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FOREWORD 

This anniversary issue of Proceedings contains a special sec
tion, "Anniversary Perspectives," with five essays written by 
Institute of PoUtics people—a member of the faculty active in 
Institute affairs, a former fellow, a former staff person, the cur
rent director, and a former member of the Student Advisory 
Committee—to commemorate the twentieth anniversary of the 
founding of the Institute in the fall of 1966. It is also the eighth 
edition of Proceedings and contains the 1985-86 selection of read
ings excerpted from speeches, articles, debates, books, and 
reports and a complete roster of 1985-86 programs and par
ticipants. The selected readings provide a sense of the actors 
encountered and the issues discussed; the programs section 
identifies both the scope and the personnel of the Institute's 
yearly undertakings. 

The Institute continues its participation in the democratic 
process through the variety of educational programs it 
sponsors—fellowships and study groups, conferences and de
bates, internships and research projects—and by providing a 
setting for formal and informal political discourse. Students, 
politicians, teachers, activists, theorists and policy makers come 
together to break bread, study and debate public policy issues 
at informal luncheons and suppers, faculty study groups, train
ing programs and seminars and in the Public Affairs Forum. 

During the 1985-86 academic year the Institute once again 
brought together newly-elected mayors for the biannual semi
nar on transition and leadership, co-sponsored its second con
ference for officials from the Republican and Democratic 
National Parties, ran a seminar on the Strategic Defense Initia
tive for national journalists, sponsored a poUtical drama 
produced, written and performed by students, and continued 
its series of debates, speeches and panel discussions on issues 
of foreign and domestic policy, such as the Philippines, South 
Africa, the Middle East, the environment, social security and 
the role of religion in politics. 

Anne Doyle Kermey 
Editor 









Anniversary 
Perspectives 
CONTENTS 
9 Three Bright Threads 

by Graham T, Allison 

12 Political Sabbatarians 
by Stephen H. Hess 

14 I Survived and Prospered 
by William G. Mayer 

17 Qualities, Images, Gratitude 
by Jonathan Moore 

20 Nurturing Our Dreams 
by Helene Sahadi York 





Anniversary 
Perspectives 

Three Bright Threads 
by Graham T. Allison 

Graham T. Allison has served as a professor at Harvard University since 1972, is currently Don K. 
Price Professor of Politics and, since March of 1977, has been Dean of the Faculty of Government of 
the John f. Kennedy School of Government. 

Rummaging through my memory, and my files, I was struck to find that I have 
been associated with the Institute from its origin. When Richard Neustadt was first 
appointed Director-Designate of what was to become the Institute of Politics, in what 
was to be renamed the John F. Kennedy School of Government, I eiu-olled in his 
course on the American Presidency. That was the spring of 1966, and I was a gradu
ate student pursuing a Ph.D. in Political Science at Harvard. Neustadt's infectious 
fascination with issues of politics, power, and governance struck a responsive chord. 
His analysis of the presidency and the policy making process er\livened my studies 
of political institutions and political science. He became one of my mentors then, 
and has remained so ever since. 

When the Institute of Politics established its first continuing study group in 1967, 
the Faculty Seminar on Bureaucracy, Politics, and Policy, someone decided tfiey need
ed a rapporteur. I was fortunate to be chosen. The "May Group" as it came to be 
called after its first chairman, Ernest R. May, began exploring the impact of bureaucra
cy on government's choices and actions. My job was to produce a report of each 
session that advanced the conversation. The meetings of the May Group remain 
one of the greatest learning experiences of my life. My doctoral thesis was a product 
of those discussions. Later published as Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Mis
sile Crisis, these ideas provided the foundation for coiurses in the new graduate degree 
programs in the Kennedy School, and elsewhere. 

When Dick Neustadt, Tom Schelling, and others began thinking actively about 
creating a dedicated degree program in the new John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment for students heading for careers in government, they soon entangled me. In 
leadership, locus, and funding, the Institute played an important role in what 
emerged in 1969 as the Public Policy Program. Dick Neustadt and I designed and 
taught the core course on Political Analysis, building on the ideas of the May Group. 
In addition, I had the chance to get to know the fellows of the Institute, who came 
from the real world of politics and goverrunent to refresh themselves and spur the 
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Harvard community. My association with Jonathan Moore, Vernon Jordan, David 
Broder, and dozens of others whom I count as good friends goes back to their terms 
as fellows. 

After becoming a tenured professor, I continued to participate in the Institute's 
various faculty study groups and on the faculty advisory committee. When I be
came Associate Dean and began planning for the School's new home, one of my 
highest priorities was to overcome the physical separation of the faculty at the origi
nal Littauer Center and the Institute of Politics a half mile away in the "little yellow 
house" at 78 Mt. Auburn Street. On the evening when President Derek C. Bok an
nounced my appointment as Dean in March of 1977,1 outlined seven initiatives for 
the School of Government in the period immediately ahead. Among those was "con
summating the marriage between the Institute of Politics and the School." To as
sure acctiracy, let me quote what I said on that occasion: 

Two factors have inhibited interaction between the Institute of Politics and the 
School—physical separation, and the slow development of the School. Both 
will, I trust, be overcome by the fall of 1978 when the new building will allow 
for closer cooperation. We can therefore look forward to much more fruitful 
relationships between the Institute of Politics and the rest of the School in the 
period immediately ahead: the Institute preserving its independent identity 
as a bridge to the real world of elective politics, and a vital link to the under
graduate population of the College—but growing within the context of an 
emerging professional school. 

As the School, and the Institute of Politics, moved to our new home in the fall 
of 1978, the Institute was clearly the most vital component of the School. The School 
ventured into new realms: building the PubUc Policy Program, taking responsibility 
for the Mid-Career PubUc Administration Program, creating executive programs and 
establishing new research centers. While in 1978, some faculty feared that cohabita
tion would lead to domination of the School by the Institute, in time, as new activi
ties at the School grew, some at the Institute became concerned that the School would 
swallow up the Institute. Neither fear proved well-foimded. As the marriage has 
matured, some tension has remained—the healthy tension characteristic of the rela
tions among the units that have independent identities. But the relationship has been, 
and remains, symbiotic: each unit's products strengthen and enhance the other. In 
consequence, the whole is much more than the sum of its parts. 

Woven through these two decades of my own first-hand experience with the 
Institute are three bright threads. First, the Institute of Politics takes elective politics 
seriously. Few careers seem more foreign to individuals in a great research univer
sity than elective politicis. By bringing elected politicians to campus as fellows or 
visiting fellows, providing programs for newly-elected members of Congress and 
mayors, and studjing the terms and conditions of elective politics, the Institute re-
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minds us all that in democratic governments the "bosses" are elected. Individuals 
unable to empathize with those who stand for election are, in one important dimen
sion, unfit to serve in government. 

Second, the Institute challenges us all to be venturesome, even within the hal
lowed halls of an ancient university. Within the School, the Institute has frequently 
led the way. Study groups like the May Group suggested a recipe for accentuating 
the comparative advantage of senior faculty members with wisdom and insight but 
little time, and juniors longer on energy and time than ideas. This basic formula 
is now replicated in study groups throughout the School, including our "executive 
sessions" that bring together leaders from the private sector, goverrunent and the 
academy to examine major issues of public policy. The School's portfolio of a dozen 
executive programs began with the Institute's Program for Newly-Elected Members 
of Congress. The highest risk enterprise of all these executive programs, the White 
House seminar on public management, developed in collaboration with the Reagan 
Administration's Office of Cabinet Affairs, emerged from conversations between Jona
than as Director of the Institute and Ed Meese as Counselor to the President about 
the Institute's study of presidential tremsitions. 

The third strand evident in the warp and woof of the Institute activity is an unas
suming, yet unquestioned conviction that goverrunent is a high calling. Never ones 
to wear ideals on their sleeves, and certainly not given to gushing, successive direc
tors of the Institute—Neustadt, May and Moore— have exuded a sense for politics 
that inspires. Their passion for politics, without undue partisanship, recognizes the 
unique quality of a democratic political system. The proposition that we who are 
self-governed be governed by the best challenges each new class of undergradu
ates, graduate students in the School, and the entire University community. 

The coincidence of the twentieth aimiversary of the Institute, and Jonathan's de
cision after twelve years as Director to return to the public policy fray as U.S. Coor
dinator for Refugees and Ambassador-at-Large, marks a milestone. Not 
coincidentally, this fall we will inaugurate a new sibling center of the Institute, the 
Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy. Jonathan 
and I have worked together closely in conceiving that Center and assembling the 
resoittces to bring it into being. Through the Institute's fellows' selections, several 
special faculty study groups, three books to be published this fall, and a variety of 
seminars for journalists and major conferences, the Institute passes the baton to the 
new Center with momentum. 

In sum, both personally and institutionally, I am deeply grateful for the Institute 
of Politics. As a scholar, what I think about, what I care about, and how—all have 
been shaped to a considerable extent by forces that would not have touched me ex
cept for the Institute. As Dean, I know that any fair assessment of the School of 
Government would point to the Institute as among its most formative influences. 
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Political Sabbatarians 
by Stephen H. Hess 

Stephen Hess was a Fellow of the Institute of Politics during the 1967-68 academic year. He is currently 
a Senior Fellow in Government Studies at The Brookings Institution in Washington, D.C. and a mem
ber of the Institute of Politics Faculty Study Group on How the Press Affocts Federal Policy Making. 

Mr. Hess' past positions include Representative to the United Nations General Assembly (1976), Deputy 
Assistant to the President for Urban Affairs (1969), Staff Assistant and speechwriter to the President 
(1959-61). He is the author of numerous books, magazine articles and syndicated newspaper columns 
on politics and on media and government relations. 

His works-in-progress include. The Main Street Senate (the interaction between s&iators and their 
local media) and Foreign Correspondents (fbmgn correspondents in the U. S. contrasted with U. S. 
coverage abrotul). 

Mr. Hess was the only "Anniversary Perspectives" essayist to stay within the word limit retfuested. 

There have been 238 of us, according to Terry Donovan, who keeps track of our 
whereabouts. We are the former fellows of the Institute of Politics, and I've been 
asked to view this 20th anniversary celebration from our vantage point. 

For each of us, I suspect, our times at the Institute has now been refined into bite-
size anecdotes. 

Arrixnng in Cambridge in 1967, who should I find occupying the next office but Hale Cham
pion! (My friends know that Hale was California director of finance and an issue 
in tiie 1962 gubernatorial campaign when I was speechwriter for the opposition can
didate.) 'Naturally we repaired to a Brattle Street bistro to compare notes. When the check 
came. Hale pushed it to me, "Here, you always wrote that I was fiscally irresponsible." (End 
of reminiscence.) 

The "official" brochure on the fellows' program speaks of our "contribution to 
the Institute and the Harvard community," £md it is true that while in residence 
we led noncredit study groups. In a semester chosen at random (spring 1979), I see 
that we were directing attention to " the tax revolt" (Bob Kuttner), " the decay in 
federalism" (Jim Gleason), and " the politics of administrative reform" (Evelyn Mur
phy). Last week in Washington when I mentioned to an acquaintenance that I was 
going to write this essay, he said that a fellow's study group had changed his life 
by involving him in the field in which he wrote his dissertation. As fellows we were 
called upon to give lots of talks, and many of us attracted small knots of students 
who sought our advice on their careers. ^ advised Barney Frank, a graduate stu
dent, to stick to his books and stop frittering away his energies on Massachusetts 
politics.) 

I want to devote this space, however, to the Institute's contribution to us. 
There are three characteristics that define most lOP fellows. 
We are professionally involved in public affairs; whether as elected or appointed 

officials, campaigners, party workers, lobbyists, or journalists, politics has been our 
business. We are not dabblers. 
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We are neither young nor old. As such, the fellowship usually comes right in the 
middle of our lives and our careers. There are exceptions, of course. (A 27-year-old 
congressional aide, David Stockman, came to the Institute in 1975 to lead a study 
group on ''Federal Domestic Programs: Great Society or Social Pork Barrel?") 

Third, many of us are what actors euphemistically call "at liberty." While there 
are some incumbent legislators from safe districts among us, in general we are "the 
formers"—the former mayor of Phoenix or Madison, the former governor of Missis
sippi or Massachusetts. We are also "the betweens"—between books, between cam-
pEiigns, between causes. The journalists usually have a place to go back to, but they 
too are often contemplating diange. Should they go from being a reporter to being 
an editor, from newspapering to TV? 

Since 1974, as a member of the fellows' alumru advisory committee. I have read 
the end-of-fellowship evaluation reports that recipients send to the director. It's dear 
that many of the fellows—even though earning a living may not be a special 
concern—come to the Institute at a moment of need and arudety. "I needed to have 
time alone . . . to have some distance from the intensity of a political campaign." 
"I came here after e ^ t years of unremitting tension and pressure." "I was no longer 
sure of myself as a politician, and I was tremendously frightened that I was running 
out of new ideas . . . " 

And then, in the words of Rick Hertzberg, President Carter's speechwriter, one 
brings "one's jagged, jangled brain waves into sync with the gentle sine curves of 
Harvard life." Madeleine Kimin, fresh from defeat for governor of Vermont in 1982, 
audits Sissela Bok's course on moral reasoning, a course on "The Literature of the 
Outsider," and a course on Jewish history. "It is an unusual experience for people 
at our stage of life to sit and listen . . .," writes the future governor of Vermont. 

A place designed to receive political Sabbatarians hardly seems like a novel con
cept. After all, the scholarly disciplines have cultivated watering-holes in every region 
of the country and on many foreign lakes and mountains. But until the Institute 
of Politics was created in 1966, there had never been a place dedicated to restoring 
the political vigor—that most Kennedyesque word—of the men and women who 
work in public life. "Time to think is a luxury that I have not had before . . ., time 
to reflect and reestablish goals and priorities," wrote a 1976 fellow. 

This did not just happen. It was caused by the sensitivity of the directors—Dick 
Neustadt, Ernie May, and Jonathan Moore—and 20 years of lOP staff members who 
have cared about us. We think about them more than they imagine, which may be 
the ultimate compliment. 

From the fellows' perspective, the success of the program is summed up by Andy 
Maguire, 1983, who, as he took leave of the Institute, wrote, "I am refreshed and 
ready for the next phase of my life." 
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I Simirviv^d Aimd Pirosp^ired 
by William G. Mayer 

William G. Mayer was Special Assistant to the Director of the Institute of Politics from August 1981 
to June 1984, and continues to work as a research assistant and on special projects at the Institute from 
time to time. He is a candidate for a Ph.D. in Government at Harvard University, has been a teaching 
assistant for "Introductkm to American Government," taught a Junior tutorial, "Topics in Public Opinion 
and Voting Behavior," and is a free-lance writer. His article, "Anatomy of a Stalemate: Harold Washington 
& the Politics of Leadership," appeared m Commonweal, and his piece on the Chicago Bears football 
team appeared in The Boston Globe sports section in January 1986. He writes frequently on popular 
culture and on politics for Boston Magazine. 

Nick Mitropoulos shifted forward in his chair to show he was serious. "You should 
come in to see me next week, Mayer," he said, "we may have a place for you ." 
I had known Nick slightly for a year or two, periodically dropping into his second 
floor office near the ARCO Forum to exchange political gossip and to trade com
ments on movies and music. He was Assistant Director of the Institute of Politics 
with responsibility for Forum activities and for the Institute's student program. 

In the spring of 1981, I had played a small part in organizing a Harvard student 
conference, "Waging Peace," which was held in the Forum. On the actual weekend 
of the conference, I was assigned to be a liaison with the Forum office, which meant 
that part of the time I spent sitting with Nick and Jane Markham and Larry Gold
berg, drinking a beer now and then, and occasionally trying to persuade aggressive 
peace activists to move their literature tables. In early August of 1981, my name first 
appeared on an Institute payroll as Special Assistant to the Director of the Institute. 

The position of Special Assistant to the Director, I eventually learned, had a most 
impressive pedigree. Its previous occupants included Barney Frank, now a Congress
man from Massachusetts; Ira Jackson, who went on to become Associate Dean at 
the Kennedy School and is now the Bay State's Commissioner of Revenue; Charles 
Greenleaf, later an Assistant Director of the Institute who has since found employ
ment in the upper ranks of the Agency for International Development; and Nick 
himself, who currently heads up the personnel office for Massachusetts Governor 
Michael Dukakis. 

Fortunately, during my ensuing years with the Institute, I had a number of very 
good teachers. Foremost among them was Mitropoulos himself, that slyest of Greeks 
since Odysseus. Though he liked to portray himself as a street-smart Cambridge 
kid, he was actually a good'deal more sophisticated than that; he had, for example, 
some kind of degree from Lincoln College, Oxford, which he never mentioned. What 
I particularly learned from Nick was the value and necessity of sweating the details. 
Nick's basic operating style was to hold frequent staff meetings, at each of which 
he would go over the schedule for an event-in-planning in minute, ejdiaustive de
tail. Who's teaching this session? Have we sent him a confirmation letter? How's 
he getting here? Does he have the necessary information, the handout? Who will 
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introduce him? On one wonderful occasion, prior to a Seminar on Transition and 
Leadership for Newly-Elected Mayors, we trooped over to a nearby hotel where our 
guests would be staying, and rolled around on the beds to make sure that they were 
comfortable. 

Another teacher was my boss, the person who has been presiding over this hap
py madness—and contributing his fair share to it—Jonathan Moore. The first major 
meeting I had with Jonathan set the pattern for much of what was to follow. We 
started half an hour late. He then diverted Nick and Terry Donovan and me for fifteen 
minutes with an assortment of anecdotes about Washington, and then spent the 
next few minutes teaching us the proper way to smoke a dgar. Eventually, we got 
aroimd to the pmpose of the meeting, and then he displayed a firm, indsive mastery 
of the substance. He knew what he wanted done, where the work I had done to 
date was weak, and had specific instructions about how to handle a grant application. 

From a staffer's perspective, the Institute operates like something midway between 
a formal organization and a floating crap game. On the one hand, there are major 
on-going activities that have been formally assigned to one person. Thus, Terry runs 
the fellows' program, Sonia Wallenberg rides shotgun over study groups, summer 
research awards and visiting fellows, and Alan Mitter and now Anne Doyle 
Kenney handle internships and publications, with Betsy Pleasants and now Mary 
McTigue responsible for finances, office management and personnel matters. Mary 
has helped bring the Institute into the twentieth century by piuchasing its first com
puter. But the Institute also runs a variety of special conferences and other produc
tions, and as these come to fruition, everyone gets roped into helping out. The ritual 
of Wednesday morning staff meetings helps, in any event, to keep others aware 
of all of the balls any one staff member is juggling at any one time. 

Among lesser assignments, I worked on two newly-elected mayors seminars. If 
the complaints of one of my co-workers are to be believed, when I began I was an 
unmitigated disaster, wreaking havoc wherever I went. I did occasionally make life 
difficult for those around me. But we put together an excellent curriculum and the 
recruiting effort, which I had to design from the ground up, produced a record 
twenty-seven participating mayors. The next seminar, my contributions were 
stronger. So I siuvived, and indeed one might even say, prospered. Working on 
those seminars was the first major management experience I had ever had, and most 
of what I learned from it was that good management is a skill that has to be learned 
and cultivated. 

The tradition of high turnover of Institute staff, the result of personal and profes
sional growth, burnout, marriage, low University salary scales, and staffers who come 
to Boston cind Cambridge for only a yeiu or two, continues. Janet Fraser, who served 
as Assistant Director, running the fellows and student programs and editing publi
cations under two Directors, went into business management. Charie Harris and 
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Susan Elbow left the Institute's finances and accounting for state government and 
the New York Port Authority, respectively. Jane Markham went to live in Chicago, 
while her husband attended law school there and was replaced as Forum coordina
tor by Miriam Ford who resigned to do relief work in Central America, and now 
by Sarah Famsworth. The media services coordinator job was filled by Larry Gold
berg, then Ruth Ballinger, and now Sue Wunderlee. Receptionists come and go. 
David Strickland and then Karen Hurtado moved up to Forum assistant before go
ing on to bigger and better things elsewhere. Leslie Martin is here from Seattle for 
one year. Secretaries move up or out as did Betsy Pleasants, Aime Doyle Kenney, 
Carolyn Fontaine, or stay to provide continuity in a time of transition as Diane Pliner 
will do. Charlie Trueheart took time out from his writing to serve eis Associate Director 
and Forum Director in the simmier of 1983 and departed in Jxme 1986. Wendy O'Don-
nell came in simuner 1982 as a researcher for a media-politics project, stayed on to 
coordinate another one, and is now Special Assistant to the Director in the media-
politics area. Marty Linsky, an Assistant Director when I arrived, is now teaching 
about legislative politics and media-government relations full-time at the Kennedy 
School. 

In June 19841 worked on my last major Institute conference—on religion and po
litics. My association continues through occasional work on special projects and as 
a research assistant. But I still drop by frequently to see old friends, to help out in 
small ways, to organize expeditions to Charlie's Bar and Grille and generally to add 
my bit to the wonderful ambiance and the productive chaos that is the Institute of 
Politics. 
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Qualities, Images, Gratitude 
by Jonathan Moore 

For the past twelve years, Jonathan Moore has been Director of the Institute of Politics and lecturer in 
public policy at the John F. Kennedy School of Government. He is leaving the Institute to return to 
government service as U. S. Coordinator pr Refugees and Ambassador-at-Large. 

Thinking back on the last ten of the Institute's twenty years, I am struck by the 
essential qualities which constitute it, images of the people who have persorufied 
it, and a sense of gratitude to have been part of it. 

When originally established as a part of the John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment, the Institute was charged both "to promote greater understanding and cooper
ation between the academic world and the world of practical politics and public 
affairs" and to nurture undergraduate activities in politics and public service. This 
mandate involves three prominent qualities of the place: its function as an exten
sion of the academy—a bridge to the political arenas; its creative, irmovative 
character—the commitment to invent new ways of benefitting scholars and activists; 
and its partnership wiih imdergraduates—whereby students get involved in the oper
ational side of and develop their interest in public affairs and inject their fresh spirit 
and bright competence in helping conduct various Institute programs. 

Perhaps the pluralism of the people who participate in Institute activities, the diver
sity and mix of its active and extended family, and the dynamic environment which 
they create is the most prominent aspect of the Institute's personality. Students, 
faculty and fellows, a wonderful staff, and a range of practitioners—in residence, 
passing through, or contributing to special projects—produce bipartisan discourse 
and enjoyable, lively enlightenment which has not abated. 

Our responsibility for electoral processes and elective politicians—through applied 
research, professional traiiiing, structured dialogue and publications—constititues 
the Institute's fundamental role at the Kermedy School. Here faculty study groups 
in campaign finance and Presidential transition; fellows who are candidates, 
strategists and pollsters; student campaign clearinghouses and voter registration ef
forts; conferences on the Presidential nominating process, campaign dedsion-making 
and the evolution of political parties; and seminars for newly-elected members of 
Congress and mayors engage a large number of constituencies in a mutually-
reinforcing manner. 

The Institute also intently fulfills its identity as a service agency to the School. In 
its early days, it contributed financial and intellectual capital to the development 
of the Public Policy Program. It initiated the Subcabinet Program in Professional 
Management. For the past four years, it has taken the lead in the development of 
the School's new Joan Shorenstein Barone Center on the Press, Politics and Public 
Policy. And it runs during the academic year a perpetual series of programs in the 
School's Public Affairs Forum. 
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Another quality central to its personality can be found in the Institute's catalytic, 
brokering role, whereby it seeks to respond when organizations and leaders out
side the School and the University request access, advice or other kinds of help for 
a worthy cause or a new idea. Its informal, open, welcoming nature, its willingness 
to co-sponsor, recognize targets of opportunity, ability to move quickly and flexi
bly, which many academic institutions find it difficult to provide and which give 
it respect in the world of political practice, also enrich graduate professional education. 

The final characteristic about the Institute which has meaning to me is its ideal
ism, never full enough but always present. This spirit was bequeathed by its origi
nal architects and financiers, is inspired by its memory, and may leap naturally from 
the plethora of programs dedicated to polihcal action and reflection. But it is also 
consciously regenerated by the people who make up the Institute, so that we have 
a better chance of sustaining our standards and aspirations in the character of Ameri
can public life. 

My images of those people include Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis admonishing us 
again and again about the importance of the undergraduate students to the dream 
of the living memorial; of Ted Kennedy laughing delightedly when he heard of a 
research project that had gotten mud on its shoes in the political trenches, or a sardon
ic discovery made in the student study group on the nuts and bolts of political cam
paigns; and of David Harlech's attentive grace in runiung Senior Advisory Conmuttee 
meetings. 

I remember Johnny Fainsod dressed to the nines as a Bourbon Street floozie at 
a staff Oiristmas party; fellow Joe Garba, in Nigerian tribal robes, hitting home runs 
at the Cape houseparty weekend softball game but being tagged out at home plate 
each time for not rurming the bases; Professor Sam Beer's virtuoso introduction of 
Democratic National Chairman Paul Kirk at the Parties' Corrference diimer; conser
vative Republican "Fast Eddie" Mahe and liberal Democrat "Velvet Cleta" Deather-
age becoming close cohorts during their fellowship; visiting fellow Paul Wamke giving 
a spellbinding talk at a Monday night supper; student-and-staffer George White, 
thorough and unflappable conceptually and operationally, coordinating a myriad 
of productions; Bob Clark, Mississippi's first black state legislator since reconstruc
tion, talking with other newly arrived fellows from the couch in our living room, 
his arms around two sons asleep on his lap; and Professor Mark Moore patiently 
explaining the value of faculty study groups on the public policy of politics and on 
the politics of public policy to Senator John Culver. 

There is the picture in my mind of David Broder gently but relentlessly interrogat
ing the table full of national campaign strategists; Nino Scalia defining for hard-core 
Republican and Democratic politicos the legal framework for reform of fiie Presidential 
nominating process; Congressman Barber Conable delivering stunning lectures to 
the newly-elected members of Congress on the viscissitudes of legislating tax poli-
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cy; Joe Nye and Al Camesale delineating the slings and arrows of strategic nuclear 
arms control to national political journalists; Mayor Moon Landrieu of New Orleans 
inspiring rookie colleagues from around the country with his mayoral leadership 
speech three times running. 

There was Marty Linsky role-modeling on the motivations and behaviour of the 
media at yet another of the School's executive programs; the just-arrived Betsy 
Pleasants brightly briefing the Los Angeles Times delegation on our first media con
ference with them; Nick Mitropoulos prowling the Forum during the production 
of ABC's "Nightline" on nuclear weapons policy; Dean Allison diving into the au
dience to pluck and eject an agitator disrupting the Harold Brown event; Moral Majori
ty leader Cal Thomas and Harvard Divinity School Professor Harvey Cox preaching 
to their troops at the religion and politics conference; the seven 1984 Democratic 
candidates lined up to debate in the Forum; Cesar Chavez, Bishop Tutu and Ge
orge Will enthralling their respective audiences there; student actors in productions 
of Antigone, Hair and Dorothy Day; and Jeane Kirkpatrick and Mike Dukakis debat
ing on "The Advocates." 

Finally, there are recollections of John Sherman Cooper's moving reassurances 
that the Institute was living up to the ideals of Jack Kennedy; fellow Marilyn War-
ing's intelligent and luminous dedication; George Kistiakowsky surrounded by 
monthly dinner guests on one of his final appearances, his skin like parchment and 
his eyes like stars; Student Advisory Committee member Nina Dayton resigning 
because it had compromised its standards; John William Ward's insights into televi
sion through history and his own values exasperating some of the industry's more 
prominent performers; and fellow, faculty member and Human Services Secretary 
Manny Carballo's strong Jamaica cigar and strong Galician convictions. 

To hold a job in the midst of all this has been a wonderful experience and oppor
tunity for me. My respect and admiration for higher educational purposes and in
stitutions and their leaders has continuously grown while 1 have been here. I have 
a better understanding of the functioning of political processes and institutions 
through the emphasis on concept and analysis and articulation. My desire to get 
back to public service—to what I laughed at for being called "the real world" when 
I first signed on—was nurtured during this time. 1 am sad that I didn't do more teach
ing myself and spend more time with my fine faculty colleagues. 

What the Institute will do and be in the futiu-e will be the responsibility of some
one else. But it will continue to be influenced and enriched by a great School, strong 
traditions, and many remarkable people already engaged. 
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Nurturing Our Dreams 
by Helene Sahadi York 

Helen Sahadi York received a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Government from Harvard University in 1983. 
She toas a member of the Student Advisory Committee of the Institute of Politics from 1980 to 1983, 
serving as chair of several subcommittees and as Massachusetts State Coordinator for the Fall 1982 con
ference. "Education for Action in a Nuclear World." She also loas General Manager of Harvard Politi
cal Review from 1980 to 1982, and staff writer for HPR from 1979 to 1983. 

Since graduating from Harvard, Ms. York founded a non-profit agency in Brooklyn, New Ybrfc to as
sist the elderly with housing-related concerns; has been a fundraising consultant to non-profit agencies; 
managed numerous local political campaigns; and was Director of Political Planning for the Brooklyn 
Women's Political Caucus. 

In fall 1986 she will be a candidate for a Master's degree in Public and Private Management at the 
School of Management at Yale University. 

Ten students remain after the conference where there had been sixty. The green 
"astro turf" floor is covered with paper scraps, posterboard signs and peeled-off 
name tags. Notices and charts are taped over one another on the glass wall that 
separates the inner sanctum of the Student Advisory Committee and the Harvard 
Political Review from everyone else, preventing all but the most determined passers-
by from glimpsing into our private quarters. Neat for an amazing two day span, 
our office is mercifully returned to its rightful state of an organized mess. 

Far more than any specific lecture, or endless hours of thesis research, that scene 
comes to mind when I think about my foiu: years at Harvard. I was usually one of 
the ten who had plenty of dasswork due the next day, but who lingered on with 
friends in the odd L-shaped room at the top of the stairs which many of us consi
dered our home. 

The Institute of Politics that seemed endowed with possibilities for our education 
in practical politics beckoned us as freshmen. The Forum hosted exciting presenta
tions. The staff provided an institutional memory that most student groups sorely 
lacked. And the Student Advisory Committee promised ready access to Movers and 
Shakers of the political world. These people, we thought, might not only help us 
secure a summer internship on Capitol Hill but might also be important contacts 
toward our collectively shared goal to seek the Oval Office in 1996. Guilty of exag
gerated ambition but not of insincerity, we looked to the lOP to nurture our dreams 
of bright careers in the corps of the Washington elite. Happily, most of us left with 
a lot more than that. 

Unquestionably there were some who joined the student program merely to meet 
some of the famous people who regularly appear in lOP programs. If that were all 
they came to the lOP for, they did not stay long. The faithful flock of 79 Kennedy 
Street learned that "meeting famous people" was a euphemism for writing and con
firming invitations, determining presentation dates, notifying the media, preparing 
briefing books, writing supplementary materials, coordinating ever-important mis-
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cellaneous logistical details and scheduling a team of 60 students, 10 professors and 
80 dinner guests so that they would all fit where the technicians could provide sound 
and light, the caterer food, and the communitiy an audience. We learned that to 
a greater degree than we had suspected. Politics is Logistics. Actually "meeting 
famous people" somehow became antidimactic in the process. 

Those who stayed to learn the nuts and bolts of conference organizing often worked 
on other SAC committees, participating in interviews of prospective fellows or study 
group leaders. Although our status as "student interviewers" was evident, we 
nevertheless entered into four-on-one conversations with applicants far more polit
ically experienced than ourselves. We asked questions with serious intentions and, 
to our continued amazement, our professionally accomplished interviewees accorded 
us a similar respect. That which on the one hand fed our egos, also taught us to 
view political actors as human beings, and the political system, consequently, as 
a product of their actions. 

Meeting distinguished speaking guests at Logan Airport was a simple yet popu
lar task undertaken by students as it seemed mindless while cilso nourishing our 
egos. Adorned with a carnation, our mission was to hail a taxi and bring the pas
senger to his Cambridge destination. Twice I performed this duty: to greet former 
U.K. Ambassador, Lord David Harlech and, another time, then-Member of Con
gress Geraldine Ferraro. Even though my political experience was largely ahead of 
me, our conversations were lively and substantive, and avoided such trivialities as 
the weather or Hub traffic. As students, we failed then to recognize that our per
spectives as young people with a political interest superceded our inexperience, and 
that our opinions were somehow valid. 

The possibilities and the sense of being taken seriously prompted me and a class
mate, Kathy Goodman, to produce a "Femirust Politics and Public Policy Series" 
in our jimior year. Its purpose was to discredit the notion that feminism is monolithic 
and to show that a spectrum of feminist views are proper perspectives through which 
an audience could explore conventional ideas (e.g., party structure and its role in 
the presidential nominating process). From a logistical standpoint, we also wanted 
to vary the common formula of a Forum 'panel discussion' by using other presenta
tional formats, and to highlight women's political concerns more effectively than 
was possible in a feminist versus anti-feminist debate that reinforced rather than 
challenged an audience's opituons. 

