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~ Give them the
a Gift-of-Life

~ ST.JUDE CHILDREN’S
RESEARCH HOSPITAL

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

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

| This knowledge is freely shared with pediatri-
cians and physicians all over the world. Children
‘admitted to St. Jude Children's Research Hospital

study programs receive total medical care with-
out cost.

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

Please join in this effort to save children every-
where. Write: ALSAC-St. Jude Children’s Research

Hospital, 539 Lane Ave., Memphis, TN 38105 for
further information.

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

KEEP YOUR. HEAD DONN —— THESE

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

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

view by the Houston
Chronicle with the deposed
Nicaraguan tyrant Anas-
tasio Somoza (well, no one
can accuse him of “‘liberal
bias”) who claims “the U.S.
was part of a plot to place
theit strongest ally and sup-
porter in the hands of the
Communists.” Indeed, one
of the alleged Gang of Four,
Deputy Secretary of State
Warren Christopher, sup-
posedly threatened to de-
port Somoza unless he
pressured his stooge— beg
pardon: successor—to re-
sign.. ‘' Those s.o.b’s,2
ranted the former dictator,
‘““could, at their discretion,
handcuff me, put me on an
airplane and send me back
to Nicaragua to face a
Communist firing squad.”
That Somoza deserves
exactly that for his crimes—
or even that his crimes were
real and not a diabolical
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hoax of “the Communists”
—is, for Irvine, a mystery as
profound as the quark: as is
the fact that none of the
Washington newspapers re-
peated ‘“Somoza’s stinging
charges.”

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

quickly added.”)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

EVERY PUBLIC OPINION
poll which poses the ques-
tion discovers that most
Americans regard violent

_crime as one of the most se-

rious problems our society
faces. And all indications are
that it is growing more seri-
ous — because more com-
monplace — by the day.
“Since 1960,” says Time,
“the rate of robbery, murder
and rape has almost tri-
pled.” And every study of
the demographics of such
violent crime shows that an
altogether disproportionate
amount of it is committed by
unemployed black youths
between the ages of 14 and
22. In Oakland, California,
for example, nearly 40 per-
cent of all serious crimes are
committed by youngsters
between the ages of 14 and
17, and more than 80 per-
cent of these youngsters are
poor and black.

Their victims are usually
black too. Blacks make up
about 11 percent of the U.S.
population, but they shoul-
der 14 percent of the annual

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

In recognition of these
problems, the National Bar
Association sponsored a na-
tional conference early this
year on ‘“‘Black on Black
Crime.” The conference
(which was held in Oakland,
a city whose population is
nearly 50 percent black) at-
tracted legal and law en-
forcement professionals,

journalists, and black com-

munity leaders from all over
the United States; and cer-
tain of its findings deserve to
be much more widely publi-
cized than they have been
thus far.

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

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

“How about getting a job
to make money?” the Trib-
une asked.

p—

“There ain’t no jobs,” 16-
year-old ‘“Charles” an-
swered. “If you go for a job
when you’re 15, they say
come back when you’re 18.
When you’re 18, they say
come back when you’re 21.”

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

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

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

One might question Dr.
Mendez’s suggestion that

the inability of many 16-
year-old blacks to fill out
employment applications is
the only thing standing be-
tween them and jobs. As
“Charles,” the anonymous
young black criminal re-
minds us, “if you go for ajob
when you’re 15, they say
come back when you’re 18.
When you’re 18, they say
come back when you’re 21.”
After all, how could it be
otherwise? Federal and state
child labor laws make it im-
possible for businessmen to
employ anyone under 18 un-
less they are willing to en-
tangle themselves in miles of
bureaucratic red tape and
invest extraordinary time
and money in a worker who,
because he or she is an inex-
perienced teenager, probab-
ly isn’t worth the invest-
ment. And this problem is
only exacerbated by the fed-
eral and state laws which re-
quire businessmen to pay a
minimum wage. The labor
of inexperienced teenagers is
simply not worth the mini-
mum wage—and neither is
the labor of 18-to 21-year-
old workers who have been
kept out of the labor force
by child labor laws and are
therefore inexperienced and
inefficient when they finally
enter it. A marginal business
in a black ghetto literally
cannot afford to offer a job
to an unemployed black
youth; government pro-
grams have made it impos-
sible.

