-57); Professor of Biochemistry at Brandeis University
(1957-61); Professor of Chemistry at the University of California at San Diego (1961 to the
present). From 1967-1970, he spent every six months as Director of Research at the Centre
National de la Recherche Scientifique Laboratorie de Photosynthese in Gif-sur-Yvette, France.
He taught at the University of Southern California, was Director of the Chemical-Biological
Development Laboratory (1974-1977) and Director of Molecular Biology (1978). Currently
he is Professor Emeritus at the University of California at San Diego and at the University of
Southern California.

Dr. Kamen has published 300 scientific papers that demonstrate the range and significance of
his work. He is author of a widely used standard textbook on tracer methods, /soropic Tracer
Methods in Biology, that has been highly influential in introducing tracer methodology to
biochemistry. He is also the author of Primary Process in Photosynthesis (1963), which is a
classic work in this field. He has written an autobiography, Radiant Science, Dark Politics:

A memoir of the Nuclear Age, which is notable for its portraits of a number of scientific
figures with whom Dr. Kamen worked during the 1930s and 1940s. He has received many
honorary degrees, including those from the University of Chicago, Washington University,
University of Illinois, Brandeis University, University of Freiburg in Germany, and the
Weizmann Institute of Science in Israel. His awards include the C.F. Kettering Research
Award (1963-1970), the C.F. Kettering Award for Excellence in Photosynthesis (1968), the
Merck Award of the American Society of Biological Chemists (1982), and the Einstein Award
of the World Cultural Council (1990). Dr. Kamen is a member of the National Academy of
Sciences.



UGO FANO
Citation

For his seminal and sustained theoretical contributions to atomic and radiation physics
over six decades as exemplified by the phenomena that bear his name: the Fano Effect,
the Beutler-Fano Profile, the Fano Factor, and the Fano-Lichten Mechanism.

Justification

Dr. Ugo Fano is Dr. Enrico Fermi’s most prominent and last living student in atomic and
radiation physics. He published his first paper in 1934 and his latest in 1994. Thus, his
scientific career spans a period of sixty years.” He is best known for his remarkable
predictions and interpretations regarding the interaction of radiation with matter. An
indication of his pervasive influence in physics is the number of phenomena that bear his
name: the Beutler-Fano profile, the Fano-Lichten mechanism, the Fano effect, and the
Fano-factor. It is characteristic of his studies to introduce unifying concepts and
procedures that reduce apparently diverse and complex phenomena to a simple and
practical description. The following paragraphs describe only a few of Dr. Ugo Fano’s
many contributions to physics.

One of Dr. Fano’s earliest accomplishments was the interpretation of the asymmetric
profile of spectral lines of rare gases in the autoionization region. Dr. Fano showed that
the peculiar profile arises from an interference between the autoionizing state and the
continuum state, a basic electron-electron correlation effect. He derived the famous
expression for the line-shape now known as Beutler-Fano Profile. He urged the
experimentalists to develop spectroscopy using synchrotron radiation for the observation
of doubly excited autoionizing states in rare gases. In order to classify doubly excited
states of helium, Dr. Fano discovered a new quantum number. Dr. Fano stimulated the
study of resonances and doubly excited states, which was the beginning of the vast
knowledge we now have about doubly excited states of atoms and molecules. Fano
profiles and Fano parameters are used to describe the interaction of tunable radiation with
matter, whether in the atomic, molecular, or solid state.

In 1969 Professor Fano predicted that photoionization by circularly polarized light can
yield highly polarized photoelectrons. His prediction, soon confirmed experimentally
and known as the Fano effect, had far-reaching consequences. The Fano effect
stimulated the development of sources for spin-polarized electrons that were needed for
crucial experiments in atomic and elementary particle physics and initiated a new
understanding of the photoionization process of atoms and molecules. Photoelectron
spectrometry of spin-polarized electrons and the interaction of spin-polarized electrons
with atoms, molecules, and surfaces are currently among the most advanced research
fields in atomic and solid state physics.

Another important contribution was his concept of state multipoles in the description of
angular correlations. This concept forms the basis for virtually all analyses of angular-



correlation experiments in atomic and nuclear physics. In these experiments, events such
as the simultaneous detection of decay products are correlated with one another, the
correlation being almost transparently expressed in terms of state multipoles. Concurrent
with this work was his development of the mathematical techniques for describing
angular momentum mechanics.

The Fano-Lichten mechanism for producing excited states where many electrons
simultaneously share the energy deposited in atoms and molecules represents a related
idea that is now part of the accepted canon of atomic physics. The novel feature is the
demonstration that even though electrons behave independently, they independently do
almost the same thing; that is, they acquire excess energy under certain circumstances.
This produces'novel states of matter that have proved to be a fruitful window on new
aspects of atomic structure. The Fano-Lichten mechanism now forms the basis for the
description of ion-atom collisions in the low-energy regime.

The Fano factor came up early in the development of semiconductor radiation detectors,
such as lithium-drifted germanium, and accounted for the observed resolution being
better than would be allowed by statistics. Dr. Fano pointed out the importance of the
distribution around the mean energy of events arising from ionizing radiation, a rather
subtle point at the time. He thus made an important and lasting contribution to radiation
physics, based on his unique physical and mathematical insight.

Dr. Ugo Fano was born in Torino, Italy, in 1912. He eamned his Sc.D. in Mathematics at
the University of Torino in 1934. His postdoctoral work was with Dr. Enrico Fermi at
the University of Rome (1934-36) and with Dr. Werner Heisenberg at the University of
Leipzig (1936-37). After emigrating to the United States, he worked at Washington
Biophysical Institute (1939-40) and at Carnegie Institution, Washington, D.C. (1940-46).
From 1946-1966, he worked at the National Bureau of Standards where he was Chief of
Radiation Theory and Senior Research Fellow. From 1966 to the present, he has been at
the University of Chicago and its James Franck Institute. He has been Professor
Emeritus since 1982. Among his many awards are the Rockefeller Public Service Award
(1956), Gold Medal of the Department of Commerce for Exceptional Service (1957),
Stratton Award of the National Bureau of Standards (1963), and the Davisson-Germer
Award (1976). He holds an honorary degree from Queen’s University, Belfast, and the
Docteur Honoris Causa from the University Pierre et Marie Curie, Paris. Professor Fano
is a member of the National Academy of Sciences.



1956:

1957:

1958:

1959:

1961:

1962

1963:

1964:

1966:

1968:

1969:

1970:

1971:

1972:

1976:

1978:

PAST RECIPIENTS OF THE ENRICO FERMI AWARD

John von Neumann
Emest O. Lawrence
Eugene P. Wigner
Glenn T. Seaborg
Hans A. Bethe
Edward Teller

JR. Oppenheimer
H.G. Rickover
Otto Hahn

Lise Meitner

Fritz Strassman
John A. Wheeler
Walter H. Zinn

Norris E. Bradbury

Shields Warren
Stafford L. Warren

Manson Benedict

William L. Russell

Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky

Harold M. Agnew

1980:

1981:

1982:
1983:
1984:
1985:
1986:
1987:
1988:
1990:

1992:

1993:

Rudolf E. Peierls
Alvin M. Weinberg

W. Bennett Lewis

Seth Neddermeyer
Herbert Anderson

Alexander Hollaender
John H. Lawrence -

Robert R. Wilson
Georges Vendryes

Norman Rasmussen
Marshall Rosenbluth

Emest D. Courant
M. Stanley Livingston

Luis Alvarez
Gerald F. Tape

Richard B. Setlow
Victor F. Weisskopf

George A. Cowan
Robley D. Evans

Harold Brown
John S. Foster, Jr.
Leon M. Lederman

Freeman J. Dyson
Liane B. Russell
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

%
4 Qctober 1995 /./0‘
Y :
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT /,\
CC: LEON PANETTA
DON BAER
FROM: HAROLD ICKES

JENNIFER O'CONNOR

SUBJECT: SECRETARY JESSE BROWN REQUEST

During the course of a meeting yesterday with Secretary Jesse Brown, he asked that I discuss
with you the importance of adding veterans issues to your message on a regular basis,
especially in the context of discussions of Republican budget cuts. He cited as an example
the opportunity for you to mention, when in California, that you don't appreciate the
Republicans rejecting your proposal to build a new Veterans Affairs hospital there. Or, as an
alternate example, he stressed the importance of having a strong veto message should you
veto the VA/HUD appropriations bill; he urges that the veto message include a discussion of
veterans and the pain the bill would cause them.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500

DATE: October 10,1995

TO: Erskine Bowles'
Gene Sperling
George Stephanopoulos
FROM: Staff Secretary

FYI.

Todd
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A story of churches and children

OneChurchOneChﬂdbegmls ears as just
that; ts, f Chi-
cago's Holy Angels Catholic Church, adopted a boy
named Joey. Today, the organization dedicated to the
adoption of African-American children might well be
called Thousands of Churches Thousands of Children.

But its goal is still the same—to recruit at least ane
family from every African-American church in the
nation to adopt a child And its success is a testament
to the notion that sometimes solving weighty social
problems can start in our own back yard—through
community groups, churches, families and individu-
als who care encugh to be part of the solution.

Itisquiteﬂtﬁngthatthe@_gm%
natio t week was hi -

'now where the program has had a

pamﬂpaﬁns churches, and the numbers grow each

A.ﬁimn—Amenmnchﬂdrmmakeupahoutmper
cent of the adoptable children in the United States,
and since One Church One Child went national in
1988 it has helped 60,000 of them in 31 states find
‘permanent homes. But the pastors who serve as

‘recruiters and the parents who find it in their hearts

to adopt are not just patching a rip in the social
fabric, they are salvaging young lives as well -

One Church One Child pastors make recruitment
presentations to their congregations, often bringing in
children who are available for adoption so prospec-
tive parents can see them for what they are—kids
who desperately want and need a loving family of
their own.

What more appropriate and blessed role for a
church can there be than that?

THE PRESWEWT HAS SEEN
\o-2-9S






HITE HOUSE

SHINGTON

October 6, 1995

Dr. Stuart Fleischner
113 Whispering Pine Cove
Hot Springs, Arkansas 71901

Dear Stuart:

I was so saddened to hear about your mother’s
death. She was a wonderful woman and such a
good friend of Mother.

Hillary and I hope that the love and support of
your family and friends will comfort and
sustain you during this difficult time.

You will be in our thoughts and préyers in the
days to come.

Sincerely,
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'HITE HOUSE
\SHINGTON

October 6, 1995

H. Mark Fleischner
402 Central Avenue
Hot Springs, Arkansas 71901

Dear Mark:

I was so sorry to learn of your mother’s death.
She was a wonderful woman and such a good
friend of Mother. Both of us were truly
blessed with remarkable mothers.

I know that the love and support of your family
and friends will comfort and sustain you during
this difficult time.

Hillary and I will keep you in our. thoughts and
prayers in the days to come.

Sincerely,




THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN

o -9-95
To: Albert Gore/OVP, Heather M. Marabeti/OVP
cc:
From: Elaine C. Kamarck/OVP

Date: 10/05/95 07:14:09 PM

Subject: President's inquiry orﬂ nursing home regulation S

You asked for a quick turn around in response to a USA today article the POTUS sent you on
nursing home regs. This is a long, painful nn{convoluted story. The short version is that in
October of this year HCFA finally issued enforcement regulations on a nursing home bill passed
in 1987. They did this with full involvement of the industry and used lots of performance
measures in the regs. You spoke about these changes in general terms in the HCFA reform event
you did with the First Lady on July 11. To the surprise of HCFA, the industry got cold feet as the
July 1 effective date approached and HCFA struck a compromise with them that effectively
delays enforcement (that does not affect health) until October 1. In addition HCFA has agreed to
some of the changes in the 1987 law that industry has wanted. Nevertheless, the industry has
been very nervous ever since. However, they don't really favor the Bliley approach because
they don't want 50 sets of regs.

So, if the purpose of the President's inquiry is to see if we could give a rego response to
this debate - the answer is we can and we have. However, unlike some of our changes in other
areas, | don't think our changes in this area will settle this debate.




m: Paul D. Leopoulos To: President Bill Clinton Date: 10/6/95 Time: 09:59:19

\ Page 2 of 4
{HE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN Q.QQ ~F4 (
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President Bill Clinton, October 10, 1995

Sorry I missed your call last night, but Linda thoroughly enjoyed speaking with you. She admires and loves
you and what you are so much. Thanks..

It was a sad letter and I was feeling very sad. Everything sort of hit me at the same time. My job, my country,
my Mom. ButIam feeling better. I am the eternal optimist. A day or two latter and I am back after it. It did
help to know that you called. You mean a lot to me.

My trip was very special and I want to thank you for a place to stay, the time we spent together and letting me
win at Hearts.!!! HA HA My inclusion at the signing ceremony was another once in a lifetime thrill you have
afforded me. Iam so luck and spoiled rotten. The only thing I ask is to be much closer when you are sworn in

January ‘97. Carolyn and I were so far away last time that I couldn’t even see you when I zoomed my Sony in
to X12.

Anyway I had a very interesting trip learning more about the Greek issues. Many Congressmen and women

and several Senators came buy and updated us on how they felt about the Cyprus issue and the others. They
said that it was one thing to be briefed on Cyprus and the enclave, but another when they visited that terrible
situation. Lee Hamilton and others really turned me on even more about it. '

The Greeks want me to go there to see it for myself. I hesitate to go, because I don’t know if you would want

me to go. I don’t know if it would be of any real use, unless you want my view. Iwill do whatever you wish.
Let me know.

It seems to me that there is no REAL advantage for Turkey to have their troops there. It is probably more of a
pain in the you know what than an advantage. I am told that even the Turkish Cypriots are not very happy in
the depressed side of the boarder. Turkey has imported Turks from Turkey and they are not happy or even the
same types of people the Turks on Cyprus are. The Turkish side of the line is like the 1950’s and very
depressed while the Greek side is vibrant and alive. Bill, these people just want to go home and live on their
land, bury their dead in their cemeteries etc. etc. Iget nothing but total sincerity from all these Greeks. They
ask me for nothing, just want to educate me. I am very impressed.

was told that the City of Famagusta (very near the green line) is totally deserted. The Greeks abandoned it
during the invasion. The Turks don’t want the city and have left it empty. Maybe a first positive step would
be for the Turks to let the Greeks back into Famagusta then the next step get their troops. They could act like
statesmen. The result would be that Turkey be considered to join the Common Market. Boy I'm a real foreign
affairs guru. From a guy that moves from job to job in his last 40’s to foreign affairs expert.....are you
impressed? Just some thoughts.

expecting you to do nothing. Play it safe. Avoid big decisions so you won’t lose votes. Well, I think a good
idea would be to go full speed ahead. Try to solve Cyprus, domestic issues, you know all that stuff. The
general theme during the Greek meeting was that they had three months before Jan 1st. Then you would not
be approachable about anything significant. In my speech to them (one of your staffers was there that night,
Rebecca knows who) I told them they don’t know Bill Clinton. That you were dedicated to getting things
done and that you would continue to function as President.

\/Bill, everybody is expecting you to do the same old thing politicians do during an election year. They are

nough politics. Linda has made the decision to run the Boston Marathon. It is April 12-14. We will be

iving up with Linda. We are trying to make plans now. Ithought that we might stop by on the way back to
see you so Linda could tell you about her run. Iam so proud of her. Maybe if there is not a lot going on we
could spend the night that night. The kids have not quit speaking about the last trip to see you.

David Leopoulos
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" Kicking the false economy ha

If there were a government program so effective
that every tax dollar devoted to it ylelded $7 in sav-
ings by other levels of government, congressional
budget-balancers would surely want to know.

Unless, of course, that program was drug and alco
holism treatment.

Spending your hard-arned tax dollars to cure other
people of their bad habits is a notion that runs
counter to the new politics of personal responsibility.
It's so much easier to “just say no,” as though a little
willpower will make the addiction problem go away.

Unfortunately for America’s 2.5 million drug
addicts and 10 million alcoholics, it’s not that easy.
And just as unfortunately for the rest of us, the cost of
ignoring the problem is becoming unbearable.

Consider this: The annual cost of substance abuse
in the United States—everything from unnecessary
health care to clogged courts and jails, from auto
accidents to lost productivity—adds up to more than

166 billion.

The price of addiction is woven into government
budgets at every level, from $8 billion in extra Medic-
aid spending by Washington to $707 million in addi-
tional criminal-justice spending in Illinois, much of it
in Cook County, where drugs or alcohol are a factor
in more than two-thirds of all crimes.

The federal government’s $10 billion-a-year drug

-
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interdiction effort, the so-called “war on drugs,” is
part of the answer. But another, much smaller, effort
has shown itself to be far more cost-effective: Addic-
tion treatment.

A recent study by the State of California, which

on

~Recovering addicts have far fewer arrests, hospital
admissions, job losses and so forth.

Tliinois has some of the best private, non-profit drug
and alcohol treatment centers in the nation. but it is
estimated that the state’s 250 programs contain only
enough beds to meet about 5 percent of the need.
Those centers that treat the uninsured have waiting
lists of several months, if not a year or more.

Such centers are funded by the fllinois Department
of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, which gets half its
funding from the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services. Funding for the department’s main
drug-treatment program would be cut by about 18
percent next year under an appropriations bill
recently passed by the House.

Senate action is pending, but this much is certain:
For every dollar cut, taxpayers will pay seven.
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tracked 1,900 cases, concluded that every dollar spent (7(6(/%2?
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1 treatmenty. ded a_$7 savings elsewhere in
state budget. Simi were re in Minne-
sota. where it was discovered that 80 cenig of every .
“freatment dollar are recovered in the first year.
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The press had two goals for cover-
ing the 1992 campaign: It would
bforce the candidates to focus on
gssues, and it would enforce fair
campaign practices. With the
1996 campaign drawing nea, it’s
1ot too early to ask whether these
 reforms improved the coverage.

IN THE SOUL-SEARCHING THAT TOOK PLACE
after the 1988 presidential campaign, journal-
B ists decided that it was a disaster for which they
8" bore some responsibility. Urged on by promi-
“ nent in-house reformers including David

¢ Broder of The Washington Post, Ken Bode now
- of Washington Week in Review, and Tim Russert
of NBC's Meet the Press, leading news organi-
zations determined well in advance of the 1992
primary season that they must act more ag-
& gressively as the public’s surrogate. Instead of
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by S. Robert Lichter and Richard E. Noyes

transmitting staged visuals and cynically craft-
ed sound bites, they would impose on the polit-
cians a strict diet of substantive issues. And by
scrutinizing the candidates’ speeches and ads, call-
ing attention to misleading claims or outright
falsehoods, they would enforce fair cam-
paign practices. The goal for 1992 was to face
down manipulative and trivializing campaign
practices with serious, substantive, and even-
handed oversight.

The media followed this approach in 1992 and
took special pride in the work they did. Four
out of five journalists polled by Times Mirror
turned thumbs up on the media’s performance.
Influential media critic Edwin Diamond praised
television for its best campaign reporting in 40
years. Seymour Topping, then-president of the
American Society of Newspaper Editors, pro-
claimed that “the country owes [the press] a debt
for a job well done.”

With the 1996 primaries only a few months
away, it is reasonable to expect that the news
media will take the same approach to presi-
dential campaign coverage that they did in
1992. Look for another round of Ad Watches
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and reality checks, aggressive questions, and -
blunt criticisms of the candidates. After all, it (
worked in 1992.

But did it? How well did the press corps re- inee
port on the issues? And did journalists protect : viol
the electorate from self-serving politicians and ., : con

2 manipulative political consultants? X den
e A R A T T S To find out, we undertook a systematic anal- ¢ Mis:
ysis of 1992 presidential election coverage. We cred

examined all ABC, CBS, and NBC evening and

news coverage of the campaign “preseason,” the risin

primaries, party conventions, and general elec- disc

tion battles. For the general election, we added in a

CNN’s PrimeNews, PBS's MacNeil/Lehrer News- spec

Hour, and three pillars of the “prestige press”— view

The New York Times, The Washington Post, and Neu

The Wall Street Journal. We also analyzed the righ

general election speeches given by George paig

Bush, Bill Clinton, and Ross Perot, as well as A ! tion

their campaign commercials and television talk- & ious

show appearances. four

Our purpose was to determine whether jour- Th
nalists mainly reflected the realities of the cam- too
paign trail or added their own “spin” that might quar
have distorted public perceptions of what the age
candidates said and did. The results of this “re- date:
ality check” were surprising and sometimes dis- publ
turbing. During the campaign year, journalists cupi

_tended to complain that the candidates were text
shirking their duty to debate the issues. But spee
.. more often than not, when candidates did ad- pers
;_H:Es the issues, journalists failed to report what the ¢
3 thcy sald. muc
¢~ On September 15, 1992, for example, 2 CBS ing
£ Evening News report criticized President Bush ; outr
s for talking about his opponent’s draft record - the ;
2 rather than the nation’s economy. After relat- ; opp-
ing some negative economic statistics, anchor tribt
Dan Rather said, “Both Clinton and President § ing 1
Bush were in the West today, not talking about 2 had
the economy.” Bug_transcripts of speeches made 2 tal ¢
by both candidates that day reveal that both .’;' had
were talking about the economy. Bush deliv- 3 the i

o ered a speech in Colorado ¥ as th
Bush (top), Clinton,  defending his economic poli- 3 strat
and Perot. Did jour-  cies, while in Salt Lake City, 2 Th
nalists reflect the Utah, Clinton spoke for§ dida
realities of the cam- several minutes on such eco- 3 were
paign trail, or add nomic matters as American 2 lines
their own “spin”?  competitiveness. Z strate
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ne week later, Rather's CBS col-
O league Rita Braver, now chief White

House correspondent, said the nom-
inees were ignoring public concerns about
violent crime: “Even though Americans are
constantly talking about crime, their presi-
dential candidates aren’t”” But in speeches in
Missouri and Louisiana that day, Bush claimed
credit for increasing federal anti-crime funding
and attacked Clinton for failing to combat
rising crime in Arkansas. In fact, the candidates
discussed crime and programs t at it
in_almo i i -glection

speeches. Yet, so far as

viewers of the CBS Evening
News knew, Braver was
right. During the fall cam-
paign, her program men-
tioned the candidates’ var-
lous crime proposals only
four times.

These examples proved all
too typical. Less than ope-
quarter of the media cover-
age focused on the candi-
dates’ proposals or records in
public life, matters that oc-

cupied the great bulk of the

mﬂgm

,g%ﬁes. What preoccupied the media were

personal foibles, campaign tactics, and, as always,

the “horse race”—i.e., who's ahead and by how
uch, according to the latest poll. Indeed, dur-

ing the general election, “horse-race” stories

In 1992, less
than one quarter
of the media
coverage focused
on the candidates’
proposals or records.

tions of the candidates’ policies described their
details and implications. In general, when the
media reported on policy issues they did so in
the context of discussing their relevance to who
might be ahead. In contrast, the candidates told
people why issues were relevant to their lives.
The problem wasn't that the candidates avoid-
ed substance, but that the substantive debate ev-
idently was not considered as newsworthy as
other items about the campaign.

The th i i ers also ran
more _positi ' han voters might
have guessed, since news reports consistent-
ly selected the maost nega-
tive rhetoric from the cam-

paign trail. Morc?:% ?n 70
percent of every candidage’s
sound bites on the evening
news criticized an oppos-
ing candidate. Ip their ac-
tual speeches, however, the
candidates spent & much
time cmﬂusizin%‘ their
own positive qualities as
they did criticizing their
opponents. i

The negative tone of the
coverage extended beyond
evaluations of the candidates
to the campaign itself. On the major networks
alone, nearly 300 on-air sources complained
about the quality of the fall campaign, the paid
p?ﬁ-ﬁca] ads, and the choice of can% On-
air critics outnumbered defenders of the pro-

outnumbered issue storig, (In 1988, the year
the media thought it performed so badly, the
opposite was true.) News organizatihs con-
tributed to horse-race stories by commission-
ing their own polls (which of course they then
had to report), and by covering the presiden-
tial debates with furious speculation about who
had “won” or “lost” What was really lost were
the issues, which proved relevant mainly insofar
as they helped journalists decode the candidates’
strategies.

Thus, when news reports menaoned the can-

- didates’ records and proposals, most references

were limited to brief and superficial throwaway
lines submerged in discussions of campaign
strategy or tactics. Fewer than one in ten men-

cess by a margin of twenty to one. By contrast,
post-election polls showed that three in five vot-
ers were satisfied with the choice of candidates,
three in four said they learned enough from the
campaign to make an informed choice, and two
in five even rated the much criticized campaign
commercials as helpful. These facts rafse the
question of whether the electorate might have
been tuning out the mainstream media and get-
ting their information about the campaign else-
where. As will be seen, there is evidence sug-
gesting that happened. '

The news media’s handling of the candi-
dates’ campaign spots deserves a closer look.
Many journalists regard the “Ad Watches™ as
their proudest achievement of 1992. But de-
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spite the false sense of certainty they con-
veyed, these_piecesall tao frequently simply
replaced the campaigns’ ambiguous “facts”
b thel .
A March 3, 1992 NBC *Ad Watch™ was typ-
ical of the genre in terms both of its tone and
structure. Consider the following excerpt:

LISA MYERS: The Bush campaign also
has taken liberties with ads trumpeting the
President’s leadership.

BUSH AD: Now he has an agenda to
strengthen our economy, and make Amer-
ica more competitive in
the world, to change
welfare, and make the
able-bodied work.
MYERS: That’s mis-
leading. Here'’s why:

Lisa Myers’s
critique of Dem-

Myers’s critique used broad generalizations
that were not unlike those in the political
commercials themselves. Consider her refu-
tation of the Bush ad. The statement that Bush
had not “submitted a single significant pro-
posal” on welfare in his first three years is hard-
ly proof that he was misleading voters about
his future intentions. And although the entire
statement is labeled misleading, no questions
are raised about Bush’s “agenda to strength-
en our economy, and make America more
competitive.”

Additionally, Myers’s critique of Tsongas’s
statement that other candi-
dates will “borrow from my
children” dqes not engage
fact. Instead, she rebuts
Tsongas’s notion that tax
cuts divert money away

BOB GREENSTEIN y ) from deficit reduction by ac-
(\X;elt;ue l}l’olic}:ly Special- ocratic Candl da te ccgulr(xg at f?cc v.aluc dilint;on
ist): In the three years ) and Kerrey’s notion that they
he’s been president, he’s P aul TS Ong ass could pay for middle-class

not submitted a single
significant proposal in
the welfare reform area.
MYERS: ...And now
the Democrats. Paul
Tsongas, who preaches
honesty, played fast and
loose with the truth in
attacking his rivals’ sup-
port for a middle-class
tax cut.