Although our ambitious schedule of six events attracted good-sized crowds and 
was produced under-budget, those measurable standards were changed in midsea-
son according to the vagaries of an SAC officers' election. The Series' funding com
mitment shrunk inexorably as, suddenly, our popular idea became an issue for 
coalition politics to negotiate. 

Like other student groups, the SAC erred in setting 'inviolable' policies as if they 
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should remain sacrosanct for all the years hence. I can remember scores of argu
ments over internal guidelines. As evidence of their inanity, I suppose, I can't al
ways remember on which side I stood. 

In fairness, some of our arguments were not only fun because we took them so 
seriously, but because they actually had intrinsic merit. The SAC took the selection 
process of its new members very seriously, and rightfully so. It is hard to say whether 
this was because we understood the privileges our members could exercise, or we 
merely wanted proteges for our pet projects. In either case, the concern was real 
and the selection process tested—and in most cases, I think, advanced—the group's 
ability to integrate essential considerations of diversity (ideological, 
geographic, ethnic/racial and gender, among the most prominent) with the need 
for members who possessed key organizational skills. Those who championed diver
sity to the exclusion of other concerns at the outset came to appreciate the impor
tance of skills once applied. And proponents of the latter concept quickly realized 
how the SAC gained much from the group's considerable diversity. 

The sum of my experiences at the lOP, judged a few years later, is certainly great
er than all of its parts. Many of the skills I have had to employ since graduation-
staff management, logistical coordination of conferences, negotiation, and public 
speaking, to name a few—can be traced back to the seemingly infinite hours of plan
ning and debate in the messy office on the second floor. And many of the friend
ships I still enjoy were developed while lingering in the same room after conferences 
had ended. Perhaps most important, though, was the critical perspective on polit
ics many SAC members gained through their exposure to human political figures 
and eager peers that either reinforced or tempered our political ambitions but which 
certainly helped us understand them better. 
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Political Actors 

Republicans And Democrats 
by Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. 
and Paul Kirk 

The ̂ llomng are edited excerpts from a luncheon speech, ' "The Search for the True Majority,'' by FrarJ: 
/. Fahrenkopf, Jr., Chair, lUpublican National Committee, and from a dinner speech, "Beyond Rulemak-
' " ^ ' " ^ Pc^l Kirk, Chair, Democratic National Committee, at the conference on "Political Parties and 
the Electoral Process," held at the Institute of Politics on February 28-March 2, 1986, jointly sponsored 
by the Institute of Politics and The Republican arid Democratic National Committees. 

FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR.: Ending the gerrymander is a herculean task, in 
my opinion. After all, it really has become a time-honored political tradition in this 
country, about as political and traditional as you can find. I also submit to you, 
however, it has become as lost and has become as outdated as a spittoon. 

I think it 's very, very appropriate that I stand here in tt\is spot in this state in this 
city and talk about it because, of coiu'se, it has its roots here in the Boston area with 
Massachusetts Governor Elbridge Gerry. 

Governor Gerry first drew a political salamander across this state in the year 1810. 
Since his time, the fauna and tiie flora have multiphed, populating the map of this 
nation from a demographic and electoral standpoint, and the last time I looked, to 
snapdragons, seahorses and octupi. And this same time-honored poUticai iiistitu-
tion is still working to the advantage of a Boston p>olitician, Massachusetts politi
cian, the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Tip O'Neill retains a healthy majority today in the House and as the Speaker, in 
spite of some unhealthy statistics. Let me share some of them with you. In 1984, 
Republican candidates for contested House seats won nearly half a million more votes 
than their Democratic counterparts. However, these Republicans won 31 fewer con
tested seats them the Democrats. In California alone Republican candidates outpoUed 
the Democratic House seats by 1 1/2 percentage points, yet the Republicans only 
captured 40 percent of the seats. The Democrats got 60 percent of the State the way 
the maps were drawn. 

The inequity, I submit to you respectfully, applies just as much in Indiana where 
in that redistricting done by Republicans the districts are just as unfair. This inequi
ty results from partisan, unfair genymandering. 

Now the argument, the best argument that you can make, in my view, in favor 
of genymandering is best put forth by Nelson Folsby of the University of California 
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at Berkeley. What Nelson says is this: He says that there are no objective political 
standards by which the judiciary can draw a fair line. Concerning Badham v. Eu, 
Polsby wrote, "The drawing of district boundaries requires the weighing of many 
different and often conflicting interests. Any result will be a political result more 
pleasing to some than to others." Simply put, Polsby believes the nature of the reap
portionment process is inherently political, that the only people who can deal with 
it are state legislators, and it ought to be left solely to their judgment. 

Well, I disagree from the standpoint that if the judgment is exercised through the 
whims and caprices of those who control state legislatures, whether or not they're 
Republicans or Democrats, that is not in the interests of a democratic people. 

Gordon Baker of the University of California at Santa Barbara put it particularly 
well, "The question is not, as it was in the early 1960s, whether the Supreme Court 
should enter the political thicket. The courts have been there for some time. The 
question is whether the judiciary should continue to confine itself to those familiar 
but less productive brambles of the thicket, or redirect its scrutiny to the challeng
ing goal of fair and effective representation for all citizens." 

With what philosophical compass am I suggesting that our political cartography 
be guided? Let me suggest to you one cardinal principle, and that is the avoidance 
of malapportionment. The Encyclopedia Britteinica describes malapportionment as 
undemocratic, "because it results in over-representation of broad segments of the 
electorate culminating in public policies not acceptable to the true majority. 

The court as a remedy was not one that I initially sought to enforce. As you know, 
strange things happen in the courts. We thought California would get to the Supreme 
Court first. It did not. Indiana got there first. We don't know when a judicial result 
may come down, but my view has been that I'm not going to wait around for it. 
We have proceeded and put in place and already have one election cycle where we 
have had an opportunity to go out and see what we could do ourselves in gaining 
control of the reapportionment process should there not be judicial reform or re
form through some agreement of the two political parties. 

This country has 3,304 county or township organizations of the Republican Party, 
and what we have done is started to rebuild those parties at that level to put in place 
what I believe will be the most effective vote delivery system in the history of Ameri
can politics. We've already had some tremendous results. You may not be aware 
of it because, you know, very often state legislative results don't make news. Those 
lower races don't make news, particularly in presidential years because all the focus 
is uptown. 

We had a net gain of about 325 seats in 1984, took control of seven chambers that 
we hadn't controlled before. That's very, very important to us. We put resources 
in states where we are within 10 seats of control of a legislative chamber. That 
means the change of 6 seats will change control. There are 17 state legislative cham-
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bers in this cycle where we are within that. 
The reason we put so much emphasis on concentrating on local elections is that 

it's almost self-defense. As I said, we are never going to see a RepubliCcui Speaker 
of the United States House of Representatives if, number one, we don't draw the 
lines or, alternatively, the manner in which the lines are drawn are fairer. 

***** 
PAUL KIRK: We have arrived at a time where the rules we have allow anyone 

to play, to be a candidate, all the people are invited and the process is in pretty good 
balance. Martin Luther King had a quote, "It is not a sign of weakness, but a sign 
of high maturity, to rise to the level of self-criticism." And that can apply to all of 
us personally. The Democrats in recent days have reached a point of high maturity 
in self-criticism—but my own view about these rules is that they are about where 
they ought to be. 

I remember the 1968 convention in Chicago and what that was all about. What 
I remember most is that the convention split wide open, not so much because of 
rules, but because of an issue. The issue, of course, was the Vietnam War, and that 
drove home the need, after the war was over, for changes in the rules. I often wonder 
had Robert Kermedy lived, with his position on the war and the fact that he had 
won, would all these reforms have come about? They probably would have. My 
point is not that they shouldn't have, because it was winner take all and the differ
ent changes that have been made I think helped the system so well. The point is 
that driving the force of the rules process were the issues of the day. That is as it 
should be. The issues of the day really ought to be what we are debating from this 
point forward. I hope that the debates are not about agenda rules but are public 
debates about the public agenda. 

It does little good to go before the American people and argue about windows 
and thresholds. They wonder not so much about whether we are building a party, 
but are we building a house? You go to Iowa, for instance, and worry about the 
rules process in Iowa—when you have virtual economic depression and all the things 
that are going on in the farm crisis and the rural communities—and I think the Ameri
can people expect more. With all the things that are going on with our party, I think 
the people will get more, as they deserve, as we move ahead and talk about these 
public issues. 

There are, when you talk about rules, intended consequences. The ones that we 
intended I think we fulfilled, helping to build and strengthen the party at all levels. 
The rules were examined in this instance for the party by the party. It was the mem
bers of the National Conunittee that framed and shaped the rules for the party, and 
that is as it should be. These rules, because we undertook to change them early 
enough were not, unlike the rules of '84 or other times, dictated to, managed or 
driven by the candidates. Every candidate had a right to, and did provide input. 
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but no one dominated or controlled it. I think we will, if we abide by what 1 hope 
is our course, give the percephon to the country that we are not a party whose first 
mission is rulesmakeing, but whose first mission is to get on about liie debate of 
the public agenda. 

That's important because there is an important debate between the two parties 
about the role and relevance of government at various levels: how much, at what 
level? After eight years of President Reagan, there will be more burden on our party 
than on the Republican Party on the substantive side of the agenda. President Rea
gan brings a sincere philosophy to his role as President. He's been enormously suc
cessful in terms of the symbolic role of the presidency. But I think that after he leaves 
office there will be more of a demand by the people, particularly from our party, 
for substantive responses about the political agenda. The League of Women Voters 
has proven that debates fulfill that role. We left that void to the League; the parties 
should have been doing it long before. We've agreed that we will undertake that 
effort and responsibility in the days ahead. The parties will be strengthened as a 
result, and the people will be informed in the name of the political parties, as they 
should be, and that will give greater statxare to the things that we want to do. 

So many of you share the one common tenet that is vital to all that we do and 
all that we do together: strengthening political parties so that the country itself is 
better off. I've recounted the strength of the Democratic Party in the governorships, 
the mayoralties, the legislatures, the Congress and the fact that even in the wake 
of 1984 we gained a couple of Senate seats and I think we are on our way back in 
1986. But that is not to say that this Chairman does not applaud what the Republi
cans have done in terms of strengthening their role in the political party apparatus. 
We are going to fight you tooth and nail, as you expect, but I don't want to leave 
this conference with anybody thinking that I did not learn (from one of the best. 
Professor Sam Beer, who taught us about political parties, what they're about, why 
they're important) that if there is only one that is dominant, the country suffers. 
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On Being Mayor 
by Henry Cisneros 

Henry Cisneros, mayor of San Antonio, Texas, was a visiting ̂ low at the Institute of Politics on November 
20-22, 1985 and also gave the keynote speech on November 21st at the biannual Seminar on Transition 
and Leadership fi}r Newly-Elected Mayors, co-sponsored by the Institute and the Unital States Confer
ence of Mayors. Following are the opening and closing segments of that speech. 

Congratulations to each and every one of you for gaining the confidence and trust 
of the citizens of your commuruties to succeed in being elected to the position of 
mayor. It is at once the most exciting position in American government and, in my 
opinion, one of the most thankless. 

You are important people in your commimity. I will tell you how important. 1 have 
served as mayor now for five years in San Antonio and a poll recently indicated 
that I have something like 95 percent name recognition, which means that five per
cent of the people in the city don't know who I am. And five percent of 870,000 
people is 44,000 people who never have heard of me after five years of serving as 
mayor. So, if you ever get any illusions about just how important you are in your 
community, keep that statistic in mind. 

We recently did a television commercial with the local transit company, and I ap
pear with a series of puppets—buppets, they're called—bus company puppets. We 
do a talking exercise to get people to ride the bus. Well, I went to a shopping mall 
the other day and saw children approaching me with bright eyes. I was sure that 
they appreciated my role as father of the city and mayor for five years now. They 
came up to me and they said, "You're the man who's with the buppets on televi
sion." So again, any illusion about how much your citizens will appreciate all your 
service sometimes is dispelled. 

Let me begin by just saying that I am a student of cities. Everything I've done 
for the last fifteen years or so has been related to cities in one capacity or another. 
I believe that America's cities are where the essential dynamics of American life un
fold. They are windows to the world in that sense. When people come from other 
countries, it's not to see subdivisions, it's not to see shopping malls. It's to see the 
kind of activity that goes on in these places we call America's cities, cities of all sizes 
where masses of people, with different ambitions and goals, come together to try 
and make a life. Cities are the begiixning points on the ladder of opportunity by which 
people make their way. 

When immigrants come to this nation and try to find a place to plug into Ameri
can society, it is in the urban areas where that occurs. The cities are the most suc
cessful economies; if it were not for the transactions that occur in cities, the American 
economy couldn't function. Matter of fact, scholars like Jane Jacobs contend that 
the very function of national economies depends primarily on the activities that oc
cur in cities; they are the engines of society. 

When the cure for cancer is found in America, it will be found in a great universi-
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ty center of an American city. When new forms of art are introduced, they will be 
shown in galleries, the showplaces of America's cities. With new forms of architec
ture, the skyline and shape of America's cities change. When new telecommunica
tion inventions are introduced, they generally occur first in cities. And when new 
forms of governance are experimented with, such as the neighborhood movement, 
that occurs first in the cities. 

The cities, I think, are not only interesting facets of civics, but indeed essential 
to the functioning of our country as we know it. It is the dty that has the greatest 
and the most direct impact of the lives of our people. To be sure, important deci
sions are made at other levels of government. We have been witnessing, in the last 
few days, the unfolding of an international summit; we watch Congress debate the 
Strategic Defense Initiative and Sodal Security—those are important. We watch state 
legislators wrestle with questions of state school finances, university finances, ques
tions of highway construction—those are important. 

But when your citizens go to sleep at night, they want to be assured that if their 
spouse should suffer a heart attack, when they pick up the phone a quality emer
gency medical system will respond. When they think about the prospect of some
one standing on the porch trjdng to break into the door at three o'clock in the 
morning, they want to be able to know there is a police department that will respond 
on the other end of the telephone. When they turn on the water spigot and the light 
switch, they want to make sure that someone has provided the complicated infras
tructure that is electricity and quality water. 

They send their children out to school and trust that they are on sidewalks that 
are safe, and that a traffic signal system separates the little children from the on
coming traffic. When people set out for work in the morning, it is with some faith 
that the traffic will flow, that the streets are relatively well-maintained, that the mass 
transit system will work and that even the very jobs to which they set out will exist. 
And when they set out on weekends to enjoy the arts or the parks, it is with the 
recognition that cities have more to do with the daily quality of life in America than 
any other level of government. 

People have talked to me about higher office, and I say to them, not facetiously, 
"I don't know that there is a higher office than serving as a mayor of one's own city." 

The mayor is unlike any other position in government. The mayor serves a varie
ty of functions; ceremonial figure, statesperson, mediator, judge of disputes, and 
a kind of father figure/mother figure, a familiar personality to which all the people 
of the community relate. There is, in the final analysis, only one mayor in the city. 
There are several congressmen, and various state representatives. Senators are two 
for every state, councilmen are many in the district, but there is only one person 
that is the mayor. The role of mayor, unlike other positions in government where 
they vary from country to country, is almost the same in every nation. Whether it 
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be in a highly industrialized coimtry of Europe or whether it be a nation like China; 
whether it be in a less developed setting like Guatemala or El Salvador or Nigeria, 
the figure of mayor, by whatever name it goes, has essentially the same function. 

It truly is a high exalted trust that has been given you to run your cities. From 
my standpoint it's been the most fulfilling, engaging, totally engrossing activity in 
which I've ever been involved. I personally have made the decision that this is the 
most important thing I've done or am likely to do, and that whatever I may do later 
in life in business or education or politics, I want to be able to look back on this 
period of my life and say, "I gave it everything I had during this time of my life. 
I gave it everything I possibly could, I've looked at nothing else. I've just focused 
on the job of being mayor." 

You're going to have to change. Perhaps some of you may not. You've been in 
politics longer and this may be a moot point, but I suspect that for most the escala
tion from council member to mayor; from tax assessor/collector to mayor; from pri
vate businessman to mayor is going to show itself in a massive re-ordering of the 
demand on your time. That is to say, what you could do before in eight-hour days, 
or ten-hour days, or twelve-hour days, now fills fourteen- and sixteen-hour days. 

One of the things that I had to do was to erase the line, and stop thinking in terms 
of what I call "private" time, my time versus work time. There is no such line. All 
there is, is being mayor the whole time, and therefore you don't live for those 
moments that you call family time, jogging time, or personal reading time. It isn't 
there. You'll be disappointed. It will be taken away from you. People are going to 
call and say they want to see you and you have to see them. They're going to de
mand some part of the evening and you wanted to do something personal and its 
not going to be there. If you live for those private moments, then you're probably 
in the wrong business. If you don't like people, you ought not to be in the business. 

They used to say that one of Richard Nixon's problems was that he didn't 
fundamentally like to be around people. Well, there is nowhere that those fundamen
tal lessons will show more than in mayoring. You just have to like the job all the 
time. I've been on the job now five years. I still like the job, though they told me 
the morning would come when I simply wouldn't want to confront the problems 
of city hall. But I have found that I'm doing the job from the moment I get up to 
the moment I go to bed. And I like it. Some people call it work. But you've got to 
learn to relax and like the aspect of what you're doing, because there is no moment 
when you're going to leave it aside 'cause it's work. You get your relaxation on the 
job. You avoid the highs and the lows, the great highs of exhilaration and the lows 
of depression; you find a steady state and just keep that pace. Ifs the business of 
the long distance runner. There's no fast sprint, and neither is there a collapsing in 
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the ditch. It's just sort of a steady pace, enjoying it as you go, relaxing as you go, 
and reveling in the fact that people have chosen you to be the mayor. 

As I say, I can't think of a profession more honorable in politics and the best anal
ysis of that I can give you is that which I mentioned earlier: you have been elected 
to a position that exists everywhere in this world. In villages or in metropolitan areas 
everyone has a mayor. But every city has only one and you are elected mayors of 
your cities. Good luck to you and best wishes as you do this important work in the 
American system, which is to build our cities. 

An Eccentric Breed Of People 
by John Wilson 
John Wilson, Councilnwmher from Ward 2 of the Council of the District of Columbia, v?as a fall 1985 
follow of the Institute of Politics. The following is his fellowship evaluation. 

The Institute is incredible for the wealth of information, knowledge and experience 
that is made available to the fellows through the staff of the Institute and the 
Uruversity. 

As a sitting politician, I did not think it would be possible for me to disassociate 
myself entirely from the District and city government. I had hoped to do so, but 
was not too succesful. 

Riding city buses from Commonwealth Avenue to Harvard Square twice daily, 
waiting in lines in restaurants, having no one to set my schedule, picking up laun
dry and washing my own clothes, cooking, and struggling for taxis, awakened me 
to the staunch reality of just how privileged I am. For eleven years I have never 
had to make decisions of that nature. Not to have my wife or my staff to depend 
on was frightening, yet invigorating. 

34 



Political Actors 

Boston is a wonderful place to visit, but I would not want to live there. It was 
too cold for me, even in the fall, so I can imagine that winter must be a frosty ex
perience. 

I attended many different classes in the Kennedy School and various other schools 
around campus. However, I found the luncheons, diimers, and study groups with 
some of America's most distinguished citizens to be the most exciting and interest
ing aspect of my fellowship. To be able to wander through the maze of libraries and 
activites that take place at Harvard is an experience that I will always cherish. Spend
ing time in an official capacity at an institution which I have wanted all of my life 
to attend, and to be able to do so at a time in my life when I began to thmk there 
were very few new experiences or goals for me to achieve, has meant a great deal 
to me. Also, the radio talk show that I hosted with my colleague and fellow fellow, 
Lee Edwards, kept me in touch with the pulse of the Boston metropolitan community. 

I found the students at Harvard to be the most interesting young people I have 
encountered in the last twenty years. I guess the most difficult thing for me to fathom 
was that most of the students were not yet bom when 1 graduated from high school. 
It was a reality that forced me to consider my age for the first time in my life. 

Politicians are a different and eccentric breed of people. They put themselves in 
the position every two or four years of getting their feelings hurt and are usually 
forgotten very quickly unless tiiey reach superstar status. When I came to Cambridge 
in the early fall, I wanted to write and reflect on what is called Home Rule in the 
District. I was no longer siu:e of myself as a politician, and I was frightened that 
I was runrung out of new ideas and innovative ways to tackle and implement social 
change. But through my experiences at the Institute, I now realize that my direc
tion, goals, and timetables have considerable merit. I also realize that my frustra
tions are normal and that the search for easy answers to complex questions is no 
longer possible. 

Life holds many difficult decisions. One of my more difficult decisions was to leave 
my day-to-day duties as an elected official, but it was the best decision that I have 
made in a long political career; I was initially ambivalent about coming to the Insti
tute, but at the end of my tenure I definitely did not want to leave. I could not be
lieve the time passed so quickly. I will complete my article on Home Rule in the 
District in the very near future. 

I would like to thank the staff of the Institute for helping me to gather a sense 
of direction, to reinforce my commitment to the political arena, and for giving me 
the most rewarding experience of my life. 
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Presidential Transitions 
by Carl M. Brauer 

The fallowing is an excerpt from the concluding chapter of Presidential Transitions: Eisenhower 
Through Reagan, by Carl M, Brauer, published August 2986 by Oxford University Press, New York. 
Dr. Brauer was engaged by the Institute of Politics in 1982 as a research fellow, under grants from the 
Foni and Sloan Foundations, to write this history of presidential transitions since 1952. 

Presidential transitions and the administrations that follow are the shadow of the 
man—or, someday, the woman—who heads them. They silhouette his past ex
perience and future goals, strengths and weaknesses. Like shadow and background, 
tiie strengths and weaknesses often exist side by side. Eisenhower thus profited from 
being above politics, but his newness to politics also sometimes hurt him, as in his 
failure to engage Congress in a program of his choosing. Reagan's ideology gave 
him a clear vision of what he wanted to achieve, but it also blinded him at times 
to economic and international realities. Kennedy's newness to executive office helped 
him to generate an atmosphere of promise, change, and excitement, but his lack 
of executive experience also damaged him, most particularly at the Bay of Pigs. 
Nixon's eight years as Vice President broadened him, but they also fostered a cer
tain overconfidence and gave him a somewhat skewed perspective on the Presiden
cy. Carter's very lack of Washington experience encouraged him to reach high, but 
it also made it harder for him to attain his goals. 

Presidents-elect, therefore, should take a good hard look at themselves and deter
mine how to compensate for their weaknesses—their strengths just naturally assert 
themselves. Carter was a stranger to Washington who surrounded himself with aides 
who were also strangers. As his aides became familiar with Washington, they im
proved, and Carter also later brought in some more experienced people to buttress 
them. But he should have taken this step at the very outset. Reagan, another out
sider to the capital, wisely did use experienced Washington hands from the begin
ning, including Baker, Timmons, and Friedersdorf. Yet Reagan did not adequately 
compensate for his lack of familiarity with foreign policy. On the contrary, he dis
tanced himself from it early in his administration. In this regard. Carter did much 
better, becoming a diluent student of foreign policy soon after his election. 

Similarly, Eisenhower could have benefited from greater attention to and stronger 
staffing in domestic politics, and Kennedy from something comparable on how the 
executive branch worked. Nixon's greatest weakness arguably was a flawed charac
ter, not the sort of thing that people perceive in themselves. Yet perhaps even that 
problem might have been ameliorated had Nixon recognized the need to have some
one, perhaps Haldeman, who served as a "no" man, not just to the rest of his ad
ministration, but to Nixon himself. 

The weeks and months after a Presidential election are not times when humility 
reigns in the victor's camp. Rather it is one when confidence, hope, sometimes ar
rogance, hubris, and a sense of infallibility run high, characteristics that contribute 
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to, if they do not directly cause, some of the mistakes that are made. This atmosphere, 
reinforced by the fact that in every instance since 1932 the new President has defeated 
either the incumbent or his putative successor, largely explains why new Presidents 
have been unable or unwilling to learn from their predecessors. What is true of new 
Presidents frequently obtains for their top appointees with their immediate predeces
sors as well. Relations between outgoing and incoming Presidential administrations 
have usually been civil, occasionally uncivil or nonexistent, but rarely productive 
or educational. Although incumbent administrations sometimes provide useful in
formation on pending matters—and incoming administrations are wise to devoiu-
it—in no known case has a newly elected President acquired insight into the office 
or its problems from his predecessor; in no known case has he altered how he was 
planning to proceed as a result of something he learned from his predecessor. 

Not only do newly elected Presidents regularly fail to learn from their predeces
sors, but they often do things in reaction to some perceived error in his ways. This 
reactiveness is in part a healtfiy outgrowth of the political process; if the people want
ed the old ways, they would have voted differently. But new Presidents frequently 
overreact to a perceived flaw in their predecessor. In reaction to Truman, Eisenhower 
was too anti-political. In reaction to Eisenhower, Kermedy was too anti-organizational. 
In reaction to Nixon, Carter was too "anti-imperial." In reaction to Carter, Reagan 
was too ideological. 

Only Nixon did not overreact in this manner. Nixon, however, did not foresee 
that Vietnam would cause him the political woes it caused Johnson, that Vietnam 
would become "Nixon's war" in much the same way it had been "Johnson's war." 
That he was wrong on this count only illustrates the larger point that new Presi
dents and those around them, buoyed by their recent electoral victory, tend to be
lieve that bad things carmot happen to them. But bad things do happen. Some 
Presidents are reelected, but all Presidents leave office with significant amounts of 
scar tissue. Directly pertinent to transitions themselves, all Presidents have made 
decisions at the start of their administrations that they later regarded as serious mis
takes or should have so regarded. 
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Th© Black CTJBUI 
by Edmund Morris 

The fbllozoing is excerpted from "The Black Crystal: Theodore Roosevelt and the Art of Political Im
agery, " a public address by Edmund Morris on May 15, 1986 in the Public Affairs Forum of the John 
f. Kennedy School of Government, co-sponsored by the Theodore Roosevelt Association. Mr. Morris 
is the author of The Rise of Theodore Roosevelt. 

No American President has ever understood the power of original political im
agery better than that peerless Square Dealer, Man in the Arena, Battler for the Lord, 
and Carrier of Big Sticks, Theodore Roosevelt. The man himself struck such a unique 
and arresting image that to this day he remains very sharply etched in the Ameri
can folk consciousness. 

Why is the image so vivid still, in this age of computers and robots? He survives, 
in the words of H. G. Wells as " the very symbol of the creative will in man , " not 
simply because of what he was, but because of the way he presented himself. I can 
think of only two Presidents (leaving aside our present Chief Executive) who have 
had TR's gift of self-presentation: Franklin Delano Roosevelt and John F. Kennedy. 
And they had the advantages of telecommunications. The former's voice was audi
ble from coast to coast on the radio; it was magnificently suited to that medium. 
As for JFK, we all know how well he looked on television. TR, who was neither 
euphonious nor handsome, had to do it all in print in his own prose, or else in 
speeches to small audiences, which would then be pubUshed for mass readership. 
Tlius, he had primarily to present himself in literary fashion, and his success in do
ing so is demonstrated by the vividness of his image in our memory today. 

Throughout his thirty-eight years of public political life, TR relentlessly combined 
force of utterance with originality of imagery. As Browning punned, ' 'A man's speech 
must exceed his grasp else what 's a metaphor?" But TR indulged in more than 
metaphor; he was equally fecund in similes, slogans, catch phrases, and proverbs. 
His proverbs were of suspiciously obscure origin. " Speak sofdy and carry a big stick,'' 
for example, he always used to cite as an old West African proverb. I come from 
Africa and I've never yet met a West African who 's heard of it! 

We have to remember that TR was, long before he became a politician, a pub
lished and a very professional writer. He was precociously literary even as a small 
boy, pouring out impressions of his life, his travels, and his studies, in diaries and 
in letters and manuscript natural histories. In his teens, he began to publish serious 
works on ornithology. His instinct at any time of stress, sorrow, or excitement was 
always to reach for a pen before he would speak about it. Thus he began by being 
a writer; later, he hoped to become a scientist; only after graduating and marrying, 
did he decide to be a politician. 

It could be said that by doing so in his early twenties, he cramped the growth 
of what might have been a literary gift of high, if not supreme, quality. Theodore 
Roosevelt would never have become a Henry James, or for that matter, a Howells 
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or a Parkman. For example, he lacked curiosity about human character. He had lit
tle interest in his own deeper workings. He was not capable of sustained specula
tive thought. It is perhaps best that he did end up a politician. 

Nevertheless, original imagery did come fairly naturally to him and there are 
hundreds if not thousands of pleasing images in his non-political writing. To give 
you a few examples: "I like to drink the wine of life with brandy in it." "Black care 
rarely sits behind a rider whose pace is fast enough." When he was sitting at his 
ranch in the winter of 1884-85 looking out over the frozen Little Missoiiri, he described 
it as "a blue bar of bent steel." He would watch the wings of birds in action in the 
sky and be reminded of "a sort of shifting cuneiform script in the air." Charging 
up San Juan Hill in battle, he felt "a wolf" rising inside of him. The exact passage 
is "All men who feel any power of joy in battle know what it is when the wolf rises 
in the heart." Such language gives you an idea of the gifts Roosevelt might have 
been able to develop had he stayed with writing. 

He was good at humorous analogies, too. There was the bearded Oyster Bay fish
monger who looked like "a queer sea growth from among his own clams." There 
is a delicious portrait of little Kermit Roosevelt and his school buddies, all going 
through the secondary teething stage: "They looked like a class of ruminants varied 
by the occasional narwhal." And then there is his immortal image of currant jelly 
in a 1915 letter to William Roscoe Thayer of this university: "You could no more 
make an agreement with [Colombian government leaders at the time of the Panama 
Canal crisis] than you could nail currant jelly to the wall. The failure to nail ciurant 
jelly to the wall is not due to the nail; it is due to the currant jelly." 

It was a standing joke that the one cliche TR could never resist (on the whole he 
used very few) was "on the other hand." He would state something with enormous 
force and certitude, convincing all his listeners, and then he would say, "On the 
other hand..." and be equally forcible in putting over the opposing point of view. 
As a result, people were rather mystified as to what Theodore Roosevelt actually 
thought. But everybody agreed that he thought a lot of things very vigorously. 

A classic example occiu's in his book The Rough Riders, where he talks about a gal
lant young man from Yale being killed in the Sparush-American War. Instinctively 
and quickly, TR adds, "and a number of equally gallant young men from Harvard 
were also killed." 

In his first years in Albany, he showed an impressive mastery of vituperative epi
gram. Nobody, even in that free-swinging era, could match TR in savagery of politi
cal abuse. For example, he described the New York World (then under the ownership 
of Jay Gould) as "a local, stock-jobbing sheet of limited circulation and unlimited 
mendacity, owned by the archthief of Wall Street and edited by a rancorous klep
tomaniac with a penchant for trousers." There was a Supreme Court justice whom 
he castigated as "that amiable old fuzzy wuzzy with sweetbread brains." The un-
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fortunate Sir Mortimer Diu-and, British Ambassador to Washington had "a brain 
that functions at six guinea-pig-power." President Castro of Venezuela was "an un
speakably villainous little mor\key." President Marroquin of Colombia was "a 
pithecanthropoid." Critics of Roosevelt's Panama policy were "a small body of shrill 
eunuchs." And Henry James was "that little emasculated mass of inanities." 

Perhaps you notice a certain desire to castrate here, to render his opponents im
potent. This was a leitmotif of his political rhetoric throughout his career. Those who 
opposed him, in particular liberals, academics, intellectuals who stayed at home in 
the study—such people were almost invariably ascribed a lack of masculiruty. (At 
one time or another, TR castrated almost the entire faculty of this august institution!) 
Here is a prime example from his 1894 essay, "What Americarusm Means." His (un
named) target was once again Henry James: "the undersized man of letters who flees 
his coimtry because he, with his delicate, effeminate sensitiveness, finds the condi
tions of life on this side of the water crude and raw...he cannot play a man's part 
among men and so goes where he will be sheltered from the winds that harden stouter 
souls." To which poor James could only reply, "The national consciousness for Mr. 
Theodore Roosevelt is at best a very fierce affair." 

TR's imagery became decently decorous when he inherited the Presidency in 1901. 
But, in 1903, with the nomination by no means assured, he began to feel insecure 
and consequently his rhetoric got strong again. He went off on an unprecedentedly 
long cross<ountry tour in the spring of that year, crossing from coast to coast, travel
ling 14,000 miles and making something like 260 speeches, plus countless other im
provisatory remarks from the back end of his train. EKiring this marathon, he 
delivered and redelivered homilies on themes which have become part of our politi
cal language; The Big Stick, Race Suicide, The Square Deal. 