Still, one should not
underestimate the impor-
tance of the public school
system to the problem of
black youth unemployment.
The schools do produce
functional illiterates. And
someone who can neither
read nor write well enough
to_cope with a job applica-
tion is unlikely to find work.
But the problem with the
public schools is not that
they aren’t funded well
enough to teach children to
read. As the 1960s have be-
come the *70s and the ’70s
have given way to the *80s,
our public school teachers
and administrators have
been spending ever more
and more money to do an

“There ain’t no jobs. Mostly, people’ll do anything to get
money.”—A 16-year-old black criminal. Oakland Tribune.

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

And while some govern-
ment programs are forcing
black youths out of the job
market and helping to make
sure that they haven’t the
skills to compete in it once
they’re old enough to work
legally, other government
programs are making it im-
possible for them to start
their own businesses and
employ themselves. In order
to do that, they have to come
up not only with investment
capital, but also with the li-
cense fees established by
government (fees which, as
in the case of taxi licenses,
often exceed the amount of
investment capital needed
merely to start the business)

—to say nothing of the often
immense sums they need to
conform to “health and safe-
ty”’ regulations, building
codes, and the like. The
same politicians who cry
crocodile tears over the
plight of the poor think
nothing of forbidding a
ghetto mother to start a
neighborhood child care
center which would bring
economic benefits to every-
one in the neighborhood,
because her ceiling is one
inch too low. Better, the pol-
iticians apparently believe,
that the ghetto mother
should collect welfare while
her children, once they be-
come teenagers, enroll in a
government-funded or gov-
ernment-run program of
jobs for young people.

Yet if anything at all is
obvious about the plight of
the poor in our society, it is
that such programs don’t
work. As Joan Kennedy
Taylor argues elsewhere in

rthis issue, our welfare pro-
grams only trap the poor in
their poverty and give gov-
ernment almost unlimited
license to run their lives and
pry into their most personal
affairs. And as for govern-
ment funded jobs for youth,
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listen to the testimony of one
Oakland social worker who
described the futility of such
programs at the Black on
Black Crime conference:
“You want to help kids with
a summer program that
gives them a part-time job at
minimum wage?”” he asked
the conferees. “Hell, any
one of these kids can buy
half an ounce of marijuana,
roll it up into joints and
make $50 in one day. And
that’s with no taxes.” Sim-
ply put, ghetto youths have
no economic incentive to
join jobs for youth pro-
grams.

And whose fault is it that
starting a marijuana busi-
ness is such a more attractive
alternative? Government. It
is government which has
systematically made it im-
possible for ghetto residents
to start any other kind of
business, and it is govern-
ment which has driven the
price of marijuana to its
present heights by banning
its possession and sale. A
weed which can be grown
easily in any backyard in the
United States cannot be sold
for $100 an ounce in a free
market. In a government-
created and government-
sustained black market, it
can.

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

—JR
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"YOUVE COME A LONG WAY. BABY/”

Women and

the draft

TWO THOUSAND PRO-
testers in Times Square.
Three thousand in Beverly
Hills. President Carter
seems to have opened up a
can of worms with his call
for draft registration, and
the worm has turned. The
reaction of individual wom-
en and of representatives of
organized women’s groups
interviewed by the San
Francisco Chronicle was, in
the words of a reporter, “en-
tirely negative.” A new or-
ganization sprang up even
before the presidential an-
nouncement on February 8,
the National Organization
of Women Against Registra-
tion (NO WAR) and ac-
cused government and the
military of using the issue of
women’s rights “‘to serve
their interests rather than
our own.” Betty Friedan
told a Washington Post re-
porter that the draft is a red
herring: “The issue isn’t
whether women should be
drafted. Every woman I
know, from feminists to
right-to-lifers, is opposed to
the draft, period.” One San
Francisco fifteen-year-old
summed it all up. “I think
that those who vote to have

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

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

The President’s decision
to register women while
proclaiming that he has “no
intention” of changing the
present military policy that
allows women in combat
support positions (i.e. doing
things like piloting helicop-
ters, driving trucks, and
even launching missiles in
areas where they will be

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

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

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

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

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

—JKT

Time for the
real truth

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

—William Simon, A Time
For Truth

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

IN 1952 THE RUSSIANS sPaT
24 BILLION ON_UEFE

WHILE WE -
SPENT 43
BILLION.