TSONGAS AD: And
they want to give me a
tax credit that they're
going to have to borrow
from my children.
MYERS: That’s misleading. [Again, the
word is superimposed on the ad.] Both Bill
Clinton and Bob Kerrey would pay for
their tax cuts by raising taxes on the rich.
KATHLEEN HALL JAMIESON (Politi-
cal Ads Analyst): That means there’s no cost
to our children.

MYERS: In this latest round of ads, the
theme seems to be distraction, distortion,
and deception. And as the stakes get high-
er, it’s likely to get worse.
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campaign ad did
not engage fact.

tax cuts by taxing “the rich.”
(As president, Clinton found
the case to be less cut-and-
dried.) The grievance with
Tsongas's ad appears to be
based on a policy dispute
with the former senator, not
a factual disagreement.
Myers’s closing comment,
which identifies the “theme”

distortion, and deception,”
is hardly substantiated by
her selected examples. Her
use of expert sources is es-
pecially troubling. Robert
Greenstein, a registered lobbyist, directs the lib-
eral Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
which rarely praises Republican presidents. And
Kathleen Hall Jamieson is an expert on com-
munications, not deficit reduction. Yet their
comments were integrated into NBC's story in
a manner suggesting that opinions were being
countered by undisputed facts. One might la-
bel such a claim “misleading.”

“Ad Watches” reflected journalists’ gener-
al disdain for all campaign commercials. but

of these ads as “distraction, -
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especially attack ads. In late February, CBS’s
Eric Engberg narrated a contemptuous broad-
brush dismissal of the campaign’s negative
commercials:

“They’re back! Negative attack ads, univer-
sally deplored as a vile and corrosive force in
presidential politics, once again rule the airwaves
in key primary states....Four years of ‘never
again’ hand-wringing over an 88 campaign that
left voters disgusted has brought forth more of
the same.”

Engberg didn't challenge the accuracy or fair-
ness of any specific ad. Instead, he went out of
his way to remind viewers of the complaints
about Bush’s 1988 campaign. (“The negative
trail, with emphasis on patriotic themes, is a fa-
miliar one for Mr. Bush, who used flags and the
Willie Horton furlough effectively against
Dukakis in '88.")

Like the candidates’ spots, Engberg’s argu-
ment rests not on fact, but on opinions that
can neither be validated nor falsified by em-
pirical data. The conceit behind the “Ad
Watch™ segments was that the campaign trail
could be cleansed by network fact-checkers.
The truth is that voters must choose between
the candidates’ competing personas and
philosophies.

Finally, like the media’s Horse-race stories

overuse of negative sound covered the presi-
bites, their attention to neg- dential debates
ative ads made the candi- with furfous specu-
dates’ overall advertising lation about who
campaigns seem more neg- “won” or “lost.”
ative than they really were.
Three out of five ads that aired during the gen-
eral election contained positive messages about
the background or proposals of the sponsoring
candidate. But negative ads made up three out
of every five that were analyzed in print or
broadcast news stories.

fter the 1988 elections, many report-
Aers believed that by “balancing” their
stories they had failed to tell the truth
about the men who would be president. In
1992, they resolved to call it the way they
saw it. Thus, the news went boldly where
only editorials had gone before, as news sto-
ries regularly contradicted the candidates in
order to keep them honest. The result was
some of the least balanced, most negative,
and most opinionated coverage in recent
memory.
The most obvious victim of the new rules
was George Bush, who suffered from terri-

MEDIACRITIC 83

Ane

9



Candidates appear-  ble press all year long. Dur-
ing on talk shows by- ing the primaries he got

passed the main- the worst press of any can-
stream media. Top:  didate in either party—
Peroton Meetthe 78 percent negative sound
Press. Below: Lary  bites about him on the net-
King hosts Clinton ~ work news shows. Many
and Gore (left), and  of these bites were pro-
President Bush. vided by primary and gen-

eral-election opponents and
their allies. But under the new rules for cov-
erage that permitted reporters to intrude their
own opinions nto the news, journalists them-
selves contributed to the neganvity. In January,
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Lisa Myers offered her own bottom-line as-
sessment of Bush's presidency: “It’s tough to
lead when you don’t know where you want
to go. Call it a vision—George Bush doesn't
seem to have one.”

This remark reflected the tone of the neg-
ative press Bush got all year. During the sum-
mer, some 70 percent of the sound bites
directed at the incumbent on the network
news shows were negative, a percentage
matched during the fall election. For both pe-
riods. a majority of comments about Bill
Clinton were favorable. This disparity was
even greater in the major newspapers. Vir-
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tually every one of Bush’s policies came in for
heavier criticism than did those of his Demo-
cratic opponent.

Bush was further victimized by highly neg-
ative and occasionally inaccurate reporting on
the economy. During the Republican con-
vention in Houston, ABC’s John McWethy
reported, “It’s going to be hard to make the
voters forget what has happened to their stan-
dard of living since George Bush became
president.” Actually, the media’s coverage en-
sured that voters thought ill of the economy
under Bush, despite evidence of economic
growth.

Throughout the third quar-
ter of 1992, for example,
the Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) grew at the robust
rate of nearly four percent.
During that same period of
time, our research shows,
an astounding 97 percent
of sources on the evening
news gave negative assess-
ments of the economy. Net-
work television correspon-
dents continued to bemoan -
the “recession” long after it
ended in early 1991. Polls
continued to find a majority of the public be-
lieving the economy was in recession as re-
cently as last year—the fourth year of the
current expansion. Little wonder that the em-
inent political sociologist Seymour Martin
Lipset concluded, “What defeated the Re-
publicans was perception....[M]any people
thought conditions were worse than they
were.”

If Lipset is correct, 1992 was the year that Re-
publican paranoia became reality—the media
really did do them in. At the least, our findings
argue for greater humility from those journalists
who presumed to protect the public against po-
litically inspired misconceptions, all the while
creating misperceptions greater than any cor-
rected in an “Ad Watch.”

It would be a mistake, however, to conclude
that the media were simply biased against Re-
publicans. In fact, the media treated other can-

didates to ] Ismissive coverage. As a

As Clinton’s rough
freatment suggesgs,
it’s now commoi;_
to see journalists’

feelings appear in

their coverage.
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gr i eived far more nega-
tive than positive press.

Moreover, all of Bush'’s major challengers
were themselves victimized at one time or an-
other by the build-’em-up-knock-'em-down
syndrome that running the media gauntlet en-

tails. Bill Clinton’s candidacy survived the
Gennifer Fl i t his pub-
lic_reputation never really recovered, And

Ross Perot’s media image went from that of
savior to psycho almost overnight. Provmg
That they could be equal-opportunity de-
stroyers, Er;c Engbcrg of CBS blasted Perot’s

pcnchant for...intirnida-
tion,” while Lisa Myers
of NBC used terms such
as “notorious,” “bizarre,”
and “distorted” to describe
Perot.

Thus, the Bush-bashing
hints at something more dis-
quieting than liberal bias. As
President Clinton’s rough
media treatment suggests, it
Is now common to see
Jjournalists’ personal feelings
appearing in their political
covrage. Commentary s
been redefined as news and

rationalized as “truthtelling” Mixing news and
commentary was hardly an unknown practice
T the past, but it was treated as somctmng to
be avoided or explained away. Now it appears
to be regarded by journalists as a public service.
* Whether the public applauds this development
is another question. Indeed, the sudden pop-
ularity of interactive news formats may reflect
widespread disaffection with the national me-
dia as the forum for our political discourse.

oday the public revolt against the

I mainstream media extends from talk
radio to cyberspace. During Campaign

'92 the main challengers to the traditional
media were the so-called “new media” tele-
vision call-in shows. The formats Larry King
and Phil Donahue offered the candidates dur-
ing the primary season were not popular with
mainstream journalists. But so many citizens
turned to the talk-show alternatives that the
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networks were forced to join the bandwagon.
By early summer the morning news shows
and prime-time magazine programs began
featuring lengthy interchanges with candi-
dates who meanwhile were limited to nine-
second sound bites on the evening news.
Our study reveals a good reason for the new
format’s popularity: The talk shows provided
more substantive information and more posi-
tive and balanced portraits of the candidates than
the “esublishment” media did. During the 34
interview programs televised nationally during
the fall of 1992, three out of every four com-

ments concerned the candidates’ records or
proposals. By contrast, less than a third of the

comments on the network evening news shows
and half of the discussion on PBS’s MacNeil/
Lehrer Newshour dealt with these matters.

Toward the end of October, for example, an
Atlanta woman called Larry King to ask Bill
Clinton about welfare reform. His answer last-
ed two minutes and seventeen seconds, far more
time than he ever received on any evening news
show. He supplied statistics on the portion of
women who stay on welfare for many years. He
discussed the need to offer recipients job train-
ing, child care, and medical insurance. And he
spoke about the great amount of community-
service work that could be accomplished by
putting welfare recipients to work. Bush, Clin-
ton, and even Ross Perot all had the chance to
explain their programs in detail on the talk
shows, giving voters an opportunity not af-
forded by traditional network programs.

The talk shows have their own limitations. At
best they can be nothing more than a com-
plement to political journalism. Their strength
lies in their relative lack of “mediation.” As
demonstrated during the campaign, some shows
allowed voters to express their concerns directly
and all of them let citizens hear the candidates
speak for themselves. In their talk-show ap-
pearances, where the candidates had some con-
trol over the agenda, most conversations focused
on substantive matters, and audiences could
evaluate the candidates’ responses without de-
pending on journalists to translate for them.

The media’s post-1988 attempt to reform their
campaign coverage reflected their belief that
journalists could best serve voters by forcing the
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candidates to conduct cleaner and more sub-
stantive campaigns. Voters displayed little grat-
itude to their “saviors™: A survey by the Times
Mirror Center shortly before the election found
that only 36 percent gave the coverage a grade
of “A" or “B." Voters actually gave a slightly
higher grade point average to the much reviled
campaign consultants. Even more ominous for
the media elite were findings that a majority be-
lieved the press has too much influence over
elections, and a startling 84 percent thought
journalists let their own political preferences in-
fluence the way they report the news.

The media’s reformers correctly perceived the
need for change after the "88 campaign. Vast
segments of the public had become discon-
nected from the nation’s politics. The problem
was that their solutions prescribed a more in-
trusive and aggressive role for journalists—more
mediation at a time when the public desired a
more direct view of the candidates. In 1992, as
journalists critically reviewed the candidates’ ads
and campaign conduct, reporters took that
much more time away from the issues, and they
added that much more negativity to the pro-
cess. Instead of changing the system, they be-
came more closely identified with it.

Polls show that many voters now doubt the
essential fairness and accuracy of the infor-
mation they receive from the news media. To-
day’s mainstream media is in danger of be-
coming tomorrow’s marginal media. If noth-
ing else forces reconsideration of how the me-
dia covers presidential campaigns, the fear of
declining influence should. Those journalists
who want to recover the media’s proper pub-
lic mandate can begin by rediscovering the val-
ues and practices that once set journalism apart
from punditry, propaganda, and melodrama.
The goal should be to provide an accurate ac-
count of the battle over issues and ideas during
the campaign, rather than trying to settle it
themselves. %

S. Robert Lichter is president and Richard E.
Noyes is political studies director at the Center for
Media and Public Affairs in Washington, D.C.
Their latest book is Good Intentions Make
Bad News: Why Americans Hate Campaign
Journalism (Rowman & Littlefield, 1995).
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

~HE PRESILIHT HAS SF N

10-19-95
October 14, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE ENT
FROM: TODD STERNT®>
PHIL CAPLAW
SUBJECT: Recent Political Information Items

We have received the following recent political information items:

('c \) Ickes memo on Celinda Lake presentation. Outlines research by Lake, especially

focused on women. Among points she made: mood of country of pessimistic, but
there is still a substantial gender gap in your favor. Working women strongly support
you -- Medicare and education are two key elements. Women think Republicans are
going too far; more men believe Repubhcans can’t get anything done. Dems have
advantage over GOP on: i education, protectin

reatm obs GOP has advantage on: welfare, controlling the deficit and change and

o er economic issues (other than jobs.) Blue collar America "frantic"

about _]ObS and the future. Married, white non-college women and older women are
best swing votes to go after.

Celinda Lake memo on communicating effectively in current environment.
Voters are extremely cynical and distrustful of politicians, and this has consequences
for the kmd of dlscourse that can get through e urges relying on facts, not
tisan references (Congress is the enem

(B)  Ickes memes on C/G 96 finances. Two memos from Terry McAuliffe/Laura
Hartigan via Harold on the status of re-elect finances: 1) The campaign continues to
set records. Terry reports that this quarter’s FEC filing (July-Sept) will show $10.1
million cash raised. With the federal match and last quarter’s $9.3 million, the
September 30 total is $30.2 million. Projections through the end of the year show an
additional $11 million raised (including the match) for a year-end total of $41.2
million. Harold urges you to congratulate both Terry and Laura Hartigan. 2) The
fundraising division will spend $6.6 million for primary fundraising -- $600,000
under original estimates, but $400,000 over the estimated fundraising exemption of
$6.2 million. This $400,000 will come out of the amount available for campaign
activity. Terry and Laura have initiated the planning phase of the General Election
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MEMORANDUM

To: Lake Research Clients
Subject: Communicating Effectively in the Current Environment
Date: September 29, 1995 - -

Over the past six months, Lake Research has conducted over 100-focus groups among
swing voters across the United States, testing messages and materials on a broad range of
topics. The following is a summary of our observations, drawn from the whole of our
research, on how to best cut through a cynical and angry political environment and maximize
the impact of our messages.

» Just the Facts. In the past, the best political communication has used strong, thematic
language, and avoided technical details that seem dry or narrow. In the current
political environment, dry is good, and facts are critical to credibility. Voters'
profound cynicism and distrust of politics mean that they assume political players will
lie and intentionally mislead them. More than ever, they demand facts to back up all
assertions, they demand a substantial level of detail, and they want to hear the whole

story.
Less effective: He voted for huge cuts in education.

More effective: He voted for legislation which would reduce funding for Head
Start by $xxx million, more than one third of its current budget.

- Less is More, Part I. In this environment, strong language is not always the best.
Voters reject headlines and language which seem exaggerated or overblown, and they
are quick to label things as "too political," or as "just rhetoric." The most effective
language is sober and restrained, and the most effective tone is serious and measured.

Less effective: Medicare slashed!

More effective: Congress scales back Medicare by $270 billion.

1730 Rhode Island Avenue, NW Suite 400 Washington, D.C. 20036 tel: 202-776-9066 fax: 202-776-9074
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Less is More, Part II: The amount of information voters have about current proposals
is minimal, and they are skeptical that Renuhlitzns-would—ga-a&.&m_!m»\;%iy
are going. They do not believe, for example, that any member of Congress wo

want to repeal environmental protections, because public support for these things is too
strong. As a result, telling the truth about the GOP agenda can actually backfire, and

voters sometimes reject what we tell them, even when it's true, because they think 1t is
exaggerated. Therefore, we should err on the side of understatement.

Less effective: He wants to gut environmental laws and repeal important
protections.

More effective: He voted to relax environmental protections and to allow
industries to release higher levels of waste into our lakes and rivers.

Avoid Partisan References. The enefny for voters is Congress -- not Democrats, and
not Republicans. Moreover, one of their strongest criticisms of Congress is that

Members put partisanship ahead of good policy, and they resent this. Vgters believe
that debates on the Hill are just partisan bickering, and they want an end to this. As a
result, the fact that a vote is split along party lines no longer leads voters to draw
conclusions about what Republicans must be for and what Democrats must be for.
Instead, they conclude that the vote was just political, just more jockeying for position.
In this environment, any mention of partisanship blocks voters' willingness to listen.
Specifying the GOP leadership or a specific Member helps mitigate this.

Less effective: Tell your Representative to vote against the Republicans'
attempt to raise Medicare costs for seniors.

More effective: Tell your Representative to vote against Newt Gingrich's and
Bob Dole's attempt to raise Medicare costs for seniors.

Follow the Crowd: Reject the Status Quo. Above all, voters continue to want change.

They want reform. And there is no part of government that they do not believe needs
to be reformed. Any side aligned with the status quo in this environment will lose. In

defending our priorities, whether Medicare or education, it is important to concede that
change is needed, and it is important to concede this up front. Before voters will

listen to anything we have to say, we must reassure them that we want change as well.
The debate must be about what kind of change we want, not whether we want change
at all.

~ Less effective: 'We should not eliminate the Department of Education.

More effective: The Department of Education should be reformed, not
eliminated.



Some Kinds of Third Parties are Good: Validate with Others. Third-party validation
is an important part of increasing credibility. The most credible messengers are
independent and non-partisan (rather than bipartisan), with agendas that seem well-
intentioned and non-political. The most credible messengers also come from outside
Washington, D.C. In addition, coalition efforts, particularly when a coalition is
diverse and counter to stereotype, add credibility.

Less effective: Feminists and environmentalists agree that this legislation is
dangerous.

More effective: The Anytown Times reports that The State Council of
Pediatricians, the Association of Concerned Biologists, and the Anytown Civic
Responsibility League agree that this legislation is dangerous.

-
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10-19-99
October 14, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE ENT
FROM: TODD STERNT®>
PHIL CAPLAW
SUBIJECT: Recent Political Information Items

We have received the following recent political information items:

?c \) Ickes memo on Celinda Lake presentation. Outlines research by Lake, especially
$ focused on women. Among points she made: mood of country of pessimistic, but
there is still a substantial gender gap in your favor. Working women strongly support
you -- Medicare and education are two key elements. Women think Republicans are
going too far; more men believe Republicans can’t get anything done. Dems have
advantage over GOP on: i i education, protecting chi
creating jobs. GOP has advantage on: welfare, controlling the deficit and change and
_¥ ‘ma economic issues (other than jobs.) Blue collar America "frantic"

about jobs and the future. Married, white non-college women and older women are
best swing votes to go after.
Celinda Lake memo on communicating effectively in current environme;nt.
Voters are extremely cynical and distrustful of politicians, and this has consequences
% for the kind of discourse that can get through. She urges relying on facts, not
hetoric; not exaggerating; avoidin tisan references (Congress is the enemy, not

third-party validators.

(B)  Ickes memes on C/G ’96 finances. Two memos from Terry McAuliffe/Laura
Hartigan via Harold on the status of re-elect finances: 1) The campaign continues to
set records. Terry reports that this quarter’s FEC filing (July-Sept) will show $10.1
million cash raised. With the federal match and last quarter’s $9.3 million, the
September 30 total is $30.2 million. Projections through the end of the year show an
additional $11 million raised (including the match) for a year-end total of $41.2
million. Harold urges you to congratulate both Terry and Laura Hartigan. 2) The
fundraising division will spend $6.6 million for primary fundraising -- $600,000
under original estimates, but $400,000 over the estimated fundraising exemption of
$6.2 million. This $400,000 will come out of the amount available for campaign
activity. Terry and Laura have initiated the planning phase of the General Election
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5 October 1995

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
THE VICE PRESIDENT

CC: LEON PANETTA
ERSKINE BOWLES
MAGGIE WILLIAMS
JACK QUINN
DOUG SOSNIK
BETSY MYERS
DON BAER
ANN LEWIS

FROM: HAROLD ICKES @

RE: POLLING PRESENTATION BY CELINDA LAKE ON 4 OCTOBER
1995

On 4 October Celinda Lake gave one of her periodic presentations
regarding some of her most recent research, especially that
focused on women. _
Attached is a 29 September 1995 memorandum to "Lake Research
Clients" regarding communicating effectlvely in the current
environment.

Overall, she says, the mood of the country is pessimistic.

No surprise, there is a substantial gender gap in the President’s
favor. Working women strongly support the President, with
Medicare and education being two key elements. She said that the
President is also increasingly strong with "seniors", which is a
turn around compared to her prior polling.

With respect to Republicans, women think they are going to far
and, interestingly, more men are coming to believe the
Republlcans can’t get anything done.

Education is a very big issue, especially with women. Democrats
have the advantage over Republicans on the following issues:
helping the middle class, health care, education, protecting
children and creating jobs.



By contrast, Republicans have the advantage over Democrats on
welfare, controlling the deficit and change.

Other than for jobs, Republicans have the advantage over
Democrats on virtually all economic issues.

A majority of the respondents do not think that their economic
conditions are any better and that their children will not live
as well as they do.

She cautions against spending too much time describing the
current economic condition; rather, she strongly urges that the
President, Vice President and others focus on how things will be
better, i.e., the future.

In her opinion, the economic crises has generated a cultural =
crises. People say they must work very hard in order to make
ends meet which, in turn, deprives them of the ability to care of
their children and homes. This view is especially prevalent
among women.

She strongly urges that all policies be "value based". Among

women, "respect" is now a higher value then "equality". Women
complain that they do not get respect from their bosses, their
husbands, their co-workers, etc.

Education is a central issue for women because it is translated
into a better future for their children.

Violence and the safety of children is now a dominant issue, more
so then personal safety.

Congress is seen as the enemy. People believe that Washington DC
is controlled by the special interests. A growing number of
people believe that government is too intrusive, but women think
government can accomplish more compared to what men think
government can accomplish.

She urges less focus on analysis of what is wrong with much more
focus on what President plan’s for a better economic future.

She said that a large number of people do not know what the
Democratic "economic plan" is. She cited examples of focus
groups where she hands out blank pieces of paper and asks each
person to write down the words or phrases that best describe the
Republican economic plan and the Democratic economic plan. More
often then not, half of the papers describing the Democratic
economic plan come back blank compared to papers regarding the
Republican plan, all of which are filled out with phrases such as
deficit reduction, tax reduction, etc.

She urges that the phrase: "But this is not good enough" should
follow recitation of virtually any accomplishment. e.g., "over 7
million new jobs have been created during our administration, but



that is not good enough."

She says that blue collar America is "frantic" about jobs and the
future. Married,, white non-college women and older women are
the best "swing" votes to go after. Among married white non-
college, those who work is the best subset.

On welfare reform, younger women who are working want welfare
reform, but, unlike many men, they also want the protective
services for children.

In testing phrases describing affirmative action, which she says

most people are against, the phrase "equal opportunity to
compete" gets the most positive response.

I asked her to draft some key phrases which describe issues and.
specifics but which are more appealing to women than the typical
language that men ordinarily use. For example, she pointed out
that the concept of "balancing work and family" works well with
college education professional women but does not work at all for
non-college educated because the latter don’t look. at work as
something they want to balance with their family, they merely
look at work as something to help them get a better life for
their family.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE P ENT

C

FROM:  LUCIE NAPHIN LIJ

SCHEDULING
RE: LONDON THEATER GUIDE
PATTI SOLIS

Per your request, attached is a list of all the major theater productions which will be
playing while you are in London. As of now, you are scheduled to host a dinner the first
night you are in London at the Ambassador’s residence for approximately 80 péople (this
would include US and European businessmen, writers, actors and other prominent
Americans living in Europe). Would you rather go to the theater that evening and if so
which production would you be interested in seeing?



FIVE GUYS NAMED MOE

By Clarke Peters. The musical tibute 10 the songs of Louis
Jordan comes back to town having left the Lyric on March 4.
[ ne story of Nomax, who's leefing Diue until rive guys named
Moe emerge from the radio to teach the gospelacwdlgro
Louls n. Songs from Ul show Include 1s You Is Or Is
You Ain't My Baby' and ‘Push Ka Pi Shee Pia". MUSICAL

E:MON-THUR B.00 M:FRI-SAT 6.00 & 8.45 R: 120 mins U : Lelcester Square

APOLLO shattesbury Avenue, W1
DEAD GUILTY

Jenny Seagrove plays Julia, a professional businesswoman
who is seriously traumatised and becomes housebound
following a car accident. As friends look after her, a serias of
events leads her to believe that someone knows that the
accldent was not quite as it seemed. With Hayley Mills.
THRILLER

£ ; MON-FRI 8.00 SAT 8.15 M THURS 3.00 SAT 5.00 R: 135 mins U : Piccadlly Circus

CAMBRIDGE Eariham Street, WC2
FAME - THE MUSICAL

Fame follows the antics and traumas of the kids at the New
Vart High Qrhanl far Porfnrming Arte ac theav tev In nrove

il vaaiR e courailn.

MUCICAL
CRITERION Piccadilly Circus. W1
TAKING SIDES

Ronald Harwood's new play leaves the audience to decide
on the suggested complicity of Wiliam Furtwangler, one of
Germany's leading composers, in the Nazi era.

E'L“ X;;m Nanirl Massay and directad by Harold Pinter.

E : MON-SAT 7.30 M; WED & SAT 2.30 R: 150 mins U : Piccadily Circus

DUCIHIEJJ cualliviliie Suvct, w2

DON’T DRESS FOR DINNER ;
By Marc Camoletti. Adapted by Robin Hawdon. In Marc

Cannic’s fave Miuvitaol 3iwasvoil Mailin otare ao MVbG,
invited for @ relaxing wookond at hig friends’ courilry collagy

nnp« to find & chaotic scenario of secret couples. With Royce
VIS, VACKIY FIpct allu vcwuviall vraulily. row raiayv

directs. COMEDY
E : MON-FRI 8,00 M;WED 3.00, SAT5.00 & 8.30 R: 135 mins U: Covent Garden

GCARRIOK Mharing Mrace Rnad, W2

AWAITING NEW PRODUCTION

U : Leicaster Square

WATCH
THIS

SPACE!