Toward the end of the trip, in fact on the very last day, he stood in a farm town 
of Illinois on a sodden, green-gray evening. The countryside was beaten flat by tor
rential rainstorms; the com was down; the fields seeped and steamed. Roosevelt 
himself was beaten fiat by exhaustion. Now he found himself in front of yet another 
audience of people standing in the drizzle, waiting witii expectant eyes for yet another 
speech. He began to speak, as he had hundreds of times before, on the familiar 
themes I've just quoted. But then halfway through the speech, he sudderUy aban
doned the Square Deal and came up with a really strange image. "Envy and ar
rogance," Roosevelt said, "are opposing sides of the same black crystal." He was 
talking about the warring forces of capital and labor, with himself in the middle, 
trying to be all things to all men. And he saw himself, unforgettably, as a "black 
crystal," with equal-sized facets pointing in all directions; a geometrically exact, 
glassy, impervious object. 

Roosevelt used related images at other times in his life. He would talk about polit
ics as being crystalline, many-faceted, a kaleidoscope of colors. He always used the 
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words black, blackness, darkness when talking about negatives: death, confusion, des
truction, despair. "Black care rarely sits behind a writer whose pace is fast enough." 
But I've never come across an instance of him combirung both facets and blackness 
into this strange image, the black crystal of the Presidency. 

I've not yet, and I don't think I ever will, figure out exactly what he meant by 
it. The phrase certainly didn't attract any attention at the time; it was not quoted 
in the newspapers; it faded from memory. But the more that I think about it, the 
more I feel that this image of the black crystal suggested that Theodore Roosevelt 
was at heart a pessimistic and frightened man. Terror of repose, of deep thought, 
explain his lifelong, compulsive activity. I think that he looked into the facets of that 
black crystal, trying to make sense of the impenetrability of human behavior, and 
could see nothing but his own bewildered reflection. 
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Human Values And 
The Threat Of War 
by Sissela Bok 

Sissela Bok delivered the two-part Erik Erikson Lecture, "Human Values and the Threat of War," in 
the Public Affairs Forum of the John F. Kennedy School of Government on October 28 & 30, 1985. 
Ms. Bok is associate professor of philosophy at Brandeis University and the author of, Lying: Moral 
Choices in Public and Private Life, and Secrets: On the Ethics of Concealment and Revelation. 
She is completing a hook on the subject of her lectures. The World of Peace: Human Values and 
theThreat of War," (forthcoming Pantheon Press 1987). The Allowing is excerpted from her second 
Erikson Lecture. 

Simone Weil wrote of the Trojan War that " to be outside a situation as violent 
as this is to find it inconceivable; to be inside it is to be unable to conceive its end ." 

Thinking about the Cold War is like that: When we step outside it in our imagina
tion, we find it inconceivable that any set of nations should have come to endanger 
the entire world by relying on the threat of such intolerable violence in mutual self-
defense; and yet from our insider's experience of the species-wide crisis resulting 
from the threat of such violence, we are unable to conceive its end—unable to con
ceive any end to the crisis, Aat is, unless it be a catastrophic one, bringing what 
Kant called the "perpetual peace...on the vast graveyard of the human race." 

It is this despairing incapacity to conceive any but an imthinkable end to the present 
crisis that I want to address tonight. What practical steps can we take to lessen the 
threat? How can governments begin to shift toward more serious collective efforts 
in this direction? What opportunities are there for public officials to assist this shift? 
And is there any room at all for more than symbolic gestures on the part of private 
citizens? 

I want to argue that there are such opportunities, and that they are open to us 
all. This does not mean that enough people will seize them, or that, if they do, they 
will necessarily succeed in turning the comer of this crisis. I am convinced, however, 
that if we do nothing, we shall surely fail. 

In my last lecture, I suggested that if we are ever to see oiu: crisis for what it is, 
and sort out which policies render it more severe, we must stretch our perspective 
so that it becomes global rather than parochial; and we must endow it with suffi
cient imagination to perceive fully what is at stake for all human beings, whether 
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they are compatriots or not, adversaries or not. I suggested further that, rather than 
aiming for some Utopian goal of harmony between nations we should single out 
a limited set of fundamental moral constraints and do our best to implement them. 

The fundamental moral constraints that 1 set forth concern violence, deception, 
and betrayal. These are forms of conduct which deny value to human beings, de
bilitate agents as well as victims, and damage the trust needed for cooperation. In 
addition, I argued that a constraint on government secrecy is needed in order to 
avoid the concealment of such conduct. Official secrecy is sometimes necessary, in 
diplomatic negotiations for example, or in maintaining personnel records, but un
less it is severely restricted it invites to and covers up every form of wrong-doing. 

In the light of this perspective, the opportunities for change go far beyond arms 
control alone. It is surely of the greatest importance to control armaments and to 
reduce the risks of war. But by themselves such efforts are likely to fail so long as 
the larger political context remains one of such distrust that genuine collaboration 
between nations, even for the sake of collective self-preservation, is out of the 
question. 

Distrust between superpowers is now at one of its highest points ever. The risks 
of war are correspondingly higher. Everyone points out that nuclear war would be 
unlike anything we have ever known; but what they do not always add is that it 
might well begin after a process of the same deteriorating relationships that have 
preceded wars in the past and that we are experiencing right now. 

True, nuclear war might also begin through an accident or through miscalcula
tion. But even these are more likely to take place and to escalate into all-out war 
under conditions of strong international pressure or when domestic opinion reaches 
the boiling point. And even apart from such errors, war is more likely to begin, as 
it has so often in the past, after communications have broken down or grown frayed; 
after leaders have become used to resorting to increasingly apocalyptic name-calling; 
after an armaments race has impoverished nations; after lies and rumors have be
gun to circulate more and more wildly; after governments have become used to break
ing international law whenever it suits them. 

If those are the factors that contribute to the danger of war, then they must receive 
much more careful examination than they have in the past. It will doubtless be difficult 
to reduce them, for the distrust in which they are rooted is in one sense entirely 
appropriate. After all, what could be a more reasonable attitude for governments 
facings weapons of such vast destruction and aware of the ceaseless policies of eco
nomic, psychological, and diplomatic hostility aimed at their nations? 

But however reasonable and appropriate such bottomless distrust may be at any 
one time, no country, and certainly no world community, can afford it in the long 
run. It erodes ordinary moral restraints and short-circuits careful deliberation; it en
courages every hostile practice short of all-out war; and it interferes so relentlessly 
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with efforts to reduce the military threat to mankind that it becomes a major factor 
in increasing the likelihood of nuclear war. As a result, we have no choice but to 
engage in every effort to cut back on the underlying distrust as well as on the mili
tary threat itself—to reverse, somehow, the tight spiral of ever-increasing distrust 
and preparations for war. 

In the military arena, efforts to reduce distrust are under way through so-called 
confidence-building measmes, proposals for improved hot-line and crisis commu
nication, and moves to reduce the likelihood of accidental war. There are many 
avenues for improvement in this respect and all are worth pursuing. And yet these 
efforts cannot suffice. They are, as we know, dwarfed by the arms race itself and 
by a worsening of the international climate. 

If we are serious about combating the distrust that spurs ttie arms race, therefore, 
we cannot look to the military arena alone. We must overcome the policies of par
tisanship and hostility which nourish distrust and undermine every effort at seri
ous negotiations. We must look closely at such practices as deceptive propaganda 
and cheating on international treaties, at aggressive name-calling and the encourage
ment of terrorism, at economic warfare and subversion. It is these ancient policies, 
which have so often in the past been thought indispensable to national security, 
that now threaten collective survival. 
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I Speak American 
by Richard Rodriguez 

The following is excerpted from, "Language in Politiail Ufe: My Search for an American Tongue," 
an ogress by Richard Rodriguez on April 18, 1986 in the Public Affairs Forum of the John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, co-sponsored by the John M. Olin Foundation. He is the author of Hunger of 
Memory: The Education of Richard Rodriguez. 

My father came to this country when he was about my age, escaping Mexico, he 
thought, for Australia, but he never got there. My father retains that immigrant skep
ticism that he came with. He would tell me to tell you that there is no unity in this 
country; this country does not exist. America is an idea, not a country. There is no 
unity here, he says, and it is the obvious thing to say when I look out at your faces, 
that there is no uiuty here. The faces are so different out there, so many pasts, so 
many memories, so many grievances, so many blessings; there is no unity here. 

It falls to the son to say the obvious, however. It falls to the son to say that in 
fact there is remarkable imity here, that this country exists, that there is a bond in 
this room uniting us, as surely as this voice is sounding, that there is an America 
here, and that there is something about me that makes me more like you than makes 
me, even, like my father. 

The boy saw it, it was in the assurance of neon in Sacramento; it was in the pace 
of the crowd downtown; it was in the slouch of bus stops. It was in the pitch of 
your voice, that high, feminine pitch of American English; it was everywhere, Ameri
ca. My father says that it does not exist, this country, but I say it does exist. You 
are overwhelming to me; you were everywhere I turned. You would have smothered 
me and then I becimie you. 

I am left having to say two separate things about America. The first is about loss, 
about tragedy. This is a country you gain by losing. This is a country you gain by 
stopping to be Chinese, by no longer being Italian, by losing hold of France and 
Poland and Africa. This is a country you gain as you give up your hold on Mexico. 
There is a tragic memory in America; it is a memory of loss, of children coming home 
from school no longer able to speak to parents, of silence, of summer vacations, of 
distance, a great distance. This is a country where grandmothers stand at windows 
and nothing gets said. 

But we are an optimistic people. We do not talk about such things, at least not 
after dinner. We do not admit tragedy easily. If there is soreness, you pass on. We 
are an optimistic people and we look to the positive. That is one of the reasons Ameri
cans do not like to talk about what we give up to get to this room. 

The other reason is a little bit more mysterious and perhaps a littie bit more in
teresting and that is that America is a Protestant country. We were bom Piuitan 
and bred Protestant. That leaves us with a remarkable virtue, the great Protestant 
virtue of tolerance. It is the most remarkable virtue about this coimtry, the thing 
that astonishes the immigrant child, certainly. But Puritan America has little way 
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otherwise of understanding, or talking about its unity, about the fact that it is also 
one. Protestant America is quite good about protecting diversity; Puritan America 
is not so good about talking about what we have in common, the paradox. We are 
without a Catholic sense of community here; we are without a voice, a rhetoric, a 
way of understanding the fact that we are alike, that we are a society. 

The Puritan teaches us otJy through paradox that we are a society of individuals, 
but deeper than that is the truth that beyond the individualism there is also this 
community. And so you get Ronald Reagan and Jimmy Carter to agree that diversi
ty is a good thing in this country; who wouldn't say that diversity is a good thing? 
But the child in Sacramento, California knows that America is whole and one and 
that there is a taste here and a slouch and a Jeffersonian grin and a hand extended 
and an American voice that says "Hi!" and it is hard for the child to look away. 

It is one of the most paradoxical aspects of the civil rights movement, the heroic 
black civil rights movement of the 1960s, that in the 1970s we began to assert the 
very opposite. Martin Luther King's Pauline dream of America, of a single Ameri
ca, became something else: an ABC mini-documentary about roots, the insistence 
of middle-class Americans to be separate from one another, the insistence that we 
were not, after all, of the melting pot made. It is, I would like to suggest, in light 
of our Puritan upbringing, a very traditional resistance; we do not like to think of 
oiu-selves as group. More easily we think of ourselves as individuals. 

There is a special reason that Hispanics have generally been at the forefront of 
this ethnic revival movement. For the foreseeable future in this country, our politics 
will increasingly and continuously be defined by this ethnic politics, for two rea
sons. One is our psychological difference as immigrants in this country: we came 
over the land. The fact that we came over the land, and not across oceans, is crucial 
to the way that we think of ourselves as somehow still tied to the land. 

It also makes us different that inunigrants from Hispanic America—and I speak 
primarily of Mexicans—barely think of themselves as immigrants at all, because what 
we carry into this country is a long grievance against this country, the memory of 
the loss of the land, the great loss of land in the lS40s to the 'gringrf. It is that grievance, 
I think, that makes us more like American Indians than like black Americans, final
ly. It is that grievance that has dragged on the imagination, that has kept us apart, 
that has kept us unwilling to assume that we belong to the American city. At its 
best, the Hispanic movement of the last fifteen years has sought to find a dignity 
for Hispanic America, a dignity that the history of the last hundred years has de
nied us. 

At its worst, however, the Hispar\ic movement has been profoundly beside the 
point. I end up arguing with other Hispanics, middle-class like myself, about bilin-
gualism and about Spaitish and the value of having two languages instead of one. 
You end up debating Spanish versus English, when in fact the real issue, I think. 

46 



Reflections on Conflict 

the profound issue, is a difference between private and public language, the differ
ence between public and private life. 

A few months ago, I surprised a number of my critics and also some of my friends 
when I published an op-ed piece in The Wall Street Journal against the English Lan
guage Amendment. The English Language Amendment is Ijeing sponsored by ex-
Senator Hayakawa and, more surprisingly, by people like Walter Cronkite, Saul Bel
low, and Gore Vidal, and would seek to make the English language our official lan
guage. I wanted to say that I was against that English Language Amendment, not 
because I am for bilingual voting ballots (I am against those), but I am against any 
amendment that would make English our official language, because I think that it 
also is beside the point. My allegiance is not to English; my allegiance is to the pub
lic language that most Americans use which happens to be English. It is a crucial 
distinction because I am trying to point again to the necessity of public language. 
It is necessary that we speak a language in common; that that language is English 
or Sparush or Esperanto seems to me to be of secondary importance. 

This language that I am using is a language constructed and reconstructed and 
reshaped and added to by Yiddish-speaking grandmothers and Chinese grandfathers 
and there is not one person in this room who speaks my language who does not 
therefore speak black English because it is everywhere in my voice. I speak Ameri
can. We took this language from the English and we reshaped it and it was our 
primary revolution; we made it its own sound. 

There is in this language, English, a remarkable residue of Spanish. It is every
where in the vocabulary of the language, thousands of words, brought, borrowed, 
stolen, overheard, mispronounced. There is also in this language a tone that comes 
from the Spanish-speaking and I think that that tone will grow louder and louder 
in the future, which is to say that I think the Spanish-speaking are going to more 
and more change the nature of English, its tone. 

But the irony of influence, the irony of influence that lets one ethiuc group change 
another, is that it always occurs where it seems least to occur. It occurs in the subur
ban shopping mall, among assimilated people who seem not to be carrying any great 
inheritance after all. When people are separate from one another, when they are 
truly separate, when they live across town, when they never touch, when they are 
most purely ethnic, nothing is shared. It is when they begin to lose that ethnicity, 
it is when they begin to become like the person that they meet, that in fact they 
change the person that they meet. 
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GIlolbM AgiricMltaire 
by John Block and 
Charles Brannan 

The following are excerpts from the debate between John Block, president. National American Wholesale 
Grocers Association and former United States Secretary of Agriculture in the Razgan Administration 
and Charles Bmnnan, former United States Secretary of Agriculture in the Truman Administration and 
former general counsel for the National Farmers Union. The debate was held on April 30, 1986 in the 
Public Affairs Forum of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. 

JOHN BLOCK: Agriculture today is a global industry. Looking at government roles 
in agriculture's future, 1 believe there are a few obvious principles worth keeping 
in mind. 
1. Government warehouses are not a good market for farm products. 
2. Strict production and market controls soon become so ingrained that they gener

ate inefficiency and fail to reward those who perform the best. 
3. The guaranteed price that eliminates risk generates more production than if that 

same price is derived from the open market. 
4. Farm programs designed to insure profits for everyone soon make farming a los

ing proposition for anyone. As farmers come to believe that government will in
sure profits, their expectations and behavior change. They worry less about 
maintairung their own competiveness, and think they simply ought to grow more 
and more, even if it 's for the government, thus perpetuating their own problems. 

5. There is no such thing as a painless economic society. It's the risk of failure that 
generates the profit of success. 

6. Government support programs can no longer afford to ignore international mar
kets. We export the production from one acre out of every three. 

We cannot separate domestic farm programs from global trade and economic con
ditions, nor will our domestic policies succeed until we relate them to the realities 
of the world market. 

All of this is not to say that there is no role for government in agriculture. 1 simply 
maintain that it is a supporting role, not a starring role. As society's largest and most 
important institution, government has an obligation to project itself as a positive 
force in national life. This includes our food and fiber policies, but to a limited degree. 
Our ability to produce raises the same questions now that it did in other decades, 
but today the answers are different. We can no longer look to government programs 
aimed at large scale acreage reduction as a means of firming up commodity prices. 
To practice unilateral acreage reduction, which we've done, means abdicating the 
international market. It's economic suicide for the American farmer and the Iw-oad 
agricultural industry. 

The emphasis must be on the demand side, not on cutting production. This 
means that government must be actively involved in research and education. It must 
be a guide for health and safety regulations. It must champion agricultural interests 
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and international trade. We must negotiate from a position of strength, government 
to government, in order to bring fairness into the global trade arena. 

The question remains: What does the farmer have a right to expect from the govern
ment? Many of us could probably accept Abraham Lincoln's answer: "Government 
ought to undertake only those functions that individuals cannot perform for them
selves." Farmers are becoming addicted to support programs. I don't mean all farm
ers. You should understand that two-thirds of agriculture does not get direct support; 
it's one-third that does. The continual expansion of these programs have encouraged 
farmers to regard government benefits as a basic right. Somehow they think they 
are free, and frankly, there is no free lunch. 

This must change, gradually. I stress this—gradually—in order to avoid severe eco
nomic hardship, but it must change. The federal government cannot buy prosperity 
of agriculture; it can only create the climate for prosperity. It caimot guarantee in
come. It can only supply an environment in which American agriculture is free to 
compete, free to respond to world market forces, and free to be the productive and 
prosperous power it was meant to be. 

CHARLES BRANNAN: If you came to hear a difference of opinion, you are not 
going to be disappointed. I will start out, though, in complete agreement with the 
quotation by Abraham Lincoln, who said it was a duty of the government to do for 
its citizens what they cannot effectively do for themselves. I'm certain that in 1935 
Lincoln would have approved the decision of the government to provide fanners 
with an opportunity to secure a fair return for their crops as one of the steps the 
government took to lead this nation out of a great depression, which had been started 
in agriculture. I'm also certain that Lincoln would be equally affirmative about the 
federal government's obligation, in this year of 1986, to provide farmers with a like 
opportunity. 

Agriculture is this nation's largest industry, both in terms of dollars involved and 
persons employed. Producing grain and fiber in the fields, preparing them in our 
factories and mills for consumption or use, delivering them to the consumer, in
volves equipment manufacturers, truckers, railroads, elevators, processors, ware-
housers, many merchants along Main Street, wholesale and retail distributors even 
including Colonel Sanders and Ronny McDonald. This industry has its foundation 
in nu'al America. Its basic social unit is the family farm. The hub of its operation 
is the once-prosperous towns, with their retail businesses, their schools, their 
churches and other rural community enterprises. 

American farmers are the most efficient operators in the world—bar none—and 
they continue to improve. In 1940 one farmer produced food and fiber for 18 U. S. 
consumers. Today he produces food for 86 of oiu- domestic consumers, plus food 
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for an additional 30 people overseas, not all of it sold or purchased overseas, be
cause we have given away of our abundance, and I say we should. We have given 
away of ova abundance to the needy of this world and I am happy that we do have 
the reserves, call them surpluses if you want, to give when others need. 

Throughout history farmers of the United States have had no control over most 
of the factors that determine the compensation they receive for the commodities they 
produce. At the beginning of the growing season, farmers borrow operating funds 
at interest rates at least 2 percent above the rate that business in the city, with no 
better credit rating, is required to pay. They purchase the equipment, the fertilizer 
and other production needs in the market in which, acting separately as they must, 
they have no bargaining power. After planting, the crops are at risk from drought, 
hail, flood, disease and insects. When harvested, farmers will sell their crops at prices 
alleged to be determined by the law of supply and demand, in so-called free mar
kets, but which for the most part are dominated by the purchasers. Because they 
cannot effectively organize, they have few marketing options and are generally 
without bargaining power. 

In addition to these disadvantages, inherent in our domestic marketing and dis
tribution system, farmers whose crops can be exported are confronted with pricing 
impacts which they carmot remotely anticipate or influence or, in many cases, un
derstand. On too many occasions over the past decade the prices or our wheat, cot
ton, soybeans and feedgrains have been sharply depressed by the interaction of 
unpredictable political events. Producers alone absorb the result in price impacts 
of these political events, although their power to influence or anticipate the events 
is nil. 

For example, in 1980 Jimmy Carter embargoed the export of grain to the Soviet 
Union to indicate the outrage of this country with the invasion of Afghanistan. The 
Soviet Union is normally the second largest importer of U. S. grain. Perhaps our 
boycott achieved something in terms of world politics. I don't know. But for certain 
it caused American fanners to forego large sales of grain to a major customer for 
several years thereafter and to give that market to competitors who have held it pretty 
well ever since. 

Let me give you another example. This nation's producers of food and fiber have 
lost some of their export market because of the high value of the dollar with respect 
to the cmrendes of our traditional customers. Even now when the dollar has reced
ed by 30 percent since the peak levels of February 1985, our exports continue to decline 
seriously. Only the govermnent has any control over the exchange rates. The farm
er certainly has no control or imput into that situation. 

I read the other day a discussion of the farm problem in a federal reserve publica
tion that concluded that a reduction in the federal deficit would be enormously helpful 
to agriculture. And, I may add, to everyone else. No one will seriously contend that 
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fanners have contributed to our $200 billion deficit by increasing the price of food, 
or in any other maimer. On the contrary, the prices to farmers have steadily declined 
although prices of food processed from their crops have steadily increased. 

Unfortunately for everyone, over the last six years, this government has rejected 
Lincoln's concept of its responsibility so far as it would apply to food producers, 
while embracing the principle when applied to Lockheed, to Chrysler and to Con
tinental Illinois Bank. Every recommendation to Congress has been designed to re
move or weaken all the existing forms of economic assistance to this nation's farmers 
and ranchers and to depress farm prices. As a result, in every rural commuruty across 
the country, local newspapers carry numerous notices of farm foreclosures and liq
uidations. Not only are farmers going broke by the thousands, but an alarming num
ber of banks which serve them are dosing, farm machinery dealers are liquidating, 
businesses along Main Street are closing. And, many towns are beginning to dis
appear. 

This country has responsibility to provide farmers with an opportunity to secure 
a fair return for their investment of capital in land, equipment, production supplies, 
their labor and their skills, just as government has accepted responsibiUty to indus
trial workers by adopting the Wagner Act establishing a minimum wage, protecting 
the automobile industry with threats of import quotas, and bailing out Lockheed 
and banks that made stupid oil loans. Federal appropriations to stabilize prices of 
farm products to producers at reasonable levels are equally as justifiable as appropri
ation for any other function of government, including national defense. A fair return 
to the farmer who produces the soldier's food is as important to our national securi
ty as a fair wage to the man who produces the soldier's weapon. 

I don't think you can say that I'm pleading the cause of a special interest group. 
A sound federal income-stabilizing program for farmers would be a great benefit 
to consumers certainly, to all of us as tax payers, and this is clearly in the national 
interest. Preservation of the traditional rural social structiu-e based on prosperous 
farm families operating efficient family farms, surrounding and being serviced by 
flourishing businesses, communities, schools and chxwches, is essential to the 
social well-being and economic strength of this nation. 
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Clhiallleegeg T® PimlbMs PoEiey 
The following are edited excerpts from "The Black Community in the Fbst-Civil Rights Era: Challenges 
to Public Policy," Part H of the Sixth Annual Oliver Cromwell Lecture Series, May 1, 1986, co-sponsored 
by the Black Caucus of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. John Jacob, president and chief execu
tive officer of the National Urban league, delivered the lecture. Respotuients were Randall Kennedy, as
sistant pn^essor of law. Harvard law School and Glenn Loury, pn^sor of public policy, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government. 

JOHN JACOB: America today is in the midst of a national debate on the proper 
role of government in dealing with social problems, chief among them the dispropor
tionate poverty and social disorganization affecting the black community. Dm-ing 
much of the postwar era, that debate centered on how institutional structiures could 
secure civil rights for black citizens and help minorities into the mainstream of Ameri
can life. In recent years the terms of the debate have changed under the leadership 
of an administration that labels government itself as the enemy. The debate centers 
more and more on how government can affect a strategic withdrawal from social 
policy. Today's great river of debate is being fed by many streams of thought. They 
range from the belief that government has an inescapable duty to implement posi
tive social policies to the view that anything that government does is likely to wor
sen existing problems and create new ones. Some also suggest that black problems 
are rooted in the behavior and values beyond the reach of public policy. To place 
the current debate in context, I would like to suggest several propositions: first, that 
federal policies have historically promoted economic and social mobility; second, 
that federal policies have lead to significant black advances; third, that current govern
ment policies have intensified the problems facing black and poor people. 

American history shows the extent to which government poUcies shape opportu
nities. From the institution of free public education to free land to subsidized rail
ways, Washington policies have always served a social end. Some of today's critics 
of social policy were educated under the G. I. bill, bought houses with F. H. A. 
loans, owned businesses started with S. B. A. loans, are treated in V. A. hospitals, 
drive to work on federally-subsidized h i ^ w a y s , educate their children with federally-
guaranteed loans, and look forward to retirement incomes from Social Security. 
Government bailed out Chrysler. It publicly states it will not allow large banks to 
fail. It subsidizes farm interests. Even rugged individuals from the oil patch run to 
Washington for welfare. Given that record, the argument that goverrunent has no 
role to play in social poUcy rings hollow. Goverrunent poUcies created a large mid
dle class and preserves the wealth of the affluent. Goverrunent should play an equally 
decisive role in providing opportunities for the poor. 

When the government did intervene to protect black rights and reduce poverty. 
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its efforts were by and large successful. They helped millions out of poverty, se
cured civil rights for black citizens, and despite the Reagan coimter-revolution con
tinued to provide opportunities. Contrary to today's myths, affirmative action and 
social programs worked. Affirmative action increased black employment opportu
nities. A Labor Department study found that federal contractors under affirmative 
action mandates increased minority employment and promotions at a far higher rate 
than other employees. Poverty was sharply reduced in the late 1960s with about 
half the decline due to government transfer payments. 

In those years too the income gap between black and white families narrowed. 
In the 1960s hunger was a serious national problem. Thanks to food stamps it virtu
ally disappeared from the national agenda until recently. Federal education helped 
raise black children's performance on basic skills tests. Head Start resiilted in higher 
school achievement and better social adjustment. Student aid programs were in
strumental in the fivefold increase in black college attendance. The Job Core and 
other programs targetted for the disadvantaged opened employment opportunities 
for many. Black infant mortality rates were almost halfed thanks to Medicaid and 
nutrition programs. 

At a time when cutting such programs is becoming an article of faith among some 
who consider themselves conservatives, we should recall that conservative colum
nist George Will wrote, "It is cheaper to feed the child than jail the man." It is also 
dim to brand such programs as tax wastes; evidence suggests they pay for them
selves. For example, successful job training programs typically return $3 or $4 for 
every $1 spent. A congressional study recently estimated that the Women, Infants 
and Children Program saves $3 for every $1 spent by reducing future hospitaliza
tion costs. Cost-benefit ratios for other programs were found to range from 1 1/2 
to 1 to 10 to 1. 

The Reagan era has seen a reversal of federal policy, a shift away from interven
tion to neglect. The result has been to worsen the condition of poor and black Ameri
cans. Between 1979 and 1984, real dollar income for the poorest 1/5 of families with 
children declined by 24 percent. And the income gap between whites and blacks 
grew. Overall poverty rates rose by 1/3. More than 1/3 of all black people, over 9 
million, are poor today—2 million more than in 1978. Federal programs were severe
ly cut between 1981 and 1984, years of deep recession and slow recovery, and 4 mil
lion people lost welfare, Medicaid, Supplemental Security Insurance, and food 
stamps. Benefits were reduced for millions more. The deepest cuts came in programs 
that invest in education and employment skills such as job training which was cut 
by more than one-half. 

There is a distinction we should make among welfare programs between univer
sal programs affecting everyone and means-tested programs designed for the poor. 
Universal programs like Social Security have not been touched for political reasons. 
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but black people are less likely to reap the benefits of such programs because they 
die too young or earn too little to fully share in the payoff. But blacks typically ac
count for 30 to 40 percent of participants in means-tested programs. The cuts in these 
programs reduced the income of poor families by 7.5 percent and drove 2 million 
people into poverty. The congressional budget reports a massive transfer of wealth 
from low income families to the affluent. The tax and budget changes reduced in
come of low and moderate income families by $20 billion between 1983 and 1985, 
while increasing the after-tax income of the wealthiest 2 percent by $35 billion. 

Those who believe that government can and should devise policies that reduce 
inequality and poverty can point to some considerable past successes. Those who 
believe government cannot and should not implement such policies must defend 
the results of current policies that have dramatically increased inequality and poverty. 

RANDALL KENNEDY: At the height of the Great Society, 1966, over twenty years 
ago, Bayard Rustin stated that standing still to stay in place is the present condition 
of the negro. We are going to have to go a lot further than anything that was con
templated by the Great Society. Let me be more particular. In Mr. Jacob's opening 
essay in the National Urban League publication, "The State of Black America, 1986," 
in defense of the good name of Great Society liberalism, he refers to the 27 skills 
training centers the National Urban League operates in concert with I. B. M. and 
other business firms to train the unemployed and underemployed in computer 
programming, clerical and secretarial skills, computer oj>erations and word process
ing. A number of the enrollees are single female heads of households. Others are 
former school dropouts, and still others possess limited skills that are no longer in 
demand. After training, which costs a little over $3,000 for each participant, some 
85 percent of the graduates are placed in jobs at an average aimual salary of some 
$12,600. This is put forward as a success, as an exemplary indication of what social 
policy in its positive form can do. 

Well, perhaps if we lived in a more fully developed welfare system than we cur
rently have, a figure of $12,600 might not be so bad. Perhaps if one lived in the most 
inexpensive part of the United States imaginable, $12,600 might not be so bad. But 
for me, the idea of raising a family in Cambridge or Boston or New York or Washing
ton, D. C. or any of the other places I am familiar with—I would approach the $12,600 
success with great trepidation. $12,600 is one-half of the mediiun income of house
holds in the United States. It is a little more than $1,000 over the official, which is 
to say the false, poverty level. The Bureau of Labor statistics refer to $18,900 as a 
low budget, one which enables a family to maintain what the Biueau calls a sense 
of dignity and social participation. If that is the case, what are the implications for 
the graduates of the skills training centers? The best way to conceptualize the problem 
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is to personalize it. How would I feel toward the future with $12,600 as my income 
in the United States as presently constituted? 

This is just one example, but I think it is a representative example, of public policy 
thinking which, while certainly more humane than right wing alternatives, is nonethe
less insufficiently aware of concrete human needs and insufficiently demanding of 
the society that prides itself on its widely-trumpeted democratic aspirations. To be 
sufficiently ambitious, our social policy, concern with the requisites of social justice, 
will have to take into account more than just welfare issues, more than just black 
issues. We will have to take into accoimt the entire gambit of issues that reflect the 
allocation of resources in this nation: the tax system, the military system, the rela
tionship between levels of government in our complicated federal system. 

All of these issues must be addressed in an open frame of mind, one not afraid 
to coi\sider and propose and fight for revolutionary changes. As Bayard Rustin put 
it over twenty years ago, "The negro struggle for equality in America is essentially 
revolutionary while most negroes in their hearts unquestionably seek only to enjoy 
the fruits of American society as it now exists." What is required of us in this post-
civil rights era is the detailed elaboration of a new framework, not the sort of frame
work that might be most feasible at the present moment. I am making a call for Uto
pian thinking. We need to think in a detailed way about the sort of framework for 
which we are willing to sacrifice, for which we are willing to dream, for which we 
are willing to struggle. 

GLENN LOURY: Let me turn to the four themes that I want to base my remarks 
on tonight. The problem of racial inequality is one of the central issues confronting 
the country today, a problem of enormous urgency. But it is a problem approached 
with the attitude of benign neglect by the central government, by men and women 
running that government who lack understanding. If they understood, they would 
be derehct in their responsibilities to the country if they didn't address themselves 
to this issue forthrightly. I have recently been critical of the Reagan administration. 
Given their views—and the ideological array to the left and right about what will 
work and what won't work in social policy—there has nonetheless been a reticence 
to act on whatever they do think will work. People who criticize by saying, "Well, 
this just doesn't seem to be important to those people," have a cogent criticism. 
Irrespective of whether or not one thinks it is urban enterprise zones or Urban De
velopment Action Grants that are to be the vehicle of affecting the change, there 
is the additional question of simply recognizing the urgency of the issue. 