IN 1270 THE RUSSIANS SPENT
63 BILLION OO DEFENSE

much as one peep of protest
from Simon & Co., or will
they only continue to scream
in unison that the sorry state
of the budget is due to wel-
fare expenditures? Given
their past record, we can
safely expect them to scream
away.

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

IV @60 THE RUSSIANS  SPENT
ON DEFENSE

N 1430 WE ROTECT A RUSSIAD
PEFENSE BUDBET OF, OVER 100

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

But the cost of the Rapid
Deployment Force, ungodly
as it is, pales into insignifi-
cance compared to that of
the various nuclear weapons
programs. Chief among
these is the MX missile, well
known to our regular read-
ers, which will cost an esti-
mated $55-billion (Senator
Proxmire puts it at $70-
billion), and the Trident
submarine program, which
will cost more than $25-
billion. Writing in the Na-
tion (December 22, 1979),
defense analyst Fred Kaplan
concludes that the defense
budget also contains hidden
preparations for a revived
B-1 bomber, which cost
$25-billion when it was can-
celled in 1977. (Armed
Forces Journal International
for May of 1978 revealed
that the Air Force had faked
the case for the B-1. But
California Congresscritters
Charles Wilson and Robert
K. Dornan still want the B-1
to ““express to the Soviets
American resolve. [sic]”’)
Compare these figures with

IV (465 THe RUSIANS SPENT
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the most expensive proposal
on the liberal agenda: the
$25-billion Carter-Long na-
tional health insurance
scheme (Teddy Kennedy’s
$40-billion plan is, thank-
tully, a political non-starter).
It is hardly obvious that the
warfare state is to be prefer-
red to the welfare one, even
setting aside the fact that
these weapons systems will
greatly increase the risk of
nuclear holocaust, some-
thing the National Tea Tast-
ers Board could never do.
And even in peacetime,
the warfare state has a
uniquely malign effect on
the economy. Unlike trans-

THEe LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

fer payments such as Social
Security, food stamps, and
the like, which mainly redis-
tribute consumption, mili-
tary programs sop up skilled
labor, materials and capital
goods that could otherwise
be devoted to something
useful. This is not inflation
—though many economists
expect higher defense spend-
ing to bring inflation, as the
Federal Reserve eases the re-
sulting credit crunch by ex-
panding the money supply
— but something worse:
a real loss in production.
More: these programs in-
evitably commandeer a dis-
proportionate share of capi-

tal goods and research ef-
forts, which in the long run
will cripple civilian produc-
tivity, as Seymour Melman
demonstrates in his books
Pentagon Capitalism and
The Permanent War Econ-
omy. Coming on top of 40
years of a war economy, this
arms buildup should prove
more ruinous than any in the
past. The Christian Science
Monitor (February 8, 1980)
notes that several strategic
materials and classes of
skilled workers are already
in short supply; the Monitor
sees the Pentagon imposing
“a large-scale redirection of
the civilian economy” (in-
cluding “possible wage and
price controls”) through its
existing priority rating sys-
tem whereby a military
project may be declared to
have “all-out priority over
civilian material needs.”
Such a system, which would
sound the death knell for
what remains of our free en-
terprise economy, would be
no more than a continuation
of a long-term historical
trend; most features of the
command economy were
first introduced as wartime
expedients.