HER MAJESTY’S Haymarkat, QW1 .‘

THE PHANTOM OF THE OFERA

Music by Andrew Lloyd Webber, lyrics by Charles Hart.
Andrew Lloyd Webber's romantic musical based on Gaston
Leroux's gothic novel of life beneath the haunted stage of
the Paris %pera. Directed by Harold Prince. AMUSICAL

F - MON-SAT 7.45 M :WED, SAT 3.00 R: 150 mins U : Piccadify Cirous

-— . . .. - . ~re . e i . N el - ..
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‘E:MON-SAT 7,45 M: THUR & SAT 3,00 R: 160 mins U: Charing X

Ve LioRvol 1U-Ulrl=04L3J1145 1¢ UL 8O
SUNSET BOULEVARD ,

Music by Andrew Lioyd Webber, book and lyri Don Black and

Chnistopher Hamplon based on the Billy , Elaine Paige

stars in Andrew Lioyd Webber's musical, based on the classic 1940's
Billy Wiider film about an ageing silent movie actress who plots her
comeback with the aid of & younger man. The cast also foatures
John Barrowman and Is directed by Trevor Nunn. MUSICAL

AMBASSADORS West Streat, WC2

WATCH
AWAITING NEW PRODUCTION THIS
SPACE!
U: Lelcastac Square
BARBICAN Barbican Centrs, EC2

ROYAL SHAKESPEARE COMPANY
A PATROIT FORME - pLAY

A MIDSUMMER NIGHT'S DREAM - pLay
HENRY YV - pLaY

PLEASE SEE SEPARATE BROCHURE. U:Barbican

COMEDY Panton Street, SW1 S
MICHAEL FEINSTEIN

Limited three weegk season from the master of American
cabaret whose material Includes the songs of Cole Porter,
George & Ira Gershwin, Irving Berlin & Jule Styne.

untll 24/08/95)

ABARET

E:TUES-SAT 8.00 M : SAT: 5.00 SUN; .00 R: 120 mins U: Piccadilty Circus

DRURY LANE Catherine Street, WG2

MISS SAIGON

Music by Claude-Michel Schonberg, lyrics by Richard Malitby
Jr and Alain Boublil. A latter-day Madam Butterfly meets her
Gl Joe during the fall of Saigon in 1975. Written by Les
Miseorubles cumpasers Alain Boublil and Claudo-Michel
Schonberg, and directed by Nicholas Hytner. MUSICAL

E:MON-SAT7.45 M: WED & SAT 3,00 R: 185 ming U : Covent Garden

FORTUNE Russell Streset, WC2

THE WOMAN IN BLACK )
By Stephen Mallatratt from the novel by Susan Hill. A keen young ',‘:,:’,, NG
solicitor Is sent to wind up the affairs of a recently deceased woman. He PLAY 10R
begins 1o piace togsther the delails of her strange raciusive life, alone in YIARS”

8 remole and mysterious house. Years later, -he recounts his
experiencas, dasperale lo exorcisa the ghosts of the past. THRILLER

E : MON-SAT 8,00 M: TUE 3.00, SAT 4.00 R: 110 ming U ; Covenl Garden

HAYMARKET Haymarket, SW1

BURNING BLUE

American playwright DMW Greer's debut play s based on his
own experiences in the U.S. Navy, investigating the continuod
McCartyite hounding of gay man in the armed forces.

FLAY

E : MON-SAT 8,00 M: WED & SAT 3.00 R: 150 mins U : Piccadily Circus

P adaramnnnan Antalle ara ositthiant tn chanan withant natien

RS
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INDIAN INK
By Tom . InTom&ﬁ:mM'smp'la.thpoelHomCmm
arrives in ggia in 1930 lo find both British and Indlan socletiss

Indepe . During her visit, Flora’s portrait is
pabtadb;janlndanmm years later, her sister and the artist’s
son meet in London. Felicity Kendal plays Flora, with Margarst Tyzack as
her sister and Art Mallk as the anist. Diracted by Poter Wood. PLAY

E :MON-SAT 7.30 M:WED & SAT3.00 R: 165 mins U : Hobom/Covent Garden

APOLLO VICTORIA wilton Road, SW1

STARLIGHT EXPRESS

Music by Andrew Lioyd Webber, lyrics by Richard Stilgoe.
Andrew Uoyd Webber's roller-skating musical inspired by
the motion of trains has become the second

musical in the West End, the show was re-directed and re-
dvgraographed in 1992. Directed by Trevor Nunn,

MUSICAL

E:MON-SAT 7,45 M: TUE & SAT3.00 R : 150 mins U Viclorla
COLISEUM st. Martins Lane, WC2

ENGLISH NATIONAL OPERA SEASON
CARMEN / COSI FAN TUTTI
RUSALKA / THE FAIRY QUEEN

PLEASE SEE SEPARATE BROCHURE U : Leicester Square/Charing Cross
DOMINION Tottenham Court Road, W1 _
GREASE

Book, music and lyrics by Jim Jacobs and Warren Casey.
Additional songs by B. Gibb, J. Farrar, L. SI. Louis, S. Simon.
Shane Richie stars as Danny with Samantha Janus as Sandy, the
high school goody-two-shoes who fancles a bit of rough. This
production is based on tha it fim, including songs never befors
performed In & stage version, David Gilmore directs, MUSICAL

E: MON-SAT7.30 M; WED & SAT3.00 R 150 mins U : Tottenham Court Road

DUKE OF YORK'S St. Martins Lane, WC2

RAT IN THE SKULL

Ron Hutchinson’s 1984 play io.which.TonyNown. plovs.a Roval. .. THIS .
Ulster Constabulary offlcer called back from vacatlon to

intorroqato a mombor of the INA. PLAY s P A C E !
C:MON CAT 7.00 M : TIRUAD & DAT 0.00 N: TOA U : Leicestor Oquars/Charing Oro>>

GIELGUD Shaftesbury Avenue, W1
COMMUNICATING DOORS

Alan Ayckbourn directs his own new play In which Ms
Poopay Dayseer, flesing for her life, steps through a
communicating door in & hote! room to find herself In another
time. Julia McKenzie stars, PIl.LAY

E.MON-SAT 7.30 M. W2ZD & 8AT3.00 R. 160 mins U : Piccadily Circus

LYRIC Shaftesbury Avenue, W1
AIN'T MISBEHAVIN’

Bocod an an Idoa by M Horwitz and Richard Maltby Jr. Mugieal
ruvuy urvhlig U via m'« Hutvnie wend basod v e wzo.v(

Fats Waller. Fats, whose real name was Thomas, has an nng
pupulatity based va yungy suclt ad> ‘Thie Juird fo Julpiie',

Henersuckls 3ozt 30d Whar0id L Ro To R Se Black and Biuo?.

E :MON-SAT 8.00 M : THUR 3.00, SAT 500 R: 120 mins U : Piccaaily Clreus

Dlnncn ~hAAl ~vmm e fme ~mdarmanann Hman Gy 4QQE |
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NEW LONDON Drury Lane, WC2
CATS

Muscle by Andrew Lioyd Webbor. This International award-
winning musical is now in ils 141 yoat. Based on T. &
Ellot’s Old Possum's Book of Practical Cats.

MUSICAL

WILL LIVE FOREVER!

o -,
Tamapl

£ : MON-SAT 745 M : TUE, SAT 3.00 R: 165 mins U ; Holbor/Covent Garden

R

HEGRFOYY

venw!
-

PALACE Shaftesbury Avenue, W1
LES MISERABLES

By Alain soubfli, Glaude-hichol Sohonborg and Horherl
retzmer. Musical adaptation of Victor Hugo's great
humanitarian novel of fove and courage In the revolutionary
srnrtl;g es of 19th century France. Directed by Trevor Nunn
a Caird. MUSICAL

.

E : MON:SAT 7.30 M : THUR, SAT 2.30 R:195mins U : Lelpester Square

PICCADILLY Denman Strest, W1 A/c)

THE ROY ORBISON STORY

Dovlsedb{ Bill Kemvr?m. book by Shirlle Roden and Jon Miller.
A musica oy Orbison. The sombre singor led the
most tragic of lives in which many of his close relatives died
before his own untimely death in the 1980's. Only the Lonsly,
Pratty Woman and In Dreams all feature In this stage biography.
Directed by lan Keligren. MUSICAL

& WUETHUR 8.00, I . FRIS.A3 & D.15, GAT BV @ 0.y CUN 4 00 & . 108 mina U : Moo &l Craue

PRINCF OF WALLEL Govenuy wtroow. W EEg

TOMMY STEELE < WHAT A-SHOwW!

The ever versatlle, all-singing, all-danoing aclor and
occasional fepiechiaum Tommy Stoele retums to tha Wesl
End with a compilation of s from his favourite musicals
aided bXLa company of 23 dancers, singers & musicians.
mUsIC

£ : MON-SAT 8,00 M:WED 3,00 SAT5.00 R: TBA U: Piccadilly Circus

ST. MARTIN’S Woest Street, WC2
THE MOUSETRAP

By Agatha Christia. Fory-three years on and we still don't
know whodunnit. Agatha Christie’s classic thriier continues
on the world's longast run. WHODUNNIT

CatAOM UA T W iMI 84 103 7 =it DAT °;':l R . 10C mning L1 miaaciar Crurara
VAUDEVILLE Strand, Wiz (A/G)

DEALFR’S CHOICE

By Patrick Marber. Set in a restaurani, (e cunie Jrama

lfoatures the huildaqp tn 8 poker ame wh{sgotrha stakes are of 8
mimseit,

?v.pm;r. vahia v_h_q_'s.,r_g_qoey;”m,rgerhqéaa ver nirm UAPIVIOO
V8 15 Souiivaly so ncod and " TS WO T
pmeﬁfbur nuMOrous rawny vr .f.m Z:fr.-'u..-. »’:n'.'."\' v

E: MON-FRI 7.45. SAT 5,00 4 8.15 M: WED 3.00° R : 145 mins U : Chadng Cross
WVYNDHAM'’S Charina Cross Road, WC2 g

OL D TINYLTI vl o200z
TIIACEE TALL WOMAN From 2o/u995
THE DUCHFESS OF MALF! rrem 27/1205

E: MON-SAT 8.00 M:SAT4.00 R: 120 mins U : Laicester Squaro

Bt ol S N
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WHAT THE BUILEH DAW
By Joe Orton. COMED

Y
THE WAY OF THE WORLD

By William Congreva COMEDY

LA GRANDE MAGIA

By Eduardo 06 Filippo. PLAY

WILD OATS

By John O'Keafe COMEDY

PLEASE SEE SEPARATE BROCHURE U : Waterloo

OLIVIER (National Theatra), South Bank, SE1

A LITTLE NIGHT MUSIC
MUSICAL

VOLPONE
By Ben Johnson — COMEDY

PLEASE SEE SEPARATE BROCHURE U : Wateriod

41 =l NU.ULYU T .UJ
. . . 4 . ) Ny

WilLY RUSSELU'Y
AWARD V/IHRIRG PAZALAL

PHOENIX Charing Cross Road, WC2
BLOOD BROTHERS

By Willy Russell. Stephanie Lawrence stars in Willy Russell’s
award-winning musical about Liverpudiian twins, separaled
at birth, whose paths cross In friendship and anger. Dirocted
by Ron Edwards. MUSICAL

PROERIX THEATRE

E * MON-SAT 7.45 M THUR 3.00, SAT 4,00 R 165 mins U : Tottenham Coun Rd

WINNLER !

SR 1 NMUSET AT

PRINCE EDWARD 0ld Compton Street. W1 [[Y[J f;%

CRAZY FOR YOU

Music by George Gerswin, lyrics by Ira Gershwin, book by
Ken Ludwig. A reworking of ershwin's 1930’s hit Girl Crazy,
this is & lavish romantic musical with showstoppers including
“Someone to Watch Over Me’ and ‘I Got Rhythm'. Tim Flavin
and Helen Way star. Mike Ockrent dirgets tho 1993 Olivier
Award winner. MUSICAL

£ ; MON-SAT 7.45 M: THUR, BAT 300 R 165 mins U ; Letcastar Square/Toenham Court Road

ARG T

SAVOY The Strand, WC2
DEAD FUNNY

Terry Johnson's comedy retums 10 the Wes! End. The Dead
Funny Society gather together to commemorate the death of
Benny Hill, the results are farcical. COMEDY

E : MON-FRI 8.00 SAT 8,15 M: WED 2.30 SAT5.00 R: TBA U:Charing Cross
S € 'STUNHING' YLAR!

STRAND Strand, WC2
L IS UBAY

BUDDY From 6th October X B |.1m"|'

By Alan Janes. Over 2,000 performances for the musical

based on the rise to fame and untimely death of American

rock'n’rolf singer Buddy Holly, who at the tender age of

2"’”1 ; Wg’tten by Alan Janes and directed by Rob Beltinson.
USICAL

E:TLE-THURSB.OOFFII&SATSNM:FR!S.GOSATSIDSUN(.OOR: 135 mins U : Chadng Cross

WHITEHALL Whitehall, SW1.

AWAITING NEW PRODUCTION

U ; Charing Cross
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THE IMPORTANCE OF BEING EARNEST

The Birmingham Repertory Theatre's production of Oscar
Wilde's comedy comes fo the west end in the 100th anniversary
year of lts first performance. The comedy folfows problems
caused when Algernon &ssumes the identity of Jack Worthing's
técgﬁ‘fosug {ounger brother, Eamast, in order lo court Jack's ward.

'E: MON:SAT 7.30 M: WED & SAT 3.00 R: 155 mins U : Waterloo

4
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OLIVER!

By Lionel Bart. Major revival of Lionel Bart's celsbrated 1960
musical version of Dickens' tale of the adventures of an
orphan boy. Jim Dale lolays Fagin, with Sally Dexler as
Nancy. Same Mendes dirscts. MUSICAL

£ : MON-SAT 7,30 M:WED, SAT 2,30 R: 150 mins U ; Oxford Circus

PALLADIUM Argyll Street, W1 | A/C]

PLAYHOUSE Norihumberland Avenue, WC2 Y[

FUNNY MONEY

B{ Ray Cooney. The master of farce, Ray Cooney, 'dirocts
té g ,’:é%s,'/ play which involves a suitcase of dodgy noles.

TIMES: TBA U: Cherdng Cross

QUEENS Shaftesbury Avenue, W1 |A/C]

PRISONER CELL BLOCKH -

THE MUSICAL
with Llly Savage
MUSICAL

TIMES; TBA U :Piccadilly Circus

WATCH
THIS
SPACE!

SHAFTESBURY Shaftesbury Avenue, WC2

EDDIE IZZARD
By Eddie lzzard.

surreal stand-up comic returns fo the West End for his
third solo sesslon in as many years. Previews from 10th
Octobaer.
COMEDY

£ : TUES/SATS.00 SUN 7.30 R:TBA U: Tottenham Coun Rd

VICTORIA PALACE victoria Strest, SW1

BUDDY Transfers to Strand from 06/10/95

6" 'nu_r;_r{l_n(;j )l'( ryrf‘!
L 1S MDY
,U BRI LANT
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R : Running Time — Approx.

JOLSON From 21/10/95 B

TMES: TBA U Victoria “.\
KEY
M: Matinee D& Air Conditioned
E : Evening .

o An Award Winner

U : Underground S Sunday Performances
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EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT

16-0ct-1995 10:10am t”

TO: Nancy V. Hernreich

FROM: Jock Gill

SUBJECT: 10 million, NOT 20

Mr. President,

\Q,better answer to your question as to how many Americans are on the
internet TODAY is 10 million -- not the 20 figure I gave as a quick answer.
But please note the 100% per year growth rate, so that a year from now, ie
election time, the number may well be 20 million.

The author of the note below is the very famous Marc Andreessen of Netscape
fame and fortune. '

I concur that the internet will be decisive in the 2,000 election. And it
is safe to bet that it will be gigpnificant in 192E;

It was great to see you and Hillary last week. Congratulations and thanks.

Regards,
Jock

>X-UIDL: 813850302.003

>Date: Mon, 16 Oct 95 00:19:37 -0700

>From: Marc Andrgessen <pmarca@netscape.com>

>To: amr@linus.isoc.org, jgillepenfield-gill.com, penfielde@tiac.net
>Subject: RE: Marc: From Tony Rutkowski, re: How Many?

>

>The consumer online services account for five million,

>give or take. There’s another five million, give or take,
>on enterprise, educational, or research networks or personal
>ISP accounts. So my guess is about 10 million in the US.
>The Times Mirror center just released a study that generally
>correlates with that guess.

>

>0f course, the other item of interest is the growth rate,
>which is holding at 100% or more annually.

>

>John Doerr, a Netscape board member and the premier venture
>capitalist of his generation, predicts that the Internet will
>be the primary influence for the presidential election in the
>year 2000. We seem to be on track for that to be the case,
>given the annual growth rate and the close match of demographics
>between voters and online users in both business and
>consumer contexts. I hope Mr. Gore is starting to plot

>his Internet strategy already.
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Dredging for Success: Clinton’s Export Strategy

By PETER A. BowE

Twenty-five yeuars ago, my company, a
large U.S. dredge builder, signed a big ex-
port contract with a U.S. multinational
corporation for its operations in Dutch
Guyana. ANl seemed well until Prince
Bernhard of the Netherlands suggested to
our customer that it might be prudent to
buy from our Dutch competitor instead.
The prince reminded the U.S. company
that local tax policies were up for review
shortly. Our customer got the message,
canceled our order, and bought a Dutch
dredge. While that kind of governmental
support seems heavy-handed, it proved the
effectiveness of export advocacy.

The U.S. government has taken
decades to learn (hat lesson, but it is now
prepared to support American exporters
aggressively, as has been the norm for our
foreign industrialized competitors. The ad-
ministration has developed the National
Export Strategy, the most coherent and ef-
fective program in years to create ‘jobs
through increased exports. The NES fo-
cuses on financing, advocacy and a coor-
dination of efforts by all the agencies in-
volved, such as the Export-lmport Bank,
the Overseas Private Investment Corp.,
and the Trade and Development Agency.

Export advocacy is a new concept to
many U.S. agencies. I'll never forget ask-
ing a senior Commerce Department official
some years ago to speak to a foreign gov-
ernment about our interest in a large pend-
ing contract. Though we were the only U.S.
company involved. he flatly refused, say-
ing il he advocated for one compiny, he'd
have todo the same for others. By contrast,
our foreign competitors have enjoyed in-
tercession at the prime ministerial level.

While we don't expect President Clin-
ton to get invblved in our potential con-
tracts, the support of cabinet members
that is now available can frequently put us
on an equal footing with our foreign com-
petitors. Commerce has even formed an
Advocacy Office to make sure that compa-
nies like mine don’t lose out on projects

when foreign governments exert pressure
on behalf of national favorites.

We just won a $10 million order from
the Vietnamese government attributable
in large part to coordinated advocacy by
the State, Commerce and Transportation
departments. After a bidder from the
Netherlands got a boost when the Dutch
transportation minister asked his Viet-
namese counterpart to buy Dutch, we
asked for similar support. It took the three
departments less than a week to review
our case and to com-
municate on behalf
of us with the Viet-
namese  minister.
Their letters put us
back in the running,

» enabling us to suc-
; 4 ceed based on nor-

» mal commercial fac-

tors like quality and
8 price. The results?
2, Dozens of jobs at our

L factory and at our
Ron Broicn vendors' plants, too.
Commerce Secretary Ron Brown has cred-
ited U.S. advocacy for American success
on 70 export projects valued at $17 billion
over the past 18 months.

Some critics have charged that the
Commerce Department pleads the cases
of heavy Democratic contributors, but my
company's $1,500 donation to the Democ-
ratic National Committee was most un-
likely to have been the reason for the
government's advocacy. Besides. there is
a lot more to the NES than advocacy. Un-
derpinning the NES is the realization that
manufactured exports require financing
and a commitment to respond in kind
when countries such as Germany, France
and Japan propose concessionary financ-
ing terms to developing countries tied to
the purchase of products from the lending
country.

Until the NES was adopted, the Ex-Im
Rank frequently waited until there was
firm evidence in the form of a contract

award to a foreign competitor before
agreeing that there was special financing
involved and making a reactive loan offer.
Obviously that’s too late. Now the Ex-lm
Bank matches such financing based on &
much lower level of evidence. One such
loan offer by the Ex-Im Bank, together
with strong advocacy from the U.S. Em-
bassy, has enabled us to succeed on a large
project in Indonesia, where we previously
lost a similar contract three years ago.

While the more aggressive U.S. financ-
ing policy is welcome, it's still a defensive
policy against our competitors’ offensive
strategy. For example, several German
ministries, including Finance and Foreign
Affairs, meet twice a year with Indonesian
officials to determine which Indonesian
projects could benefit from German indus-
trial exports and special financing. The re-
sulting government-to-government proto-
cols give German exporters a big advan-
tage on the most attractive projects. The
Japanese, French, Italians, Dutch and oth-
ers do the same thing with many develop-

ing countries.

A recent survey by the U.S. Small Busi-
ness Exporters Association shows how
much ground the NES has to regain: Over
the five-year period before the NES, Japan-

ese and German programs supported a five
to 10 times larger share of exports than
U.S. programs did. Only the most compet-
jtive American companies and aggressive
(but reactive) U.S. government support
can overcome these obstacles.

Thus all American exporters must de-
light in Secretary Brown's words, deliv-
ered while he was in China recently on a
trade mission, to the effect that the Amer-
ican objective should be not just a level
playing field but one tilted in Favor of
American companies.’ And why not? Cer-
tainly the goal of other industrialized
countries is to give their exporters every
ladvamtage possible. ‘

Mr. Bowe is president of Baltimore-based
Ellicott Machine Corp. International.
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THE WHITE HOUSE | Qe Tuulls

WASHINGTON L M \!QL

October 12, 1995 .

Picabo Street

United States Skiing

Post Office Box 100

Park City, Utah 84060 :

' Dear Picabo: UY\Q US R '

Thanks so much for the 1gned copy of the Los
Angeles Times uaga21ne, It was a great

articleg emdé-I enjoyed
+( [ AR
BB Best of luck for the coming Season.

Sincerely,




3
o
-
Q
o3
o
2
©
i
o




ruiacit i"-‘\'DISE N
1l ‘.{ / (1 S

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

950CT 16 AB8: I8
TO: President Clinton
A v
FROM: Erskine Bowles),
(5
SUBJECT: Meeting with Secretary Christopher

DATE: October 13, 1995

I met with Secretary Christopher at his request on Thursday, October 5. He asked me to
relate the following points to you from this meeting.

1. Should we end up with peace between Bosnia, Croatia, and Serbia, there will be a
meeting of the three leaders in the U.S. You may be asked at some point to meet
with Milosevic in order to close the deal. He suggested that you may want to think
about whether or not you would be willing to do such.

2. At your summit with President Yeltsin on October 23rd, Yeltsin will surely bring up
Bosnia and how Russia could be involved in the peace process.

Secretary Christopher suggested that you go to Spain one day early and have dinner
with the King. He believes that would help U.S.-European relations.

2

““1“‘ 4, As it relates to your trip to Japan, the Secretary believes this trip will allow us to take
some credit for what you have accomplished, to emphasize the twenty or so
agreements we have signed and how they are working to the benefit of both countries,
and will allow us to discuss the joint challenges that we face ahead.

%\. If we are able to get fast track authority, this would provide a real oppoi'tunity for a
meaningful trip to Latin America.
6. He was grateful for you making the call to Assad.

\. Secretary Christopher strongly feels that the U.S.'s arrearage in our payments to the
United Nations is a real problem. He strongly urges us to have a program as to how
to deal with this before you go to the U.N. We currently owe approximately
$1.3 billion. All of our close allies, including Australia and the United Kingdom, are
bashing us about this debt. The Secretary is not suggesting that we have to pay what
we owe now, we simply need to have a plan as to how we are going to be able to
make payment.



Memorandum to President Clinton
October 13, 1995
Page Two

8. On consolidation of the State Department with other agencies, the Secretary believes
that we need to move forward with some approach now. The Secretary believes that
we could have gotten more resources had we made an approach to Senator Helms. If
we don't make some overture, then Helms will get his de facto re-organization by
cutting $2.5 billion from the foreign affairs operation funding. Such a cut would
require the State Department to reduce operations by 30%, close 150 posts, RIF 25%
of their employees, and stop all current modernization efforts and technological
improvements. Such steps would make it very difficult to conduct foreign policy.

(I have always wondered why USIA wouldn't function well within the State
Department.)
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t Stat t 0
House vernment Refo d over t Co ttee
(draft 10-19-95)

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, good morning. My
name is John Podesta. I am formerly Assistant to President
Clinton and Staff Secretary. I served the President in that
capacity from the beginning of his Administration until June 30,
1995. I am currently a [Visiting] Professor of Law at the
Georgetown Law Center.

From late May to early July, 1993, I worked under the
direction of then Chief of Staff Mack McLarty and then OMB
Director Leon Panetta on an internal review of the events leading
up to the dismissal of seven employees from the White House
Travel Office. I was assisted in this effort by my Deputy, Todd
Stern. The report we prepared was released to the public on July
2, 1993. My testimony today will briefly explain how we prepared
this Report and then summarize the Report’s major conclusions.
After that I will of course be happy to take questions.

By way of context, let me give you a very brief synopsis of
what the Travel Office [did/does]. The Office fulfills two
principal functions. First, it takes care of all travel
arrangements for the White House press corps. Those arrangements
include chartering aircraft, making hotel reservations, getting
filing centers set up, getting equipment and baggage moved and
chartering ground transportation. Second, the Travel Office
makes commercial travel arrangements for staff in the Executive
Office of the President. With respect to chartering aircraft for
the press corps -- an activity that results in [millions] of
dollars of annual expenses -- the Travel Office used a single-
source, no-bid system. There was no competitive bidding.

On May 25, 1993, the White House announced that Mr. McLarty
and Mr. Panetta would begin an internal management review of the
circumstances surrounding the May 19 dismissal of the seven
Travel Office employees. Shortly after that, Mr. McLarty asked
me and Mr. Stern to help him conduct the review. Both of us are
lawyers and neither of us had any involvement in the Travel
Office incident.

During the following five weeks, in the course of preparing
this Report, we interviewed more than 40 people inside and
outside the White House. Mr. McLarty and Mr. Panetta also
conducted interviews with a number of the key people involved.

Let me briefly summarize our conclusions.

First, there was a very serious management problem in the
Travel Office. The accounting firm of Peat Marwick was brought
in to review the operations of the Travel Office and found major
financial problems including $18,000 worth of unaccounted-for
checks made out to cash; a lack of basic accountability; billing



by estimate; a cash management system so poor that the Office
lacked a general ledger or a cash receipts/disbursements journal;
and a lack of minimally adequate documentation.

Nevertheless, although it was appropriate to make management
changes in the Travel Office, we found that the White House erred
in the way it went about making those changes.

The FBI. We concluded that, given the concerns about
possible financial irregularities in the Travel Office, it was
not inappropriate for then Associate White House Counsel William
Kennedy to make an initial call to the FBI to seek guidance on
how to proceed. However, in subsequent conversations with FBI
agents, Mr. Kennedy made comments that could have been
interpreted as pressing for fast action. The FBI agents involved
all stated that they saw Mr. Kennedy as needing guidance and did
not feel pressured. FBI Director Sessions echoed this view in a
June 30 letter to Senator Dole.

We also found that the White House press office erred
inadvertently when it mentioned the FBI’s involvement. And in
its dealings with the FBI, when trying to ascertain what could
accurately be said concerning the FBI investigation, the White
House was not sufficiently careful about avoiding even the
appearance of trying to influence FBI conduct.

ees. We found that although the
employees of the Travel Office served at the pleasure of the
President, the White House made mistakes in the way it treated
them. The biggest mistake is the one I’ve already alluded to --
disclosing the involvement of the FBI.. Beyond that, there was no
need to dismiss all the employees so abruptly. As of May 25,
1993, the five employees who did not exercise financial control
over the office were put on paid administrative leave and they
were subsequently given new positions in other executive branch
agencies. The deputy director in the office retired. The
director was indicted on charges related to financial
irregularities in the office and is currently awaiting trial.