Mr. Jacob referred to the threat to the domestic peace of the society that is implicit 
in the ongoing state of affairs. That is quite evident. I would just further add that 
this phenomenon takes place, this problem, within an historical context. We do deal 
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here, as Randall Kennedy suggested, with the aftermath of the incomplete revolu
tion. We have had a civil rights revolution but we have not had a revolution in terms 
of the problem of exclusion, of dvic marginality of the black working and lower class. 
That structural inequality—by virtue of having a racial tone and of occurring within 
a society that has the racial history that we have—is not just a problem of income 
distribution or of inequality. It is a much more profound problem that goes right to 
the root of the national character of the American people. Indeed it calls into ques
tion the possibility of using the phrase, "the American people." 

Second, in confronting these problems, the ideas that come from intellectuals-
how we conceive of the problem, how we frame it—are extremely important. We 
have a debate going on today about welfare reform. Qiarles Murray argues in his 
book that attempts to help have actually made things worse for people. Mr. Jacob 
summarized some data that suggested that that thesis is not accurate, and I concur 
in that judgement. My own sense from reading this literature—on efforts to assess 
the effect of welfare on various measures of family stability and dependency, the 
effect of welfare payments—suggests that a straighforward £md simple hypothesis 
that throwing money at the problem has made the problem worse just doesn't bear 
up. But I would not stop there. I think it's a mistake to stop there. That is rather 
like reducing the problem to a simple, one-dimensional framework. 

Senator Moynihan was here giving the Godkin Lectures last year and his recently-
published book has gotten a lot of attention. I recall the events surroimding the release 
of his report about the black family. The issue he raised was of fundamental impor
tance to any persons concerned about the equality between the races in the United 
States. The way it was dealt with, the nature of the public discourse, of the ensuing 
rhetoric about it, was—in retrospect, unfortunately—not sufficiently rich to enter
tain all the sets of policy possibilities that needed to be considered to deal with the 
problem. 

It is tempting, emotionally and intellectually, to see tiie problems of the inner city 
as being essentially problems of opportunity—the lack of jobs, industrial shifts, relo
cation of firms, irtformation societies, service societies. It's tempting, and there is 
more than a grain of truth in it, but it is not enough. We have in irmer city Newark 
or Trenton or Camden or North Philadelphia or Chicago, or the east side of Detroit, 
south central Los Angeles, so many places that could be named, we have going on 
something a little bit more than the absence of opportunity. In 1965 we weren't ready 
to deal with the full extent of the problem. We were still a bit too sensitive and tenu
ous regarding the nature of public commitment to adequately look at what was go
ing on. 

But we have sometiung of a luxury today, in addition to twenty years of experience. 
Now a set of ideas that will embrace a broader range of human activity than the 
labor market are going to be acquired in order to understand—and ultimately to ef-
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fectively intervene with—the problems that are going on in the inner dties. Moreover, 
it is quite clear that the role of the legal side of the civil rights strategy—with respect 
to desegregation, to employment discrimination, to whether Grove City College can 
be exempt from regulatory requirements—that that edge of the revolution has 
diminished in the extent to which it can effectively address the problems that are 
confronting the inner city poor. 

Third, there is the matter of dignity, the question of honor. This is a fimdamental 
issue for black Americans in a society where historically achievement has not been 
acknowledged, where to tell someone that all you have to do is do the job right and 
do it well and you will get your due has been a fool's advice. You couldn't rely on 
getting your due. One had to be ever vigilant. Whatever one enjoyed one had to 
wrest from an unwilling majority that was reticent to acknowledge actual accom
plishment. I want to advance for you ttie possibility that that circumstance has sub
stantially changed. 

There is another problem, the failure of achievement, the problem of performance, 
of irmdequately taking advantage of opportunities that actually exist, the problem 
that affects a substantial fraction of the people who, over a long period of time of 
being dependent on transfers from others, make use of their historical violation as 
a device to legitimate the continuation of those transfers. I am not sa3ang that there 
has not been historical violation, nor that that historical violation does not warrant 
consideration within our contemporary political discourse. I'm saying that for peo
ple who are manifestly unequal as an historical and contemporary fact and who strive 
for equality, part of what needs to be attained in the seeking of their goals is the 
movement from that posture to one in which people actually stand as equals. Peo
ple have to ultimately be responsible for their fate and have to embrace their role 
in determination of it. 

Last, there is the question of values, the question of behavior in the adolescent 
population in the irmer city, the question of the role of private internal activity wi
thin the group as opposed to public and external activity in addressing these mat
ters. One obviously has to be careful how one poses this question. It is not appropriate 
to label an entire group of people, be they black Americans or people below the 
poverty line, as pathological and deviant, as unlike us. On the other hand, it seems 
impossible to me to confront the real problems of safety in public housing projects, 
of drug sales in inner-dty low-income commuiuties, of criminal victimization of people 
who are the most vulnerable in the society, without dealing with the underlining 
substratum of values and beliefs and attitudes that govern the behavior of the rela
tively few in a given community who are engaging in those activities. It seems im
possible to talk seriously about the teenage pregnancy problem in an entirely 
mecharustic fashion, as if we are only dealing with the question of financial incen
tives, or we are dealing with some compact complete logical system in which we 
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understand the relationships among the variables. I don't think we do. I don't think 
we know entirely what governs behavior. But we do know that how people are raised 
and what they were taught and what they believe in and what they think is right 
and wrong and the criteria they use to make distinctions among themselves as to 
who warrant status and respect from their peers and who do not—we do know that 
those matters are vitally important. 
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Political Action 
through Religion 

Are You On The Side Of Justice? 
by Bishop Desmond Tutu 

The following is excerpted from a public address by Bishop Desmond Tutu, Anglican Bishop of Johan
nesburg, South Africa, co-sponsored by the Harvard-RadcUffe Southern Africa Solidarity Committee, 
January 10, 1986, in the Publk Affairs Forum of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. 

The extraordinary phenomenon about the anti-apartheid movement on universi
ty campuses is the fact that in many ways you needn't be involved. You needn't, 
but you are. And that's tremendous, so I say on behalf of millions, thank you. 

When you ask most white South Africans, they will tell you that government is 
reforming. Have they not now said that there will be a common citizenship for all 
South Africans, and even universal suffrage? Has the government not already 
produced a new constitution which for the first time in the history of South Africa 
makes provisions for persons who are not white to participate in the highest assem
bly, to share in the business of legislating? 

There are now so-called non-whites in the cabinet of the central government, and 
at the local government level many black African townships are being run by their 
own freely-elected black city or town councils. And the government has said it in
tends to open the president's council to include black African members. Admittedly, 
this council is not a legislative body, but it can suggest possible legislation and can 
adjudicate when there is a dispute between different chambers of the tricameral 
parliament. 

It should be noted as well that South Africa is no longer segregated and many 
Inisiness companies are implementing various codes of conduct, such as the Sul
livan Principles, which have led to quite considerable improvements in the work 
conditions of blacks and in an enhancement of their quality of life shown in their 
vastly improved housing, in their possession of expensive cars, in their ability to 
send their children to expensive private schools. 

Now at work most segregation has disappeared. Blacks share the same toilet and 
canteen facilities with their white workmates. Their chances of upward mobility have 
improved considerably with same pay for the same work in most companies. So 
the foreign companies, we are told, ad nausetun, are a powerful good and their en
lightened policies are important trail blazers helping to bring about change in South 
Africa, and that is supposed to justify their presence in our country. That is the per
ception of most whites. 
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Most blacks will say that many of the so-called reforms which make whites so ec
static are really cosmetic. They deal or\ly with peripheral issues. The harsh reality 
of apartheid remains as oppressive, as ruthless, as immoral, as evil, as unChristian 
as it ever was. The legislative pillars of apartheid remain firmly in place. South Afri
cans are still classified according to race as if they were prize animals. Those who 
are white remain as always the most privileged, at the top of the racial pyramid, 
and other races are arranged in hierarchical stratification with diminishing rights 
below the all-powerful white oligarchy imtil you reach the broad base of the pyramid 
representing the vast majority of this land, the black indigenous iiJiabitants, with 
minimal rights. 

For a while, I travelled not on a South African passport, but on a document that 
described my nationality as "undeterminable at present." Now I do have a South 
African passport which says that I am a South African citizen, but with no political 
rights at all. And in order to satisfy their racist ideology, the minority government 
has uprooted over three million people and dumped them, as if they were rubbish, 
in the poverty-stricken arid bantustan resettlement camps where children starve, 
not because there is no food in South Africa, but by deliberate government policy. 
A country where the father, if he is lucky, will become a migrant worker and, hav
ing left his family in the bantustan homeland to eke out a miserable existance, will 
live in a single-sex hostel for eleven months of the year. So, black family life is being 
undermined by the migratory system, not accidentally, but by deliberate govern
ment policy—and this in a country that many claim to be the last bastion of western 
civilization against the predatory inroads of conununism. 

Peaceful protesting in our country has become virtually impossible. The govern
ment imposed a state of emergency on most of South Africa and placed the army 
in black townships. You have seen what the security forces do. They have detained 
thousands. Children have been arrested and detained, fourteen-year-olds and youn
ger. And so you have the stage set for the state president to announce wonderful 
advances in South Africa. He comes along and speaks about common citizenship, 
about universal suffrage. Just when we are getting excited at>out this, we discover 
that they don't quite mean the same thing as other people mean by this. 

The kemal issue in South Africa, my friends, is the issue of political power-sharing 
and nobody, so far as I have been able to make out, has ever volimtarily given up 
power or been willing to share power. They have to be compelled. The codes that 
are applied, the Sullivan code and other codes, will not affect the fundamental struc
tures of apartheid. They are ameliorative, but we don't want apartheid improved. 
We don't want apartheid reformed, even; you don't reform a Frankenstein, you des
troy it. We don't want our chains made more comfortable. We want our chains re
moved. And our last chance for peaceful change, for true reconciliation will come 
with repentence and justice. 
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It is not the height of my ambition to share a toilet with a white person. I want 
to be recognized for what I am, a himian being created in God's image and a citizen 
of my land of birth. I hear people say, "But if sanctions are applied, the first people 
to suffer are blacks." Blacks retort, "When did you suddenly become so altruistic?" 
"Did you not benefit from cheap black migratory labor?" "Did you ever protest 
against these and other causes of black suffering?" No. Our people have recently, 
in two surveys, shown what they believe: over seventy percent of blacks want sanc
tions of some sort to be applied. It is the last chance for reasonably peaceful change. 

The year ended with land mines and bomb blasts. We have said we oppose all 
violence, that of a repressive system and that of those who want to overthrow it. 
You can change your political system either by voting the people out of power, or 
you can overthrow them violently. We are still seeking to find a peaceful way. We 
want a South Africa for all its people, black and white, where we will live amicably 
together as God intended us, as members of one family, the human family, God's 
family. And so we ask, help us to use the last peaceful instrument available to us, 
yoiu: pressure, for nothing in South Africa has changed without pressure. 

Are you or are you not on the side of justice? Are you or are you not on the side 
of right? Are you or are you not on the side of goodness? I would hope that there 
would be no debate at all on those issues, thai you have made that moral decision, 
that moral commitment. Let me tell you something. We are going to be free. Yes, 
applause. And we would like, we would like very much to be able to say, when 
we are on the other side of this liberation game, for which people have given their 
lives, and been incarcerated, we want, when we get onto that other side to say, "You 
know something. Harvard University was with us." 
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The Moral Vision: 
The Philippines And The U.S. Bishops 
by Bernard Cardinal Law 

The following is excerpted from, "The Catholic Church and World Affairs: A New Visibility," an ad
dress by Bernard Cardinal Law, Archbishop of Boston, March 11, 1986 in the Public A^irs Forum 
of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. 

The fact that a few centred themes keep surfacing in the Church's public witness 
is not an accident. In the temporal order of socio-political-economic life, the Church 
is primarily a teacher. The principal contribution of the Catholic Church to public 
affairs is its role in forming the conscience of its members, in helping to shape the 
public understanding of the moral dimensions of secular issues and in the specific 
judgments it makes on concrete cases where moral and political themes converge. 
It has been precisely this three-dimensional teaching task which the U.S. bishops 
have sought to fulfill in our two pastoral letters on nuclear policy and the economy. 

The teaching role is exercised in very different cultures but it is rooted in a unified 
moral tradition. The tradition reaches from the Sermon on the Mount to the ser
mons of John Paul H; it has been shaped by the minds of Augustine, Aquinas and 
Newman and by the witness of St. Benedict and St. Francis, St. Qare and St. Cather
ine of Siena. In the twentieth century no area of Catholic doctrine has been so ex
tensively and systematically developed as the moral teaching on social questions. 
The driving force in this process has l)een the teaching of the papacy particularly 
from Pius XI through John Paul 11. 

Part of the new visibility of Catholic presence in world affairs has been the product 
of this social teaching taking root within individual countries, often through the words 
and witness of bishops but surely not confined to them. 

The statement of the Philippine Bishops Conference, issued on February 14th, at 
the height of the crisis generated by the election in the Philippines is an excellent 
example of how the larger Catholic moral tradition can be used to address a specific 
local situation. The statement which is clear and in unmistakable terms challenged 
the legitimacy of the Marcos government presupposed a whole moral tradition. The 
central moral judgment of the letter said: "According to moral principles, a govern
ment that assumes or retains power through fraudulent means has no moral basis. 
For such an access to power is tantamount to a forcible seizure and cannot com
mand the allegiance of the citizeruy. The most we can say then about such a govern
ment is that it is a government in possession of power". 

The paragraph is classic in structure and substance; it is a paradigm of the "higher 
law tradition," sometimes called the natural law or what Fr. John Courtney 
Murray, S.J., used to call the tradition of reason in public affairs. The essence of 
the moral vision is its ability to criticize what is in light of what should be. The hallmark 
of the higher law tradition has been its ability to acknowledge that a government 
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is "in power" but to refuse to legitimate the unjust exerdse of power. This is the 
tradition which holds than an imjust law does not bind and it is the tradition which— 
in the words of the Philippine bishops—will say at crucial moments that a govern
ment "cannot command the allegiance of the dtizenry." Having made this basic moral 
judgement the Phillipine bishops then set some limits on the Church's role: they cou-
seled only non-violent protest and they invited the citizenry to consider the bishops' 
moral guidance and then to decide what should be done: 

We ask every loyal member of the church, every commxmity of the faithful 
to form their judgment about the Feb. 7 polls. And if in faith they see things 
as we the bishops do, we must come together and discern what appropriate 
actions to take that will be according to the mind of Christ. 

The same tradition which produced these guidelines from the Philippine bishops 
is the moral framework which stands behind three distinct public initiatives of the 
U.S. bishops. While our statements have been adapted to fit the contour of a 
democratic pluralistic culture the two similar characteristics to the Philippine state
ment are the style of moral argument and the sense of limits about the role of the 
Church in the public arena. The three issues we have addressed are nuclear policy, 
equity in the economy and abortion. All of our arguments flow from the natural 
law ethic. The phrase is often misimderstood and almost always controversial. But 
the categories which shape the natural law ethic are often used by many who find 
the tradition suspect. 

One of the reasons we continue to use the style and structure of a natural law 
ethic is that it provides us the opportunity to address both the Church and the wider 
civil society. The pastoral letters on peace and economy are obviously the product 
of a faith community, but we have tried to argue the policy proposals on deterrence, 
arms control, employment poUcies and programs for the poor in a style which will 
be persuasive to those who do not share the premises of our faith. Similarly, on 
the abortion question, our argument is that the taking of fetal life is a public policy 
concern for all citizens not just a particular concern of one religious tradition. 

One of the elements which distinguishes the public task facing the U.S. bishops 
from the Philippines or any of the Latin American countries is the religiously pluralist 
and secular character of our culture. Hence we have tried to argue public issues in 
a genuinely public fashion. The most significant contribution of the pastoral letters, 
I believe, is that they have provided space in the public argument for explicit atten
tion to the moral dimensions of complex policy issues. The letters have had a cata
lytic function, sparking interest in the moral dimensions of targeting policy and the 
moral stakes of macro-economic policy. They have drawn others into tfie moral 
debate—some from this University—and that is one way for moral teaching to be 
carried out in pluralistic society. It does not enhance the quality of the public moral 
argument to generate an attitude in society that the moral dimensions of policy be-
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long to the church and synagogue in an exclusive sense. The public debate should 
certainly not take place without us, but I am convinced that our best chance to find 
the narrow road which joins moral wisdom and political insight is by enlarging the 
arena of those who take explicit moral argument as part of their professional respon
sibility. 

Stream of Hope 
From Dorothy Day: 
In Thought, Word and Deed 

The foihmng is a monologue by a worker at a 'house of hospitality' in a scene from Dorothy Day: 
In Thought, Word and Deed, a play written and directed by Randy-Michael Testa, a graduate stu
dent at the School of Education, Harvard University, His play, adapted from the autobiography of Doro
thy Day (1897-1980), writer, political activist and founding member of the Catholic Worker movement, 
loas presented in the Public Affairs Forum of the John F. Kennedy School of Government on March 
6-8, 1986, sponsored by the Student Advisory Committee of the Institute of Politics. 

It is hard to cut a mountain of bread and prepare it for serving. I say hard because 
it seems hoiurs before the job is complete. The eyes of the men outside peering in 
keep saying, "it's cold out here/' or "he's about ready now." The bread is all set 
(this about 6:15) and Scotty has the first 100 gallons of steaming coffee ready to serve 
and we open the door. 
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On a cold morning such as this I can imagine the stream of hope that flows through 
the long line right down Mott Street and around the comers of Canal Street. Cups 
are taken and the three-hour session of feeding our friends is tmderway. I can watch 
the faces and see thanks written between the lines denoting age, fatigue and worry. 

One friend I call "the Cardinal" because of his purple cap so worn and shy of 
edges it looks like a skull cap. As usual, my Japanese friend comes early. He always 
has a greeting. 

Now today there are three youngsters with unkempt hair, wrinkled clothes and 
looking very tired. Knocking aroimd the coimtry with no place to wash or get cleaned 
is new to them. In spite of their youth and strength the condition is more obvious. 
The oldsters are more used to it. Every morning there are several who carry shop
ping bags or bundles with their last few belongings. They place them under the 
table so as to better handle a hot cup and a huge chunk of bread. One of the regular 
bundle-toters had a new coat this morning. All winter he has had a trench coat heavy 
with the dirt of many nights sleeping out and smoke from many a fire. His new 
coat must have belonged to some stylish young boy with extreme taste. In spite of 
this he looked better, the coat was wanner and he had a more confident air. 

It is easy to recogruze the familiar hats, coats, shoes, and other misfitting clothing 
of the regular comers. All, after being out for hours in the cold, are hunched against 
the weather and have their hands in their pockets. 

They continue to come in. When I am busy putting peanut butter on bread and 
can't see their faces I can recogiuze the arms that reach for bread. One gets to know 
all the familiar marks of the garments. The hands of some tremble from age, sick
ness or drink. It is near closing time and the line thins out. They must go out now 
into a world seemingly full of people whose hearts are as hard and cold as the pave
ments they must walk all day in quest of their needs. Walk they must for if they 
sit in the park (when it is warm) the police will shoo them off. Then there is the 
worry of the next meal or that night's sleeping arrangments. 

Here starts their long weary trek as to Calvary. They meet no Veronica on the 
way to relieve their tiredness nor is there a Simon of Cyrene to relieve the burden 
of the cross. It is awful to think this will start again tomorrow. 
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Some Thoughts On A 
School Of Government 
by John Kenneth Galbraith 

The following is excerpted from the Class Day Speech to the graduates of the John F. Kennedy School 
of Government in the Public Affairs Forum on June 3, 1986 by John Kenneth Galbraith, Paul Warburg 
Professor of Ea>nomics, Emeritus, Harvard University. 

I plead with you to be consistently uneasy about too severe an ideological com
mitment. Be suspicious of people who are controlled by ideological fashion, by ideo
logical rules. When you hear someone say that he is going to stand firmly on principle, 
make it your rule to take cover, because that means that you or someone else is go
ing to suffer. What would be an example of this? The example in which I rejoice 
is the present attitude toward broad classical market theory. There is no question 
that this is one of the great favorite ideological principles of our time: the notion 
of the omnipotent and omnipresent pxjwer of the market and the need for giving 
that full scope in our time. The rewards of the market are thought to be particularly 
comprehensive. I keep all political bias out of this talk, but I carmot entirely avoid 
the thought expressed by President Reagan, that even the problem of population 
control be solved by leaving it to the market. This is perhaps the most dubious form 
of turth control since Robert Malthus suggested that the wedding service should have 
a stem warning against undue lust. Perhaps there was a certain logic in the Presi
dent 's suggestion that the market would take care of these matters. Couples would 
be charged with the thought that going to a supermarket or a shopping mall was 
an alternative to going to bed—a remote possiblity, it has always seemed to me. 

When we examine this overpowering commitment to the rule of the market in 
our time, what do we find? What is the reality? Well we find that almost nowhere 
is the market tolerated. Even the most devoted classicists concede the fact that a 
very large amount of American enterprise is in the hands of a relatively small num
ber of firms which exercise the power over prices and over customers that has an
ciently been associated with monopoly oligopoly and more recently the management 
of demand. The tendency to concentration, of course, is one of the great facts of 
our time, one of the occupations of our time that Bob Reich has magnificently charac
terized as the era of paper shuffling. We also specifically do not tolerate the market 
when foreign competition becomes too severe. When automobiles, textiles, cloth-
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ing and cedar shingles from Canada become embarrassing to an important group, 
we have an abridgement of the market power. When a corporation, like Lockheed, 
Chrysler, Continental Illinois, or the banks, or the thrift institutions—when they are 
in danger of failing, we no longer allow failure. We arrest the penalty of the market 
in all these cases. And if in the extreme case it is necessary, the firms are taken over 
by the state. 

No one should have any doubt in this world as to the nature of socialism. Social
ism comes when the corj>orate jets descend on Dulles and first have a speech about 
the virtue of free enterprise, and then have an operation to bail out a needful firm. 
We finally have one case where the market is relatively pure in the classical sense, 
and that of course is my old field of interest long escaped, which is agriculture. There 
we do have the classical market. There we do have a situation in which no producer 
can hope to influence the price at which he sells, not only in the United States, but 
in all of the industrial countries. The state has moved in to protect fanners from 
the penalties (and most of the farmers would say exploitation) which is associated 
with the uninhibited market. There is no industrial country, not the United States, 
not Canada, not the European Economic Community, which leaves the farmers to 
the market. 

So if you see again how unwieldy—how useless, in fact—is the ideological com
mitment to something which is more resisted than an5^hing else in our time as a 
guide to practical action, the answer I plead all of you to observe as you go on to 
Washington or to state governments or city governments is to recognize that while 
you will have to put up with the David Stockmans of the world, you should exempt 
yourself to the greatest possible extent from their ideological commitment. If there 
is anything that I hope is more strongly a message of this school or any other, it 
is that public policy and government is an exercise in a certain analytical pragmatism ,̂ 
and not something that can be controlled by general principle. 
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And Baby Makes Two 
by Theresa Amato 

This article first appeared in the Harvard Political Review, Spring/Summer 1986, one of several pieces 
of the cover story, "The Traditional Familif: Filing Away?" Theresa Amato '85/86, staff writer for 
HPR, is a member of the Student Advisory Committee of the Institute of Politics. 

In the world of advertising we are constantly bombarded with images of the pro
totypical American family. We watch Mom and Dad and the kids fight over brands 
of cereal or waffles. We see families pile into their station wagons and joyously head 
to McDonalds. This is the American family, right? Wrong. Today only 12% of fami
lies in the U.S. resemble this image. The disintegration of the American family as 
it is commonly depicted is perhaps nowhere more marked than in the rise of single 
mother parents. 

In 1965, 24% of black families and 9% of white families were headed by a single 
woman. By 1985 these statistics had risen; 44% of black families and 13% of white 
families were led by single mothers. The reason for this dramatic increase in single-
mother families is two-fold: socially "liberated" and financially independent wom
en are choosing to have children out of wedlock; for other women a decline in the 
pool of available maixiage partners, unexpected teenage pregnancies coupled with 
lack of access to abortions, and inaeasing sexual activity without contraception leave 
them with children, creating a family minus a father. 

Though the first reason for the increase of single-mother families is the lesser, it 
is an important component and a reflection of changing social mores and behavior. 
Some women today are deciding that they can have a career and children without 
having a husband. They are often financially capable of undertaking childraising 
alone and are either uninterested in marrying or believe that their biological clock 
for child-bearing is racing ahead of their plans to marry. 

The social stigma for these willing single mothers is not as great as it was 20 years 
ago. Now it has become almost fashionable to follow in the footsteps of 
famous single mothers by choice, such as Jerry Hall, Farrah Fawcett, and Jessica 
Lange. 

The women who willingly choose unwed motherhood either adopt a child, are 
artificially inseminated, or find a male partner to father their child. Although single 
motherhood for these women is planned, it is not always easy. Finding doctors who 
will artificially inseminate an urunarried woman can be difficult. Choosing a male 
partner may have undesirable psycholocigal effects or may involve complicated ar
rangements to establish legal relationships between the father, mother, and child. 
Additionally, because most of the women must continue to work or find work to 
maintain their financial security, the scarcity of adequate child care facilities presents 
another hurdle in their balancing act of career and child. 

However, the plarmed single mother remains the exception, despite its limited 
popularity. Most children bom to single mothers are neither planned nor necessari-
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ly desired. The increasing rate of teen pregnancy is responsible for much of the rise 
of single motherhood. 

More than one million teenagers each year become pregnant. 80% of these preg
nancies are out of wedlock. If the present rate of increase continues, 40% of today's 
14-year-old girls will be pregnant at least once by the time they turn 20. 

Teen pregnancy is especially predominant among black women. Almost half of 
all black women in the United States are pregnant by age 20. For those females be
tween ages 15 to 19, the pregnancy rate is double what it is for whites: 90% of ba
bies bom to black mothers are bom out of wedlock. One in four births to black women 
is to a teenage mother. Today half of all black children live without a father. 

The increase in sexual activity among teens is or\ly partially responsible for the 
rise in teen pregnancies. In Britain and Holland, where teenage sexual activeness 
is comparable to that in the U.S., teen pregnancies are only one-half as common 
as they are here, due to greater availability and use of contraceptives. Johns Hop
kins University researchers have found that only one of three sexually active American 
females use contraception. Even among these women, contraception is used errat
ically. 

The debate over sex education's role in the schools as well as the Reagan adminis
tration's move to make contraceptives and abortion more difficult to obtain have 
been significant factors in keeping U.S. teens ignorant of means to protect them
selves from unplaruied children. Though most girls can seek private abortions, a 
1977 congressional law prevents federal funding of abortions for low-income women. 

The impact of poor women giving birth to babies who will most likely remain poor 
is just being revealed. 12.2% of all families in the U.S. live in poverty. The rate for 
single-mother families is much higher. 27% of white single-mother families live in 
poverty, and 52% of black families in poverty are female-headed. Most poor people 
in the U.S. are women and mzmy are leading families alone. 

Raising children alone has made entering the workforce a financial necessity for 
many women. 66% of single mothers are in the workforce. Consequently, 33 mil
lion children have mothers who work a full-time job. 

The growing tendency for single women to have children out of wedlock coupled 
with the staggering statistics of unplaimed pregnancies has made the word 
"illegitimacy" obsolete. The structure of the American family has changed drasti
cally in the last twenty years and, given the mobile nature of our society, will con
tinue to do so. 

The lack of available young black men in the population pool will diminish the 
social stigma attached to being an unwed mother for black women. Additionally, 
because many teenage mothers are daughters of teenage mothers and will give birth 
to teenage mothers, out-of-wedlock births will continue to affect the composition 
of the "typical" U.S. family. 
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Though the effects on the development of children, their education and quality 
of life are still being researched, some preliminary conclusions have been made. A 
cycle of poverty has been established. Women living in poverty as single mothers 
are having children that are likely to remain poor. Daughters of unwed teen mothers 
under the age of 15 have a 4 in 5 chance of also becoming an imwed teenage mother. 
Most are unlikely to finish their schooling, and without a high school degree, will 
be unable to acquire jobs that will raise them or their children above the poverty line. 

Policies aimed at reducing the already poor level of contraceptive awareness will 
only further exacerbate the problem, as costly and difficult to obtain abortions al
ready aggravate the situation. Additionally, the lack in quality and in quantity of 
day care facilities has hindered nwny working mothers, forcing them to miss work 
days or sacrifice higher-paying jobs. Finally, because there are millions of children 
in America who now def>end on Mom to be the breadwinner, the gap in wages be
tween comparable jobs held by women and men looms as a more onerous injustice, 
further sentencing single mothers and their families to a life of poverty and a future 
filled with the same. 
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CIA And The University 
by Robert M. Gates 

The following is excerpted from, "The CIA and the Academy, "an address by Robert A4. Gates, deputy 
director for intelligence. Central Intelligence Agency, February 13, 1986. in Starr Auditorium, Belfer 
Center, John F. Kennedy School of Government. 

In just the last dozen years, we have been confronted with a large niimber of new 
issues and developments and also have had to pay attention to problems too long 
neglected. The oil embargo of 1973, the subsequent skyrocketing of oil prices and 
now their plunge; the related dramatic changes in the international economic sys
tem, the growth of debt in Third World countries and now repayment problems; 
revolutions in Iran, Ethiopia, and Nicaragua; the final passage of European colonial
ism from Africa; new Soviet beachheads and sxurogates in the Third World; chang
ing patterns in international trade; and the growth of technology transfer, 
international narcotics networks and terrorism all have demonstrated vividly that 
our national security is greatly affected by developments and events in addition to 
the number and capabilities of Soviet strategic weapons. 

Accordingly, the subjects we deal with today are staggering in their diversity. They 
include problems such as the implications of the enormous indebtedness of key Third 
World countries; problems of political, economic and social instability and how to 
forecast them; human rights; narcotics; the illicit arms market; the implications of 
immigration flows in various regions of the world; population trends and their po
litical and security implications; the global food supply; water resources; energy; 
technology transfer; terrorism; proliferation of chemical/biological and nuclear 
weapons; changing commodity markets and their implications for Third World coun
tries; and others too numerous to recount. 

But nearly all of these problems have something in common: while CIA has ex
perts in virtually all subjects of concern, there is a vast reservoir of expertise, ex
perience, and insight in the commuruty of university scholars that can help us, and 
through us, the American government, better understand these problems and their 
implications for us and for international stability. 

With this diversity of issues and problems in mind, the Directorate of Intelligence 
several years ago initiated an intensified effort to reach out to the academic commu
nity, think tanks of every stripe, and the business community for information, analy
sis and advice. Our involvement with the academic community takes several forms: 
— Consulting: This is the most prevalent. It can be formal, under a contractual ar

rangement in which the individual is paid a set government rate, or it can be 
informal and unpaid—an exchange of views between interested specialists. We 
are particularly interested in ideas that challege conventional wisdom or orthodoxy. 
We know what we thirJc, but we need to know what others think also. 

— Sponsorship of conferences: We generally orgaiuze our own, but occasionally we 
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contract with others to organize a conference for us. And, of course, our analysts 
attend conferences sponsored by business, academic and professional organiza
tions, think tanks, and universities. 

— Research: In some areas, scholars in universities have the experience and exper
tise to carry out basic research for us, for example, on demographic and econom
ic subjects. The recent controversy at Harvard and the media have focused on 
this area of cooperation. In fact, it presently is a very minor element in our over
all relationship with the academic community. It is hardly a program, as recently 
alleged, of "covert fees and fellowships" with which we can "buy scholastic pri
orities." 

— Scholars in Residence: We have had a scholars-in-residence program for a number 
of years under which individuals from the academic world can spend a year or 
two working with us, with full security clearances, on topics of interest to them 
and us. 

— Information: Finally, we are interested in talking with scholars who are willing 
to share with us their impressions after traveling to places of interest or participat
ing in events of interest abroad. 

A principal factor in our pursuit of contact with scholars is our perception that 
quality analysis on the incredible range of issues with which we must cope requires 
not only dogged research but also imagination, creativity, and insight. Large organi
zations, and particularly government bureaucracies, are not famous for their en
couragement of these characteristics—although there is surprisingly more than you 
might think. Similarly, to rely solely on information funneled through government 
channels inevitably would constrict the range of views and information needed. We 
are looking for people to challenge our views, to argue with us, to criticize our as
sessments constructively, to make us think and defend and to go back to the draw
ing board when we have missed something important. In short, we don't want 
scholars to tell us what they think we want to hear. That would make our entire 
effort pointless. 

Finally, this relationship is not necessarily a one-way street. Just as we are cons
cious of our need for the injection of ideas and information from outside govern
ment charmels, I believe you should concede that there is at least the possibility that 
you might leam something from discussions with us. 