The conservatives’ silence
on the war economy has
precedent abroad. In the
1950°s Pierre Poujade led a
tax revolt that bid fair to
roll back the state in France.
Yet Poujadism collapsed;
mainly because the Poujad-
ists wanted France to crush
the Algerian revolution and
feared that serious tax cuts
would prevent this. Simi-
larly, conservative devotion
to American imperialism
may yet strangle the U.S. tax
revolt in its cradle (though
happily, the powerful Na-
tional Taxpayers’ Union de-
nounced the Carter arms
budget in a February 10
letter to the New York
Times.) Someday William
Simon may understand this;
meanwhile, it’s time for
libertarians to proclaim the
real truth: Militarism and
the free market don’t mix.

—BB

Guest Editorial

To each his

own
foreign policy

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

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

The grain embargo will
claim other innocent victims
besides Americans who lose
their freedom to choose. But
before considering them, let
us consider what the Presi-
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dent must do in order to
make an embargo effective.
He must go much further
than simply embargoing the
USSR. He must cause a net
reduction in the world grain
supply. And he cannot do
this simply by selling the
grain to another country,

- since that country could

turn around and resell it to
the Soviets. Nor can he do it
by using the grain to pro-
duce gasohol, since gasohol
production facilities cannot
be expanded that quickly.
These grain supplies will still
be on the market. Even if
Carter simply withholds the
grain to sell it in future
years, he will not have much
effect on world supplies
since speculators, anticipat-
ing an increased supply and
therefore a lower price in the
future, will put their reserves
on the market now. Carter’s
policy can thus be effective
only if he destroys grain and
thereby drives up the world
price.

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

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

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

history of supporting their
government, no matter how
tyrannical, in the face of
hostile foreign governments,
and the Soviet government’s
monopoly of information
sources within the Soviet
Union makes this result even
more likely. Furthermore,
forbidding US athletes and
other US residents from at-
tending the Olympics in
Moscow would only pre-
vent valuable contact be-
tween residents of both coun-
tries, which will strengthen
the Soviet government’s in-
formation monopoly and
make the Russian people
even more susceptible to
Soviet propaganda.
Moreover, to the extent it
is effective, the embargo can
only make America’s exis-
tence less valuable to the
Soviet Union and increase
the probability that the
Soviet government will try
to annihilate us. Trade
promotes interdependence
between nations.
Admittedly, predicting
how the Russian people will
react to the embargo is dif-
ficult. But that makes it all
the more important that
each American be allowed
to choose his own strategy.

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

at the back of a bus. |

—David R. Henderson 11
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THE MOVEMENT

SLS helped organize a late January anti-draft rally at Stanford which drew 1000 students . . .

JEFFREY SANCHEZ

ON JANUARY 23, 1980,
President Carter, in his State
of the Union address, de-
clared that he had “deter-
mined that the Selective Ser-
vice System must now be
revitalized,” and would “send
legislation and budget pro-
posals to the Congress next
month so that we can begin
registration and then meet
future mobilization needs
rapidly if they arise.”
Happily, this talk of rein-
stating the unpopular (and
unconstitutional) practice of
involuntary servitude, has
been met with an outpour-
ing of protest by young
Americans across the coun-
try. Many college campuses
are seeing several anti-draft
rallies each week. Many
groups are sponsoring these
rallies, most notably liberta-
rians and a wide range
of socialist organizations.
Their message is clear:
Young men and women
simply will not tolerate this
attempt to enslave them.
Students for a Liberta-
rian Society has been work-
ing actively to educate young
Americans on all the impli-
cations of reactivating the
Selective Service System.
Through rallies, seminars
and workshops, SLS has ex-

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

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

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

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

781-5817.

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

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

Clark also recommended
that the United States disen-
gage itself politically from
the region and secure needed
energy resources by dere-
gulating domestic energy
development. Clark offered
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.. .and sponsored their own rally at Berkeley’s Sproul Plaza.

the classic libertarian solu-
tion to our energy problems
when he said, “A policy of
free trade, with the elimina-
tion of the federal govern-
ment as the middleman,
would best insure our na-
tional security, our freedom,
and our access to abundant
supplies of energy.”