Favoritism. Finally, we found that the White House was
insensitive to the appearance of favoritism with respect to
certain of the persons and entities involved in the Travel Office
incident.

e . In the aftermath of these events, the
White House took a number of corrective steps, such as directing
that initial contacts with the FBI concerning ongoing FBI
investigations or possible criminal activity occur between White
House Counsel’s Office and top Justice Department officials;
issuing guidance for contacts between the White House and FBI
press offices; instituting a competitive bidding system for the
selection of press charters; and introducing new financial
controls in the Travel Office.



Let me conclude by observing that, despite the short time
period in which we did our work and the breadth of our task, the
report we prepared was tough and candid and has stood the test of
time. None of the subsequent examinations and re-examinations of
the events leading to the Travel Office dismissals -- by the GAO,
the Office of Professional Responsibility of the Justice
Department, [the House Judiciary Committee], [list any others] --
has yielded any significant new findings or facts.

At this time, I would be happy to take questions.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
October 19, 1995

The Honorable Gerry E. Studds
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Gerry:

I am writing in regard to the Employment Non-Discrimination Act,
which you and others reintroduced in the current session of Congress.

As you know, discrimination in employment on the basis of sexual
orientation is currently legal in 41 states. Men and women in those
states may be fired from their jobs solely because of their sexual
orientation, even when it has no bearing on their job performance.
Those who face this kind of job discrimination have no legal recourse,
in either our state or federal courts. This is wrong.

Individuals should not be denied a job on the basis of something that
has no relationship to their ability to perform their work. Sadly, as
the Labor and Human Resources Committee documented last year, this kind
of job discrimination is not rare. Cases of job discrimination on

the basis of sexual orientation are seen in every area of our country.

The Employment Non-Discrimination Act, however, is careful to apply
some exemptions in certain areas. I understand that your bill provides
an exemption for small businesses, the Armed Forces, and religious
organizations, including schools and other educational institutions
that are substantially controlled or supported by religious organiza-
tions. This provision, which I believe is essential, respects the
deeply held religious beliefs of many Americans.

Moreover, your bill specifically prohibits preferential treatment on
the basis of sexual orientation, including quotas. It also does not
require employers to provide special benefits.

The bill, therefore, appears to answer all the legitimate objections
previously raised against it, while ensuring that Americans, regardless
of their sexual orientation, can find and keep their jobs based on
their ability and the quality of their work. The Employment Non-
Discrimination Act is designed to protect the rights of all Americans
to participate in the job market without fear of unfair discrimination.
I support it.

Sincerely,

TR Cowdtpu



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
October 19, 1995

The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Ted:

I am writing in regard to the Employment Non-Discrimination Act, which
you and Senator Jeffords have reintroduced in the current session of
Congress.

As you know, discrimination in employment on the basis of sexual
orientation is currently legal in 41 states. Men and women in those
states may be fired from their jobs solely because of their sexual
orientation, even when it has no bearing on their job performance.
Those who face this kind of job discrimination have no legal recourse,
in either our state or federal courts. Thig is wrong.

Individuals should not be denied a job on the basis of something that
has no relationship to their ability to perform their work. Sadly, as
the Labor and Human Resources Committee documented last year, this kind
of job discrimination is not rare. Cases of job discrimination on

the basis of sexual orientation are seen in every area of our country.

The Employment Non-Discrimination Act, however, is careful to apply
some exemptions in certain areas. I undexrstand that your bill provides
an exemption for small businesses, the Armed Forces, and religious
organizations, including schools and other educational institutions
that are substantially controlled or supported by religious organiza-
tions. This provision, which I believe is essential, respectsg the
deeply held religious beliefs of many Americans.

Moreover, your bill specifically prohibits preferential treatment on
the basis of sexual orientation, including quotas. It also does not
require employers to provide special benefits.

The bill, therefore, appears tc answer all the legitimate objections
previously raised against it, while ensuring that Americans, regardless
of their sexual orientation, can find and keep their jobs based on
their ability and the quality of their work. The Employment Non-
Discrimination Act is designed to protect the rights of all Americans

to participate in the job market without fear of unfair discrimination.
I support it.

Sincerely,

MM
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
October 19, 1985

The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Ted:

I am writing in regard to the Employment Non-Discrimination Act, which
you and Senator Jeffords have reintroduced in the current session of
Congress.

As you know, discrimination in employment on the basis of sexual
orientation is currently legal in 41 states. Men and women in those
states may be fired from their jobs solely because of their sexual
orientation, even when it has no bearing on their job performance.
Those who face this kind of job discrimination have no legal recourse,
in either our state or federal courts. This is wrong.

Individuals should not be denied a job on the basis of something that
has no relationship to their ability to perform their work. Sadly, as
the Labor and Human Resources Committee documented last year, this kind
of job discrimination is not rare. Cases of job discrimination on

the basis of sexual orientation are seen in every area of our country.

The Employment Non-Discrimination Act, however, is careful to apply
some exemptions in certain areas. I understand that your bill provides
an exemption for small businesses, the Armed Forces, and religious
organizations, including schools and other educational institutions
that are substantially c¢ontrolled or supported by religious organiza-
tions. This provision, which I believe is essential, respects the
deeply held religious beliefs of many Americans.

Moreover, your bill specifically prohibits preferential treatment on
the basis of sexual orientation, including quotas. It also does not
require employers to provide special benefits.

The bill, therefore, appears to answer all the legitimate objections
previously raised against it, while ensuring that Americans, regaxdless
of their sexual orientation, can find and keep their jobs based on
their ability and the quality of their work. The Employment Non-
Discrimination Act is designed to protect the rights of all Americans

to participate in the job market without fear of unfair discrimination.
I support it.

Sincerely,

—

MM



3}

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 19, 1995

MARTHA FOLEY:

As we discussed.

Todd Stern
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

October 18, 1995
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 1976 -- Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, FY 1996

Sponsors: Representative Skeen (R), New Mexico
Senator Cochran (R), Mississippi

Last Day for Action
' October 30, 1995 - Monday.

Temporary FY 1996 funding for the agencies and accounts
covered by this enrolled bill is provided by the continuing
resolution (P.L. 104-31), which expires at midnight on Monday,
November 13th. Full-year payments for the Department of
Agriculture’s Conservation Reserve Programn (CRP) normally are
provided in the first week of October, but have not been made
while funding is being controlled by provisions of the continuing
resolution. The Department is prepared to mail out CRP checks
within a few days of the bill’s signing. Therefore, signature is
recommended as soon as possible.

Purpose
Provides FY 1996 funding for the Department of Agriculture

(except the Forest Service), the Food and Drug Administration,
and several smaller agencies.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Approval (Signing
Statement attached)

Department of Agriculture Approval
Department of Health and
Human Services Approval
Discussion

H.R. 1976 provides $13.4 billion in discretionary budget
authority, $0.9 billion (seven percent) below your overall
request for discretionary programs funded by this bill and $0.4
billion (three percent) below the FY 1995 level. The enrolled
bill also includes a total of $41.2 billion in budget authority



for the Food Stamp program, the Child Nutrition program, the
Commodity Credit Corporation, and other mandatory programs. The
conference report on H.R. 1976 passed the House by a vote of 288-
132 and the Senate by voice vote.

Investment Proposals

The bill provides $5.7 billion, or about 90 percent, of the
$6.4 billion requested for your investment proposals, including
funding for the special supplemental food program for women,
infants, and children (WIC) (an increase of $280 million, or
eight percent, over FY 1995); food safety programs; and the rural
development initiative. The appropriation for WIC is $90 million
less than your request. However, due to lower-than-expected food
costs, we expect to achieve your participation goal of 7.5
million participants, even at this lower funding level.

Rural Development Programs

While the conferees added $53 million to the House levels
for rural development programs, we remain disappointed by the
funding for these programs. H.R. 1976 provides $488 million for
the new Rural Development Performance Partnership Program.
However, the Partnership would include only water and wastewater
loan and grant programs, rather than the 14 economic development
programs requested. The level of funding for the water and
wastewater programs is 38 percent below your request and 22
percent below the FY 1995 enacted level. Additional funds may
also be made available during FY 1996 through a provision
allowing excess WIC carryover balances to be transferred to rural
development programs. This provision could result in an
additional $50 million for the water and wastewater or other
rural development programs.

H.R. 1976 provides $146 million in budget authority for
single-family housing loans, $106 million (42 percent) below your
request and $82 million (36 percent) less than FY 1995. However,
using revised estimates of subsidy rates for FY 1996, this amount
should be sufficient to fund $1 billion in loans, compared with
$1.2 billion assumed in the request and provided in FY 1995.

Reductions in Mandatory Programs

The Food Stamp program is cut by $130 million by freezing
the standard deduction at the FY 1995 level. A Food Stamp
reserve of $500 million is provided, compared with a $2.5 billion
reserve in FY 1995 and previous years. The bill restricts the
Wetlands Reserve Program to 100,000 acres and does not permit new
sign-ups for the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). While the
bill prevents new sign-ups for the CRP, which pays farmers to
leave idle environmentally sensitive acreage, it does provide
$1.8 billion for the annual rental payments due on the 36 million

2



enrolled CRP acreage. The full-year’s payments normally are
provided in the first week of October, but have not been made
while funding is being controlled under the continuing
resolution. USDA is prepared to mail out CRP checks within a few
days of the bill's signing.

Unrequested Items

The bill includes $57.8 million in unrequested funds for
university research buildings and facilities, all of which are
earmarked in the statement of managers that accompanies the
conference report. In addition, a language provision in the bill
would prevent the implementation of a regulation on proper
labeling of fresh and frozen poultry. Provisions are also
included that will impair the Forest Service's ability to alter
water bypass flows from water facilities located on National
Forest lands, and suspend for 120 days a regulation implementing
a ban on exports of logs from National Forests.

Recommendation

H.R. 1976 represents a compromise between the
Administration’s priorities for agricultural programs and
congressional interests. The enrolled bill substantially funds
your priority investment proposals. I jOln the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Health and Human Services in recommending
approval of the enrolled bill.

A signing statement is attached for your consideration.

Q0. % LA

Alice M. Rivlin
Director

Attachment



STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Today I have signed into law H.R. 1976, the "Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, FY 1996."

I urge Congress to complete action on the remaining regqular
FY 1996 appropriations bills and to send them to me in acceptable
form. Last year, Congress had sent to me -- and I had signed --
all 13 appropriations bills by September 30th. Regrettably, this
is only the second bill that I have been able to sign for this
fiscal year.

The Act provides $13.4 billion in discretionary budget
authority for programs of the Department of Agriculture and the
Food and Drug Administration, including the Special Supplemental
Feeding Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC); food
safety programs; and various programs to protect and support
rural communities.

The Act also provides a total of $41.2 billion for the Food
Stamp program, the Child Nutrition program, the Commodity Credit
Corporation, and other mandatory programs.

I am pleased that the Act provides the resources necessary
to keep the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) on the Administration’s path to full
funding. An estimated 7.5 million women and children will be
served. This program provides important nutrition benefits and
health-related services.

In addition, the Act does not contain many of the
troublesome provisions that would have compromised the ability of
Federal nutrition programs to assist low-income Americans. By
preserving the Food Stamp benefit reserve, albeit at a lower
level, Congress has helped to maintain the Food Stamp program’s
responsiveness to changing needs. However, I am concerned about
the Congress taking steps to reduce food stamp spending in an
appropriations bill. This program, which assists almost 27
million low-income children, elderly, and working family members,
continues to be the cornerstone of the Federal nutrition safety
net.

While funding provided by the Act is an improvement over
funding levels in earlier versions of the bill, I am still
disappointed by its reductions from my request for rural
development spending. For example, funds for water and
wastewater facilities are down by nearly $300 million from my
request. As a result, 800 fewer facilities will be built or
improved that would have benefited one million rural residents.
I also note that the Act includes $58 million in unrequested
funds for earmarked university research facilities. I believe
rural Americans would have been better served had these funds



instead been channeled into rural development programs. This
would have funded 150 more water and wastewater facilities aiding
over 200,000 citizens, or helped 7,000 rural families realize the
American dream of owning their own home through USDA’s single-
family loan program, or funded 100 loans for rural economic
development through the Intermediary Relending Program, which
would have created nearly 20,000 new jobs.

By signing this bill, I am making it possible for USDA to
send promptly full-year payments of nearly $1.8 billion for the
Conservation Reserve Program.

Again, I urge Congress to meet its responsibilities by
sending me the remaining regular FY 1996 appropriations bills in
acceptable form.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 12, 1995

The Honorable George R. Ariyoshi
Watanabe, Ing & Kawashima

745 Fort Street !

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear George:

Thank you for your thoughtful letter of
September 27. I appreciate your suggestions
regarding recent events in Okinawa and am glad
to know about the Wolfhounds’ involvement with
the Osaka orphanage.

It’s always good to have your insight, and I‘ve
taken the liberty of sharing your letter with
Tony Lake.

Sincerely,
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The Honorable William J. Clinton
President of the United States
of America
White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. -
Washington, D.C. 20500-2000

Dear Mr. President,

It was nice to see you at the White House on
September 15 in the midst of your busy schedule, and I
extend my appreciation for that opportunity.

Upon returning to Hawaii, I received a phone call
from a friend, Mr. Hugh O’Reilly, a caring, decent human
being, who was the moving force in the adoption of the Osaka
orphanage by the Wolfhounds in 1949 that I refer to in this
letter. He called out of concern, and I share his concern,
over the recent publicity surrounding the rape of a young
Okinawan child by several United States military personnel.
The reaction of the Japanese has been critical and severe,
and rightly so.

Please understand the severity of what happened.
Japan is deemed a safe place and so an incident like this is
a hellish terrible happening. We must be careful that we
don’'t down play what happened, and the armed forces
personnel who were involved should be dealt with swiftly and
appropriately.

Our concerns stem from the fact that a totally
negative picture is being painted of military personnel
generally. We need to have people understand that while
there are some bad apples, there aré many members of the
armed forces serving overseas who have been, and continue to
be involved in humanitarian, kind, and generous activities.

One such example is the generosity and kindness of
the 27th Infantry Wolfhound in adopting an orphanage in
Osaka many years ago, in 1949. The Wolfhounds put money,
food, and clothing together, and began helping about 150
children.




The Honorable William J. Clinton
September 27, 1995
Page 2

A few months later the Wolfhounds were fighting in
Korea, but the collections to aid the Osaka orphans
continued. When the Wolfhounds subsequently returned to the
U.S., they started a custom of bringing two children to
Hawaii each year. Around that time, they also started to
send two Santa Clauses to the orphanage each year.

Then came Vietnam, but the Wolfhounds never forgot
the children. Returning to Hawaii, they continued the
tradition. Today the program continues, and the project is
supported by Wolfhounds, most who were not even born, at the
time the orphanage was first adopted by the unit.

This humanitarian gesture is but one example of
the caring attitude of our men and women in uniform. I
believe this aspect of the members of our armed forces
should also be made known when we condemn bad behavior on
the part of some individuals.

I wanted to call this to your attention so that
Mr. President, you and others within the government may use
this information appropriately.

Let me close by paraphrasing a little blind girl
from the orphanage who said of the Wolfhounds, "I feel so
sorry for other children who have only one father--I have so
many."

My Aloha and best wishes to you. With warm
personal regards, I remain,

Yours very truly,

R. Ariyoghi






EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT
16-0ct-1995 09:43am

TO: Maureen F. Lewis

FROM: Rebecca A. Cameron

Office of the President

SUBJECT: Melvin Lapides ; =

Melvin Lapides dies this weekend. I’m still waiting for details
but I know that a letter will have to be done ( to whom I’m not
sure...get back to you on that one!) '

Thanks.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

October 18, 1995

Eva Lubin
6390 Candlewood Cove
Memphis, Tennessee 38119

Dear Eva:

I just heard about your father’s death and
wanted you to know that I’m thinking of you.

Melvin was a wonderful man and such a good

friend to me over the years. I could always

depend on his loyal support =-- from my early

days campaigning for Governor through my
e inauguration as President. He was one of the issEaleReEaaIE

best and will be missed.

Hillary and I are keeping you in our thoughts

and prayers in the days ahead. God Bless You.

Sincerely,

[ e
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 18, 1995

Jane Brown
2089 Kirby Parkway
Memphis, Tennessee 38119

Dear Jane:

I just learned of your father’s death and
wanted to tell you that Hillary’s and my
thoughts and prayers are with you.

Melvin was a wonderful man and such a very dear
friend of mine. I will always be grateful for
AR his unconditional support and will cherish our _ ‘
' last visit together at my inauguration. He was RsissnimianBRH R
truly one of the best. |

You will be in our prayers in the days ahead. :
God Bless You.

Sincerely,
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REPUBLICAN "TAX" INCREASES ON
WORKING FAMILIES
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PROVISION AFFECTING FAMILIES OUT-OF-POCKET COSTS
(SEVEN YEARS)

Reductions in Earned Income Tax Credit $42 Billion
New Student Loan Fees on Colleges $2 Billion
Increase in Student Loan Interest Rates

$1 Billion
on Parents
Elimination of Student Loan Grace Period $3 Billion
Child Support Enforcement Collection Fees | $4 Billion
Phase in Medicare Ageto67 = =  sescece--
Increase in Medicare Deductibles $10 Billion
Increase in Medicare Premiums
Beyond Normal Level 347 Billion
Means Testing of Medicare Premiums $9 Billion
Repeal of Medicaid Payment of

N.A.
Medicare Premiums
Spousal Impoverishment Requirement N.A.
Increase in Federal Employee
Costs for Pensions 34 Billion
Increase in HUD Rental Payments $4 Billion
Sunset of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit $4 Billion
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Birmingham Post-Herald, Monday, September 11, 1995

What’s key to revival of spirit?

By Brandt Ayers
The Anniston Star

In a speech last week, President Clin-
ton urged Americans to regain a sense
of national purpose that fueled the post-
World War II economic boom — an ap-
propriately presidential theme. But he
didn't tell us what has gone wrong or
how to fix it.

Some huge errors of policy and other
great events beyond our control have al-
tered the economic and political geol-
ogy of America and the world in the
past 20 vears — change on a scale to
render current campaign rhetoric puny
indeed.

Someone needs to tell Sen. Phil
Gramm that we want to reform wel-
fare, not punish the poor;: whisper to Bob
Dole that we don't care how mean he is
to Republican homosexuals; remind Pat
Buchanan that we can't resign from
membership in the world community:;
and vyes, tell the president he needs to
regulate that perpetual fountain of
words. keeping himeslf and the country
focused on two or three crucial issues.

Our major challenge as a nation is to
revive American strength that was

squandered through bjpartisan complic-
ity in_the crime of the century — the
Reagan-Bush budgets pushed throygh a
Remacratic Congress.

The legacy of a 12-year binge of bor-
row-and-spend politics — conceived by
a Republican president and endorsed by
a bipartisan majority in Congress — has

been animmobilizing debt. a loss of con-
fidenmiuugmmg?r_xt and a decline in
optimism about the future among aver-
age Americans.

Median wages in constant dollars
have fallen in the past 20 vears from
$34,048 t0 $30.4u7, a drop that has made
many angry or afraid. More and more
-olid working-class families have fallen
down into the underclass. A growing ua-
derclass pressures surrounding neigh-
borhoods, increases the level of fear in
urban America and triggers the flight
of the upper-income overclass to the

,safety of walled and guarded private
communities.

The greatest looming threat to do-
mestic tranquility in America is not
that laundry list the platoon of Republi-
can presidential candidates talks about:
abortion, immigration, welfare and that
blessed. vaguely defined nirvana of
family values.

No. Real danger comes uncon-
tmlEdMnﬁhg‘eco'
lc_spectrum — the very pogr

nomi and

ry rich — with a quent

the_very rich — with a copse
shrinkage in the great stabilizing plane

of civic life, the middle class.

That is happening in America today.
Poverty is growing, and more members
of the rich overclass are retreating to
gilded islands. In these gated commu-
nities, with their own security force, ev-
ery resident is just like his neighbor —
and totally unconcerned with conditions
outside.

Already there are more private secu-
rity officers than municipal police, and
the number of community associations
(not including condominiums and coop-
eratives) have increased from 4.000 in
1970 to 66,000 in 1990. Two Californians
who are writing a book about the phe-
nomenon have conducted focus groups
to determine the attitudes of people who
have moved to these communities.

“What we heard again and again
were people saying they're tired of pay-
ing taxes that went to somebody or
something else, and they just wanted to
take care of themselves,” the authors
report. “In that sense, they probably
aren't that different than most Ameri-
cans these days.”

The calculus for civil disorder goes
like this: Start with a talented and
wealthy class, indifferent or hostile to
the condition of the larger community.
to which is added a growing number of
children whose jobless parents are abu-
sive, absent or addicted. who give them
no sense of right and wrong. Such child-
ren become moral androids who kill and
steal without guilt.

Given all that has happened in Amer-

ica and the world, wouldn't it be re- -
freshing to hear the candidates talk
about the family value of jobs — the in-
dispensable adhesive of the family unit
that provides a living wage, a sense of
self-respect and an example to the
children?

How exciting it would be to hear
these accomplished, intelligent men re-
alistically describe plans to push back
the ranks of the poor. reduce the levels
of fear and inexorably spread the order
and safety of middle-class life wider
and wider.

To his credit. Clinton has talked about
growing the middle class and shrinking
the underclass. But he hasn't told us
how his programs will do that, and the
thought too often drowns in the Niagara
of his speeches. ;

Restoring middle-class economje vi-

~tality is 2 national goal waorth debating,
tut this greedy, me-first age alsoneeds
_é__\\_SN_rit_ugl_ghaugnge. rach of the
American tribes needs to be reminded

that the highest title in a democracy is
not hyphenated by race, class or ethnic-
ity. :

d inter-

iz ir own e
ests for the sake of the country. Heard
anything like that lately?

Brandt Ayers is publisher of The
Anniston Star.
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Radio Address
Theme: Race/Community/Crime

Enough about 0.J. What matters are the divisions. The issue is
not to harp on divisions but to decide what to do about them.

Recognize that racism, hatred, and extremism on one side drives
same on other side.

Responsibility of leaders: refrain from venomous attack.
Responsibility of citizens: Reject those who would divide us.

Farrakhan as much a part of this vicious cycle as our extremist
white leaders. (Sample quotes.)

Without responsibility, result is deep fraying of bonds that
connect community with law enforcement. We see on all sides:
inner city hostility to local police; right-wing hostility to
federal law enforcement. Racism in some places begets mistrust.
Must repair all distrust or risk breakdown. Community policing
works. Must make right conditions possible.

Austin Speech
Theme: Family and Fathers

Recently, seen reasons for division in our society. Most profound
division is breaking apart our families. As men march in
Washington, it is time to talk to the men of America. Many key
social problems in America grow out of absence of fathers. Need
for fathers as role model -- child support not enough. I speak as
a son, a husband, a father, and a man who is a fatherless child.

To good fathers, I say thank you.
To those who have not gotten there yet -- take responsibility.
As men, we agree never to lift a hand against a woman.

Women have moved into the workplace; men must move toward the
homeplace.

What public and private sectors must do to encourage families and
help avoid breakdown.

Note: Dallas event will likely be community policing.




N W
October 12, 1995

I know the decision to speak about race is a difficult one which
requires serious consideration. But I thought it might help you
to play your thoughts off of this sketchy outline (for one
unified speech, not divided into Radio Address and separate Texas
speech) .

Mr. Presiddnt,

Outline

1. The issue is not 0.J., but what our different perceptions tell
us about ourselves as Americans facing a crucial moment of change
in our history.

2. This tells us that we do not know each other -- across lines
of race, gender, ethnicity -- as well as we must if we are to
succeed as one nation moving into a new century full of vast
potential but deep problems.

3. We have learned that we must work harder to understand one
another -- the rages, the fears and the concerns, no matter
whether we are black or white, men or women. This moment in time
1s not a mere snapshot on which to base judgments of one another;
we are all part of a great moving picture of influences and
forces that make up our perceptions.

4. A large part of that picture is one of progress given where we
were when a quarter of a million people heard MLK, Jr. 32 years
ago. (Describe that progress.)

5. But we must remember that we all bring our pasts into this
present, and that what black or white Americans perceive in our
American experience is influenced by the remnants of the past in
our own times.

6. Especially given our concerns of recent weeks, we must
remember:

A. The concerns of black Americans that our system of
justice is not just are not baseless.

i. A litany of abuses, such as Scottsboro case, Emmett Till
case (wouldn't hurt to remind all Americans about the sad truths
in that case).

ii. Police forces across the country -- especially in major
urban areas -- with histories of racism and, despite great
progress, persistent vestiges of bad old days.

B. The concerns of white Americans are not all baseless
either.



i. Fear of crime

ii. Fear of some black leaders -- despite many great
examples to the contrary -- who want to play on fear and venom,
not unity and inspiration.

iii. Distrust that perhaps justly aggrieved blacks will ever
be able to see all whites as anything more than an enemy with
whom peace and shared future is remotely possible.

7. Crucial pivot of speech: We must understand all this. But
understanding is not enough if we are not willing to act on what
we understand. The question is not just how differently we
perceive the American experience. The question is what are we
going to do about it. All of these outrages matter. But in the
end, we all face a choice, right now:

A. One way lies separation, anger and disaster

B. The other way, the way I want us to take, lies
maintaining our pride, dignity and our ethnic identity, drawing
unique American strength from our diversity (L.A. county), but
remembering that we are all in this together and we are all going
up or down together.

C. The choice is not to be a white person in America or a
black person in America. The choice is to be an American. It is
to confront our problems together. And to come our of this
experience stronger for our willingness to understand the truth
about ourselves and to live as better, more responsible neighbors
because of the truth.

8. Given the concerns of this day, we must apply that conviction
on three fronts.

A. Responsibility of police and community: The only way to
deal with crime is to come together as community and to have
police who are part of, not estranged from that community.

i. Wipe out racism from forces (much as white and black
police together have worked to do in many forces across the
country)

ii. But must stand behind our police and not let what are
thankfully now rogue influences drive us from the support and
solidarity with law enforcement that this administration has
demonstrated are crucial to cutting crime.

B. Responsibility for family, especially among men: (This
section would be Dick's section about what it means to be a good
father and to make the sacrifices necessary. And the pledge to
never lift a hand to woman.)



C. Responsibility to reject voices of division: (This would
go to Farrakhan and the Million-Man March)

i. Leaders must turn aside the impulse to lead with anger,
rage and contempt. Must build up, not tear down. Must bring
together, not drive apart.

ii. Citizens, no matter our color, must reject any leader
who would take the low road. The past, no matter how venomous it
was, 1s no excuse for poisoning America's future. That is true of
whites (examples?). And that is true of blacks (Farrakhan as
example) .