Let me now address some of the major concerns that have been raised by scho
lars, deans, and institutions about dealing with us. I would note that certain of these 
concerns reach well beyond just CIA and involve the entire question of relations 
between outside sources of funds and the university community. 
1. Doesn't research or analysis under CIA auspices of events abroad inevitably compromise 

academic freedom and the honesty of academic research? 
First of all, when we contract for research, we insist on honest work. We do 

72 



Voices From the University 

not permit our analysts to cook the books and we would never consult or con
tract with a scholar a second time who did that. Our research and analysis must 
stand up to dose scrutiny, not only by other intelligence agencies, but by other 
elements of the executive branch, oversight committees of the Congress, the 
Congress as a whole, the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, and 
a variety of other panels and organizations that have access to our information. 
While we acknowledge we can be and have been wrong in the past, our very 
existence depends on our reputation for integrity and for reliable and objective 
assessments. Any research we use should have the same qualities. 

Second, it seems to me that academic freedom depends on a scholar not being 
beholden to any outside influence or rigid ideological conceptions but only to the 
pursuit of truth. The scholar should be free to search where he or she wishes 
euid should not be constrained by any improper influences, including the prefer
ences of colleagues or prevailing cultural winds. Actually, improper influence 
potentially can be exerted on a scholar in a number of ways: funding from con
tracts and consultantships with business, foundations and foreign governments— 
or even the threat of withholding tenure. American academics have long con
sulted with officials of foreign goverrunents of all stripes. In light of this, singling 
out a US government agency as a particular threat to honest inquiry represents 
a double stcuidard if not outright hypocrisy. If a university requires public ex
posure of any relationship with CIA, then surely logic and equity require a simi
lar practice for relationships with foreign governments and, in fact, all other outside 
relationships. And, indeed, if our funding should be openly acknowledged, should 
not all outside funding, of whatever source, be openly acknowledged? You are 
rightly proud of your ability to do objective research. CIA does not threaten it. 

Third, I agree with the proposition that it is the responsibility of the university 
itself to establish and monitor the rules governing all these relationships. It is 
both foolish and irresponsible to do so by isolating the scholar from any outside 
contact under the guise of protecting academic freedom. 
Won't publicly acknowledged contacts with CIA hinder a scholar's access and freedom 
of inquiry overseas? I acknowledge this might be a problem for some individuals. 
Indeed, in some places around the world, all Americans are suspected of work
ing for CIA. However, many who have worked with us for years have not had 
any difficulty. 
Can't a colleague's contacts even with CIA analysts compromise an entire department? 
The university commvmity is a remarkably diverse one and I am sure that in many 
departments there are scholars who are involved in some sort of activity with 
which their colleagues disagree or which they do not support. So, again, this 
problem is not limited just to QA. Some form of reporting to the imiversity on 
such relationships that could be kept confidential would seem to me an appropriate 
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way to minimize this problem. My other observation, however, is that at some 
point some courage is called for. The freedom of those who do wish to consult 
with us can be infringed upon by the fears of their colleagues. We do not believe 
that working with your government to help bring about better informed policy 
is shameful; indeed, it should be a sotirce of pride and satisfaction. 

4. Isn't prepublication review tantamount to CIA censorship of independent ideas, opinions 
and judgements? No. Our review is only to ensure that no classified information 
is included in a book or article and that the text does not reveal intelligence sources 
and methods. We have no interest in altering the substance or conclusions of 
writings we review and take great care to avoid asking for such changes. And 
the fact is: we don't. Where a consultant has no access to classified information, 
there is no prepublication review. 

5. What about the view that CIA engages in covert action as well as collection and analysis 
and a variety of "immoral" acts and therefore association with any part of CIA is unac
ceptable? Activities at CIA are carried out within the law, with the approval of 
appropriate authorities, and with the oversight of the Congress. They are activi
ties mandated by ttie decisions of elected officials in both the Executive and Legis
lative branches. As we have seen recently Congress can and does deny funds 
for legal intelligence activities with which they disagree, thereby terminating such 
activities. 

Let me review the rules and policies of the analytical arm of CIA for dealing with 
the university community. 
— First, while Directorate of Intelligence presently has no contracts for classified 

research at any academic institution, we can and will let contracts for classified 
research where university rules permit, where appropriate facilities and circum
stances allow, and when a genuine need exists. 

— Second, when we contract for unclassified research, we spell out explicitly for 
the scholar the conditions governing use of that research. In some cases, the 
research will be done strictly for us, and we will be the only recipient. In other 
cases, once we have received the research and assured ourselves that the terms 
of the contract have been carried out, we will acquiesce in a scholar's request 
to publish a book or article drawing on that research. We do not commission or 
contract for books or articles. We are realistic about pressures on scholars to pub
lish, however, and, in order to attract some of the best people to work with us, 
we try to accommodate their desire to draw on unclassified research they have 
done for us for publication for their own purposes. And, finally, there are cases 
where we allow research done for us later to be published tmder the scholar's 
name without any prepublication review on our part. But in any of these circum
stances, our review is simply to ensure that the work we contracted to be done 
has been done, meets appropriate standards of quality and does not contain clas
sified information. 
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— Third, we also have looked again at the question of whether our funding of 
research that is subsequently used in a publication by a scholar should be openly 
acknowledged. There are several good reasons that argue against such an ap
proach, including tiie possibility of difficulty with a foreign goverrunent by vir
tue of acknowledged QA interest in its internal affairs; the possibility that 
acknowledged QA interest in a specific subject—such as the financial stability 
of a particular country—could affect the situation itself; and, finally, concern that 
readers might assume the scholar's conclusions were, in fact, CIA's. 

As a result of the controversy here at Harvard and expressions of concern about 
this policy, we reexamined this issue with considerable care. In the first place, 
there are certain circumstances under which disclosiure of our funding of research 
may be required, and we of course comply. Beyond this, we have decided that 
our interest in obtaining the cooperation of this country's scholars and allaying 
the misunderstandings and suspicions that have grown out of our earlier approach 
warrants at least some change in our policy. Accordingly, CIA will henceforth 
permit acknowledgement of our funding of research that is later independently 
published by a scholar unless (1) the scholar requests privacy or (2) we deter
mine that formal, public association of CIA with a specific topic or subject would 
prove damaging to the United States. Any acknowledgement of CIA funding 
would be accompanied by a statement to the effect that the views expressed are 
those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of CIA or of the US 
govenunent. I assume, of coiu-se, that universities also will press hard for public 
disclosure of other sources of funding for research. 

— Fourtii, we expect any scholar or individual who consults or works with us to 
abide fully by the rules of his or her home institution in terms of reporting the 
relationship with us. But, in our view, it is, in the first instance, the responsibili
ty of the institution to set such rules and to enforce them, and the responsibility 
of the scholar to comply. 

Consultation and cooperation with CIA on the problems this nation faces abroad 
do not threaten academic freedom. However, I believe that freedom of inquiry is 
limited, a desire to render public service sometimes tragically thwarted, and our na
tion disadvantaged, by those who would deny a scholar's willingness to work with 
the American intelligence service in assessing the world around us. 

The government carmot coerce any scholar to cooperate or work with the Depart
ment of Defense, Department of State, or CIA. By the same token, no scholar should 
be prevented by academic institutions or colleagues from doing so. And none should 
have to worry that his or her reputation will suffer because of a public-spirited, patri
otic willingness to help us better understand and forecast developments abroad af
fecting our national well-being and the forces that threaten our freedom. 
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A JsLcqujisiirdl W©av(E^ 
Life Iim The Tes^ltik MiHs 
by Eric Neil Lieberman 

In summer 1985, Eric Neil Lieberman '86, received an Institute of Politics Summer Research Award 
for research related to his senior thesis for the degree of Bachelor of Arts vnth honors in Social Studies 
from Harvard University. The Allowing is an edited excerpt from the thesis which was entitled, "A 
Jacquard Weave: Culture, Class, and the Union Movement at ]. P. Stevens' Textile Mills in Roanoke 
Rapids, North Carolina." It received a summa cum laudefrom the Committee on Degrees. This excerpt 
re^rs to a time prior to the purchase of the mills by /. P. Stevens. 

In 1928, the Simmons Mattress Company purchased all the cotton mills in Roanoke 
Rapids, two years after the death of Sam Patterson [President, General Manager, 
Treasurer for thirty years of three textile companies, popularly known as The Pat
terson Mills]. They relocated their Textile Division in Roanoke Rapids and began 
producing mattress ticking—the fabric which covers mattresses—along with the lit
tle pockets of cloth which they used to wrap the springs in their bedding. They con
tinued manufacturing jacquard-woven damask from the Rosemary Mills. 

Despite these superficial product changes, the period when the Simmons Com
pany owned the mills was marked by continuity. Patterson's presence in the town 
was replaced by another benevolent manager, Frank Camp Williams, a mill employee 
who had been recruited for his baseball skills and worked under Sam Patterson. 
An examination of work and community life during these years once again indi
cates the presence of a powerful working class subculture in both locuses. Inside 
the mills, the workers code of fairness continued to grant mill hands some leverage 
against management, and the code grew more complex. When Sam Patterson domi
nated the economic landscape, agrsirian values and work habits comprised the core 
of this working class subculture. The Simmons years marked the entrance of the 
second generation of workers into the mills; a generation one step removed from 
life on the farm. These workers acquired the mutualistic code on the job and added 
to it various shop floor practices which were derived from the industrial, not the 
agricultural experience. Furthermore, the Simmons Company retained its commit
ment to supporting the Roanoke Rapids commuiuty. The institutions they created 
represent some of the purest manifestations of the value scheme at the heart of 
Roanoke Rapids economy and sodely. In short, the harmonious relationship between 
preindustrial worker value schemes and industrial demands persisted. For a while, 
at least, the Simmons Company could leave the workers some degree of freedom 
to determine their own fate without sacrificing the profits necessary to keep their 
business running. Moody's Industrial Manual records that Simmons earned steady 
net incomes and paid consistent dividends to stockholders from 1949 to 1955. 

The process of textile manufacturing itself became a source for cultivating the spirit 
of reciprocity inside the mills. A Sinunons worker who had caught up his or her 
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job would assist a co-worker in catching up their job up as well. One weaver described 
a system which she had devised with another mill operative in the weave room. 
She would run both sets of looms for a period while her colleague rested, and then 
her friend would run both sets of looms. Therefore, workers were able to enjoy some 
autonomy at work from this practice of reciprocity. Fiuthermore, the personal at
tachment workers felt for their co-workers because they all lived in such close prox
imity exacerbated this tendency. As Nora Crouch, a warp tender, remembers. 

It was just like a big family. I mean you knew everybody, their children, their 
husbands, and their kinfolks. If s like my husband says, if one of 'em got be
hind and you were caught up, you'd automatically go help that person that 
was behind. I mean, you thought nothin of it. They were behind, you were 
caught up. Because you knew, one day sooner or later, you'd be behind too. 
And they would come and help you run your job. 

The practice of assisting co-workers during the day highlights the important evo
lution which working class culture experienced between the Patterson and the Sim
mons regimes. This second generation of laborers translated the previously agrarian 
ethical code into an industrial one. Now workers could acquire these cultural tools 
of control at work, without an agrarian past. They fostered this transformation by 
capitalizing on the nature of textile work which lent itself to cooperation. For exam
ple, if a doffer removed full bobbins from the spiiuting frame too early he or she 
would decrease a winder's production rate. If winders produced large cones of yam 
they would hinder the packers. In ottier rooms of mills, labor largely revolves around 
problem-solving. Workers come together to fix machines, yams, or fabrics in order 
to resume production. When everyone pools their knowledge emd works together 
problems are fixed faster, production is restored sooner, and everyone makes more 
money because of the increased output. A new and in many ways more powerful 
set of traditions developed from the industrial experience to grant workers some 
leverage in relation to the demand of industrial work. 

These traditions could only flourish within the context of loose supervision. For 
example, this practice of leaving a job to help a fellow employee required supervi
sors to permit employees some control over their own work. Supervisors of the Sim
mons Company received the highest praise from workers because they understood 
this practice derived from the nature of textile work—many having come up from 
the ranks into supervision—and permitted people the freedom to move about the 
mill. Supervision, then, also reinforced this mutualistic industrial code. Because mid
dle management had been steeped in this tradition of group problem-solving and 
helping their fellow workers before becoming supervisors, they carried the code with 
them into supervision and sanctioned its manifestations on the mill floor. They were 
vital for sustaining a vibrant worker-based subculture inside the mills. 

Another mechanism by which workers used their ethical code to condition indus-
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trial relations was the practice of quitting. Workers knew that supervision needed 
to keep a surplus of labor in the mills because this would prevent the mills from 
ever having too few workers to man operations in case someone got sick. In addi
tion, they realized the obUgations many supervisors felt to keep members of fami
lies whom they knew or families which were established in Roanoke Rapids miU 
society working. The ethical code of justice would not permit the mills to deny the 
worker his job back. By quitting, therefore, workers could rectify a problem without 
any real fear that they would lose their jobs. On the spot walk-offs represented an 
important source of control emanating from the cultural fairness obligations at the 
site of production. 

Finally, the preindustrial habit of working in intermittent bouts persisted, only 
now this practice was organized around an industrial institution—the dope wagon. 
The Simmons Company provided a refreshment cart called the dope wagon (dope 
is a Southern term for soda) which would pass through the alleys of machinery in 
the mills three times during a ten-hour shift. For the first shift the dope wagon would 
arrive in mid-moming, early afternoon, and late afternoon. Everyone took a break 
from work to buy refreshments off the dope wagon. The wagon sold soda, sand
wiches, cookies, and candy. The dope wagon's arrival was looked forward to with 
much anticipation because it provided much needed refreshment and rest from labor. 

The dope wagon illustrates how the code of fairness generated at work also en
couraged the company to take an active role in community. It represents one of the 
purest examples of the multualistic code which both workers and the company fol
lowed. The dope wagon made a great deal of money off workers. Instead of the 
company keeping the profits, they turned them back to the employees through two 
mechanisms. First, profits were kept in an accoimt which employees could tap if 
they were in financial trouble. For example, if a family came upon hard times they 
could go to the mills and ask for money from the dope wagon funds which the com
pany would then grant to them. Simmons understood that " . . . those people had 
large famiUes and all. It took everything they made to live from week to week. They 
couldn't save any money. Some of the older people more or less would have to stay 
with the children. There wasn't anything comin in at all." They provided a safety 
net through dope wagon profits to protect people who came upon imexpected finan
cial debts. 

Second, the Simmons Company used the money earned by the dope wagons to 
build recreation centers for the employees. Each mill village had a recreation center. 
They were available for people to use for parties, receptions, or meetings. These 
recreation centers became centers of mill social life in Roanoke Rapids. 

The most important community program for workers which the Simmons Com-
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pany contributed was the institution of a retirement plan at the mills. The Company 
would put a small percentage of a worker's salary into a personal retirement account 
each pay period. When a worker retired he would receive a monthly check from 
the company. The people valued highly the small amount of financial security which 
this retirement plan provided them. Without it, they faced the grim fate of retiring 
without any source of income, leaving them to burden financially their already 
strained family members. 

The history of work and community life in Roanoke Rapids during the Patterson 
regime and the Simmons Company ownership provides the necessary backdrop to 
understanding the transformations which P.J. Stevens wrought on the town when 
they purchased the mills in 1956. More important, it provides the context by which 
workers responses to those changes can be understood. The legacy of the Patterson 
and Simmons years of Roanoke Rapids life was a vital worker-created culture which 
permeated relations inside the mills and in the mill village. This axlture coincided, 
for the most part, with the profit motives at the heart of Patterson and Simmons 
management. Workers were given freedom to translate their notions of justice from 
their farming years into a series of practices at work which gave them some autono
my over their working lives. This code grew more complex during the Simmons years 
to include new traditions created entirely from the industrial experience. The mutu-
alistic standard of justice also motivated the company to provide workers with a 
ntmtber of community benefits. These benefits were returns for their hard work put 
in at the mills. 
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The Truth About Harvard 
by Lee Edwards 

The following is an edited version of a column which appeared in The Boston Globe on December 12, 
1985. Lee Edwards was a fall 1985 fellow of the Institute of Politics. 

Approaching its 350th anniversary. Harvard is no myth, but there are myths about 
Harvard. During my semester as a fellow at its Institute of Politics, I tried to sort 
out the more persistent ones. Some of the myths may strike you as slightly con
trived, but then so is reality—even at Harvard. 

Myth: Harvard is the most liberal university in America. Reality: Harvard should cer
tainly be included among the more liberal universities, but it is not numero uno. 
The University of California at Berkeley and the University of Michigan are more 
liberal in faculty and curriculum among the big schools, and such small colleges as 
Haverford and Oberlin are far more liberal in their official position on such issues 
as disinvestment in South Africa. 

However, Harvard got its liberal reputation the old-fashioned way—by earning 
it. Twenty years ago. Harvard flooded Washington with Hberals like Arthur 
Schlesinger Jr. and John K. Galbraith; later, it sent Henry Kissinger. Today, in 
response to the changed political climate, it has moderated its liberalism and points 
to the conservative presence of such men as Prof. Samuel Huntington, director of 
the Center for International Affairs, the school's largest foreign affairs institute; Mark 
Lagon, president of the Harvard Republican Qub , the largest student organization 
on campus, and Tom Firestone, editor of the feisty conservative newspaper. The 
Harvard Salient. 

Is it the best? 
Myth: Harvard is the best university in America. Reality: It depends on what you mean 

by "university." A 1985 survey of 800 college presidents by US News & World Rqjort 
reveals that the top-ranking undergraduate school is . . . (alarums and flourishes) 
Stanford, followed by Harvard and Yale tied for second. A close fourth was Prince
ton. However, I believe that when you cor\sider all of the undergraduate and graduate 
schools and facilities of these four universities. Harvard emerges as the champion. 

Myth: Harvard has the most brilliant students in America. Reality: As one senior 
remarked to me, "The most difficult thing about Harvard is getting in ." Yes, the 
great majority of the students are very intelligent and invariably possess superior 
talent. But the intellectual rigor at Harvard is no more—and, in some cases, less— 
than at other schools. Substantiation lies in the fact that an estimated 98 percent 
of the freshman class graduates. That kind of percentage is simply not possible un
less there is an understanding between administration, faculty and student body 
to keep marginal students who would, at some other school, be given their walking 
papers. 
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Myth: Everyone at Harvard is proud that he or she is at Harvard. Reality: I have seen 
students with T-shirts or sweatshirts proclaiming their allegiance to Villanova, SMU, 
UCLA, Yale, Slippery Rock Teachers College, the Celtics, the Socialist Workers Party, 
and the Adam Smith Society. The only people who wear Harvard T-shirts are fresh
men in their first two weeks, or alumni. 

Why? A young man recently wrote Miss Manners that when he revealed his Har
vard affiliation he received one of three reactions: (1) "You must be rich." (2) "You 
must be a brain." (3) "Wow, should I get on my knees and worship you?" 

Given that many students at Harvard are not rich (about two-thirds receive finan
cial aid to cover the $16,000 annual cost), 95 percent are too cool to admit they are 
a brain, and 99.9 percent do not want to be worshiped, they are driven to the most 
extraordinary subterfuges to avoid admitting attendance at the school they worked 
so hard to get into in the first place. 

Myth: Harvard cares about the perrtuinent things—ideas, principles, philosophy, Veritas. 
Reality: Harvard is one of the most fiercely entrepreneurial institutions I have ever 
seen. It would be right at home in Hong Kong, the laissez-faire capital of the world, 
where everything has its price. At Harvard, the variation is that anything can be 
studied, examined and written about if you can get the grant money. In that sense. 
Harvard is a libertarian's paradise. 

Myth: Harvard is not a place but a state of mind. Reality: Harvard is both a place and 
a state of mind, the most elitist educational institution in America inviting the presi
dent of the United States to address its 350th anniversary ceremonies, but denying 
him an honorary degree on a transparent legal technicality, admitting only 1600 fresh
men and turning away over 11,000 other applicants, offering the most modem scien
tific and medical equipment, along with the ghosts of John F. Kennedy, Theodore 
Roosevelt, John Adams and John Reed, sometimes acting like Bruce Springsteen and 
other times like The New Yorker's Eustace Tilley. 

Myth: Harvard has no room for card-carrying conservatives. Reality: Although I felt 
a little like Indiana Jones entering the Forbidden City when I first arrived, I quickly 
learned I was not the only right-thinking person on campus. Conservatives are far 
from a majority, but they do constitute a strong minority. Harvard, and especially 
the Kennedy School of Government, is sensitive to the prevailing winds out of 
Washington, and is begirming to react, reluctantly, I would say, but realistically. 

I enjoyed my stay at Harvard and the Institute of Politics immensely. And I will 
be watching with great interest to see if, in pursuance of its motto, "Veritas," Har
vard allows more conservatives, not just a token handful, to lecture and teach there. 
Harvard need not fear a sigiiificant conservative presence any more than the Soviet 
Union need fear the entry of himdreds and thousands of American students, profes
sors, artists and writers. After all, if you know the truth, you shall be free. 
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ADMINISTRATION AND 
ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

Administration and Staff 
Derek Curtis Bok, president, Harvard University 
Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Jonathan Moore, director. Institute of Politics 

Jeffrey Abramson, research fellow, fall '85 
Christopher Arterton, research fellow, fall '85 
Heniy E. Brady, research fellow 
Elizabeth Bussiere, research assistant, Markle Project, summer '85 
Elizabeth A. Coulter, receptionist, fall '85 
Theresa Donovan, fellows program coordinator 
Sarah W. Famsworth, Forum coordinator 
Sharon Keady, Forum assistant 
Anne Doyle Kenney, internship program and publications coordinator 
Leslie Martin, receptionist, spring '86 
William G. Mayer, research assistant 
Mary F. McTigue, assistant director 
Wendy M. O'Donnell, research coordinator, Markle Project, fall '85; 

special assistant to the director, spring '86 
Diane C. Pliner, secretary to the director 
Andrew W. Robertson, special assistant to the director, winter '86 
Karen E. Skelton, research assistant, Markle Project, summer '85 
Charles Trueheart, associate director 
Sonia Wallenbeig, study groups coordinator 
Susan A. Wunderlee, media services coordinator 
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Administration and Advisory Committees 

The Senior Advisory Committee 
Ronald H. Brown 
Barber B. Conable, Jr. 
John C. Culver 
Mrs. Katharine Graham 
Milton S. Gwirtzman 
Edward M. Kennedy 
John Kennedy 
George C. Lodge 
Robert S. McNamara 
Warren Rudman 
Shirley WUUams 

The Faculty Advisory Comimittee 
Francis M. Bator, professor of political economy and chairman of the 

Ph.D. committee of the public policy program, chair 
Samuel H. Beer, Eaton Professor of the Science of Government, Emeritus 
Hale Champion, executive dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Robert M. Coles, professor of psychiatry and medical humanities 
Philip B. Heymann, professor of law 
Staidey H. Hoffmann, C. Douglas Dillon Professor of the Civilization of France 
Jonathan Moore, director, Institute of Politics, ex-officio 
Mark H. Moore, Daniel & Florence Guggenheim Professor of 

Criminal Justice Policy and ^4anagement 
Richard E. Neustadt, Lucius N. Littauer Professor of Public Administration 
Daniel Steiner, vice president and general counsel to the University 
Robert B. Stobaugh, professor of business administration 
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The Student Program 

The Student Advisory Committee (SAC) 
Peter Gelfman, chair, fall 
David Michael, vice chair, fall 
David Michael, chair, spring 
D. Hannah Taylor, vice chair, spring 

Committee Chairs were; 

Commimications 
Theresa Amato, fall 
AnnoT Ackah and 
John DeFigueiredo, spring 

Fellows 
Tiena Bristol, fall 
Claire Fleming, spring 

Internships 
D. Hannah Taylor, fall 
Eric A. Berman, spring 

Projects 
Tony West, fall 
Kim Gutschow, spring 

Study Groups 
Laurence Belfer and 
Michael Zubrensky, fall 
Dane Smith, spring 

Summer Research Awards 
Christine Chambers 

Visiting Fellows 
Kris Kobach, fall 
Jeffrey Bartel, spring 

SAC Members were: 

Annor Ackah '89 
Theresa A. Amato '85/86 
Jeffrey Bartel '88 
Laurence Belfer '88 
Eric A. Berman '88 
Ralph Brescia KSG 
Trena Bristol '87 
Christine Chamt>ers '87 
Peter Qark '86 
Claudia Cummins '88 
John DeFigueiredo '88 
Leah Dickerman '86 

Jean Engelmayer '86 
aaire Fleming '88 
Peter Gelfman '85/86 
Kim Gutschow '88 
Mark Halperin '87 
LaVaughn Henry G5AS 
Kris Kobach '88 
David Laibson '88 
Gregory McCurdy '87 
David Michael '87 
Eric Mindich '88 

Kirk Nahra HLS 
Man Nakachi '87 
Jill Neptune '88 
Jose Pierluisi '88 
Mark Pine KSG 
Cynthia Rice '87 
Dane Smith '88 
D. Hannah Taylor '87 
Carmen Torruella '87 
Tony West '87 
Michael Zubrensky '88 
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Student Study Groups 
Fall 1985 

"The New American West" 
John J. Casserly, fellow, Institute of Politics; editorial writer/columnist. 

The Arizona Republic 

Guests: 
Mitchell Snow, staff assistant to the assistant secretary for water and science, 

U. S. Department of the Interior 
Frank Ducheneaux, counselor of Indian Affairs, Interior Committee, 

U, S. House of Representatives 
Donald Hodel, secretary, U. S, Department of the Interior 
Ted Schwinden, Governor of Montana 

"Television News: What's Wrong With This Picture?" 
Richard M. Cohen, fellow. Institute of Politics; former producer, 

CBS Evening News 

Guests: 
Fred W. Friendly, former president, CBS News 
Judy Woodruff, correspondent, MacNeil/Lehrer Newshour 
Ken Bode, national political correspondent, NBC News 
Martin Schram, correspondent. The Washington Post 
David Gelber, producer, "60 Minutes," CBS News 

"Reagan and the Conservative Movement: Past, Present and Future" 
Lee Edwards, fellcfw, Institute of Politics; former editor. Conservative Digest 

Guests: 
Richard A, Viguerie, president. The Viguerie Company, Falls Church, Virginia 
Mary Elizabeth Lewis, president, Lewis and Company, Washington, D. C. 
Charlie Black, president. Black, Momfort, Stone & Atwater, Alexandria, Virginia 
Joseph Sobran, senior editor. National Review 
Edward H. Crane, president, Cato institute, Washington^ D. C. 
Ben Hart, director of programs. The Heritage Foundation, Washington, D. C. 
Morton Blackwell, president. The Leadership Institute, Springfield, Virginia 

"The New Political Rhetoric" 
Paul D. Erickson, Charles Warren Fellow, Harvard University; 

chief speechwnter, campaign for Toby Moffett for Governor of Connecticut 
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Guests: 
John DeVillars, special assistant to Massachusetts Governor Michael S. Dukakis 
Jeremy Rosnei, chief speechwriter to Senator Gary Hart 
Mark Davis, chief speechwriter. National Republican Committee 
Kenneth Khachigian, speechwriter for President Reagan 

"The Art of Persuasion: Political Writing Workshop" 
Hendrik Hertzberg, fellow, Institute of Politics; contributing editor. 

The New RepubUc 
Charles Trueheart, associate director. Institute of Politics; magazine columnist, 

USA Today 
No guests 

"South Africa—What Nature of Change?" 
Adam Klein, labor/management consultant; former general secretary, 

Garment Workers Union of South Africa 
Guests: 

John Matisonn, free-lance foreign correspondent, Washington, D. C. 
Mark Orkin, deputy director, Institute of Race Relations, Johannesburg 
Jerrit Olivier, professor. Department of Foreign Affairs, University of Pretoria 
Richard Steyn, editor. Natal Witness, South Africa 
Themba Vilikazi, representative of African National Congress, Boston 

"Defense: How Much Is Enough?" 
Robert Murray, director. National Security Programs, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Mark Cancian, assistant director. National Security Programs, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Guests: 
David S. C. Chu, director. Program Analysis and Evaluation, 

office of the secretary, U. S. Department of Defense 
Captain Arthur Cebrowski, office of the Chief of Naval Operations, 

United States Navy 
Brigadier General James Shufelt, deputy director for operations. 

Defense Intelligence Agency 
Albert Camesale, academic dean and professor of public policy, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Larry Smith, former director, Center for Science and Interrmtional Affairs, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
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Robert Komer, former U. S. Ambassador to NATO 
Pierre Sprey, political consultant, Arlington, Virginia 

"Religion and Political Activism in America" 
Walter R. Murray, Jr., pastor. Metropolitan Baptist Church, Boston; 

Master of Divinity candidate, Harvard Divinity School 
Guests: 

Rev. Fred Shuttlesworth, pastor, Greater New Light Church, Cincinatti 
Rev. Jack Mendelsohn, pastor, Unitarian-Universalist Church, 

Bedford, Massachusetts 
Leonard Zakim, executive director. New England Anti-Defamation League 
Cal Thomas, syndicated columnist 
Anthony Podesta, executive director. People for the American Way 
Rev. Robert Drinan, professor, Georgetown University Law Center 

"Mobilizing the Electorate" 
Karen Paget, fellow. Institute of Politics; former executive 4i^ector, 

The Youth Project, Washington, D. C. 
Guests: 

Curtis Gans, director. Committee for the Study of the American Electorate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Willie Velasquez, director, Southwest Voter Registration Education Project 
Miles Rapoport, Connecticut state legislator 
John Wilson, fellow, Institute of Politics 
Thomas Edsall, staff reporter. The Washington Post 
Hulbert James, director. Citizenship Education Fund, Washington, D. C. 
Nikki Heideprlem, director. Women's Vote Analysis, Washington, D. C. 

"The Politics of Aging" 
Barbara Patton, fellow. Institute of Politics; member. 

New York State Assembly 
Guests: 

Paul Harenberg, member. New York State Assembly 
Katherine Villers, executive director. The Villers Foundation, Boston 
Alan Hevesi, member, New York State Assembly 
Eugene Callender, director. New York State Office for the Aging 
Sheila Clemon-Carp, special assistant, Massachusetts Office of Elder Affairs 

"Encounters with Third World Development" 
Donald R. Snodgrass, fellow. Harvard Institute of International Development 
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Guests: 
Joseph J. Stem, executive director. Harvard Institute for Interruitional Development 
Cedl Rajana, head, economic division, Ministry of finance, Guyana 
George Camer, chief, policy planning division, office of development planning, 

Africa Bureau, U. S. Agency for International Development 
Muhammed fGian Achigzai, chief, planning arui development division. 

Ministry of Planning, Pakistan 
Alicia Szandiuch, latin America credit officer for Colombia, 

Panama and Central America, Bank of Boston 
Tan Wai Kuen, deputy manager, economics department. Bank Negara Malaysia 
David Maybury-Lewis, president. Cultural Survival, Inc., Peabody Museum, 

Harvard University 
Rainer Steckhan, director, country programs department, 

latin America and the Caribbean, The World Bank, Washington, D. C. 
Frands Carbah, section head. National Investment Commission, Liberia 
Jeffrey Ashe, senior associate director, ACCION International, Boston 
Lukas Hendrata, director. Prosperous In(hnesia Foundation 
David Cole, coordinator of financial and banking studies. 

Harvard Institute for International Development 
Radhames Mehia, executive vice rector. Catholic University, 

Madre y Maestra, Dominican Republic 
Marguerite Robinson, fellow. Harvard Institute for Interrmtional Development 

"Inside American Intelligence" 
Gregoiy F. Treverton, lecturer in public policy, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Guests: 

Arthur Hulnick, public liaison. Central Intelligence Agency, Washington, D. C. 
Ray S. Cline, senior advisor, Georgetown Center for Strategic and 

International Studies, Washington, D. C 
John Eliflf, staff. Select Committee on Intelligence, U. S. Senate Washington, D. C. 
William Miller, former staff director. Select Committee on Intelligence, U. S. Senate 
Stephen Flanagan, executive director. Center for Science and International Affairs, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
John Greaney, executive director. Association of Former Intelligence Officers, 

McLean, Virginia 
Albert Camesale, academic dean and professor of public policy, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Genera] William Odom, director. National Security Agency, Fort Meade, Maryland 
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"Urban Politics: A Changing Challenge" 
John A. Wilson, fellow. Institute of Politics; member, 

city council. District of Columbia 

Guests: 
Phyllis Jones, executive director, Democratic State Committee, Yiashington, D. C. 
Richard Eisen, attorney for housing issues, Washington, D. C. 
Philip Dearborn, vice president. Greater Washington Research Center, 

Washington, D. C. 
Wesley Watkins, executive director, ACLU District Chapter, Washington, D. C. 
Cheryl Fish, legislative specialist. Legal Counsel for the Elderly, Washington, D. C. 
Thomas Downs, deputy mayor for operations, Washington, D. C. 