Immediately after Presi-
dent Carter’s State of the
Union address, Clark con-
demned the draft proposal
as slavery and asked for re-
straint in foreign policy
rather than saber rattling,
which, he said, “will only in-
sure a continued series of in-
ternational crises and even-
tual involvement in war.”

Clark minced no'words in
denouncing Carter’s appeals
to the American people to
sacrifice and be “tough.”
“They are a smokescreen,”
Clark said, “not only for
President Carter’s disas-
trous foreign policy, but also
for his complete inability to
come to grips with other
pressing problems on the
domestic front.”

Libertarian criticism con-
tinued on Sunday, February
10, when the Clark for Pres-
ident Committee placed a
full-page advertisement in
the New York Times attack-
ing the Carter administra-
tion’s handling of the crisis.

The advertisement warn-

ed of the dangers of using
military force in Afghanistan

and stated: “Libertarians be--

lieve that the abhorrent Sovi-
et invasion of Afghanistan
must zot be used as a pretext
for increased militarism on
the part of the United States.
With the lesson of the Viet
Nam tragedy so fresh in our
national memory, itis shock-
ing even to consider taking
military action that may in-
clude the use of nuclear
weapons to ‘defend our in-
terests in the Persian Gulf.””
The ad also proposed de-
regulation of the domestic
economy and foreign non-
interventionism as the way
to solve our energy prob-
lems. “The time has come,”
it said, “to dismantle the
regulations which shackle
our economy. If we need
more energy, then what we
need is an offensive against
the Department of Energy,
not another war in Asia.”
To the general public,
such ideas are new and
radical. The Clark campaign
is playing a vital role in
spreading libertarianism.

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

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

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

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

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

The 1980 Census is just
getting underway, but lib-
ertarians have been pre-
paring to resist this coercive
prying into individual af-
fairs for several months
now. Two organizations in
particular, the Society for
Individual Liberty and the
Society for Libertarian
Life, are leading the fight.
A maximum fine of $100
may be levied for refusal to
answer the Census, but this
is not deterring libertarians

) ,
one bit. Lawrence Samuels,

Executive Director of SLL
not only wants people to
refuse to answer the ques-
tionnaires, but to openly
destroy them. “We are
urging all citizens,” he says,

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

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

Those who wish to join in
this resistance, or want more
information, should write to
the following: Society for
Libertarian Life, PO Box 4,
Fullerton, CA 92632 or
Society for Individual Lib-
erty, PO Box 1147, War-
minster, PA 18974.

The demand for libertarian
ideas is continuing to ex-
pand and a Los Angeles
group is helping to fill that
need. Dissent Center for
Scholarship is a libertarian
adult school which offers
classes, seminars, confer-
ences and workshops on
such subjects as economics,
foreign policy, and rights
theory. Instructors have in-
cluded David Friedman,
Tom Hazlett, Tibor Machan,
Samuel E. Konkin, III,
Manny Klausner and other
notables. The school’s di-
rector is long time liberta-
rian activist Janice Allen.

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

enEes R

“The Movement” wants to
hear from you. Keep us
posted on what you (or your
organization) are doing to
promote the cause of liberty.
We want to report the ac-
tions of anyone working for
a free society. Please direct
your information to Jeffrey
Sanchez at Libertarian Re-
view, 1620 Montgomery St.,
San Francisco, CA 94111.
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Welfareis the govemment program that&ye ate.
you agree with Leslie Lenkowsky, who called it (in the Mar: H, D79
Commentary) “the domestic program which most Americans would
place at the top of their lists of wasteful and ineffective public ser-
svices,” or you agree with Richard Elman’s statement in his 1966
trait of the New York City welfare system, The Poorhouse State:
e¢an’t help wondering what the poor ever d1d to deserye con-
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Conservatives wonder too, but from a different point of
view. An editorial in the Wall Street Journal on August 14,
1979, worried in print about transfer programs, which take
money from the rich to give to the poor, or “to put it another
way, take money from the working to give to the non-work-
ing. And while the second way of putting it is not the con-
ventional one, it seems a lot more pertinent if you review the
recent explosion of such programs. Taking a calculator to
the tables in the latest Economic Report of the President,
you find that over the last decade government transfers to
persons grew by 280 percent, while wages and salaries grew
by 134 percent. How long, we are forced to wonder, can
transfers grow twice as fast as the earnings that ultimately
must support them?”’