Even those gathered this very day in Washington in the name
of taking up more responsibility for their lives and those they
must care for.

A million men are not wrong when it comes to the crying need to
take more responsibility for every aspect of our lives. But a
million men do not make one man right if that man has led with
hate instead of love, with division instead of understanding.

9. Conclusion: Call all Americans to move on from a moment of
division and to remember everything we have in common -- these
things you have discussed and the greater hopes and dreams of
Americans in all ages which are our hopes and dreams today.
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~ON ABORTION:

A LINCOLNIAN
POSITION

by GEORGE McKENNA

CEL
\

Principled yet pragmatic, Lincoln’s stand on
slavery offers a basis for a new politics of civility that is

at once anti-abortion and pro-choice

WENTY-TWO years ago abortion
was made an individual right by the
Supreme Court. Today it is a public
institution—one of the most careful-
ly cultivated insttutions in America.
It is protected by courts, subsidized by legislatures, performed in government-run
hospitals and clinics, and promoted as a “fundamental right” by our State Depart-
ment. As Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor observed in the 1992 Casey
decision, which reaffirmed Roe v. Wade, a whole generation has grown up since
1973 in the expectation that legal abortion will be available for them if they want it
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Today our nation’s most prestigious civic groups. from the
Laague of Wormen Voters 1o the American Civil Libertics
Cruon. are ccmmittcd to its protection and subsidization.
The Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Educuation
now requires that abortion teciiniques be tauzhc in ail ob-
sictries-and-yyneen(ogy residency training programs. Influ-
antizl woices in politics und the media are now Jemanding
the ussigament of (.S, marshals to protect abortion clins
againat violznee. and 2 rfederal law passed last vear pre-

seribes harsh criminal penalties for cven aon-inlent acts of
civil disobedience if they are commitied by demonstrators at
wortion climes. Some private orzamizatons tat adininister
mrm-contrel programs and  provide abortions. notably
Flanned Paranthood. are closely ticd (0 government bursau-
2racis: Planned Parenthood r2eeives one third of its income
rrom the federal govemment, Abortion woday is a3 American
43 rrez spesch, freedom of religion. or any other practice
orotect2ad By our courts.

With this dirference: unlike other American rights. abor-
tien cannot be discussed in plain Eaglish. lts warmest sup-
norters do not likz o call it oy its nanme.

Abortion is a "reproductive health procedura™ or 2 “t2rmi-
nzuon of pregnancy.” Abortion clinics are “reproductive
iez2ith clinics™ (more recaady. "women's clinics™). 2nd the
righnt to ubtain an abortion is “"reproductive frezdom.” Some-
umes the word “abortion™ is unavoidable, a5 in mediu uc-
counts of the abortion controvaesv. but thea it is ulmost in-
variably preceded by a line of nicer-sounding words: “the
right of 2 women to chooss™ aboruon. This is still not
caough to satisfy some in the abortion movement. In an op-
ed piece that uppeared in the T7e New York Tanes shorly ul-
ter 2 zunman Killed some 2mplovess ané wounded others at
two Brookiine. Massachusens. abortion clinics. 1 counsclor
ione of the clinics complainad that the media kept raferny
W der workplace as an aportion cliaic. I hata that erm.” she

eclarzd. At the =nd of the piccz she suggested that her a0Gr-
tion clinic nught (o be called “u placa of healing and care.”

Tae Clinton Adminisizacicn. the first Administracion slear-
L cemmitted o abortion, se2ms (0 de tnving hund to promote
1t without mentioniny it. Presidanac Bill Clinton’s 1983 heulth-
<carz bill would have nationalized the tunding of abortion.
forciny cvervone (o duy 1 “siandard package” thut included
1L et nownere in the Bill's L3242 pages wus the word “idur-
don T ewer used. [novartous interviews Both Clintons ac-
xnow ledued that it wuas their intention te include abortion ui-
2o the category of Uservices Tor pe2enant women,” Anothe?
pitstaciva i which the Clinton Adimmistration participatedd,
he ddrafz ezport for laat seur’s United Nunons [nwernatonl
Conlerence wn Populzticn ind Development. used simules
Banuaze. Aboction, called "nreznancy ierminativn.” ds

supsumed under the generii cai

Loy O Tropriduciive heald

" a term used traquends (1 the report.

in adecade when public discourse about sex tua dDe-

some dJetermingdl darthrizing ' “douion” su hard © say !
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No one hesitates to say “abortion™ in other contexts—in re-
ferring. for example, to aborting a planc’s takeoff. Why not
say “abonion of a ferus™? Why substitute a spongy expres-
sion hike “rerminacion of pregnancy”? And why do abortion
clinics get called “reproductive health clinics™ when their
manifest purposc is (o sfop reproduction? Why all this
strange language? What is goingz on here?

The answer, it scems to me. is unavoidable, Even de-
feaders und promoters of abortion sense that there is some-
thing not quite richt about the procedure, **[ abhor abor-
tions.” Henry Foster. President Clinton’s unconficmed
nominee for Sucgeon General, has said. Clinton himselr,
who made no secret of his support for abortion during his
1992 campaign. still repeats the mantra of “safe, legal. and
rare” abortion. Why “rare”? If abortion is 1 constitutional
right. on 1 par with freedom of speech and freedom of reli-
mon. why does it have to be “rare™ The reason Clinton
uses this language should be obvious. He knows he is talk-
ing to 1 national electorate that is deeply troubled about
abortion. Shortly before iast year's congressional etections
his wife went even turther in appealing to chis audience by
characterizing abortion as “wrong™ (though she added, I
don’t think it should be criminalized™).

Sometimes even abortion lobbyists show a degree of un-
casiness about whatit is they are lobbying for. Attheend of
1993 Kate Michelman. the head of the National Abortion
and Reproductive Rights Acdon League, was interviewed by
the Philadelphia Inquirer about NARAL's new emphasis on
the prevention of teen pregnancies. The reporter quoted
Michelman as saying. “We think abortion is a bad thing.”
Michelman complained that she had been misquoted. where-
upon she was reminded that the interview had been taped.
Nevertheless. NARAL issued a starement a few days later de.
claring that Michelman “has never said—and would ne‘ver
say—that ‘"abortion is a bad thing.”” Michelman. who had
reason to know better. sought only to “clarify” her remark in
a letter to the /nquirer. "It is not abortion itself that is a bad
thing,” she wrote, “Rather. our nation's high rate of abortion
represenes a failure™ of our system of sex education. contra-
ception. and health care, But a month later Michelman her-
self. testifying before 2 House subcommirtee on energy and
commerce. insisted that “the reporter absolutely quoted me
incorrectly,” and she later told 2 Washingron Post reporter. [
would never. never. never, never. never mean to say such a
thing.” Not until the Post reporter showed her the transeript
did Michelman finally acknowledge—somewhat evasively
—thac she had said it: “I'm obviously guilty of saying some-
thinz that led her to pur that comment in there.”

Whatever else Michelman's bobbing and weaving reveals.
it shows how nervous abortion advocates can get when the
discussion approaches the question of what abortion is. Even
if we accept Michelman's amended version of her remark.
which is that it is not abortion but the “high rate™ of abortion
that is 2 bad thing. the meaning is hardly changed. If one

COVEY LEADERSHIP

d023/03¢

abortion is not 2 bad thing, why are many abortions bad?
\What is it about aboction that is so troubling?

The obvious answer is that abortion is troubling because it
is a killing process. Abortion clinics may indeed be places of
“healing and care.” as the Planned Parenthood counselor
maintains, but their primary purpose is o kill human fetuses.
Whether those fetuses are truly “persons™ will continue to
be debated by modem scholastics. but pcople keep blurting
out fragments of what was long a moral consensus in this
country. Once in a while even a newscaster, carefully schooled
in Sprachregefungen. will slip up by reporting the murder of
a3 woman and her unbom baby.” thus implying that some-
thing more than a single homicide has taken place. But that
“someching” must not be probed or examined; the newscast-
er must not speak its name. Abortion has thus come to occu-
py an absurd. surrealistic place in the national dialogue: {t
cannot be ignored and it cannot be openly stated. [t is the
corpse at the dinner party.

DOLGLAS AND
THE DEMOCRATS

NLY one other institution in this country has been

treated so evasively, and that is the institution that

was nurtured and protected by the government dur-
ing the first eighty-seven years of our nation’s existence: the
instirution of slavery.

The men who drafted the Coastiturion included represen-
tatives from slave states who were detarmined to protect
their states’ interests. Yet they were ail highly vocal propo-
nents of human liberty. How does one reconcile liberty with
slavery? They did it by producing a document thar referrec
to slavery in three different places without once mencioning
it. Slaves were “persons “—or. somedmes. “other persons” —
in contrast to “free pecsons.” The slave trade (which the
Constitution prohibited Congress from banning untl 1808
was referred (0 as “the Migration or Importation of such Per
sons as any of the States now existing shall think proper t
admit.” Free states were required to recurn fugitive slaves «
their masters in the slave states. but in that clause a slav.
was 2 “person held to Service or Labour™ and a master wa
“the party to whom such Service or Labour may be due.”

At least the founders recognized the humanity of slaves b
calling them “persons™"; but in the next generation the statws ¢
slaves. and of blacks in general. steadily declined. By the cc
of the 1820s slaves were reduced to a species of property 10t
bought and sold like other property, Thomas Jelterson. who
1776 had tried 10 inscrt into the Declaration of (nde¢pendenc
a denunciation of the King for keepiny open *a market whe
MEN should be bought & sold.” now agonized only in prival
Pubiicly all he could say on the fiftieth anniversary of the De
laration (the last vear of his life) was that the progress of e
lichtenment had vindicated the “palpable truth, that the m:
of mankind has not been born with saddles on their backs. ¢



10/13/95

10:20 FAX 8013426302

a favored few booted and spurred. ready to ride them legiti-
mately, by the grace of God.” adding vaguely, “these are
grounds of hope for others.”

Jefferson often shied away from public controversy. but
¢ven the most flamboyant political leaders of the zarly nine-
teenth century could become suddenly circumspect when the
(alk tumed to slavery. Andrew Jackson left office in 1837
blaming the South’s secession threats on those northemers
who insisted on talking about “the most delicate and exciting
toptcs, topics upan which itis impossible that a large portion
of the Union can ever speak without strong emotion.” Such
talk. he said. assaulted “the feelings and rights™ of southemn-
ers and “their institutions.” Jackson. usually a plainspoken
man. would not mar the occasion of his last presidential ad-
dress by saying the words “abolitionist™ and “slavery.”
When slavery was discussed during the antebellum period. it
was usually in the language of “rights™—the property rights
of slavehoiders and the sovereign rights of states. In 1350
the famous Whig senator Daniel Webster defended his sup-
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port for a tough fugitivesslave law on such grounds. What
right. he asked. did his fellow northemers have “to endeavor
to get round this Constitution, or to embarrass the frce exer-
cisc of the rights secured by the Constitution to the persons
whose slaves escape from them? None at all, none ag all.”
Webster supported the Compromise of 1850, which ar-
tempted to settie the question of slavery in the territories ac-
quired from Mvlexico by admitting California as a free state and
Utah and New Mexico “with or without slavery as their con-
stitution may provide at the time of their admission.” This last
principle was seized upon by Stephen A, Douglas, the “lintle
giant” of the Democratic Party. and made the basis of the
Kansas-Nebraska Act. which Douglas pushed through Con-
gress in 1854. Nullifying the Missouri Compromise of 1820.
it opened the remaining territories (o slavery if the people in
them vored for it. Douglas's rationale was “popular sover-
eignty.” 2 logical extension of states’ rights. The premisc of
states’ rights was that any institution a state wanted to have. it
shouid have. so long as that didn't conflict with the Constitu-

THE LATHER

“20 Mule Team Boraxo. . . Cleans Dirrv Hands™

On the tin stowed under the upstairs sink
The mule team circulates in silhouerte:
Yeoman hand-scrub of workingmen and sons

Going back to before his father was borm.

And so he pictures vast bleached dunes
Shimmering to the vanishing point.
The chalky powder heaped in mounds

And hauled to the city by wagon train

To mect demand. a grand procession.
So let tar bleed from telephone poles.
Let engine blocks 0oze rainbow slicks

And bike chains jam with caked-up gunk—

He's heard his father say one scoop will cut
Through any crap. no matter what,
Just work the lather good. keep at it

He's rallen into rhythm now. a little remote.

A little dreamy: the team marches round
The tin like ants. his wrists turn and rn
[n 2 reaming motion. and his head spins

To think of ull the pitch-black hands

Squelching away at cthis dinner hour.
Filling washbasins with oily rivers.
And now his suds froth cven darker.
His skin's on fire. He feels certain

The storied mines can’t {ast forever:

The dunes wiil dwindle into moon dust.
The mules wiil litrer the desert floor

With hoilow skulls. He knows in his benes

He’s turning into the Kind of upstart
Who never misses a chance to flout
A father’s orders about what not to touch

Or take apart. In the fogging mirror

He sees himseif far older. doubled over .
Fiendish smears that won't rinse out
1Some industrial taint? [ndelible ink?)
Faithtully. tfuriously, though he scours.

~DAVID BARBER
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tion. Since slavery not only did not
conflict with the Constitution but
was protected by it. Douglas said. it
followed that cach state had "a aght
10 do as it pleases on the subject of
slavery,” and the same principle
should appiv to the teericories.
Dougiun’s appeal was not to the
licry pro-slavery minorities in the
South, who insisted that slavery was
morally aght. but to the vast major-
ity in the North, who simply felt
uncomfortable talking sbout the
subject. He assured them that they
didn’t have to—that they could
avoid the subject altoucther by leav-
ing it 10 the democratic process. Let
the people decide: if they “want
slavery. they shall have it: if they
prohibit slavery. it shall be prohibit-
ed.” But what about the rights of
slaves? That, Douglas said, was one
of those issues that should be left to
moralists and theologians. [t did not belong in the political or
legal realm. [n speaking of the right to own slaves. he said.

[ am now speaking of Aghts under the Constitution. and
not of moral or reiigious rights. [ do notdiscuss che morals
of the people of Missouri, but let them settle chat matter
for themselves. [ hold that the people of the slaveholding
Staces are civilized men as well as ourselves. that they bear
consciences as well as we, and that thev are accouncable to
God and their posterity and nrot to us, i is for them to de-
cide therefore the moral and religtous nght of the slavery
question for themselves within theic own limits.

Looking back today on Dougias’s words. now 137 years
oid. one is struck by how sophisticated and “modem™ they
seem. He ruled out of order any debate on the morality of
slavery. That was a “religious™ question. [t had no place in a
constitutional debate. und we had no dght (o judge other
people in such terms. [n one of his debates with Lincoln in
1858. Douglas scolded his opponent for telling the people in
the slave states that their institution violated the law of God.
“Better for him.” he said. to cheers and applausc. 10 adopt
the doctrine of “judge nor lest ve be judged."™

The same notions and even some of the sume lunguage
have found their way into the abortion debate. [n Rue v.
Wacle. in 1973, Justice Harrv Blackmun observed thut phii-
osophers and theologians have been arguing about abortien
for centuries without reaching any Hrm conclusions about its
morality. All “seemingly absolute convictions™ about it are
primarily the products of subjective factors such as one's
ohilosoghy. religious training. and “attitudes toward lite and
famuiv and their values.” As justices. he said, he and his col-
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leagues were required 1o put asidc
all such subjective considerations
and “resolve the issue by consti-
tutional measurcment. free of emo-
tion and of predilection.” As the
abortion debate intensified. partic-
ularly after Catholic bishops and
Christian evangelicals entcred the
fray in the 1970s. the word “reli-
gious™ was increasingly used by
abortion defenders to characterize
their opponents. They used it in ex-
actly the same Sense that Douglas
used it in the slavery debate. as a
synonym for “subjective.” “person-
al.” and thus. finaily. “arbitrary.” In
this view, refigion is largely a mat-
ter of taste, and to imposc one’s
taste upon anather is not only re-
pressive but also irracional. This
seems to be the view of the phi-
losopher Ronald Dworkin in his
book Life’s Dominion (1993) and
in some of his subsequent writings. What the opposition to
abortion boils down to, Dworkin says. is an arempt “to im-
pose a controversial view on an essentially religious issue
on people who reject it.”

The approach has served as useful cover for Democratc
politicians seeking to reconcile their religious convictions
with their party’s platform and ideclogy. The most highly
publicized use of the “religious™ model was the famous
speech given by Mario Cuomo. then the governor of New
York. at the Unjversity of Notre Dame during the 1984 pres-
idential campaign. Characterizing himself as an “old-fash-
ioned” Catholic. Cuome said that he accepted his Church’
position on abortion. just as he accepred its posizion on birtt
contcrol and divorce. But, he asked rhetorically, “must I insis
vou do?" By linking abortion with divorce and birth contro:
Cuomo put it in the category of Church doctrines that ar:
meant (0 apply only to Catholics. Everyone agrees that :
would be highly presumptuous for a Catholic politician t
seek to prevent non-Catholics from practicing birth control ¢
getting 2 dJivorce. But the pro-life argument has always bee
that abortion is different from birth conwol and divorce. be
cause it involves a nonconsenting party—he unbormn chil
At one point in his specech Cuomo seemed to acknowleds
that distinction. *“As Catholics.” he said. “my wife and [ we:
enjoined never (0 use abortion to destroy the life we create
and we never have.” und he added that “a fews is differe
from an appendix or a set of tonsils.” But then. as if sudde
lv recognizing where this line of reasoning might lead,
said. "But not everyone in our soCiety agrees with me a
Matilda.” In other words. it was just a thought——don't bott
with it if you don't agree. De gustibus non est dispusandt:
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Cuomo's speech received considerable press coverage.
oecause it was perceived as a kind of thumb in the eye of
New York's Cardinal John O'Connor, who had been stress-
ing the Church's unequivocal moral condemnation of abor-
zion. The argument. then. was ncwsworthy but not at zll
original. New York Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan. an-
_other pro-choice Catholic. had been saying much the same
thing since the mid-1970s. and by the 1980s it had become
the standard argument. One bears today from the Clintons.
from spokespeople for the Amencan Civil Liberties Union.
and from the philosopher Ronaid Dworkin. the journalist
Roger Rosenblatt, and the celebrity lawyer Alan Dershowitz2,
and from legions of others that opposition to abortion is es-
sentizlly religtous. or private. and as such has no place in the
political realm. There is a patient philosophical response (0
this argument. which others have spelled out 2t some fength.
but it finds no purchase in 2 mass media that thrives on
sound bites. There is also a primal scream—"VMurder!"—
that is always welcomed by the mediz as evidence of pro-litz
fanaricism. But is there 2 proper rherarical response. a rc-
sponse suited to civil dialogue that combines reason with
anger and urgency? [ believe there is. and the model for it is
Abraham Lincoln's response to Stephen Douglas.

LINCOLYN AND
THE REPLBLICANS

INCOLN had virtually retired ttom politics by 1854.

having failed 1o obtain 2 much-coveted position in the

Administration of Zachary Taylor. Then came the pas-
sage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act. Stephen Douglas's mas-
terwork. which permitted the extension of slavery into the
territories. Lincotn was horrified. In his view, slavery was
like a cancer—or a "wen.” as he called it. It could be elimi-
nated onlv if i was first contained. [f it ever merastasized.
spreading into the new territories. it could never be stopped.
He vicwed the Kansas-Nebraska Act as a stimulant to the
growth of the cancerbecause it invited slave-owning “squat-
ters” (0 settle in the new tertitories. create electoral majoni-
ties, and establish new slave states. One of the longest and
most passionate of Lincoln’s speeches was his 1354 address
on the act. which rehearsed many of the themes that would
reappear in his debates with Douglas.

Douglas had hoasted that the Kansas-Nebraska Act fur-
thered democracy by leaving the question of whether or not
to adopt slavery up to the people in the termitories. Lincoln
quickly homed in on the critical weakness in this “self-gov-
emment” argument: “When the white man govermns himself.
that is seit-government: but when he governs himself and
also govems anotiier man. that is wmore than self-govern.-
ment—that is despotism.” It would not be despotism. of
course, if slaves were not human: *That is to say, inasmuch
as you do not object to my taking my hog to Nebraska.
therzfore T must not object to you taking vour slave.” This.

R L
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Lincoln said. “is perfectly logical. if there is no difference
between hogs and negroes.” Lincoin kept returning to the
question of the humanity of slaves. the question that Douglas
culed out of bounds as essentially “religious.” Everywhere.
Lincoln said. even in the South, people Knew that slaves
were human beings. If southerers reajly believed that slaves
werc not human. why did they join in banning the intema-
tional slave trade. making it a capital orfense? And if dealing
in human Hlesh was no ditferent from dealing in hogs or
catcle. why was the slave-dealer regarded with revulsion
throughout the South?

You despise him utteriy. You do not recognize him as a
friend, or even as an honest man. Your children must not
play with his: they may rollick freely with the little ne-
groes. but not with the “slave-dealers” children. If you are
obliged to deal with him. vou trv to get through the job
without so much us touching him.

People’s moral intuitions could not be repressed: they
would surface in all kinds of unexpected wavs: in winces and
unguarded expressions, in labored euphemisms. in slips of
the tongue. Lincoln was on the lookout for these, and he
forced his opponents 1o acknowledge their significance: “Re-
peal the Missouri Compromise—repeal all compromises—
repeal the declaration of independence—repeal all past histo-
rv. you still can not repeal human nature, It will still be the
abundance of man's heary, that slavery extension is wrong:
and out of the abundance of his heart. his mouth will contin-
ue to speak.”

Douglas tried to evade the force of these observations by
insisting that he didn’t care whar was chosen: all he cared
about was the freedom to choose. Atone point Douglas even
tried to put his own theoiogical spin on this. suggesting that
God placed good and evil before man in the Garden of Eden
in order to give him the right to choose. Lincoln indignantly
rejected this interpretation. “God did not piace good and evil
before man. telling him to make his choice. On the contrary.
he did tel! him there was one tree. of the fruit of which, he
should not ¢at. upon pain of certain death. [ should scarcely
wish so strong a prohibition against slavery in Nebraska.”

Lincoln’s depiction of slavery as a moral cancer became
the central theme of his speeches during the rest of the [830s.
It was the wamning he meant to convey in his “House Divid-
ed” speech. in his seven debates with Douglas in 1338. and in
the series of speeches that culminated in the 1360 presidentiai
campaign. In all these he continually reminded his audience
that the theme of choice without reference (o the object of
choice was morally empty. He would readily agree that each
statz ought o chaose the Kind of laws it wanted when it came
to the protection and regulation of its commerce. [ndiana
might need cranberry laws: Virginia might need ovster faws.
But I ask if there is any parallel between these things and
this institution of stavery.” Ovsters and cranberries were mat-
ters of moral indifferance: slavery was not.
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The real issue in this controversy——the one pressing upon
every mind—is the sentiment on the part of one class that
looks upon the insticution of slavery us a wrong, and of an-
other class that does not look upon it as a wrong. The senti-
ment that contempiares the institution of slavery in this
country as a wrong is the seatiment of the Republican party.

Lincoin has been portrayed as a moral compromiser. even
an opportunist, and in some respects he was. Though he
hoped that slavery would eventually be abolished within its
existing borders, he had no intention of abolishing it. Al-
though he said. in his “House Divided"™ speech of 1858, that
“this government cannot endure. permanently half slave and
half sree.” Lincoin made it clear in that spezch. and in sub-
sequent speeches and writings. that his intention was not to
abolish slavery but to “arrest the furmther spread of it, and
place it where the public mind shall rest in the belief that it is
in course of ulumate extinction. . . ." In his first inaugural
address. desperate o keep the South in the Union. he even
hinted that he might support a constitutional amendment to
protect slavery in the existing slave states against abolition
by the federal government—a kind of reverse Thineenth
Amendment. The following year he countermanded an order
by one of his own generals that would have emancipated
slaves in South Carolina. Georgia. and Florida. In that same
vear he wrote the much-quoted letter 10 Horacs Greeley stat-
ing that his “paramount object” was not to free slaves but to
save the Union, and that if he could save the Union without
freeing a single slave, he would do it. But when it came
down to the commitment he had made in the 1850s, Lincoln
was as stern as a New England minister. Slavery, he insisted.
was an evil that must not be allowed to expand—and he
wouid not allow it to expand. He struggled with a variety of
strategies for realizing that principle. from gradual. compen-
sated emancipation (o outright abolition. but he never for 2
moment swerved from the principic. A month after his elec-
tion Lincoln replied in this way t0 a correspondent who
urged him to temper his opposition to slavery in the territo-
ries: “On the territorial question. I am inflexible. . . . You
think stavery is right und ought te be extended: we think it is
wrong und ought to be restricted.”

A LINCOLNIAN POSITION
ON \BORTION

SUGGESTED that we can find in Lincoln’s anti-slavery
cheroric a coherent position that could serve us 2 model
for pro-life politicians today. How would this rhetoric
sound? Perhups the best way (o answer this is 1o provide a
sample of what might be said by a politician devoted 10 a
cause but no less devored to building broad suppornt for it
With the reader’s indulgence. then, I will play that politician.
making the following campaign statement:
“According ta the Supreme Court. the fight to choose abor-
tion is iezally protected. That does not chunge the fac: that
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abortion is morally wrong. [t violates the very first of the in-
alienabie nghts guaranteed in the Declaration of Indepen-
dence—the rght ta life. Even many who would proteet and
extend the right o choose abortion admit that abortion is
wrong, and that killing 1.5 miliion unbom children a year is.
in the understaed words of one. *a bad thing.” Yet. illogically.
they denounce il attempts (o restrain it or even to speak out
against it. [n this campaign { will speak out against it. [ will
say what is in ail our hearts: thar abortion is an evil that needs
to be restricted and discouraged. If elected. [ will not uy w0
abolish an institution that the Supreme Court has ruied to be
constitutionally protected. but I will do everything in my pow-
cr {0 arrest its further spread and place it where the public can
rest in the belief that it is becoming increasingly rare, | rake
very seriously the imperative, often expressed by abortion
supporters. that abortion should be rare. Therefore, if T am
elected. [ will seek (o end all public subsidies for abortion. for
abortion advocacy, and for experiments on abortad children. I
will support ail reasonable abortion restrictions that pass
muster with the Supreme Court, and [ will encourage those
who provide alternacives to abortion. Above all. I mean 0
trear it as a wrong. 1 will use the forum provided by my office
to speak out against abortion and related practces. such as cu-
thanasia. that violate or undermine the most fundamental of
the rights enshrined in this nation’s founding charmer.”