Spring 1986 

"Germany and the World" 
David Anderson, Warburg Professor of International Relations, Simmons College 
James A. Cooney, executive director, McCloy-German Scholars Program 

and adjunct lecturer, John f. Kennedy School of Government 
Guests: 

Dieter Zeisler, Minister of State, German Foreign Office 
Jeffrey Herf, associate. Center for International Affairs, Harvard University 
Anna Otto Hallensleben, McCloy Scholar, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Wayne Merry, head of the Berlin/German Democratic Republic Desk, 

U. S. Department of State 
Dieter Dettke, executive director, Friedrich Ebert Foundation, Washington, D. C. 
Harry Gilmore, director. Office of Central European Affairs, 

U. S. Department of State 
Gunther Noetzold, professor of economics, Leipzig University 
Freimut Duve, member. West German Parliament 

"Workshop in Negotiation" 
Andrew Clarkson, associate. Harvard Negotiation Project, Harvard Law School 

No guests 

"Corporate Crime and Corporate Criminals" 
Lovida H. Coleman, Jr., fellow, Institute of Politics; 

former special assistant to the United States Attorney General 
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Guests: 
WiUiam Weld, United States Attorney, Boston 
Terry P. Segal, attorney, Segal, Moran & Feinberg, Boston 

"Challenges for Space Policy" 
Paul Doty, director emeritus. Center for Science and Intematiorud Affairs, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Guests: 
Geoige Field, professor of applied astronomy. Harvard University 
Ashton Carter, associate director. Center for Science and International Affairs, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Jack Ruina, professor of electrical engineering. Center for Defense and 

Arms Control Studies, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Charles A. Zraket, chief executive officer. The MITRE Corporation, 

Bedford, Massachusetts 

"Political Strategy: Components, Development and Implementation" 
Nanette Falkenbeig, fellow. Institute of Politics; former executive director. 

National Abortion Rights Action League 
Guests: 

Dotty Lynch, political editor, CBS News 
Ellen Goodman, syndicated columnist. The Boston Globe 
Paul Tully, director. Citizens for a Democratic Majority, Washington, D. C. 
Robert Schafer, political consultant 
Anna Trask, former field coordinator, NARAL 

"Ethical Dilemmas in Public Policy Decision Making" 
Mary Jane Gibson, Massachusetts State Representative 

(D-Belmont and East Arlington) 
Elliot Schrage, candidate for joint degree in law and public policy, 

Harvard University Law School and John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Guests: 

Barney Frank, U. S. Representative (D-MA) 
Howard Simons, curator. The Nieman Fouruiation for Journalism, 

Harvard University 
Rev. William Sloane Coffin, pastor. Riverside Church, New York 
Michael Barrrett, candidate for Massachusetts State Sermte 
Geoige Annas, professor of social ethics, Boston University 
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"Federal Budget Policy: Process, Politics, Substance" 
Susan J. Irving, fellow. Institute of Politics; former legislative director, 

U. S. Senator Max Baucus (D-MT) 
Guests: 

James Verdier, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Charles L. Schultze, senior fellow, The Brookings Institution, Washington, D. C. 
Roger B. Porter, professor of government and business, 

John f. Kennedy School of Government 
William Hoagland, staff director, U. S. Senate Budget Committee 
Linda Wertheimer, correspondent, 'National Public Radio 
Howard Fineman, chief political correspondent, Newsweek 
Robert J. Leonard, chief tax counsel, Ways and Means Committee, 

U. S. House of Representatives 

"The American Farm Crisis" 
Kathleen Sullivan Kelley, fellow, Institute of Politics; 

former Colorado State Representative 
Guests: 

Marita Crossland, chair, Colorado Rural Crisis Center 
William Glover, executive director, Colorado Rural Crisis Hotline 
Richard Margolis, author/journalist; former director. National Rural Voter Project 
James Corcoran, author/journalist 
John Perry Barlow, president, Wyoming Outdoor Council 
Wes Jackson, founder, land Institute, Salina, Kansas 
John Stencil, president, Rocky Mountain Farmers Union 
Dan Levitas, issues director, Prairiefire, Des Moines, Iowa 

"Who Should Decide War and Peace?" 
William G. Miller, fellow. Institute of Politics; former staff director, 

U. S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
Guests: 

Lawrence Shubow, district court judge, Brookline, Massachusetts 
W. Taylor Reveley III, author. War Powers of the President and Congress 
Jeremey J. Stone, director, Federation of American Scientists 
David Aaron, deputy national security advi^r. Carter Administration 
Carl Kaysen, professor of economics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Richard Moose, former assistant secretary for African Affairs, 

U. S. Department of State 
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"The Challenge to Power in the Middle East" 
Henry Precht, foreign service officer; diplomat-in-residence, 

Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University 
Guests: 

Bernard Avishai, author, The Tragedy of Zionism 
Yakir Plessner, professor of economics, Hebrew University, Tel Aviv 
Yoram Peri, political analyst for Davan, Tel Aviv 
Hanna Batatu, author. The Old Social Qasses and the 

Revolutionary Movement of Iraq 
Raymond Baker, author, Egypt's Uncertain Revolution 
Haifa Baramki, administrator, Bir Zeit College (West Bank) 
Afif Safieh, visiting scholar. Center of International Affairs, Harvard University 
Feroz Ahmad, author, Turkish Experiment in Democracy 
Mansour Farhang, former Iranian Ambassador to the United Nations 
John Yemma, correspondent. Christian Science Monitor 
Mark Hambley, foreign service officer 
Samir Khalaf, author. Persistence and Change in 19th Century Lebanon 

"Lobbying: Can We All Get Equal Access?" 
Keith Stroup, director of government relations, 

Massachusetts Council on the Arts and Humanities 
Guests: 

Mindy Lubber, program director, MASSPIRG, Boston 
Norman Zinberg, professor, Harvard Medical School 
Chris Black, member, editorial board. The Boston Globe 
Peggy Charren, director. Action for Children's Television, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
Peter Emerson, president, Media 2000, New York, New York 
David Scondras, Boston City Councillor 
Kevin Zeese, National Director, National Organization for the 

Reform of Marijuana 

"The Art of Advance Work" 
Gerald T. Vento, fellow, Institute of Politics; former special assistant 

to President Jimmy Carter 
Guests: 

John Ashford, senior vice president, Reese Communications Companies, 
Rosslyn, Virginia 

Lawrence Walsh, senior vice president/government affairs, 
Hill & Knowlton, Inc. 
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Joseph Peyronnin, deputy bureau chief, CBS News, Washington, D.C. 
Samuel A. Vitali, lawyer, Gilligan & Vitali, Lynn, Massachusetts 
David Nyhan, columnist. The Boston Globe 
Edward Flynn, special agent, United States Secret Service 
James Fitton, special agent, United States Secret Service 
Terry Cuiley, director of public affairs. New York Public Pmver Authority 
Marc Chimes, president. Chimes Communications, Washington, D. C. 
Thomas J. Manton, U. S. Congressman, (D-NY) 
David E. Springer, administrative assistant, office of Congressman Thomas J. Manton 

"Nuts and Bolts of a PoUtical Campaign" 
Jack Walsh, partner, Murphine and Walsh, Washington, D.C. 

Guests: 
Alan Stem, director of management information systems, Boston 
Allen Clobridge, partner, Murphine and Walsh, Washington, D. C. 
Jack Coirigan, assistant to chief secretary John Sasso, office of 

Massachusetts Governor Michael S. Dukakis 
Ralph Murphine, senior partner, Murphine and Walsh, Washington, D. C. 

"Poverty: Who Suffers? Who Pays?" 
Constance W. Williams, chief policy analyst, executive office of 

human resources. Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Preston N. Williams, Houghton Professor of Theology and Contemporary Change, 

Harvard Divinity School 
Guests: 

David Gil, professor of social policy, Brandeis University 
Jose Perez, assistant secretary of minority business, executive office of 

economic affairs. Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Deborah Weinstein, executive director, Massachusetts Human Services Coalition 
Jo Anne Eccher, director. Project Bread Hunger Hotline, Boston 
Thomas Glynn, deputy director, department of public welfare, 

Commonzoealth of Massachusetts 
Bailus Walker, commissioner of public health, Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

"The Supreme Court and American Political Life" 
Howard C. Yourow, visiting researcher. Harvard Law School 

Guests: 
Paul Freund, professor emeritus. Harvard Law School 
Nancy Gertner, attorney, Silverglate, Gertner, Baker, Fine & Good, Boston 
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Abram Chayes, professor. Harvard law School 
Stephen G. Bieyer, i^ge, U. S. Court of Appeals for First Circuit, Boston 
Herbert Wilkins, judge. Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts 
Lani Guinier, attorney, NAACP Legal Defense Fund 
Alan Dershowitz, professor. Harvard Law School 
Fred Graham, former Supreme Court correspondent, CBS News 
Archibald Cox, professor emeritus. Harvard Law School 

Summer Research Awards 
Each year the Institute offers a limited number of Summer Research 

Awards to Harvard undergraduates for fieldwork contributing to senior 
honors theses or comparable projects relating to American politics and public 
policy issues. 

The 1985 recipients and their topics were: 

Avalyn Castillo '86 (Government): "U.S.-Mexican Relations Along 
the Texas-Mexican Border" 

Pauline Chen '86 (East Asian Studies): "Health Care Policy and 
the Asian American Elderly" 

Lloyd Gruber '86 (Social Studies): "Public Policy and Prison Reform: 
Impact of Federal Intervention on Prison Management in Southeastern U. S." 

Brian Hall '86 (Economics): "Homelessness: An Economic Analysis 
with Public Policy Implications" 

Kenneth Chong Min Lee '86 (Economics): "Impact of Health 
Maintenance Type on Economic Efficiency and Equity" 

Eric Lieberman '86 (Social Studies): "Trade Union Organization 
in the South: An Oral History Case Study off. P. Stevens" 

Deanne Loonin '85/'86 (Social Studies): "Congress, Hunger 
and Food Stamps" 

Thomas Sarakatsannis '85/'86 (American History/Government): 
"Analysis of the Historical Development of the Vice President as an 
Institution Since 1941" 

Damon Silvers '86 (Social Studies): "Race, Class and Popular Politics: 
Richmond, Virginia (1840-1865)" 

Public Affairs Internships 
In support of student participation in public sector internships, the Insti

tute offers several services to Harvard undergraduates: 
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• In conjunction with the Office of Career Services, the Institute provides 
a jobs clearinghouse, where students can learn about internship and em
ployment opportunities in all aspects of politics and public affairs. 

• Each year the Institute awards a number of summer internship stipends 
to students with financial need who might otherwise be unable to ac
cept public sector internships. 

• The Institute sponsors the annual Summer-in-Washington Program. Dur
ing the spring, the program helps students find summer housing in the 
capital. During the summer, it brings together Harvard students work
ing in Washington for a variety of intellectual, social and athletic activities. 

• The Institute also offers a Summer-in-Boston Program, arranging speak
ers, social events and excursions to places of political interest for Har
vard students in the Boston area during the Harvard Summer School 
session. 

• Each semester, the Institute sponsors job counseling seminars for un
dergraduates interested in public sector internships. Seminars feature 
several participants familiar with internships — availability, requirements, 
hiring practices — including an imdergraduate with previous internship 
experience. 

• Internship workshops sponsored by the Institute draw on the expertise 
of congressional staffers and others with experience supervising interns, 
focusing on skills needed by the intern. Topics include expectations of 
the employer and of the intern, writing skills, office protocol, opportu
nities for job enhancement and advancement, and resources available 
in the Washington, D. C. area. 

• The Institute's Extemship Program provides opportunities for students 
to accompany public sector professionals through an average work day 
during the week of spring semester break. Undergraduates are paired 
with people in government, media and independent public sector agen
cies to witness first-hand the daily mechanics and intricacies of the work 
life of such professionals. 

Summer Internship Stipend Program 
In 1985, the following students received Institute stipends enabling them 

to intern during the summer with a wide range of organizations, as listed: 
Daniel Rhame Abbasi '86: office of Strategic Technology Affairs, 

U, S. Department of State, Washington, D. C. 
Rebecca E. Bradshaw '87: office of Senator John Kerry (D-MA), 

U. S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 
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Neal Brady '87: The Hovmrd Area Community Center, Chicago, Illinois 
John H. Chuang '87: Environmental Defense fund, New York 
WiUiam P. Corbett, Jr. '88: office of Senator Edward M.Kennedy (D-MAl 

Boston, Massachusetts 
Cecilia V. Estolano '87: The Mexican American Legal Defense and 

Education Fund, Los Angeles, California 
Ruth Gelfarb '87: Migrant Farmivorkers Division, Legal Aid Bureau, Inc., 

Salisbury, Maryland 
Laura E. Gomez '86: The MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour, Arlington, Virginia 
Claire Jean Kim '87: Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, 

Baltimore, Maryland 
Hyun Kim '86: Massachusetts Fair Share, Boston, Massachusetts 
Paul TaeHo Kim '88: Environmental Initiative, Boston, Massachusetts 
Linda Marie Lau '86: Department of Social Services and Housing, 

Child Protective Services, Honolulu, Hawaii 
Ming Lo '86: office of Senator John Heinz (R-PA), U. S. Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
Sherry H. Mandelbaum '86: National Conference on Soviet Jewry, 

Washington, D. C. 
Michael Middleton '87: office of Congressman Nicholas Mavroules (D~MA), 

U. S. House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Mark D. Nielson '86: office of Representative Silvio O. Conte (R-MA), 

U. S. House of Representatives, Washington, D, C. 
Mary Lou Pickel '86: Department of Educational Affairs, Organization 

of American States, Washington, D. C. 
James E. Tahim, Jr. '86: office of corporation counsel/juvenile section. 

Government of the District of Columbia 
Eileen Tnijillo '86: office of Senator Jeff Bingamen (D-NM) 

U. S. Senate, Washington, D. C. 

The Summer-in-Washington Program 
The 1985 Summer-in-Washington Program was coordinated by Martha 

A. l^nnick '85/'86. In addition to developing and compiling substantial 
information on housing opportuiuties for Harvard students spending the 
summer in Washington, the program sponsored a wide-ranging series of 
activities which included: 

•Discussions with: 
Mark Talisman, director. Council of Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds; 

advisor, Summer-in-Washington Program; former fellow, Institute of 
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Politics, on "An Insider's View of the Way Congress Works" 
Lehman Li, deputy assistant director for economic affairs. Office of 

Policy Development, The White House, on "Domestic Policy" 
Ben Bradlee, executive editor. The Washington Post 
Patricia Schroeder, U. S. representative (D-CO); member. Armed Services, 

Post Office and Civil Service, Judiciary Committees, Select Committee on 
Children, Youth, and Families and co-chair. Congressional Caucus 
for Women's Issues 

Alexander Iliechev, second secretary, Embassy of the U.S.S.R. 
Sam Gejdenson, U. S. representative (D-CT), member, Foreign Affairs, 

Interior and Insular Affairs committees 
Caspar Weinberger, secretary, U. S. Department of Defense 
Christopher Dodd, U. S. senator (D-CT), member Foreign Relations committee 
John Kerry, U, S. senator, (D-MA), member, labor and Human Resources, 

Foreign Relations and Small Business committees 
Mary Hadar, style editor. The Washington Post 
Yosef Lamdan, counselor for congressional affairs. Embassy of Israel 
Howard Fineman, chief political correspondent, Newsweek 
Edward M. Kennedy, U. S. senator (D-MA), member. Labor and Human 

Resources, Judiciary, Joint Economic, and Armed Services committees 
Doug Feith, deputy assistant secretary for negotiations policy, 

U. S. Department of Defense, on "Arms Control" 
Danny Boggs, deputy secretary, U, S. Department of Energy 
Constance Homer, director, Office of Personnel Management, The White House 
C. Everett Koop, M.D,, U. S. surgeon general 
Jack W. Leslie, media consultant; executive vice president, 

David Savn/er & Associates, on "Media and Politics" 

• Other activities included: 
A wine and cheese reception with University of Pennsylvania students on 

Capitol Hill, attended by U. S. Representative Barney Frank (D-MA) and 
U. S. Representative Thomas Foglietta (D-PA) 

Softball games against teams from University of Pennsylvania, University 
of California/Berkeley, Michigan State, Brown, Princeton, Stanford and 
Yale Universities, and the office of Speaker of the House of Representa
tives Thomas P. O'Neill 

A picnic with former fellows of the Institute of Politics 
A picnic at Montrose Park with students from University of Pennsylvania, 
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U.C./Berkeley, Michigan State, Princeton, Smith, and Stanford Univer
sities 

Tours of the State Department, several embassies, the West Wing of the 
White House, the Capitol and underground at the Lincoln Memorial 

The Cracker Jack Old Timers Baseball Qassic at R. F. K. Stadium 
A boat cruise on the Potomac with students from fifteen universities 
Ride-for-Life, 33 Harvard students riding bicycles across country to raise 

money for OXFAM were welcomed at a rally attended by many Summer-
in-Washington Program participants 

The Summer-in-6oston Program 
The 1985 Summer-in-Boston program, coordinated by Miriam Cardozo 

'85 in conjunction with the Harvard Summer School session, included: 
An introductory meeting and reception at the Institute of Politics 
Public addresses and discussion meetings with: 

Robert Gaudet, campaign consultant, on "Candidate Packaging" 
Gail Harris, co-anchor of "The Ten O'Clock News," WGBH-TV Boston, 
on "The Media and The People" 
Hendrik Hertzberg, fellow of the Institute of Politics, on "Inside 

the Carter White House" 
John Pinney, executive director. Institute for Smoking Behavior 

and Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government, on "Smoking 
and Public Policy" 

Uri Ra'anan, professor, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, on 
"Terrorism: The Problem and The Response" 

James B. King, senior vice president for public affairs. Northeastern 
University, on "Campaigning in the 1980s" 

George Bachrach, Massachusetts state senator (D-Middlesex/Suffolk) 
on '"What the State Legislature is All About" in conjunction with 
a tour of the Massachusetts State House 

A visit to the museimi at the John Fitzgerald Kennedy library, co-sponsored 
by the Harvard Summer School 

Fall Seminar and Spring Workshop 
A fall 1985 seminar designed to provide general information on public 

sector internships and a spring 1986 workshop designed to provide advice 
and information for students planning to intern in public sector agencies 
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in their home communities, in Washington, D. C. or elsewhere, were spon
sored by the Internship Committee on December 5,1985 and April 8,1986, 
respectively. 

liie December seminar was moderated by Claudia Cummins '88, mem
ber of the Internships Committee and featured Lee Edwards, fellow of the 
Institute of Politics and director. Institute on Political Journalism, Geor
getown University; Nancy Spadorcia, director, Massachusetts Internship 
Office; Scott Atherton, pubUc service counselor. Office of Career Services, 
Harvard University; and Daniel Abbasi '86, summer 1985 intern, U. S. 
Department of State. The seminar addressed such issues as the definition 
of an internship, how and where to apply, and provided other useful tips 
for imdergraduates interested in being an intern. 1985 Summer-in-
Washington program coordinator, Martha A. Winnick '85-'86, provided 
insights on life in summertime Washington, D. C. 

The April workshop was moderated by Eric A. Berman '88,. internships 
committee chair and again featured Lee Edwards who addressed such is
sues as the duties and responsibilities of the intern, expectations, office pro
tocol and necessary skills. Shawn MacDonald, 1986 Summer-in-Washington 
program coordinator, provided information about the program and practi
cal advice on daily life in Washington. Claudia Cummins^ '88, former con
gressional intern, addressed issues relevant to students interning on Capitol 
Hill. 

Extemships 
During spring break 1986 twenty-one one-day extemships were arranged, 

pairing undergraduates and public sector professionals, giving students the 
opportunity to observe and participate in the daily rounds of their hosts. 
Extemship hosts included: 

Jim Aidala, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress 
Don Arbuckle, Office of Management and Budget, Washington, D. C. 
Chuck Crouse, State House reporter, WEEl Newsradio, Boston 
G. Sandra Fisher, acting deputy director. Administration on Aging, 

U. S. Department of Health & Human Seruices 
Marilyn Flood, executive director. New York Commission 

on the Status of Women 
Richard Gaines, editor. The Boston Phoenix 
William Geary, commissioner, Massachusetts Metropolitan District Commission 
Andy Hillei; reporter, WBZ-TV Boston 
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Ellen Hume, Congressional and White House reporter. 
The Wall Street Journal 

Howard Levinson, project director, Oceans and Environment, 
Office of Technology Assessment, U. S. Congress 

Frank E. Morris, president and chief executive officer. 
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston 

Catherine Porter, legislative assistant, office of U. S. Senator 
John H. Chaffee (R-RI) 

Audrey Rowe, commissioner. Department of Human Services, 
Commission on Social Services, Washington, D. C. 

Visiting Fellows 
Visiting Fellows, selected on the basis of distinguished experience in ac

tive poltical life, are invited to Harvard for brief visits during which they 
meet with members of the University community, including interested un
dergraduates, faculty members and fellows of the Institute of Politics. An 
address in the PubUc Affairs Forum of the John F. Kennedy School of 
Government is the highUght of such visits. 

The Visiting Fellows this year were: 

Henry Cisneros, mayor of San Antonio, Texas (November 20-22, 1985). 
Mr. Cisneros' address in the Forum was entitled "The Entrepreneurial City: 
Can America's Cities Take Control of Their Own Destinies?" Activities dur
ing his Fellowship included meetings with undergraduates from Texas, af
filiates of Hispanic organizations and Phillips Brooks House; participation 
in a government course section "Introduction to American Government" 
and as guest speaker at an Institute of Politics supper. 

Robert C. McFarlane, former national security advisor to President Rea
gan (April 28-29,1986). Mr. McFarlane's address in the Forum was entitled 
"Terror and Counterterror: Elements of an Effective U. S. Response." Ac
tivities during his FeUowship included participation in a government course 
section "International Conflicts in the Modem World"; a meeting with 
ROTC students; an interview with the Harvard Political Review; lunch with 
students at Lowell House; and a meeting with the Avoiding Nuclear War 
Project at the John F. Kennedy School of Government. 
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Harvard Political Review 
The Harvard Political Review is a quarterly journal of political analysis pub

lished by the Student Advisory Committee. Officers diuing the fall semester 
were: 

Macrene R. Alexiades^ staff artist, fall 
David M. Barkan, managing editor, fall 
Susanto Basu, associate editor, fall 
E. Anne Beal, cover story editor, spring 
Andrew S. Buckser, president, fall 
David R. Chan, assistant managing editor, spring 
John H. Chuang, assistant managing editor, fall 
David C. Hsu, managing editor, spring 
J. Keith Joung, book reviews editor, spring 
Steven Kapner, circulation manager, staff artist, fall 
Philip Katẑ  associate editor, fall 
Brin McCagg, circulation manager, fall 
Ram Neta, departments editor, spring 
Ellen Noonan, production manager, spring 
Patrick Rivelli, general manager, fall 
Susan Ann Rofman, hook reviews editor, fall 
Rebecca Rozen, subscription manager, fall 
Ralph Sepe, business manager, fall 
Mia Wenjen, staff manager, fall 
Tony West, publisher, spring 

The two issues of HPR published during academic year 1985-86 contained 
the following articles: 

VOLUME 13/^aJMBER 1: FALL 1985 
The Outsiders: Politics On The Fringe in America: 

"Springtime for Hitler and ? / ' Andrew S. Buckser. The rise of 
paramilitary neo-nazi groups in the U. S. 

"66 Years That Didn't Shake The World/' PhUip Katz. 
Dissecting the American Communist Party. 

Crime in America: 
"Protecting The Guilty?/' Susanto Basu. Do criminals escape 

justice tiirough the Miranda rules? 
"Crime En Masse/' David M. Barkan. Solutions to urban crime. 
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HPR Interviews: Politician and psychologist speak out. 
Richard J. Hemstein, A View From the Couch 
Mel Kingy Racism, Opportunity^ and Crime 

Departments: 
Operung Shot: "The Pinstriped Raiders/' John H. Chuang. 

The case against hostile takeovers. 
World: "Population and Polarization/' Arti Srivastava. 

Will a Malthusian crisis widen the rich-poor gap? 
"On The Brink," Randall Stone. Will India's teetering democracy 

collapse? 
"The Bleeding Alliance/' Thomas Kearney. Strife in Cyprus 

threatens the NATO alliance. 
Currents: "A Friendship Lost," Steven Rutkovsky. A longstanding 

political partnership fades. 
"Strength Down Under: The Strategic Importance of Australia/' 

Randal Barker 
HPR Abroad: "European Notebook," Peter Vrooman. Eurailing 

through a changing socio-political atmosphere. 
Books of the Review: Women's changing milieu. 

WoTTKn Living Change, ed. Susan C. Bourque and Donna Robinson Devine 
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press 1985); 

The Obsession, by Kim Chemin (New York: Harper & Row 1985); 
reviewed by Susan Ann Rofman 

VOLUME 13/NUMBER 2: SPRING/SUMMER 1986 
The Traditional Family: Fading Away? 

"Our Family Non-Policy/' David C. Hsu. Politicians are calling for 
a family-oriented goverrunent policy. 

"And Baby Makes Two/' Theresa Amato. More than one million 
teenagers become pregnant each year. 

"Hisparuc Culture and Family in the U. S.," Carmen Tomiella. 
"The Global Family/' Ellen Noonan. Traditions face transformation 

in all cultures. 

Departments: 
Opening Shot: "Kooks in Control/' Theresa Amato. New candidates 

on the American political scene. 
World: "The Forgotten War/' J. Keith Joung. Sahrawi guerrillas 
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battle Moroccan troops in the Western Sahara. 
"Guatemala's Experiment/' David R. Chan. Problems facing 

Central America's youngest democracy. 
"What Next for Chile?" Christopher Ford, Pinochet's regime is in 

trouble. 
National: "The Gramm-Rudman Diet Plan/' David Rettig. Does 

Congress have enough resolve? 
Books of the Review: 
IHS: The First Israelis, by Tom Segev (New York: The Free Press/ 

Macmillan 1986) 
reviewed by Ram Neta 

Student Projects 
Ehiring academic year 1985-86, the Projects Committee continued its educa

tional programs on political topics, sponsoring such events as a debate on 
"Hunger in America," a student debate on "The U. S. and South Africa: 
The Role of U. S. Institutions in South Africa," a dance performance and 
panel discussion, " Citystep: An Innovative Approach to Public Service," 
panel discussions on domestic and foreign policy issues, a political drama, 
Dorothy Day: In Thought, Word and Deed, the second annual Political Jour
nalism Awards^ and a research project on "The Homeless Problem in the 
Boston/Cambridge area." 

The Visiting Fellows coordinator and the committee worked together in 
sponsoring two Visiting Fellows. Committee members also helped host the 
conference on "Political Parties and the Electoral Process/' and the sixth 
biannual "Seminar on Transition and Leadership for Newly-Elected 
Mayors." 

The following events, most held in the Public Affairs Forum of the John 
F. Kennedy School of Government, were sponsored by the Projects 
Committee: 

"Personal Perspectives on Politics," September 11,1985, a panel discussion 
with the fall 1985 fellows of the Institute of Politics: 

John J. Casserly, editorial writer and iveekly columnist. 
The Arizona Republic 

Richard Cohen, senior political producer, CBS News 
Lee Edwards, editor. Conservative Digest 
Karen Paget, executive director. The Youth Project 
Barbara Patton, member. New York State assembly 
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John A. Wilson, member. District of Columbia city council 
Hendrik Hertzberg, contributing editor, The New Republic 

(moderator) 

The Candidate, September 18,1985, a film directed by Michael Ritchie, star
ring Robert Redford and Melvyn Douglas (1972) 

"The Future of the Repubhcan Party," September 25,1985, a panel discus
sion with: 

Fred Barnes, senior editor. The New Republic 
John McKeman, U. S, representative, (R-ME) 
Roger Stone, political consultant, Black, Manafort, Atwater and Stone 
Kris Kobach '88, member. Student Advisory Committee (moderator) 

"Puerto Rico's Choice: Commonwealth? Statehood? Independence?' 
October 29, 1985, a panel discussion with: 

Rony Jarabo, Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, (Popular Democratic Party) 

Baltasar Conada, mayor, San Juan, (New Progressive Party) 
Ruben Berrios, senator, (Puerto Rico Independence Party) 
Manuel Rodriguez-Orellana, associate professor of law, 

Northeastern University (moderator) 

"Caution: Rock n' Roll May be Hazardous to Yoiu" Health," November 5, 
1985, a panel discussion with: 

Frank Zappa, composer; president, Barking Pumpkins Record Company 
Sally Nevius, co-founder, treasurer. Parents Resource Music Center 
Amie ('Woo Woo') Ginsburg, general manager, Vf66-TV Boston 

former program manager, WBCN-FM Boston 
Tony West '87, projects chair, Student Advisory Committee (moderator) 

"Citystep: An Innovative Approach to Public Service," November 17,1985, 
a dance performance by Citystep dancers followed by a panel discussion 
with: 

Frank Duehay, mayor, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
William Gump, director. Public Service Program, Harvard University 
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Valerie Barton '86, president, Phillips Brooks House, Harvard University 
John Shattuck, vice president, Government, Community and 

Public Affairs, Harvard University 

"The Entrepreneurial City: Can America's Cities Take Control of Their Own 
Destirues?" November 20,1985, an address by Heniy Cisneros, mayor, San 
Antonio, Texas; visiting fellow. Institute of Politics 

"The Impact of Islam; Fundamentalism and Middle East Stability," Decem
ber 5, 1985, a panel discussion with: 

John Esposito, professor of religion, Holy Cross College 
Daniel Pipes, professor of political science, Strategy and 

Policy Department, Naval War College 
Heniy Precht, former director of Iranian affairs, U. S. Department of State; 

research associate, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy 
Ferhang Rajee, professor of political science, University of Teheran 
Alesia Gainer 87, associate, projects committee. Student Advisory 

Committee, (moderator) 

"Personal Perspectives on Politics," January 30, 1986, a panel discussion 
with the spring 1986 fellows of the Institute of Politics: 

Lovida H. Coleman, Jr., former special assistant to the U. S. Attorney General 
Nanette Falkenberg, former executive director. National Abortion 

Rights Action League 
Susan J, Irving, former legislative director. Senator Max Baucus (D-MT) 
Kathleen Sullivan Kelley, Colorado wheat farmer and former 

state legislator, lobbyist. Rocky Mountain Farmer's Union 
William G. Miller, former staff director. Senate Select Committee 

on Intelligence: former special presidential emissary to Iran 
Gerald E. Vento, national manager, John Glenn for President campaign 
Jonathan Moore, director, Institute of Politics (moderator) 

"Harvard's Core Curriculum," February 20,1986, a panel discussion with: 
Henry Rosovsky, Lewis P. and Linda L. Geyser University Professor; 

former Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Harvard University 
Brian Offutt '87, chair, Harvard-Radcliffe Undergraduate Council 
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Melissa Lane '88, chair, curriculum committee, Harvard-Kadcliffe 
Undergraduate Council 

David Layzer, Donald M. Menzel Professor of Astrophysics, Harvard University 
David Michael '87, chair. Student Advisory Committee, Institute 

of Politics (moderator) 

"Hunger in America," April 7, 1986, a debate between: 
Robert Greenstein, director, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 

Washington, D. C, and 
John Bode, assistant secretary. Agriculture for Food and Consumer Services, 

U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Constance Williams, chief policy analyst. Governor's office of human resources. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts (moderator) 

"The U. S. and South Africa: The Role of U. S. Institutions in South 
Africa," April 13, 1986, a Harvard student debate co-sponsored by the 
Southern Africa Solidarity Committee and the Harvard/Radcliffe Republi
can Oub, with: 

Kris W. Kobach '88, president,Harvard/Radcliffe Republican Club; 
member. Student Advisory (Committee 

Gregory A. Dohi '87, editor. The Harvard Salient 
Damon A. Silvers '86, member. Southern Africa Solidarity Committee 
Robert Weissman '88, member. Southern Africa Solidarity Committee 
Eric Berman '88, member. Student Advisory Committee (moderator) 

'Terror and Counter-Terror: Elements of an Effective U.S. Response," April 
28, 1986, an address by Robert McFarlane, former national security advisor 
to President Reagan; 

Political Drama 

On March 6-8,1986, the Student Advisory Committee sponsored Dorothy 
Day: In Thought, Word and Deed, a dramatic adaptation of the autobiography 
or Dorothy Day (1897-1980), which was presented in the Public Affairs Fo
rum of the John F. Kennedy School of Government. The play was written 
and directed by Randy-Michael Testa, a student at the Graduate School of 
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Education, Harvard University and produced by Claire Fleming, a mem
ber of the Student Advisory Committee. 