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

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

Both the taxpayer and the welfare recipient are being ma-
ligned. The taxpayer not only has a right to his money; he’s
also given ample evidence of his good intentions. Even in the
face of the heavy government drain on our purses (nonde-
fense spending on all levels of government now totals “roughly
one-third the national income” according to Milton Friedman),
Americans still donate $40-billion a year to private charity.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“The welfare system Is
a stop-gap measure that
makes the condition
worse; it placates peo-

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

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

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

N N B T N TR O R A R
Why was welfare started?

Piven and Cloward’s pioneering book, Regulating the

Poor, which was first published in 1971, sets forth the thesis
that the purpose of welfare and relief has #ever been to help
the poor, but rather to defuse discontent and potential re-

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

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

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

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

The child labor in English factories that has been consi-

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

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

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

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

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

Modern welfare states discourage private charity mainly

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

In European welfare states, charitable donations are also
attacked by tax policies. Taxpayers in Sweden, who pay 87
percent on incomes over $35,000 a year (as well as paying
value-added taxes on consumer goods) are not allowed tax
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deductions for charitable contributions, nor are individual
donors in Great Britain.

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

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

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

R R T e S e e e e T L e i D S e B
Welfare under the New Deal

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

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

Private relief agencies and many newly initiated government make-work programs tried to assist the growing numbers of people out of

work, but despite (or perhaps because of) government intervention, the Depression grew worse.

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

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

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

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

Prior to 1924 we had not regarded it as a Federal Government
function to make employment. Employment was a matter for the
people themselves to work out. Beginning with the Federal Re-

serve purchases of Government securities in 1924, we have had 19
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Government policy directed increasingly toward making em-
ployment. The explanation of the good figures for employment
prior to 1924, and of the desperately bad figures for employment
which followed 1929, is to be found in precisely this fact. Under
an old-fashioned Federal Government, which, in financial mat-
ters, was concerned primarily with its own solvency and with the
protection of the sound gold dollar, the people themselves solved
the problem of employment amazingly well. When the Federal
Government took over and undertook to solve the problem for
them, grave disasters followed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

P e B e e s
How government helps to create poverty -

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

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

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

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

When you want something from them you got to sit and wait all
day, and if you complain they said, “ You got nothing better now to
do.” ... When my husband was working, we had to worry all the
time if he would lose his job, but those jobs ... there were always
others. On the Welfare it is different. You never know if you will
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Government policy directed increasingly toward making em-
ployment. The explanation of the good figures for employment
prior to 1924, and of the desperately bad figures for employment
which followed 1929, is to be found in precisely this fact. Under
an old-fashioned Federal Government, which, in financial mat-
ters, was concerned primarily with its own solvency and with the
protection of the sound gold dollar, the people themselves solved
the problem of employment amazingly well. When the Federal
Government took over and undertook to solve the problem for
them, grave disasters followed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Most blacks are American citizens with the full protection of the
law.

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

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

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

When you want something from them you got to sit and wait all
day, and if you complain they said, “You got nothing better now to
do.” ... When my husband was working, we had to worry all the
time if he would lose his job, but those jobs ... there were always
others. On the Welfare it is different. You never know if you will
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® You may sell your T-Bill prior to maturity, without losing
earned interest. You receive payment based on the price
sale (it may be more or less than you paid), less

@® Your investment is free of state and local taxes. an additional special service charge.

Moderate investors, people like you — who must protect their
capital and make it grow in good times and bad, know The
American Board of Trade is the one commodity exchange

in the United States structured to serve their needs.

ABT’s T-Bill Program has been successful since 1969 . . .
long before there were 6-month Bank CD’s or Money

Market funds.

@® ABT sends you the interest yield oz the day your T-Bill
is purchased.

@® Every purchase is registered in your name and you receive-
| a safe-keeping receipt from the ABT, which is the only
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