The posirion on abortion I have skatched—permit. re-
strict, discourage—is unequivocally pro-life even as it is af-
fectively pro-choice. It does not say I am personally op-
posed (0 abortion™: it says aborton is evil. Yet in its own
way it is pro~choice, First. it does not demand an immediate
end to abortion. To extend Lincoln's oncological trope: it
concludes that all those who oppose abortion can do right
noOw is (0 concain the cancer, keep it from metastasizing. It
thus acknowledges the present legal status of “choice™ cven
as it urges Americans to choose life. Sccond. by supporting
the quest for ajternatives to abortion. it widens the range of
choices available to women in crisis pregnancies. Studies of
women who have had abortions show that many did not
really make an informed “choice™ but were confused and
ill-informed at the time. and regrertul later. [f even some of
those reports are true, they make a case for re-examining the
range of choices actually available 1o women.

Would a candidate adopting this position be obliged tc
support only pro-life nominees (o the Supreme Count? Tc
answer this. let’s consider Lincoln’s reaction to Dred Scorr v
Sunford. the 1857 Supreme Count ruling that Congress hac
no right to outlaw slavery in the territories. Lincoln con
demned the decision but did not promise to reverse it b;
putting ditferently minded justices on the Court. Instead hi
approach was to accept the ruling as it affected the immedi
ate parties ( cthe suit but © deny ics authority as a bindin
precedent for policymaking by the other branches of the fec
eral government. {f he were in Congress. he said in a speec
delivered in July of 1838. shortlv hefore his debates wit
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Douglas, he would support legisla-
tion outlawing slavery in the terri-
torics—=despite the Dred Scorr de-
ciston. In our znalogy we need not
fallow Lincoln that far to see the

the job of deciding cases arising
under the Constitution and laws of
the United States. But if its deci-
sions are o serve as durable prece-
dents, they must be free of obvious
bias. based on accurate informa-
tion, and consistent with “legal pub-
lic expecraton™ and established
practice. or at [east with long-stand-
ing precedent. Since Dred Scorr
failed all these tests. Lincoln be-
lieved that it should be reversed.
and he inrended 1o do what he could
to get it reversed. But he wouid not
try o fill the Court with new. “cate-
chized” justices (a process 10 which
he thought Douglas had been party regarding the [llinois state
bench). Instead he would seek to persuade the Court of its er-
ror. hoping that it wouid reverse itseif. Lest this seem naive.
we must remember that he intended 10 conduct his argument
before the American people. Lincoln knew that in the final
analysis durable judicial rulings on major issues must be
rooted in the soil of American opinion. “Public sentiment,”
he said. *is every thing” in this country.

Widh ic. nothing can fail: against it, nothing can succeed.
Whoever moulds public sentiment, goes deeper than he
who enacts statutes, or pronounces judicial decisions. He
makes possible the inforcement of these. clsc impossible.

The lesson for pro-life leaders today is that instead of trv-
ing 1o fll the Supreme Court with “catechized” justices. a
strategy almost certain to backfire. they should content
themselves with modest. competent justices who are free of
ideologicai bias, and all the while keep their eyes on the real
prize: “public sentiment.” Dred Scorr was overturmed within
a decade by the Civil War, buc Plessy v. Ferguson—the 1896
ruling vulidating state-imposed racial segregation—dark-
ened (he aution for ffty-cight vears before it was overtumed
in 8rown v, Buard of Education. Yat during that long night
civil-rizhts advocates were not silent. In thousands of fo-
rums. from university clusscooms and law-school journals to
churches and political conventions, they argued their case
agiinst American-style apartheid. In the end they not only
won their legal case but also forged a new moral consensus.

It took time—time und patience. The lesson for pro-life ad-
vocales is that they need to take the time (0 {2y out their case.

= f—seadiare and 1 abortion. and they
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ceruainly have a First Amendment
right to ask for it. but their empha.
sis, [ believe, should be on making
it clear to others why they have
reached the conclusions that they
have reached. They need to reason
with skeptics and listen more care-
fully to critics. They need to de-
mand less and explain more. What-
ever the outcome. that would surely
contribute (o the process of reason-
able public discourse.

The “campaign statement” [ pre-
sented above is my own modest
contribution to that process. It
sceks common ground for a cjvil
debate on abertion. [t does not aim
at a quick fix: it is based on the
Lincolnian premise that nothing is
possible without consensus. At the
same time. it suggests that some
measures can be taken here and
now, and with broad public sup-
port, to contain the spread of abortion.

Would cither party, today, endorse such an approach?
Probably not.

It is easy to see why Democrats would run from it. Since
1972 pro-choice feminists have become increasingly impor-
tant players in Democratic Party councils. In 1976 abortion
lobbies got the Democratic platform committee to insert a
plank in the party placform oppasing a constirutional amend-
ment banning abortion. and since then they have escalated
their demands to include public funding of abortion and spe-
cial federal prorection of abortion clinics. No Democrat with
serious natonal ambitions would ever risk offending themn. A
long list of Democrats who were once pro-life—Edward
Kennedy. Jesse Jackson, even Al Gore and Bill Clinton—
turned around in the seventies and eightics as the lobbies
tightened their grip on the party. In (992 Robert Casey. the
pro-life govemor of Pennsylvania. a liberal on every issuc
except abortion. was not even perniitted o speak at the De-
mocratic National Convention.

What is more puzziing—at first glance. anyway—is the
tepid reception the pro-life position has received over the
years from centrist Republican leaders. In the present. heat
cd atmosphere of Republican presidential politics, most Re
publican candidates have been wooing pro-lifc voters. obvi
ously anticipating their clout in next spring’s primaries. Bu
in the day-to-day management of party affairs few Republ
can leaders have shown much enthusiasm for the causc
Among the ten items in Newt Gingrich's Contract Wit
America there is no reference to abortion (in fact. there is r
ceference 10 any of the social-culcural issues that the Repu:
licans once showcased. beyond demands for tousher chil

Elviorvuae
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pomography laws and “strengthening rights of parents™).
The Republican national chairman, Haley Barbour, is at
odds with pro-iifc Republicans who accuse him of trying to
scuttle the party’s pro-life position. The party's leading
spokespeople include vocal abortion supporters like Chris-
tlinc Tudd Whitman, the governor of New Jersey. and
William Weld. the governor of Massachusetts. and its most
prominent candidates in last year's elections—Mlitt Romney
in Massachuscuts. Michael Huffington in California. George
Pataki in New York—ull declared themselves pro-choice.

[t would be hard to find any Republican seriousty sceking
nationat office today who would say of abortion what Lin-
coln said of slavery: *The Republican Party think it wrong~—
we think it is 2 moral. a social. and a political wrong.” Wiy?
Wasn't it the Republicans who first promised (o suppcrt a
“human-life umendment” outlawing abortion? Didn't
Ronald Reagan often use his bully puipit to speak out in be-
half of the unbom? Yes—but that was then. In 1980 the Re-
publicans set out to woo those who were lazer called Reagan
Democrats. and one of the means was a pro-life plank. de-
signed 10 counter the plank the Democrats had put in their
platform four years carlier. The wooing worked all too well.
Many of the conservative Catholics and evangelical Protes-
tants who streamed into the Republican Party in {980 were
ex—New Dealers. and they recained elements of the old faith.
They may have cooled toward the welfare state. bue they
were not opposed to the use of govermnment to promote social
goals. Their primary goal. the outlawing of abortion. would
itself involve the use of government: but even beyond that,
these new “social conservatives™ never reaily shared the Re-
publicans” disuust of an activist government. Republican
leaders thus grected them warily, These Democrats-turaed-
Republican were seen to be useful during elections but 2 nui-
sance afterward. During the Reagan years they were given
considerable verbal support. which at times greatly helped
the pro-life cause (as. for example. at the UN [nternational
Conference on Population in Mexico City in 1984, when
Reagan officials helped push through a final report stating
that ““aborrion in no way should be promoted as a methed of
family planning™). though it never got beyond lip service,
Duning the Bush Administration even lip service taltered as
Republican officials decided that theic party’s “big 1ent”
nceded (o accommodate the pro-choice view. “Read my
lips.” Bush said. bur he was talking about “no new taxes.”
Bush's failure 10 keep his tax promise was seen as a major
cause of his defeat in 1992. but in the ashes of this defeat lay
what Republitan leaders took to be u new sign of hope: they
Rgured they could win elections on tax-und-spend issues as
long as they Kept their promises: they didn't need the “sacial
issues” people anymore.

The Republicans have thus retumed to where they feel
most comfortable. Back in the 1380s William Graham Sum-
ner used to sayv that the purpose of govemment is “'to protect

't maase o women  Modem Re-
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publicans wouid hastcn to add "the property of women™ (0
this meager agenda. but the philosophy is the same. It sees
thc common good as the sum of individual private satisfac-
tions. [ts touchstone is the autonomous individual celebrated
by John Locke in Of Civil Government (1690): “free, equal.
and independent” in the state of natre. the solitary savage
enters socicty onlv to protect what is his—or hers. Here is 2
philosophy radically at odds with pro-life premises. If a
woman has un absolute, unqualified right to her properny.
and if her body is part of her property. it tollows that she has
a right to evict her tenant whenever she wants and for what-
ever reason she pleases. This “despotic™ concept of individ-
ual ownership is Republican. not Democratic. If Democrats
ure pro-choice for political reasons. Republicans are pro-
choice in their hearts. Talk radio’s greatest Republican
cheecleader. Rush Limbaugh. has aiso been an outspoken
pro-lifer. but even Limbaugh has been softening that part of
his message latelv—and small wonder. Here is Limbaugh
castigating the environmental movement: “You know why
these environmentalist wackos want vou (o give up your
car? I'll cell you the real reason. They don’t want you to have
freedom of choice.” There it i5. Freedom of choice: the
philosophical center of modern-day Republicanism.

Well. the reader asks impatiendy. if Democrats are pro-
choice politically and Republicans are pro-choice philo:
sophically. what's the point ot that pro-life “campaign state
ment”? Who is going to adopt it? Perhaps the good folks i:
some lirtie splinter party. but who clse? [ answer as follow:
American party polidcs is very tricky, at times seeming!
unprediciable. Whao. in the early sixties, would have dared :
predict that the Democrats would become the aborrtion pz
ty? But there was a subtlc logic at work. By 1964 it w
clear that the Democrats were about to become the civ
nights party. The feminism of the sixties rode into the refor
agenda on the back of civil rights (by the end of the dece
“sexism™ had entered most dictionaries as a counterpart
*racism™), and high on irs agenda was not just the legali
tion but the moral legitimization of abortion. Nevertheles:
took a dozen vears for the full shift to occur. I think t
within the next dozen years the shitt could be reversed.
explain why. T must rake a long look backward. to the ;
ties’ respective positions in Lincoln’s time.

PRO-LIFE DEMOCRATS

N the [830s it was not the Republicans but the Deme

who were the champions of unbridled individualisn

heirs of Andrew Jackson's entrepreneurialism=anc
mately of Jetferson’s distrust of “"energetic government”™
Democrats were wary not only of national action but a
any concept of the common good that threatened individ
local autonomy. [t was the Republicans. heirs of Whig n
alism and New England transcendentalism. who succee
under Abraham Lincoln’s tutelage—in constructing a
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ent philosophy of national reform.
In The Lincoin Persuasion (1993), a
brilliant, pasthumously published
study of Lincoln’s political thought.
the political scientist I. David Green-
stone traced the roots of that thought
t0 the communitarian “covenant
theology™ of seventeenth-century
Puritanism. Lincoln combined this
theology, with its emphasis on pub-
lic duty and public purpose, with
the nationalism and institutionalism
of Henry Clay and other leading
Whigs, amiving at a position of “*po-
litical humanitarianism.” Lincoln's
synthesis, Greenstone noted, did not
deny the importance of individual
development. but it did assert that
“the improvement of individual and
society were almost inseparably
joined.” Combining moral commit-
ment with political realism. Lincoln
armived at a concept of the public
good that resonated deeply among northerners. especially
those {arge segments steeped in the culture of New England.
At the time of the Civil War, then. the Democratic and Re-
publican parties were divided not only on the slavery ques-
tion but also on the larger philosophical question of national
responsibility. The Democrats adopred a position of eco-
nomic and moral laissez-faire. while the Republicans insist-
ed that on certain questions the nation had to do more than
formularte procedural ruies: it had to make moral judgments
and act on them.

This philesophical alignment, persisting through the Civ-
il War and Reconstruction, was blurred during the Gilded
Age. Then, over the course of the next forty yvears. some-
thing surprising happened: the parties reversed positions.
Populist Democrats in the 1890s weakened their party's at-
(achment o laissez-faire. and after “progressive™ Republi-
cans (whose model was Lincoln) failed to take over their
party in 1912. many started moving oward the Democrats.
Woudrow Wilson welcomed them—und so. (wenty years lat-
er. did Franklin Rogsevelt. By 1936 it was che Democrats
who were sounding the Lincolnian themes of national pur-
pose and government responsibility. while the Republicans
had become the champions of the autonomous individual.
Since then both parties have veered and tacked. sometirnes
partly embracing each other's doctrines. but today the con-
gressional parties stand as far apart as they were at the height
of the New Deal. President Clinton may have muddied the
waters with his “me. (oo, but more moderately” responsé (0
Republican retrenchment. but in Congress the programmatic
differences between the parties are spelled out almost daily
in party-line votes reminiscent of the late {930s. Now as
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then. Republicans emphasize the
role of government as a neutral
fule maker that encourages private
initiative and protects its fruits,
Now as then, Democrats empha-
size the role of government as a
moral leader that seeks to realize
public goals unrealizable in the pdi-
vate sphere,

If this analysis is carrect, it fol-
lows that the proper philosophicai
fiome for pro-lifers right now is the
liberal wing of the Democratic Par-
tv. To test this. go back to that “cam-
paign statement” | sketched carlier
and make one simple change: sub-
sticute the word “racism”™ for “abor-
tion.” Without much editing the
statement would be instantly recog-
nizable as the speech of a libera!
Democrat. Democrats know that
racism, like abortion. cannot be
aboiished by governmental fiat. Bu:
they also know that it is wrong t0 subsidize racist teachings
publicly or 1o tolerate racist speech in public institutions or t¢
permit racist practices in large-scale “private” enterprises
Democrats also insist thar government has a duty to take the
lead in condemning racism and educating our youth about it:
dangers. In other words. the same formula—erudgingly toler
ate, restrict. discourage—that | have applied 1o abortion i
what liberal Democrats have been using o combar racisn
over the past generation. With abortion, as with racism. w:
are rargeting 2 practice that is recognized as “wrong" (Hillar
Clinton) and “a bad thing” (Kate Michetman). With abortior
as with racism. we are conceding the practical impossibility ¢
outlawing the evil itself but pledging thc government's bes
ctforts to make it “rare” (Bill Clinton et al.). When it comes t
philosophical coherence. therefore. nothing prevents Demc
crats from adopting my abortion position. Indeed. there is ver
good reason to adopt it. ‘

lt is. however. politically incorreet. Any liberal Democr:
taking this stance would incur the wrath of the abortion lot
bies. Protests within the party would mount. funding woul
dry up. connections with the party leadership would be sc
ered, and there might be a primary challenge. Because poiit
cians do not court martyrdom. the intimidatory power «
these lobbies is formidable.

But no power lasts forever, and power grounded more
builying than in reason is particularly vulnerabie in our cou
try. Within the liberal left. from which the Democrats dr2
their intellectual sustenance, there is increasing dissatista
tien with the absolutist dogma of “abortion rights.” N
Hentolt. a columnist in the left-liberal Village Voice, wonde
why those who dwell so much on “rights” refuse to consic
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the bare possibility that unbom human beings may also have
a few rights. Hentoff, who is a sort of libertarian liberal, sees
a contradiction between abortion and individual nghts. but
the socialist writer Christopher Hitchens may actuaily be
more in tune with the communitarian bent of post~New Deal
liberaiism in his critique of pro-chaice philosophy. Hitchens

* cavsed an uproar among readers and staffers of The Nation in
1989 when he published an article in which he observed with
approval that more and more of his colleagues were ques-
tioning whether “a fetus is “only' a growth in. or appendage
to. the female body.” While supporting abortion in some ¢3s-
es. he insisted that society has a vital interest in restricting it.
What struck him as ironic, and totally indefzasible, was the
tendency of many leftists suddenly 1o become selfish individ-
ualists whenever the topic turned to abortion.

{tis a pity that. . . the majority of feminists and their allies
have stuck to the dead ground of "Me Decade™ possessive
individualism, an ideology that has more in common than
it admits with the prehistoric right, which it claims 10 op-
pose but has in fact encouraged.

Hitchens's critique of the pro-choice position comes from
his socialist premises. but even some liberal critics claser to
the center have adopted a similar view. The Good Socierv
(1991), by the sociologist Robert Beilah and his associates,
reads like the campaign book of a decidedly liberai Deme-
cratic politician, someone who might challenge Bill Clinton
from the left in 1996. The root of what is wrong in America.

it says. is our “Lockean political culture,” which emphasizes |’
“the pursuit of individual affluence (the American dream) i
a society with a most un-Lockean economy and gove
ment.” When the authors get to the topic of abortion, the
again sece Lockeanism as the cuiprir: it has tumed abortio
into an “absolute right.” [n place of this kind of extreme in-
dividualism they suggest we consider the practices of (wen-
ty other Western democracies.

There is respect for the value of a woman's being able to
choase parentheod rather than having it forced upon her.
but society aiso has an interest in 2 woman's abortion de-
cision. [t is often required that she participate in coun-
selling: she is encouraged to consider the significance of
her decision. and she must otfer substantial reasons why
the potential life of the fetus must be sacrificed and why
bearing a child would do her real harm,

. Despite its use of the strange term “potential life™ (a usage fa-
vored by Justice Blackmun) for a living fetus. Bellah's for-
mulation expresscs coherently what modem {iberalism points
toward but usually resists at the last minute: 1 responsible
communitanan position on abortion. It is aot the same as my
campaign statement. but it is within debating distance. and
setting the (wo statements side by side might bring together
in civil debate reasonable people from both sides.

Of course. neither position would pass muster with NAR-
AL. Now, the ACLU. and other pro-choice absolutists. Bur at
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some point, [ think, sooner rather than later, the grip of these
lobbies will have (o loosen. One lesson of last year's con-
gressional elections is that the Demacratic Panty will suffer
ut the polls if it is perceived by the public as the voice of en-
trenched minority factions. For better or worse. the Republi-
cans articulated a philosophy in 1994, while the Democrats,
by and large. believed that all they had (o do was appeal to
“their” people. The party needs (o rediscaver the idea of a
common good. and the abortion issue may be as suitable a
place as any to start. But the Democrats will first have to
break free of the abortion lobbies. That will be a formidable
challenge. though not an impossible one. As the political sci-
cntist Jeffrcy Berry has observed. one of the most starting
features of modermn American politics is how quickly politi-
cal alliances can shift. National politics. Berry writes, no
longer works by means of “subgovemments”—cozy two-
way relationships between particular lobbyists and politi-
cians. Today i | "issue networks.” in
hich many lobbies vie for attention. Something like this [
believe, i ;omen’s issues. One of the
fafs:-growing feminist groups in the country right now is
Feminists for Life (FFL). which has offices nationwide and
has recently moved its headquarters to Washington, D.C.
Founded in the 1970s by former Now members who had
been expelled for their pro-life views, FFL supports almost
the entire agenda of feminism—except “abortion rights.”
Citing the pro-life stands of the foundaes of American femi-
nism, including Susan B. Anthony and Elizabeth Cady Stan-
ton, they view themselvas as reclaiming authentic feminism.
Gay-rights groups. usually allied with the abortion lobbies.
now include PLAGAL. the Pro-Life Alliance of Gays and Les-
bians. In issue netwarks. Jeffrey Berry observes, alliances
can be composed “of both old friends and strange bedfel-
lows™; there are “no permanent allies and no permanent en-
¢mies.” The new pragmatic alliances of gays and straights,
religious believers and secularists. faminists and traditional-
ists. may soon be demanding seats at the Democratic table. It
would not be surprising if they were welcomed as liberators
by many Democrats who have been forced to endorse a Me
Decade ideology at odds with the spirit of their party. -

PRO-CUOICE
REPUBLICANS

HAT about the Republicans? Where are they head-

ed? [t is hard to say. As already noted. on a range of

domestic issucs the party seems (o have embraced
a philosophy of possessive individualism that has a distinct-
ly pro-choice ring to it. and in this respect is no longer the
party of Lincoln. Lincoln’s Republicanism. as Greenstone
pointed out in The Lincoln Persuasion. combined 3 Whig-
gish sense of national responsibility with 2 New England
ethic of moral perfection. Then as now, Republicans be-
lieved in capitalist enterprise and fiscal prudence—but in
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thase days they put them in the service of broader humani-
wrian goals. "Republicans,” Lincola said. “are for both the 1
man and the dollar: but in cases of conflict. the man before i
the dollar.” This was true for a long time in the Republican
Party. Theodore Roosevelt's notion of “stewardship™ had
traces of the Lincolnian synthesis of humanitarianism and
institutional responsibility: carly in this century many of the
Progressives came from Republican backgrounds. Even in
the 1930s Eisenhower's brand of “modem Republicanism”™
faintly echeed the old tradition of active government and
moral leadership, Someday, [ think. it will be rediscovered.
It is a nopi< tradition.

Rneb&)nom though. it is out of season. The Republicans
are gn 3 laissez-faire roll. The strategy of their leaders is 10

_marginalize right-to-lifers, get their plank out of the plat-

form. and avoid any more messy debates over social :ssues.
They sec a golden opportunity (0 win more recruits Dy ap-
pealing (o vuppies and other libertarians who hate taxes and
welfare but like “abortion rights.” What can be said to thesc
shrewd Republican leaders? In shrewdness and wiliness it
would be hard 10 match Abraham Lincoln. Let us, then, lis-
ten © Lincoln as he wammed against weakening his party's
anti-slavery plank in order 10 win the vores of “moderates.”
“In my judgement.” he wrote to an [llinois Republican offi-
cial in 1839, "such a step wouid be a serious mistake—
would open a gap through which more would pass our than
pass in.” And so today. Many Reagan Democrats came ©
the Republicans in the 1980s because their own party dasert-
ed them on social issues, If the Republicans do the same,
many will either drift back to the Democratic Party (many of
these. remember. ars former New Deal Democrats. rather
liberal on economic issues) or join a third party or simply
drop out (many evangelicais were apolitical before Reagan
came 2long). For every pro-choice yuppie voter the Republi-
cans won. they might lose (wo from the “religious right.”

[n truth. however. no one can be sure about the gains and
losses resulting from one position or another on abortion.
and such considerations are beside my main point, which is
this: Ht-is-time-at-last-in-America for the abonion jssue 1o be
wmmmmw
arties, There needs to be engugement on the topic. Right
now, as the philosopher Alasdair Maclntyre puts it. the ar-
guments pro and con on this issue are “incommensurable™
—ihey sail past each other: the two sides are talking about
diffcrent things. Part of the blame for the mindless “emotiv-
ism.” as MacIntyre calls it. can be atributed to the more ex-
treme clements in the pro-life movement. who have stifled
reasoned argument with their cries of “Murder!™ But much
of it results from the squeamishness of pro-choicers. who
simply refuse to face up o what abortion is. Nervousness.
guilt. even unguish. arc all hidden behind abstract. Latinate
phrases. Only rarely does reality intrude. Thac is why
Christopher Hitchens caused such 2 howl of pain when he
published his Varion urticle on abortion. His crack about the

“possessive individualism™ of pro-choicers undoubtedly
caused discomfort. but what must have touched a raw nerve
was his description of abortion itself. After sympathizine
with the emotions of rank-and-file members of the pro-lifc
movement—with their “genuine. impressive, unforced re
vulsion at the idea of a disposable fetus —Hitchens added.

But anyonc who has ever seen a sonogram or has spent
¢ven an hour with a textbook on embryology knows that
emotions are not the deciding factor. [n order to terminate

pregnancy. yo“-thKilLlh:mhnummho\ffa de-

eloping brain and. whatever thtmmwak some

{bones and rupture some organs.
R

Here. then. is the center of it all. It abortion had nothing
do with the stilling of heartbeats and brains. there would bt
no abortion controversy.

Suppose. now. [ were to define the controversy in thi:
manner: It is a fight between those who are horrified by the
above-mentioned acts. considering them immoral, and those
who are not horrified and do not consider them immorai
“Unfair.” most pro-choicers would say, “We are also horni
fied. Have we not said that we abhor abortion? Have we no
called it wrong? Have we not said it shouid be rare?” Al
right. then, let the debare begin: How rare should it be? Hov
can we make it rare? [n what ways, if any, can public insti
turions be used to discourage abortion? If abortion mean:
stilled hearts and ruprured organs. how much of that can we
decently permit?

In this debate [ have made my own position clear. It is
pro-life position (though it may not please all pro-lifers), anc
its model is Lincoln's position on slavery from 1854 unu
well into the Civil War: tolerate. restrict. discourage. Lik:
Lincoln’s. its touchstone is the common good of the nation
not the sovereign self. Like Lincoln's position, it accepts th:
legality but not the moral legitimacy of the institudon that i
seeks (0 conmin. It invites argument and negotiation; it is :
gambit. not a gauncler,

The one thing certain right now is that the abortion con
troversy is not going to wither away, because the anguisi
that fuels it keeps regenerating. Some Americans may suc
cead in desensitizing themselves to what is going on. 2.
many did with slaverv, but most Americans feel decidedl’
uncomfortable about the stilled heartbeats and brains of 1.
million human fetuses every vear. The discomfort will driv
some portion of that majority to organize and protest. Som
will arow oid or weary. and will falter, but others will @k
their place. ({ have seen it already: there are more and mor
vouny faces in the annual “march for life.”) Pro-life protest
will continue. in season and out of scason. with political sup
port or without it. Abortion. a tragedy in everyone’s estima
tion, will continue to darken our prospect until we find prac
(icable ways of dealing with it in order 1o make it rare. Bu
before we can cven hope to do that, we have 10 start talkin
with one another honestly. in honest language. &
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The Verdict Is In - The Truth Is Out - The Jury - All Twelve
“Declares”

“IT DIDN'T FIT - WE MUST ACQUIT”

O.J. Simpson did not commit the crime

0.J. Simpson will not do the time. |

-
No eye witness - No weapon found - No true evidence

A weak case did the prosecution make - A rush to judgement is indeed evident
it seems.