Cast and production crew included: 
Narrator/Old Dorothy Day Jackie Brooks GSE 
Young Dorothy Day Nora Jaskowiak '87 
Mr. Day/Reporter 3 David Laibson '88 
Street Musician Mary Ellen Nagle '88 
Reporter 1 Michael Zubrensky '88 
Reporter 2 Laurence Belfer '88 
Reporter 4/Detective 1/Judge Gary Eric Berman '88 
Trotsky/Detective 3 George Hicks '87 
Mae Celia Wren '89 
Esther Trena Bristol '87 
Dotty Regina Medina KSG/staff 
Frieda Maria Fappajohn '89 
Matron Rachel Pulido '89 
Peter Maurin Paul Erickson History/fellow 
Stage Manager/Lighting Design Ralph P. Brescia KSG 
Assistant Stage Manager Louis Gardner '88 
Lights Malia Lewis '87 

Mark Pine KSG 
Sound David Price '87 
Video Gregory MacDonald '87 
Stage Crew John Mayer '89 

Anita Ramasastiy '87 
Costumes Mari Nakachi '87 
Props Alesia Gainer '87 
Publicity Cynthia Rice '87 
Make-Up Carmen Torruella '87 

Christine Chambers '87 
Special Consultant D. Hannah Taylor '87 

Political Journalism Awards 
The winners of the second annual awards for Harvard Political Journalists 

of the Year were announced in March 1986 by the Student Advisory Com
mittee. The awards were instituted in 1985 to encoiurage an awareness of 
campus political journalism. The awards committee established eligibility. 
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submission and judging guidelines in three categories: news, news analy
sis/feature and opinion/commentary. The winners were chosen from sixty 
entries, twice as many as last year. David Laibson '88 coordinated the 1986 
awards project. 

The judges included Joelle Attinger, Boston correspondent for Time maga
zine and former fellow of the Institute of Politics; Mark Ethridge III, Nie-
man Fellow and managing editor of The Charlotte Observer; Ken Hartnett, 
editor of Boston Magazine and former fellow of the Institute of Politics; Mar
tin Linsky, lecturer in public policy at the John E Kennedy School of Govern
ment, former editor of The Real Paper and former assistant director of the 
Institute of Politics; Martin F. Nolan, editorial page editor of The Boston Globe 
and former fellow of the Institute of Politics; David Nyhan, columnist for 
The Boston Globe; Geneva Overholseî  Nieman Fellow and deputy editorial 
editor of The Des Moines Register; and Charles Trueheait, associate director 
of the Institute of Politics and former editorial page editor of The News Ameri
can in Baltimore. Wirmers were: 

News category: Christopher J. Geoiges '86-87, former publisher of The Har
vard Crimson, for Prof Gave CIA Censorship Right.... on Book," published 
in The Harvard Crimson, October 12, 1985. 

News/feature category: Michael Hirschom '86, former managing editor 
of The Harvard Crimson, for "Little Men on Campus," published in The New 
Republic, August 1985. 

Opinion/commentary category: Thomas J. Winslow '87, managing edi
tor for features of The Harvard Crimson, for "A Harsh Silence," published 
in The Harvard Crimson. November 21, 1985. 

Two honorable mention awards in the opinion/coimnentary category were 
received by Caleb Nelson '88, for "A Mockery of Choice," an editorial pub
lished in The Harvard Salient, October 1985, and to Michael Hirschom, for 
"Opiruon Factories," an article published in What is to be Done?, a supple
ment of The Harvard Crimson, October 3-9, 1985. 

Current Issues Committee 
A Current Issues Committee, chaired by a member of the Student Ad

visory Committee, was formed in spring 1986. Its mission is to undertake 
an in-depth study of a political subject each semester. The committee, com
posed of Harvard undergraduates, with an academic advisor from Harvard, 
will produce written reports of its findings to be published and/or dissemi
nated to appropriate people at the university and in the community. The 
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study will involve initial research, followed by meetings and interviews with 
appropriate national, state and local officials, academics from Harvard and 
other uiuversities, current and former fellows, study group leaders and guest 
speakers at the Institute of Politics, and others with relevant expertise or 
interest. 

The spring 1986 committee chose as its topic "The Homeless Problem in 
the Boston/Cambridge Area," and began an investigation of the history, 
root causes, potential remedies, responsibility or lack of responsibility of 
individuals, government and private agencies, business, and other entities 
of society. 

The members of the committee are Jeffrey Bartel '88, Eric Herman '88, 
chair, Christine Chambers '87, Claudia Cummins '88, Justin Daniels '89, 
Frederick Metters '88, Jill Neptune '88, and David Steiner, tutor. Depart
ment of Government, academic advisor. They expect to complete their work 
and produce a report in fall 1986. 
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The program for fellows is central to the Institute's dual commitment to 
encouraging student interest and competence in public life and to developing 
more effective ways in which the academic and political communities may 
share their resources. 

The program for fellows was originally designed to offer a chance for reas
sessment and personal eruichment to individuals in politics and 
government—particularly those described as "in-and-outers"—who might 
feel the need for this opportunity and benefit from it. Although this origi
nal purpose still exists, fellows have become increasingly involved in the 
other Institute programs, as well as in other areas of the Kennedy School 
and the University. Significant emphasis is now placed on a fellow's con
tribution to the Institute and the Harvard community during the term 
of residence. 

The Panel on Fellowships 
Lawrence S. DiCara 
Archie Epps 
Susan Estrich 
Dan Fenn 
Lance M. Liebman, Chair 
Richard J. Light 
Michael Lipsky 
Ernest R. May 
Nicholas T. Mitiopoulos 
Jonathan Moore 
Richard E. Neustadt 
Don K. Price 
Ann Ramsay 
William E. Trueheart 

Students/fall 
Peter Gelfman 
David Michael 
Trena Bristol 
Dane Smith 

Students/spring 
David Michael 
D. Hannah Taylor 
Gregory McCiirdy 
Eric Mindich 
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Fellows' Alumni Advisory Committee 
Robert Bradford 
Alvin J. Bronstein, Chair 
Bernard R. Gifford 
Stephen H. Hess 
David Keene 
Evelyn Murphy 
Martin F. Nolan 
Philip J. Rutledge 
Mark E. Talisman 

Institute Fellows 
Fall 

John J. Casserly, editorial writer and columnist. The Arizona Republic. Mr. 
Casserly led a study group entitled "The New American West." For 
his project he continued to write and do research on problems of water 
use and conservation, focusing on the western United States. 

Richard M. Cohen, senior political producer, CBS News. While a fellow 
Mr. Cohen led a study group entitled 'Television News: What's Wrong 
with this Picture?" For his project he began a study of the relationship 
between politics and television. 

Lee Edwards, director, histitute on Political Journalism, Washington, 
D.C.; former editor. The Conservative Digest. At the Institute Mr. Edwards 
led a study group on "Reagan and the Conservative Movement: Past, 
Present and Future." For his project of independent research he began 
a study of the American conservative movement. 

Hendrik Hertzberg, journalist, contributing editor. The New Republic. As 
a second semester fellow Mr. Hertzberg was co-leader of a workshop 
for undergraduates entitled "The Art of Persuasion: Political Writing 
Workshop." He continued writing articles of political commentary and 
opinion and began work on founding a new magazine of public opinion. 

Karen Paget, former executive director, The Youth Project. As a fellow Ms. 
Paget led a study group entitled "Mobilizing the Electorate." For her 
research project she did a study on voter registration and participation. 

Barbara Patton, member. New York State Assembly (D-18th District/Long 
Island). Ms. Patton led a study group entitled "The PoUtics of Aging." 
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She continued to research and examine issues of particular concern to 
senior citizens. 

John A. Wilson, city councillor. District of Columbia (D-Ward 2). Mr. Wil
son led a study group entitled "Urban Politics: A Changing Challenge." 
For his project he began to explore the question of statehood for the 
District of Columbia. 

Spring 

Lovida H. Coleman, Jr., former special assistant to the U.S. Attorney Gener
al. Ms. Coleman led a study group entitled "Corporate Crime and Cor
porate Criminals." For her project of independent research she continued 
to look at issues relating to white collar crime. 

Nanette Falkenberg, former executive director. National Abortion Rights 
Action League. As a fellow Ms. Falkenberg led a study group entitled 
"Political Strategy: Components, Development and Implementation." 
For her project she began an evaluation of the role of constituency groups 
within the Democratic Party. 

Susan J. Irving, former legislative director. Senator Max Baucus (D-MT). 
Ms. Irving led a study group entitled "Federal Budget Policy: Process, 
Politics, Substance." Her project involved research and writing on eco
nomic f>olic5Tnaking and the federal budget. 

Kathleen Sullivan Kelley, Colorado grain farmer and former state legisla
tor (D-57th district). Ms. Kelley led a study group entitled "The Ameri
can Farm Crisis." For her project she began researching ways to organize 
farmers and others with rural interests to influence federal farm policy. 

William G. Miller, former staff director, U. S. Senate Select Committee 
on Intelligence. Mr. Miller led a study group entitled "Who Should De
cide War and Peace?" For his project he continued his ongoing research 
and writing about U.S./U.S.S.R. relations. 

Gerald T. Vento, national director for John Glenn's 1984 presidential cam
paign. Mr. Vento led a study group on "The Art of Advance Work." 
His project involved research into the new communication technologies. 

Fellows Luncheon Speakers 
Weekly luncheons with members of the Harvard community and other 

distinguished guests have tjecome a tradition of the fellows program. Guests 
this year included: 
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Fall 

Lunch with John Shattuck, vice president for government and public af
fairs; Daniel Steiner, vice president and general counsel to the Univer
sity, and Thomas O'Brien, financial vice president. Harvard University 

David Ross, director, Institute of Contemporary Art 
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Clarence Dillon Professor of International Affairs, 

Harvard University 
Matthew Mcselson, Thomas Dudley Cabot Professor of the Natural 

Sciences, Harvard University 
J. Anthony Lukas, author of the Pulitzer Prize-winning book. Common 

Ground: A Turbulent Decade in the Lives of Three American Families and 
former fellow. Institute of Politics, with the fellows of the Nieman 
Foundation for JoumaUsm, Harvard University 

Lester Thurow, Gordon Y. Billard Professor of Management of 
Economics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Michael Sandel, associate professor of government. Harvard University 
John Piiiney, executive director. Institute for the Study of Smoking Behavior 

and Policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Martin Peretz, editor-in-chief and publisher. The New Republic 
Michael S. Dukakis, governor, Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 

Kitty Dukakis, director. Public Space Partnership Program, John F. 
Kennedy School of Government 

John Kenneth Galbraith, Paul M. Warburg Professor of Economics, 
Emeritus, Harvard University 

Dinner with Richard Pipes, Frank J. Baird, Jr. Professor of History, 
Harvard University 

Dinner with the Senior Executive fellows, John F. Kennedy School of 
Government 

Spring 

Steven Stark, lectiuer on law. Harvard Law School 
Robert Conway, associate. Center for International Affairs, 

Harvard University 
Samuel Beer, Eaton Professor of the Science of Government, 

Emeritus, Harvard University 
Donald Norland, former U. S. Ambassador to Chad, and to 

Botswana, Lesotho, and Swaziland 
Francis Bator, professor of political economy, John F. Kennedy School 

of Government 
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Peter Chermayoff, architect, Cambridge Seven Associates 
Robert Manning, editor-in<hief. The Boston Publishing Company 

and former fellow. Institute of Politics 
Lunch at the John F. Kennedy Memorial Library with Dave Powers, 

library curator 
Ezra Vogel, professor of sociology. Harvard University 
Henry E. Brady, assistant professor of government. Harvard University 
Alain Briottet, consul general of France in Boston 
Diimer with James Verdier, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy 

School of Government 
Lunch at The Boston Globe hosted by Martin F. Nolan, editorial page editor 

and former fellow. Institute of Politics 
Breakfast with Herb Schmertz, vice president for corporate affairs, 

Mobil Oil Company, with the fellows of the Nieman Foundation for 
Journalism, Harvard University 

A viewing of Halley's Comet from the roof of the Harvard Observatory 
at 4:00 a.m. on March 12, 1986, arranged by Rick Tresch-Feinberg of 
the Department of Astronomy, Harvard University and Theresa 
Donovan, fellows program coordinator of the Institute of Politics. 
Attending were fellows Lovida H. Coleman, Jr., Nanette Falkenberg, 
Susan J. Irving, Kathleen Sullivan Kelley and her husband. Reed 
Kelley, William Miller and his wife, Suzanne Miller. Also attending 
were Institute staff members Jonathan Moore, Sarah Famsworth, 
Leslie Martin and invited guests Charlie Altekruse, Harvard Univer
sity, Nicholas Mitropoulos, director of personnel, Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and Hendrik Hertzberg, former Institute fellow. 
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The Faculty Studies Program attempts to combine the broad concerns of 
the Institute of Politics, the intellectual capabilities of faculty from Harvard 
and other universities, and the experience and expertise of practitioners 
in areas of inquiry. The goal of most faculty study groups is not to perform 
basic research, but rather to focus on applied problems in goverrunent and 
politics and to make their analysis and recommendations available to in
terested public officials and organizations. 

The program of faculty studies concentrates on two areas often ignored 
in policy-related research but among the Institute's primary concerns; poli
cies affecting the shape of politics, and the politics of choosing or implement
ing existing policy proposals. Three to five short-term faculty study groups 
ordinarily are under way each academic year. Some groups conduct their 
inquiries over longer periods of time. Topics covered have included national 
intelligence activities. Vice President selection, ethics in public life and 
constitutional change. 

In addition to the Faculty Study Groups listed below, two other groups 
can be found in the Programs section under the Press-Politics Center. They 
are on How the Press Affects Federal Policy Making, funded by the Charles 
H. Revson Foundation, and on New Communications Technology, Public 
Policy, and Democratic Values, funded by the John and Mary R. Markle 
Foundation. 

Campaign Finance 
The Campaign Finance Study Group, under a grant from the U.S. House 

of Representatives Committee on House Administrahon, analyzed the im
pact of the Federal Election Campaign Act (FECA) from 1972-1978, pub
lishing a report of its findings and recommendations in May 1979. Under 
a grant from the U.S. Senate Committee on Rules and Administration, the 
study group examined the impact of federal election campaign laws upon 
the conduct of presidential campaigns, publishing a report in January 1982 
focusing on major problem areas resulting from the outright failure of the 
Act, circumstances that could not be foreseen when the Act was drafted. 
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or changes in tiie law due to the actions of institutions beyond the scope 
of congressional authority. 

The study group, inactive in 1985-86, plar\s to refocus its efforts in three 
areas: the kind of regulatory agency necessary to implement campaign laws 
on the federal level; the problem posed by Pblitical Action Committees; and, 
looking to the 1988 presidential campaign, an overall review of campaign 
finance practices and policy, including analysis of the strengths and weak
nesses of policy proposals currently circulating in the Congress. 

Members of the Study Group are: 
Christopher Arterton, research fellow. Institute of Politics; 

former associate professor of political science and management, 
Yale University, chair 

Joel L. Fleishman, director. Institute of Policy Sciences and 
Public Affairs, Duke University 

Gary Jacobson, associate professor of political science. University of 
California/San Diego 

Xandra Kayden, political consultant; co-author. The Party Goes On; 
The Persistence of the Two-Party System in the United States 

David Keene, president, Keene, Monk & Associates, Alexandria, 
Virginia 

Susan B. King, vice president and director of corporate communica
tions, Coming Glass Yforks, Coming, New York; former chair, U.S. 
Consumer Product Safety Commission 

Nicholas T. Mitropoulos, executive director of personnel, Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts 

Jonathan Mooie, director, Institute of Politics; lecturer in public policy, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Richard E. Neustadt, Lucius N. Littauer Professor of Public 
Administration, John F. Kennedy School of Govemment 

Gary Orren, associate professor of public policy, John F. Kennedy 
School of Govemment 

Presidential Transition 
The Institute of Politics has long been interested in presidential transi

tions and has prepared advisory reports for the last several incoming presi
dents. In 1982 the Institute engaged an historian, Carl M. Brauer, as a 
research fellow to write an analytical history of presidential transitions since 
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1952. No such reference work existed, and it is hoped that his book. Presiden
tial Transition: Eisenhower Through Reagan (New York: Oxford University 
Press, August 1986), will become a useful tool for new presidents and their 
appointees, and an informative guide for the press and the public. The 
project has been funded by grants from the Ford and Sloan Foundations, 
which also provided support for "Webs of Influence: PoUcy Development 
and Decision Making in Two Presidential Transitions 1952-1960," a chap
ter from the dissertation by Jennifer Laurendeau, a 1986 candidate for a 
Ph.D. in History from Harvard University. E>r. Brauer and Ms. Laurendeau 
have been assisted by the Faculty Study Group on Presidential Transition. 
Andrew W. Robertson was research assistant to Dr. Brauer. 

Members of the Study Group are: 
Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Philip E. Areeda, Langdell Professor of Law, Harvard Law School 
Ernest R. May, Charles Warren Professor of American History, 

Harvard University, chair 
Jonathan Mooie, director. Institute of Politics; lecturer in public policy, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Richard E. Neustadt, Lucius N. Littauer Professor of Public 

Administration, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Roger B. Porter, professor of government and business, John F. Kennedy 

School of Government 
Don K. Price, Weatherhead Professor of Public Management and dean emeritus, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Opinion Polls and Governing 
The Institute of Politics is undertaking a research project on "Opinion 

Polls and Governing," which is being funded by CBS, and which will oper
ate under the guidance of a faculty study group. 

During the past ten to fifteen years, there has been a large increase in 
the use of public opinion polls by government officials related to their policy
making responsibilities. Relatively little is known about the character, ex
tent, or impact of this activity, which could have an important ir\fluence 
on how our government makes policy decisions and how well our democrat
ic system of representative government actually works. 

The work of the Institute's project will cover three areas: 
1. To construct an inventory of practice and activity in this field at the Fed

eral level, treating executive branch agencies, including the White House. 
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2. To understand what impact the use of polling data may have on the 
decision-making process and on policy outcomes. 

3. To begin to assess the implications and consequences of this experience 
for governance in this society. 

The principal product of the project will be a substantial analytical report 
of the overall research effort to be disseminated as appropriate for greatest 
impact. Collateral articles for publication in appropriate journals will also 
be undertaken. 

123 



Professional Study Program 
and Special Projects 

Seminar on Transition and Leadership for 
Newly-Elected Mayors 
November 21-25, 1985 

The Institute, with the United States Conference of Mayors, conducted 
an intensive four-day seminar for newly-elected mayors with support from 
Sears, Roebuck and Co. and the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

The broad purpose of the seminar was to assist new mayors in making 
optimal use of the transition period and the crucial early months in office. 
To this end, the seminar was designed to provide insight into the govern
mental process, to provide instruction on several substantive policy areas, 
and to encourage interaction among newly-elected mayors, incumbent 
mayors, and urban experts. Specific topics addressed included the transi
tion process, management principles and techniques, labor relations, press 
relations, finance and budgeting, public safety, economic and community 
development, and intergovernmental relations. 

The Institute and the U. S. Conference of Mayors have collaborated on 
similar programs biannually since 1975. 

The participants included: 

James P. Moran, Alexandria, Virginia 
Frank C. Cooksey, Austin, Texas 
Dirk Kempthome, Boise, Idaho 
Ron Mullin, Concord, Califomia 
Thorn Hart, Davenport, Iowa 
Michael Guido, Dearborn, Michigan 
Wilbur Gulley, Durham, North CaroUtui 
Gu8 Morrison, Fremont, Califomia 
Robert R. Nelson, Huntington, West Virginia 
Kevin Sullivan, Laiorence, Massachusetts 
Jerry Abramson, Louismlle, Kentucky 
Albert DiViigilio, Lynn, Massachusetts 
John K. Bullard, New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Walter Moore, Pontiac, Michigan 
Evlyn Wilcox, San Bernardino, Califomia 
David Wenzel, Scranton, Pennsylvania 
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Barbara Fass, Stockton, California 
Brian OToole, Sunnyvale, California 
Tom Young, Syracuse, New York 
Ron Bonkowski, Warren, Michigan 
Joseph J. Santopietio, Waterbury, Connecticut 

The faculty included: 

T. Dustin Alward, president. Professional Firefighters of Massachusetts 
Walter Broadnax, project director. Innovations in State and 

Local Government Program, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
H. James Brown, director. State, Local and Intergovernmental Center, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Henry Cisneros, mayor, San Antonia, Texas 
Roger Dahl, director. Labor Management Relaticms Service, 

U. S. Conference of Mayors 
Edward DeSeve, president, American Capital Group, 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Michael S. Dukakis, Governor of Massachusetts 
Sidney Gardner, executive director, Hartford Private Industry Council, 

Hartford, Connecticut 
Ira Jackson, commissioner, Massachusetts Department of Revenue 
Winthrop Knowlton, director. Center for Business and Government, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
George H. Labovitz, Organizational Dynamics Inc., 

Burlington, Massachusetts 
Helen Ladd, associate professor of city and regional planning, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
George Latimer, mayor, St. Paul, Minnesota 
Martin Linsky, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy 

School of Government 
Daniel Malachuk, partner, Arthur Young and Company, Washington, D. C. 
Daniel Morley, Xfice president for public affairs. State Street Bank, Boston 
Patrick Murphy, U. S. Conference of Mayors 
Elizabeth Reveal, associate dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Charles Rogovin, professor of law. Temple University Law School 
William B. Stafford, director. Office of Intergovernmental Relations, 

Seattle, Washington 
Richard Stan; vice president, Real Estate Research Corporation, 

Chicago, Illinois 
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Deborah Steelman, deputy assistant to the president/political and intergovern
mental affairs, The White House 

Jack Stokvis, deputy assistant secretary, community planning and development, 
U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, D. C. 

Daniel K. Whitehurst, president, Fresno Economic Development Corporation, 
Fresno, California 

Peter Zimmerman, director of executive training and program development 
and assistant dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Administrative staff for the program included: 
Charles Trueheart, seminar coordinator 
Theresa Donovan, administrative coordinator 
Frances Sellers and 
Scott Eblin, curriculum coordinators 
Sarah W. Famsworth and 
Sharon Keady, press coordinators 
Pamela Gagnon, staff support 
David Laibson '88, and 
Eric Berman '88, student assistance coordinators 

Political Parties and the Electoral Process 

A conference on "Political Parties and the Electoral Process" was held 
February 28, March 1 and 2, 1986. Sponsored by the Institute of Politics 
and the Republican and Democratic National Committees, the conference 
opened with a retrospective on the 1984 election, examined changes in party 
rules for delegate selection relevant for 1988 and related issues, and closed 
with a session on redistricting. Commonsense, a Republican journal of thought 
and opinion, will publish the proceedings of the conference in the fall of 
1986. A similar conference on "The Parties and the Nominating Process" 
was held in December 1981. Conference participants/observers included: 

E. Spencer Abraham, chair, Michigan Republican State Committee 
Don W. Adams, chair, Illinois Republican State Committee 
Joan D. Aikens, chair, Federal Election Commission 
Suellen Albrecht, chair, Wisconsin Democratic State Committee 
Michael E. Baroody, assistant secretary for policy, U. S. 

Department of Labor 
John F. Bibby, professor. University of Wisconsin/Milwaukee 
E. Mark Braden, chief counsel. Republican National Committee 
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Ronald H. Brown, former deputy chair, Democratic National Committee 
Bruce E. Cain, professor of political science, California Institute of Technology 
James Ceaser, associate professor of government/foreign affairs, 

University of Virginia 
Walton Chalmers, executive director. Democratic National Committee 
Robert P. ChaiTOw, deputy general counsel/legal counsel, U. 5. Department 

of Health and Human Services 
Sheirie M. Cooksey, former associate counsel to President Reagan 
Thomas E. Donilon, rmtional coordinator, Mondale for President campaign 
Jennifer B, Dunn, chair, Washington State Republican Party 
Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr., chair. Republican National Committee 
Donald Fowler, chair, Democratic Fairness Commission 
Martin D, Franks, executive director. Democratic Congressional 

Campaign Committee 
Esther Greene, Republican National Committeewoman from California 
Bernard Grofman, professor. University of California/Irvine 
Lena Guerrero, Texas State Representative (D-Slst district) 
Anthony S. Harrington, former general counsel. Democratic 

Natiotml Committee 
William D. Harris, assistant to the chair/director of strategic planning. 

Republican National Committee 
Peter D. Hart, chief executive officer, Peter Hart Associates 
Michael A. Hess, deputy chief counsel. Republican National Committee 
Thomas B. Hofeller, director of computer services. Republican 

National Committee 
Rachelle Horowitz, member, executive committee, Democratic 

National Committee 
Raymond Jordan, Massachusetts State Representative (D-12tH district) 
Xandra Kayden, author/political consultant 
Paul Kirk, chair. Democratic National Committee 
Richard Lodge, chair, Tennessee Democratic Party 
Daniel H. Lowenstein, professor of law, University of California/Los Angeles 
John Warren McGarry, vice chair, Federal Election Commission 
Kathleen McCright, minority senior legislative analyst, House 

Administration Committee, U. S. House of Representatives 
Mary F. McTigue, assistant director, Institute of Politics 
Jonathan Moore, director. Institute of Politics 
Martha C, Moore, vice chair, executive council. Republican National Committee 
Roger Allan Moore, general counsel. Republican National Committee 
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David F. Norcross, counsel to the chair. Republican National Committee 
Cannen O. Perez, vice chair, California Democratic Party 
Nelson W. Polsby, professor, University of California/Berkeley 
Marynell D. Reece, member. Rules Committee, Republican National Committee 
George B. Reid, Jr., deputy general counsel. Rules Committee, 

Republican National Committee 
Joseph A. Rieser, Jr., general counsel, Democratic Natiorml Committee 
Ronald E. Robertson, general counsel, U. S. Department of Health 

and Human Seruices 
Karl Sandstrom, chief counsel, subcommittee on elections, U. S. House 

of Representatives 
Thomas L. Sansonetti, chair, Wyoming Republican Party 
Mark Siegel, member. Democratic National Committee and 

Fairness Commission 
Richard G. Smolka, editor. Election Administration Reports 
William H. Stanhagen, member, executive council. Republican 

National Committee 
William M. Thomas, U. S. Representative (R-Califomia) 
Charles Trueheart, associate director, Institute of Politics 
Benjamin Ulin, trustee 
Judy Van Rest, deputy director of communications/director of publications, 

Republican National Committee 
Ronald Walters, professor of political science, Howard University 
Harris Weinstein, Esq., Covington & Burling 
E. Oifton White, advisor to Goldzvater, Nixon, Ford and Reagan 

presidential campaigns 
Richard Wiener, chair, Michigan Democratic State Committee 

Conference staff included: 
Democratic National Committee: Susan Brophy 
Republican National Committee: Michael Lavanway 
Institute of Politics: Duane Draper, Sharon Keady, Anne Doyle Keruiey, 

Leslie Martin, Wendy O'Donnell, Diane Pliner, Andrew Robertson, 
Susan Wunderlee 
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Institute Books Published 1985-1986 
1985-86 proved to be the most prolific publishing period in the history 

of the Institute of Politics. The following books, published directly by the 
Institute, result from special programs: 

Campaign for President: The Managers Look at '84, edited by Jonathan Moore 
(Dover, MA: Auburn House Publishing Co., December 1985). This book 
is an edited transcript of the "1984 Presidential Campaign Decision Mak
ers Conference" held at the Institute November 30-December 2,1984, which 
brought together thirty principal officials from the various nomination and 
general election campaigns to reconstruct and assess the major decisions 
of the 1984 election. The book is the fourth in a series resulting from simi
lar conferences held after each of the quadrennial elections since 1972. 

Presidential Transitions: Eisenhower Through Reagan, by Carl M. Brauer (Ox
ford University Press, August 1986). Commissioned by and written at the 
Institute of Politics with funding from the Ford and Sloan Foundations, this 
book deals with the passage of five newly-elected Presidents from success
ful candidates to established incumbents. How did they organize their ad
ministrations and choose appointees? What were their policy objectives, 
both domestic and foreign, and how did they try to implement them? How 
did their appointees, organizatiorts, and policies fare, both in the first six 
months of dieir administrations and over the longer term? What are the 
recurring patterns of these transitions and what lessons do they teach? These 
are some of the important questions addressed in the book, which promises 
to become an important source on Presidential transitions. 

Impact: How the Press Affects Federal Policy Making, by Martin Linsky (New 
York: W. W. Norton, forthcoming September 1986). Intended primarily but 
not exclusively for a popular audience, the book presents the most impor
tant findings of the three-year research project, funded by the Charles H. 
Revson Foundation, which examined the ways in which the Washington-
based print and electronic news organizations affect the people, processes, 
and policies of the federal goverrunent. Through the use of interviews with 
leading policymakers from the last twenty years and drawing on stories 
of particular federal policy decisions, the book describes in detail how much 
time and attention seiuor federal officials devote to press matters, particu
larly powerful press impacts, the conditions imder which the press has its 
greatest influence, the role of leaks, differences in attitudes and strategies 
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toward the press among officials, and the consequences of those differences 
for policy making. 

How the Press Affects Federal Policy Making: Six Case Studies, by Nfartin Linsky, 
Jonathan Moore, Wendy O'Donnell, and David Whitman (New York: W. 
W. Norton, forthcoming September 1986). Intended primarily but not ex
clusively for college and university audiences, this book consists of com
prehensive versions, with rich and illuminating detail, of the six major policy 
cases which formed the heart of the research under the project and are 
presented only in summary fashion in the companion volume. The cases 
are: the reorganization of the Post Office Department (1969-1970), the resig
nation of Vice President Spiro Agnew (1973), deferral of production and 
deployment of the neutron bomb (1977-1978), the federal decision to relo
cate families from the area of the Love Canal toxic waste site (1978), the 
attempt to restore tax exemptions to schools that discriminate (1981-1982), 
and the accelerated review of the Soda! Security disability rolls (1981-1984). 

The Media and the Congress, edited by Stephen Bates under the direction 
of Jonathan Moore (Columbus, Ohio: Publishii^ Horizons, forthcoming fall 
1986). The book results from the edited transcript of "The Media and the 
Congress" conference, co-sponsored by the Institute and 77K LOS Angeles 
Times, which was held at the Institute October 28-30,1983, and will include 
a chapter, "News Judgement and Congress" from a speech by Senator 
Robert Dole. 

A book with an expected publication date early in 1987, authored by Jeffrey 
Abiamson, Christopher Aiterton and Gary Otien. Resulting from the project 
on New Communications Technology, Public Policy and Democratic Values, funded 
by the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, the book discusses not only 
the current effects of new commimication technologies and their possible 
future impacts, but also raises policy questions which require serious con
sideration as we move further into this new era. The promise of this book 
relates to the fact that no comprehensive work now exists which examines 
the impacts our changing communications environment is having and may 
have on the fundamental aspects of our democracy. 
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The following books by former fellows of the Institute have been recently 
published: 

A Saving Grace, by Ken Hartnett (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1984). 
This political novel depicts the mayor of Boston and the publisher of the 
city's largest daily newspaper as protagorusts and includes a visit to the 
city by the Pope. It was written at the Institute while Mr. Hartnett was a 
fellow during the spring and fall of 1983. The paperback edition appeared 
in December 1985. 

The Party Goes On: The Persistence of the Two-Party System in the United States, 
by Xandia Kayden and Eddie Mahe, Jr. (New York: Basic Books, 1985). In 
this book, written with the support of the Institute of Politics under a grant 
from the Earhart Foundation, the authors conclude that the two-party sys
tem has not collapsed but rather comes out of the turmoil of the past cou
ple of decades with renewed vigor and find evidence of a resurgence of 
the political parties. The book is expected to become an important addition 
to both academic and popular discussion of poUtical parties. Ms, Kayden 
is a former research fellow amd Mr. Mahe a former fellow of the Institute. 

Common Ground: A Turbulent Decade in the Lives of Three American Families, 
by J. Anthony Lukas (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1985). Mr. Lukas has 
been awarded the 1986 Pulitzer Prize for General Non-Fiction and the Ameri
can Book Sellers Assocation American Book Award for Non-Fiction for this 
highly-acclaimed work about three Boston families caught up in the school 
integration crisis in Boston. Anthony Lukas began his work on this book 
while an Institute fellow in 1976-77. 

A Job to Live: The Impact of Tomorrow's Technology on Work and Society, by Shirley 
Williams (Great Britain: Penguin, 1985). This book looks at unemployment 
policy, drawing on examples from the United States, Germany and Japan 
as well as Great Britain, and asks questions about how new computer and 
artificial inteUigence technology will affect our lives in the areas of employ
ment, education and politics. Shirley Williams was an Institute fellow in 
1979-80 and is now a member of the Senior Advisory Committee of the In
stitute. 
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Center on the Press, Politics and 
Public Policy 

Advisory Committee 
Robert M. Bennett, senior vice president, Metromedia 
David S. Broder, national political correspondent and associate editor. 