Fuhrman and his team hurriedly left the bloody scene on Gretna Green to plant
the bait on O.J.’s estate. “Let the dead bury the dead,” said Fuhrman to his
friends. “We must make haste this glove will seal O.J.’s fate. Guilty or not
we’re gonna make this “Nigger” pay. When we’re done, he will squirm like a
worm and crawl like a snake. We’ll teach him and teach him good to stay in a
“Nigger’s” place, marry a woman of his own race. We’ll throw him in jail,
shrink his image and watch him suffer to no avail.

We’ll put him on display for all the world to see what happens to a black man in
America who reaches a peak and thinks he’s equal to me!”

This trial - a display of injustice - on parade!!! - A mockery. What a shame!
America, What a shame!!

Unfortunately, Brother Darden chose to join the prosecution “scheme team”
Marcia Clark, Garcetti, Fuhrman, and all the rest, whose aim it is to defame,
destroy, demoralize, criticize and make up lies - “Be sure your sins will find you
out.” God frowns on distasteful behavior in any form or style.

It’s no surprise! The prosecutions schemes did not survive - an inevitable
defeat was with out a doubt their prize.

THE VERDICT IS IN - THE TRUTH IS OUT - THE JURY - A JOB WELL
DONE. Holding fast to the rules and regulations, The Bill of Rights - The law
of the land - weighting all of the evider_\ce relying and ruling only on facts.

“Verdict” :
“IT DIDN’T FIT - WE MUST ACQUIT.

I say to you -

America’s lawmakers and citizens too - And now, you cry Nay! Nay!

Too long has white America buried it’s head in the sand - threw a rock and hid
it’s hand. We must not, cannot and will not permit the ugly faces of hate, deceit
and deception to destroy us - for we are a great nation.

“TOGETHER WE STAND - DIVIDED WE FALL.”

Let us all come together - Hold the banner high for all the world to see “Our
Country Tis of Thee - Sweet land of liberty - “One Nation under God
indivisible with liberty and justice for all.”

“ONE FOR ALL - ALL FOR ONE”

GOD BLESS AMERICA
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James K. Glassman

‘A Program Gone Bonkers’

The road to a $5 trillion national debt is paved with
good intentions.

Look at the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).
Launched by Gerald Ford, lauded by Ronald Reagan,
expanded by George Bush and Bill Clinton, it’s based on
welfare principles that even a Republican (or a pro-
fessed New Democrat) can love. The only problem is
that, like many other good ideas in Washington, it's
gotten completely out of hand.

Currently, the EITC is the fastest-growing program in

the federal budget. It will cost the Treasury $24 billion

this year, up from less than $2 billion 10 years ago.

In their giant reconciliation bill—the final budget
measure of the year—the Republicans are trying to
restrain this growth. Under the Senate version, EITC
costs will rise to $32 billion in 2002. In the budget
language of Washington, that’s a cut. In any other
language it’s an increase—although not so large as
projected under the current law, which has costs rising
to $36 billion by 2002. .

The EITC is a sort of negative income tax. If you fall
into a certain earnings. bracket, you don’t pay the
government; the government pays you.
~ The idea of the EITC is to put more money in the
pockets of low-income working families. If you don’t
work, you don’t qualify. Since the benefits are paid in
cash and the rules are simple, the Internal Revenue
Service can administer the EITC easily and cheaply.

Believers in the free market like the notion that the
EITC doesn’t force recipients to use funds for a
particular purpose like other federal programs (hous-
ing, food stamps). Instead, it gives them money and lets
them make their own choices. ,

The EITC is not only the fastest-growing entitle-
ment program, it's the broadest. In 1986 some 7
million families were covered by the EITC, and the
average outlay by the government was $281. This year
18 million families are covered at an average of $1,265.

In 1986 the maximum credit a taxpayer could receive
was $550; today, it's $3,111.

In Mississippi, a whopping 39 percent of families
receive the EITC; in Texas, 26 percent; California, 22
percent. With this kind of penetration, the EITC
follows a welfare tradition invented by Franklin Roose-
velt: To keep a program alive, make sure money flows

-not just to the poor but to the middle class. That’s been

the key to success for Social Security, Medicare,

‘student loans and farm subsidies.

The EITC was begun as a modest program to help
offset the burdén of payroll taxes on the poor and,
through its unique structure, to encourage them to
work more. But the philosophy soon became: “Hey, if a
little bit is good, then more is better,” says Bruce
Bartlett, an economist who served in the Bush Trea-
sury Department. :

Today, the EITC is enjoyed by families making as

much as $26,672 a year, and that doesn’t include

outside income. Under the tax law that President
Clinton promoted and signed two years ago, by 2002
families making $34,612 will qualify for EITC benefits.
The Senate wants to scale that figure back to
$30,200—which seems pretty sensible for a govern-
ment that already owes its creditors $4.9 trillion.

At its core, the EITC is a massive income transfer
scheme. New IRS figures show that in 1993 the top 5
percent of American eamers paid 47 percent of the

federal income taxes, up from 37 percent in 1981.¢

Meanwhile, the bottom 50 percent of earners—thanks in

large measure to the EITC—paid 5 percent of the taxes.
The EITC, in other words, has created a veritable

tax holiday for about half the families in America.

. Many would say that’s fair. But there’s another

question raised by the EITC: Does it really encourage -

work? There’s doubt.

For 1996, families with two or more children will
earn credits of 40 percent of their income until they
reach earnings of $8,910 annually. Then, they max out

at a credit (in nearly all cases, a cash 'payment) of
$3,564. So far, so good. Clearly, there’s a big incentive

to work, since a dollar paid on the job becomes $1.40in '

the pocket (minus modest payroll taxes).

If you earn between $8,910 and $11,630, you still
receive the maximurh credit. Then the disincentive
begins—you start losing 21 cents of credits for every
additional dollar you earn. When your income reaches
$28,533, your credits hit zero. ‘

Again, this sounds fair. But the problem is that the
EITC forces lower-income Americans to face margimal
tax rates that are higher than those faced by the richest

As Bartlett wrote recently in a brief for the National
Center for Policy Analysis: “Families with incomes
between $11,000 and $26,000 are being taxed at the
rate of 60 percent on each additional dollar earned. . . .
This total tax rate includes federal, state and local
taxes plus the reduction in the EITC.”

And these high marginal taxes definitely discourage
work. Economist Edgar Browning of Texas A&M
reported in the National Tax Journal that nearly half of
all families receiving the EITC had less income than
they would have had without the tax credit—because
the credit enticed them to work less. And a University
of Wisconsin study found that “on balance the EITC
reduces the total hours worked.”

Is there a solution to the EITC conundrum? One
answer is to remove the phase-out of benefits: Simply
give all taxpayers an extra 40 percent credit for the
first $10,000 or so of income. But that would be hugely
expensive. Another answer is to kill the EITC entirely.
But that would be politically impossible.

The third course is to try to restraina program gone
bonkers. That’s what the Republicans are doing. At the
same time, however, they should admit that the EITC
isn’t quite so glorious as they once thought. Maybe
luring people out of poverty is something that govern-
ment just can’t do. -
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
% TS StroLoe HASSEN
\ elale 5
October 13, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: BOB J. NASH, Assistant to the President and
Director of Presidential Personnel

RE: DEBORAH KASTRIN, ADVISORY COUNCIL OF THE BORDER
ENVIRONMENT COOPERATION COMMISSION (PA)

I. BACKGROUND

On Sunday October 8, 1995, 60 Minutes ran a story on the Las Colonias Housing
Project located in Brownsville, Texas. The story revealed that housing units are being sold
vhich de-not contain adequate drainage, sewage facilities or a sufficient water supply. Dan
Morales, Attorney General for the State of Texas and a Presidential Appointee to the Joint
Public Advisory Committee of the Commission on Environmental Cooperation, was

interviewed. Mr. Morales stated that in his capacity as attorney general, he was investigating
this potentially fraudulent situation.

Also interviewed was Deborah Kastrin, a Presidential Appointee to the Border
Environment Cooperation Commission. Ms. Kastrin is an investor in the Las Colonias
project. During her interview with Ed Bradley, Ms. Kastrin was questioned directly about the
conflict of interest between her Presidential appointment to a board that handles
environmental clean-up on the border and her role as an investor in Las Colonias. In
response, Ms. Kastrin stated that she believed that this was not a conflict of interest. She
went on to state purchasers are aware of what they are buying. The information we have at
this point is that there is no legal conflict of interest; however, White House Counsel's Office
is working with HUD, State Department and the Department of Justice to make certain. PPO
staff will begin a political vetting on Ms. Kastrin's resignation or removal.

IL RESPONSES TO INQUIRIES ON THE ISSUE

Listed below are potential inquires on the issue from specific individuals and the
media and suggested responses:

Dan Morales, State Attorney General, Texas - "Mr. President we need to be doing
something to help the residents of the Las Colonias Housing Project. It is developers

like Ms. Kastrin that are profiting from the pain and suffering from the residents of
Las Colonias."



Your response, "Dan, several Departments (HUD, Justice, State, and USDA) are
looking into these issues. We are aware and sensitive. As soon as we have
information my staff will get back to you."

Congressman Coleman (D-TX) - "Mr. President, someone who is very close to me,
Deborah Kastrin, (her brother is my campaign manager, her father is the treasurer of
my campaign, she has raised and donated money to my campaign) could have a issue
that we need to address regarding her appointment to the BECC Board."

Your response, "My staff is working on this issue and we will be as fair as we can

regarding her appointment on the BECC. As soon as we have information we will get
back to you."

Media - "Why are you appointing Deborah Kastrin to the BECC and don't you see her
investment in the Las Colonias Housing Project as a conflict of interest?"

Your response, "We are working on this issue. I understand Justice, HUD, State, and
the Attorney General for the State of Texas are also looking into this issue. It would
be inappropriate for me to comment at this time."
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October 17, 1995 95 0CT 17 7 04

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: MARTIN N. BAILY M \.’%&3

SUBJECT: Goods and Services Exports and Imports in August,
Commerce Department Release, Wednesday, 8:30 a.m.

~

VaSs N, 8 e)y
The July deficit
was revised downward to $11.2 billion; with the revised figures,
the deficit has fallen for 2 months in a row. August exports of
$65.7 billion are the highest monthly exports on record.

[+* Exports of goods rose 5 percent in August, reaching $48.7
billion. There were large increases in exports of capital
goods and automotive vehicles, parts, and engines. Monthly
exports of foods, feeds, and beverages, capital goods, and |

/ consumer goods all established new record highs.

* Imports of goods were almost unchanged in August. A decline
in imports of industrial supplies and materials was offset
by an increase in imports of automotive vehicles, parts, and

engines.

* The merchandise trade deficits with Mexico, Japan, and

i Europe improved in July. The deficit with Mexico fell to
g $1.1 billion, its lowest level since January 1995. The

! deficit with Japan fell slightly, the fifth consecutive
monthly decline. The deficit with Western Europe dropped
sharply, from $3.1 billion in July to $0.8 billion in
August.

\
\

* The merchandise trade deficit with China rose from $3.3
billion in July to $3.9 billion in August.

l
]
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RED DESTROYS THE ONE WHO HATES

matically overwhelms” such other considerations, he writes,
“strikes me as untenable.” Fredrickson would probably agree that

most middle-class blacks would not understand the Clockers lan-
age ei

The prol;lem America faces, however virulent race hatred re-

mains, is how not to bury it again. A black young woman walks down
| a Lincoln, Nebraska, street, and she believes the whites she passes
[ are thinking the worst of her. The white young man who passes her
believes she is thinking the worst of him. If they were to tell each
other what was really on their mind, they might both be surprised,
or at any rate instructed. Each has the capacity to make another
country, which was as much Baldwin’s theme as his condemnation
of the existing one. America is still another country from the one it
| seeks to be, and that ideal always hovers within reach.

(619192
S B L i

Everyone agrees that the answer lies in talk and
more talk, but the conversation has to be candid. If
the reactions to the O.]. verdict proved anything, it
was that the polite niceties shared and the dirty lit-
tle secrets kept in recent years do nothing but in-
fect the wounds. In future conversations it might be
said by whites that some part of them reluctantly
believes the accusation of genetic intellectual infe-
riority leveled at African Americans. It might be
said by African Americans that they are as fearful,
and perhaps as ashamed, of the black underclass as
whites are. Both might speak of anti-Semitism, the
white responsibility as well as the black. Some Jews
might speak of prejudices of their own

Blacks might be reminded that a flawed judi-
cial system will not be corrected by lowering
penalties for, say, drug crimes—even though there
is clearly a double standard for sentencing. Whites
might be reminded that every day mostly black ju-
ries send criminals, black and white, to jail. It
might be said too by whites that they have been
speaking in code (their own secret language and
knowledge) for too long, about everything from
welfare to real estate. It might be said by blacks that
rap lyrics that advocate cop killing are abhorrent to
them or even that they have known a few honor-
able policemen in their lives. Both might tell each
other that they are tired of posturing about victim-
ization, pro and con, or that they are sick to death
of talking about race, though they acknowledge its
usefulness. Those who do not think about race at
all might explain why.

It might be said that relations are, in fact, more
comfortable than they have been portrayed; that
some polls before the Simpson trial showed a con-
siderable lessening of tension and a growing re-
spect among races. It might even be said, or dis-
covered, that deep in their newly pained hearts,
blacks and whites know that they do not really live
in different countries after all, that they have to-
gether made the same country, which has always
been a complex of heaven and hell, as alert to its fail-
ings as it has been intent on repeating them. The
black American Dream shares much with the white
American Dream; one could never be realized
without the other. That might be said. And it might
be added that a shaky economy frightens every-
body into behaving badly. And that a difference of
generations may be as significant as a difference of
color. And that more than a few blacks are ambiva-
lent about affirmative action. And that most people
think in more subtle and nuanced terms than the heat of any mo-
ment reveals.

By the end of last week, television was beginning to run dry of
experts, and there was less talk of what had happened, not more.

ne could hear the creak of the hinges again, as the old, heavy
oors were starting to close. If that should occur once more, the
ountry will wait for the next occasion to demonstrate its division
y symbolic action, and the form of the demonstration may be far
less benign than Tuesday’s.

But perhaps something else will happen this time—a change
of direction, a pilgrimage together toward another country—un-
dertaken by the great majority of blacks and whites, who, beneath
the skin, know perfectly well that hatred destroys the one who
hates, and this is an immutable law. [ |
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(UR BODIES, OUR SOULS

By Naomi Wolf

[ had an abortion when I was a single mother and my daughter
was 2 years old. [ would do it again. But you know how in the
Greek myths when you kill a relative you are pursued by furies?
For months, it was as if baby furies were pursuing me.

These are not the words of a benighted, superstition-
ridden teenager lost in America’s cultural backwaters.
They are the words of a Cornell-educated, urban-
dwelling, Democratic-voting 40-year-old cardiologist—
I'll call her Clare. Clare is exactly the kind of person for
whom being pro-choice is an unshakeable conviction. If
there were a core constituent of the movement to secure
abortion rights, Clare would be it. And yet: her words
are exactly the words to which the pro-choice movement
is not listening.

At its best, feminism defends its moral high ground by
being simply faithful to the truth: to women'’s real-life
experiences. But, to its own ethical and political detri-
ment, the pro-choice movement has relinquished the
moral frame around the issue of abortion. It has ceded
the language of right and wrong to abortion foes. The
movement’s abandonment of what Americans have
always, and rightly, demanded of their movements—an
ethical core—and its reliance instead on a political
rhetoric in which the fetus means nothing are proving
fatal.

The effects of this abandonment can be measured in
two ways. First of all, such a position causes us to lose
political ground. By refusing to look at abortion within a
moral framework, we lose_the millions of Amerjcans who
want to i ] ut still need to

«Londemn it as a moral iniquity. Their ethical allegiances
are then addressed by the pro-life movement, which is
willing to speak about good and evil.

But we are also in danger of losing something more
important than votes; we stand in jeopardy of losing
what can only be called _our souls. Clinging to a
rhetoric about abortion in which there is no life and no
death, we entangle our beliefs in a series of self-
delusions, fibs and evasions. And we risk becoming pre-
cisely what our critics charge us with being: callous, self-
ish and casually destructive men and women who

Naomi Worr is the author of Fire with Fire: The New
Female Power and How It Will Change the 21st Century
(Ballantine).

Rethinking pro-choice rhetoric.
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share a cheapened view of human life.

In the following pages, I will argue for a radical shift
in the pro-choice movement’s rhetoric and conscious-
ness about abortion: I will maintain that we need to con-
textualize the fight to defend abortion rights within a
moral framework that admits that the death of a fetus is
a real death; that there are degrees of culpability, judg-
ment and responsibility involved in the decision to abort
a pregnancy; that the best understanding of feminism
involves holding women as well as men to the responsi-
bilities that are inseparable from their rights; and that
we need to be strong enough to acknowledge that this
country’s high rate of abortion—which ends more than
a quarter of all pregnancies—can only be rightly under-
stood as what Dr. Henry Foster was brave enough to call
it: “a failure.”

Any doubt that our current pro-choice rhetoric leads
to disaster should be dispelled by the famous recent
defection of the woman who had been Jane Roe. What
happened to Norma McCorvey? To judge by her charac-
terization in the elite media and by some prominent pro-
choice feminists, nothing very important. Her change of
heart about abortion was relentlessly “explained away” as
having everything to do with the girlish motivations of
insecurity, fickleness and the need for attention, and lit-
tle to do with any actual moral agency.

This dismissive (and, not incidentally, sexist and clas-
sist) interpretation was so highly colored by subjective
impressions offered up by the very institutions that
define objectivity that it bore all the hallmarks of an
exculpatory cultural myth: poor Norma—she just
needed stroking. She was never very stable, the old
dear—first she was a chess-piece for ‘the pro-choice
movement (“just some anonymous person who suddenly
emerges,” in the words of one NOW member) and then
a codependent of the Bible-thumpers. Low self-esteem, a
history of substance abuse, ignorance—these and other
personal weaknesses explained her turnaround.

To me, the first commandment of real feminism is:
when in doubt, listen to women. What if we were to
truly, respectfully listen to this woman who began her
political life as, in her words, just “some little old Texas
girl who got in trouble” We would have to hear this:
perhaps Norma McCorvey actually had a revelation that
she could no longer live as the symbol of a belief sys-
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tem she increasingly repudiated.

Norma McCorvey should be seen as an object lesson
for the pro-choice movement—a call to us to search our
souls and take another, humbler look at how we go about
what we are doing. For McCorvey is in fact an American
Everywoman: she is the lost middle of the abortion
debate, the woman whose allegiance we forfeit by our
refusal to use a darker and sterner and more honest
moral rhetoric.

McCorvey is more astute than her critics; she seems to
understand better than the pro-choice activists she
worked with just what the woman-in-the-middle believes:
“I believe in the woman’s right to choose. I'm like a lot
of people. I'm in the mushy middle,” she said. McCor-
vey still supports abortion rights through the first
trimester—but is horrified by the brutality of abortion as
it manifests more obviously further into a pregnancy.
She does not respect the black-and-white ideology
on either side and insists on referring instead, as I
understand her explanation, to her conscience. What
McCorvey and other Americans want and deserve is an
abortion-rights movement willing publicly to mourn the
evil—necessary evil though it may be—that is abortion.
We must have a movement that acts with moral account-
abili dwithout enphemisa

three destructive consequences—two ethical, one strate-
ic: hardness of heart, lying and political failure.

ecause of the implications of a Constitution that

defines rights according to the legal idea of “a

person,” the abortion debate has tended to

focus on the question of “personhood” of the
fetus. Many pro-choice advocates developed a language
to assert that the fetus isn’t a person, and this, over the
years, has developed into a lexicon of dehumanization.
Laura Kaplan’s The Story of Jane, an important forthcom-
ing account of a pre-Roe underground abortion service,
inadvertently sheds light on the origins of some of this
rhetoric: service staffers referred to the fetus—well into
the fourth month—as “material” (as in “the amount of
material that had to be removed...”). The activists felt
exhilaration at learning to perform abortions them-
selves instead of relying on male doctors: “When [a
staffer] removed the speculum and said, ‘There, all
done,’ the room exploded in excitement.” In an era
when women were dying of illegal abortions, this was the
understandable exhilaration of an underground resis-
tance movement.

Unfortunately, though, this cool and congratula-
tory rhetoric lingers into a very different present. In
one woman'’s account of her chemical abortion, in the
January/February 1994 issue of Mother Jones, for exam-
ple, the doctor says, “By Sunday you won’t see on the
monitor what we call the heartbeat” (my italics). The
author of the article, D. Redman, explains that one of
the drugs the doctor administered would “end the
growth of the fetal tissue.” And we all remember Dr.
Joycelyn Elders’s remark, hailed by some as refreshingly
frank and pro-woman, but which I found remarkably

With the pro-choice rhetoric we use now, we incur

|

brutal: that “We really need to get over this love affair
with the fetus....”

How did we arrive at this point? In the early 1970s,
Second Wave feminism adopted this rhetoric in re-
sponse to the reigning ideology in which motherhood
was invoked as an excuse to deny women legal and social
equality. In a climate in which women risked being
defined as mere vessels while their fetuses were giver.
“personhood” at their expense, it made sense that
women’s advocates would fight back by depersonalizing
the fetus.

The feminist complaint about the pro-life move-
(n:em’s dehumanization of the pregnant woman in rela-
tion to the humanized fetus is familiar and often quite
valid: pro-choice commentators note that the pro-life
film The Silent Scream portrayed the woman as “a vessel”;
Ellen Frankfort’s Vaginal Politics, the influential feminist
text, complained that the fetus is treated like an astro-

‘ naut in a spaceship.
/

ut, say what you will_pregnancy.confounds West-
wﬁmwwm
the pregnant woman is in fact both a person in

interdependent—seeing life within

beings
life—and acknowledging that sometimes, nonetheless,
the woman must choose her life over the fetus’s, Second

Wave feminists_reacted to the dehumanization of
WO izi e creatures within them. In
the death-struggle to wrest what Simone de Beauvoir

called transcendence out of biological immanence,
some feminists developed a rhetoric that defined the
unwanted fetus as at best valueless; at worst an adversary,
a “mass of dependent protoplasm.”

Yet that has left us with a bitter legacy. For when we
defen ion rights by emptying the act of moral
@WMM{.

Having become pregnant through her partner’sand
her own failure to use a condom, Redman remarks that
her friend Judith, who has been trying to find a child to
adopt, begs her to carry the pregnancy to term. Judith
offers Redman almost every condition a birth-mother
could want: “‘Let me have the baby,’” she quotes her
friend pleading. “‘You could visit her anytime, and if
you ever wanted her back, I promise I would let her
go."” Redman does not mention considering this possi-
bility. Thinking, rather, about the difficulty of keeping
the child—“My time consumed by the tedious, daily
activities that I've always done my best to avoid. Three
meals a day. Unwashed laundry..."—she schedules her
chemical abortion.

The procedure is experimental, and the author feels
“almost heroic,” thinking of how she is blazing a trail for
other women. After the abortion process is underway,
the story reaches its perverse epiphany: Redman is on a
Women’s Day march when the blood from the abortion
first appears. She exults at this: “‘Our bodies, our lives,
our right to decide.’ ... My life feels luxuriant with pos-
sibility. For one precious moment, I believe that we have
the power to dismantle this system. I finish the march,
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borne along by the women....” As for the pleading
Judith, with everything she was ready to offer a child,
and the phantom baby? They are both off-stage, silent in
this chilling drama of “feminist” triumphalism.

And why should we expect otherwise? In this essay,
the fetus (as the author writes, “the now-inert material
from my womb”) is little more than a form of speech: a
vehicle to assert the author’s identity and autonomy.

The pro-life warning about the potential of wide-
spread abortion to degrade reverence for life does have a
nugget of truth: a free-market rhetoric about abortion
can, indeed, contribute to the eerie situation we are now
facing, wherein the culture seems increasingly Lo sce
Habies ot as creatures to whom parents devote_their
lives but as accoutrements to enhance parental mity

iTc. Day by day, babies seem to have less value in them-
selves, in a matrix of the sacred, than they do as products
with a value dictated
by a market economy.

Stories surface regu-
larly about “worthless”
babies left naked on
gratings or casually
dropped out of win-
dows, while “valuable,”
genetically  correct
babies are created at
vast expense and with
intricate medical assis-
tance for infertile
couples. If we fail to
treat abortion with
grief and reverence,
we risk forgetting
-that, when it comes to
the children we
choose to bear, we are
here to serve them—
whomever they are;
they are not here to
Serve us.

Too often our rhetoric leads us to tell untruths, What
Norma McCorvey wants, it seems, is for abortion-rights
advocates to face, really face, what we are doing: “Have
you ever seen a second-trimester abortion?” she asks. “It’s
a baby. It’s got a face and a body, and they put him in a
freezer and a little container.”

Well, so it does; and so they do.

The pro-choice movement often treats with contempt
the pro-lifers’ practice of holding up to our faces their
disturbing graphics. We revile their placards showing an
enlarged scene of the aftermath of a D & C abortion; we
are disgusted by their lapel pins with the little feet,
crafted in gold, of a 10-week-old fetus; we mock the sen-
sationalism of The Silent Scream. We look with pity and
horror at someone who would brandish a fetus in
formaldehyde—and we are quick to say that they are
lying: “Those are stillbirths, anyway,” we tell ourselves.

To many pro-choice advocates, the imagery is revolt-
ing propaganda. There is a sense among us, let us be

ULTRASONOGRAPHIC IMAGE OF A FETUS
AT APPROXIMATELY SEVEN WEEKS GESTATION

frank, that the gruesomeness of the imagery belongs to
the pro-lifers; that it emerges from the dark, frightening
minds of fanatics; that it represents the violence of imag-
inations that would, given half a chance, turn our world
into a scary, repressive place. “People like us” see such
material as the pornography of the pro-life movement.

But feminism at its best is based on what is simply
true. While pro-lifers have not been beyond dishonesty,
distortion and the doctoring of images (preferring, for
example, to highlight the results of very late, very rare
abortions), many of those photographs are in fact pho-
tographs of actual D & Cs; those footprints are in fact
the footprints of a 10-week-old fetus; the pro-life slogan,
“Abortion stops a beating heart,” is incontrovertibly
true. While images of violent fetal death work magnifi-
cently for pro-lifers as political polemic, the pictures are
not polemical in themselves: they are biological facts.

We know this.

Since abortion be-
came legal nearly a
quarter-century ago,
the fields of embryol-
ogy and perinatology
have been revolution-
ized—but the pro-
choice view of the
contested fetus has
remained static. This
has led to a bizarre
bifurcation in the way
we who are pro-choice

“tend to think about
wanted as opposed to
unwanted fetuses; the
unwanted ones are
still seen in schematic
black-and-white draw-
ings while the wanted
ones have metamor-
phosed into vivid and

moving color. Even while Elders spoke of our need to
“get over” our love affair with the unwelcome fetus, an
entire growth industry—Mozart for your belly; framed
sonogram photos; home fetal-heartbeat stethoscopes—is
devoted to sparking fetal love affairs in other circum-
stances, and aimed especially at the hearts of over-
scheduled yuppies. If we avidly cultivate love for the
ones we bring to term, and “get over” our love-for the
ones we don’t, do we not risk developing a hydroponic
view of babies—and turn them into a product we can
cull for our convenience?

Any happy couple with a wanted pregnancy and a
copy of What to Expect When You re Expecting can see the
cute, detailed drawings of the fetus whom the book’s
owner presumably is not going to abort, and can read
the excited descriptions of what that fetus can do and
feel, month by month. Anyone who has had a sonogram
during pregnancy knows perfectly well that the 4month-
old fetus responds to outside stimulus—“Let’s get him to

continued on page 32
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look this way,” the technician will say, poking gently at
the belly of a delighted mother-to-be. The Well Baby Book,
the kind of whole-grain, holistic guide to pregnancy and
childbirth that would find its audience among the very
demographic that is most solidly pro-choice reminds us
that: “Increasing knowledge is increasing the awe and
respect we have for the unborn baby and is causing us to
regard the unborn baby as a real person long before
birth....”

So, what will it be: Wanted fetuses are charming, com-
plex, REM-dreaming little beings whose profile on the
sonogram looks just like Daddy, but unwanted ones are
mere “uterine material”? How can we charge that it is
vile and repulsive for pro-lifers to brandish vile and
repulsive images if the images are real? To insist that the
truth is in poor taste is the very height of hypocrisy.
Besides, if these images are often the facts of the matter,
and if we then claim that it is offensive for pro-choice
women to be confronted by them, then we are making
the judgment that women are too inherently weak to
face a truth about which they have to make a grave deci-
sion. This view of women is unworthy of feminism. Free
women must be strong women, too; and strong women,
presumably, do not seek to cloak their most important
decisions in euphemism.

ther lies are not lies to others, but to ourselves.

.An abortion-clinic doctor, Elizabeth Karlin, who

wrote a recent “Hers” column in The New York

Times, declared that “There is only one reason

I've ever heard for having an abortion: the desire to be a
good mother.”

While that may well be true for many poor and
working-class women—and indeed research shows that
poor women are three times more likely to have abor-
tions than are better-off women—the elite, who are the
most vociferous in their morally unambiguous pro-
choice language, should know perfectly well how untrue
that statement often is in their own lives. All abortions
occupy a spectrum, from full lack of alternatives to full
moral accountability. Karlin and many other pro-choice
activists try to situate all women equally at the extreme
endpoint of that spectrum, and it just isn’t so. Many
women, including middle-class women, do have abor-
tions because, as one such woman put it, “They have a
notion of what a good mother is and don’t feel they can
be that kind of mother at this phase of their lives.” In
many cases, that is still a morally defensible place on the
spectrum; but it is not the place of absolute absolution
that Dr. Karlin claims it to be. It is, rather, a place of
moral struggle, of self-interest mixed with selflessness, of
wished-for good intermingled with necessary evil.

Other abortions occupy places on the spectrum that
are far more culpable. Of the abortions I know of, these
were some of the reasons: to find out if the woman
could get pregnant; to force a boy or man to take a rela-
tionship more seriously; and, again and again, to enact a
rite of passage for affluent teenage girls. In my high
school, the abortion drama was used to test a boyfriend’s
character. Seeing if he would accompany the girl to the

operation or, better yet, come up with the money for
abortion could almost have been the 1970s Bay »
equivalent of the '50s fraternity pin.

The affluent teenage couples who conceive bec:
hey can and then erase the consequences—and
affluent men and women who choose abortion bec:
they were careless or in a hurry or didn’t like the fe-
latex—are not the moral equivalent of the impoveris
mother who responsibly, even selflessly, acknowlec
she already has too many mouths to feed. Femi
ights include feminist responsibilities; the right
obtain an abortion brings with it the responsibilit
contracept. Fifty-seven percent of unintended preg:
cies come about because the parents used no contra
tion at all. Those millions certainly include women
men too poor to buy contraception, girls and boys
young and illiinformed to know where to get it,
countless instances of marital rape, coerced sex, in
and couplings in which the man refused to let

woman use protection.

But they also include millions of college students,
fessional men and women, and middle- and up
middle-class people (11 percent of abortions
obtained by people in households with income
higher than $50,000)—who have no excuse whatso
for their carelessness. “There is only one reason I've
heard for having an abortion: the desire to be a g
mother”—this is a falsehood that condescend:
women struggling to be true agents of their own s
even as it dishonors through hypocrisy the terminat
that are the writer’s subject.

ot to judge other men and women witl

judging myself, I know this assertion to be

from my own experience. Once, I made

choice to take a morning-after pill. The he
pregnant doctor looked at me, as she dispensed it, 2
were the scum of the earth.

If what was going on in my mind had been m
about the well-being of the possible baby, that pill w
never have been swallowed. For that potential 1
brought to term, would have had two sets of lc
middle-income grandparents, an adult mother wit
education and even, as I discovered later, the begin
of diaper money for its first two years of life (the gr
ate fellowship I was on forbade marriage but, froze
time before women were its beneficiaries, said not
about unwed motherhood). Because of-the baby’s
color, even if I chose not to rear the child, a rost
eager adoptive parents awaited him or her. If [ had
thinking only or even primarily about the baby’s 1
would have had to decide to bring the pregnancy,
there been one, to term.

No: there were two columns in my mind—*“Me’
“Baby”—and the first won out. And what was in it lo
something like this: unwelcome intensity in the relz
ship with the father; desire to continue to “develoy
person” before “real” parenthood; wish to encounte
eventual life partner without the off-putting en
brance of a child; resistance to curtailing the natu
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e remaining to me in Europe. Essentially, this col-
me down to: I am not done being responsive
ito myself yet. .
£ even the possibility that the cosmos was calling my
me, | cowered and stepped aside. I was not so unlike
ge young louts who father children and run from the
gcter of responsibility. Except that my refusal to be
olved with this potential creature was as definitive as a
fisal can be.
pping aside in this way is analogous to draft eva-
bn: there are good and altruistic reasons to evade the
aft, and then there are self-preserving reasons. In that
oment, feminism came to one of its logical if less-than-
4iring moments of fruition: I chose to sidestep biol-
gy; | acted—and was free to act—as if I were in control
' my destiny, the way men more often than women
hve let themselves act. I chose myself on my own terms
r a possible someone else, for self-absorbed reasons.
it “to be a better mother™ “Dulce et decorum est..."?
i Nonsense.
" %kNow, freedom means that women must be free to
.choose self or to choose selfishly. Certainly for a woman
$ with fewer economic and social choices than I had—for
instance, a woman struggling to finish her higher educa-
- tion, without which she would have little hope of a life
j+ worthy of her talents—there can indeed be an obligation
& tochoose self. And the defense of some level of abortion
§ rights as fundamental to women’s integrity and equality
'§ has been made fully by others, including, quite effec-
tively, Ruth Bader Ginsberg. There is no easy way to deny
: the powerful argument that a woman’s equality in society
% must give her some irreducible rights unique to her biol-
\J ogy, including the right to take the life within her life.
“Butwe don’t have to lie to ourselves about what we are
P doing at such a moment. Let us at least look with clarity
& at what that means and not whitewash self-interest with
* the language of selfssacrifice. The landscape of many
* such decisions looks more like Marin County than Ver-
dun. Let us certainly not be fools enough to present such
spiritually limited moments to the world with a flourish
of pride, pretending that we are somehow pioneers and
heroines and even martyrs to have snatched the self, with
its aims and pleasures, from the pressure of biology.
That decision was not my finest moment. The least I
can do, in honor of the being that might have been, is
- simply to know that. ’

[}

sing amoral rhetoric, we weaken ourselves
politically because we lose the center. To draw
‘ an inexact parallel, many people support the
i choice to limit the medical prolongation of
life. But, if 2 movement arose that spoke of our “getting
over our love affair” with the terminally ill, those same
people would recoil into a vociferous intervention-
| ist position as a way to assert their moral values. We
would be impoverished by a rhetoric about the end of
life that speaks of the ill and the dying as if they were
meaningless and of doing away with them as if it were
a bracing demonstration of our personal indepen-
dence.

Similarly, many people support necessary acts of war-
fare (Catholics for a Free Choice makes the analogy
between abortion rights and such warfare). There are’
legal mechanisms that allow us to bring into the world
the evil of war. But imagine how quickly public opinion
would turn against a president who waged war while,
asserting that our sons and daughters were nothing bu
cannon fodder. Grief and respect are the proper tones
for all discussions about choosing to endanger or
destroy a manifestation of life.

War is legal; it is sometimes even necessary. Letting
the dying die in peace is often legal and sometimes even
necessary. Abortion should be legal; it is sometimes even
necessary. Sometimes the mother must be able to decide
that the fetus, in its full humanity, must die. But it is
never right or necessary to minimize the value of the
lives involved or the sacrifice incurred in letting them
go. Only if we uphold abortion rights within a matrix of
individual conscience, atonement and responsibility can
we both correct the logical and ethical absurdity in our
position—and consolidate the support of the center.

Many others, of course, have wrestled with this issue:
Camille Paglia, who has criticized the “convoluted casu-
istry” of some pro-choice language; Roger Rosenblatt,
who has urged us to permit but discourage abortion;
Laurence Tribe, who has noted that we place the fetus
in shadow in order to advance the pro-choice argument.
But we have yet to make room for this conversation at
the table of mainstream feminism.

And we can’t wait much longer. Historical changes—
from the imminent availability of cheap chemical aborti-
facients to the ascendancy of the religious right to
Norma McCorvey’s defection—make the need for a new
abortion-rights language all the more pressing.

In a time of retrenchment, how can I be so sure that a
more honest and moral rhetoric about abortion will con-
solidate rather than scuttle abortion rights? Look at what
Americans themselves say. When a recent Newsweek poll
asked about support for abortion using the rare phrasing,

a doctor, her family,
her conscience and her God,” a remarkable rcent of

——aL2aD.c 12 percentot
ondents called that formulation “about right.

ﬁfmmmmn-
rights support registered in the latest Gallup poll, which
asked about abortion without using the words “God” or
“conscience.” When participants in the Gallup poll were
asked if they supported abortion “under any circum-
stances” only 32 percent agreed; only 9 percent more sup-
ported it under “most” circumstances. Clearly, abortion
rights are safest when we are willing to submit them to a
morality beyond just our bodies and our selves.

ut how, one might ask, can I square a recogni-

tion of the humanity of the fetus, and the moral

gravity of destroying it, with a pro-choice posi-

tion? The answer can only be found in the con-

text of a paradigm abandoned by the left and misused
by the right: the paradigm of sin and redemption.

[t was when I was four months pregnant, sick as a dog,

and in the middle of an argument, that I realized I
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could no longer tolerate the fetus-is-nothing paradigm
of the pro-choice movement. I was being interrogated
by a conservative, and the subject of abortion rights
came up. “You're four months pregnant,” he said. “Are
you going to tell me that’s not a baby you're carrying?”

The accepted pro-choice response at such a moment
in the conversation is to evade: to move as swiftly as pos-
sible to a discussion of “privacy” and “difficult personal
decisions” and “choice.” Had I not been so nauseated
and so cranky and so weighed down with the physical
gravity of what was going on inside me, I might not have
told what is the truth for me. “Of course it’s a baby,” I
snapped. And went rashly on: “And if I found myself in
circumstances in which I had to make the terrible deci-
sion to end this life, then that would be between myself
and God.”

Startlingly to me, two things happened: the conserva-
tive was quiet; I had said something that actually made
sense to him. And I felt the great relief that is the grace

f long-delayed honesty.

Now, the G-word is certainly a problematic element to
introduce into the debate. And yet “God” or “soul”™—or,
if you are secular and prefer it, “conscience™—is pre-
cisely what is missing from pro-choice discourse. There
is a crucial difference between “myself and my God” or
“my conscience”—terms that imply moral accountabil-
ity—and “myself and my doctor,” the phrasing that Jus-
tice Harry Blackmun’s wording in Roe (“inherently, and
“primarily, a medical decision”) has tended to promote
in the pro-choice movement. And that’s not even to
mention “between myself and myself” (Elders: “It’s not
anybody’s business if I went for an abortion”), which
implies just the relativistic relationship to abortion that
our critics accuse us of sustaining.

he language we use to make our case limits the

way we let ourselves think about abortion. As a

result of the precedents in Roe (including Gris-

wold v. Connecticut and Eisenstadtv. Baird), which
based a woman'’s right to an abortion on the Ninth and
Fourteenth Amendments’ implied right to personal pri-
vacy, other unhelpful terms are also current in our dis-
course. Pro-choice advocates tend to cast an abortion as
“an intensely personal decision.” To which we can say,
No: one’s choice of carpeting is an intensely personal
decision. One’s struggles with a life-and-death issue must
be understood as a matter of personal conscience.
There is a world of difference between the two, and it’s
the difference a moral frame makes.

Stephen L. Carter has pointed out that spiritual dis-
cussion has been robbed of a place in American public
life. As a consequence we tend—often disastrously—to
use legislation to work out right and wrong. That puts
many in the position of having to advocate against abor-
tion rights in order to proclaim their conviction that our
high rate of avoidable abortion (one of the highest in
developed countries, five times that of the Netherlands,
for example) is a social evil; and, conversely, many must
pretend that abortion is not a transgression of any kind
if we wish to champion abortion rights. We have no

ground on which to say that abortion is a necessary
that should be faced and opposed in the realm of «
science and action and even soul; yet remain legal.
"? But American society is struggling to find its

orward to a discourse of right and wrong that b.
together a common ethic for the secular and the
gious. When we do that, we create a moral disco
that can exist in its own right independent of legislat
Lsmd we can find ground to stand upon.

Norma McCorvey explained what happened to he
terms of good and evil: she woke in the middle of
night and felt a presence pushing violently down on
“I denounce you, Satan,” she announced. This wa
talking about evil is one of the chief class division
America: working-class people talk about Satan,
those whom Paul Fussell calls “the X group™—those
run the country—talk instead about neurotic guilt. W
the elite scoff at research that shows that most Ameris
maintain a belief in the embodiment of evil—
devil™—they miss something profound about the hu
need to make moral order out of chaos. After all, the
real difference between the experience describec
Clare, the Cornell-educated pro-choicer, and McCor
the uneducated ex-alcoholic, isa classical allusion.

here is a hunger for a moral framework tha
pro-choicers must reckon with. In the K:
“Hers” column, the author announced pro
that pregnant women are asked by the c
selor in the office, “So, how long have you been
choice?” Dr. Karlin writes that “Laughter and the an:s
‘About ten minutes,’ is the healthiest response. ‘I
don’t believe in abortion,” some women say, una
that refusal to take responsibility for the decision m
that I won’t do the procedure.”
~ How is this “feminist” ideological coercion any di
ent from the worst of pro-life shaming and coerc
The women who come to a clinic that is truly femin
that respects women—are entitled not only to
abortions but also to their sense of sin.

To use the term “sin” in this context does not n
sarily mean, as Dr. Karlin believes, that a woman ti
she must go to hell because she is having an aborti¢
may mean that she thinks she must face the realiz
that she has fallen short of who she should be; anc
she needs to ask forgiveness for that, and atone for
I understand such a woman'’s response, she is tryi
take responsibility for the decision.

We on the left tend to twitch with discomfc
that word “sin.” Too often we have become relig
ly illiterate, and so we deeply misunderstand the -
But in all of the great religious traditions, our rec
tion of sin, and then our atonement for it, brin
God’s compassion and our redemption. In many 1
justice is linked, as it is in medieval Judaism a
Buddhism, to compassion. From Yom Kippur an
h Wednesday-to-Easter cycle to the Hindu id
arma, the individual’s confrontation with her
wn culpability is the first step toward ways to creat

ceive more light.
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How could one live with a conscious view that abor-
tion is an evil and still be pro-choice? Through acts of
redemption, or what the Jewish mystical tradition calls
tikkun; or “mending.” Laurence Tribe, in Abortion: The
Clash of Absolutes, notes that “Memorial services for the
souls of aborted fetuses are fairly common in contempo-
rary Japan,” where abortions are both legal and readily
available. Shinto doctrine holds that women should
make offerings to the fetus to help it rest in peace; Bud-
dhists once erected statues of the spirit guardian of chil-
dren to honor aborted fetuses (called “water children”
or “unseeing children”). If one believes that abortion is
killing and yet is still pro-choice, one could try to use
contraception for every single sex act; if one had to
undergo an abortion, one could then work to provide
contraception, or jobs, or other choices to young girls;
one could give money to programs that provide prenatal
care to poor women; if one is a mother or father, one
can remember the aborted child every time one is
tempted to be less than loving—and give renewed love
to the living child. And so on: tikkun.

But when you insist, as the “Hers” column writer did,
on stripping people of their sense of sin, they react with
a wholesale backing-away into a rigid morality that reim-
poses order: hence, the ascendancy of the religious
right.

~ Just look at the ill-fated nomination of Dr. Henry Fos-
ter for Surgeon General. The Republicans said “abor-
tion,” and the discussion was over. The Democrats, had
they worked out a moral framework for progressivism,
could have responded: “Yes: our abortion rate is a terri-
ble social evil. Here is a man who can help put a moral
framework around the chaos of a million and a half
abortions a year. He can bring that rate of evil down.
And whichever senator among you has ever prevented
L:n unplanned pregnancy—and Dr. Foster has—let him
sk the first question.”

ho gets blamed for our abortion rate? The
ancient Hebrews had a ritual of sending a
“scapegoat” into the desert with the commu-
N nity’s sins projected upon it. Abortion doctors

are_our-eentemparary scapegoats. The pro-ifers obvi-
ously scapegoat them in one way: if pro-lifers did to
women what they do to abortion doctors—harassed and
targeted them in their homes and workplaces—public
opinion would rapidly turn against them; for the move-
ment would soon find itself harassing the teachers and
waitresses, housewives and younger sisters of their own
communities. The pro-life movement would have to
address the often all-too-pressing good reasons that lead
good people to abort. That would be intolerable, a tacti-
cal defeat for the pro-life movement, and as sure to lose
it “the mushy middle” as the pro-choice movement’s ten-
dency toward rhetorical coldness loses it the same con-
stituency.

But pro-choicers, too, scapegoat the doctors and
clinic workers. By resisting a moral framework in which
to view abortion we who are pro-abortion-rights leave
the doctors in the front lines, with blood on their hands:

the blood of the repeat abortj t43 per f
the tota]; the suburban summer country-club rite-of-
passage abortions; the “I don’t know what came over
me, it was such good Chardonnay” abortions; as well as
the blood of the desperate and the unpreventable and
accidental and the medically necessary and the violently
conceived abortions. This is blood that the doctors and
clinic workers often see clearly, and that they heroically
rinse and cause to flow and rinse again. And they take all
our sins, the pro-choice as well as the pro-life among us,
upon themselves.

And we who are pro-choice compound their isolation
by declaring that that blood is not there.

As the world changes and women, however incremen-
tally, become more free and more powerful, the lan-
guage in which we phrase the goals of feminism must
change as well. As a result of the bad old days before the
Second Wave of feminism, we tend to understand abor-
tion as a desperately needed exit from near-total male
control of our reproductive lives. This scenario posits an
unambiguous chain of power and powerlessness in
which men control women and women, in order to sur-
vive, must have unquestioned control over fetuses. It is
this worldview, all too real in its initial conceptualization,
that has led to the dread among many pro-choice
women of departing from a model of woman-equals-
human-life, fetus-equals-not-much.

This model of reality may have been necessary in an
unrelénting patriarchy. But today, in what should be, as
women continue to consolidate political power, a patri-
archy crumbling in spite of itself, it can become obso-
lete.

Now: try to imagine real gender equality. Actually, try
to imagine an America that is female-dominated, since a
true working democracy in this country would reflect,
our 54-46 voting advantage.

Now imagine such a democracy, in which women
would be valued so very highly, as a world that is accept-
ing and responsible about human sexuality; in which
there is no coerced sex without serious jailtime; in
which there are affordable, safe contraceptives available
for the taking in every public health building; in which
there is economic parity for women—and basic eco-
nomic subsistence for every baby born; and in which
every young American woman knows about and under-
stands her natural desire as a treasure to cherish, and
responsibly, when the time is right, on her own terms,
to share.

In such a world, in which the idea of gender as a bar-
rier has become a dusty artifact, we would probably use a
very different language about what would be—then—
the rare and doubtless traumatic event of abortion. That

language would probably call upon respect and on-
sibIITY. EEE and mourning. !n that world we miéht weli
describe the unborn and the never-to-be-born with’the
Ronestwords of life. e

in that world, passionate feminists might well
hold candlelight vigils at abortion clinics, standing

shoulder to shoulder with the doctors who work there,
commemorating and saying goodbye to the dead. ®
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Observer

FUSSELL BAXER
Time
To Cool
Down

It may be forward of me to offer
-advice to 0. J. Simpson. We are dif-
ferent in so many ways. He owns a
.Ferrari and a Bentley and until re-
.cently was kept freshly supplied with
. Ford Broncos by a large corporation.
Large corporations keep me fresh,
.ly supplied only with bills, and my
. Single car is a two-year-old Detroit
- 1Job. I do not cite the car score to
: "dalm the high ground of humility,
. -but only to illustrate a difference
. between Mr. Simpson and me.
- - Squiring around the Prince of
-. Wales, which is the task of the
world’s Bentleys, is not my dream of
glory. Taking Alpine curves at 130
miles per. hour, which is the function
of the world’s Ferraris, is something
, Lpray never to do.
. For me, motoring paradise is set-
\ting the cruise control at 65 on a
. lightly traveled Interstate, tucking
some music into the CD player and
) ‘;dwmushuyforunnenmmﬂu
. There are other differences. Mr.
. ‘Simpson has been a top-drawer foot-
.ball player and has heard thousands
,~Cheer. My sport was high school
lraetlwutmetmgntoqnllfyu
fifth man on the four-man mile relay
.team. If one of the regulars had shin
-Splints, I took his place.
The track team played to audi-
ences of dozens, most of them our
parents. The dozens never cheered,
and girls did not offer their comforts
.even to the speediest.
I am drawing a self-portrait of
being mired helplessly in the low-
_profile life. Mr. Simpson’s profile

A word of
advice from
one profile
to another.

_seems "always' to have been
.Recently it has risen to Mount Rush-
more heights.

With the difference between us so
- vast, it may be silly for me to counsel

- him. S§till, no one in his 'publitity-

- drenched squadron of lawyers who

. oupttobetellhuhlmﬂrevlmmo{
«the low profile seems to have done
s0. Maybe lawyers of such dazzling
kilowattage are too devoted to the
high profile to know the merits of the
low.

My guess is that Mr. Simpson, a
robust physical specimen, did not
have to live with the threat of some-
one.like Buster O'Hara and his gang

A &

PRESIENT HAS
1019145 4

By Cornel West

CAMBRIDGE, Mass.

Monday, maybe a mil-

lion black men will

march on Washing-

ton. Coming after the

0.J. Simpson verdict,

: the march promises

to be a pivotal moment in our na-
tion’s life. As the writer Greg Tate
has rightly noted, the verdict “may
represent the first time in history
that a majority black jury has wield-
ed.an apparatus of state power
against the will of the nation’s white

+ Olir-fragile civic and legal order,
.With' its precious jury system that
does not guarantee justice, must now
contend with a level of white rage
Junprecedented in American history.
Needless to say, black rage has risen
exponentially since bullets ripped
through the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther
King

Cormel West is professor of -Afro-
»American studies at Harvard: %

Jr. in 1968. Can our- deeply -

wrestle with this
challenge without exploding?
For most whites, the Million Man
March called by Minister Louis Far-
rakhan can only worsen race matters,
For them, he not only embodies black
rage but also black hatred and con-
tempt for whites, Jews, women,.gay
men and lesbians. Building on a long
and diverse tradition of black nation-
alism — Marcus Garvey, Elijah Mu-
hammad, Queen Mother Moore, Mal-
colm X — Minister Farrakhan is
white America’s worst nightmare,
Why am I Supporting the march?
After all, I am a radical democrat
devoted to a downward redistribu-
tion of wealth and a Christian free-
dom-fighter in the King legacy —
which condemns any xenophobia, in-

cluding patriarchy, homophobia and

anti-Semitism.

First, unlike “coler-blind’* neo-lib-
erals and conservatives who cheaply
invoke Dr. King’s words even as they
kill the substance and $pirit of his
radlcalmessage,ltakeh]slgsteﬂ

forts seriously. When Dr. K was
" killed, not only was he wo: on the
multiracial poor people’s X
he was also meeting with' Mu-

Cutting Class

By Barbara Nevins Taylor

high school diploma. Students taking
that extra year cost the city an esti-
matad 2200 million aceordina ta tha

% .
hammad and Amiri Baraka — black
nationalists demonized by the white
media — to promote black operation-
al unity.

Dr. King sought to use moral and
political means to transform the cap-
italist structure of 5 while
deepening its democratic one. But he
realistically assessed the true depth
of white supremacy. In short, Dr.
King, the integrationist, had no fear
of a black united front and no hatred
of black nationalists.

.

%
King’s legacy is
fiore important
than Farrakhan.

4

whom [ have deep —
this demonstration, the
de! ation is -about

matters
than he is. I have in
mind the general invisibility of, and
indifference to, black sadness, sor-
row and social misery, and the disre-
spect and disregard in which blacks
are held in America and abroad. We
agree on highlighting black suffer-
ing.

In casting the demonstration as

——— N o
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 13, 1995

MR. PRESIDENT:

Attached is a lengthy thought piece from Sec. Cisneros, who
may well raise it with you when you see him during your
upcoming trip to Texas. I have copied Leon, Laura, Carol,
George and Don.

The first part of the memo (pp 3-4) argues that we pursue a
broader, "re-emphasized" community empowerment strategy;
that the public thinks Congress is going too far in budget
cuts that will hurt distressed communities; that conditions in
central cities are "worse than I can describe"; that the public
knows things are profoundly wrong and would respond to a
larger, more emphatic strategy. He emphasizes your phrase
"we can do this."

Next (pp. 5-8) are various observations about letting
community leaders lead; working with grassroots
organizations; emphasizing that the public in inner cities
endorses a balancing of rights and responsibilities;
supporting mayors who fear they’ll be the losers in
devolution.

The rest (pp. 8-17) concerns general recommendations on
the subjects of attracting capital, linking inner city people to
jobs in suburbs and edge cities, cleaning up brownfields,
improving safety and quality in schools, fighting drugs,
restructuring the federal role so that agencies can provide
more fully integrated aid to cities in need.