The Washington Post 
Otis Chandler, chairman of the Executive Committee of the Board, 

Times Mirror Company 
Hedley Donovan, former editor-in-chief. Time magazine 
Stephen H. Hess, senior fellow. The Brookings Institution 
James Hoge, publisher. New York Daily News 
J. Anthony Lukas, journalist and author 
Robert J. Maiuiing, editor-in-chief, Boston Publishing Company 
Peter S. McGhee, program manager. Public Affairs and Special Education, 

WGBH-TV Boston 
Alan L. Otten, senior national correspondent. The Wall Street Journal 
Dan Rather, anchorman and managing editor, CBS News 
Jacob Rosenthal, deputy editorial page editor, The New York Times 
Richard S. Salant, former vice chairman, NBC, Inc. 
Frank Stanton, president emeritus, CBS, Inc. 
William O. Taylor, president arui publisher, The Boston Globe 

The Institute of Politics has taken the lead over the past several years on 
behalf of the School and the University in the design and development of 
a new Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy with a mission to build 
and transmit knowledge about three interrelated phenomena: the impact 
of the press on the electoral process; the impact of the press on govern
ment; and the impact of public policy on the press. It will mobilize an array 
of resources to clarify these complex issues, helping to define future threats 
to, and rights and responsibilities of a free press in our political system. 

The Center has been named for Joan Shorenstein Barone, a journalist who 
worked for the Washington Post and CBS News' "Face the Nation/' and 
was, at the time of her death in March 1985, a producer for' 'The CBS Even
ing News." Formal opening ceremonies will be held in September 1986. 
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The Center's four basic purposes are: more understanding by govern
ment officials about the role and value of the media; better coverage t>y media 
professionals of government and politics; better anticipation of the conse
quences of public policies that affect the media and the First Amendment; 
and more knowledge about how the media affect our political processes 
and governmental institutions. 

The four basic functions of the Center are: curriculum development and 
teaching; research about interactions among the press and electoral polit
ics and government; intensive educational programs for reporters, editors 
and executives from the press about complex governmental processes and 
substantive policy issues; and outreach programs of seminars, conferences 
and television productions that bring together journalists, government offi
cials, politicians and scholars for joint consideration of media-government 
problems. 

By the end of the 1985-86 academic year, the Center had raised almost 
$10 million initial endowment in money received and formal pledges. $5 
million of that was received as a contribution from Walter H. and Phyllis 
J. Shorenstein in memory of their daughter, Joan Shorenstein Barone. A 
partial list of other donors includes: The Boston Globe, Field Enterprises, Cox 
Enterprises, the Philip L. Graham Fund, the Jesse B. Cox Charitable Foun
dation, Dow Jones & Company, CBS, RCA, ABC, General Hectric, ITT, 
Chase Manhattan Bank and IBM. 

In April 1986, the first appointment within the Center was announced. 
Nelson W. Polsby was named to be the first occupant of the Frank Stanton 
Chair of the First Amendment. As the first Stanton Professor, Polsby will 
play a critical role in the coming year in further establishing and refining 
the agenda of the Center. He will begin his work in the fall of 1986. At that 
time, the Center will occupy offices, adjacent to the Institute, in the School's 
Belfer Center. 

Seminar for National Journalists 
on the Strategic Defense Initiative 
April 27-28, 1986 

A two-day seminar on the Strategic Defense Initiative, attended by 12 
journalists, was sponsored by the Institute as part of its continuing series 
of seminars on complex public policy issues for national reporters, editors, 
correspondents and producers. Session topics included: an overview of SDI, 
an analysis of its current status and future goals, a review of its effects on 
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current and future U. S. defense policy, an analysis of the key actors and 
status of the debate on the initiative, and a discussion of the problems in
herent in reporting on the subject. 

The participants in the seminar included: 

Rudy Abramson, The Los Angeles Times 
Bryan Brumley, The Associated Press 
Tim Carrington, The Wall Street Journal 
Jay Finegan, Inc. 
Melissa Healey, U.S. News & World Report 
William Hines, The Chicago Sim-Times 
Francine Kiefer, The Christian Science Monitor 
J.M. Klurfeld, Newsday 
Stephen Kurkjian, The Boston Globe 
Michael Pingree, The Boston Herald 
Carl Rochelle, Cable News Network 
Karla Vallance, Monitor Radio 

Faculty members for the seminar were: 

Albert Camesale, academic dean and professor of public policy, 
John f. Kennedy School of Government 

Michael Gordon, The New York Times 
Louis Marquet, director, Directed Energy Office, Strategic 

Defense Initiative Organization 
Jack Ruina, director. Defense and Arms Control Studies Program, 

and professor of electrical engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., director, Center for Science and International Affairs 

and professor of government, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

Administrative Staff for the Seminar included: 

Jonathan Moore, director, Institute of Politics 
Wendy M. O'Donnell, seminar coordinator 
Mary F. McTigue, assistant director. Institute of Politics 
Sarah W. Famsworth and 
Leslie Martin, staff support 
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How The Press Affects 
Federal Policy Making 

Although it is generally agreed that the press has increasing influence 
on the formation of public policy and the performance of poHtical institu
tions, we know very little, either anecdotally or systematically, about pre
cisely how it makes its influence felt. How are the behavior and the 
decision-making processes of public officials influenced by the press? What 
specific policy content is particularly subject to change because of press in
fluence, and in what direction? What inhibitions, if any, does the press ac
cept so as to avoid interfering with the flow of information within 
government, and what inhibitions, if any, are placed on government 
decision-making by the role of a free press? Who uses whom? In what ways 
and with what explicit knowledge? What is the appropriate interest of the 
government in enforcing centralized dispensing of information? At what 
points in the policy-making process does the press play its various roles 
of influencing policy process and content, informing one part of govern
ment about the activities of another, creating public awareness, and shap
ing pubhc opinion? How does that public opinion affect government? 

A three-year research project funded by the Charles H. Revson Founda
tion began its work in July 1982, with the goal of increasing understanding 
about the impact of the press on the people, policies, processes, and insti
tutions of the federal government. Early in 1984, the project completed the 
research and data collection phase of its work: several case studies, a lengthy 
questionnaire sent to the 1000 senior federal policymakers from the past 
twenty years, and interviews with fifteen journalists and twenty-five 
pohcymakers nominated by a panel of their resp>ective peers. 

During the past two years, the work of the project was devoted to syn
thesizing the results of the research and presenting the findings and con
clusions in a book to be published by W. W. Norton in September 1986, 
Impact: How the Press Affects Federal Policymaking, by Martin Unsky. A com
panion volume. How the Press Affects Federal Policymaking: Six Case Studies, 
by Martin Linsky, Jonathan Moore, Wendy O'Donnell and David Whit
man, will be published at the same time by W. W. Norton. 

Members of the faculty study group which directed the project include: 

Jonathan Moore, director, Institute of Politics; lecturer in public policy, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government, chair 
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Richard E. Neustadt, Lucius N. Littauer Professor of Public Administration, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government, vice-chair 

Christopher Arlerton, associate professor of political science and management, 
Yale University 

Hale Champion, executive dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government; 
former undersecretary, U. S, Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare 

John Chancellor, correspondent, NBC News 
Stephen H. Hess, senior fellow. The Brookings Institution 
Albert R. Hunt, Washington bureau chief. The Wall Street Journal 
Martin Linsky, project director; assistant director. Institute of Politics 
Mark Moore, Daniel & Florence Guggenheim Professor of Criminal 

Justice Policy and Marmgement, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Gary Orren, associate professor of public policy, John F. Kennedy 

School of Government 
Eileen Shanahan, assistant editor, Medill News Service; 

former senior assistant rrmnaging editor, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette 
James C. Thomson, Jr., professor, School of Public Communication, 

Boston University; former curator, Neiman Foundation for Journalism, 
Harvard University 

John William Ward, president, American Council of Learned Societies 
Lewis W. Wolfson, professor of communication, American University; 

former Washington bureau chief, Providence Journal 

New Communications Technology, 
Public Policy, and Democratic Values 

Scholars and commentators have been heralding the advent of an "in
formation revolution" for some time. Although the extent of such a revo
lution has been widely debated, one need only look at the effects of both 
large satellites in outer space and small computers in our offices and homes 
to know that the ways in which we receive and transmit information are 
changing rapidly. 

The project on New Communications Technology, Public Policy, and 
Democratic Values was undertaken three years ago by the Institute, with 
funding from the John and Mary R. Markle Foundation, to examine how 
these new methods of communication are affecting the ways in which we 
are governed and how we, as citizens, choose to participate in our 
democracy. 
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The project has developed materials on such topics as the common charac
teristics new media technologies share, and how these technologies do now^ 
and could in the future, change the conduct of electoral politics, governance^ 
and citizen participation. 

The project was overseen by a faculty study group composed of political 
and media practitioners as well as scholars. The final product of the group's 
work is a book authored by Jeffrey B. Abramson, Christopher Arterton and 
Gary R. Orren, which is expected to be published in 1987. In addition to 
discussing the current effects of new communication technologies and their 
possible future impacts, the authors raise a number of policy questions which 
require serious consideration as we move further into this new era. 

On December 14 & 15,1985, the faculty study group sponsored a confer
ence to review and refine the author's work. In addition to the members 
of the group, other scholars and practitioners in the areas of media, govern
ment and politics attended. 

Members of the Faculty Study Group include: 

Joseph S. Nye, Jr., director. Center for Science and International Affairs, 
and professor of government, John F. Kennedy School of Government, chair 

Jeffrey B, Abramson, research fellow, Institute of Politics; assistant professor 
of politics, Brandeis University; assistant district attorney, 
Middlesex County, Massachusetts 

Christopher Arterton, research fellow, Institute of Politics; former 
associate professor of political science and management, Yale University 

Daniel Bell, Henry Ford U Professor of Social Sciences, Harvard University 
Stephen G. Breyer, justice, U. S. Court of Appeals, First Circuit; 

lecturer on administrative law and regulatory policy, Harvard Law School 
Les Brown, editor-in-chief, Channels of Communications 
John Deardourff, chairman of the board, Bailey, Deardourff and Associates 
Henry Geller, director. Center for Public Policy Research 
David R. Gergen, editor, U. S. News & World Report 
Winthiop Knowlton, director. Center for Business and Government, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Richard Levine, editorial director. Data Base Publishing, 

Dow Jones & Company 
Jonathan Moore, director. Institute of Politics; lecturer in public policy, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Roger Mudd, chief political correspondent, NBC News 
W. Russell Neuman, assistant professor of political science and co-director. 
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Research Program on Communications Poliq^, Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology 

Richard M. Neustadt, senior vice president. Private Satellite Network 
Gary R. Orren, research fellow, Institute of Politics; associate professor 

of public policy, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Michael Sandel, associate professor of government, Harvard University 

The Research Coordinator for the project was Wendy M, O'Donnell, with 
research assistance from Karen E. Skelton and Elizabeth Bussiere. Staff 
assistance for the conference was provided by Sarah W. Famsworth, Anne 
Doyle Kenney, Mary F. McTigue and Phyllis E. O'Donnell. 

In addition to members of the faculty study group, the conference par
ticipants were: 

Benjamin Barber, professor of political science, Rutgers University 
John Florescu, director of communications, Democratic National Committee 
William Greener, director, political division. Republican National Committee 
Thomas Patterson, professor, Syracuse University 
Michael Rice, senior fellow, Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies 
Michael Robinson, director, Media Analysis Project, 

George Washington University 
Michael Schudson, professor of communications. University of 

California/San Diego 
Larry Slesinger, project officer, John and Mary R. Markle Foundation 
Frederick Weingarten, Communications and Information Technology, 

Office of Technology Assessment, U. S. Congress 

Church and Press in the First Amendment 
After a century and a half of relative quietude, religious and press free

doms have undergone major changes during the past few decades. The 
residt has been growing uncertainty about the liberties, their functions, ptir-
poses, and priorities. In the belief that a new approach to the issues may 
help to dispel some of the fog, begiiming in the fall of 1985, the Institute 
sponsored a year-long research project by Stephen Bates, a student at Har
vard Law School and former Institute of Politics staff member, into this area. 

The First Amendment's press and religion clauses share a philosophical 
base, an institutional perspective, and a number of problems in applica-
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tion. A combined analysis, emphasizing common features while noting 
differences, it is hoped, may yield new insights into both liberties. Among 
the areas the research examines are: the common constitutional locus of 
the freedoms; their protection of individuals as well as institutions; the need 
to define each of the protected institutions; the anti-establishment theme 
present in both freedoms; and the constraints imposed on the institutions 
by the special constitutional status they enjoy. The end result of the project 
will be a published article. 

The Media and the Congress 
In October 1983, the Institute of Politics and The Los Angeles Times spon

sored a three-day conference examining news media coverage of Congress, 
how and how well it is covered and what consequences there might be of 
coverage. Participants included current and former members of Congress, 
members of the academic commvmity and print and broadcast journalists 
who report on congressional issues. A book, which is the result of editing 
the transcripts of the conference is being published in the fall of 1986. The 
principal editing was done by Stephen Bates under the direction of Jona
than Moore, and the volimie is being produced by Publishing Horizons, Inc. 

Project on '^Momentum in 
Presidential Primaries" 

It is now a truism, but not necessarily true, that the media have replaced 
the parties in the American nominating process. To examine this question, 
the Institute has undertaken a two-year project on Momentum in Presiden
tial Primaries which began in July 1985. Henry E. Brady, assistant professor 
of government. Harvard University, is the principal investigator. The project 
has been funded by the National Science Foundation. 

Through a comparison of American primaries since 1972, American con
ventions before 1972, and Canadian conventions since 1920, the project seeks 
to learn more about the nature of American and Canadian parties, their 
relationship to the mass media, and the extent to which the media have 
or have not replaced the parties as the vital link between political elites and 
citizens. The project has already led to two publications by Heruy Brady: 
' 'Computer Assisted Survey Methods and Presidential Primaries," in Elec
tion Politics (Summer 1984), and "Conventions versus Primaries: A Cana
dian American Comparison," in The Canadian Nominating Process. In 
addition, a number of working papers have been produced, and it is antic
ipated that a book on the nominating process will result from the work. 
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The ARCO Forum of Public Affairs is a multi-tiered amphitheatre located 
in the heart of the John F. Kennedy School of Government Littauer building. 
It serves, as Edward M. Kennedy remarked in his dedication address, as a 
"crossroads by day and a meeting place by night, an arena for debate where 
democracy can come alive, a forum where citizens can meet with presidents 
and kings, or poets debate with secretaries of defense." 

The Institute of Politics admiiusters all formal programs held in the Forum. 
Selected Forum events (as indicated by asterisk (*) below) • -ere carried on 
American Public Radio Network as part of the Forum 13-paic radio series, 
sponsored with WGBH Boston. 

1985-86 Forum events included: 
The Institute of Politics Political Film Series, including the following films: 
Missing (1982), directed by Costa-Gravas, starring Jack Lemmon, 

Sissy Spacek and John Shea, July 1, 1985. 
El Norte (1983), directed by Gregory Nava, starring Zaide Silvia Gutierrez 

and David Villalpando, July 8, 1985. 
The Year of Living Dangerously (1983), directed by Peter Weir, 

starring Mel Gibson, Sigoumey Weaver and Linda Hunt, July 15, 1985. 
Breaker Morant (1979), directed by Bruce Beresford, starring 

Edward Woodward, Jack Thompson, John Waters and Charles Tingwell, 
July 22, 1985. 

Z (1969), directed by Costa-Gravas, starring Yves Montand, Irene Papas 
and Jean-Louis Trintignant, July 29, 1985. 

(*) 'The Republicans After Reagan," July 11, 1985, an address by Frank 
Fahrenkopf, chairman. Republican National Committee, co-sponsored by 
the Harvard Summer School. 

"Trinity Plus Forty: The Moral History of the Atom Bomb," July 16, 1985, 
an address by I.I. Rabi, University Professor Emeritus, Columbia Univer
sity; Manhattan Project physicist; 1944 Nobel Prize in Physics recipient; co-
sponsored by the Harvard Summer School and the Cambridge Institute for 
VoXicy Alternatives. With respondents: 

Jeimifer Leaning, Long-Range Planning Committee, 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 

Everett Mendelsohn, Department of History of Science, Harvard University; 
chair, Cambridge Institute for Policy Alternatives. 

A poetry reading by poet and author Denise Levertov from her book. 
Oblique Prayers. 

"Hawks, Doves and Owls: A New Strategy for Avoiding Nuclear War," 
August 1,1985, a dialogue with the editors of Hawks, Doves and Owls: A New 
Strategy for Avoiding Nuclear War, (W. W Norton, 1985). 
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Graham T. Allison, dean, John F Kennedy School of Government 
Albert Camesale, academic dean, John F Kennedy School of Government 
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., director, Center for Science and International Affairs 

John F Kennedy School of Government; Clarence Dillon 
Professor of International Affairs, Harvard University. 

"Personal Perspectives on Pblitics," September 11,1985, a panel discussion 
by the fall 1985 fellows of the Institute of Politics, co-sponsored by the 
Student Advisory Comnuttee of the Institute of PoUtics. 

Convocation for the students of the John E Kennedy School of Govern
ment, September 12, 1985, with remarks by: 

Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Albert Camesale, academic dean, John F Kennedy School of Government 
Hale Champion, executive dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
John R. Meyeî  James W Harpel Professor, John F Kennedy School of Government 
l^liam Hogan, professor of political economy, John F Kennedy 

School of Government 
Gary R. Orren, associate professor of public policy, John F Kennedy 

School of Government 
Ernest R. May, Charles Warren Projessor of American History, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government. 

(*) "South Africa Witness/' September 19,1985, an address and slide presen
tation by Padraig O'Malley, senior associate, John W. McCormack Institute 
of Public Affairs, Univeisity of Massachusetts/Boston; author. The Uncivil Wars: 
Ireland Today. Additional comments by Patricia Keefei; consultant, Craver, 
Smith and Mathews; former fellow. Institute of Politics. 

"The Candidate," September 18,1985, a fihn co-sponsored by the Student 
Advisory Committee of the Institute of Politics. 

"American Labor—Today and Tomorrow," September 26,1985, the Jerry Wurf 
Memorial Lecture, delivered by Thomas R. Donahue, secretary/treasurer, 
AFL-CIO, in Starr Auditorium, Belfer Center. Additional comments by Hale 
Champion, executive dean, John P. Kennedy School of Government. 

(*) "The Democrats After Reagan," October 3,1985, an address by Paul Kirk, 
chairman. Democratic National Committee. 

(•) "Corporate Takeovers: How to Tell the Heroes From the Villains," 
October 8,1985, a panel discussion co-sponsored by the Center for Business 
and Government, John F. Kennedy School of Government with: 
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T. Boone Pickens, Jr., president and chairman of the board. 
Mesa Petroleum Company 

Irwin L. Jacobs, president, Jacobs Industries, Inc. 
Ira Millstein, fellow of the faculty of government, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government 
Winthrop Knowlton, director. Center for Business and Government, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government (moderator). 

"South Africa: The Response from Washington," October 10, 1985,^a 
panel discussion with: 

Jeffrey Davidow, director. Office of Southern African Affairs, 
U. S. Department of State 

Gregory Craig, national security advisor, Office of 
U. S. Senator Edward M. Kennedy 

Joseph Madison, national director. Voter Registration Department, N.A.A.C.P. 
Philip Chiistensen, senior staff member, Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
Roger Fishei; Samuel Williston Professor of law, Harvard Law School 

(moderator). 

"Museums in America: Who Gives? Who Takes?" October 15,1985, a panel 
discussion co-sponsored by The Boston Museums with: 

Anne Hawley, executive director, Massachusetts Council on the 
Arts and Humanities 

Roger Nichols, director, Boston Museum of Science 
Karl E. Meyei; editorial writer. The New York Times; author. The Art Museiun 
Susan Phillips, former director, Institute of Museum Services 
Michael CHare, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School 

of Government (moderator). 
"The City Divided: Race and Class in Boston," October 17,1985, an address 

by J. Anthony Lukas, author. Common Ground: A Turbulent Decade in the Lives 
of Three American Families; former fellow. Institute of Pblitics. With respondents: 

George V. Higgins, former columnist. The Boston Globe; author. Style and 
Substance; Boston, Kevin White and the Pblitics of Illusion; 

Nathan Huggins, director, W.E.B. DuBois Institute for Afro-American Studies; 
W £. B. DuBois Professor of History and of Afro-American Studies, 
Harvard University; 

Jonathan Moore, director. Institute of Politics (moderator). 

(*) "Volunteers of America: A Proposal for Universal National Service," 
October 22, 1985, an address by Robert G. Torricelli, U. S. Representative 
(D-NJ). 

142 



The Forum 

(*) "Channels of Communication," October 24, 1985, an address by Ted 
Turner president, Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. 

Post Princeton-Harvard reception October 26, 1985, hosted by Graham T. 
Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 

(*) "Human \^ues and the Threat of War," October 28 and 30, 1985, the 
Erik Erikson Lecture delivered in two parts by Sissela Bok, associate profes
sor of philosophy. Department of Philosophy and History of Ideas, Brandeis 
University; author. Lying: Moral Choices in Public and Private Life, and Secrets: 
On the Ethics of Concealment and Revelation. 

"Puerto Rico's Choice: Commonwealth? Statehood? Independence?" 
October 29,1985, a panel discussion co-sponsored by the Student Advisory 
Committee of the Institute of Politics. 

"Social Security: The First Fifty Years," October 31,1985, a panel discussion 
with: 

Wilbur J. Cohen, Social Securitif Administration (1935-1956); 
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfatv (1968-1969) 

Robert M. Ball, commissioner. Social Security Administration (1962-1973) 
Robert Myers, chief actuary. Social Security Administration (1947-1970} 
Nancy Altman Lupu« lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy 

School of Government (moderator). 
Opening remarks by Thomas H. Eliot, general counsel, 

Social Security Board (1935-1938). 

"Caution" Rockn' RollMaybeHazardous to Your Health," November 
5, 1985, a panel discussion co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Com
mittee of the Institute of Politics. 

"Nuclear Peace or Nuclear Terror: Prospects for Nuclear Proliferation," 
November 7, 1985, a panel discussion co-sponsored by the Center for In
ternational Affairs, Harvard University with: 

Geotge Rathjens, professor of political science, Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology 

Roger Molandeî  president, Ftoosevelt Center for American Policy Studies 
Tom Graham, former foreign affairs officer. Arms Control and Disarmament Ageruy 
Paul Leventhal, president. Nuclear Control Institute 
Lewis Dunn, assistant director. Bureau of Nuclear Weapons and Control, 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
Albert Camesale, academic dean, John F Kennedy School of (Government 

(moderator). 
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"Reagan Meets Gorbachev," November 12, 1985, a debate between: 
Marshall Goldman, associate director, Russian Research Center, 

Harvard University, and 
Richard Pipes, Frank B. Baird, Jr Professor of History, Harvard University. 
Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government (moderator). 

"Huey Long," November 14, 1985, a documentary film on the legendary 
Louisiana Governor and U. S. Senator assassinated in 1935. With remarks by: 

Ken Bums, producer and director 
Richard Kilberg, co-producer 
Alan Brinkley, Dunzvalke Associate Professor of American History, 

Harvard University. 

"Multinational Corporations and International Development," November 
15,1985, a panel discussion co-sponsored by the Harvard-Radcliffe Interna
tional Development Forum, with: 

Lawrence Franko, professor of international business relations, 
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy 

Ian Kinniburgh, Transnational Corporations Affairs Officer, 
United Nations Centre on Transnational Corporations 

Marisol Martin, attorney; doctoral candidate in political science, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Gerald West, vice president for development, Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation 

Peter Timmei> John D. Black Professor of Agriculture and Business, 
Harvard Business School (moderator). 

"Citystep: An Innovative Approach to Public Service," November 17,1985, 
a dance performance by Citystep dancers followed by a panel discussion, 
co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Committee of the Institute of Politics. 

"Can an Individual Make a Difference in Public Service?" November 18, 
1985, an address by Michael S. Dukakis, governor of Massachusetts, co-
sponsored by the John F. Kennedy School of Government. 

"Preserving America's Heritage: Building a National Consensus on Natur
al Resources Policies," November 19,1985, an address by Donald P. Hodel, 
U. S. Secretary of the Interior. 

"The Entrepreneiuial City: Can America's Cities take Control of Their Own 
Destiiues?" November 20,1985, an address by Henry Gsneros, mayor, San 
Antonio, Texas; visiting fellow of the Institute of Politics. 
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"The Impact of Islam: Fundamentalism and Middle East Stability/' December 
5,1985, a panel discussion co-sponsored by the Student Advisory Commit
tee of the Institute of Politics. 

January 10,1986, an address by Bishop Desmond Tutu, Anglican Arch
bishop of Johannesburg, South Africa; 1984 Nobel Peace Prize recipient. 
Co-sponsored by the Harvard-Radcliffe Southern Africa SoUdarity 
Committee. 

"Corporate Social Responsibility," February 4,1986, an address by John 
F. Akers, president and chief executive officer. International Business 
Machines Corporation, first recipient of the George S. Dively Award for 
Corporate Public Initiative. Co-sponsored by the Center for Business and 
Government, John F. Kermedy School of Government. 

"The Philippines: Election and Aftermath," February 11,1986, an analy
sis of the Marcos-Aquino presidential election returns, with: 

MacAithur Coisino, former acting director. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 
the Philippines/U. S. Division; fellow, Center for International Affairs, 
Harvard University 

Arnold Zeitlin, former Manila bureau chief. The Associated Press 
Richard Haass, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School 

of Government 
Jonathan Moore, director, Institute of Politics (moderator). 

"The CIA and the Academy," February 13, 1986, an address by Robert 
M. Gates, deputy director for intelligence. Central Intelligence Agency, with 
respondents: 

Joseph S. Nye, Jr., director, Center for Science and International Affairs, 
John F. Kennedy School of Government; Clarence Dillon Professor 
of International Affairs, Harvard University 

John Shattuck, vice president. Government, Community and Public Affairs, 
Harvard University; former Washington director, 
American Civil Liberties Union 

Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government 
(moderator). 

"Bringing the World Home to New England," March 8, 1986, a sympo
sium in Starr Auditorium, Belfer Center, on development education on the 
occasion of the 25th Anniversary of the Peace Corps. Co-sponsored by the 
John F. Kennedy Library, Peace Corps, Society for International Develop-
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ment. United Nations Association of Greater Boston, and World Affairs 
Council of Boston. 

"The Catholic Church in World Affairs: A New Visibility," March 11, 
1986, an address by Bernard Cardinal Law, Archbishop of Boston. 

"Arms Control and U.S.-Soviet Relations: Asset or Liability?" March 12, 
1986, an address by Richard Perle, Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Policy, U. S. Department of Defense. 

"A Strong National Defense and Arms Reduction: Are They Compatible?" 
March 14, 1986, a debate between Caspar Weinberger, U. S. Secretary of 
Defense and Edward M. Kennedy, U. S. Senator (D-MA), at the Commerce 
Departmental Auditorium in Washington, D. C. Videotaped and broadcast
ed on the big screen in the Forum on the same day. 

"United Nations Report Card: How Are the Democracies Doing? 
March 19, 1986, an address by Vernon Walters, United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations. 

"America's Health Caie Revolution: Who Lives? Who Dies? Who Pays?" 
April 1,1986, an address by Joseph Califano, former Secretary of Health, 
Education and Welfare; former special assistant to President Lyndon B. 
Johnson. 

"The Nairobi Women's Conference Revisited," April 3,1986, a panel dis
cussion, co-sponsored by the Asian, Black and Hispanic Caucuses, and the 
Women's Group of the John F. Kennedy School of Government, with: 

Rosario Manalo, Philippine Ambassador to the United Nations; 
chairperson. United Nations Commission on the Status of Women 

Beatriz Olvera-Stotzer, president, La Comision Femenil Mexicana 
National, Inc.; former fellow, Coro Foundation 

Betty Friedan, author. The Feminine MysHque; former fellow. 
Institute of Politics 

Cecelia McCall, professor of education, Baruch College, New York 
Dorothy Zinberg, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy School 

of Government (moderator). 

"The Role of Small Enterprises in Development," April 4, 1986, a panel 
discussion, co-sponsored by the Eighth Annual World Develoment Con
ference of the John F. Kermedy School of Government, with: 

Xu Chi He, director, Institute of Natiotml Economy for the 
People's Republic of China, Shanghai 
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William Steele, industrial economist, Industrial Strategy 
and Bank Division, World Bank 

Thomas Timberg, consultant, Robert Nathan Associates; director, 
Micro-Enterprise Project, U. S- Agency for International 
Development and Institute for International Development, 
Harvard University (moderator). 

"American Security Through Soviet Eyes," April 8, 1986, an address by 
Georgi Arbatov, director. Institute of the U. S. A. and Canada, Soviet 
Academy of Sciences; memlier of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of U.S.S.R. 

"Language in Political Life: My Search for an American Tongue/' 
April 10,1986, and address by Richaid Rodriguez, author. Hunger of Memory: 
The Education of Richard Rodriguez, co-sponsored by the John M. Olin 
Foundation. 

"The Role of Religion in East-West Relations," April 15,1986, an address 
by Franz Cardinal Konig, Archbishop of Vienna; president of the Secretariat 
for Non-Believers, the Vatican. 

"Emerging Technologies and National Strategies," April 22,1986, an ad
dress by Bobby R. Inman, president and chief executive officer. Micro
electronics and Computer Technology Corp.; former deputy director. Central 
InteUigence Agency; former director. National Security Agency. 

"New Voices in U. S. Foreign Policy," the Sixth Annual Oliver Crom
well Cox Lecture Series, Part 1, April 23, 1986, a panel discussion co-
sponsored by the Black Caucus of the John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment with: 

John Reinhardt, director. International Programs, Smithsonian Institution; 
former U. S. Ambassador to Nigeria; former director, 
U. S, Information Agency 

Ulric Hajmes, former U. S. Ambassador to Algeria 
Kenneth Longmyer, Pearson Fellow, Carnegie Endowment for 

Intematiorml Peace; U. S. Foreign Service Officer 
Biyant J. Salter, candidate for Master of Public Administration, 

John F. Kennedy School of Government; U. S. Foreign Service Officer, 
(moderator). 

"The American Farm Crisis: What Should The Government Do?" 
April 30, 1986, a debate between: 
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John Block, president. National American Wholesale Grocers Association; 
former U. S. Secretary of Agriculture, Reagan administration, and 

Charles Brannan, former U. S. Secretary of Agriculture, 
Truman administration; former general counsel. 
National Farmers Union. 

John Dunlop, Lament University Professor, Harvard University; 
former U. S. Secretary of Labor, Ford administration (moderator). 

"The Black Community in the Post-Civil Rights Era: Challenges to 
Public Policy/' the Sixth Annual Oliver Cromwell Cox Lecture Series Part 
II; May 1, 1986, an address by John Jacob, president and chief executive 
officer. The National Urban League, co-sponsored by the Black Caucus of 
the John F. Kennedy School of Government, with respondents: 

Randall Kennedy, assistant professor of law, Harvard Law School 
Glenn Louiy, professor of public policy, John F. Kennedy School 

of Government 
Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 

(moderator). 

"Terrorism and Tourism: Flying the Unfriendly Skies," May 6, 1986, a 
panel discussion with: 

Edward Cronin, captain. Troop F/Logan International Airport, 
Massachusetts State Police 

David Paresky, president. Crimson Travel Service 
William Davis, travel editor/writer, The Boston Globe 
Edith Fljrnn, professor of criminal justice, Northeastern University (moderator). 

"Strategic Defense Initiative: Where We Are and Where It's Going," 
May 8, 1986, an address by James A. Abrahamson, lieutenant general. 
United States Air Force; director. Strategic Defense Initiative Organization. 

"Democracy in America: Its Friends and Its Enemies," May 13,1986, an 
address by Elliott Abrams, assistant secretary of state, Inter-American 
Affairs, U. S. Department of State, co-sponsored by the John M. Olin 
Foundation, with respondents: 

Gregory Treverton, lecturer in public policy, John F. Kennedy 
School of Government 

Jorge Dominguez, professor of history, Harvard University 
Harvey Mansfield, professor of government. Harvard University, (moderator). 

"The Black Crystal: Theodore Roosevelt and the Art of Political Imagery," 
May 15,1986, an address by Edmund Morris, author. The Rise of Theodore 
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Roosevelt, co-sponsored by the Theodore Roosevelt Association, with 
respondents: 

Ernest R. May, Charles Warren Professor of American History, 
Harvard University 

Alan Brinkley, Dunwalke Associate Professor of American History, 
Harvard University 

Graham T. Allison, dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government, (moderator). 

"The Place of Politics in Public Administration," May 20, 1986, an 
address by Edwin Meese III, United States Attorney General; former coun
selor to President Reagan, with respondents: 

Brendan Byrne, former Governor of New Jersey 
William Weld, U. S. Attorney General for the District of Massachusetts 
Mark Moore, Daniel & Florence Guggenheim Professor of 

Criminal Justice, John F. Kennedy School of Government (moderator). 

"The Making of a Strong Presidency," May 22, 1986, an address by 
James A. Baker III, U. S. Secretary of the Treasury; former White House 
chief of staff, Reagan administration; national chairman, George Bush and 
Gerald Ford presidential campaigns. 

"Some Thoughts on a School of Government," June 3,1986, an address 
by John Kenneth Galbraith, Paul Warburg Professor of Economics, Emeri
tus, Harvard University; 1986 Class Day Speaker, John F. Kennedy School 
of Government. 
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